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Foreword

THE JOINT RESOLUTION approved July 18, 1939, establishing the Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt Library authorizes the Archivist of the United States to
prepare, publish and sell textual reproductions of the Library's mate-
rials. This authorization indicates that the framers of the resolution
were aware that one of the most important responsibilities of an archivist
is to make the papers in his custody widely and conveniently available
for research use as quickly as possible. This can be done in a number
of ways, but publication in book form is still the method best calculated
to be of maximum help to the largest number of potential users.

There is no lack of precedent for the publication of the letters and
public papers of American statesmen. It is, in fact, the method to which
American scholarship has become accustomed in making use of such
papers, and many projects of this kind are now under way. For a
number of reasons, however, the publication of the papers of Franklin
D. Roosevelt cannot be approached in the same manner as that which
has been or is currently being followed in publishing the papers of
earlier Presidents. President Roosevelt died in office, and in accord-
ance with his wishes the Federal Government became the owner of
the entire body of his papers almost immediately after his death, a
situation without precedent in the history of this country, and one that
presented unique problems as well as a unique opportunity. The op-
portunity is one that American scholarship has never had beforethe
opening of a President's papers for research use only a few years after
the expiration of his term of office. The problems are two in number
how to reconcile the research use of contemporary materials with gen-
erally accepted standards of propriety in the use of personal papers, and
how to cope with the enormous masses of papers that have resulted from
the changes in the Presidential office during the last generation.

Both the problems and the opportunity take on even larger dimen-
sions if publication in extenso is contemplated only ten years after a Presi-
dent has left office. None of the publication projects of this kind hitherto
undertaken was begun until at least forty years after the President had
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left office. All follow a simple chronological arrangement and envisage
the issuance within a few years after the commencement of the project
of a multi-volume "set" of books of uniform size and binding, which
will, bibliographically speaking, constitute a single item. This form
of publication carries the authority of custom and long public acceptance.
But when it is attempted to apply this formula to the Roosevelt papers,
immense difficulties at once present themselves, particularly for the
papers of the Presidential period. Here the length of his tenure, the re-
cency of his tenure, and the profound changes in the nature of the
Presidential office during the last generation make the question of the
publication of the Roosevelt papers not only one of a different order of
magnitude from that of all of his predecessors, but also a different kind
of a problem.

The first and most obvious factor is that of sheer volume. If the
letters and other papers of Franklin D. Roosevelt were to be published
on the same scale and in the same fashion as that now being followed
in the case of the Jefferson papers, they would fill not less than 200 vol-
umes. More vexatious than the question of bulk is the change that has
taken place in the nature of Presidential "papers" in the last twenty-five
years. These changes are not peculiar to the incumbency of Franklin D.
Roosevelt, but will be characteristic of the papers of all Presidents hence-
forward. The White House now has a large staff, including aides, secre-
taries, administrative assistants, and clerks, who together comprise an
administrative organization through which papers move in prescribed
procedural channels. This staff handles the immense volume of mail
that now pours into the White House each day, mail that results in part
from the habit formed by the general citizenry in the last twenty-five
years of writing letters directly to the President, and in part from the
expansion in the activities of the office itself during the past generation.

A large amount of Presidential correspondence also now results from
the requirements of public relations activities, another new factor in the
Presidential office. Our Presidents today sign many hundreds of letters
containing anniversary greetings to service clubs, churches, civic organi-
zations, trade unions, newspapers, arid other public and private organiza-
tions. The Presidents also sign numbers of other communications, such
as "thank-you" notes for small gifts, letters of condolence, letters of en-
couragement to ill and physically handicapped persons, and other
missives, which, as a class, are hardly worth publishing in their entirety.
Hence it is quite unrealistic to speak any longer of "complete" publica-
tion of a President's papers. And if one undertakes to begin publication
only ten years after a President has left office, there are some letters bear-
ing on personal, family, and financial matters which for reasons of pro-
priety cannot be published while the affected persons or their close
relatives are still alive.
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None of these considerations, however, completely precludes publica-
tion if one conceives of the papers of a contemporary President, not as a
uniform or monolithic, mass to be published in its entirety, but rather
as a great heterogeneous body of source materials of varying degrees of
research value. Viewed in this way, it is apparent that the Franklin D.
Roosevelt papers do contain certain rich seams that can be extracted for
publication immediately. This approach led almost inevitably to the
choice of conservation of natural resources as the subject of the first
documentary publication of the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library.

Franklin D. Roosevelt's biographers all agree that he held a lifelong
belief in the necessity for conservation. His interest in this field had the
natural result of producing among the Roosevelt papers an extraordinar-
ily large and rich volume of documentation, all of which can now be
published. The difficulty lay only in selecting from the huge mass those
papers that are of sufficient significance to warrant publication.

These volumes are thus the first result of an attempt to formulate a new
pattern for the publication of the papers of contemporary Presidents.
It will be followed by similar volumes as soon as papers on other im-
portant subjects can be selected and edited.

The task of selecting, compiling and editing these documents has been
carried out under my general supervision by Edgar B. Nixon of the staff
of the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library.

HERMAN KAHN
Director, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library

WAYNE C. GROVER
Archivist 0/the United States
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I see an America whose rivers and valleys and
lakeshills and streams and plainsthe mountains
over our land and nature's wealth deep under the
earthare protected as the rightful heritage of all
the people.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSRVELT
at Cleveland, Ohio, Nov. 2, 1940
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Introduction

THIS PUBLICATION represents a selection from the papers of Franklin D.
Roosevelt in the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library that have to do with the
conservation of what are commonly called "the natural and renewable
resources": soil and water, forests and other soil cover, wildlife, and
scenic and wilderness areas. Documents concerning "nonrenewable
natural resources," such as coal, oil and minerals, have been excluded.
Papers concerning water power have also been excluded, although that
subject is mentioned in papers dealing with water resources in general,
and with Roosevelt's ideas on the regional approach to resource conserva-
tion.

This limitation of the subject was necessary because of the great volume
of Roosevelt papers on the subject of conservation in general. It does,
however, coincide with Roosevelt's main emphasis. He was concerned
with the conservation of all the natural resources of the nation but he was
most interested in, and most eloquent about, the devastation of our
forests, the destruction of our soil, and the needless spoliation of our
great scenic and wilderness areas.

Within the limits described, this publication includes all of what ap-
pear to be the basic and significant materials except certain kinds of
formal documents such as laws and executive orders. These are readily
available in print elsewhere. The documents here printed, however,
constitute about a third of the total number of documents that have
been identified among the Roosevelt papers as bearing on the subject of
the conservation of natural, renewable, resources. A calendar listing all
such documents has been prepared, and both the calendar and the docu-
ments not reproduced here may be examined at the Franklin P. Roose-
velt Library. Microfilm copies of them may be obtained.

No examination was made of the scores of manuscript collections and
archives in other depositories that might contain relevant documents not
duplicated in the Franklin P. Roosevelt Library. When an important
document not in the Library was known to exist elsewhere, however, an
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effort was made to obtain a copy for publication. The source of such
a document is indicated.

The papers of a President do not, of course, contain all the important
documents on every issue with which his administration dealt. They
concern only those matters with which he chose to deal or into which he
was drawn at the request of an executive agency, a member of Congress,
a state or local government official, or a private citizen. Other matters
were dealt with by executive agencies without consultation with him and
are not reflected in his papers.

Since many of the documents in this publication concern more than
one subject, a topical arrangement was not feasible. The papers have
therefore been arranged in chronological order and a detailed subject
index furnishes a guide to specific topics. This arrangement has the
virtue of simplicity and the further advantage of reflecting the order
in which the papers came to the attention of the President or his staff.

Something should be said of the technical problems encountered in
preparing these papers for publication. Ideally the historical text in
print should be identical in content with the original text and in the case
of manuscripts the chief questions are those of authenticity and legibility.
The advent of the typed letter has lessened these problems but there re-
mains the question of what to do with the printed letterhead. This may
be a simple statement of the writer's name and address or it may include
a lengthy and highly detailed description of his business or official posi-
tion.

To have reproduced these letterheads verbatim would have been
wasteful of space and of dubious utility. In this book, therefore, the
printed letterheads have been omitted, and the writer's name, address
and title have been given in a uniform style. Other information in the
letterhead that might conceivably be of use to the reader is given in a
footnote. The salutation, close and signature have also been rendered
in uniform style except in the case of autograph letters; these have been
reproduced exactly as they are. Obvious errors of punctuation and
spelling that may definitely be attributed to the typist have been corrected
without comment. Errors of the sort that reflect the writer's usage have,
of course, been retained. Annotations appearing on the document have
been reproduced (with an indication, when possible, of authorship) but
filing room marginalia, such as file numbers and cross-references, have
been omitted.

Where a letter is known to have been drafted for Roosevelt's signature,
either the name of the drafter or that of the department in which it
originated is, if possible, indicated.

Other than letters, the only kinds of documents offering any particu-
lar editorial problems were Roosevelt's speeches and his messages to Con-
gress. These problems arise from the fact that the speeches and messages
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may exist in a variety of forms: drafts (indifferent stages of completion),
the final copy or "reading copy," the press release of the final copy, the
stenographic transcripts, and (in the case of speeches only) a sound
recording of the radio broadcast.

The broadcast recording has been used as the text when available
because it is the most accurate text: it contains the last-minute changes
Roosevelt made when he delivered the speech, changes not always caught
by the White House stenographer. In the absence of a recording of the
speech, the stenographic transcript was used, and where this was lack-
ing, the reading copy. Where the reading copy was not available, the
press release was used.

Presidential messages to Congress (none of which here published was
read in person to Congress except item 204) have been reproduced in
the official White House press release version. In a few cases, to show
Roosevelt's method in drafting and editing, important changes made by
him in final drafts have been shown by cancelled type and italics.

Scores of persons and institutions have been of assistance in the
preparation of these volumes. Their kindness and helpfulness are deeply
appreciated.

Several other members of the staff of the Franklin D. Roosevelt
Library have participated in this project. Carl L. Spicer assisted in
the original search for documents. Mrs. Aimee C. Buchanan helped
with the indexing and with the technical preparation of the copy. Mrs.
Clarice D. Morris did the clerical and stenographic work and performed
numerous other duties. Finally, the patient scrutiny and advice given the
project by Herman Kahn, Director of the Library, were indispensable
to its completion. -EDGAR B. NIXON
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Symbols

A autograph, not signed

APS autograph postscript

AS autograph, signed

CT carbon typescript, not signed

CTS carbon typescript, signed

M mimeographed

T typescript, ribbon copy, not signed

TS typescript, ribbon copy, signed
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Part I

State Senator to the Presidency

1911-1933



State Senator to the Presidency, 1911-1933

I ROOSEVELT TO THE J. B. LYON Co., Albany

[ALBANY] February 9, 1911

GENTLEMEN: I beg to enclose a copy of my biography for the Red
Book.1

Yours very truly,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDRB
[9:cT] 2

The New York Red Book, the official directory of state agencies and officers,
published by New York State and printed by the J. B. Lyon Co. of Albany.

2 This number refers to the "group" or specific body of papers in the Franklin
D. Roosevelt Library in which the document cited is found.

2 [Enclosure]

Franklin D. Roosevelt, Democrat, Senator from the Twenty-sixth
district, composed of the Counties of Putnam, Dutchess and Columbia,
is a resident of Hyde Park, Dutchess County, where he was born January
3oth, 1882.

His father, James Roosevelt, was World's Fair Commissioner from
New York State in 1893, was Supervisor of the Town of Hyde Park,
and for many years Vice President of the Delaware & Hudson Company,
President of the Champlain Transportation Company and Director of
many other companies.

Senator Roosevelt was educated at Hyde Park, Groton School, Har-
vard College and Columbia Law School, was admitted to the bar in
1907 and has ever since practiced law in New York.

In 1905 Mr. Roosevelt married Miss Eleanor Roosevelt of German-
town, Columbia County, and has three children, Anna Eleanor Roose-
velt, James Roosevelt and Elliott Roosevelt. He has always been inter-
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ested in the affairs of Dutchess County but has never held office until
elected senator in the fall of 1910.

He was appointed a Hudson-Fulton Celebration Commissioner in
1909 and is a trustee of several charitable and educational institutions.
He is a Director of the First National Bank of Poughkeepsie, N. Y., and a
member of Eagle Engine Company and Rescue Hook and Ladder
Company of Hyde Park, N. Y.

Lieutenant-Governor Conway in 1911 appointed Mr. Roosevelt Chair-
man of the Forest, Fish and Game Committee and a member of the
following Senate Committees: Railways, Canals and Agriculture.1

[9: CT]

1Roosevelt was elected state senator on Nov. 8, 1910. His campaign speeches
dealt mostly with the corruption of the state Republican administration and the
evils of city bossism; conservation was not an issue. Years later he said that he had
been appointed chairman of the Senate Forest, Fish and Game Committee because
"they couldn't think of anything else for him to do in the Senate" (post, 419).
However, his appointment coincided with mounting interest in the state in the
need for adequate protection of forests, streams and wildlife resources. Governor
John A. Dix's first message to the legislature of Jan. 4, I 91 i, called attention to this
subject (Public Papers of John A. Dix, Governor, 1915, Albany, I9s2, p. 40), and
in other legislative messages he urged enactment of conservation legislation.

Roosevelt had become aware of the conservation problem some years prior to 191 I
through the forestry and farming operations conducted on the Hyde Park estate,
and probably also through his interest in ornithology and in hunting and fishing.
(He was, as a boy, a member of the American Museum of Natural History and
that institution then, as now, was active in the conservation movement.) References
in his papers to conservation as such prior to 1911 are, however, rare, and it may
be said that his serious interest in the subject began in that year. The conservation
problem in New York State mirrored the national problem, and during Roosevelt's
senatorship most aspects of it were before the legislature in one form or another.
A good many of his attitudes and theories on the conservation question can be traced
to this period.

For a narrative of events of the senatorial period, see Frank Freidel, Franklin D.
Roosevelt: The Ordeal (Boston: Little, Brown, I952).

3 ROOSEVELT TO RUDOLF FLINSCH, J. G. WHITE & Co., New
York City

[ALBANY] February 15, 1911

M DEAR MR. FLINSCH: I have not answered your letter of January
3oth before as I wished to be able to give you some more definite news
about the Forest, Fish and Game committee of the Senate. I have now
organized the committee and have set a date for a hearing on the only
bill affecting Long Island which has as yet been introduced. This is a
bill extending the open season for the shooting of ducks to April 1st, of
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every year. We are to have ahcaring on this bill on February 23rd at 2
P. M., and we expect a great number of persons to come before us from
Long Island.

I fear I cannot get away from here until the senatorial contest is
settled.2 I agree with you thoroughly that the present Forest, Fish and
Game law is satisfactory but that it should be better enforced.

If you care to do so why do you not come up here on February 2 3rd
for the hearing and spend the night with us at our house here, 248 State
Street?

Hoping to see you, I remain, Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
FDR-B

[9: CT]

1Flinsch a member of the engineering and contracting firm of J. G. White and
Co. of New York City, wrote frequently to Roosevelt during the latter's senatorial
period on fish and game legislation in which he was interested. In his letter of
January 30 (Group 9) he opposed the bill (Senate ) here referred to. (Unless
otherwise indicated, the numbers of bills cited are the print numbers.) This bill,
to extend from January io to April r of each year the open season for ducks on
Long Island, was opposed by conservationists generally because it was intended to
benefit the "market gunners" and the New York City dealers who bought game
from them, and because of the great destruction of wildfowl that would have resulted.
It was passed by the senate in spite of Roosevelt's opposition but failed to get through
the assembly. Following its defeat, a bill to extend the Long Island duck hunting
season to February i of each year was introduced in the senate and referred to
the Forest, Fish and Game Committee. This bill (Senate 1452) was favorably
reported by the conimittee and was passed by both houses. It was vetoed by
Governor Dix who noted that numerous protests had been filed against it and "even
the game protective associations of the locality affected" were opposed to it (Journal
of the Senate of the State of New York . . . 1911, Albany, 1911, I, 402-403, 854,
1242; II, 1482-1483; PublIc Papers of John A. Dix, Governor, 1911, p. 117). (The
former title will be hereinafter cited as Senate Journal.)

2 Referring to a successful attempt by a group of anti-Tammany Democrats under
Roosevelt's leadership to block the election of William F. Sheehan as United States
senator. See Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: The Ordeal, 97-1 i6.

accepted the invitation in a letter of Feb. s 8, gi x (Group s

ROOSEVELT TO G. 0. SHIELDS, PRESIDENT, LEAGUE OF AMERICAN
SPORTSMEN FOR THE PRESERVATION OF WILD LIFE, New York
City

[ALBANY] February o, 1911

M DEAR SIR: I am telegraphing you today that I cannot introduce
the anti-automatic and pump gun bill. I am, I need not tell you, much
interested in the preservation of wild life but feel that as chairman of
the Forest, Fish and Game Committee in the Senate I should not be the
one to introduce legislation of this kind.
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I am, as you must realize, somewhat in the position of a judge and
think that some other senator should introduce this bill for you.1

Yours very truly,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-B

[9:c'r]

11n a letter of Feb. x6, 1911 (Group 9), Shields, on behalf of the League of
American Sportsmen, asked that Roosevelt introduce a bill to bar the use of automatic
and pump guns and enclosed a circular (not present) in which was printed a copy
of the proposed measure. Roosevelt's excuse for not wishing to introduce the bill
(as chairman of the Senate Forest, Fish and Game Committee it would appear that
he was the proper person to do so) is not explained by further reference to the matter.
On May 3 Senator James J. Frawley (a member of the committee) introduced Senate
1421 to prohibit "the use of automatic or repeating shot guns, pump guns or any
gun holding more than two cartridges at one time." On June 20 Roosevelt reported
the bill favorably and it was ordered to a third reading; on the next day it was
recommitted. No further action on it was taken (Senate Journal, igir, I, 8i8; II,
1851, 1908).

5 WILLIAM K. DRAPER, M. D., TO ROOSEVELT, Albany

NEW YORK CITY, March 20th, 1911

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: I am writing you to ask you to use your
influence against the passage of Assembly Bill No. 359, introduced by
A. J. Levy, which will cripple and destroy the present Shea-White
Plumage Law, enacted a year ago.1

I wish also to ask you to use your influence against Senate Bill No.
9, introduced by Senator J. L. Long, which will permit duck shooting
on Long Island until April 1st. Both of these bills I believe will do
great injury to the birds, and will hasten materially the extermination
of many species in this vicinity.

I believe that Senate Bill No. 513, introduced by Senator Howard R.
Bayne, to prohibit the sale of game in New York, is wise, and would ask
you to assist this measure in becoming a law.2

I hope that you feel as I do in regard to these matters, and that I am
asking you to do what you thoroughly believe in.

Believe me, with regards, Yours very truly,
W. K. DRAPER

[9: TS]

The "Shea-White Plumage Law" amended section g8 of the New York State
game law and extended the prohibition against the sale of plumage, skin or body
of any bird protected by the law to the same kind of birds imported from outside
the state. Wild birds, with the exception of English sparrows, crows and certain
predators, and game birds for which there was an open season, were protected from
capture and their plumage was barred from sale (Laws of the State of New York . .
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1910, Albany, 1910, chap. 256; hereinafter cited as New York Laws). The Levy
bill failed to pass the assembly (Assembly Journal, 1911, IV, 3561).

2 Approved June 26, igir (New York Laws, 1911, chap. 438), this bill prohibited
the sale of native game; game imported for sale had to be tagged by agents of the
Conservation Commission. After it had been in force for one year, the commission
called it "one of the best game protective measures ever passed" (First Annual Report
of the Conservation Commission, 1911, Albany, 1911, 1, 75).

6 ROOSEVELT TO WILLIAM K. DRAPER, lvi. D., New York City

[ALBANY] March 21, 1911

DEAR DOCTOR DRAPER: I have your letter of March 2oth' in regard
to certain bird and game bills. The plumage bill introduced by Assem-
blyman Levy has not been reported out of the Assembly Committee and
I trust we shall be able to prevent its passage.

I regret to say that Senate Bill No. g, permitting duck shooting on
Long Island has passed the Senate in spite of much opposition on my
part and that of others, by just the necessary number of votes. It is now
being considered in the Assembly and I hope will be defeated there;
if not I trust that the Governor will see fit to veto it.

Senate Bill No. 513 to prohibit the sale of game in New York will
have a hearing before my committee on March 2gth. While this bill
is drastic in its provisions I believe that it offers a particularly effective
means of preserving our game and the fight on it promises to be
interesting.

Believe me, with kind regards, Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
FDR-B

[9:cT]

'location by item number of a letter printed ante will not be given when the
date is mentioned.

7 ROOSEVELT TO RUDOLF FLINSCH, New York City

[ALBANY] April 13, 1911

MY DEAR MR. FLINSCH: I have not had time in the winding up of
the senatorship contest to answer your letter of March 25th. As to the
question of muffling power boats, I fear that there would be little chance
of getting through a measure of this kind at the present session. I think
the Massachusetts law is about as clear and effective in its operation as
any and I would suggest that that law be followed as closely as possible.
Such a bill ought to have support not only from Long Island Sound but
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also from the lake regions of western New York and the Adirondacks,
where power boats have lately become very numerous.'

I was sorry you could not get up to the dinner in Albany at which
"Buffalo Jones' "pictures were shown. I never imagined that anything
so extraordinary could be done with a camera.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-B

19: CT]

'In his letter (Group 9), Flinsch congratulated Roosevelt on the defeat of the
bill to extend the duck hunting season on Long Island, and asked about possible
legislation to require power boats to use mufflers. Flinsch was especially concerned
over the situation in the waters off the north shore of Long Island. His concern
was shared by many other users of the recreational waters of the state, who regarded
the preservation of the characteristic quiet of wilderness areas as inseparable from
the conservation of other wilderness values. By acts approved July 24, 191 I, and
July 28, 191 i, power boats on Lake George and on the tidal waters of the state
were required to use mufflers (New York Laws, 1911, chaps. 758, 840), but no
completely satisfactory control of motor noises on recreational waters has ever been
attained in New York.

8 ROOSEVELT ON THE PROTECTION OF STATE FORESTS FROM FIRE

[ALBANY, May 8, 191 i]

Senator Franklin D. Roosevelt, insurgent leader, caused trouble in
the Senate last night when he asked why the Senate finance committee
had not reported the bill appropriating $50,000 for the protection of the
state's forests from fire. Senator Roosevelt is chairman of the forest,
fish and game committee of the Senate, and is friendly to Thomas Mott
Osborne, forest, fish and game commissioner, who is an opponent of
Tammany and Charles F. Murphy, its leader.

When Senator Roosevelt made his inquiry Senator Frawley, chair-
man of the finance committee, said he had sent for information as to the
need of the appropriation, but that the forest, fish and game commission
had not responded until last night. He added that the matter would
be taken up at the next meeting of the committee.

"This bill was passed April 18 in the Assembly on the representation
that it was needed at once to prevent forest fires," said Senator Roose-
velt. "The department asked the Senate committee to act at once on
the bill on April 20. Since that time the secretary of the department
has been present every day, so that the senator could get the information
he desired." 1
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"I have not been in the forest, fish and game department," Senator
Frawley declared, "and I don't intend to go there. I don't know who is
at the head of the department, but if anyone wants an appropriation it
ought to be known that the place to come is before the committee."

"Senator Roosevelt has not been in the Senate long enough to learn
that the finance committee does not go about the departments to learn
their needs. The heads of the departments come to the committee."

"But," retorted Senator Roosevelt, "I've been in the Senate long
enough to learn who the head of the forest, fish and game department
is. The secretary of that department did come before the committee
and requested immediate action. He could have explained the purpose
of the appropriation. As a result of the committee's failure to act,
hundreds of thousands of dollars' worth of property is liable to go up in
smoke at any time, and here (pointing to Senator Frawley) is one of
the men responsible for this situation."

"Senator Roosevelt has gained his point," Senator Wagner 2 shouted.

"What he wants is a headline in the newspapers. Let us proceed to
our business."

{ALBANY Journal, MAY 9, 191 I, P. I I]

'This bill had been introduced by Senator Frawley, a member of the Senate
Forest, Fish and Game Committee. Why his Finance Committee, to which the bill
was referred, did not report it, is not e%plained. An assembly bill for the same
purpose and for a like appropriation was, however, passed and approved on May 31,
igis (Senate Journal, 1911, I, 281, 1129-1130; Assembly Journal, 1911, II, 1207-
1208; New York Laws, 1911, chap. 211).

2 Robert F. Wagner, Democratic senator from New York, 1926-49.

9 ANDREW D. MELOY, PRESIDENT, NEw YORK STATE FISH, GAME

AND FOREST LEAGUE, TO ROOSEVELT, Albany

NEW YORK, June 15, 1911

DEAR SENATOR: In the name of the vast army of decent men
and women of this State who have an interest in preserving its wild life,
I wish to thank you for the splendid service you have rendered in helping
put through the bill prohibiting the sale of game.' I assure you that this
law is worth all the rest of the laws covering this subject put together.
It is the one service which the Legislature of this winter has rendered to
the next generation, and no other law passed at the present session
promises to stand longer as a monument to the new sprint to conserve
our public resources.

While it is true your name has been associated with many worthy
endeavors to lift public spirit to a higher plane, none of your activities
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[io]

will so worthily fix your place in the public estimation as your consistent
support of the bills to conserve our wild life.2

Very truly yours,
ANDREW D. MELOY

[g:Ts]

1 The Bayne bill (see ante, 5).
Of the twenty-nine bills introduced by Roosevelt in the ig session, eight

related to fishing and hunting regulations. Of the eight, two were enacted into law:
Senate z i 18, providing that the state forest, fish and game commissioner might settle
or compromise actions brought against violators of state forest, fish and game laws;
and Senate x 774, regulating the hunting season on rabbits and hares in certain
counties. One bill, Senate s I 57, to provide for the creation of a state fish and
game board to regulate fishing and hunting generally in the state (rather than by
piecemeal legislation), was not reported from committee. Two bills were passed
by the senate but not by the assembly: Senate i 758, to regulate commercial sturgeon
fishing in the Hudson (a number of Roosevelt's fishermen constituents wrote to
him about this bill); and Senate 1658, to reduce fees for nonresident hunting licenses.
One bill was passed and vetoed: Senate 694, to close the quail season until 1916 in
Dutchess and Ulster counties. In the case of two bills the corresponding assembly
bills were substituted, passed and vetoed: Senate i i 19, to provide for the appoint-
ment of additional game wardens; and Senate 1248, to authorize the state forest,
fish and game commissioner to regulate the taking of game in a town (township)
when requested to do so by the town board (Senate Journal, 1911, I, 340, 6o,, 602,
700, 1110, 1234, 5267, 1295; II, 5397, 1458, 1526-1527, 1780, 1890, 2008, 2258,
2465; Assembly Journal, 1911,111,3262-3263,3361).

In vetoing the three last-mentioned bills, Governor Dlx, in each case, said that the
authority requested should be given to the newly created State Conservation Com-
mission (Public Papers of John A. Dix, Governor, 1911, pp. 193-194, 245-246,
253-254). The establishment of this commission by act approved July ru, 1911
(New York Laws, 1911, chap. 647), was the most important enactment of the
legislature in the field of conservation during the session. Introduced by Senator
Robert F. Wagner, this brought together in one agency the functions of the Forest,
Fish and Game Commission (which was thereby abolished) and the functions of
the other state agencies devoted to the conservation of natural resources.

10 ROOSEVELT TO EGBERT BAGG, Utica, New York

ALBANY, N. Y., January 31st 1912

DEAR Sm: I beg to acknowledge your letter1 in relation to the
proposed codification of the fish and game law of the State. I have
laid it before the joint Committee of the Senate and Assembly, which is
at present giving hearings on this bill.2

I also am an associate of the American Ornithologists Union and
have been for many years and I am much interested in all that you say
and believe there is much truth in most of your contentions. I am now
endeavoring to have the season on small shore birds advanced to at least
August i 5th. Of course the only danger of this lies in the more southerly
part of the State. I must consider, however, that the small shore birds
need protection up to a certain point. If you are familiar with the New
England coast you will realize that in summer the number of the small



shore birds is materially less than it was ten years ago and I am told
that this is also true in their breeding grounds in northern Canada and
Labrador.

Certainly the small boy must be given an opportunity to learn how to
shoot. As one aid to this I have succeeded in amending the law in re-
gard to collecting permits so that minors can also get them.

I am sorry that I cannot agree with you about the wood duck. It
may be true that a man who jumps ducks from a boat cannot tell a
wood duck but you must realize that the duck is a species in danger of
extermination to-day. The prohibition against shooting them never-
theless saves many birds every year.

I am interested in what you say about the blue jay and cowbird. I
have always believed as you do but the Department of Agriculture in
Washington is apparently convinced that both birds do more good than
harm.3

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR/MKB
[9: CT]

Undated (Group 9), urging an earlier season on certain birds hunted chiefly by
boys and an open season on blue jays.

2 This bill (Senate i 17) was introduced by Roosevelt on Jan. 17, 1912, and became
law April 55, 1912 (New York Laws, 1912, chap. 318). The law codified and
made uniform the great number of separate, locally applicable statutes on the
taking and possessing of fish and game, and authorized the State Conservation
Commission, under certain circumstances, to grant additional protection to wildlife.
Previously the seasons and conditions of hunting and fishing in various parts of the
state had been determined by separate enactments and had consumed an inordinate
share of the legislature's time. In igis, for example, ninety-five such bills were
introduced. The law is described in New York State, Second Annual Report of the
Conservation Commission, 1952 (Albany, 1913), p. 30 if.

Roosevelt's interest in ornithology began early and continued throughout his life.
In 1894 his uncle, Warren Delano, gave him a life membership in the American
Museum of Natural History, and as a boy he contributed bird specimens to it. His
interest in birds was closely related to his interest in the preservation of the natural
scene, as is shown by certain of his Presidential letters dealing with the establishment
of national parks and wilderness areas.

ii A STATEMENT ON THE ROOSEVELT-JONES CONSERVATION BILL
BY THE CAMP-FIRE CLUB OP AMERICA

[February I, 1912]

A Campaign To Save Our Adirondack Forests
[Excerpt] 1 This Campaign was begun last summer by the Camp

Fire Club of America, through its Game Protection Committee. At the
request of this Committee, Mr. Gifford Pinchot,2 a member of the Club,
made a trip into the Adirondacks with Mr. Overton Price and several
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State officials. His report on his findings there and his recommenda-
tions will be found in full on the following pages.

On January i 5th the State Conservation Commission introduced the
Roosevelt-Jones bill, Senate No. 92, Assembly No. i6o). This bill
contains the suggestions and recommendations made by Mr. Pinchot,
and has the approval and support of the Camp Fire Club. We now
desire to secure the passage of this bill by the legislature, and for the
information of the reader we summarize the whole situation as follows.

The Present Situation

The Adirondack Preserve consists of all the lands in twelve Adiron-
dack Counties, and includes about 3,300,000 acres. Of this the State
owns about i ,500,000 acres. The remainder is owned by lumber com-
panies, associations, clubs and individuals. Practically all of this land
is useless for any other purpose than to grow trees. The tree growth
upon it, however, renders so many and such important services that no
similar forest area in the United States is of such high value to so many
people.

The Fire Menace is great because of the present destructive methods
of lumbering. In 1903 over 475,000 acres and in 1908 over 346,000
acres were burned. Not less than a quarter of the whole area has been
burned. No other forest area of equal importance to so many people
has been so devastated by fires as the Adirondacks.

Destructive Lumbering On Private Lands Is a Public Injury

The present methods, if allowed to continue, will result in the devasta-
tion of practically all the Adirondack timber lands held for lumbering
purposes. And in the end the State will be forced to take over these
lands and replant them at great expense.

Mr. Pinchot's Recommendations

Mr. Pinchot, as a result of his Adirondack trip, made many recom-
mendations, of which the following are the most important:

i. Additional fire wardens, forest rangers and fire look-out stations.
(These have been provided for in the Roosevelt-Jones bill.)

2. State Control and Regulation of Lumbering on Private lands.
(This is provided for by Section 88 of the Roosevelt-Jones bill.)

. A constitutional amendment permitting the management of State
forests in accordance with the principles of scientific forestry.4 (A sep-
arate bill will be introduced covering this.)

The Present Campaign

This Campaign is for the purpose of securing the passage of the Roose-
velt-Jones bill (Senate No. 92 Assembly No. i 6o). This bill is really a
codification of all laws relating to our lands and forests, but it also pro-
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vides for additional fire protection and better planting facilities, and
makes possible more efficient State forest service.

The greatest advance toward the conservation of the Adirondack
forest is found in Section 88. This section prohibits the cutting of trees
on private lands smaller than specific sizes, does away with clean cutting
and provides that certain trees shall be left for seed purposes. The en-
forcement of the provisions of Section 88 will mean the end of destructive
lumbering and the introduction of scientific forestry upon private lands.

The Principle Involved

The principle involved in Section 88 is by no means a new one; it
has been upheld many times in connection with other questions. The
State, under its police power, has the right to regulate the use of private
property in such a way as to prevent that use from resulting in injury
to the people. The destruction of the forests, upon which the people
of New York have already spent nearly fifteen million dollars, is pro-
ceeding to-day unchecked on many private holdings.

The right of the people to protect their own is directly involved. We
have now reached a clear cut issue between the special interests who
assert the right to destroy the forests at their own pleasure and the public
interest which demands their protection and preservation.

It is time for the people to stop playing with this problem. If the
Adirondacks are to be saved, there is only one way to save them. The
State clearly has the right to regulate logging on private lands, and no
good reason can be assigned why that right should not be exercised,
especially when lumbermen admit that some of them already adopted
in their own personal interest, precautions much more strict than those
provided by the proposed bill.

Act Immediately

Immediate action is absolutely necessary. Get in touch with your
Senator and Assemblyman and demand the passage of the Roosevelt-
Jones bill (Senate No. 92 Assembly No. i 6o). Get your friends to do
likewise. The bill has powerful and influential enemies, and in order
to win we must act at once and in unison.5

[9]

This excerpt is from the first page of a four-page folder published by the Camp-
Fire Club of America; the other three pages are devoted to "The Adirondack
Problem," a report on forest conditions in northern New York made by Gifford
Pinchot to the Camp-Fire Club on Dec. 2, I 9' i. The folder is undated and the
supplied date is approximate.

Pinchot (1865-1946), generally considered the founder of professional forestry
in the United States, was head of the United States Forest Service (prior to 1906 first
a division and then a bureau) from s 898 to i 910. An advocate of the public acquisi-
tion of private forest lands, he was an expert on the forests of the Adirondacks and
in i8g8 published The Adfrondack Spruce (New York: The Critic Co.)
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'Price (1873-1914) had been intimately associated with Pinchot in the Forest
Service and at this time was vice president of the National Conservation Association.

'Forests within the New York State Forest Preserve are protected from lumbering
under a provision of the state constitution (now article 54, section ) which declares
that they shall be "forever kept as wild forest lands."

° This bill was introduced by Roosevelt on Jan. 15, 1912, as "An act to amend the
Conservation Law, in relation to lands, forests and public parks," and was approved
April s6, 5912 (Senate Journal, 5912, I, 26, 32-33, 389, 616-617, 1045; Assembly
Journal, 1912,1,59, 627, 844-845, 851; II, 2368-2411; New York Laws, 5952, chap.
444). Except for section 88, here described, the bill was passed in essentially the
form in which it was introduced. (For a discussion by the Conservation Commis-
sion of the bill as enacted, see that agency's Second Annual Report, 1912, pp. 22,
23, 25-26, 28). It codified existing laws relating to the powers of the Conservation
Commission over the state's lands and forests and enlarged certain of these powers.
Following joint hearings on the bill by the Forest, Fish and Game Committees of
the senate and assembly, section 88 was completely rewritten and, as passed, merely
authorized the Conservation Commission to enter upon private forests and woodlands
and to give advice on the proper practice of forestry to owners and occupants, "to
the end that the water supply of the state may be conserved, the forests protected,
and the public interests safeguarded."

The new law granted a measure of tax relief to owners of waste or deforested lands
who should undertake to reforest according to the directions of the Conservation Com-
mission. Some administrative improvements in forest fire fighting methods were
made and lands owned by state institutions were permitted to receive forest planting
stock from the state nurseries free of charge. In one respect, there was retrogres-
sion. The "top-lopping law," enacted May 25, 1909 (New York Laws, 1909, chap.
407), required that all coniferous trees cut in the Forest Preserve counties have
their branches lopped off at the time of felling. The new law made this applicable
to the "fire towns" only (townships designated as having extraordinary forest fire
hazards) rather than to the Forest Preserve towns in general, and it also removed
the specific penalties that had been provided for noncompliance.

Roosevelt's correspondence about the bill (a few representative letters are printed
below) indicates that pressure from the lumber industry forced revision of section 88.
But even had the bill been reported from committee with this provision intact, it is
most unlikely that it could have been passed. The proposal to use the power of the
state to prevent the misuse of a privately owned natural resource was in advance of
its time, as it was still to be a generation later. It is, however, interesting to note
that Roosevelt in 5952 saw the essential problem involved: did ownership of a natural
resource carry with it the right to misuse that resource? He was to refer to this
problem frequently in later years.

12 OTTOMAR H. VAN NORDEN, CAMP-FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA, TO
ROOSEVELT, Albany

NEw YORK, February i6th, 1912

M DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: I understand that Mr. Houghton, who
is Chairman of our Game Protective Committee in the Camp Fire Club,
has written you suggesting that arrangements be made looking to the
securing of the Assembly Chamber on next Tuesday evening, the 20th
inst., at which time Mr. Pinchot expects to speak in favor of your con-
servation bill relating to lands and forests. 1 am Chairman of the
Adirondack sub-committee which has charge of that campaign, and I
have arranged with Mr. Pinchot to make an address on that evening in



support of the bill, and also to make such other addresses throughout
the State as we may think necessary and as we can arrange.1

This morning I have talked with Mr. Marshall McLean, and he
suggested that it might be possible to have Mr. Pinchot's talk at the
Governor's house, in much the same manner as Buffalo Jones gave his
address there a year ago. While the Assembly Chamber would give us
a larger audience, the other arrangement would perhaps give the talk a
little more publicity, and might accomplish more.

Mr. Pinchot will give an illustrated talk on this occasion with lantern
slides, and I feel it will not only be interesting, but most instructive, and
should not only give us considerable publicity, but should also be
educational.

Mr. Pinchot will be in Albany on Monday evening. Awaiting your
disposition of this matter, I am

Yours very truly,
OTTOMAR H. VAN NORDEN

[9: TS]

'Van Norden was president of the Long Island Game Protective Association and
for a time president of the Association for the Protection of the Adirondacks. The
letter mentioned, A. S. Houghton to Roosevelt, Feb. i , 1912, is present (Group 9).
After asking Roosevelt to secure the assembly chamber, Houghton added: "I think
it will be made a Camp-Fire Club matter so as to have the question of politics
entirely eliminated from it. It is our plan to have Mr. Dan Beard, as President of
the Club, preside, and then have Mr. Pinchot give his talk."

13 ROOSEVELT TO DEXTER BLAGDEN, New York City

ALBANY, N. Y., February 21st, 1912

M DEAR DEXTER: Mr. Robert M. Parker has arrived and appeared
at the hearing before my Committee yesterday.

It is an extraordinary thing to me that people who are financially
interested should not be able to see more than about six inches in front
of their noses. Mr. Parker is, without doubt, a gentleman of the highest
standing, but from all the evidence that the Committee has before it the
concern which he happens to be connected with has done about as much
as any other to destroy the Adirondacks without giving back a quarter
of what they have taken.

This, of course, is entirely between ourselves, but the same old fight
is going on up here between the people who see that the Adirondacks
are being denuded of trees and water power and those, who in the early
days, when grants of timber and water were given for a song, succeeded
in getting for nothing what they would have to pay well for to-day.

Nobody here has any desire to confiscate property and the bill before
my Committee is a conservation measure, solely. Its main features are
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(a) That it gives greater facilities to the State to fight fire, (b) That it
prevents private owners from denuding a section by cutting off the
timber, big and little.

Excuse this long harangue but if you were up here you would realize
how difficult it is to get through any measure which is reasonably calcu-
lated to benefit the people of the whole State.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR/MKB
[9: CT]

'Blagden had asked Roosevelt (Feb. ig, 5952, Group 9) to give weight to the views
of Parker, an owner of Adirondack forest land who was opposed to the pending bill
to give the state control over the cutting of timber. Blagden said the bill appeared
to be "a political move to create officers and unnecessarily hamper the owners of the
land in their lumbering operations."

14 ROOSEVELT TO H. S. RIVENBURGH, Hudson, New York

ALBANY, N. Y., February 22nd, 1912
M DEAR SIR: I want to thank you for your kind letter of February

20th1 in regard to Senate bill No. 92, relating to the Adirondacks and
other forests of the State. We have just finished two days' of hearings
before the joint Committees of Forest, Fish and Game of the Senate and
Assembly.

Mr. Gifford Pinchot and two or three other disinterested individuals
spoke for the bill but were opposed by literally scores of people repre-
senting the lumber interests particularly. The opposition while aimed
at every detail of the bill was really based on the assumption that the
State has no right to tell a private individual how he shall cut trees on
his own land.

Personally, of course, I think the State has a right to preserve all its
forests and watersheds but it is going to take a good many years of
education before this can be effectually brought about.

Confidentially I do not believe that the bill will pass in its present
form. The timber interests are too strong for us at present but by
hammering at the subject year in and year out I feel confident that we
shall be able to preserve our forests before they are all destroyed. If
this bill fails I am going to introduce another and keep the timberman
busy.2 [Remainder of letter missing]

[9:CT]

1Rivenburgh, a member of the Commission of Public Works of the city of Hudson,
thanked Roosevelt for his interest in the protection of the Adirondacks. He said
that it was the wish of everyone he had talked with that the state go even further in
restricting forestry on private lands (Group 9).

'Following the removal from the bill under discussion of the section to control
private lumbering (see statement on the Roosevelt-Jones bill, ante, x i), no further
legislation of this character was introduced by Roosevelt.

[16]



15 ROOSEVELT TO S. D. STOCKTON, Poughkeepsie

ALBANY, N. Y., February 22nd, 1912

DEAR MR. STOCKTON: Thank you for your letter about the
Roosevelt-Jones bill for the preservation of the Adirondacks.1 We have
just had an interesting hearing on the bill lasting two days and the lum-
ber interests were there in force, objecting to every feature of the bill but
really at heart only the entering wedge which the bill gives to the State to
regulate cutting timber and regulation of water supply on private lands
for the benefit of the whole State. I do not feel very confident that the
bill will go through but the fight is only just beginning and we intend
to keep hammering at it with all our power.

I am very glad to hear that your son passed his bar examinations.
They are good things to have behind one for even the best students do
not get through on their first try. I should dearly love to go back to a
Phi Delta Phi meeting and see him but I cannot get away from Albany
on their meeting nights.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR/MKB
[9: CT]

Stockton, general agent of the Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Company
in Poughkeepsie, said that as a member of the Adirondack League Club he hoped
the Roosevelt-Jones bill would pass.

i6 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT BEFORE THE TROY, NEW YORK,
PEOPLE'S FORUM, March 3, 1912

[Excerpt] 1 To put it another way competition has been shown to be
useful up to a certain point and no further. Co-operation must begin
where competition leaves off and co-operation is as good a word for the
new theory as any other. The founders of the republic were groping
for the idea when they tried to form a government aimed to secure the
greatest good for the greatest number and it is precisely that idea which
is being developed to-day along every possible walk of life.

Let us take some examples of this, in what we call to-day, Conserva-
tion. We are taking merely a theory which began to be developed in
other countries many years ago. It was recognized in Germany for
instance one hundred years ago that the trees on the land were necessary
for the preservation of the water power and indeed for the health of the
people. As a result practically all of Germany is to-day working out
the theory of the liberty of the Community rather than of the liberty of
the individual.

['7.]



17 ROOSEVELT TO A. AUGUSTUS Low, JR., New York City

ALBANY, N. Y., March 2 1st, 1912
M DEAR Low: Mr. Lewis Parker has handed me your letter of

March x9th in regard to Senate Bill No. jo55.1
This bill is not intended to apply to forest regions but only to small

farm holdings of the State.
A legislative Committee has just been authorized to take up the whole

question of taxation in its relation to forestry. I expect to be on the
Committee and we shall go over the ground pretty thoroughly this
spring and summer.

My own idea is that there should be a reduction in taxation no matter
what the size of the tract. The reduction to be dependent, of course,
upon forestry operation to be conducted under the direction and super-
vision of the Conservation Commission.

Yours very truly,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR/MKB
[9: CT]

1 Low asked why this bill, introduced by Roosevelt on March i i, 5912, to reduce
town taxes on certain types of woodland, was limited in application to tracts of fifty
acres or less (Group 9). The bill provided that owners of such tracts could, on
approval of the Conservation Commission, be given a reduced tax assessment (of
not more than $so an acre per year) providing they observed certain silvicultural
and cutting practices prescribed by the commission. The object of the measure was
to encourage woodlot owners to defer lumbering until their trees were mature. It
was not reported from committee but the corresponding assembly bill (No. 1481),
introduced by Assemblyman John G. Jones of Jefferson County, was passed and
became law April s, 5952 (Senate Journal, 1912, I, 452; Assembly Journal, 1912,
I, 809; II, 2324-2325; New York Laws;1912, chap. 363).

Roosevelt introduced another bill to encourage reforestation on March i i. This,
Senate i 054, provided that tracts of from one to one hundred acres, when planted
for forestry purposes with not less than eight hundred trees per acre and according
to practices laid down by the Conservation Commission, should be exempt from
taxation for thirty years. Underplanting of existing stands was encouraged by a
tax remission of fifty per cent. This bill was not reported from committee but the
corresponding assembly bill (No. 1480) was enacted (Senate Journal, 1912, I, 452;
Assembly Journal, 1912, 1, 809, II, 2324; New York Laws, 1912, chap. 249).

Another bill (Senate s 525), introduced by Roosevelt on March i 2, died in com-
mittee (Senate Journal, 1912, I, 478). This was in principle akin to that part of
the Roosevelt-Jones bill (ante, s s) which would have given the state control over
lumbering practices in all privately owned forests. Briefly, the bill would have
required, in the interest of the protection of the water supply, forests and public
health of the state, that "all private lands located upon any of the watersheds of
the state and within the forest preserve counties," which had been deforested or
would in future be deforested, should be reforested, unless the Conservation Com-
mission should decide that this was unnecessary in view of the objectives of the
act. Such lands would be reforested by the owner under regulations of the Con-
servation Commission, which would prescribe the number and kind oftrees and man-
ner of planting. The commission was given authority "to control . . . the future
management and care" of such plantings, and "to control the cutting of the timber
thereon." The owner was required "to care for and protect such forest growth"
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at his own expense, subject to the supervision and direction of the commission. In
return he was relieved of any tax assessment for the value of the timber until it
should be cut.

Roosevelt introduced one other bill relating to forestry, Senate I3ga, to bring
certain of the laws having to do with the control of forest fires into conformity
with the conservation laws. The companion bill (Assembly 1942) was substituted
for the senate bill on Roosevelt's motion and was approved April z 5, 1912 (Senate
Journal, 1912, I, 708, 5057; Assembly Journal, 1912, II, 1833-1834, 2324 New York
Laws, 1912, chap. 371).

i8 A. S. HOUGHTON, CAMP-FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA, TO ROOSEVELT,

Albany
NEW YORJ CITY, March 25, 1912

DEAR SENATOR ROOSEVELT: At the meeting of this Committee'
held on Friday night last Mr. McLean made a report upon his week's
experience at Albany with relation to the fish and game bill introduced
by you and Assemblyman Jones. After his report, the following resolu-
tion was unanimously adopted, and it gives me great pleasure to send
it to you.

"Be it resolved that this Committee of The Camp-Fire Club of
America convey to Senator Franklin D. Roosevelt a vote of thanks for
his earnest support of the fish and game bill and an expression of appre-
ciation of his unselfish support of that measure."

The Committee has felt all along that in you it had a friend to whom
it could go and could at all times rely upon for assistance in any matter
of merit which it might bring to your attention. Both this year and
last year this has been strongly borne upon us. While not a part of the
resolution which I was instructed to send you, I am sure that I speak
for every member of the Committee when I express the hope that in
the work which the Committee is to carry on in the future we shall always
have you at Albany as a friend and an ally to whom we can look for
that assistance so necessary in work of this kind.2

Very truly,
A. S. HOUGHTON

[9:Ts]
Houghton was chairman of the Camp-Fire Club's Committee on Game Protective

Legislation and Preserves.
'Of the twenty-eight bills introduced by Roosevelt in the 191 2 session, five had

to do with forestry matters and four with hunting and fishing regulations. Of the
latter, the one here referred to (Senate i 17, to codify the state's fish and game laws)
was the only one of major importance. Senate 619, to permit dealers in game to
carry over their remaining stock from the close of one open season to the beginning
of the next, was vetoed. Senate 833, to appropriate $60,000 for four game farms,
was replaced (following its third reading in the senate) by the corresponding
assembly bill, Assembly I 256. This was also vetoed. Senate 940, to define certain
kinds of game fish, was not reported from committee (Senate Journal, 1912, I, 170,
290, 313, 359, 736, 862, 1137, 1413; Assembly Journal, 1912, II, x6i; Public
Pzpers of John A. Dix, Governor, 5912, pp. 170, ao6). The game-farm bill was
vetoed because no funds were available; the game-fish bill was disapproved in an
omnibus veto for general reasons.
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19 ROOSEVELT TO A. S. HOUGHTON, CAMP-FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA,
New York City

ALBANY, N. Y., March 26th, 1912

Mv DEAR MR. HOUGHTON: I want to thank you for your very kind
letter of March 25th. Will you tell the Committee how very much I
appreciate the resolution adopted by them. It is extremely gratifying
to have this word of commendation from the Camp Fire Club and I
need not say that you can all count on me to continue the work that we
are all engaged in.

The fish and game bill is on the order of third reading in the Senate
and should pass to-day or to-morrow. I shall hope to see you in New
York when the session is over.

Very sincerely yours,

FDR/MKB
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[9: CT]

20 ROOSEVELT TO EDWARD S. RAWSON, Port Richmond, New York

ALBANY, N. Y., March 27th, 1912

DEAR Sm: I have absolutely no objection to the publication of my
letter to you in regard to the new Fish and Game bill1 but I think it only
fair that you should state at the same time that the bill was drawn by a
Committee appointed by the Conservation Commission under direction
of the legislature to submit a codification of the game laws of the State.

The Committee held hearings both in New York and Albany and
before the bill was in final shape many further hearings were held by
the legislature. Almost every sportsman's Association throughout the
State has been represented at these hearings and almost every sports-
man's Association throughout the State has given its hearty approval to
the bill now before the legislature.

At the very outset the Committee and those co-operating with it
determined that something should be done to correct the absurd situa-
tion existing in the legislature in regard to the Forest, Fish and Game
Laws. Every year about one hundred bills are introduced to change
the law in minor details in separate localities. An inspection of the game
laws of the State as they exist to-day shows a state of affairs equaled by
no other state in the Union.

The Committee started with the idea that the law itself should be
made, as far as possible, uniform throughout the State. That the seasons
should be long enough to include all localities and that the Commission
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should be given power to close these seasons in part or in whole in those
localities where it should be deemed necessary for the preservation of
game.

I think there is no question of the constitutionality of the bill. The
legislature has delegated no powers which it has not full liberty to do.
The bill distinctly states that the Commission can close seasons in part
or in whole in the exercise of the police power of the State to prevent
the extermination or injury to any species. The legislature thinks
almost unanimously that this is a proper step to be taken and that it is a
step in the interest of Home Rule and simplified legislative procedure.

Yours very truly,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR/MKB
[9: CT]

March 19, 1912 (Group 9), explaining and defending the bill (Senate 117)
here discussed.

2! ROOSEVELT TO ASSEMBLYMAN JOHN G. JONES, Carthage, New
York

[ALBANY] May 15, 1912

DEAR ASSEMBLYMAN: I have just returned from the Panama Canal
and find your letter.1 I feel with you that we have really accomplished
a good deal in Forestry and Fish & Game matters during the past
quarter, but like you, I don't want to get mixed up with that business
again for some time.

I understand that the Governor has vetoed the appropriation for the
Forestry Investigation and so far I have heard nothing of the appoint-
ment of the committees.2 What is your idea about it? I personally
do not see how we can get ahead on such an important matter without
funds. However, I suppose the committee must be appointed under
the resolution and it might be possible for us to meet, recommend a
further investigation by the next legislature, state our reasons for not
doing any more work and adjourn. Let me know what your ideas on
this are.

With my regards, Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

EDR-R

[9: CT]

1 April ig, 5952 (Group 9), congratulating Roosevelt on the fact that Governor
Dix had signed the Roosevelt-Jones conservation bill. Roosevelt had left for his
vacation trip to Jamaica and Panama on April 53.

2 By joint resolution approved March 14, 1912, a joint legislative committee was
authorized to investigate the protection and conservation of public and private forest
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lands through state control and regulation, state policy with respect to the re-
forestation of lands, taxation of forested and reforested lands, the management and
use of Forest Preserve lands, and the conservation and propagation of fish and game
(Assembly Journal, 1912, I, 1009-101 z). An appropriation of $25,000 for the
expenses of the proposed committee was included as part of a contingent item in an
appropriation bill, but this was disapproved by Governor Dix on the ground that
the object of the appropriation was not specified (Public Papers of John A. Dix,
Governor, 1912, pp. 107-109).

22 GEORGE E. VAN KENNEN, CHAIRMAN, NEW YORK STATE
CONSERVATION COMMISSION, TO ROOSEVELT, HYDE PARK

ALBANY, Oct. 24, 1912

DEAR SENATOR: I regret very much that I shall not be able to make
a speech or two upon the subject of conservation, in your Senatorial
District. I find that it will be impossible for me to do so.

Nothing would give me greater pleasure than to address the Electors
of your district and explain to them the very great assistance and support
that you gave to conservation during your term as Senator. I can
truthfully say that much of the progress that was made was due to your
efforts.

Some of the Legislators failed to grasp the full significance of the
work of our commission. Your broad grasp of our aims and purposes
enabled you to give others an intelligent view of our work, and thereby
secure their support.

While we did not succeed in getting one of the measures which we
advocated,1 passed by the Legislature, I beg to assure you that we expect
to renew our efforts, and hope for better results at the next session of
the Legislature, and I do sincerely hope that you will be returned, to
enable you to give our cause further support.

I am very sorry to learn of your ill health, but was pleased to hear
that you were improving. I trust that you will recover in time to take
some active part in your campaign.3 With kindest regards and best
wishes, I remain,

Respectfully yours,
CONSERVATION COMMISSION

By GEORGE E. VAN KENNEN (H)
: copy]

1 Van Kennen here probably refers to the section of the RooseveltJones bill that
would have given the state authority to control lumbering on private lands.

2 Omitted are three paragraphs on the licensing of Hudson River net fishermen.
8Although an attack of typhoid fever prevented him from carrying on an active

campaign, Roosevelt was reelected to the senate by a comfoitable majority. His
collaborator on the 5932 conservation bill, Assemblyman John G. Jones of Carthage,
wrote him a congratulatory letter (Nov. 23, 19 52, Group g) and added: "If we are
able to keep the old crowd on duty long enough we will accomplish much in the way
of conservation of our forests . .
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23 ROOSEVELT TO JOSEPH P. CHAMBERLAIN, LEGISLATIVE DRAFT-
ING RESEARCH FUND, COLUMBIA UNWERSITY, New York City

HYDE PARK, N. Y., October 29, 1912

MY DEAR MR. CHAMBERLAIN: I have your letter of October 24tb
in regard to the bill restricting the cutting of trees on private forests.1

As far as I recall, the only bill of this nature last year was the general
bill amending the conservation law in relation to the protection of lands,
forests and public parks. This bill was Senate No. 92, Assembly No.
I 6o. When introduced by me, the bill did have a clause drawn by the
Conservation Commission with the approval of Mr. Gifford Pinchot,
and, as I remember, the Camp Fire Club, restricting the cutting of
trees on private forests. My committee held four or five stormy sessions
over the bill, and the opposition of the lumber interests was so well
organized that it became necessary to strike out the clause giving the
Commission authority to regulate the cutting of trees. The bill, as I
remember, provided for a definite size for both hard woods and conifers,
below which no trees should be cut. There was, of course, objection
raised from the constitutional point of view, and the only reason the
clause was finally struck out was because of fear that the whole bifi,
which was made to codify the existing laws, would fail because of this.
Some day, however, I feel sure that a statute of this sort will pass.

I have not got a copy of the bill, but have written to the Clerk of the
Senate to try to find one for you and send it direct. If he has none, the
only way to procure a copy is by examining the original bill as filed in
the Senate library in Albany.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[9: CT]

1 Stating that the Legislative Drafting Research Fund was "engaged in the study
of forest and water conservation legislation for the Association for the Protection of
the Adirondacks, represented by Mr. John G. Agar of New York and Professor
E. R. A. Seligman of Columbia" (Group 9).

24 ROOSEVELT TO OTTOMAR H. VAN NORDEN, CAMP-FIRE CLUB
OF AMERICA, New York City

[ALBANY] January 23rd, 1913

DEAR MR. VAN NORDEN: I did not get your letter1 until my return
to Albany on Tuesday and hence was unable to be present at the hearing
before the Governor.

I hope that you will keep me informed about the Forestry, Fish and
Game legislation of this year for although I am no longer the Chairman
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of the Conservation Committee I am
feel that I can be of some help.2

Very sincerely yours,

the ranking member thereof and

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
FDR/MKB
[9: CT]

'Not present.
2

was appointed chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee on theopening of the 1913 session. Senator Felix J. Sanner of Brooklyn was namedchairman of the Conservation Committee. The only conservation bill introduced
by Roosevelt in the 1913 session (in all twenty-three bills were introduced by him)
was Senate 933, to establish and operate nurseries for the propagation of trees and
reforestation of lands in the state. The corresponding assembly bill (No. 722) was
substituted for the senate bill and approved May 24, 1913 (Senate Journal, 5913,
I, 311; II, 1719; Assembly Journal, '913, III, 3066-3067, 3141, 3353; New York
Laws, 1913, chap. 726).

OTTOMAR H. VAN NORDEN, CAMP-FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA, TO
ROOSEVELT, Albany

NEW YORK Crry, Jan. 24th, 1913

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: I am in receipt of your favor of the
23rd inst., and regret very much that you did not receive my letter
regarding the hearing of last Saturday in time to be there. While we
had planned this hearing for some time in advance, it was only about
the middle of last week that we got a definite date from the Governor,
and therefore, it was impossible for us to give any one very good notice.

We have succeeded in drawing up a platform which we presented
to the Governor, and which is acceptable to the Empire Forest Products
Association and also to the Adirondack League Club. This program
was also discussed with the representatives of the Association for the
Protection of the Adirondacks, and the New York Board of Trade, and
while they did not join us in the interview, they have not specifically
objected to the program.

Our purpose has been to protect the remaining Adirondack Forests
by proper State supervision of lumbering on private lands. This in-
volves the remission of taxes on standing timber, until such timber is
cut, and a provision for the state reforestation of lands where application
is made. It also provides that in exchange for these concessions on the
part of the State, the private lumbermen shall register their lands with
the Conservation Commission, and shall only cut the lumber thereon in
accordance with plans approved by the Conservation Commission. In
this way we hope to maintain an unbroken forest cover under all
conditions.

We certainly do want your advice and help in this matter, and it was
for this purpose that we asked you to the conference, so that you could
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[27]

keep in close touch with our discussions. I believe that it is the purpose
of our Committee 1 to ask you to introduce this bill, which we expect to
have drawn shortly, and we feel sure that under your leadership, it will
secure the proper consideration, and ultimate passage.

I am, Very sincerely yours,
OTTOMAR H. VAN NORDEN

[Notation: A] No Ans
[9:Ts]

Norden was at this time a member of the Camp-Fire Club's Committee on
Conservation of Forests and Wild Life.

26 A. S. HOUGHTON, CAMP-FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA, TO ROOSEVELT,
Albany

NEW YORK, March jith, 1913
DEAR SENATOR ROOSEVELT: While I cannot blame you if you

are going to do it, still, I wish to register my regrets that you seem to be
about to leave the Senate of New York for a more prominent position
in the service of the country.'

I think I can say with confidence that the Camp Fire Club generally,
and this Committee in particular,2 have looked upon you as one of the
bulwarks upon which we could with safety lean in our unending fight
for the Conservation of the resources of the State, and in particular,
of its wild life.

During the past two years your assistance has been of invaluable
service to us, and we have always so recognized it.

With Senator Bayne not returning to the Senate, and you about to
leave it, reduces very materially the all too few senators upon whom
we could always count for assistance in any matter of merit which was
pending before the Legislature and which we were interested in.

In spite of my regrets, however, I wish to congratulate you upon the
apparently approaching honor, and to wish you a most successful career
in your new position.

On behalf of the Committee I wish to thank you for your good
services in the past, and I trust that at some future day you will be in
a position where we can again enlist your good offices.3

Very truly yours,
A. S. HOUGHTON

[10 :cT]

1 Roosevelt resigned from the New York State Senate on March 17, 1913, and was
appointed Assistant Secretary of the Navy on the same date. This letter is typical
of a number of others received by him at this time, expressing appreciation of his
efforts in behalf of the conservation of natural resources and regret at the fact that
he was leaving the senate.

2Houghton was at this time chairman of the Camp-Fire Club's Committee on
Conservation of Forests and Wild Life.

'Answered post, 28.



ROOSEVELT TO MAUNSELL S. CROSBY, NEW YORK STATE
CONSERVATION COMMISSION, Albany

[ALBANY] March 12th, 1913

M DEAR CROSBY: 1 am doing all that I can before leaving for
Washington to prevent that Duck Bill2 from going through. It seems
as if we had to make this fight all over again every year.

You have possibly read that the federal bill to control the migratory
bird question passed in Congress on March 4th and was signed.3 This
is eventually going to be the solution of our difficulties.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR/MKB
[g: CT]

Maunsell S. Crosby (1887-1931), a friend of Roosevelt who lived near Rhine-
beck, New York, was prominent as an amateur ornithologist. He went on a number
of bird-collecting expeditions to Central and South America for the American
Museum of Natural History, and accompanied Roosevelt on the Larooco cruises of
1924 and 925. His connection with the Conservation Commission is not clear.

2 Three bills were introduced in the i 13 session of the New York State Legislature
to extend the duck-hunting season on Long Island to February , rather than
January io. None of them passed, however (Senate Journal, 1913, 1, io; Assembly
Journal, 1953, I, 5!, 577, 57!, 623, 706-707, 828).

Migratory birds were placed under the protection of Federal laws by a clause in
the Agriculture Department Appropriation Act (H. R. 28283) approved March 4,
1913 (7 Stat. 847).

28 ROOSEVELT TOA. S. HOUGHTON, CAMP-FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA,

New York City
[WASHINGTON] April 3, 1913

M DEAR MR. HOUGHTON: I have not had an opportunity before
this of thanking you for your very kind letter,1 for I have been trying to
clean things up in Albany and take up the work o my new position.

I need not tell you how sorry I am that I cannot take an active part
in the work that we have all been doing for the last few years. The
position of conservation of our resources is, however, far more favorable
at the present time than it has been for many years in the past, and I
feel sure that the difficulties and obstacles will not be as great from now
on, for the people as a whole are beginning to take a real interest in
what we are doing. I have great hope that the new Federal statute
will work out well. Some day I want to have a talk with you about it
and also about the question of prohibiting all shooting on private lands
in New York State without the written permit of the owner. Some day
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we shall come to it and I have felt lately that it is now time to start the
work of education along these lines.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. RoosEvELT]

[10: CT]

1Ante, 26.

ROOSEVELT TO OTTOMAR H. VAN NORDEN, PRESIDENT, LONG
ISLAND GAME PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, New York City

[WASHINGTON] April 21, 1913

DEAR MR. VAN NORDEN: Your words of congratulation were very
much appreciated.1

Before leaving Albany I was convinced that the Spring Shooting Bill
had been killed, but if it shows signs of resurrection I trust you will let
me know and I will write to some of our friends in the Legislature.

I am very glad, indeed, that you realize that, while I am temporarily
associated with National rather than State matters, I am not in the
slightest danger of losing my interest either in conservation or in any
other of the big questions in our State.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[9: CT]

'April i8, 1913 (Group 9), regretting the loss of his "most valuable help" at
Albany. ". . . I know that you are still very much interested in the work of con-
servation, and we will never forget the splendid work you did as a Senator in this
State, for the protection of our Wild Life."

30 ROOSEVELT TO THOMAS M. Upp, Tompkins Corners, New York

[WASHINGTON] July i6, 1913

DEAR MR. Upp: I very much appreciate your letter,1 and you
have touched me in a very sympathetic spot. Probably you don't know
that ever since I was a small boy, I have taken a keen interest in birds.
In fact, I have been a member of the American Ornithologists' Union
for over fifteen years and ornithology has always been one of my chief
avocations. During the time I was in Albany, I worked constantly to
prevent the weakening of the Plumage Law by constant attacks made
on it under the auspices of New York City members who were influenced
by the millinery trade. I did not know until you wrote me of the action
of the Senate in amending the House provision in the Tariff Bill, but
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I did know that the various Audubon Societies and others interested
in the protection of birds, in our own country and all over the world,
have been working hard for the provision.

I expect to see the President today or tomorrow and will make it a
particular point to call the matter to his attention. It is not only possible
but very probable that in the mass of duties before him, he has not
realized what a great wrong would be permitted if the provision of the
House of Representatives should remain amended as it is at present;
also, I will try to bring the matter forcibly to Senator O'Gorman's
attention.

I hope things are going well in Putnam County, and I am sorry
that I cannot be there to help out in the fight this fall, for it goes without
saying that I am retaining a good deal of interest in all that happens
in my old district.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[10: CT]

1Upp, National Organizer of the Order of Backwoodsmen, had written July ii,
1913 (Group so), protesting a proposal of the Senate Democratic caucus to strike
from the pending tariff bill the section that prohibited the importation of plumage
for millinery purposes. He asked Roosevelt to get President Wilson to intervene.

31 ROBERT U. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR
THE PRESERVATION OF THE YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK, TO
ROOSEVELT, Washington

NEW YORK, Oct 30, 1913

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: Remembering my pleasant evening at your
mother's, at the time the Rices' were here, I feel sure that the inclosure
will receive your attention.2

There is a surprising indifference or ignorance among Senators con-
cerning the principles involved in the Hetch Hetchy bill.3

(I) It is a subsidy, not of money but of the equivalent.
(2) It is a gift of a national franchise to a municipal corporation.
() It is a backward step in Conservationthe first Congress has

ever taken.
() It is an invasion of the national park system for commercial

purposes.
() It is done (as the Army Board confesses) unnecessarily and

without adequate examination of other sources of water supply for San
Francisco.
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(6) It takes water needed for irrigation from an arid region (which
could utilize it without invading the Park) while ignoring the Sacra-
mento River valley which has a superabundance of good water.

Can the Democratic representatives in Wash" afford to fly in the
face of enlightened public opinion jealous of its great scenery and its
national playgrounds? This is the sort of public opinion that carries
elections. (Note the character of the newspapers in the list.)

As one of the younger leaders of the party you have a voice in its
councils. Here is "the case for the people."

Sincerely yours,
R. U. JOHNSON

[Io:As]

'William Gorham Rice and his wife.
2 Bulletin No. i, National Committee for the Preservation of the Yosemite National

Park, issued from 327 Lexington Ave., New York.
8H. R. 7207, approved Dec. 19, 1913 (38 Stat. 242), gave to San Francisco the

right to impound the waters of Hetch Hetchy. The river with its canyon was part
of Yosemite National Park and was considered the equal of the Yosemite as a natural
wonder. Johnson, for many years editor of Century Magazine and for a short time
ambassador to Italy, was an ardent conservationist. See his Remembered Yesterdays
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1923).

32 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT U. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
COMMITTEE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF THE YOSEMITE
NATIONAL PARK, New York City

[WASHINGTON] October 31, 1913

M DEAR MR. JOHNSON: I am very glad to hear from you about the
Hetch Hetchy bill and it will stir me into going over the matter more
carefully than I have hitherto had an opportunity of doing.' I had
already noticed that the great majority of the important papers have
opposed the bill, but, on the other hand, many prominent people, such
as Gifford Pinchot, who have studied the matter, seem to have come to
the conclusion that the bill in its present form is very different from
the original and have given their support to it.

Congressman Lathrop Brown, of Long Island, who was a particular
friend of mine in college, has been a member of the committee in the
House considering the measure. He was at first wholly opposed to
the proposition but told me at the close of the hearings in the House
he was convinced that the bill had been so amended as to make it proper
for the National Government to pass.

I am sending for a copy of the bill and of the hearings before the
committee, and I can assure you that I shall study the whole question
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with great care and do what I can to see that justice is done. I feel
sure that when the bill comes to the President he will give it careful study
before he passes on it.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[io : CT]

Above.
2Jcvhnson replied Nov. i i, 191 (Group z o), that the "whole scheme originated

in a mistake of judgment on the part of Mr. Pinchot," and that he believed that the
Democratic Party was making a great mistake in making the Hetch Hetchy bill an
administration measure. The letter is stamped, "Filed without answer."

33 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR MARTIN H. GLYNN, Albany

[WASHINGTON] November lo, 1913
DEAR GOVERNOR: Permit me to express my appreciation of the

two appointments which you have forwarded to me.1 Both conferences
are on subjects in which I am deeply interested and with which it is a
pleasure to be identified. As the National Conservation Congress is
to be held in Washington, I will certainly attend, provided I can get
back from my trip of inspection of the Southern navy yards in time.
The International Dry-Farming Congress at Tulsa, Oklahoma, is, un-
fortunately, held so far away from here as to make it impossible for me
to be present, much as I should like to.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[10: CT]

'In a letter of Nov. 5, 5953 (Group so), Glynn had appointed Roosevelt New
York State representative to the National Conservation Congress to be held in
Washington, D. C., Nov. 18-20, 1913. His letter does not, however, make mention
of the Tulsa meeting and notice of it was presumably sent in another letter.

34 ROOSEVELT TO JOHN F. COLEMAN, New Orleans

[WASHINGTON] January 26, 1914
M DEAR MR. COLEMAN: I have waited to write you until I could

have a chance to read the pamphlet on the Mississippi River by Colonel
Townsend.1 First, I want to thank you and Mrs. Coleman for the
photographs. Mrs. Roosevelt and I think they give an excellent idea
of the delightful old nooks and corners and we are especially glad to
have such good pictures of the ironwork.

The pamphlet itself has been of great interest to me and, while this
question is not strictly in my line, I take an interest in it as one of the
big problems that the country is facing and must continue to face for
many years to come. It occurs to me that there has been in the discussion
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of the subject too much division into camps of those who hold differing
opinions. One cannot help agreeing with Colonel Townsend that
reforestation will never prove in itself a solution of flood questions. The
same thing is true, undoubtedly, of reservoirs considered alone. Also,
one cannot help agreeing that levees are necessary. He [?] only criticises
reforestation and reservoirs for having no bearing on the general situa-
tion.2 Personally I cannot help feeling that as the country develops
more attention is going to be paid to reforestation everywhere and that
with increased knowledge of the value of trees, not only to themselves
but to agriculture in general, especially in the hilly districts where
streams originate, floods will be decreased to a certain extent, probably
a comparatively small percentage by the absorption of rainfall at the
source. While this would not prevent floods it would, as far as our
knowledge goes today, decrease their intensity slightly. In just the
same way I feel that without much question the development of hydro-
electric power in this country will mean a greatly increased number of
reservoirs on the tributaries of the Mississippi Colonel Townsend states
on page 6 that it would require over $73,000,000 to build reservoirs
that would hold the water that passes down the River in one day. This
sounds like an enormous sum, but if power development goes on in the
way many people expect it to $73,000,000 will look small when com-
pared with the total ultimate investment. It is not at all impossible
that $z,000,000,000 will be spent in this way within the next fifteen or
twenty years. On the above figures such reservoirs would hold all the
water that would pass down the River in fourteen days. As in the dis-
cussion of reforestation we must admit that reservoirs will not in them-
selves solve all Mississippi flood questions, but I think we must be forced
to admit that the development of reservoirs will check floods to a certain
extent and at least decrease their maximum size.

Apparently the work of continuing the building of levees to the
standard size is progressing well. I don't think anybody wants to see
the work stopped, and there is no reason why we should not also encour-
age the closely correlated work on the theory that the whole matter
depends on a great many factors instead of only one.

Mrs. Roosevelt and I often talk of our delightful visit to New Orleans
and of that trip to Biloxi. We count on your letting us know if you
come to Washington and shall be so glad to see you again.

Very sincerely yours,

[io: CT]

Col. Curtis Townsend, Flood Control of the Mississippi River, 62d Cong., 3d
sess., S. Doc. 1094 (Washington, 1913). Mrs. Roosevelt had accompanied her
husband on a visit to New Orleans in connection with a Navy Department inspection
of the naval stations there and at 'Pensacola, Nov. 53-59, igi. Coleman was a
consulting civil engineer.

2 This sentence is barely legible and the reading may not be precise.

[33]

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]



35 ROOSEVELT TO HUGH P. BAKER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NEW
YORK STATE FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, Syracuse

[WASHINGTON] May 13, 1914

M DEAR MR. BAKER: I found your letter about the New York
State Forestry Association on my return from the Pacific Coast.1 You
did not time the arrival of your letter for the psychological moment I
fear, because the situation in this Department just at present does not
admit of very many thoughts of farming, forestry or even New York
State. I do not need to tell you that I should greatly appreciate the
honor of becoming one of the Vice-Presidents of the Forestry Association
and also a member, but while I remain in Washington I do not feel
that I ought to add any more interests to the work I have in hand here.
Of course I do not need to tell you how very much I am interested
in forestry at home, not only as a result of my chairmanship of the
Forest, Fish and Game Committee in the Senate, but also on account
of some active planting that I do every year at my place at Hyde Park.
I look forward to joining the Association when my work is over in
Washington and I feel sure that you have a splendid field of work before
you in the State.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i o : CT]

1April , igr4 (Group so), inviting Roosevelt to become a vice president of the
association. Baker said, ". . . we believe that you are interested in the forestry
situation in the State and we know that your interest will be very helpful to us in
the work of the Association."

2 Baker renewed the invitation in a letter of June 17 and this time Roosevelt
accepted. Writing to Baker June 23, 1914 (Group so), he said that he believed
there was "a real field of usefulness ahead of the association" and that the publication
of a journal was an excellent idea.

36 ROOSEVELT TO GEORGE H. PAYNE, New York City

[WASHINGTON] April 30, 1915

DEAR PAYNE: I was sorry not to get back in time to get into the
Adirondack conservation fight in some useful way. It has been almost
impossible to learn from the New York papers what actually happened
in regard to the conservation bill. Apparently the Conservation Com-
mission was effectively abolished, but whether the other features in
regard to timber, etc., remained in the bill as it passed I do not know.
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It is worth while, however, in case bad legislation went through to keep
a close track of it in order that there may be a future reckoning.1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Io:CT]

1 Payne had written to Roosevelt on March 26, 1915 (Group io), enclosing a copy
of a statement by Pinchot protesting against "the reactionary conservation bill now
in the Legislature at Albany," and had asked him to make a statement against the
bill. Apparently this was an act to amend the conservation law generally, approved
April s 6, 5955, one section of which reduced the membership of the Conservation
Commission from three members to one (New York Laws, 1915, chap. 3 i8).

37 ROOSEVELT TO FRANKLIN MOON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NEW
YORK STATE FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, Syracuse

[WASHINGTON] December 20, 1915

M DEAR PROFESSOR: I wish very much that I could accept your
kind invitation to speak at the Fourth Annual Meeting,1 but I have
unfortunately arranged for an engagement here in Washington on
January 2 1st. Just at the present time I am very much occupied with
the Navy program and cannot devote as much time to forestry matters
as I would like. However, I am able to go ahead with my own planting
in Dutchess County, and have succeeded in interesting a good many
people in that locality. By the way, my next door neighbor at Hyde
Park, Mr. Archibald Rogers, is really expert in practical forestry. He
has done much work on his own place of about i 000 acres in collabora-
tion with the United States Government and the forestry people at
Albany. If he is not already a member of the State Forestry Association,
he ought to be made to take a real interest in the work.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

MS

[io : CT]

1 Moon to Roosevelt, Dec. 18, 1955 (Group so), asking him to speak on conserva-
tion to the New York State Forestry Association.

38 ROOSEVELT TO DAwn F. HOUSTON, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] January 5, 1917

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As you know, I have been very much
interested in forestry in New York State and am greatly impressed
with the great national danger that confronts us from the white pine

395960°-57------4 [35]



blister or rust. Substantial national aid is needed, and even the West
is now threatened. I very much hope that you will urge a large appro-
priation at this session.1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[io: CT]

Roosevelt wrote to the same effect and on the same date to Senator Henry F.
Hollis of New Hampshire (Group so).

39 COMMANDER PERCY W. FOOTE, AIDE TO THE SECRETARY OF THE
NAvy, TO ROOSEVELT, Washington

[WASHINGTON] August 6, 1920

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROOSEVELT: The attached comments from
Harvey's Weekly of August 7, 1920, lfl reference to your statement in
regard to "Conservation" of public lands, etcetra, has struck my atten-
tion very strongly.' This being due to the fact that I have so recently
returned from the trip with the Secretary to Alaska, where we saw the
most striking illustration of your remark quoted in this paper, to wit:
that "what is needed is development rather than conservation."

In that great country comprising an area of one-fifth of the size of
the United States there is only a population of about twenty-five to
thirty thousand white people. Very few people know that in Alaska,
particularly in the southern half of it lying South of the Yukon River,
but including the valley of that river, there are thousands and thousands
of square miles of land which are fertile and easily cultivated and, that
the temperature and weather during the summer season is such that
practically all kinds of farm and garden products are easily raised. We
saw fields of wheat and barley growing and also the finest kind of
vegetables gro*ing in the gardens. The grain and vegetables mature
in the short season of the Alaskan summer due to the long hours of
daylight, so that there is no question about this land producing the food
products necessary to supply the population of Alaska no matter to what
size it may grow to be in numbers, but these food products can only be
raised for Alaskan consumption, as the cost of shipment to the United
States is such that the Alaskan farmer could not compete with profit with
the farmers of the north western part of the United States.

Within the next year and a half there will be completed a great rail-
road from Seward, on the south coast of Alaska, to Fairbanks, in the
central part of Alaska, about five hundred miles north of Seward. This
road is of excellent construction and has offered very difficult engineer-
ing problems, for instance the bridge across the Susitna River will be
the second largest railroad bridge in the world.
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The railroad, however, is of little value without a population of
people in the country. It would be like building a great marble palace
in the heart of the Sahara Desert, therefore, something must be done
to bring the population into Alaska. The question is how can this be
done? The answer is by developing the coal and mineral resources
of Alaska. How can this be developed? Answer, by liberal and gener-
ous policy on the part of the Government in regard to offering the public
lands of Alaska for development.

Judge Payne, the Secretary of the Interior, who was, as you know,
with us on our recent trip to Alaska, used almost exactly your words,
as quoted in the attached paper, and stated that what Alaska needed
is less conservation and a more generous attitude on the part of the
Government to induce settlers to go to Alaska, not only in regard to
regulations governing the public lands, but also in regard to assisting
the settlers with their expenses of travel from the United States to Alaska.

In keeping with this broad minded policy, Judge Payne has recently
issued regulations governing oil prospection on public lands, which he
considers are very generous indeed and which he hopes may result in
great oil developments in Alaska, and it is interesting to note that this
attitude is already bearing fruit; and I saw a statement in the paper at
Juneau, Alaska, that oil claims had been located on something like three
hundred and fifty thousand acres of land, and if oil in quantity is dis-
covered, it is easily imagined what will be the rush of people to Alaska.

Judge Payne also believes in a liberal attitude towards coal operators
who wish to lease and operate the coal mines on public lands of Alaska,
and negotiations are now under way with a certain company for this
purpose.

The above is what I understand to be an illustration of the soundness
of your statement that "what is needed is development rather than
conservation."

While, of course, in the public lands of the United States at home,
it is necessary to follow more conservative lines than should be done in
such outlying territories as Alaska, but even here "development" should
be the guiding light rather than extreme "conservation."

Our visit to the great irrigated sections of the northwest in Wash-
ington and Montana and Wyoming well illustrate this. The non-
irrigated lands illustrate the question even more forcibly. For instance
the project in the Columbia River Basin, which is being advocated by
the State of Washington governing millions of acres of land, which
are now worthless, but which would turn into verdant farms when the
water is turned on the land, is a striking illustration of what is meant
by development. The results obtained in the Yakima Valley in the
State of Washington and the Gallatin Valley in Montana and in the
upper part of Wyoming and Idaho, where the water is used from the
Shoshone project are illustrations of what "development" means.
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Of course, the comments on your statement are all light weight stuff,
but it strikes me that you have touched a point which is capable of very
extensive elaboration, and which to my mind you can use with great
success during your visit throughout the northwestern states, in fact
in a great number of states west of the Mississippi River. The big
question which engages the thought of the people of those states is
development of public lands so that they may be offered for homes to
millions of people. I should put the headline something as follows:
"Shall our public lands be turned into fertile and prosperous homes
for millions of citizens or shall they lie idle through the niggardly policy
of selfish conservation."

P. W. FOOTE
[15:Ts]

'Roosevelt had received the vice-presidential nomination on July 5, 1920. The
clipping is an editorial from Harvey's Weekly of the issue cited (p. 32), beginning,
"Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt the other day delivered himself of the glib and superficial
remark that 'what is needed is development rather than conservation.'" Coolidge's
stand was called a "man-size statesman's view of the matter" and he was quoted to
the effect that the diminishing resources of the country were the property of the
public, to be held in trust for future generations. They were not to be turned
over to speculation to the detriment of the public. It is not known when Roosevelt
made the remark in question. He made a statement to the same effect in his
Billings speech of Aug. 17, 5920, post, 43.

40 FROM ROOSEVELT'S SPEECH ACCEPTING THE DEMOCRATIC VICE-
PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATION, Hyde Park, August g, 1920

[Excerpt] So also with regard to the further development of our
natural resources we offer a constructive and definite objective. We
begin to appreciate that as a nation we have been wasteful of our
opportunities. We need not merely thrift by saving, but thrift by the
proper use of what we have at hand. Our efforts in the past have been
scattered. It is now time to undertake a well considered, co-ordinated
plan of development, so that each year will see progress along definite
lines. The days of "pork-barrel" legislation are over. Every dollar
of our expenditures for port facilities, for inland waterways, for flood
control, for the reclamation of swamp and arid lands, for highways, for
public buildings, shall be expended only by trained men in accordance
with a continuing plan.'

[SPEECH FILE:TS]

'This excerpt is from the seventeen-page reading copy used by Roosevelt at the
notification ceremony; the italicized words were underscored by him. He later had
this copy bound in blue morocco as a gift for Mrs. Roosevelt, inscribing on the fly-
leaf, "ER from FDR This is the original reading copy later bound up." The Demo-
cratic National Committee published the speech in its campaign book, The
Democratic Text Book, 1920 (New York, 1920), and as a pamphlet, Franklin D.
Roosevelt Pictures Nation's Ideals (New York?, 5920).
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GOVERNOR THOMAS RIGGS OF ALASKA TO ROOSEVELT, Butte,
Montana

NEW YORK, N. Y., Aug. i6, 1920

[Telegram] Republican platform ignored Alaska on which territory
Seattle is very dependent. Advised Republican committeemen for
Washington and Alaska. Wrote Harding this would cost him forty
thousand votes in Washington hence Harding mentioned Alaska in
acceptance and for no other reason. Our understanding mention in
platform ignored account of satisfying conservation element to which
West is hostile. Bring out in Seattle speech that conservationists still
want to bottle up Alaska and you will influence Alaskans now residing
in Washington our side.' All West rabid against Pinchotism.

RIGGS GOVERNOR OF ALASKAAug.17, 1:30A.M.
[15 : T]

spoke in Seattle on August 20 but made no mention of Alaska.

42 STEPHEN T. EARLY TO LOUIS M. HOWE, PERSONAL SECRETARY
TO ROOSEVELT, Washington, D. C.

BUTTE, MONT., August i6 [1920]

DEAR LoulE: . . .' Here is a copy of the night letter I sent from
Billings: 2

This is undeveloped section of nation. Feeling apparent that Federal
Government should give special recognition its needs and development its
resources. Suggest something on irrigation, figuratively moving Montana
near the coasts. Railroad rates held discriminatory to State. Demand for
existence farm banks or readjustment of Federal Reserve system to finance
farmer through series crop failures. This year's harvest first since 1915
Money tight. Farm loan bureau only lends on lands as security. Short
time paper then. Long loans asked on other security for farmers protection
in disastrous years. People feel hard hit. Cattle fed thirty to sixty dollar
hay last winter. When sold failed bring price of winter's food. Trust
monopoly charged.

Irrigation project in Yellowstone to make Montana lands fertile is
favored. Secretary Payne Interior inspected grounds in Yellowstone and
refused engineers permission to survey with view constructing irrigation
project. Say here Payne's attitude inexcusable, people have right to get
engineers' recommendations and not be stopped by mandatory decision from
Payne. Want western man next Secretary Interior .

Best regards. I'm off for a dash to the train.
Sincerely,

[15 : T]

'The several paragraphs marked as omitted (here and below) deal largely with
Roosevelt's travelling and speaking arrangements.

2 To Roosevelt, Jamestown, North Dakota, Aug. 55, 5920 (Group i
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43 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Billings, Montana, August 17, 1920

{Excerpt] The West is progressive. If it had not been progressive
there would be no West as we know it today. Every time I come back
to these Mountain States I see changes take place in two or three years
which would require a generation in the older parts of the Nationand
yet you in the West have but scratched the surface. You want to know,
quite properly, what your Government is going to do to aid in the con-
tinuation of that progress. You want to know the theory of future
development, and the purpose behind those in charge at Washington.

Every year that goes by makes this great development problem more
and more a national, and less and less a local one. The use of public
lands, the undertaking of new power plants, the bringing in of new
acreage of agriculture, all of these are of national importance. It is
within a few years that we had a national surplus of nearly all raw
materials. Today, the increase of population, the growth of manufac-
tures, the use of the automobile, and especially the drift from the farm
to the cities, have all contributed to make an increase in the output of
our natural resources imperative.

Twenty years ago we began to recognize the importance of the general
subject of conservation. We were wasteful, we were actually destroying
or failing to care for the things which future generations would need.
We called a halt, and it was a proper halt.

But today we must take the next logical step. It is time to undertake
development as well as conservation. No sane man would want to
throw everything wide open, to let down the bars, to change the true
purpose of conservation.

Do you realize how little money the U. S. Government spends every
year for internal development in comparison with its other expenses?
It is a drop in the bucket. The cost of the Army and Navy, the cost
of pensions and insurance, the cost of caring for those who fought in
our warsthese represent far over half of all our annual expenditures.
Only a small fraction goes to development work.

Our trouble in the past has been that our national internal develop-
ment projects have been conducted too much on the hit-or-miss plan.
From time to time we have undertaken new projects, but the work has
not proceeded according to a carefully worked out scheme extending
over a period of years. No one has known what particular project a
new Congress would happen to favor, or even whether they would carry
it to ultimate conclusion.

The Democratic Party offers you a Government during the next four
years which will work out development along continuing linesa well-
considered, definite project towards a definite end. They offer you for
the Presidency a man who is a practical administrator, and whose record
in turning Ohio from one of the most reactionary of States into one in
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the van of progress guarantees that you will get results and not mere
words when he occupies the White House.

We need continuing and not hit-or-miss development. But we must
also be certain what the motive behind that development is. We know
too well that in the past government assistance has been too often given
to the favored few, and that not merely have great individual fortunes
been built up through having an unfair and inside track in the depart-
ments at Washington and in the very Congress of the United States
itself, but also that the public as a whole has been kept out of the use
of natural resources which rightfully belonged to them. It is more
important to have honesty and a true desire to serve the interests of the
whole people and not the few in this part of Governmental work, than
anywhere else.

Governor Cox of Ohio, from his whole record in public life, from
the fact that he is tied to nobody's strings, is the best type of American
citizenship to trust with the solution of this great problem.1

[SPEECH FILE : CT]

This excerpt represents all except the last paragraph of an incomplete text entitled,
"From Speech of Hon. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Billings, Montana, August i , 1920."
No other text has been found in the Roosevelt Library. According to a clipping from
an unidentified newspaper (Group 55), the meeting at which Roosevelt spoke was
held in a Chautauqua tent at Division Street and Clark Avenue. (The newspaper
emphasized the fact that the meeting was completely apart from the Chautauqua
program then being conducted in Billings.) In the paragraph here omitted Roose-
velt turned to an attack on "the Republican leaders who were responsible for the
actions of the Chicago Convention."

44 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Spokane, Washington, August ig, 1920

[Excerpt] Let me mention a few of the constructive plans which the
democracy proposes to the Nation. For instance, we advocate the
immediate resumption of work on the great reclamation projects which
was stopped by the present Republican Congress. You in the Northwest
are familiar with some of the work which has already been done in using
the waters of our streams for the reclamation and development of hun-
dreds of thousands of acres of arid lands. That work must continue
with vastly increased energy. It is absurd to say that this Country
cannot afford the cost. Already existing operations, such as that of the
Yakima Valley, have demonstrated that the cost to the Country is repaid
a thousand fold. Already we know that the annual crop production
from most of these projects is sufficient in value to cover the whole cost
of the construction. Where we have spent a hundred millions up to
now, we must spend ten times that figure in the immediate future.
These projects are sound from a financial point of view, but more than
that they are of absolute necessity to the proper economic future of the
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whole nation. We must provide additional lands and a greater food
production for our increased population. We must see to it that in
these projects they shall be conducted for the benefit of home seekers
and home builders, and not for the benefit of speculators or a privileged
few.

The territory embraced in the so-called Columbia Basin project is,
for example, one of first national importance. Washington is not the
only State concerned, either in its building or its future benefits. It
belongs to the whole Nation, and the Federal Government must coop-
erate with the Northwest in plans of such splendid magnitude as that.

We propose definite plans for these great reclamation projects, not
taking up first one and then another on a hit-or-miss theory, but plans
laid out for years aheadplans which call for definite annual appro-
priations which Congress will not dare to pass by. These plans shall be
carried out by the best engineering talent available in the Nation and
pushed through to rapid completion. I would even go so far as to say
that the appropriations for these plans should constitute a revolving
fund so that as soon as the money laid out is returned by the occupants
of the land, it should not revert to the Treasury but should at once be
put to new use in other places. I look for the day, and that at no distant
time, when every gallon of water in our streams will be used for practical
purposes, instead of allowing it to run to waste.

I can assure you that Governor Cox and I are in full sympathy with
the spirit of the West in these matters and your desire to have definite
action taken on them, by men who have an understanding knowledge
of what the West wants and needs.1

[SPEECH FILE: TS]

1 This excerpt is taken from an eight-page typescript entitled, "From Speech of
Hon. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Spokane, Wash., Aug. 19, 1920." The first page bears
a brief outline of the speech in Roosevelt's hand; this, and the appearance of the
typescript, make it fairly certain that this was the reading copy. According to a
clipping from an unidentified Ellensburg, Washington, newspaper (Group so),
Roosevelt spoke in the State Armory at 8:30 P. Sf.

45 ROOSEVELT TO JESSIE ADAM, SECRETARY, LEWISTON COM-
MERCIAL CLUB, Lewiston, Idaho

PULLMAN CAR "WEsTB0R0"
GOS HEN, NEW YORK, October 23, 1920

M DEAR MRS. ADAM: Your letter of August 8th 1has followed
me around many parts of the country. I agree with you wholly about
having a man at the head of the Department of the Interior who under-
stands the conditions as they exist in the West. I know the Western
country well enough to appreciate the importance of a thorough
understanding.
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More than that, I sincerely hope that the problems of reclamation
and public lands will be put on a far better business basis than they
have been in the past. We mmt get away from the hand to mouth
policy of occasional appropriations for reclamation and adopt a definite
program for a period of years. Furthermore, I am wholly of the belief
that the development of coal, oil, etc., should be encouraged so long as
it is done aiong lines which are not wasteful and in the interest of the
public as a whole.

I am sorry that during this campaign I have not had an opportunity
to spend more than one day in Idaho, but I shall hope to have the
pleasure of going to Lewiston some day in the future.

Very truly yours,

[15 : CT]
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

national parks, cultivation of the public domain, and utilization of mineral resources
Interior because of the prospective great development in the West of reclamation,

(Group 15).

1 Mrs. Adam said that her community favored a western man for Secretary of the

46 ROOSEVELT TO EGERTON BROWN, New York City

[HYDE PARK] Nov. 17, 1920

M DEAR MR. BROWN: Your letter of September 25th 1 sent to the
Navy Department in Washington did not reach me until after election,
and in view of the fact that the polls are closed I am writing you not
for political reasons, but because of my interest in the questions you
bring up.

First you referred to my proposal for the opening up on a large scale
of miffions of acres of land now unproductive. You are right I think
in assuming that no considerable acreage can be further utilized without
further physical, financial arid mechanical facilities. What I had par-
ticular reference to was the fact that in the West very large areas now
practically desert can be made extremely productive by the development
of irrigation systems. It is true that this costs money, but it is also
true that the projects which have already been carried out have paid
for themselves many times over. For instance, one of the irrigation
projects which cost $40,000,000.00 (forty million dollars) produced
$6o,000,000 (sixty million dollars) worth of produce the second year
after it was opened up.

Our trouble in the past has been that the Federal Government has
had no definite policy in regard to these projects. They are nearly all
of them concerned with more than one state, either in the watershed or
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in the land itself, and therefore federal in their nature. In the past we
have undertaken these projects on a hit-or-miss plan. An appropria-
tion this year, no appropriation the next, and the work has been under-
taken largely because of political influence.

I should like to see a definite policy take the place of the present system
so that a definite amount would be expended by the Government each
year over a period of years. All expenditures would be made in accord-
ance with a far-reaching plan looking ahead say twenty years. Of
course in these new projects the money eventually comes back to the
Government. There is no reason in my judgment why the funds from
completed projects should not go into a kind of revolving fund so that
eventually no new appropriations would be needed, the revolving fund
being adequate to carry on new projects.

You are right, too, in saying that private enterprise has heretofore
largely failed in providing the men and machinery for the actual farming
of new areas. I fully believe, however, that a development of the Farm
Loan system, and the Department of Labor, will eventually work out
an answer. We have much to learn from the methods used in Canada.

Your third problem that referred to mortgaged waste lands, especially

those in the East, is a different matter. I came much in contact with
this particular problem when I was in the State Senate in Albany. In
our own state, for instance, one of the troubles has been that the average
farmer undertakes to cultivate too large an acreage, especially in view

of his inability to obtain adequate labor. Government, or at least State,
assistance, is undoubtedly necessary and much can be done in our own
state by a definite effort to bring recently arrived immigrants from the
congested districts of the city, by providing them with enough land and
equipment to start things. In my own County of Dutchess, for instance,
a good many foreigners have come in in the past few years and have taken

up small holdings or abandoned farms, and by intensive cultivation and
hard work have made good. It is pure luck that they have happened
to come, and a definite campaign undertaken by the State would un-
doubtedly increase the number greatly.

I expect to return to the practice of the law at 52 Wall Street in a few
weeks, and should be very glad to have a talk with you about this general
problem. It is one of the most interesting and most vital we have
before the country at the present time.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i 5 : CT]

1 Asking how the Democratic Party could make effective Roosevelt's proposal to
"open up millions of unproductive acres" (Group 15).
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47 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT BEFORE THE BERKSHIRE BANKERS'
ASSOCIATION, Lenox, Massachusetts, June 20, 1921

In the confusion of thought and readjustment of values which have
come in the post-war period, one of the great facts most significant to
our national future has been almost wholly overlooked. That is the
announcement by the census of 1920 that for the first time in our history
more than 50% of our population is now living in cities, and less than
half dwell in small villages or on the farms. At the time of the Revolu-
tion less than i0% of the nation's people were gathered in urban com-
munities, but since that day every decade has shown an increase in the
proportionate ratio of the cities' growth. Today we must ask ourselves
"Where will it stop?" and more important, "How shall we proceed
to stop it?"

For the growth of cities, while the country population stands still,
will eventually bring disaster to the United States as it has to the life
of nations in days gone by. Industrial manufactures are good. They
should be encouraged to the point of rounding out the production of
this great expanse of territory and population so that we may utilize to
the full the wonderful gifts that the God of Nature has given us. Yet the
nice balance must be maintained. A hundred million people living in
factory towns and with no human beings on the farms is a reductio ad
absurdum which we can understand. Yet we have passed the half
way mark and are still headed towards that abyss. It is time to stop.

What has been the history of even the past twenty years in the agricul-
tural communities? Here in the East, stagnation, yes, even worse,
depopulation. Take any train trip, any motor ride through the Atlantic
States. You will see practically no new farmhouses, no new clearing
of landon the contrary you will see haphazard tree growth on soil
which was formerly tilled or pastured.

I have talked with many foreigners, French, Italian, Belgian, British,
Poles, Czechs, Serbs, who have visited us in the past few years, and
one and all have commented on the waste of our land. When I tell
them that our farms in the East average in size nearly two hundred acres
to the family, they tell me that in Europe twenty or thirty acres are
enough. When I tell them that the young people drift away into the
cities they answer that there must be something fundamentally wrong.

So there is, and it is that wrong condition that demands the best
thought and the concentrated action of the leaders of every community.
It is not confined, either, to the abandoned farms of the East. In the
Middle West the farming population has for long been at a practical
standstill, and since the filling up of the Dakotas and the Pacific Coast
the greater part of new farms bought in' during the past ten
years has been the result of enormous irrigation projects like the
Imperial Valley and the Roosevelt Dam. Practically speaking, all the

[45]



ready-made virgin available land in the whole of the United States
has been taken up. But though taken up, the vast majority of its acres
are not being profitably or economically used.

The Department of Agriculture says that existing farms would sup-
port in a few years twice their present population and produce three times
their present yield.

From the economic value to the nation then, this offers a tempting
goal. In past years the great bulk of our favorable export trade balance
has been caused by our surplus crops of grain and cattle and cotton.
Yet even before the war conditions in I 914 we were annually con-
suming a larger share of our own farm produce, and the surplus for
export was growing less. In other words the increase of the cities at
the expense of the farms was already an economic danger. Today
things are worse. Factories begin to feel the competition of Europe
and Japan. More people are herded together in the cities, and the farms
produce no more than formerly.

This may seem a gloomy picture yet I do not believe that the nation
can afford to pass it lightly by. Especially must the bankers, those in
the community who hold the purse strings for new ventures, approach
this subject in a new way. Do you realize that if half the capital which
is this year being put into new commercial or manufacturing projects
were put into the development of agriculture, we would be a long way
on the road to success?

Let us have done for a while with booms to "Boost Pittsfield" or
"Boost Poughkeepsie." Let us have done with Chamber of Commerce
campaigns to attract new factories. Let us rather start campaigns to
make the existing Pittsfield and Poughkeepsie not larger, but better
to live in. That means that you and I must begin outside our cities in
the country districts of which they are the centres. Survey our land.
If there are idle farms find families to put on them. Help your un-
employment problem. Start them by lending your money. If the life
on the farm is unattractive head the movement for better country roads,
for nearer amusements, for better schools. If the farmer finds it diffi-
cult to market his produce, if the city dwellers have to pay two or three
middlemen's commissions, get behind an improved system of marketing.
If the old Yankee blood will not respond, go to the great centres, go to
New York and Boston, seek out Italians and Slovaks and Polesbut
if you love your country find the ways to use your land.

It is communities like these in the Berkshires, and like my own in
the Hudson Valley which must put their shoulders to this wheel. Legis-
lation will not do it. Paternalism by Washington or Boston or Albany
will give no panacea. We have more than enough lawswhat we need
is actionaction by the people themselves. For many years we have
heard about the "Back to the Land" movement. Talk will not provide
it.
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Once, many years ago, this countryside of ours was covered with
great forests. Round about us today the virgin timber has gone. A
neglected second growth straggles on the land which is not cleared. It
is not profitable as it is today. Yet the supply of timber for the United
States will come to an end before our coal is exhausted.

We know that every foot of land will grow something, and something
that with human care can be put to profitable human use. If it be not
grain-land or pasture it will grow trees.

For generations we have taken from nature without paying back.
Her supply is not exhausted, but year by year it becomes less sufficient.
I believe in killing two birds with one stone. We can help Nature to
give us more and at the same time we can lessen the dangers to our
civilization which have come with the growth of the cities. Would
you, as a matter of preference, choose to have your boy grow up in a
tenement on the East Side in New York? Yet your neighbor's son is
doing that very thing. He will be a fellow American with your boy.

Let us think of tomorrow and of what we today can do to prevent
that tomorrow from suffering distress and ills. In our own communities
we must find the place and the way to start. I have confidence that
we shall do that thing.

[SPEECH FILE :T]

Possibly "brought in" was meant.

48 ROOSEVELT TO GEORGE D. PRATT, New York City

[HYDE PARK] November 25, 1922

DEAR MR. PRATT: 1 am so sorry that you and Mrs. Pratt could
not have come up here for next Sunday. We all wanted you, not
only for the pleasure of seeing you both but because I wanted to talk
over a number of things with you. The first related to a matter I would
rather not say anything about until I can see you personally, as it
concerns "politics." The other matter is something which I have had
in mind for a long time, and I am going to outline it to you very briefly
in order that you may think it over before we meet.

You are, of course, familiar with the splendid system of state owned
and privately owned forests in Germany, Austria, France, etc., and
as many of these forests have been in what might be called continuous
operation for several hundred years the fact has been established that
they are very worth while from the financial, i. e., money-making point
of view, as well as from the national economic point of view.

In this country no such forest exists. The Federal government and
various states own large forest areas. Much planting has been done
but most of it has been for the purpose of reclamation of barren or
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denuded lands. As far as I know, no forest in this country is run on
a strictly business basis. It seems to be almost too much to hope that
either the Federal government or our own State Government will go
in, in the near future, for a permanent, annual, dividend-paying invest-
ment like the Black Forest, for instance, in GermaIy. That is, I believe,
where a very great need exists. Much has been said by you and me and
many others interested in the subject, about the value of planting trees
and taking care of them or of developing existing wooded areas on a
business basis. In spite of all this you and I cannot point to any one
definite tract as a concrete illustration of what we mean. I therefore
want you to think over the possibility of the following plan:

x. The organization of a company to purchase a tract of good average
land within say '00 miles of New York, i. e., within easy motoring
distance of the principal metropolis of the country.

2. The development of this tract (a) through a gradual annual
planting of such portion of it as is now cleared or on which useful
timber is not growing; (b) The care and development of existing
timber.

I believe that a location could be obtained where we could purchase
say ten or fifteen thousand acres with room for future expansionsuch
land I believe could be obtained for in the neighborhood of $20 an acre.
This would mean from $200,000 to $300,000 investment in land; and
an additional $200,000 to $300,000 should be raised for working capital,
making the total capital required say $500,000.

The cutting and sale of poor timber now on the tract as cord wood,
would show probably enough annual profit during the first few years
to pay for a portion at least of the new planting. The overhead of such
an organization need not be high. One good practical forester with two
assistants and common labor as required would be all that would be
necessary. I am not certain how the existing law would apply in regard
to taxation. This, you know more about than I do.

Your first thought probably will be that $20 an acre is too high, but
the chief consideration I think would be to have the tract at some point
within easy access of New York City, and to use land which is not merely
barren hill tops but represents what might be called the fair wood lot
type.

Perhaps I am over-enthusiastic in believing that $500,000 could be
raised for this. It is very certain that no dividend would be paid for
at least 25 years, but on the other hand I am enough of an optimist
to believe that there are enough men who could spare say $25,000
apiece with the knowledge that they are doing something for the immense
benefit of the nation and the State, and are at the same time providing
an investment in which the capital would be safe and in which dividends

would undoubtedly accrue to their children.
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Think this over and do come to see me soon in New York. I am
going down there December 4th and shall be at 49 East 65th St. I
expect to go to my office on Tuesdays and Fridays.

Always sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14:cT]

George D. Pratt (1869-1935), a New York City businessman, was New York
State Conservation Commissioner from 1915 to 1921, and was president of the
American Forestry Association from 1924 to 5935.

49 GEORGE D. PRATT TO ROOSEVELT, Hyde Park

NEW YORK, December i, 1922

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: Replying to yours of the 25th, both
Mrs. Pratt and I too were sorry not to have been with you on Sunday,
but she has been working so hard for others for so many years that
she is now compelled to take a long needed rest and I am not letting
her go anywhere.

I would have liked to have talked with you about politics and about
the suggestion which you make on the question of growing private
forests, but candidly, as far as this forest suggestion that you make is
concerned, if the lumbermen cannot be persuaded to take up work of
this sort, I do not know how other people will ever take it up. When
I was in the Commission I endeavored to have the State districted into
ten different districts in order that the farmers of the State might be
educated to increase the production of their non-agricultural land by
planting trees. The legislature, however, did not see its way clear on
account of objections that were made by the Syracuse School of Forestry
to put through such a Bill as this. Commissioner McDonald, however,
is still working on this matter and I hope with the broad minded attitude
of Governor-Elect Smith that something may be done.

I do not want to appear like a wet blanket, but I do think you would
have difficulty in finding people who would be willing to go into a
proposition to raise $500,000 with no prospect of a dividend for at
least 25 years.

It is a long time since I have seen you and I am glad to know that
you will be back in town on December 4th. I will try and look you up
either at your house or at the office.

Sincerely yours,
GEO. D. PRATT

[14:Ts]
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50 ROOSEVELT TO H. M. HICKERSON, Washington

[NEW YORK] October 19, 1923

M DEAR MR. HIcKERs0N: The problem of the protection of game
birds and game fish is one towards the solving of which we have
accomplished much in the past io years, leaving room, however, for
tremendous improvement of conditions.1 One clear rule in regard to
game laws is often overlooked: we must guard against laws which will
enable only the rich to hunt and fish, and at the same time we must
equally guard against allowing everybody who can own or carry a
gun or a rod from going out and bringing in large bags.

I take it that bearing these two rules in mind the game laws of the
future will tend towards the attainment of the following objectives-

i. The creation of additional game refuges on public lands and
certain areas owned by private individuals or associations, and along
certain portions of our seacoast and our streams.

The gradual elimination of "special" laws affecting the open
season in individual localities, 1. e., making the present federal laws

more general in their enforcement throughout the nation.
Education of the public to appreciate that song birds, rodents,

etc. are not game.
The further elimination of the [market?] hunter.
A standardization of the license system and an improvement of

morale among so-called sportsmen.
I think the above covers the ground fairly well. What publication

do you want it for? I am sorry I have no picture. I suppose you can
get one in Washington.

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i I: CT]

1 Hickerson, writing Oct. II, 1923 (Group xi), had asked for a statement for
publication on the need for better ganie laws. He did not identify the publication.

ROOSEVELT TO CHARLES C. ADAMS, DIRECTOR, ROOSEVELT
WILD LIFE FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION, SYRACUSE UNIVER-

SITY, Syracuse, New York

[NEW YORK] November 26, 1923

M DEAR DR. ADAMS: Please allow me to thank you for Numbers 3
and 4 of the Roosevelt Wild Life Bulletin.1 The work is being excel-
lently done and you are to be much congratulated on it.
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I hope you will soon undertake some bulletins on the subject of farm
wood lot forestry, for I am convinced that much good can be accom-
plished thereby.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[14: CT]

'A publication of the Roosevelt Wild Life Forest Experiment Station of the New
York State College of Forestry at Syracuse University. Presumably numbers 3 and
4 of the 1923 volume were sent.

52 ROOSEVELT TO WILLIAM OVERFIELD, Hyde Park

[NEW YORK] December 2, 1923

DEAR MR. OVERFIELD: 1 J am ordering a lot of young trees from
the State Conservation Commission for delivery and planting next April
and it occurs to me that some of the members of Chapel Corners' Grange
might like to place orders at the same time and have the shipment come
along with mine in order to save shipping charges.

I am firmly convinced that it pays to plant these trees, and almost
every farm has some section of rocky or otherwise unsuitable land for
crops which could be planted to trees which in time would have real
commercial value. Even if only an acre is put into trees an increase in
the value of the farm results and many people are also putting in small
groups of pines or spruces near their houses.

The State sells the trees for $4 or $5 a 1000 and 1000 trees are enough
for acre spaced 5 feet apart.

If any of the members of the Grange would be interested in getting
white pines, red pines, scotch pines or Norway spruce I will send them
some application blanks to fill out and their order can come along with
mine. I might add that the white pine are the most valuable, but
require fairly good soil. The red pine require less good soil and the
scotch pine will grow anywhere though the wood is not so valuable.
Spruce is, of course, slower growing.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: A] Also to Mr. Bennett 2Hyde Park Grange

[14: CT]

'A farmer living in the eastern part of the town of Hyde Park.
2 Willett Bennett.

3959600_57_5 [5']



53 ROOSEVELT TO CHARLES C. ADAMS, DIRECTOR, ROOSEVELT
WILD LIFE FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION, SYRACUSE UNIVER-
SITY, Syracuse, New York

NEW YORK, Dec. 6, 1923
M DEAR PROFESSOR ADAMS: Many thanks for sending me the

bulletin on wood lot forestry.' I fully appreciate that the Roosevelt Sta-
tion is devoted solely to the wild life aspects of forest problems, but I
have it in mind that there is a distinctly wild life aspect to the re-
forestation of large sections of farming country. If the average farm
owner is to be taught in the next generation the value of using his less
profitable farm land for tree growing, it will certainly be legitimate to
set before him the additional advantages to be gained through having
an increase in the wild bird life of the state.

Incidentally, I hope that the state will create additional public parks
within accessible distance of New York City. The Palisades Interstate
Park has accomplished such a world of good that at least one other
similar park is needed. The proposed tn-state park at the joining point
of New York, Massachusetts and Connecticut would seem to be the
next logical step.

I am heartily in sympathy with the proposal for the Roosevelt Memo-
rial Building at the American Museum of Natural History. It is true,
of course, that a memorial at this point would not be at a central point
of the state, yet it would serve a vastly larger population in New York
City than at any other point, and the museum has such a fine Roosevelt
collection already that it would be entirely suitable. As you say, how-
ever, this should not in any way interfere with the Roosevelt Wild Life
Station.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14: CT]

'Forestry for the Private Owner, by Frederick F. Moon and Harold C. Belyea,
Bulletin No. I 3 of the New York State College of Forestry at Syracuse University, XX
(July, 1920), enclosed with Adams' letter of Nov. 30, 2923 (Group 14).

2Adams replied Jan. s8, 1924 (Group 54), that he thought it would be a very
good idea to have a study made of wildlife in its relation to wood-lot forestry.

54 ROOSEVELT TO CHARLES C. ADAMS, DIRECTOR, ROOSEVELT
WILD LIFE FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION, SYRACUSE UNIVER-
SITY, Syracuse, New York

[NEW YORK] January 24, 1924
DEAR PROFESSOR ADAMS: Many thanks for your letter.' I will

just have time to answer it before I leave for a two months' trip in
the south, where I will spend a good part of my time observing birds
in the Everglades region.2
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I am glad you think well of a study of birds or wild life in relation
to wood lot forestry. I have found in a somewhat intensive study of farm
conditions in the State that it is often a difficult matter to interest the
average farmer in any one given case of wild life or forestry. If you
talk tree planting alone to him he will think of all the difficulties and
objections. If you talk about birds only to him he will not be interested.
I have found, however, that the average farmer shows a much wider
interest if you can talk to him about a new point of view which is being
inculcated into the younger generation, i. e., the value of attractive
surroundings as shown by nature itself. This is especially true of those
portions of the State which receive numbers of summer visitors. In
my own home county I have found a good many owners of farms who
have been persuaded that attractive woods, plantings of trees around
the farm house and the encouragement of bird life have all helped the
renting or sale value of the property.

If every farmer in this state could get a copy of a popularly written
and popularly illustrated bulletin of the right kind he would put it
on the parlor table and it would be read by a wide circle of neighbors
and visitors and summer boarders, etc. My thought is that such a
bulletin should list and illustrate the birds which ought to be seen by
the average layman, the kinds of places they frequent, i. e., swamps,
pine woods, pastures, etc., and should stress also the economical value
of the individual species and the reason for their protection. The same
thing could be carried out in regard to the mammals, reptiles and fish.

To this I would add what is of extreme importance from the educa-
tional point of view. The relation of wooded areas to water supply,
soil erosion, future lumber supply, etc. It seems to me frankly that
we need a tying together of subjects which have heretofore been treated
too separately, and I think also that the Roosevelt Wild Life Forest
Experiment Station is so broad in its scope that it could carry out
such an idea better than any other agency. Incidentally, I do wish that
a publication of this kind could really reach the farmers of the State.
If every member of the state granges could get a copy it would help
wonderfully.

Very sincerely yours,

[53]

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[I 4 CT]

'Jan. i8, 1924 (Group '4).
'The trip was a cruise in Florida waters in the power houseboat Larooco, acquired

jointly by Roosevelt and John Lawrence (a Harvard friend) in the fail of 1923. The
"Log Book" of the Larooco, and the "Log" of the Weona II, a yacht chartered for a
fishing cruise in west coast Florida waters in 5923, and related correspondence are
in the Roosevelt Library. The logs and letters contain occasional references to
Roosevelt's interest in ornithology.



55 ROBERT S. YARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL PARKS
ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT, New York City

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 21, 1924

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: Your office informs me that you are in
Florida, and immediately I hope that you have your eye on National
Park possibilities in the Everglades. Seldon of the Ladies' Home
Journal' has just returned from a Gulf trip which carried him nearly
to the tip end, and tells me that great areas are being drained for sugar
growing. If we wait till these lands show commercial values, we'll
never get our park.

The Roosevelt-Sequoia project looks discouraging for this very reason.
We could have got everything six or seven years ago, but now I'm afraid
that the water-power interests have made up their minds that the great
canyons shall never enter a completely conserved reservation.2

Hope you'll come back sound and ship-shape.3
Sincerely,

ROBERT STERLING YARD

[I4:'rs]

1 Charles E. Selden, at this time Washington correspondent of the Ladies' Home
Journal, is probably meant.

2 This refers to the proposal to name the enlarged Sequoia National Park the
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, and to include in it Kings Canyon. No change
in the name, however, was made by the act of April , 1926 (44 Stat. 818), which
revised the park boundaries, and the Kings Canyon section did not acquire national
park status until 1940.

2Writing to Senator Duncan U. Fletcher of Florida about a proposed Everglades
national park, Jan. 17, 1924 (Group 14), Yard referred to Roosevelt as "one of
our valued co-workers" who was "also keen for a National Park in the Everglades."
He suggested that Fletcher write to Roosevelt.

ROOSEVELT TO THE NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATION COM-
MISSION, Albany

[ABOARD THE "LARooco"] March 22, 1924

GENTLEMEN: I am sending application for trees which I hope will
not be too late for this year. The Hyde Park Grange applies for a
thousand white pines. I have signed my own name to the application.
They can be sent either to me or to the Grangeif they are sent to me
I will see that they are distributed among the members of the Grange
who want them.

I hope that the Commission will approve of this order as I feel it is
an entering wedge to get a large number of people interested in the

planting of trees.1 In case the Commission cannot grant this applica-
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tion to the Grange I shall be glad to have the trees sent to me and will
see that they are properly planted by the several members who want
them.

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[ 4 CT]
1 Writing to C. R. Pettis, superintendent of the Division of Lands and Forests of

the State Conservation Commission, on April 22, 1924 (Group I 4), Roosevelt said
that he was doing all he could to interest the local granges in planting: ". . . I have
found that the best approach to the average farmer is through persuading him that
a properly cared for wood lot, together with young pine plantings, will enhance the
selling value of his farm far more than the cost of the trees."

57 ROOSEVELT TO C. R. PETTIS, NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATION
COMMISSION, Albany

[NEW YORK] April 26, 1924

DEAR MR. PETTIS: Many thanks for your letter of the 24th.'
I am interested in your plan for a demonstration farm wood lot in each
County. It is just what is needed. In regard to Dutchess County you
are already working with Vassar College on the establishment of a dem-
onstration planting. Vassar has just obtained an option on another
piece of farm land adjacent to the college which may have a wood lot
on it suitable for demonstration purposes. If, however, this does not
seem feasible I have a piece of land 41/2 miles from Poughkeepsie on a
state road which I would be very glad to handle as a demonstration
wood lot under the supervision of the division of lands and forests.
When you come down I will show it to you and will be glad to help
in any way possible.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i 4 CT]

1 Pettis had written concerning a proposed plan for farm wood-lot areas. He said
that the Conservation Commission regarded the proper handling of the farm wood
lot of as much importance as the reforestation of idle lands (Group 14).

58 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT S. YARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,

NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION, Washington

[NEW YORK] May 5, 1924

DEAR MR. YARD: Nothing would give me greater pleasure than to go
on the Board of Trustees. However, I am absolutely bound by my
promise to the doctor that I would not go on any other Board until
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another yearin other words, what he and I are trying to do is to reduce,
and not increase, the number of my interests. This work for the can-
didacy of Governor Smith fits in exactly with that idea because, for the
next 2 months I cannot do anything but work for Governor Smith.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14: CT]

Yard, writing May 1, 1924, had urged Roosevelt to accept the appointment
mentioned. He said that the National Parks Association was destined to be recog-
nized as the principal exponent of the idea of the official planning of the recreational
uses of the public lands, and he wanted Roosevelt identified "with this big thing."
Yard again urged Roosevelt to become a trustee in a letter of May 7, 5924, on the
ground that it was important to show the non-political character of the association's
support of Coolidge's nationa' park policy. George D. Pratt, writing May 5, also
urged that he accept the appointment. In his replies to Yard (May 9) and to
Pratt (May 26), Roosevelt again declined for reasons of health. (These letters
and others on this subject are in Group 54.) Roosevelt's attack of infantile paralysis
had occurred on Aug. so, 1921; this reference to his health is one of the few that
appear in his correspondence.

59 ROOSEVELT TO MAUNSELL CROSBY, Rhinebeck, New York

AT WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, October 13, 1924

DEAR MAUNSELL: That story about the plumes was, of course, merely
hearsay and I do not know the names of the wardens or the actual
locality. The fact remains that there are certain localities in southern
Florida where plume hunting continues and where no wardens can
go in.'

I wish that Mr. Pearson would really get busy and accomplish
something along the line of creating a bird refuge, national, state or
by private enterprise, all through the southern end of Florida. To do
so now is practicable; to wait another io years would be to lose the
whole project. The protected area should include practically all the
land south of a line drawn from Florida City on the East Coast to
Everglades or Chokoluski on the West Coast. This would include all
of the so-called Shark River or Ten Thousand Islands Country. I have
been there now for 2 years and there is no question that it is an ideal
reservation for the protection of an enormous amount of bird life.

I am getting wonderful swimming for my legs down here in a huge
pool of warm water. I will be back about October 27th and hope to
see you soon after that.

The Larooco's new engines are going in and I shall join her about
February 1st and I am keen to have you with me. I do hope your
mother is better and that you will be able to put through plan of
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taking her down to Cocoanut Grove. It is highly important that those
delightful glasses should be duly christened and I cannot well do so
without you.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14: CT]

'This allusion is not explained by any of the Crosby letters in the Roosevelt Library.
Crosby accompanied Roosevelt on his cruise in Florida waters in February and
March of 1924, and was with him on the 1925 and 5926 Larooco cruises.

2 Thomas Gilbert Pearson, president of the National Association of Audubon
Societies.

6o ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATWE FINIS J. GARRETT OF
TENNESSEE

AT TAVERNIER, FLA., February zo, 1925

M DEAR MR. GARRETT: I inclose a letter from Mr. Burnham in
regard to the Game Refuge-Public Shooting Ground Bill.2 I have
not been able sufficiently to study the details of the measure though
I am heartily in favor of the establishment of game refuges.

For instance, down here at the tip end of Florida where I am cruising
around on a small boat, there is real and immediate need for a Federal
Game Refuge, as this is the temporary stopping place of millions of
birds which come and go from almost every State East of the Mississippi.

I am not much worried about the requirement for a federal license
though it seems to me a pity that under our form of government we
cannot arrange in some way for one license which would cover both
State and Federal needs.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14: CT]

Bird Burnham, president of the American Game Protection Association,
1911-28, and for many years chairman of the Federal Advisory Committee to the
Bureau of Biological Survey.

2 This bill (H. R. 68th Cong., 2d sess.), for the establishment of migratory
bird refuges, did not pass.

61 ROOSEVELT TO MADISON GRANT, New York City

AT WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, April 29, 1925

DEAR MR. GRANT: It was good of you all to elect me as Chairman
and of course I shall be delighted to serve though I think it would be
far better to have a Chairman who could get around without crutches
and attend meetings.1 Also, it is good to know that Vanderbilt Webb

[57]



will represent the Commission at the State Council of Parks meeting.
I expect to get back May i 5th and will call you up.

I am exceedingly sorry to hear about your arthritis and I am wonder-
ing whether this Warm Springs' pool would help you. It is very
wonderful water, relaxes muscles and at the same time seems to remove
all poison from one's system. I will tell you all about it when I get
back. I, myself, expect to return here in September for another 6 weeks
or 2 months.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i 4: CT]

'Grant, a member of the Taconic State Park Commission, had notified Roosevelt
in a letter of April 23, 1925 (Group i4), that he had been elected chairman.
Roosevelt served on the commission from April 55, 5925 to Dec. 29, 1928.

ROOSEVELT TO ARTHUR W. PROCTER, SECRETARY, Bo SCOUT
FOUNDATION OF GREATER NEW YORK, NEW YORK Crr

AT MARION, MASSACHUSETTS, September 25, 1925 1

DEAR MAJOR PROCTER: I shall be very glad to have you prepare the
article for the American Forests. The chief thing I want to bring out
is the statistical information showing the consumption of American
timber by the public and by fire each year, the amount of timber left
and the normal annual growth.

I am awfully interested in the Saturday Evening Post article and
will be glad to have you send me the outline which you suggested to
Miss Lelland.2

You surely must have a vacation, and it is up to you to know what
is the best time. When that comes go ahead and have a good timelet
me know when you decide to go.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14:cT]

1 Roosevelt was at this time taking swimming treatments in Marion from Dr.
William McDonald.

2 According to a letter from Ovid Butler, secretary of the American Forestry Asso-
ciation, to Procter, Sept. 2 I, 5925 (Group i Procter had proposed writing an
article, for Roosevelt's signature, on the forestry work being done by the Boy Scout
Foundation of Greater New York. Roosevelt was president of the foundation and
had had an important part in the establishment of the Franklin D Roosevelt Con-
servation Camps in Palisades Interstate Park. Rock Oak Forestry Camp was
established in 5923 and Forest Ranger Camp in 1924. Professional foresters were
in charge of the camps and the forestry activities were directed by Samuel N. Spring
of Cornell University. Fay Welch, of the New York State College of Forestry, was
director of the camps in 1924 and 1925 and was largely responsible for the establish-

[58]



ment of the Forest Ranger Camp. He is of the belief that "the origin of the C. C. C.
camps lay in Mr. Roosevelt's and Mr. Howe's familiarity with this experience in
taking older boys into camp and giving them a program primarily of forestry work"
(Welch to the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, April r8, i9). Neither of the
proposed articles is again mentioned and apparently nothing came of Procter's idea.

Marguerite LeHand was Roosevelt's secretary. Grace Tully has written about
her and the numerous other members of the Roosevelt secretarial entourage in
F. D. R., My Boss (New York: Scribner's, 1949).

63 ROOSEVELT TO GRACE C. KILMER, Pine Plains, New York

HYDE PARK] January 8, 1926

M DEAR Miss KILMER: I have for several years been warning the
people of Dutchess County that New York City is considering taking a
vast amount of water and thousands of acres of land which really
belong to us.1 The only thing to do is for Dutchess County to take
this water first.

Last year I strongly advocated the study of the water supply question
for the whole of the county, with the possible creation of a Water Board
and County Control over the head waters of the various streams. If
Dutchess County grows in population as much as we expect it to do
in the next twenty-five years, we shall need all of our own water. Fur-
thermore, it is never good for any county to have an enormous area
given up to reservoirs and watershed as it drives out the population.

The only thing that I can think of is that you can help by enlisting
the support of your supervisor. As you probably know, the Democratic
Party Platform this year advocated a study of the whole subject by the
Board of Supervisors. It should, however, not be treated as a partisan
matter as it is of interest to all citizens.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

L.

[14:c'r]

In a letter of Jan. 6, 5926 (Group i4), Miss Kilmer said that representatives of
the New York City Board of Water Supply were coming to Dutchess County to
survey the area as a possible source of water for New York.

64 ROOSEVELT TO FRANCIS R. MASTERS, TAcONIC STATE PARK
COMMISSION, New York City

[NEW YORK] January 15, 1926

M DEAR MR. MASTERS: Last spring I had a conference with Mr.
Benton MacKaye in regard to the Appalachian Trail, a long portion of
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which, as you know, passes through the portion of New York State
under our jurisdiction.

I think that the Taconic State Park Commission should give con-
sideration to the possible incorporation of this Trail into our permanent
plans.

Will you be good enough to return the map and papers to me when
you have read them, together with your comments in order that I may
pass the map and memorandum along to the other members of the
Commission. This is the only copy I have.1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: T] This letter also to be sent to: Vanderbilt Webb, Esq.,
67 Wall St., Madison Grant, Esq., ioi Park Avenue, Hon. James W.
Fleming, Troy, N. Y.

[14: CT]

1 The map and papers related to the proposed camp and trail facilities of the
Appalachian Trail and were sent to Roosevelt by MacKaye in a letter of Jan. 13,
1926 (Group 14). MacKaye, second vice-chairman of the Regional Planning
Association of America, and originator of the Appalachian Trail, wished to secure
the help of the Taconic State Park Commission in construction of the trail in New
York. No replies to Roosevelt's letters to the commission members are present except
one from Webb, March 5, 1926 (Group 54), who approved of incorporating the
trail plans in the park plans. The Appalachian Trail now traverses Clarence Fahne-
stock Memorial Park and Tn-State Park.

65 ROOSEVELT TO C. R. PETTIS, NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATION
COMMISSION, Albany

[NEW YORK] January 15, 1926

Mv DEAR MR. PETTIS: Many thanks for your letter of January 12th.1
I am delighted that I can have 2000 red pine seedlings and I shall

be glad to have some of the tulip poplar if the planting turns out well
this summer.2

I hope you will forgive me for bombarding you with suggestions, but
in driving around the Hudson Valley country this summer, I have been
impressed with the lack of knowledge on behalf of farm wood lot
owners as to which trees to retain and which to cut out. For instance,
I educated one man as to the value of white oak. He was about to
cut off clean a lot containing principally white oak, black oak, swamp
oak and rock oak, and at my suggestion, he is cutting out everything
except the white oak and will leave them for a few years in order
that they may seed the vacant spaces.
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I am inclined to think that a few special articles published in local
papers, such as the Sunday Courier of Poughkeepsie, would do a lot
of good, and the shorter and less technical they are, the better.3

Very sincerely yours,

[14: CT]

Concerning Roosevelt's order for trees (Group 14).
2 Roosevelt had planted some five hundred tulip poplars in the preceding years and

was of the opinion that they should be planted in the southern part of the state in
preference to Carolina poplar or black locust (Roosevelt to Pettis, Jan. ii, 1926,
Group 54). The tulip poplar was Roosevelt's favorite tree, according to a brief
article appearing over his name, "My Favorite Tree," in American Forests, 51 (Jan-
uary, 5945), 2. The article, presumably prepared by Nelson C. Brown of the New
York State College of Forestry, is written in the third person.

'Pettis replied Jan. i6, 5926 (Group 54), that if a wood lot could be found in
the Hyde Park area that offered good forest possibilities and that the owner would
be willing to manage according to a Conservation Commission plan, the commission
"would be glad to do something in the way of a demonstration."

66 ROOSEVELT TO FREDERICK H. COWLES, THE ZEOLITE COMPANY,
Los Angeles

WARM SPRINGS, October 6, 1926
M DEAR MR. COWLES: I was very glad to hear from you and have

read your conclusions with much interest.1 You may rest assured that
anything I can do to make our Party take up the forest problem as a
national matter will be done.

Very sincerely yours,

I : CT]

1 Cowles' letter has not been found.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

67 ROOSEVELT TO JAMES S. BIXBY, DIVISIoN SUPERINTENDENT,
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, Poughkeepsie

[HYDE PARK] September i6, 1927
DEAR MR. BIXBy: I note that the contract has been made for the road

from the top of Teller's Hill through the Village of Hyde Park to the
Vanderbilt place.' As far as I can make out, this has gone to the
Westchester Construction Co. of Fort Glen.

As you probably know, this particular stretch of road on the plateau
on the top of Teller's Hill to Hyde Park Village has for many generations
been noted for the magnificence of its trees, and this road is referred
to in many books written about the Hudson River Valley. The trees
were originally planted between i 750 and 1760, and many of the
original trees are still standing. Others have been replaced from time
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to time, and it is a special matter of pride not only to the Town of Hyde
Park, but to many other residents of the Hudson River Valley that this
stretch of road be kept up in its present fine condition.

I, with many others, will be very grateful if you can give special
directions to the Contracting Company that the trees are to be kept
wholly free from any injury or damage which might result from the
work of construction. A little special care on their part will make this
possible without any real extra cost to them or to the State.

Mr. Archibald Rogers, Mr. Newbold, Senator Webb, The Novitiate
of St. Andrews, Mr. Hoe, Mrs. John A. Roosevelt and all of the residents
of Hyde Park will, I know, join me in this request.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i 4 CT]

1 Teller Hill (as it is now commonly called) is a short distance south of the
Roosevelt estate; from the hill to the Vanderbilt estate is a little over two miles.

2 The Rogers' estate was immediately south of the village of Hyde Park. (Griswold
Webb was a son-in-law of Archibald Rogers.) The other properties were located
(north to south) in this order: Thomas J. Newbold, Mrs. James Roosevelt, James R.
Roosevelt, St. Andrew-on-Hudson (a Jesuit seminary), Robert Hoe, and the John A.
Roosevelt estate "Rosedale." Bixby directed that the work be done so that the trees
would not be harmed (Bixby to Mauro, Sept. 19, 1927, Group i4).

68 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., PUBLISHER,

American Agriculturist, New York City

[NEW Yoiu] June 13, 1928

M DEAR MR. MORGENTHAU: I beg to acknowledge your letter of
June 6th and shall be very glad to act as one of the Board of Judges
in the Master Farmers Contest.1

May I ask whether forestry has any place in the questionnaire which
is sent to the farmers. It seems to me that, in view of the fact that the
farm wood lot is or should be a very important producing portion of
the average farm area, this phase should be considered.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[14: CT]

'This letter (Group 14) was signed also by E. R. Eastman, editor of the American
Agriculturist. The object of the Master Farmer Contest, a nation-wide affair spon-
sored by farm publications, was to honor an outstanding farmer in each state.
Nominations were made by other farmers and the final selections were made by
boards of judges. Other judges selected for the New York State contest were
Morgenthau and Eastman, A. R. Mann and C. E. Ladd of the New York State
College of Agriculture, D. P. Witter, a member of the State Assembly, and B. A.
Pyrke, State Commissioner of Agriculture and Markets.

'Eastman replied June i8, 2928 (Group i), that the subject of forestry had not
been treated in the questionnaire but that it would be developed when the judges
visited the nominees.
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69 CHARLES C. ADAMS, DIREcToR, NEW YORK STATE MUSEUM,
TO ROOSEVELT

ALBANY, N. Y., August i, 1928

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: At the recent meeting of the State Parks
Council at your home on July 21, there was little chance to talk over
Park plans with you. I was much pleased to hear you outline the
general program of the Taconic Park Commission.

At present most of the Park Commissions are fully occupied with
land acquisition and engineering projects of various kinds. This will
probably be the case for several years yet, unless we get an "economy"
program and funds are withheld. Then the next big advance in the
Park program will probably be quite different, and I believe that the
recreational-educational aspects are bound to become much more promi-
nent. I believe also that the Parks should be closely related to the
State educational system, so that they will become an integral part of it.
We cannot build wisely today without looking forward to this period.
I make this preface because I believe that the Taconic Commission
should bear these possibilities in mind at this time.

The following are tentative suggestions but they may prove of interest
in working out your local policies, as you are already familiar with
the conditions. As I see it, the main areas within your region, worthy
of primary attention are:

I. Putnam County with its rugged topography, altitude and scenic
features, Hudson River frontage and the cheap land that will permit
a large acreage of Park land.

The New York part of the Tn-State Park, with its topography,
forests, and cheap land, and its proximity to Poughkeepsie.

The higher parts of Rensselaer County will meet with extensive
auto tourist travel through New England and have Albany and Troy
nearby, as well as the through traffic to New York City.

Your suggestion of making the Putnam County area a camping Park,
similar to the Palisades Interstate Park, interested me greatly. I am
impressed with the need of also making in this area, natural history
preserve parks similar to the Poundridge area in Westchester County.
As you know, the Poundridge area is probably the only one df the kind
that is likely to be developed in Westchester County, and it will require
considerable intelligent support and leadership to maintain this as it
should be conducted. North of Westchester County, Putnam County
is the most hopeful area and I feel that this possibility should be given
very careful attention, even at this early stage of land acquisition. If
the Fahnstock property is secured it should be allowed to become a wild
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natural history preserve and that would make a fine start.1 Such prop-
erty, however, should not, for obvious reasons, be on a parkway, but
more or less isolated.

I have been tempted to send on this note now because of your remark
(possibly in jest) to Major Welch,2 that the Putnam County area should
be developed by himas a camping Park. With its frontage on the
Hudson, this region would have many attractions for such a Park, and
its back country is very suitable for a natural history preserve. I am
fully aware that today there is not interest in such reservations, but I
believe that within a relatively few years there will be a marked im-
provement in this feature.

Since the inception of the Allegany State Park I have been actively
interested in the surveys and educational work there. We are now
conducting a cooperative outdoor school of natural history down there
and have published Handbooks on the natural history of the region.
These are part of the effort to take advantage of this 65,000 acre park
for educational purposes. I am sending to you some of the literature.
A natural history preserve or an outdoor school may yet meet a need
in the Taconic Park region.

I would appreciate learning your attitude toward such suggestions,
as I know you are sympathetic to natural history.

Very sincerely,

CHAS. C. ADAMS

Circular of Allegany School, and also Announcement inclosed. Hand-
books i, 2, , and Park Folder sent under separate cover.
[14:TS]

1 This became the Clarence Fahnestock Memorial Park, part of the Taconic State
Park system.

2 William A. Welch, an engineer in the State Division of Parks.

70 ROOSEVELT TO CHARLES C. ADAMS, DIRECTOR, NEW YORK
STATE MUSEUM, Albany

[HYDE PARK?] August io, 1928

M DEAR MR. ADAMS: I am very glad to have your interesting and
really important letter of August 1st, and am sending copies of it to
the other members of the Taconic State Park Commission.

I agree with you that the next big advance in the State Park program
will be along the recreational-educational aspect. It is very important
that the Taconic State Park Commission should bear this in mind in
the development of our plans.
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One of the difficulties of using any of the Putnam County area as a
natural history preserve is that this area is so close to New York City
that it will be difficult to prevent it from taking on the same general
character as the Palisades Interstate Park. In other words the great
development of camping and excursions from New York City will
probably swamp the west side of the river comparatively soon, and
make it necessary to develop the east side in Putnam County along
similar lines.

Furthermore land values in Putnam County are already high and
it will be difficult to obtain a very large acreage.

On the other hand about thirty miles further north there is a section
mostly in southern Columbia County and partly in northern Dutchess
where land values are still only a fraction of those in Putnam County,
and this territory is on the whole far more suited to a wild life preserve.
I am personally familiar with both sections, having hunted and collected
birds all through these counties, and southern Columbia County has
far more natural wild life than Putnam.

Of course if we should get several thousand acres in Putnam County
by dedication, we could set a portion of it aside as a wild life preserve.

I do not need to tell you of my personal interest in these matters,
as one of my principal interests for nearly forty years has been the
study of the natural history of this territory.

Your booklets on the Allegany State Park could not be better, and
I hope that within a few years the State Museum will give us a special
study both of the Taconic State Park area and also of such other areas
as we may acquire.

Very sincerely yours,

[I 4 CT]
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

71 ROOSEVELT TO JACOB G. SCHURMAN, JR., New York City

NEW YORK CITY, October 31, 1928

M DEAR SIR: There are two questions asked in your letter of
October 25.1 The first question is as follows:

Do you approve of the application of Article 7A of the Conservation
Law in its present form to the establishment of River Regulating Districts
and the taking of State lands in the Forest Preserve for a nominal con-
sideration where no actual necessity on the ground of public welfare or
public health and safety is shown and when the result is to greatly enrich
the private owners of water power at the expense of the State?
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My answer to this question is no.
The Democratic platform on which I am running and with which

I am in complete accord reads as follows on this point: "We pledge
ourselves to resist all attempts to destroy or impair any part of our
preserves. We are opposed to the erection of water power plants under
the guise of river regulation within such preserves."

I am also in full accord with the numerous messages and statements
of Governor Smith on this subject. River regulating districts should be
established primarily for water control purposes and water supply pur-
poses. Water power should be only an incidental and not a primary
purpose for establishing such districts. That the sentiment of the
people is against the use of the forest preserves for power purposes only,
even to a small extent, is evidenced by the overwhelming defeat of the
constitutional amendment submitted to the people in 1923 for that
purpose.

I believe further that the approval of the Governor should be required
for the creation of any river regulating district in the future.

The second question is as follows:

Will you pledge yourself to appoint a Conservation Commissioner and a
Superintendent of Public Works, who are in sympathy with your views on
the above question if you are elected Governor?

I assure you that any Conservation Commissioner or Superintendent
of Public Works appointed by me will be in sympathy with the views
expressed above, as I regard the attitude of these officials toward this
important question as a very important qualification for the holding of
these offices.2

Very truly yours,
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[i 8: CONSERVATION: TS : PHOTOSTAT]

1 This letter was from the Association for the Protection of the Adirondacks, the
Adirondack Civic Association, the Adirondack Property Owners Association and the
Saranac Lake Chamber of Commerce (Group 28: Conservation), for which the
firm of Schurman, Wiley and Wilcox was counsel. This and the succeeding question
were, of course, put to Roosevelt as candidate for governor of New York, for which
he had been nominated on October 2.

'The question of the invasion of the Forest Preserve for power purposes was
further discussed in a letter from C. M. Palmer, president of the Adirondack Civic
Association, to Roosevelt, Dec. 13, 1928 (Group i8: Water Power). Promises made
in the Democratic Party platform included legislation to ensure ownership and
control by the state of water power resources. On the issues of the gubernatorial
campaign and its conduct, see Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: The Ordeal,
chaps. 15-16, and Bernard Bellush, Franklin D. Roosevelt as Governor of New York
(New York: Columbia University, 1955), chap. i.
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72 FRANKLIN MOON, DEAN, NEw YORK STATE COLLEGE OF FOR-
ESTRY, SYRACUSE UNiVERSITY, TO ROOSEVELT, Warm Springs

SYRACUSE, NEW YORK, November 17, 1928

M DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: The Associated Press dispatches of a day
or so ago carried the very welcome news that one of your first acts was
toStudy the problem of abandoned lands in the State of New York.'

As a citizen, as a forester, and as a farmeror at least an "agricul-
turist"I wish to tell you I am heartily in sympathy with this move
and believe that the plan you envisage is capable of rendering great
service to the State of New York.

And yet, may I request that in the consideration of the farm problem
of New York, the problem of sub-marginal farm and pasture lands be
not overlooked. When I tell you thatthe most recent figures show
that since i88o 5,300,000 acres of land once tilled or pastured have
been abandoned and that we have within the boundaries of the Empire
State an area greater in size than the four New England States, viz.
Rhode Island, Connecticut, Massachusetts and Vermont, which altho
unsuited to agriculture will raise repeated crops of timber, conserve
runoff and provide for opportunities for recreation, you can realize
that the whole land problem is one of the first magnitude and should
be considered in its entirety.

I have never had the pleasure of meeting you, but it was my privilege
to meet your distinguished relative, Colonel Roosevelt, on several oc-
casions. In fact, I did myself the honor of dedicating a book on
forestry to him.

If after thinking the matter over you decide that it is more desirable
to attack the land problem of the state from the agricultural end first,
we will leave the matter entirely in your hands. In any event, I wished
you to know that the foresters of the stateunder whose care the
future administration of nearly sixty percent of the land surface of New
York State will be entrustedare delighted to learn of your interest
in the land problem and will pledge to you, I am sure, their earnest
support.

Very truly yours,
FRANKLIN MOON

[18:FARM RELIEF:Ts]

1These dispatches have not been identified. The New York Times of Nov. 15 and
56, 1928, carried articles from Warm Springs, where Roosevelt was vacationing,
on the plans of the governor-elect for a conference of farm leaders and others to
consider the improvement of agriculture in the state.
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73 ROOSEVELT TO FRANKLIN MOON, DEAN, Nxw YORK STATE
COLLEGE OF FORESTRY, SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY, SYRACUSE, New
York

AT WARM SPRINGS, GA., November 20, 1928
DEAR DEAN MOON: Many thanks for your interesting letter.1

You may not know it, but I also am a forester and have done a great
deal of forestry work and planting on my place at Hyde Park. There
is no question that in the proposed study of the farm and abandoned
lands problem, we must approach it from the forestry angle at the
same time that we approach it from the agricultural angle.

Mr. Henry Morgenthau, Jr. is, at my request, holding an informal
conference in New York next Saturday and has asked you to be present.
I hope that you will surely be able to get there.2

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
RT

[18:FARM RELIEF:CTJ

1Above.
'This conference, held November 24, was attended by Moon. It dealt principally

with farm relief. Roosevelt, in his Jamestown, New York, speech of Oct. 19, 1928,
had said that an investigation might show that many of the farms abandoned since
1920 should not be restored to farming but should be used for the growing of timber
(Samuel I. Rosenman, ed., The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
New York: Random House, 1938, 1, 28-29; hereinafter cited as Rosenman, ed.,
Public Papers). In his first annual message to the New York State Legislature of
Jan. 2, 1929 (he was inaugurated January s), he restated his belief that abandoned
farm lands might better be devoted to the growing of trees (ibid., p. 8i). On Jan. ,
1929, he appointed the Agricultural Advisory Commission to follow up the pre-
liminary discussions of the November conference. The early meetings of this com-
mission dealt with immediate measures for agricultural relief but Roosevelt called
attention to the long-range aspect of the problem in a speech to the New York State
Press Association at a dinner in Syracuse on Feb. i, 5929, when he said:

"Our own farm difficulties can and must be helped in a number of ways, but
many of these methods will take a number of years before they become effective.
Such, for instance, is the condition of many of our citizens who continue to use land
for farm crops instead of using that same land for grazing or for raising trees. In
other words, we must begin to work out a plan for using every acre for the purpose
to which that particular acre is best suited" (Public Papers of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
Forty-eighth Governor of the State of New York, 1929, Albany, '93°, p. 685; here-
inafter cited as Public Papers of Governor Franklin D. Roosevelt).

Roosevelt's belief in the principle that land should be used only for the purpose
for which it was best suited was set forth during his governorship in a number of
speeches and in messages to the legislature, but was first publicly stated at length in
a speech at Silver Lake, New York, on Aug. 15, 5929 (ibid., pp. 726-727). His
ideas on the subject may be followed in the four volumes (5929-32) of the Public
Papers of Governor Franklin D. Roosevelt; these also contain the reports of his
Agricultural Advisory Commission. A summary of his ideas is found in his book
Looking Forward (New York: John Day, 1933), in the chapter entitled "State Plan-
ning for Land Utilization," pp. 55-68. See also Daniel R. Fusfeld, The Economic
Thought of Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Origins of the New Deal (New York:
Columbia University, 1956), chap. 9, and post, 81.
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74 ROOSEVELT TO NICHOLAS ROOSEVELT, EDITORIAL STAFF, NEW
YORK Times

[ALBANY] February o, 1929

DEAR NICK: I am delighted to do everything possible to help the
saving of the Yosemite and other trees, and I am writing at once to
Wagner and Copeland, as you suggest. I do hope the bill will go
through.'

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[12: CT]

1 This is in reply to Nicholas Roosevelt's letter of Feb. i6, 1929 (Group 52), urging
support of a provision in the 5929 Interior Department appropriation bill for the
acquisition of privately owned lands in the national parks. These lands were in
danger of devastation and private sources had promised over a million dollars for
their purchase. The provision as adopted (45 Stat. i600) authorized the expendi-
ture of $2,750,000 to buy such lands as matching funds from outside sources were
donated.

75 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR ROBERT F. WAGNER OF NEW YORK

[ALBANY] February 20, 1929

DEAR Bon: I enclose copy of a letter from a distant cousin of mine,
Nicholas Roosevelt, of the Editorial Staff of the New York Times.1
I do hope that a bill can go through to save the Yosemite and other
trees, and know that you will do everything possible.

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[12 :CT]

1 See above.

76 "GOvERNoR FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT'S ADDRESS TO THE NEW
YORK STATE FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, 17TH ANNUAL MEETING,
Albany, N. Y., Feb. 27, 1929"

I am not speaking to you as Governor, but as an officer and a member
of the Forestry Association. A good many of you know my personal
interest in conservation because I came to Albany as a baby senator in
1911 and was made chairman of the Forest, Fish and Game Com-
mittee.1 The fact that this baby senator was made chairman of this
particular committee meant that forestry had not progressed far in
the State. One of the first things I did was to discover that I had a
lot of land at Hyde Park that needed reforesting, so between 5,000
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and i 0,000 trees were planted every year on that land, and forestry was
further promoted by the clearing up of 500 acres of woodlot.

We have advanced a long way since that time, and now the general
subject of forestry is being studied and understood in every section of
the State.

We are facing within the next few years a fairly definite State forest
policy. I am open-minded in regard to the details of that program
because frankly I think we have not yet arrived in our quest after the
best method of carrying forestry to the highest point of perfection.
There is some talk, as you know, about legislation that would make it
possible, as I understand it, to start, under town or county auspices,
forests that would not exceed 500 acres, and as an Executive I am a
little appalled at the thought of some 960 forests in the State of New
York so small, many of themprobably a good majority of themthat
there would be great overhead expense in taking care of them, so that
finally we.might find ourselves staggering under the burden. My own
personal feeling is that we ought, in going into the question, to take a
leaf out of the notebook of European experience and get larger forest
areas at work so that the state would not be impeded by multiplicity of
detail and an awkward load.

There is one other point that I think Forestry Associations might stress,
and that is, that the planting of trees is a crop proposition and can be
made to pay. I think most of us agree that under proper management,
and given a proper price for the land, forestry can be made a com-
mercially profitable operation, and it seems to me that the Forestry
Association could do an excellent piece of work by encouraging the
richer business citizens to take up forestry on a larger scale, with two
purposes in view ( i) education of the people to the needs of adequate
forest areas, and (2) education of the people to the truth that support
of this work is not a charity but an investment.

We need a lot of publicity on this subject. The majority of people
do not even know of the present progress of forestry, the output of our
state nurseries, establishment of new nurseries and the remarkably low
price at which forest trees for reforesting purposes can be had from
the State.

Of course, one thing that we have to face in this whole proposition
is that we people with grey hair who start in to plant trees now wifi
be under the ground a good many years, in all probability, before those
trees are grown to maturity or to marketable size. But on the other
hand, the same thing has been going on for centuries in other countries,
and they realize that what they plant now is bound to bring back a
great many dividends for their children and grandchildren.

I, therefore, hope that you can, by the educational means you employ
convince the citizens to go into forestry as a commercial enterprise and
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I assure you that the State will assist in any way possible. If there is
anything that I can do to help the Association in its work I hope you
will call upon me.

Thanks very much for coming! 2

[i8: CONSERVATION: T]

1 This sentence originally read: ". . in I 910 and was made chairman of the
Forest, Fish and Game Committee in i91 s." The correction is in Roosevelt's hand.

2 This copy is filed with a letter from Paul T. Winslow, an officer of the New York
State Forestry Association, to LeHand, March 8, 5929. Winslow asked permission
to publish the address.

77 ROOSEVELT TO THE NEW YORK STATE LEGISLATURE

ALBANY, March 25, 1930

To THE LEGISLATURE: I recommend to your honorable bodies the
authorization of the use of the sum of $10,000 from the highway
maintenance money already appropriated, in order that the Depart-
ment of Public Works with the cooperation of the Conservation Depart-
ment may set out one stretch of highway tree planting in each of the
ten highway districts. These plantings would be in part of an experi-
mental nature but primarily for the purpose of demonstration to the
people of the state that the highways could and should be more sightly.
An increasingly large body of public opinion recognizes the beauty of
tree-lined highways as well as their economic value.

If the state itself sets the example even in a small way, I am certain
that communities and individuals will follow it in a large way. Perhaps,
too, a greater realization of beauty by those who use our highways may
lead us some day to the elimination of those excrescences on the land-
scape known as advertising signs.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[I8:PREss RELEASE:M]

78 "A DEBT WE OWE," by Franklin D. Roosevelt

[June, 1930]

Stones, steel, concrete and asphalt, bricks and glass meet the eye
at every turn in the cities of America. Yet the products of the forest
continue indispensable to the structure of our civilization.

A still heavier stake in intelligent conservation of this country's forest
resources is held by the people of rural America. Agriculture uses
more wood than any other industry. The people in the country benefit
most from the prevention of floods. They own the lowlands where crops
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and property are destroyed. They own the highlands from which
erosion sweeps away the fertility.

The small cities and towns, either as municipalities or through civic
organizations, can make a notable contribution to progress in forest
conservation, as I shall indicate a little later.

Back in i 911, as a greenhorn member of the New York State Senate,
I happened to become chairman of the Committee on Forest, Fish, and
Game. Anxious to stir up interest in my committee's work I arranged
to have Gifford Pinchot deliver a lecture in Albany.1 What he said
I have probably forgotten but two pictures that he displayed are still
vividly remembered.

He threw on the screen first the reproduction of a painting made in
meticulous detail about the year 1400 by a Chinese artist. The scene
was a beautiful valley in China, peopled with a city of a half million.
Luxuriant crops in the carefully cultivated fields of the valley floor
indicated a rich and well-tilled soil. A quiet river wound along, with
indications on the bank that this was a stream of steady flow, free from
periodic floods. A deep and dense forest of pine trees covered the
mountains at either side of the valley. The whole scene was one of peace,
prosperity and plenty.

Down the mountain at one side had been slashed a strip in which
was a wooden trough, or flume, such as is used for sliding logs down
a declivity. This was evidence that lumbering operations had been
started.

Then Mr. Pinchot flashed on the screen a photograph of the same
valley, made in 1900 from the identical spot occupied by the artist who
five centuries before had painted the scene in photographic detail.

The mountain slopes had been completely denuded of their forests.
Not a tree remained. Jutting rocks, deep gullies and barren spaces were
there instead.

The whole valley floor was covered with a wilderness of rocks and
bowiders that had been swept down by floods. No crops were growing,
because no soil was left in which a seed might sprout. There was no
riveronly a dry stream bed where in season violent floods added to
the destruction of what little was left to be damaged.

A poverty-stricken village of 5,000 remained within the still standing
walls of the once prosperous city of a half million.

One need not be an alarmist to foresee that, without intelligent con-
servation measures, long before half a millennium passes some such
contrasting pictures might be possible in our own United States. Even
now we are consuming five times as much timber as is being grown. We
plant in a year an area about equal to what is cut over in less than five
days. Fortunately the federal government and many of the states are
planning and working constructively to conserve the nation's timber
resources.
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A certain amount of sentiment clusters about trees and the forests
and this I would not disparage, for I share it. We can, however, put
that entirely aside, for the dollars and cents argument is powerful enough
if we have the slightest consideration for future generations.

If no other fact were available to support this statement one would
need only to point out that in eighty-five years lumber prices have in-
creased three and a half times as rapidly as average prices of other
common necessities. In consequence, in part at least, of this rise in
price our per capita consumption of wood has declined by about forty
per cent. Thirty-three of our states are now sending to other states
for their lumber supplies.

We pay two hundred and fifty million dollars a year of freight because
the remaining forests are so distant from the centers of consumption.
The steel rails of our Northern transportation system are being laid on
ties shipped from the far Northwest. Our newsprint supplies are coming
from long distances. We use eight million tons of paper a year. It takes
five million trees annually to support our telephone and telegraph wires.
Wood is a staple necessity of everyday life.

The Forest Service is authority for a statement that before long more
than half of the nation's wood supply will be in the hands of farmers.
This indicates not only the importance to the nation of the farm woodlots
but points to farmers the probability of much more profitable returns
from lands that have not been especially remunerative. When one
recalls that most of these farm woodlots are much closer to the consumers
of wood than the lumber of the Northwest or the national and most of
the state forests, with the consequent saving in transportation costs, the
profit possibilities seem all the more apparent.

On my farm in Dutchess County, New York, are five hundred acres
of woodland and some so-called pasture land that is not worth much as
such. None of this is cultivable. In i i i I asked the state forester to
outline a constructive program, which we have followed faithfully.

The four hired men spend part of their winter months cleaning up
fifty acres of this woodland each year. They remove the trash, take
out dead and worthless trees, and do whatever other work has been
recommended. In addition they get out all the fuel wood required on
the farm.

Besides this cleaning-up program we plant each year with good
seedling trees five acres of the old pasture land.

Now as to the financial returns: In the first place, we have had all
the wood we needed to burn. In 1920 we sold ioo white and red oak
trees on the stump at $8 each. In 1922 we sold $1,400 worth of timber
for railroad ties. In 1924 we had $900 for 100 hemlock and oak trees.
The average since 1920 has been a net return, besides our fuel, of $500
a year, which about pays the taxes. You will understand, of course,
that this is land of no productive value for any other purpose.
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As a result of a sound forestry program we shall have eventually, say
after twenty years from now, a $2,000 yearly income from this tract.
Without proper management the return would be negligible. Even a
forest cannot make much money without help.

This may seem like a rather small profit and a long time to wait for it.
There is truth enough in such a view that individual effort at ref oresta-
tion has not been extensive. Not many of us can plant a crop of trees,
unless for fruit or nuts, and expect to harvest a profit in our own lifetime.
Nor can we fairly insist that the owner of high-priced land would be
compensated, in person or through his estate, by a lumber crop.

I have undertaken personally to interest a number of people of means
in what might be called a "Grandchildren's Trust." The proposal is
for a tree company in which individuals shall subscribe for shares at
$r,000 each. The funds will be invested in woodland or land to be
planted in trees. Provision will be made for proper care. The tract
to be selected will be scattered in widely different locations, perhaps in
several states, to minimize the risks of fire and damage. The central
idea is that the investors shall each leave their shares as trusts for a
grandchild. Since the investment may be expected to take thirty or
more years to begin to yield returns, the "Grandchildren's Trust" form
provides a personal interest in reforestation that would otherwise perhaps
be absent.

I might add that this idea is no one's exclusive property if any reader
wants to take it up.

The country has plenty of land, of little use for cultivation or grazing,
upon which to produce its wood supplies. With the big areas of virgin
timber now confined to the Northwest, with ample demand and good
transportation, with public nurseries to supply young trees, a time has
come when farm owners, municipalities, counties and states can afford
to own and maintain wooded tracts. Besides contributing to our future
needs for wood, the care of such tracts will provide employment in slack
times, will add to recreation facilities and in many instances be of value
in the prevention of flood conditions.

The state of New York has a new law that permits any county to buy
500 acres or more for reforestation. The county and state share equally
the purchase price, which must not exceed $io an acre. The state will
furnish the trees and the county the labor for new planting. Twenty
counties invested $67,956 under this law in 1929, its first year. Under
another new law the state last year took over 8,5oo acres at an average
of $3.08 per acre. On 1,400 of these acres i,68o,000 trees were planted.

Our next step as a state is an arrangement by which every acre in
the state will soon have been surveyed and a record made of its suitability
for agriculture, pasture or woodland. This survey will serve many pur-
poses, one being to aid people desiring farm land to choose soil best
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suited for their plans. We expect that the definite classification of areas
as forest land will stimulate tree planting on such tracts.

Municipal forests are common in some of the European countries, in
some of which a tree must be planted for every one that is cut. We
have made a start in this direction here and ought to be doing a thousand
times more. An individual may feel that he cannot wait for a forest
income, but a town can.

Fitchburg, Massachusetts, is credited with the first American city
forest, having purchased scattering tracts totaling more than one hundred
acres some fifteen years ago. Petersham, in the same state, has made a
town forest out of a two-hundred-acre "poor farm" for which there was
no longer a supply of inmates. Walpole, Massachusetts, was given a
tract that has been planted largely through interest aroused in the
public schools.

The wealth of New York City is being increased by the growth of
trees that have been planted on two thousand acres surrounding the
great water-supply reservoirs. A large number of Eastern towns have
plantings of this kind, more than seventy in New York alone.

A unique enterprise has been carried out at Herkimer, New York,
where the American Legion has acquired some fifty acres as a memorial
forest, on which were planted in 1922 fifty thousand trees supplied by
the state.

This practical monument will do more than to perpetuate heroic
memories, for it will provide funds to aid the victims of war.

Thousands of towns and cities have, or could easily obtain, tracts of
land suitable for municipal forests. There are instances abroad of towns
whose entire expenses are paid from forest income. No community
will object to being relieved of paying taxes. Why shouldn't we have
in this country a widespread movement in this direction?

In a great many states farmers may obtain desirable seedling trees
for a nominal cost from state nurseries. Nebraska, for instance, the
home of Arbor Day, charges a cent apiece. During i 928 Nebraska
distributed 682,000 trees to 2,600 farmers. Many of these were for
windbreaks, a most useful purpose in the plains country.

No argument is necessary to prove the nation's need for a continuing
timber supply. As a people we need wood for innumerable purposes,
from ball bats and rocking horses to shingles, print paper and artificial
silk. For the conservation of our soil resources we need the forests to
break the force of rainfall, to delay the melting of snows, to sponge up
the moisture that would otherwise pour down the slopes and grades,
carrying with it invaluable fertility and creating floods that destroy.
Much of the water that falls in forested land never needs to be carried
away, for it is said that one average white oak tree will give off by
evaporation one hundred and fifty gallons of water on a hot day.

[75]



Reforestation of marginal land may be found to be a profitable step
toward diminishing the recurrence of agricultural surpluses. As farm-
ing increases in efficiency and our foreign markets tend to become
stopped up more and more consideration will be given to this angle.

Let us provide adequate means for preventing forest firesan indi-
vidual as well as a public responsibility. Let us plan satisfactory methods
of relieving growing timber of taxes. Let us do whatever is possible
to promote tree planting by government units and by individuals. Let
us promote widespread education in support of maintaining our forests.
After we accomplish our utmost in all these directions it is probable
that posterity will regret that we did not display even more energy and
greater foresight.

[REPRINTED FROM The Country Home, 54 (JuNE, 1930), 12-14, BY
PERMISSION OF THE CROWELL-COLLIER PUBLISHING COMPANY.]

1 Cf. ante, 52.

79 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT U. JOHNSON, New York City

[ALBANY] July 24, 1930

M DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: It is true that at the Governors' Con-
ference in Salt Lake City the Appalachian Park matter was not on
the agenda. This agenda is prepared by the Executive Committee and
as I am to be on that committee for the coming year I hope that we
can take it up at the Conference next spring.1

With my kind regards, I am, Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[18:GOvERN0Rs' CONFERENCE: CT]

'This is in reply to Johnson's letter of July 59, 1930 (Group i 8: Governors'
Conference), asking if his plan for the reservation of the Appalachian forests had
been considered by the conference of state governors at Salt Lake City. Johnson
had for years been urging that the Government take over the Appalachian Mountain
forests in the interest of conservation and recreation. (His efforts to interest Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt in this are described in his book, Remembered Yesterdays,
pp. 300-307.)

8o ROOSEVELT TO IRVING M. SNOW, M. D., Buffalo

[ALBANY] October i, 1930
DEAR DOCTOR SNow: Thank you for your interesting letter.1 I am

wholly with you in the thought that trees should be planted along the
state roads. Did you know that last spring I asked the Legislature to
set aside $io,000 from the highway fund for the express purpose of
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making ten experimental plantings on state highwaysone in each of
the highway districts. This work is under way and I am very certain
that it should be continued. A landscape architect is making the rec-
ommendations in each case.

I shall hope to have something to say about this in the campaign
which, however, I shall not start until this coming Saturday.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-HO

[i 8: CT]

Oct. 9, 1930 (Group 8), urging Roosevelt to initiate a state roadside forestry
project for the relief of unemployment.

8i "THE LAND SURVEY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, AS OUTLINED
BY GOVERNOR FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT IN HIS MESSAGE TO
THE LEGISLATURE, Albany, January 26, 1931"

To THE LEGISLATURE: In my Annual Message of January 7, 1931, to
your Honorable Bodies, I pointed out that we in this state have in our
program of remedial legislation for our farmers and rural dwellers pro-
gressed to the point where we should formulate a definite far-reaching
land policy for the state. In a literal sense, the adoption of such a land
policy affects not merely the rural populations of the state, but in an
equal degree the entire population of the state. It involves the food
supply of all our citizens, their water supply, timber supply, and indeed
practically all of their market commodities.

What do we mean by this land policy. Fundamentally we mean that
every acre of rural land in the state should be used only for that purpose
for which it is best fitted and out of which the greatest economic return
can be derived. New York has about thirty million acres of land, of
which twenty-seven million acres are rural and non-industrial. Of
these about five million acres are in mountains, forests, swamps, and
other lands that have never been cultivated. That leaves about twenty-
two million acres which were once in farms. Of this acreage four million
have been abandoned or are no longer used for farm purposes. As
a result, about eighteen million acres are now devoted to farming.

I propose that the state proceed to find out as soon as possible what
these eighteen million acres are best suited for. It seems almost un-
necessary to say that land which is suitable for the raising of crops on
a profitable basis should not be left idle or devoted to forest purposes;
and that, conversely, land which can be used only for tree planting
should not be cultivated year after year in a futile effort to raise profitable
crops thereon. And yet, it is unquestionably true, that thousands of
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farmers are year after year spending labor and money in various parts
of the state trying to get agricultural products out of land which will
never be able to yield a profit in crops, but which should be devoted
only to reforestation or recreational purposes.

Our present knowledge of soil conditions enables us to state accurately
for what purpose any definite parcel of land is best suited. I believe
that the State of New York should be in a position to place at the disposal
of its citizens first-hand accurate information as to the actual adaptability
of our rural lands for farming in its various phases. To that end, I
recommend that the state proceed to make a survey of the rural lands
of the state. This survey will probably require about ten years. We
should, however, at the earliest possible moment adopt a program of
making the survey and start it on its way. As a matter of fact, the first
step has been taken. Last year the Legislature on my recommendation
appropriated twenty thousand dollars, with a part of which the College
of Agriculture at Cornell has made a survey of one whole county
Tompkins County. The survey has been made on the basis of ten
acre squares; and very simple and clear maps have been prepared
which can be examined by your Honorable Bodies showing the follow-
ing data with relation to the plots of land in Tompkins County:

A. The type of soil.
B. The climate.
C. The present use of the land.
D. An analysis of the people who live on the land in relation to the

following particulars:
i. Is the resident a new settler or has his family been on the land

a long time?
Are the young people staying on the land or leaving it?
Does the resident make his livelihood out of it or does he occupy

it only as a residence?
Does the farm support the farmer in accordance with the

American standard of living?
E. The contribution which each farm makes to the food supply of

the nation.
This survey has proved again what is a matter of common knowledge

among agricultural experts, to witthat a large percentage of the land
now in cultivation as farms has no right to remain as farm land. Several
generations of farm experience prove that a satisfactory living cannot
be made from this land by farming. In some of the townships in
Tompkins County, as high as twenty-two per cent of the farm land has
been proven to be unadaptable to farm purposes.

With time and money, such a survey could be extended to the
entire state. It would include, in addition to the data mentioned above,
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a study of the location of roads, school facilities, resorts, industrial plants,
potential water power resources and power, transmission and telephone
lines. On the basis of such information approximate boundaries can
be laid down of areas in which there appears to be possibility of coordi-
nation of economic endeavors. With such maps, agricultural and eco-
nomic experts can proceed to classify the lands of the state and advise
accurately the use for each classification. While, of course, it is not
suggested that this classification be in any sense compulsory, continued
economic effort will gradually result in using each acre of land for that
purpose which will be the most profitable.

The two chief uses of rural land are agricultural and forestry. Land
adaptable for one should not be used for the other; and land which
cannot be used profitably for either should be declared waste land or
wilderness areas in which settlements should be discouraged. Even
such land has its usefulness, however, for the natural brush and grass
cover which will develop over them will be of some assistance in aiding
flood control.

The program can go even further and should be even more far-sighted.
It can be used as the basis for planning future state and local develop-
ments which depend for their complete efficacy upon accurate knowledge
of the proper settling of population. For example, when we proceed
to construct or improve roads through the rural areas of the state,
whether they be dirt roads or improved roads, we should know whether
or not the land through which the roads pass will ultimately support
the farm population, or whether the farms will have to be abandoned
as unsuitable for agriculture. If we could accurately foresee which
areas of lands would ultimately be devoted exclusively to reforestation,
we would not of course proceed to construct roads through that area
with any idea of using such roads as farm to market roads. In the same
way, our policy of establishing additional school facilities could be
accurately guided toward the end that they be located in spots where
they can best serve surrounding population. This conclusion is equally
true in connection with electric power and telephone lines. It would,
of course, be economically unsound to construct expensive lines into
areas where we know that ultimately electricity and telephones will not
be introduced on the farms. Such a survey and land policy will there-
fore help us to attain the highest maximum efficiency in planning farm
to market roads, rural electrification and telephones, and scientific
allocation of school facilities.

Also closely tied up with this survey is the whole question of local
land assessment. It is generally conceded that the existing unscientific
poor assessment of rural lands is at the root of most local tax difficulties.

A great deal of this can be eliminated, of course, by improving the
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machinery of taxation. This is another subject to which I have invited
the attention of your Honorable Bodies on a great many occasions, to
wita reorganization and modernization of local government. But
entirely apart from the disadvantages of an antiquated machinery, local
land assessment has rarely, if ever, been scientifically coordinated with
the adaptability of the land to various uses, or with the actual or po-
tential income producing qualities of the land. An accurate scientific
survey of each plot of land would necessarily be of inestimable value to
a more accurate relative assessment of various parcels of land, called
farms.

Hand in hand with this survey there must go a reforestation program
on a scale that has never before been attempted by any state. The
thousands of abandoned farm areas can be put to their proper usethe
growing of trees and the furnishing of recreational opportunities. For-
tunately, the state has already definitely embarked upon such a program.

I trust that the reforestation amendment will be again passed by
your Honorable Bodies this winter and approved by the people next
fall. I hope also that along these lines your Honorable Bodies will pass
the various recommendations which I have made in my budget, to
wit$58o,000, for the acquisition, maintenance and planting of re-
forestation areas; ninety-seven thousand dollars for the operation of
nurseries and tree planting; one hundred and fifty thousand dollars for
the operation of nurseries and tree planting, eight thousand dollars of
which has already been made available by Chapter 4 of the Laws of
193 i; twenty thousand dollars for the acquisition, maintenance and
planting of reforestation areas; twenty-five thousand dollars for the
establishment and operation of additional tree nurseries; and twenty-five
thousand dollars for the purchase of land for a forest tree nursery.

The adoption of a scientific land policy such as I have outlined, as
already begun in Tompkins County, should be extended to all the other
counties in the state. The continued maintenance of farms on land
which are not adapted to farming will be a drag on the social develop-
ment of rural life. Such farms cannot support an American standard
of living; as Americans we cannot encourage a lower standard of living
to continue on them. The social significance of readjusting our rural
population gradually but ultimately to the end that only the good farm
land be used for farming and the poor land be used for reforesting or
other purposes should immediately arouse our attention. It will save
the state untold wealth by a more advantageous distribution of highway
and school moneys; and in connection with the future development of
water power, it will provide a more scientific basis for distribution of
electrical energy for any private corporation or municipal agency which
ultimately may be engaged in such activity.
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I have recommended to your Honorable Bodies an appropriation of
ninety-six thousand dollars for land survey and classification by the
College of Agriculture at Ithaca and the School of Forestry at Syracuse
as a beginning of this state land survey to form the basis of a state land
utilization policy. I trust that this recommendation by me will be
adopted; and that this state will immediately embark upon this far-
sighted program which I know will be of such social and economic
moment to both its urban and rural population.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, Acres Fit and Unfit] 1

'This message to the New York State Legislature is here reproduced in the form
in which it was published in Acres Fit and Unfit, State Planning of Land Use for
Industry and Agriculture, pp. 14-20, a pamphlet published (apparently privately)
by Roosevelt in Albany in 5935. "Acres Fit and Unfit" is the title of an address
given by him before the Conference of Governors at French Lick, Indiana, June 2,
5931, and is a discussion, in more general and popular form, of the principles out.
lined in the legislative message here printed. The message and the address make up
the contents of the twenty-page pamphlet. Both the message and the address are
printed also in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, I, 480-495. The ideas here ex-
pressed were similarly stated, much more briefly, in a talk at the annual dinner of
the New York State Agricultural Society, at the Aurania Club, Albany, Jan. 2 I, 1931,
printed ibid., pp. 699-701, under the title, "Why the State Should Adopt a Scientific
Land Policy," and in "Planning Use of Land for Farm, Forest and Highway," in
The United States Daily, VI (Jan. 25, 5932), 8.

82 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, FARM AND HOME WEEK, Cornell
University, Ithaca, New York, February 13, 1931

In speaking to this great group of farmers from all the corners of
New York State and representing every branch and phase of farming,
I appreciate that I am addressing a group that is primarily interested
in country life, the life of the open, of natural things, both plant and
animal.

I want to talk with you, therefore, about some problems of conser-
vation, of the saving, the protection, the enrichment and the building
up of our natural resources, not only for ourselves but much more
for the generations that are to come.

I am particularly happy in presenting this to you, as this group and
this College of Agriculture have time after time reminded me of the
need for one great conservation measure in the solution of the problems
of the abandoned farm regionnamely the purchase and reforestation
of the land by state or county.

We need to keep in mind, also, that reforestation may carry with it a
balanced program of conservation, including the development of game,
wild life and recreation.
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Did you ever stop to think how fortunate New York is in having in a
place easily accessible for its vast population of 13,000,000 human beings
that great Adirondack group of mountains one hundred miles square
and containing lakes, streams, woods and animals, a playground for all
of us and for many millions more from other states. In still another
corner of the state, we have the Catskills, nearly as large in extent and
just as beautiful. These are priceless heritages of the people of the state.

Now we have before us three proposed Constitutional amendments
and one proposed law which the Legislature is considering and which
deal with the Adirondack and Catskill mountains and with reforesting
in general. One of these amendments and the proposed law, I believe,
should pass. I am not so sure of the other two amendments. I want
to discuss all of them with you.

The first proposed amendment is one which is recommended by the
New York State Reforestation Commissionthe so-called Hewitt Refor-
estation amendment. This has two purposes: first, to set up a schedule
of annual appropriations required to put into effect the enlarged refor-
estation program; and, second, to provide for extending that program
to all of the counties of the State where idle land is located. The refor-
estation program as recommended by the Conservation Department
and approved by the Reforestation Commission calls for the purchase
and reforestation by the State of 1,000,000 acres within fifteen years
at a cost of $20,000,000. Lands best suited for this purpose are located
in nearly all of the up-state counties and 45,000 acres have already been
acquired in thirteen counties. This proposed Constitutional amend-
ment should be passed by the Legislature and should be approved by
the people next fall. It is the basis for all the work that should be done
in getting these abandoned farm lands out of agriculture and put to the
use for which they are best adaptedraising crops of trees.

This amendment also makes it possible for the State to start production
forests in the Forest Preserve counties, but outside the Adirondack Park
boundary commonly called the blue line.1 It does not endanger the
Adirondack Park in any way or make it possible to lumber any State
forests that are inside the blue line or that have been acquired up to
this time in the Adirondack Preserve counties, but outside the blue line.
Unless this amendment is passed, it will be impossible for instance to
start production forests even in the southern end of Herkimer County
simply because that county contains within its northern border a small
part of the Adirondack Park and is therefore technically a Forest
Preserve county.

There are two other proposed amendments which I want to mention.
One of these would make it possible to build new highways through
the Forest Preserve, destroying timber and forest growth for this purpose.
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The other would make it possible to develop great recreation centers in
the Adirondack and Catskill Parks by cutting trees, etc. At first reading
these do not look harmful. When we recall the struggle that the people
of the state have had to prevent exploitation of the Forest Preserve by
unscrupulous persons, and the great advantages to us and our descend-
ants of having these great Preserves kept as nearly as possible in their
natural condition, I am doubtful of the wisdom of too hasty action on
these two amendments.

I believe that it is unwise to vote upon these amendments next fall.
With three amendments before us, each dealing with the Adirondack
and Catskill Parks, misunderstandings are liable to arise which will
cloud the issue and confuse the public mind We probably need more
discussion of these last two proposals before we say definitely that they
should be approved.

The other question which I wish to discuss is a proposed lawa bill
now before the Legislature to extend the so-called blue line defining
the Adirondack Park. The blue line is one of those imaginary boundary
lines that we used to read about in geography, that defines the limits
of the Adirondack Park. The Park now embraces about 3 million
acres. The new bill proposes to extend this line in all directions and
to take in about one and one-half million additional acres. Almost
none of this additional area falls in the abandoned farm class. It is
nearly all densely wooded land that ought to be in the Park.

There is also, but still further outside of the mountain and park area,
in other words outside the proposed extension of the blue line, a fringe
of abandoned farm land that should be reforested. This area is estimated
at one million acres.

If the Hewitt amendment passes, it will be possible to reforest this
abandoned farm area with production forests in the same way that
many other abandoned farm areas all over the state may be reforested.
If the proposed law to extend the blue line passes, the Adirondack Park
will be enlarged to include much forest land which should be park
land and at the same time all production forest areas to be developed
under the Hewitt amendment will be kept well away from the park area
proper.

These two pieces of legislation are interlocking and interrelated.
Both should be passed at the same time; that is, the extension of the
blue line should be done by legislative enactment this winter and the
amendment to the Constitution providing for a permanent reforestation
program should be passed by the Legislature again this winter and
shouldbe approved by the people next November.

There has been some misunderstanding of these two bills, some of
it wilful and some of it sincere. There will be some opposition to them,
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some of it sincere and disinterested and some of it perhaps not so sincere.
After the most careful sort of a study by myself and by my Conservation
Commissioner, Henry Morgenthau, Jr., I want to state that in my
judgment the interests of the state are best served and are entirely pro-
tected by these two pieces of proposed legislationthe extension of the
blue line and the Constitutional amendment providing for a permanent
long term program for reforestation in the State of New York.

[i8 : CONSERVATION: PRESS RELEASE: M]

1 In 1890 a blue line was used on a map issued by the New York State Forest
Commission to delimit the proposed Adirondack Park and the term "Blue Line" has
continued in use since its establishment in 5892. The Adirondack Park contains
both Forest Preserve (state-owned) and private lands and is therefore not identical
with the Preserve. There are also extensive Forest Preserve areas outside the
"Blue Line."

83 ROOSEVELT TO J. H BREWER, MANAGER, LOUISVILLE

American
[ALBANY] February 14, 1931

DEAR MR. BREWER: I have your letter of January 29th.1 Your
conditions in Kentucky are, of course, somewhat different from ours
in New York. From our own experience, however, I would suggest
first a survey of the poor or abandoned farm areas, or idle land areas of
the state. This should be a land utilization study made by competent
scientists trained in agricultural economics.

Our surveys have been under the supervision of Dr. G. F. Warren
of our own State College of Agriculture at Ithaca, N. Y. Dean Cooper
of the State College of Agriculture of Kentucky knows Dr. Warren's
work intimately. I am sure that Dr. Warren would be glad to give
you any information which you desire along this line.

Our experience is that we cannot depend upon the owner of land to do
a large amount of reforestation work. If he owns much of this land,
he is generally too poor to reforest it. If a land utilization study indi-
cates that there are large areas which ought to be reforested, the job must
probably be done by the county or state. In New York the state carries
on reforestation. The counties also carry on reforestation under a plan
by which the state pays to the county half of the cost of purchasing the
land and setting the trees, with a limit of a $5,000 state allotment to
any one county in any one year.

If you would like to know more about this phase of the work, I am
sure that my Conservation Commissioner, Henry Morgenthau, Jr.,
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would be glad to answer any questions which you have, or send you
any materials which may be available.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8 : CONSERVATION: CT]

1 Brewer described the need for a conservation program in Kentucky and asked
Roosevelt's opinion of a plan whereby the state would exempt forest-denuded lands
from taxation on condition that the owner replanted them (Group i8: Conservation).

'Drafted by Deputy Commissioner C. E. Ladd of the State Conservation De-
partment.

84 PROCLAMATION OF CON$ERVATION WEEK

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, ALBANY {March 20, 1931]

In view of the great economic importance of our natural resources,
and in further view of the fact that the conservation of these resources
is not only an activity of state government, but an interest of all the
people of the state, it is eminently proper that one week in the year
should be set apart for teaching the lesson of conservation.

New York State is fairly embarked on a conservation project of great
importance to all the peoplethe reclamation of a million acres of
abandoned farm lands by reforestingand is aiding private land owners
and municipalities to make profitable use of idle land by planting forests
on it. This is a subject on which the public should have full information.
The protection of our forests from fire, trespass, fungus diseases and
dangerous insect pests and their preservation as the habitat of valuable
wild life, as protective cover for the head waters of our rivers and as
forest parks open to the public for healthful recreation, now and here-
after, is an obligation upon all of us.

The protection of the wild life of our forests and waters, the guarding
of our waters against pollution, our sources of water power against
exploitation, are all conservation activities which call for intelligent
public support to be thoroughly effective.

Therefore, J, Franklin D. Roosevelt, Governor of the State of New
York, do hereby proclaim the week beginning Wednesday, April i, 1931,
as Conservation Week to be devoted to the consideration of questions
relating to a better understanding of the conservation of our natural
resources and the benefits that will accrue therefrom, and I call upon
public officials and all educational agencies to bring to the attention
of the people the great public benefits that are dependent upon the
wise use and perpetuation of our forests, the protection of the birds and
animals that they shelter, and the safeguarding of our waters from
alienation and pollution.



Given under my hand and the Privy Seal of the State at the Capitol
in the city of Albany this twentieth day of March in the year of our
Lord one thousand nine hundred and thirty-one.

(Signed) FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

By the Governor: GUERNSEY T. CROSS, Secretary to the Governor.

[18: CONSERVATION: PRESS RELEASE: M]

85 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT TO THE CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, April i, 1931

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, ALBANY

CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK: We are nearing the close of
another legislative session, which inevitably brings with it a flood of
matters that must have attention and requires intense application to
legislation covering the whole range of the state's activities. But it is a
genuine pleasure to me to turn for a few moments from all of that to
talk to the people to whom all of us here at the capitol are responsible;
especially so to speak on a subject so important to us and so intimately
associated with the future happiness of all who inhabit this Empire State.

Conservation is a word that means at least something to all of you.
Broadly speaking, its implications of saving and protecting what we
own that is of genuine worth, whether of wealth, of health or of happi-
ness, is inclusive enough to take in all the functions of government. If we
speak tonight of the word in a somewhat narrower sense, it is only
slightly so. For the functions that are gathered together under what is
known as the Conservation Department of our State government, do
touch very closely all of these three thingswealth and health and
happiness. We use the word conservation particularly with reference
to the conservingthe saving, the protecting and the increasingof the
physical resources nature has provided within our state's boundaries.
We consider how to make these resources most useful in advancing the
health and happiness of those who live here now and how also to
hand them on as a heritage to our descendants, at the very least unim-
paired; at the best, augmented and increased and made more available
and useful to our descendants.

We speak of material values that can be appraised on a balance
sheet; we speak of no less material values in the protection and conserva-
tion of health; we speak of facilities for outdoor recreation and enjoy-
ment, and, not least of all, we speak of aesthetic values that will have
much to do with shaping the future characterthe idealismof our
citizenship.
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The State of New York has embarked upon a program of making
good use of good things that have been too much neglected in the past.
Our state is a great factory of the implements of what we are pleased to
call civilization. But weyou and I and all of usdon't want it to
be exclusively a factory. We want it to be a land rich in opportunities
for joyful living. And we have found that there are no artificial joys to
replace the natural benefits of wooded hills and fertile valleys, clear
mountain air, forests peopled with protected wild life, sparkling lakes
and rippling, unpolluted streams.

The green slopes of our forested hills lured our first settlers and
furnished them the materials of a happy life, They and their descendants
were a little careless with that asset. Those who found abundance in
New York State were no different from the rest. Once there was a
great wealth of timber here. Now we have great barren areas where
productive forests once stood. But modern progress in forestry and
agriculture has conferred an opportunity on us. Intensive modern farm-
ing goes to the fertile plains of broad extent and rules out stubborn
acres stolen from the forests. Annually hundreds of thousands of acres
in this state are being abandoned for farm use. We propose to put
these abandoned acres back as fast as we can into their natural and
profitable usethe use for which nature intended themof growing
trees for us. Our Conservation Department is engaged in that work.
It is acquiring at low cost large areas of land suited for tree culture but
now unused and planting them to new forests as fast as they are acquired.
With the approval by the people in this year's election of a constitutional
amendment which has twice been passed by the Legislature, a new
and enlarged reforestation program will be set up, under which it will
be possible to acquire and to plant to forest a million acres of idle lands
by the year i The Hewitt amendment provides a continuing series
of appropriations for this work which will amount in all to twenty million
dollars.

This is one phase, perhaps the most important, of the forest program.
But there are others. At this session there has been enacted the law
extending the border line of the Adirondack Park until now it embraces
4,604,000 acres, making it the greatest public park in the world. In it
are approximately two million acres of state-owned land, constituting
the perpetual forest preserve for the protection of the mountain water-
sheds and the regulating of the stream flow out of that great area and
also to protect it as a great recreation ground for all the people of the
state. In truth, as a recreation ground, enjoyment of it is not by any
means limited to the people of this state. Thousands come to it from all
over the United States and in fact from all of the world, for it is one of
the world's great natural playgrounds and health resortslarger indeed
than the great Yellowstone Park itself.
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Realizing this, the state through the Conservation Department, has
been active in making it, and the similar park of 617,000 acres in
the Catskills, more and more available and useful to tourists, campers
and mountain hikers. This is being done by the building of roads, the
marking of trails, the circulation of maps and detailed information and
the provision of camp sites and rest places.

Closely related to this forest recreational work is the state's ever-
growing program of park extension and improvement. Under the
general direction of the ten state park commissions grouped together in
the State Council of Parks more than sixty separate park areas exclusive
of those embraced in the forest preserve region are being developed,
extended and improved. These parks extend from Niagara Falls to
the tip of Long Island and they embrace hundreds of scenic camp sites,
scores of bathing beaches, picnic grounds, improved parkways and
other facilities for rest and relaxation convenient to the millions who
live in our cities as well as the remotest rural dwellers who also seek
beauty and variety in nature. The great Long Island park development,
the Palisades Interstate park, and the Taconic system with their great
connecting park highways are among the important projects under
development for the most densely populated eastern portion of the
state, but the facilities of the Finger Lakes and Allegany regions and
of other sections are not being neglected.

A feature of our conservation work of great interest to me and of
paramount importance to that great group of lovers of naturethe
sportsmen who love to carry rod and gun into the woodsis the pro-
tection and development of the wild life of forest, lake and stream. It
may seem strange that the state which has the greatest population in
the union and the greatest number of city dwellers is also among the
leading game states; yet this is the fact. More skins of fur-bearing
animals are taken in the state than in Alaska. We have deer in great
numbers, bears and wildcats, besides the smaller fur-bearing animals.
There are pheasants and ducks in considerable abundance, geese, quail
and woodcock. The state is actively engaged in propagating pheasants
and recently the Conservation Department has undertaken a new project
by which the services of farm boys and girls are being enlisted, on a
basis profitable to them, to increase the pheasant population. Studies
are being made by an expert attached to the Department to bring back,
if possible, the ruffed grouse as an important game bird and there is
excellent prospect of success for this venture. The state has established
refuges for game birds and animals and the Department is now engaged
in a study with the most competent authorities as advisers on how to
improve the location of these refuges and how to provide for the hunters
of the future public hunting grounds adjacent to the game refuges, so
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that the acquisition of private preserves and the extension of posted
ground will not bar the average sportsman who is not rich from attrac-
five hunting grounds.

The state's fish hatcheries and rearing ponds are constantly supplying
fresh stocks of fish to streams and lakes and there is in progress a com-
plete biological survey of the waters of the state under the direction of
the Department's biologist and with the cooperation of scientists from
colleges of several states. This survey is to be used as a guide in the
effective re-stocking of the waters of the state and the care of the fish
so placed.

Conservation of water and water power resources is another activity
of the State in which the Conservation Department works in coordina-
tion with other departments through the Water Power and Control
Commission. Among its enterprises is river regulation by storage reser-
voirs. Under its direction there was built and placed in service last
year the great Sacandaga river reservoir, the largest artificial body of
water in the state, which stores flood waters of the Sacandaga to be
liberated during periods of low water to maintain the level of the Hudson
river. This great reservoir has a total capacity of 283 billions of gallons
and has already proved itself of immense value in augmenting the flow
of the Hudson during a drought period. The Commission supervises
drainage and water supply projects so as to guarantee equitable use of
the state's water supplies and to protect them from wasteful exploitation.

Commissioner Morgenthau has been wise and fortunate in obtaining
the advice and enthusiastic cooperation of many citizens of the state
not in official life in furthering his plans for serving the best interests of
all the people of the state through the activities of his department.
Especially has the advice of the Conservation Advisory Council, which
he inaugurated since he came into office the first of this year, been of
the very greatest helpfulness. I speak of this because it seems to me to
be a type of the close cooperation between the people through volun-
tary bodies and their regular employees of the state's services which
promises much for wise and efficient administration of their affairs.

I wish to bespeak tonight for the Conservation Department the same
disinterested cooperation from all who hear my voice and to assure
them that it is my desire and that of Commissioner Morgenthau to serve
their highest interests and the interests of those who come after all of
us, to the full extent of our powers.1

[i8: CONSERVATION: PRESS RELEASE: M]

1This speech, presumably drafted by the Conservation Department, was delivered
over the radio at 7 P. M. With the text here printed is an unsigned typed draft,
differing in one or two unimportant points.
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86 ROOSEVELT TO MAYOR CHARLES E. ROESCH OF BUFFALO

[ALBANY] June 30, 1931

MY DEAR MAYOR ROESCH: The Attorney General and the Com-
missioner of Health have told me of their invitation to you of June 2
to confer in Albany concerning the pollution of Lake Erie waters. I
should like to supplement this invitation by requesting you to confer
with me concerning the steps which the City of Buffalo is taking, or
contemplating, to provide for the purification of its sewage.

I am calling a conference at the Executive Chamber in Albany, for
Friday, July ioth at 2:oo P. M. (D. S. T.), to which I am also inviting
the officials of other municipalities on Lake Erie and its tributaries, to
discuss the steps which are being contemplated by the various munici-
palities concerned to discontinue the present discharge of untreated
sewage.

I am sure you agree with me that continued pollution of our streams
and waterways by untreated sewage is a desecration of one of our most
natural resources 1 which no civilized community should continue to
tolerate.

I will be glad to have you bring along with you any city officials
you' may wish.2

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{ i8:xx ERIE POLLUTION:CT]

So on the typescript; perhaps "most important natural resources" was meant.
2 Drafted by the State Department of Health.

ROOSEVELT TO B. U. hESTER, Ottawa, Illinois

[ALBANY] June 30, 1931

MY DEAR MR. HIESTER: I want to thank you for your letter of
June i 5th.1 I am glad to have the information and the ideas which
you express.

It has been our experience in New York State, that it is very difficult
to stimulate private ownership to carry on reforestation on a large
scale, even though provision may be made for remitting the taxes on
such land.

It is true that farmers have planted several million trees in this State.
A few of the lumber companies have planted a good many trees. Some
private individuals have planted heavily. Our big problem, however,
is to reforest several million acres of land, which is at present owned by
individuals, in areas which average slightly over i 00 acres in extent.
The owners are nonresidents or old people in most cases. We cannot
expect them to do any reforestation.
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There are no private individuals or private corporations that are
interested in purchasing large quantities of this land and reforesting it.
After a long experience with the problem, it seems to us that it must be
handled largely by the State or by some subdivision of the State. That
is our reason for starting such a large movement in the purchasing of
the land and the planting of trees by the State of New York, or by the
counties with state aid.

The development of a rural industrial group is proceeding very fast
in this State, particularly in the sections immediately surrounding manu-
facturing cities. There are great possibilities in this development, both
from an economc and social viewpoint.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[18: CONSERVATION: CT]

1 Hiester thanked Roosevelt for a copy of his speech of June 2, igi, before the
Governors' Conference at French Lick, Indiana, and stated his ideas on the best
means to achieve reforestation (Group i 8: Conservation).

2 by Deputy Commissioner C. E. Ladd of the State Conservation De-
partment.

88 Program . . . Joint Meeting . . . New York and New England
Sections of the Society of American Foresters, Held at
Poughkeepsie, September 3-4, 1931

[Excerpt] 1 3OO P. M. [September 3]Leave for James D. [sic]
Roosevelt Estate.

3:30 p. M.Group will be joined by Governor Franldin D. Roosevelt,
who will accompany us on a short trip over the James D. Roosevelt
Estate.

4oO P. M.Informal address by the Governor at his home on the
Estate.

The James Roosevelt Estate consists of 1,250 acres, about 450 acres
of which are forest covered. It is located on the east side of the Hudson
River between Hyde Park and Poughkeepsie, and is traversed by the
Albany Post Road running north and south.

This area is located in the central hardwood region of the United
States and is typical of the mixed hardwoods of the Hudson Valley. The
leading species are red and white oak with lesser amounts of ash, hickory,
maple and beech. There is an excellent old growth forest of hemlock
with some hardwood.

For over fifteen years, Governor Roosevelt has been practicing for-
estry by keeping out fires, planting, pruning and improvement cuttings.
Cordwood, poles, posts, piling and ties have been steadily produced for
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the local markets. A forester has recently been employed to secure data
necessary for a management plan.2

Some of the interesting plantings made by Governor Roosevelt during
the past fifteen years are easily accessible and are located to the south
and west of the mansion. These plots have been numbered i to 5 and
are briefly described as follows:

Plot i. White pine plantation made in 1916 and pruned in the fall
of 1930. It is located on a steep western and northern slope.

Plot 2. White pine and Scotch pine plantation made in 1915 and
pruned in the fall of 1930. It is located at the foot of a western slope.

Plot . Tulip poplar plantation made in 1917 after the stock had
been held in the nursery for two years. This plot was pruned in the
fall of i 929 under the direct supervision of Governor Roosevelt. It is
located in a little depression of good soil.

Plot 3A Tulip poplar plantation of 1928. Although it is not located
on a site as good as Plot 3, it is making good growth.

Plot 4. Norway spruce plantation made in 1916. It is located on a
gentle western slope at the edge of old timber.

Plot 5. White pine and red pine plantation of 1914. It was pruned
in the fall of 1930. It is located along a creek bottom. The red pine
is larger and in better condition than the white pine.

There are other plantings of similar age located to the east.
In the spring of 1930, the New York State College of Forestry in

cooperation with Governor Roosevelt, made some experimental plant-
ings of European larch, Japanese larch, Western yellow pine, Norway
spruce, White spruce, Sitka spruce, Red pine and Scotch pine. In
1931 the following additional species were planted: Douglas fir, Japanese
red pine, shortleaf pine, arbor vitae, black walnut seedlings and sprouts.

No measurements of growth have been made on any of the plots as
yet because of their relatively young age.

4:30 . M.Leave for Poughkeepsie.

['411

1 This excerpt is from a sixteen-page pamphlet; the title as here printed is the
complete title. No place of publication is given. With this program is a printed
folder, Forestry Practice on the Roosevelt Farm, at Hyde Park, Dutchess County,
New York, published by the New York State College of Forestry for the information
of those attending the meeting.

B The reference is presumably to Irving Isenberg of the New York State Forestry
School at Syracuse, New York, who, in July, 1931, prepared a management plan
for the Roosevelt woods, "Management Plan for Kromelbooge Woods at Hyde Park,
N. Y., for the Period i 931-1941." (This is a seven-page processed document.)
Roosevelt expressed his pleasure with Isenberg's proposals in a letter to him of
Aug. 26, 1931 (Group 14), and added: "I think it would be a good thing if sometime
you could explain the whole report and work out the northern portions definitely
with Mr. Plog, if you have not done this already."
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89 HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATION
COMMISSIONER, TO ROOSEVELT

ALBANY, September 15, 1931

DEAR FRANKLIN: I am sending you herewith by hand a survey which
has been prepared by Arthur Hopkins for your "Grandfathers' Trust." 1

Kindly let me know if there is anything further that I can do for you
in regard to this particular laud.

Yours sincerely,
HENRY

[i8 :CONSERVATION:TS]

1 Hopkins, assistant superintendent of the Division of Lands and Forests in the
State Conservation Department, to Morgenthau, Sept. i i, 1931, enclosing cor-
respondence and a map relating to i o,000 acres in Oswego County, considered for
acquisition by Roosevelt as a "Grandfathers' Trust." (Roosevelt had previously
referred to his plan as a "Grandchildren's Trust.") Hopkins advised against purchase
of the tract because there was little land suitable for reforestation in the area and
because the wooded area had been recently cut over. He believed other tracts of
second-growth forest, more suitable for Roosevelt's purpose, could be found.

90 ARTHUR S. HOPKINS, CHAIRMAN, NEW YORK SECTION, SOCIETY
OF AMERICAN FORESTERS, TO ROOSEVELT

ALBANY, N. Y., September 28, 1931

M DEAR GOVERNOR ROOSEVELT: The Executive Secretary of the
Society of American Foresters, who was present at the joint meeting
of the New York and New England Sections on your estate at Hyde
Park, has requested me to ascertain if it would be possible for you to
incorporate the substance of the excellent talk you gave us at that time in
a short article of approximately 500 words, for publication in the
December Journal of the Society.1

This Journal, as perhaps you know, is the only technical forestry
journal published in this country and is read almost from cover to cover
by the entire professional group. Such an article might well be built
around the two points you emphasized, that of the development of
cooperative organizations among groups of small forest owners and the
need of greater concentration on the part of practicing foresters to
the marketing end of forestry.

The suggestion has also been made that you are eligible for Associate
Membership in the Society as "having shown a substantial interest in
forestry and having participated in its advancement." At present the
Society has only fifty such Associate Memberships scattered throughout
the United States. If you would care to accept affiliation with the
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Society under this grade of membership, I will be very glad to propose
your name to the New York Section for endorsement.

Very truly yours,
ARTHUR S. HOPKINS

[18: CONSERVATION:TS]

'This talk, delivered from the front porch of the Roosevelt home in Hyde Park,
was extemporaneous; nothing is known of its contents except a brief summary made
later by Roosevelt (see post, zoo). His audience was evidently impressed by his
speech, however, for afterward one of the foresters asked Hopkins whether he or
William G. Howard (then director of the Division of Lands and Forests in the New
York State Conservation Department) had written it (Hopkins to the Franklin
D. Roosevelt Library, May 3, 5954).

91 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT TO THE CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK, October 26, 1931

[Excerpt] In accordance with custom I am giving my personal views
to the voters of the State on the 6 Amendments to our Constitution on
which a referendum will be held on Election Day this year...

I come now to an amendment which I regard as of the very greatest
importance to the people of this State. This is Amendment No. 3, the
reforestation amendment. There has been a great deal of discussion
of it and there seems to be some confusion as to just what it means, but
after all it is a simple proposition. The amendment puts before the
people for their approval a program for the reforestation of idle and
unused land in the Stateland that is classed by soil experts as useless
for agricultural crops because it can not be cultivated profitably in
competition with the good lands of this State and other States.

Surveys have shown that there are close to four million acres of this
kind of poor land in the Stateland once used for farming but now out
of use; and these poor, hilly farms are being abandoned at the rate of a
quarter of a million acres a year. But the one way in which this land
can be used profitably is in the growing of forest trees. The reforestation
program embodied in Amendment No. 3 proposes that the State shall
buy a million or more acres of this abandoned land and put it to work.

We are just beginning in this country to wake up to the fact that we
need timber and that we need to think of the future. For centuries
European countries have been renewing and caring for their forests so
as to get the maximum of benefit from them. They treat timber as a
crop. We treat our timber resources as if they were a mine, from which
the ore can be taken once and once only. The United States is using
timber today four times as fast as it is being grown. In New York State,
the largest consumer of timber of all the States, we are using it twenty
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times as fast as we are growing it. We have to haul the bulk of our
supply from distant States in the west at a cost of forty million dollars
($40,000,000) a year for freightand even that supply is not going to
last forever.

So there is the situation. We have plenty of abandoned farm land
on which timber can be grown profitably. We need the timber and
will need it more urgently as time passes. Shall we not put this idle
land to use to produce it? And incidentally shall we not give employ-
ment to many people in the work of planting and caring for these young
trees.

New York State, because of its great area of land suited for growing
trees and its need of timber, should [ mm] 1 logically lead other States
of our Country in this form of intelligent utilization of soil resources.
Efforts have been made in this State to encourage reforestation by
individuals and communities and counties. The State has been growing
in its nurseries young forest trees for planting which have been sold at
cost and State aid has been granted for county forests. But the results
accomplished have been small in proportion to what needs to be done.

So a commission of eleven, four chosen by the Temporary President
of the Senate, four by the Speaker of the Assembly and three by the
Governor, of which Senator Hewitt was made chairman, started to
study the question in 1928. The Commission unanimously worked
out what is known as the enlarged reforestation program, which i&
embodied in Amendment No. 3. This amendment was first passed by
the legislature of 1930 and then by the legislature of 1931 and I am
happy to say that it was considered on a perfectly non-partisan basis,
both Republicans and Democrats, leaders and rank and file, giving it
their support. Senator Hewitt, who has given his time devotedly for
several years to studying and working for reforestation, is here tonight
to join me in urging you to vote for this amendment.

Now just what does the amendment propose to do? In the first place
it sets up a schedule of appropriations which the legislature is directed
to make over a period of eleven years. The appropriations begin at one
million next year and rise gradually each year until they reach two
millions. By the way, one million is only '/ of i % of the State's annual
expenditures. The aggregate sum to be appropriated in eleven years
is nineteen million dollars. This program, it is estimated, means that
not less than a million acres of abandoned farm land and probably
considerably more, can be bought and reforested The small start
already made indicates plainly that this result can be achieved.

We are asked why it was thought necessary to include this fixed
schedule of appropriations in the amendment. The answer is that
it was partly for the sake of obtaining the express approval of the people

[95]



of the State on the whole program and more definitely for the sake of
assured continuity. We must provide nurseries next year for trees to
be planted four or five years later. We must obtain land by contract
and give time for careful examination of titles before taking possession
and planting it. Our whole plan of operations must be suited to the
size of the job we have to do. The work can't be done in hand-to-mouth
fashion.

The principle is not new. We have in the last few years morally
committed future legislatures to spend specific sums for important social
projects. Examples of this are the amendments to the constitution
approved by vote of the people, one of them calling on the legislatures
for ten years running to issue bonds and to spend ten million dollars
($io,000,000) each year or a total of one hundred million ($ioo,-
000,000), for parks, schools, hospitals and other public improvements;
the other was the amendment practically telling the legislature to spend,
from time to time, up to a total of three hundred million dollars
($300,000,000) for the elimination of grade crossings. This year's
proposal is a drop in the bucket in comparison with those other two.
By the same token, when the Friedsam Act for increased State aid to
public schools was enacted a few years ago, the legislature morally
bound future legislatures to constantly increasing appropriations, for
education, running to a vast sum. Under this Act this State aid to
education has risen from forty-three million dollars ($43,000,000) in
1925 to one hundred and ten million dollars ($i io,000,000) in 1931.
This sum of one hundred and ten million dollars ($i io,000,000) means
spending each year 5'/2 times the total which it is [io m] proposed to
put into the reforesting of abandoned lands over a period of eleven years.
It is true that these Constitutional Amendments and the Friedsam Act
were in form permissive to future legislatures, but I am frank and clear
in saying to you that each succeeding legislature and every member
thereof would not dare to go against the expressed will of the people.

Let me clear up once and for all any doubt or fear that the splendid
Adirondack or Catskill forest preserves are in any possible danger or are
even affected. There is confusion over two wholly different kinds of
land.

Please draw a mental picture: sixteen great counties of the State-
12 of them lying between the Mohawk and St. Lawrence and extending
from the Vermont line to past Utica, the other four extending from just
south of Albany and the Hudson River over to the Pennsylvania line.
These sixteen counties are known as forest preserve counties. They
tcontain over '/3nearly '/2of all the land in the State.

Within these sixteen counties lie two inner areas, one known as the
Adirondack Park and the other as the Catskill Park. These inner areas
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are bounded by what is known as the blue line. Within this blue line
not one stick of timber can be cut from State land and not even a twig
can be removed, and Amendment No. 3 absolutely reaffirms this State
policy in language identical with that used in the Constitution at the
present time.

What, therefore, does the amendment accomplish? Outside of the
Adirondack and Catskill Parks, but still within these sixteen counties,
lies '/ of all the idle land in the Statenot timber land but abandoned
farm land.

Under the existing Constitution any trees planted on this abandoned
farm land would be locked up forever and could not be used for the
future benefit of the people of the State. All we seek to do is to put this
abandoned farm land to work, including not only the abandoned farm
land in the outer margins of the sixteen forest preserve counties but
similar land throughout the State.

Heretofore our conservation policy has been merely to preserve as
much as possible of the existing forests. Our new policy goes a step
further. It will not only preserve the existing forests but create new
ones.

I want every man, woman and child in this State to understand this
simple point. This amendment does not affect a single acre in the
Adirondack or Catskill parks or a single acre now owned by the State
in the sixteen bordering counties. Every one of these acres and any
future acres to be acquired in the Adirondack or Catskill parks will be
guarded against cutting just as jealously as hitherto. You can take
my solemn word for that. What we do seek is to buy abandoned farms
outside the Adirondack and Catskill parks and to make these now useless
acres produce a splendid crop of trees for the use of our grandchildren.
Remember that these tiny trees will not come to maturity for two gen-
erations and in the meantime every year we waste by failing to plant
means a greater shortage of timber.

We will not have to look to the distant future for all the benefits to
men, women and children which will flow from this policy. There
will be immediate gains. The young forests will clothe what is now
barren ugliness with the beauty of new growth. They will serve to
prevent soil erosion and floods. They will contribute to purifying water
supplies. They will be used for public hunting areas and for the
propagation of game. Aircady O,OOO tcre tde arca planted
tle last we yctrs he bee thrown pe by Coniervation Comlni3-
cioner Morgenthau 4e this purpoce.

There will be still another gain which warrants the prediction that
this nineteen millions will be returned to us many times over. These
areas of unfit land now call upon the taxpayer for money to support
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roads and little one-room schools. They draw upon the consumer's
purse for the expense of electric light and telephone lines. They default
in their tax payments. Remember please that land and its proper use is,
in the last analysis, still the basis of the prosperity of a State. I want
to build up the land as, in part at least, an insurance against future
depression. [15 miii]

Thus it seems to me that reforestation as proposed in Amendment
No. 3 is a sound business policy and represents besides a moral duty
which we owe to ourselves, our State and our children. I ask your
support of this amendment.2

[SPEECH FILE:T]

'"Five minutes." This and the succeeding notations are in Roosevelt's hand;
they were written on the margin of the reading copy as a guide in the reading of
the speech over the radio. (Brackets are supplied.)

radio speech (broadcast at 6 p as. from New York, Schenectady and
Buffalo) was in reply to one made by former Governor Alfred B. Smith in Tammany
Hall on Oct. 54, 1931. in this Smith attacked the reforestation amendment because
it conmsitted the legislature to the expenditure of a large sum of money for a
specific project before it could be demonstrated that the project would be successful,
and because it would open the Forest Preserve to lumbering. In a statement of
Oct. 22, 2935, Smith said the amendment was unnecessary: the state was already
acquiring lands for timber production outside the Forest Preserve (New York Times,
Oct. i6, 23, i9i, pp. 2!, 4 respectively). The Times said Smith's opposition to
the amendment was resented by Roosevelt's friends because they regarded it as an
indication that Smith intended to take all possible measures to keep Roosevelt from
getting the Presidential nomination (Oct. , 1932, p. 4). A statement by Roose-
velt, other administration leaders, and the majority and minority leaders in the
legislature, in support of the reforestation amendment, was issued Nov. r, 293!
(Group ,8: Conservation). This repeated, more briefly, the arguments made in
this speech.

The amendment was adopted by a majority of over two hundred thousand.
Roosevelt was generally credited with its success at the polls; a typical expression
was that of Dr. Lindsay Rogers of the Faculty of Political Science of Columbia
University who, in a letter to Roosevelt of Nov. 6, 1931 (Group 22), said that when
allowance had been made for every other factor, "the approval of the reforestation
amendment can be attributed only to your advocacy of it."

ROOSEVELT TO MADISON GRANT, PRESIDENT, BOONE AND
CROCKETT CLUB, New York City

[ALBANY] October 28, 1931

DEAR MR. GRANT: The point raised by you in your letter of October
twenty-first coincides with my own view exactly.1

You and I, of course, know that Amendment #3 does give the same
complete protection to all the land within the Adirondack and Catskill
Park lines and to all Forest Preserve lands outside the parks as is given
at present. In other words, all these areas will be forever immune from
the sale or removal of timber.
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Honorable Henry Morgenthau, Jr., Conservation Commissioner, has
covered this point in several of his statements for newspaper publication
and the Reforestation Commission is also putting out literature covering
it, but in addition to that I recently made a Radio Address on the
subject of Amendments and in that address I stated very definitely and
with all the force at my command that the Parks and the Forest Preserve
are fully protected under the terms of the Amendment. I enclose a
copy of that address which you may be interested to read.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

18 : CONSERVATION : CT]

1 Grant called attention to Smith's speech of Oct. 14, igi (see note above) and
urged Roosevelt to make a statement reassuring the people on the protected status
of the forests within the Forest Preserve (Group i 8: Conservation).

2

93 F. A. ANDERSON, EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, MISSISSIPPI
FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT

GLOSTER, MISS., November 5, 1931

DEAR GOVERNOR ROOSEVELT: I am taking the liberty to enclose
herewith a plan I submitted to the Government sometime back in regard
to relieving unemployment and perpetuating forest growth. The reason
why I took the liberty to send you this is because I saw in the paper your
plan of establishing a plan of this kind was adopted by the people and I
wish to take this opportunity to congratulate you on this wonderful
forward advancement and I am hoping that our state and a great many
other states wifi follow in your footsteps.1 This forward step is the
salvation of the farmer in the rural district. Nonproductive lands have
to be carried and paid for by the community in which they exist when
the cities and towns have the advantage of their products without cost
of maintenance, therefore, your plan of distributing this cost over your
entire state is to be highly recommended and I wish to offer my con-
gratulation upon your program and also upon its success.2

I am, Yours truly,
F. A. ANDERSON

[24:TS]

1 The adoption of the New York State reforestation amendment.
2 Anderson, manager of the Gloster Lumber Company, enclosed a two-page mimeo-

graphed "Plan for Relieving Unemployment and Perpetuating Forest Growth."
This proposed the purchase by the Federal Government of j,000,000 acres of cut-
over forest land in each of the thirteen southern states; in each state 40,000 un-
employed men would be enlisted by the Army in a "Forest Reserve Department"
for a six-months period of service under Army regulations. They were to be paid
thirty dollars a month and their maintenance. After building their own quarters

395960 0_57___8 [99]



they would construct and maintain forest roads, trails and firebreaks, remove weed
trees and in general practice forest management. Anderson saw an army of young
men rehabilitated, "game and fish . . . replenished, timber, pulp wood, and ties
produced, floods regulated." Forest practices in the South would be advanced by
the example thus set.

Anderson's letter was sent to Harry L. Hopkins, head of New York State's Tem-
porary Emergency Relief Agency; the reply copy is missing. Resemblances of the
plan to the Civilian Conservation Corps are interesting as are those found in a
somewhat similar proposal sent to Roosevelt by Francis Cuttle, chairman of the
Tn-Counties Reforestation Committee of California, in a letter of Oct. 23, 1931
(Group 18: Conservation). Cuttle enclosed a pamphlet entitled Conservation of
Natural Resources, Unemployment and Crime, issued by the Tn-Counties Re-
forestation Committee at Riverside, California, September, 1931. This proposed
the placing of unemployed men in forest camps with payment at a dollar a day and
maintenance, a plan, according to the pamphlet, "consistently advocated" by the
committee since its organization in 1907 to further a comprehensive conservation
plan for Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino counties. See Roosevelt to Butler,
Aug. 15, 1932, post, 119.

94 RICHARD T. ELY, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH IN LAND
ECONOMICS AND PUBLIC UTILITIES, TO ROOSEVELT

NEW YORK, N. Y., November ii, 1931

DEAR GOVERNOR ROOSEVELT: Our associations in the past in the
American Construction Council have been so pleasant that I feel moved
to write to you and to tell you that I am delighted with what you are
doing in New York State to establish sound land policies.1 I was par-
ticularly pleased that the Amendment to the Constitution with respect
to forestry which you advocated was successful in receiving endorsement
at the polls. My conviction is that the absence of sound land policies
in nation, state, and city is largely responsible for our present depression.
This depression began for the farmer to years ago and now has spread
to the cities. The reasons are similar in both cases.

The kind of plan that we need to lessen the number of depressions
like the present one and to lessen the severity of depressions when they
come is one that will bring land into right uses. The plan, however,
must take in the urban land as well as other kinds of land. Land uses
are not everything but they are fundamental. Wrong uses of land lead-
ing to unsound estimates of value are responsible not merely for the
misery of land owners but also are responsible for the losses of others,
especially of banks. This, of course, is well known to you.

The trouble with most plans for the future is that they are too com-
plicated. It is a comparatively easy matter to plan out the uses of land.
In doing this we are simply getting into line with forces that are already
in operation. We need to push forward and expedite the operation
of these forces.

What you have done, in my judgment, is a real contribution to relief
although, I fear, not adequately appreciated.

[too]



I have written at greater length than I intended. I know you are a
very busy man but if you could find time for a conference I should be
very happy to present to you in more detail the ideas that I have. In
the meantime I am sending to you with my compliments a copy of my
book Hard TimesThe Way In and the Way Out.5

Yours sincerely,
RICHARD T. ELY

[Notation: A] Mr. Gaston Prep reply

[i8: CONSERVATION:TS]

The American Construction Council, organized in 1922, sought to bring about
the cooperation of the members of the construction industry for their common
advantage. Roosevelt was president of the council from 1922 to 1928; Ely was
chairman of its Committee on Economic Relations of Construction (Roosevelt
to Charles F. Abbott, Oct. 24, 1925; Ely to Roosevelt, May 9, 1928, Group 14).
In his letter to Abbott, Roosevelt referred to Abbott's association with the council,
"which was organized by Secretary Hoover and myself."

'New York: Macmillan, I 93!.
post, 98.

95 ROOSEVELT TO E. M. STANTON, M. D., Schenectady, New York

[ALBANY] November i6, 1931

DEAR DR. STANTON: Your letter of October 31st is the only one from
an opponent of Amendment No. 3 which I have received, which clearly
and fairly states possible objections to the amendment.1

I like particularly your statement that the "decision for or against
seems to depend largely upon whether or not one has such unbounded
faith in the mortal and constantly changing personnel of state depart-
ments as to grant to these mortals . . . permission to do things good or
bad according to their varying judgments from time to time."

Practically every article and every amendment in the Constitution
is open to the same kind of objection. I really believe that during the
next year we shall get the work of reforestation started on such an
eminently right basis that the right policy will continue to be followed
during the following ten years. In any event, I hope you will keep
in touch with the actual work and if you see anything going wrong,
let me know.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROosEvELT]

[i8: CONSERVATION: CT]

1 Stanton objected that there was nothing in the amendment to prevent the
Conservation Department from buying forested land and lumbering it to make it
reforestable or negotiating to purchase land for reforesting as soon as lumbered
(Group i 8: Conservation).



96 ROOSEVELT TO MAYOR CHARLES E. ROESCH OF BUFFALO

AT WAJUf SPRINGS, GEORGIA, November 25, 1931
DEAR MAYOR: I have received under date of October thirtieth, from

Mr. Edward H. Lemme, city clerk, a certified copy of a resolution,
adopted by your common council, in which I am petitioned to defer
official pressure for a project of sewage disposal involving an expendi-
ture of some $30,000,000. I have discussed this matter with Dr.
Parran1 and we are agreed that it would not be wise nor desirable to
defer action entirely at this time.

Some i 6 communities in the vicinity of Buffalo have already con-
structed plants for the treatment of their sewage. There are nine
remaining municipalities, including Buffalo, now causing pollution of
Lake Erie and the Niagara River. Prior to the hearing in the Executive
Chambers on July io, 1931, some of these communities indicated their
desire to cooperate in the construction of sewage treatment plants and
the elimination of the pollution of lake waters. Since the hearing other
communities have indicated that favorable action will be taken, and in
two instances expenditure of funds has been authorized. The general
attitude among these communities seems to be, however, that they should
not be required to construct sewage treatment plants until Buffalo pro-
vides for the disposal of its sewage.

The discharge of sewage from Buffalo is a constant danger and menace
not only to the residents of Buffalo but also to the people of adjoining
communities, notwithstanding statements to the contrary in the resolu-
tion adopted by the common council. Conditions were apparently so
bad during the past summer that the Health Commissioner of your
city found it necessary to prohibit bathing in certain sections of the
river. Since several municipalities below Buffalo rely upon the Niagara
River for public water supplies, the increasing pollution of the river
by your city constitutes a serious menace to these supplies.

It is neither my desire nor Dr. Parran's to impose any great financial
burden upon your city. We do feel, however, that it is impossible to
permit further delay and that the city should adopt a progressive pro-
gram which will eventually mean the construction of a complete sewage
treatment plant. Action by the city to adopt such a program would
advance considerably the general program for the removal of pollution
from Lake Erie and the Niagara River. It is my request, therefore,
that you submit plans for the treatment of the sewage of the city to Corn-
missioner Parran for approval as soon as possible, and that after an
opportunity has been had for him to examine these plans a conference
be arranged in order that a definite progressive program can be agreed
upon.
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I would appreciate early advice from you as to when you can submit
such plans for approval.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{ i8:Li ERIE POLLUTION:CT]

1 Thomas Parran, State Health Commissioner, i 930-36; United States Surgeon
General, 1936-48.

97 ROOSEVELT TO JAMES C. LANGLEY, INDUSTRIAL COMMISSIONER,
UNITED SONS OF ALASKA, Seattle

WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, November 30, 1931

M DEAR MR. LANGLEY: I write to acknowledge your letter of
November 12th and to thank you for the flattering allusions therein.1

The problem of the proper care and handling of Alaska's timber
wealth is one of which I hope to make myself more fully informed than
I am at present, as it seems to me a part of the general problem of the
care of our forest assets in which we are just now greatly interested in
this State. Our own preoccupation, as you probably know, is with
restoring a portion of the great timber wealth that we once had. The
proper preservation and intelligent use of our timber resources certainly
deserves a far sighted policy free of political motive. It is an ideal that
we have been striving to attain in New York.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8: CONSERVATION: CT]

Langley said that he hoped Roosevelt would, when elected President, permit the
exportation of timber legally cut in the national forests and on the public lands of
Alaska (Group 18 : Conservation).

98 ROOSEVELT TO RICHARD T. ELY, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR
RESEARCH IN LAND ECONOMICS AND PUBLIC UTILITIES, New
York City

AT WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, November 30, 1931

DEAR MR. ELY: I am writing briefly to thank you for your letter
of November eleventh, and to say that I hope we shall both find an
opportunity to meet before very long and to discuss this matter of
proper use of the land in which, as you know, I am very deeply interested.

I shall read your book with pleasure and interest.1
Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[i8: CONSERVATION: CT]

1Hard TimesThe Way In and the Way Out (New York: Macmillan, zgs).
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99 ROOSEVELT TO HELEN E. CROSBY, New York City

AT WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, December 5, 1931
Mv DEAR HELEN: 1 You probably know of my interest in the wood-

lands on our place at Hyde Park. This leads me to believe that you
and others may be interested in the further development of our local
woods.

In order to handle properly the woodlands of Dutchess County and
vicinity, it has been proposed that the owners who do not feel they
have a sufficient area to justify a trained forester might join together
in a group effort to manage, plant and profitably utilize the forests.

In cooperation with Dean Baker of the State College of Forestry at
Syracuse, I have proposed that those of us in this section who would
like to manage their woodlands either for profit or their aesthetic values,
or perhaps both, should join together and employ a trained forester who
could handle our woods properties to our financial or pleasurable
advantage.

It is proposed to have Professor Nelson C. Brown of the College of
Forestry at Syracuse call upon you to discuss the plan if you feel you
would be interested. Please let me know if this thought appeals to you
and if you would like to discuss it with Mr. Brown.2

Very sincerely yours,
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i 4 CT]

1 Helen Crosby was the daughter of Maunsell S. Crosby, ornithologist friend of
Roosevelt. The Crosby estate was south of Rhinebeck.

'This letter, drafted by Nelson C. Brown, was sent to about twenty-five of
Roosevelt's neighbors (Brown to Roosevelt, Nov. i 1, 1931; Roosevelt to Brown,
Dec. 5, 1931, Group 14). The following summer Roosevelt wrote to Vincent Astor
concerning forestry problems on the latter's estate (also near Rhinebeck), "We are
going ahead with the hiring of a forester to advise all of us along the River and the
cost to each individual land owner will be very low" (June 27, 1932, Elliott Roose-
velt, ed., F. D. R., His Personal Letters, New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 5950,
III, 286). No further mention of this project has been found, and it presumably
was dropped when Roosevelt could no longer give his attention to it.

100 ROOSEVELT TO ARTHUR S. HOPKINS, CHAIRMAN, NEW YORK
SECTION, SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS, Albany

WARM SPRINGS, GA., December 5, 1931
Mv DEAR MR. HOPKINS: I put off writing you before this in the hope

that I could find time to reconstruct for you what I said at the Forestry
meeting at Hyde Park.1 This is difficult but, as you know, the general
gist was along two lines.
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First, that Foresters should work out some constructive plan by which
wood lot owners over a given territory could pool their wood lot land
in units of 10 or 15 or 20 thousand acres and place the management
jointly under a Forester for the purpose of proper development, planting,
and cutting. I am glad to say that under Professor Brown of the
Syracuse College of Forestry we are starting this experiment in Dutchess
County this winter.

Secondly, I spoke of the obligation of Foresters to work out the
problem of local marketing for wood lot owners, on the general theory
that the owners of wood lots running from 20 to 500 acres are not in a
position to find a local market for their trees which come to maturity.

It would give me real pleasure to become an Associate Member in
the Society of American Foresters for I know what splendid work you
are doing.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[18 : CONSERVATION CT]

1Ante, 88.

101 ROOSEVELT TO LUCIA TEMPLE, APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN
CLUB, New York City

[ALBANY] January 25, 1932

DEAR Miss TEMPLE: Mr. Cross has handed me your letter of Janu-
ary fifth on the subject of Mount Taurus.1

When it first came to my attention that quarrying operations were
about to be started there I took steps to see if something could not be
done immediately to prevent this defacement of Hudson River scenery.

At my request, transmitted through Henry Morgenthau, Jr., Con-
servation Commissioner, Chairman Robert Moses of the State Council
of Parks appointed a committee of which Major W. A. Welch, Chair-
man of the Interstate Park Commission, was Chairman, to negotiate
with the Hudson River Stone Corporation and to see if funds could not
be raised by public subscription to acquire the property.

The Committee at once undertook these negotiations and for a time
there seemed a good prospect of success. Finally, however, the Com-
mittee and officers of the Hudson River Stone Corporation were unable
to agree on terms and I am now informed that quarrying operations
are actively under way.

It seers that the only possible procedure is through exercise of the
right of eminent domain which would require a supporting appropria-
tion by the Legislature. Inasmuch as the construction work of the Stone
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Corporation is reported to be well advanced I fear that such an appro-
priation would have to be a large one and I doubt that the Legislature
would look with favor upon it in view of the present needs for the
ordinary purposes of Government.

I shall, however, ask for further report as to how much expenditure
might be required.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8: CONSERVATION: CT]

1 Miss Temple, secretary pro tern of the New York City chapter of the Appalachian
Mountain Club urged, on behalf of the chapter, that the legislature appropriate
funds for the purchase of Mount Taurus. She said that the New York City outing
clubs had been told by the State Conservation Department that money was available
for this but they had learned that this was not the case (Group i8: Taurus Mt.)

102 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., NEW YORK STATE
CONSERVATION COMMISSIONER, Albany

[ALBANY] February 10, 1932

DEAR COMMISSIONER: I have received some inquiries regarding
the proposed amendment to Section 7 of Article VII of the State Con-
stitution (known as the Porter-Brereton amendment) and it seems de-
sirable that in the near future I should express an opinion as to the
advisability of this amendment and the need for it.1

I notice that the amendment would permit the legislature to authorize
separately projects for the development of additional recreational facili-
ties in the forest preserve under the general limitation that they shall
be "not inconsistent with the general wild forest character" of the pre-
serve; that these developments are to be made at the expense of the
State and that they are to be maintained by "public moneys of the State,
a county or town, or of two or more of them," and also that "reasonable
charges" for the use of these facilities, for the purpose of augmenting
maintenance funds, would be permitted.

I find this further provision in the amendment: "Nor shall anything
contained in this section be construed to prevent any measures necessary
to protect the forest preserve against fire, nor to prohibit the making
and maintenance of paths, trails, camp-sites and camping facilities
designed to render the forest preserve more accessible and useful to the
public, including the necessary clearings of timber therefor, nor to pre-
vent the widening, straightening or improvement of existing public roads
in the forest preserve."

The lands owned by the State constituting the forest preserve are
now, by law, placed directly in the care of the Conservation Department.
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I am aware that your Department now maintains a fire protection
service in the forest preserve and further that, under the limitations
of the Constitution as it now stands, a very considerable development
of the preserve for recreational uses has taken place and that plans are
being made for still further development. Because of the intimate
knowledge of conditions in the forest preserve possessed by you and
others in your Department, I should like your advice on certain questions
which are likely to determine my attitude toward this amendment:

(i) Do the present provisions of the Constitution permit your Depart-
ment to maintain an adequate fire protection service in the forest
preserve?

(2) Do the present provisions of the Constitution as interpreted by
the Attorney General and the Courts, now permit your Department to
maintain and develop such recreational facilities "as are not inconsistent
with the general wild forest character of the forest preserve"?

() Is an amendment to the Constitution necessary to permit ade-
quate improvement of existing roads in the forest preserve?

() Do you regard it as consistent with the purposes for which the
forest preserve was created and otherwise desirable that counties and
towns should be permitted to operate in the forest preserve such addi-
tional recreational facilities or amusement enterprises as appear to be
contemplated by this amendment?

I should appreciate an early reply setting forth your views on these
questions so that I may be guided thereby.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation : A] Prepared by HM, Jr
[i8: CONSERVATION: CT]

The Porter-Brereton "recreation amendment" would have permitted the legis-
lature to authorize the Construction in the Forest Preserve of such public recreational
facilities as were not inconsistent with its wild forest character. It was opposed by
conservation groups on the ground that under its language almost any kind of
commercial development would have been permitted, thus nullifying the existing law
which maintained the Forest Preserve as a wilderness area. The proposed amend-
ment was defeated by almost eight hundred thousand votes.

103 HENRY MORGENTHAU, Ja., NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATION
COMMISSIONER, TO ROOSEVELT

ALBANY, February 17, 1932

M DEAR GOVERNOR: Your letter of February 10 asks certain questions
as to the powers of this Department in the control and development of
the Forest Preserve for your guidance in forming opinion as to the merits
of the proposed amendment to Section 7 of Article 7 of the State
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Constitution. Your several questions and my replies thereto follow:
x. Do the present provisions of the Constitution permit your Depart-

ment to maintain adequate fire protection service in the forest preserve?
Yes. That is expressly stated to be permissible in the opinion of the

Court of Appeals in the case of the Association for the Protection of the
Adirondacks vs. Alexander MacDonald (253 NY 234).

Do the present provisions of the Constitution, as interpreted by
the Attorney General and the Courts, now permit your Department to
maintain and develop such recreational facilities "as are not inconsistent
with the general wild forest character of the forest preserve"?

Yes. Under the Constitution as it now stands and as it has been
interpreted by the Courts the forest preserve has been developed for
recreational uses which are enjoyed by many thousands of persons
annually without destruction or interference with the actual wild forest
character of these lands. The word "general" as used in the phrase
"the general wild forest character of the forest preserve" in the proposed
amendment seems to open the way to developments which in various
localities would infringe upon the "wild forest character" of these
particular localities and might result in grave abuses.

Is an amendment to the Constitution necessary to permit adequate
improvement of existing roads in the forest preserve?

No. The Constitution now permits improvement of existing roads
where such improvement does not involve removal of timber from State
lands to any material degree.

Do you regard it as consistent with the purposes for which the
forest preserve was created and otherwise desirable that counties and
towns should be permitted to operate in the forest preserve such addi-
tional recreational facilities or amusement enterprises as appear to be
contemplated by this amendment?

No. The amendment seems to me to be so broadly worded as to
permit recreational developments which would destroy the essential
wild forest character of the forest preserve. It would seem also to be
unwise for the State to relinquish its complete control and protection of
the forest preserve and to permit subordinate units of government to
participate in recreational developments within it. The policy of the
Conservation Department has been to develop the forest preserve for
such uses only to such extent as will not infringe upon its character as
natural wild forest. The proposed amendment obviously contemplates
developments which would constitute a fundamental change in this
policy.

Sincerely,
HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR.

HM/HEG/MCH
{ i8 : CONSERVATION :TS]
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104 ROOSEVELT TO HUGH P. BAKER, CHAIRMAN, NEW YORK
SECTION, SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS, Syracuse

[ALBANY] March 9, 1932

DEAR DEAN BAKER: I notice that by a coincidence your letter of
February twentieth about the Porter-Brereton amendment was written
just the day after I made a speech at Ithaca expressing my opposition to
the amendment on the same grounds as those expressed by you and the
Society of Foresters.1

I am happy to find that we are in complete agreement and I am
hopeful that the voting public will view the matter in the same light.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[18: CONSERVATION: CT]

1 Baker, referring to Roosevelt's "keen interest in a forward-looking program for
forestry in the State," said that foresters opposed the amendment because it would
not place the proposed recreational development under the Conservation Department,
and because that department was already doing excellent work in developing recrea-
tional facilities of a sort permissible under the Forest Preserve law (Group j8).

For the Ithaca speech (made during Farm and Home Week at Cornell), see
Public Papers of Governor Franklin D. Roosevelt, 1932, pp. 558-561.

105 MILBURN L. WILSON, HEAD, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
ECONOMICS, MONTANA STATE COLLEGE, TO ROOSEVELT

BOZEMAN, March 11, 1932

DEAR GOVERNOR ROOSEVELT: We have in this state a land economics
seminar composed of the representatives of the different state depart-
ments and general organizations such as the Bankers' Association, State
Farm Bureau, State Chamber of Commerce, range sheep and livestock
associations, etc., which meet about four times a year for discussion of
land utilization within the state. I am Secretary of this round table
and endeavor to supply each member prior to our meetings with the
best material dealing with land utilization that I can find.

We believe that the little pamphlet by Governor Roosevelt Acres Fit
and Unfit is a classic in its line. I wonder if you could supply me with
40 copies which I could supply each member of this land utilization
round table. Also if you could supply me 40 copies of any type of
information regarding the New York program for the repurchase and
reforestation of submarginal lands. I am also including, herewith, a
list of the County Agricultural Extension Agents in Montana and would
appreciate, if your supply permits, sending a copy of Governor Roose-
velt's pamphlet to each.
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You may be interested in knowing that Governor Roosevelt is held
in the highest esteem by the citizens of Montana and those of our farmers
and Farm Bureau people who are familiar with his ideas with reference
to land utilization are very heartily in sympathy with him.

Very truly yours,
M. L. WILSON 1

[Notation A] 40 copies sent, also i copy of i 931 message

{12 :Ts]

1 Wilson became Under Secretary of Agriculture in the Roosevelt Administration.

io6 ROOSEVELT TO C. 0. BRANNEN, HEAD, DEPARTMENT OF RURAL
ECONOMICS AND SocIoLoGy, UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS,
Fayetteville

{ALBANY] March 29, 1932

DEAR DOCTOR BRANNEN: Replying to your letter of March fourteenth
I am enclosing a copy of an address I made last year on land utilization.'
There is no one law to which I could point at embodying New York
State's land program. Probably the most interesting feature of the
land policy of this State is its reforestation program.

We already have approximately 2,200,000 acres of mountain forest
in the State Forest Preserve. In addition to that the State is now
acquiring abandoned farm land for planting State production forests.

A constitutional amendment adopted last year as the result of an
intensive campaign calls for the expenditure of $20,000,000 over a
period of fifteen years for the acquisition of land and planting of trees.2
In addition, counties are being aided in reforestation projects by coopera-
tive grants from the State up to a limit of $5,000 for any one county in
one year.

The planting of trees on abandoned farm land has a double effect.
First it puts idle acres to work in a valuable form of production, and
second it removes submarginal land from potential competition with
better farming land. Surveys have indicated that about 4,000,000
acres of land in the State formerly cultivated have been abandoned
and this has gone on parallel with an actual increase in agricultural
production in the State.

A coordinate activity to the reforestation program is the land survey
of the State which is being conducted by the State College of Agriculture,
through appropriations granted for this specific purpose. This is pri-
marily a soil utilization survey and will consist of classifying all the
soils of the State with regard to their most profitable use.

It is expected that the soil survey will in the future affect not only
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the lines of agricultural development but the location of roads, telephone
and power lines, and the placing of factories.

Data gathered in the soil survey are already being utilized in the
reforestation program.

I am asking the Department of Taxation and Finance to forward to
you such data as is available on the subject of delinquent taxes.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8 : TAXATION: CT]

Brannen asked for information about the "forward looking land policy" Roosevelt
had initiated for New York (Group z8:Taxation). The address sent was pre-
sumably the one made at the Governors' Conference at French Lick, Indiana, June
2, 1931, published in pamphlet form under the title Acres Fit and Unfit, State
Planning of Land Use for Industry and Agriculture.

'Actually, $59,000,000 had been authorized by the amendment and $i,000,000
had been previously appropriated.

107 ROOSEVELT TO GEORGE H. SHANLEY, Great Falls, Montana

[ALBANY] April 8, 1932

M DEAR MR. SHANLEY: I have read your letter of March twenty.-
second with a great deal of interest and also your plan for a National
Farm Land Program which you submitted with it.1

I think the idea of calling a sharp halt on further land reformation
projects and of curtailing rather than increasing the areas devoted to
crop production is essentially sound. New York State's program of
acquiring idle land for reforestation is a practical effort in line with
this theory. I shall hope to see other states adopt similar plans when
the advantages to be derived become apparent.

I doubt whether strong support could be obtained for an extensive
scheme of land purchase by the Federal Government and I am inclined
to believe that it is a form of activity which should probably be left to
the states.

I am sorry that it will not be possible for me to see you on Monday,
May second, as I shall be enjoying a brief rest at Warm Springs, Georgia,
at that time.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[18: CONSERVATION : CT]

'Shanley proposed that the Government retire soo,000,000 acres of productive
land to be used for reforestation, and that Government aid to irrigation projects be
stopped (Group i 8: Conservation).



io8 ROOSEVELT TO JOHN L. WILKES, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATED
INDUSTRIES OF FLORIDA

AT NEW YORK CITY, April 29, 1932

M DEAR MR. WILKES: Your letter of April 2nd enclosing a copy of
your letter to Secretary Lamont, Chairman of the Timber Conservation
Board, relative to the situation existing in the Naval Stores Industry in
the southeast is received.1

1 am intensely interested in the perpetuation of the forest resources of
the southeast as well as elsewhere in the country and will be glad to
have you call upon me while I am at Warm Springs in order that I may
have an opportunity to discuss 'these matters with you personally.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8: CONSERVATION: CT]

1 Wilkes (his address is not given) asked Roosevelt for a statement of his willingness
to cooperate in bringing before the gum producers of the Southeast "the necessity
of careful planning in the development of our natural forest resources." His letter
to Robert P. Lamont, March 29, 1932, urged planning for the conservation of
southern forests along the lines of an interstate compact or the "Wisconsin Stabiliza-
tion Plan" (Group s8 Conservation).

109 FROM ROOSEVELT'S ACCEPTANCE SPEECH, DEMOCRATIC

NATIONAL CONVENTION, CHICAGO, July 2, 1932

[Excerpt] 1 Let us use common sense and business sense. And just
as one example, we know that a very hopeful and immediate means of
relief, both for the unemployed and for agriculture will come from a wide
plan of the converting of many millions of acres of marginal and unused
land into timberland through reforestation.2 There are tens of millions
of acres east of the Mississippi River alone in abandoned farms, in cut-
over land, now growing up in worthless brush. Why, every European
nation has a definite land policy and has had one for generations. We
have none. Having none, we face a future of soil erosion and timber
famine. It is clear that economic foresight and immediate employment
march hand in hand in the call for the reforestation of these vast areas.

In so doing, employment can be given to a million men. That is
the kind of public work that is self-sustaining, and therefore capable of
being financed by the issuance of bonds which are made secure by the
fact that the growth of tremendous crops' will provide adequate security
for the investment.

Yes, I have a very definite program for providing employment by that
means. I have done it, and I am doing it today in the state of New York.
I know that the Democratic party can do it successfully in the nation.
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That will put men to work and that is an example of the action that we
are going to have.4

[SPEECH FILE: T]

1 The text of this excerpt is that of the stenographic transcript. Other texts
(Speech File) are a six-page draft, with revisions in Samuel I. Roenman's hand,
and the reading copy, with numerous revisions in Roosevelt's hand. Roosevelt de-
parted from the (revised) reading copy in a number of places in delivering the
speech; some of the more interesting of these variations (in the part here printed)
are noted. The press release of the speech followed the stenographic transcript
rather than the reading copy as is usually the case. This was because Roosevelt made
revisions up to literally the last minute: see Raymond Moley, After Seven Years
(New York: Harper, 1939), pp. 25-34, and Rosenman, Working With Roosevelt
(New York: Harper, 1952), pp. 67-69. For the entire text, see Roseman (ed.),
Public Papers, I, 647-659.

2 Reading copy: "wide plan of conversion of certain marginal land into timberland
through reforestation."

2 Reading copy: "growth of tree crops."
Only the first six words of this sentence appear in the reading copy.

110 WILLIAM L. WILsoN, CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE,
FLORIDA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, TO ROOSEVELT

JACKSONVILLE, FLO 6, 1932 July 7

[Telegram] Secretary Hyde's criticisms of your reforestation plans
are not founded upon accurate knowledge.' One million men could be
profitably employed in forest fire prevention work alone. There is no
necessity to actually plant seedlings in most forest sections of this country.
Also no danger of overproduction of forest products. We are depleting
our forests now and are supplying less than forty percent of our own
pulp demand. Foreign competition is gaining. Republican Party
though now in power with vaunted protection policy has not prevented
unfair pulp competition from countries which have purposely forsaken
gold standard. Prevention of soil erosion climatic stabilization recrea-
tional and aesthetic values alone warrant large expenditure for forest
protection. Your stand well taken and receiving countrywide approval.2

WILLIAM L. WILsoN
[i8 : CONSERVATION: T]

1 Secretary of Agriculture Arthur M. Hyde had attacked Roosevelt's reforestation-
employment plan in a lengthy statement published in the New York Times of July

1932 (pp. I, 15). Challenging the claim that a million men could be put to
work, Hyde said that this number could plant one billion trees in a day but that there
was probably only one-fifth this number of seedlings in all the nurseries. Using the
New York state forestry program, which called for the reforestation of a million acres
in fifteen years at a cost of $20,000,000, as a basis of comparison, he concluded that
the number of men who could be given work nationally would be inconsequential.
Ovid Butler, executive secretary of the American Forestry Association, defended the
Roosevelt plan, pointing out that it would necessarily include protection against fire,
insects and disease, and the building of roads, trails and telephone lines (ibid., July

1932, p. I 3). Morgenthau answered Hyde to the same effect in the Times of
July 8, 1932 (p. 17).

Answered post, i 21.



III JAMES 0. HAZARD, STATE FORESTER, TENNESSEE FOREST
SERVICE, TO ROOSEVELT

NASHVILLE, July 19, 1932

M DEAR GOVERNOR ROOSEVELT: For your information I am en-
closing confidential copies of a letter recently received from Mr. Charles
Lathrop Pack,' and of my reply to the same. No doubt Mr. Pack has
circularized the entire forestry profession in an attempt to secure material
with which to attack your "reforestation" program. I trust that my
reply to him may be of some service to you, as it reflects my opinions
which are based on twenty-one years of State and private professional
forestry work. Should you desire further information, particularly with
reference to forestry in the South, which I may be in position to supply,
please inform me, and be assured that I shall be happy to serve you in
such matters in so far as I may be able.

I was greatly pleased with your victory at Chicago, and delighted
to hear your confidence-inspiring acceptance of the nomination over
the radio.2

Wishing you great success in November, I am, Very sincerely yours,

JAMES 0. HAZARD
[18: CONSERVATION: TS]

'Pack (1857-1937) was an early leader of the conservation movement in the
United States and a distinguished forester. His statement and Hazard's reply repre-
sent the disinterested (though opposing) views of two competent professional foresters
on Roosevelt's reforestation scheme.

2 Answered post, i s8.

112 [Enclosure i] CHARLES L. PACK TO JAMES 0. HAZARD

[LAKEWOOD, NEW JERSEY, July ii, 1932]

Confidential

DEAR MR. HAZARD: There has been a great deal of talk about Gov-
ernor Roosevelt's statement in relation to forestryhow he could put
a million men to work. It seems to me that if the plan was helpful or
questionable as a means of emergency employment, we should do some-
thing about it one way or the other.

We have prepared the enclosed paper on the subject. I would appre-
ciate it very much if you would go over it and give me your views. They
would be helpful.

Yours sincerely,
CHARLES LATHROP PACK

[x8 : CONSERVATION: T COPY]
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113 [Enclosure 2]

Reforestation as a Means of Emergency Employment:
Is it Really Practical or Altogether Wise?

Governor Roosevelt's proposal of a vast reforestation or tree-planting
program as a means of making work for the unemployed is an official
acceptance of the plan recently proposed by the American Forestry
Association. Conservationists, who were at first inclined to greet it
with enthusiasm, are now beginning to wonder as to whether that plan
is really practical, and even as to whether it is altogether wise. Re-
forestation of denuded areas, unsuitable for agriculture and not likely
to promise any sort of valuable tree crop without artificial planting is,
of course, a fundamental theory. The United States Forest Service
can pretty definitely designate such areas within the National Forests,
but few of them is so located as to render practical the use of labor from
the regions where unemployment is most serious. The organization of
a mobile army of laborers would require transportation, housing and
feeding on a prohibitive scale. Furthermore, forest thinning and plant-
ing require a high degree of trained supervision. The most effective
work could be done by employing local labor under the supervision of
fully and efficiently organized forest officers and rangers. To bring this
about, it would be necessary, first, to rebuild the already impaired
organization of the Federal and State Forest Services, work out a well
considered plan, determine problems of soils and species, and grow the
necessary seedlings. Authorities who are not now fully in agreement
nevertheless inform us that a tree seedling must be two or three years
old to stand the rigors of being set out under the adverse conditions and
competition of nature and left to shift for itself.

Forest thinnings to remove less desirable species and promote the
more rapid growth of the desirable trees are needed almost everywhere,
but here again experience shows that one trained forester is required
for every two or three common laborers.

Reforestation by tree planting can well be applied to sub-marginal
agricultural landabandoned farms and the like. But here we are
confronted with new difficulties. First, how is this land to be secured
for wholesale planting. Is it to be purchased by the State? Who will
supply the money for such purchase? New York State spent three years
in intensive survey work before embarking upon a program of this
nature. That program was justified not purely on the basis of an
investment in economically valuable forests, but as a means of solving
an idle land problem and removing many thousands of acres from agri-
cultural competition. The need of blocking up the new state land
ownership for future administration purposes, for recreational value
and the like, was also taken into consideration. New York, Pennsyl-
vania and a few other states have some plans and are going ahead on
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this basis. Several of the Lake States now have land surveys under
way. But how much actual additional work for laborers would be
arranged for even in these advanced states by the sudden availability
of large sums for reforestation?

Governor Roosevelt made the statement in reference to his national
reforestation plan as a remedy for unemployment that "this is the kind
of work that is self-sustaining and, therefore, capable of being financed
by the issuance of bonds which are made secure by the fact that the
growth of tremendous crops will provide adequate security for the
investment." 1 Would that this were altogether true. As regards some
forest thinnings, as regards the artificial planting of some areas within
natural forest boundaries, it probably is true. But can the forestry
leaders of America honestly assure us that it is generally the fact? We
are afraid not. Experts in forest soils hold out very meager hopes
with respect to plantations made on the exhausted soil of abandoned
farm lands. They tell us that the first crop of trees on such soil probably
won't amount to much commerciallyif they have any commercial
value at all. The first crop may be merely a nurture cropthe first step
in restoring the soil to productivity, just as the farmer may plant vetch
or alfalfa and plow it under in the green state to improve the soil. As
a soil improver that first crop will have some value, but hardly such as
to make the investment a self-sustaining one.

Shall we, as foresters and conservation leaders, shut our eyes to the
facts? Shall we turn opportunists and either silently or vocally acquiesce
in the Roosevelt program because of the undoubted immediate gain
to our profession in being given work to do? Shall we persuade ourselves
into believing that any old forestry tied to the tail of an unemployment
panacea is what we want? If so, are we willing to take the blame that
may come afterwards, when hastily arranged plantations wither and
die, when stunted mature trees fail to return the capital investment, when
another school of political thought flays the wastefulness of an unem-
ployment plan that didn't accomplish the degree of relief claimed by its
proponents?

To claim that a wholesale plan of reforestation to relieve unemploy-
ment is unsound is not to abandon our fundamental belief in forestry
and reforestation. It is simply to profit by the mistakes of our prede-
cessors in forest conservation and to fight shy of shibboleths and danger-
ous generalizations. It is to keep forestry as a science having its impor-
tant part to play in the economic world and to control it, so that the
results are worthy of our loyal effort.

[i8 ;CONSERVATI0N:T:COPY]

1 This statement is quoted from Roosevelt's acceptance speech of July 2, 1932 (cf.

excerpt, ante, sog). In reading the speech Roosevelt changed "growth of tree
crops" to "growth of tremendous crops."

[xi6j



114 [Enclosure 3] JAMES 0. HAzARD TO CHARLES L. PACK

[NASHVILLE] July 19, 1932

DEAR MR. PACK: This is in reply to your letter of July i ith with
the enclosure dealing with Mr. Roosevelt's "reforestation" proposal.

Appreciating the long and vigorous support that you have given to
American forestry, I am very glad to aid you in continuing the good
work, if I can do so by expressing my views on how Mr. Roosevelt's
proposal may bring great good to the cause of forestry, in which both
you and I are most deeply interested.

First, as to the matter of terms. I do not assume that Mr. Roosevelt
refers to reforestation in the narrow sense of tree planting only, but
rather that he has in mind all forestry activities which would tend to
restore the true forest lands of the United States to normal productive-
ness and so maintain them. I have no serious doubts as to the wisdom
of launching such a full reforestation program, through the channels
already established by National and State forestry agencies.

Such handling of the problems would not involve the large armies of
laborers of which you spoke, but rather would permit the use of small
groups of workers widely scattered over the entire country, to handle
relatively local problems. This should not involve serious problems in
transportation, housing and feeding.

You mention the possibility of difficulties arising in connection with
the making of thinnings. I have no idea that thinnings would be at-
tempted, or could be justified on an extensive scale. In restricted locali-
ties some thinnings might be successfully made. In such cases it should
not be difficult to secure competent woodsmen who, with very little
training, would be able to handle the supervision of such work effectively.

Secretary Hyde has also raised the question of the availability of
forest planting stock for this program, which he, too, has assumed was
one of forest planting only. For this problem, such as it may be, I
will discuss the matter of suitable planting stock. I am aware that
the Northern States seem to prefer to use planting stock two or three
years old. For most of the planting in the South, one year old stock is
satisfactory. From Virginia and Kentucky south, one year seedlings
of shortleaf, loblolly and slash pine give very good satisfaction. In the
mountainous sections some white pine, red pine and Norway spruce
should undoubtedly be planted, in which case two year seedlings are
large enough to give satisfactory results. For the one year seedlings,
seeds planted in April 1933 would provide planting stock in October
of the same year. This stock could be produced on any desired scale,
providing only that seeds were available. As to supervision of such
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forest planting work, surely there is an abundance of agriculturally
trained men who could readily become experts in supervising forest
planting planned by trained foresters.

It is my opinion that there are vast areas in all of the Southern States
on which the landowners would welcome tree planting, provided it
were done at Government expense. I also believe that these landowners
would be willing to enter some reasonable agreement to permit the
Government to reimburse itself from the sale of timber resulting from
such plantings, when such timber became suitable for market. I under-
stand that such a plan provided the means for the reforestation of the
Landes in France.

You also raised the question as to the ability of the forestry profession
to plant trees which will make a successful growth, and mentioned the
possibility of such plantings proving only nurse crops for later stands.
I am inclined to think those who have doubts on this point have been
too greatly influenced by failures which have occurred which were
planted without practical forestry advice. I have as yet to see open
lands in this country in need of planting on which Nature has not already
indicated the type of tree which is likely to succeed. Surely with such
aid trained foresters should not have much difficulty in selecting a species
which should prove successful. I am confident that there are enough
trained foresters in the country to provide such supervision as is needed
to whatever forest planting might be undertaken.

Aside from the reforestation of private lands in the South, I am sure
that there are vast areas which should be owned and ref orested as public
enterprises. If some plan can be worked out for financing the purchase
of such lands by the States or Nation, a tremendous advance will surely
be made in securing proper land utilization in this region. I am not in
the least afraid of Government investment in cheap lands in true forest
regions. Lands capable of producing an average growth of from 100
to 200 board feet of lumber per acre per year, should easily take care
of the cost of growing merchantable timber. Then, too, the production
of wood is only one of the many public benefits to be derived from re-
forestation. This fact should not be overlooked, or underestimated.

Of course the greatest reforestation problem of all is forest fire control.
To establish suitable bases from which to actually achieve forest fire
control throughout the entire country would involve a large investment
of money for land, equipment and labor. Such an investment would
be well worth while, provided a conservative plan of action could be
devised, as should be possible through the cooperation of National and
State Forest Services. The saving in national wealth resulting from
forest fire control would be widespread and immediate.
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To my mind Mr. Roosevelt's proposal is the most unique and out-
standing of its kind in the history of American Forestry. Should forest
conservation leaders fail to support his leadership, it appears to me that
they will lose a wonderful opportunity to secure results which are greatly
to be desired, yet difficult to achieve under conditions such as have
existed for the past thirty years. I do not doubt that money conserva-
tively spent for forestry will mean more to the future welfare of the
country than money spent for almost any other type of public under-
taking. I believe that foresters will support Mr. Roosevelt's program as
a duty to their profession and to their country. I can see no reason for
thinking that any unsound reforestation work would be done under Mr.
Roosevelt's direction, and I have every reason to believe that a great
and constructive work can be accomplished at a time when it is vitally
needed, not only to give employment, but also to establish forestry where
we who call ourselves forest conservationists have long tried to establish
it in the minds of the American public, and in the functions of our
State and National Governments.

Very sincerely yours,
JAMES 0. HAZARD

[i 8 : CONSERVATION CT]

115 ROOSEVELT TO JAMES W. SEWALL, CONSULTING FORESTER,
Old Town, Maine

[ALBANY] July 25, 1932

DEAR MR. SEWALL: I regret that I have not had an earlier opportunity
to reply to your letter of July fifth.1

When I spoke in my acceptance address of the use of a million men in
reforestation work I had in mind, as you have inferred, more than the
mere planting of young trees. I thought of the general opportunities
in the care of our forests and the increasing of our forest assets which I
think may properly be embraced under the title "Reforestation." These
would include the care of existing forests, the thinning of dense stands
and fire protection as well as the planting of new areas.

I am asking Mr. Henry Morgenthau, Jr., Conservation Commissioner
of this State, to supply you some facts about Reforestation in this State
and our Land Utilization program.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8 : CONSERVATION: CT]

found.
'by Deputy Conservation Commissioner Herbert E. Gaston.
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i6 ROOSEVELT TO C. M. MCDONALD, EDWARD THOMPSON Co.,
Northport, New York

[ALBANY] July 25, 1932

DEAR MR. MCDONALD: Your letter of July sixth setting forth your
plan for reforestation on a national basis has interested me greatly.1

I am very glad to know the efforts of yourself and others to stimulate
interest in the possibilities of forestry. Reforestation is, as you indicate,
a sound method of conserving existing forests, protecting the public
health and creating a genuine asset for the future.

You may be interested to know that in this State land for reforestation
purposes, to the aggregate of more than 100,000 acres, has been pur-
chased or placed under contract at a price averaging less than $4.00
per acre.2

I am returning the letter from the Forest Service of the Department
of Agriculture which you inclosed.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[18: CONSERVATION CT]

1 McDonald proposed that the states secure liens from the owners of lands suitable
for reforestation, the liens to cover only the timber to be grown and to bear no
interest. These liens would be turned over to the Federal Government in exchange
for currency of equivalent value. Funds thus secured would be used for reforestation
and the loans would be repaid by the sale of timber, any surplus going to the land-
owner (Group i8 : Conservation).

2 The status of the state's reforestation program in 1932 was described in a letter
from Deputy Conservation Commissioner Herbert E. Gaston to Raymond Moley,
Sept. 15, 1932 (Morgenthau Papers):

"The area actually purchased this year is 30,000 acres; the area purchased since
the beginning of the reforestation program in 5930 is 77,000 acres; the area placed
under contract this year . . . is 83,000 acres up to August i; the area placed under
contract since the beginning of the program in i 930 was i 64,000 acres On the same
date. Of this total of 164,000 acres under contract since the beginning of the
program, 87,000 acres are still in the hands of the Attorney General for approval of
titles . . . The total authorization of $20,000,000 is intended to cover the purchase,
planting and care of I,000,00o or more acres."

Gaston's letter was written to call attention to two errors made by Roosevelt in his
Topeka, Kansas, speech of Sept. 14, 1932, on agricultural problems. In this the
sum authorized by the amendment was given as $io,000,000 and the area purchased
in 5932 as "over two hundred thousand acres" (Rosenman, ed., Public Papers, I,
693-711).

I 17 ROOSEVELT TO STEPHEN J. ADAM, Palatka, Florida

[ALBANY] July 29, 1932

M DEAR MR. ADAM: I appreciated very much your friendly letter
of July fifteenth,1 but have not had an earlier opportunity to reply.
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It goes without saying that I shall be heartily grateful for the efforts
you may be able to put forth during your stay in Florida. I am keenly
interested in forestry and reforestation not only as a temporary means
of promoting employment, but also as a permanent national policy
and I agree with you in regarding it as one of the important matters to
be taken up in the campaign.

I am asking Commissioner Morgenthau to send you a packet of lit-
erature relating to the reforestation program in this State.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8 CONSERVATION: CT]

1Adam president of the Florida Development of Agriculture and Industry Bureau,
Inc., said he was going to lecture in the South on reforestation on behalf of the pulp
and paper industry and would urge support of Roosevelt in his lectures (Group i 8:
Conservation).

i i8 ROOSEVELT TO JAMES 0. HAZARD, STATE FORESTER, TENNES-
SEE FOREST SERVICE, Nashville

[ALBANY] July 29, 1932

DEAR MR. HAZARD: I greatly appreciate your sending me a copy of
the letter and memorandum sent out by Charles Lathrop Pack, together
with a copy of your excellent and well considered reply.1

I hope Mr. Pack will receive such discouragement that he will be
induced to abandon his apparent intention to oppose the early adoption
of a comprehensive national plan of reforestation as a means of corn-
batting unemployment. Your letter should go a long way towards
bringing this about.2

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[i8 : CONSERVATION: CT]

1Ante, 111-114.
2 Pack later became an enthusiastic supporter of the reforestation plan, and offered

Roosevelt information on re-employment through forestry collected by the American
Tree Association, which he headed (Pack to Roosevelt, Feb. 20, 2933, OF 249).
After the passage of the Emergency Conservation Work Act, Pack strongly urged
that it be enlarged in scope. One of the first camps to be established (in New
Jersey) was named after him (New York Times, June 10, 2933, p. i; July 5, 1933,
p. 29).

[121]



119 ROOSEVELT TO Ovm BUTLER, EXECUTiVE SECRETARY, AMERI-
CAN FORESTRY AssocIATIoN, Washington, D. C.

[ALBANY] August 15, 1932

DEAR MR. BUTLER: I have read with a great deal of interest your
letter of July twenty-fifth on the subject of employment of emergency
funds on forestry projects. I understand you have sent the same or a
similar letter to Executives in other States.'

I wish to commend this effort you are making and to express my
personal appreciation of it. You already know the manner in which I
have expressed my views on the subject.

It will probably interest you to know that we have lately undertaken
a new project using our State relief funds in forestry work. On this
project we are now employing ioo men in Central New York on a
somewhat experimental basis to find out to what extent we can profitably
use men from the lists of the unemployed to improve our existing re-
forestation areas. These crews are engaged in slash disposal, opening
fire lanes and making improvement and release cuttings. This work
will tell us just about how far we should go in this use of men.

If you should find it convenient to come to New York in the near
future I should be glad to request Commissioner Morgenthau to take
you on an inspection trip to view this and other work we are doing.

With cordial regards, I am, Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[18: CONSERVATION: CT]

1 This is a mimeographed letter (Group i 8: Conservation). Butler urged that
funds made available by the 5932 Emergency Relief and Construction Act (approved
July 21, 1932, 47 Stat. 709) be used to give employment on forestry and watershed
improvement projects, and described the work being done in this field in a number
of the states. The various projects under way at this time are also described by
G. H. Collingwood in "Forestry Aids the Unemployed," in American Forests, 38
(October, 1932), 550, 57-575. The New York State College of Forestry described
a forestry-relief work plan in a folder issued in 1932 entitled Unemployment Relief
Through Use of Woodlands in New York. This proposed that unemployed persons
be put to work making improvement cuttings and thinnings in the woodlands of the
state under the supervision of the College of Forestry and other forestry agencies.
A copy of this folder was sent to Roosevelt by Hugh P. Baker, dean of the college,
in a letter of Nov. 5, '932 (Group z8:Conservation).

In California, the United States Forest Service was cooperating with the state and
county governments in providing work in the forests for the unemployed, the Forest
Service furnishing shelter and supervision and the state and local authorities food
and clothing (R. L. Deering, "Camps for the Unemployed in the Forests of
California," Journal of Forestry, XXX, May, 1932, pp. 554-557.) An editorial
introduction to the article just cited said that the idea could be developed to
"proportions of great national social benefit." Foresters generally found the idea
appealing: the following statement is typical, "With millions of men unemployed and
tens of millions of acres of lands, primarily best suited for growing forests, abandoned
for taxes and lying idle and uncared for, a reasonable forest policy for the Nation
would put these idle men to work organizing such lands into public forests" (Edward
C. M. Richards, "American Forest Policy," ibid., XXXI, March, x933, p. 279).



120 ROOSEVELT TO MILLER FREEMAN, MILLER FREEMAN PuBLI-
CATIONS, Seattle

ALBANY, Sept. 6, 1932

DEAR MR. FREEMAN: This is the first opportunity I have had to
answer your letter of July i 3th asking me for a statement of my ideas
with respect to reforestation for the benefit of the readers of your
publications.1

I have used the term "reforestation" to cover all aspects of the protec-
tion, conservation and enlargement of our forests, and it is in that sense
I understand you make inquiry. As I indicated in my acceptance
address, I believe that the care and enlargement of the forests of the
Nation offer a promising and profitable field for the employment of idle
men. In the State of New York we were able this year to give short-time
employment to i o,000 men in our forest tree nurseries and in tree plant-
ing. They were recruited from the rolls of the needy unemployed.
We have given work to several thousand more in forestry activities,
such as trail and road building and similar improvements in the State
Parks and State Forests. We have found that the work done in this
way with emergency labor under competent direction is efficient and a
sound expenditure of public funds. It is entirely out of the class of
the ordinary "made jobs" devised to meet the unemployment emergency.2

I think it will be sound economy for the Federal government to
encourage similar activities in other States under a loan plan perhaps
by the government coupled with direct assistance from the States.

In the vast national forests there is opportunity and need for a greatly
increased program of improvement. This would give work to many
thousands of men during the present emergency. One of the prime
needs is for road and trail building for fire protection and funds for
this purpose would, in my judgment, be a wise expenditure to be classed
as dividend-paying capital investments. There is also in these forests
the opportunity for tree planting and improvement cuttings. When
we have emerged from the present depression, we will be able to do
such work as cheaply and effectively as it can be done now.

Apart from the present emergency I think we need a more definite
and comprehensive national plan for protecting, conserving and enlarg-
ing our forest resources. This plan should have among its objectives
more effective stabilization of the forest products industry. The excellent
program adopted this year by the Society of American Foresters needs
to be translated into more effective co-ordinated action by individual
forest owners, the several States and the Nation. We need also, as I
have said on other occasions, a soil survey of the entire nation and a
national land-use program. This has an important bearing on refor-
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estation, which must be jointly a State and Federal concern, but with
more effective encouragement from the Federal government than it has
received in the past.4

Sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 177:CT:COPY]

'Freeman's letter has not been found. His publications included the Mining
World and the West Coast Lumberman.

'The New York State reforestation program called for the planting of 20,000
acres in zg, but to give as much work as possible 27,000 acres were planted in
the spring season alone. On this work and on work in the state nurseries over
io,00o men were employed for a limited period (New York State Conservation De-
partment, Annual Report, 1932, p. s8).

Possibly "unable" was meant.
'This letter was published in the West Coast Lumberman of October, 1932,

according to a statement accompanying its republication in the Journal of Forestry,
XXX (December, i 932), 1022. This issue of the Journal also printed a letter
from C. M. Granger, president of the Society of American Foresters, to Roosevelt,
Oct. 59, 5932, and the latter's reply, Nov. 3, 5932 (pp. 1022-5023). Granger said
that his organization was highly gratified over Roosevelt's reference to its program,
and that his support would help immensely to further it. Roosevelt replied that he
believed a great deal could be accomplished by an intelligent reforestation program,
"both as an aid to unemployment and as a permanent benefit for our citizens of
the present and the future."

121 ROOSEVELT TO WILLIAM L. WILsoN, CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL
COMMITTEE, FLORIDA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Jacksonville

[ALBANY] September 14, 1932

DEAR MR. WILsON: For some unexplainable reason your telegram of
July seventh has only come to light. I presume it was mislaid in the
mass of mail which the Governor [sic] received following the convention
at Chicago.

I am happy to have received from you and from others, who are better
informed on the subject of forestry and reforestation than Secretary
Hyde appears to be, confirmation of my belief that there exists a great
opportunity for practical forestry work on a broader scale especially in
the eastern states and that such a program, put into effect by the Federal
Government in cooperation with the States, would be one very sound
method of attacking the unemployment problem.

I shall bear in mind the aspects of the matter you point out in your
telegram.1

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[x8: CONSERVATION : CT]

1 Drafted by Deputy Commissioner Herbert E. Gaston of the State Conservation
Department.
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122 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Buffalo, New York, October i8, 1932

[Excerpt] 1 And now there is just one thing more before I start for
Pittsburgh and that is, I want to tell you there is just one more thing that
is coming up in the ballot box, on the voting machines on November 8th.
There are just two propositions to be put before the voters of the state.
One is this 30 million dollar bond issue that I hope and pray that it goes
through almost unanimously.

The other is a proposition for the weakening, for the opening of the
door to the splendid constitutional provision that we have now for the
preservation of our Adirondack preserves and our Catskill preserves.2
You know they are two great areas, the largest owned by any state in
the Union, set aside for the use of the people of this state in perpetuity
and never to be touched, to be left in the wild state of nature in which
God made them.

And let me tell you the simple record, that this past summer over a
half million people, nearly all of them citizens of this state, have regis-
tered at the different camp sitesvery large their use isthat the state
maintains in the Adirondacks and the Catskills. Now, they go through
them, hiking and hunting and fishing, for their wholesome, health-giving
recreational purposes, and the additional number, besides those, who
registered at the camp sites would run literally into the millions.

This provision that you are going to be asked to vote on is a proposition
that would allow a town or two towns or a series of towns within the
Adirondack or the Catskill preserves to break down that historic provision
in our constitution and do all sorts of thingsput up amusement places,
put in Coney Islands. In other words, try to derive some profit out of
what is the heritage of the people of the State of New York. Everybody
interested in conservation so far as I know, every association and society
is begging and praying that we won't tamper with that splendid Adiron-
dack and Catskill Preserve.

And ° I hope that there won't be any question that the people recog-
nizing their heritage will vote "No" on that proposition and save our
own woods.

[SPEECH FILE: T]

1 The speech from which this excerpt is taken dealt for the most part with the
question of the development of St. Lawrence River power. Both Roosevelt and
Al Smith had urged that New York State develop the potential hydroelectric power
of the river. (There is a good presentation of the New York power question during
Roosevelt's adnthiistration in Bellush, Franklin D. Roosevelt as Governor, chap. so.)
The speech is printed in its entirety in the New York Times, Oct. '9, 1932, p. '5.
This text is from a volume of stenographic transcripts entitled "Governor Franklin
D. Roosevelt/1932 Campaign Trip/Schedules, Speeches, Conferences, etc." Com-
piled by H. M. Kannee, this presumably contains all the 1932 campaign speeches
except possibly some very brief and casual utterances.

2 The Porter-Brereton amendment; see ante, 102.
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123 WILLIAM G. HOWARD, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF LANDS AND
FORESTS, NEW YORK STATE CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT, TO
ROOSEVELT

ALBANY, December 28, 1932
MY DEAR GOVERNOR ROOSEVELT: Following our talk of the other day

with regard to your plan for the acquisition of forest lands in the various
states east of the Mississippi river, I have given considerable thought and
study to this problem, as the result of which I am submitting the attached
report.

I trust you will not think I am presumptuous in suggesting certain
changes in the program as I understood you to outline it; but I am doing
this in the thought that you will welcome suggestions as to the method
of making this most effective and putting it into effect with the least
possible loss of time.

Sincerely yours,
W. G. HOWARD

{ 13:oF 149:Ts]

124 [Enclosure]

Report on Program of Combined Land Acquisition and Unemployment
Relief Suggested by President-elect Franklin D. Roosevelt

Proposed Plan

Governor Roosevelt's plan, as I understand it, is for the Federal
Government to buy in each state east of the Mississippi river, lands suit-
able for forest production consisting mainly of cut-over, second growth
forests and woodlands where, by the application of forest management,
timber crops could be produced and other benefits of maintaining these
areas in forests could be obtained.

Governor Roosevelt's suggestion was that funds be appropriated by
the Federal Government for the acquisition by the U. S. Forest Service
of these lands under a policy whereby the Federal Government could
give the state in which the land was located, a twenty-five year option
to buy back the properties at the purchase price pius the increased value
due to the growth of the forests on the land. Governor Roosevelt sug-
gested that the State Forester of each state where these lands were ac-
quired might act as the agent for the U. S. Forest Service in acquiring
the land.

A program was suggested calling for the appropriation of $1 8,000,000
for this land acquisition with definite allotments to each state as shown
in the table which follows in this report. Moreover, for every dollar
appropriated for land purchase, the program would call for another
dollar to be appropriated for the work on the lands acquired, such work
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to consist of slash disposal, improvement cuttings, forest fire control and
other activities in connection with the application of forest management
to these areas.

Advantages of the Proposed Plan

There can be no question as to the great desirability of bringing sub-
marginal lands and forest lands into public ownership and the program
contemplated would in no case bring into public ownership an area
in excess of that which is desirable in the states concerned. The benefits
derived from publicly owned forest lands, including watershed protec-
tion, recreational opportunities and timber production, are too obvious
to need extended comment here.

It is certain that the only practical way to get forestry practised on
these lands on a large scale is under public ownership. The private
owner is not in a position, in view of the low percentage of return prob-
able, to practise intensive forest management on these lands. On the
other hand, a state or the Federal Government can properly manage
these forests as they should be handled.

The limited experience of New York State and of the Federal Govern-
ment in the west has demonstrated the possibilities for unemployment
relief in the carrying out of desirable forestry projects; and the lands
proposed to be acquired under this program would lend themselves to
this type of work probably better than most of the lands now in National
forests, because of their closer proximity to industrial centers where un-
employment relief is most needed.

Disadvantages of the Proposed Plan

It is my thought that the lands acquired under this program would
remain in National forests, for the record of the U. S. Forest Service
in handling National forests has been excellent, and if the same stand-
ards were maintained in connection with the lands to be acquired under
this program, the public would be well satisfied and the states would
be loath to appropriate the necessary funds to take over the lands
as state forests.

Not all of the states east of the Mississippi river lend themselves to
the establishment of National forests, which is really what this program
means. The Federal Government for efficient and economical admin-
istration must have these forests in large units. In New York State, for
instance, the broken character of the forest lands outside of the Adiron-
dack and Catskill Parks would almost preclude the acquisition of any
large block of forest lands; and it is apparent that the Federal Govern-
ment cannot handle relatively small scattered units as advantageously
as can the state.

The work of acquisition should, in my mind, be handled by the U. S.
Forest Service directly, for there are only three or four states which have
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adequate forces experienced in land acquisition and competent to meet
the requirements of the Federal Government in this type of work.

A good many of the states east of the Mississippi river have no enabling
acts permitting the Federal Government to acquire forest lands within
their border. It will take time to get these enabling acts passed, and
any considerable delay of this sort will seriously impair the benefits
of this plan for the relief of the unemployed, particularly in the present
emergency.

TABLE COMPARING PLANS FOR LAND ACQUISITION
(In Governor Roosevelt's plan, which was in dollars, I have reduced the figures to

acres, at the rate of $5.00 per acre which is the approximate rate at which the
National Forest Reservation Commission reports having acquired land.)

Solution of the Problem

It seems to me the purposes of the plan suggested by Governor
Roosevelt can be accomplished and the same general plan made effective
by the appropriation of funds for carrying out the program of National
forest extension already started by the U. S. Forest Service and the
National Forest Reservation Commission. The report of the Commis-
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State Gov. Roosevelt's
Plan
Acres

U. 5. F. S.
Program

Acres
Alabama 200,000 120,550
Connecticut 50, 000
Florida 200, 000 288, 331
Georgia 200, 000 466, 013
Illinois 150, 000
Indiana 150, 000
Kansas 200, 000 599, 000
Maine 200,000 19,019
Missouri 50, 000
Massachusetts 100, 000
Michigan 200,000 995,411
Mississippi 200, 000 504, 970
New Hampshire 100, 000 276, 245
New Jersey 50, 000
New York 200, 000
North Carolina 200, 000 900, 854
Ohio 200, 000
Pennsylvania 200, 000 234, 999
Rhode Island 20, 000
South Carolina 100, 000 538, 170
Tennessee 200, 000 394, 8g6
Vermont xoo, 000 268, 509
Virginia 150,000 390,414
West Virginia 376, 155

Totals 3, 420, 000 6, 373, 536
24 States ($,7, ioo, 000) ($i, 867, 68o)



sion for the year ending June 30, 1932 shows that the Commission has
had in mind in the acquisition of much of this land, the same considera-
tions that actuated Governor Roosevelt in his plan, namely, the acquisi-
tion of culled or cut-over land supporting relatively little saw timber but
a well-established stand of young growth or a sufficient number of seed
trees to insure adequate restocking. Moreover, the map of purchase
units in the Commission's report shows the relatively wide distribution
of those units.

The Forest Service has already built up an organization for doing the
necessary field work and is, if one may judge from a recent report of the
National Forest Reservation Commission, in a position to acquire be-
tween one-half million and one million acres a year. Purchase units
have already been established or planned in fifteen states east of the
Mississippi river as shown by the above table, and the total acreage
included in the Federal acquisition program is over six million.

By the prompt organization of purchase units into National forests
as fast as the lands are acquired, the U. S. Forest Service would be in
an excellent position to initiate unemployment relief work and to super-
vise it effectively.

There is no reason why additional units could not be established in
other states wherever there were lands suitable for Federal acquisition
and wherever authority for such acquisition could be obtained.

The possibilities of Governor Roosevelt's plan of land acquisition in
the advancement of forestry, the bringing to many states the advantages
of public ownership of forest lands and the relief of unemployment are
well-nigh unlimited; and I hope this plan may be put into effect. I feel,
however, that it can be done most economically, most efficiently and
with the least possible loss of time by taking advantage of the Federal
program of National forest extension already started.

Respectfully submitted,
W. G. HOWARD

ALBANY, NEW YORK, December 28, 1932

[13:oF 149:Ts]

125 GOVERNOR GIFFORD PINCHOT OF PENNSYLVANIA TO ROOSEVELT

HARRISBURG, January 20, 1933

DEAR FRANKLIN: Here are the facts and my suggestions concerning
the forest problem. I have made the statement as short as I could.

Out of a forest area of approximately 822,000,000 acres in the United
States when white settlement began, it is estimated that 506,000,000
acres remain. If all the latter were managed under intensive forestry,
it would be possible by the year 2000 to grow at least 30 billion cubic
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feet of timber a year. This is more than twice the average of 141/2
billion cubic feet consumed annually from 1925 through 1929. There
are, therefore, no physical obstacles to growing all the timber we need,
including a generous allowance of recreation forests.

The o per cent of our publicly owned forest lands are reasonably
well managed. The 25 per cent in small farm woodlots are less well
managed, but are not being destroyed. But the remaining 55 per cent
in private industrial ownership, with minor exceptions, is being defor-
ested with appalling rapidity.

Out of 271,000,000 acres in this type of ownership, 55,000,000 acres
have been virtually devastated. 100,000,000 acres more have had their
productive capacity reduced to a fraction of what it would be under
systematic forestry. Unless the present mishandling of the private com-
mercial forests is. stopped, the United States will be unable to supply
its own needs for timber. The 45 per cent of our forest land publicly
owned and in woodlots cannot supply the wood needed to sustain our
civilization.

Erosion will increase and floods will become more and more disastrous.
Many of the millions who love the forest will have a major value in
their lives destroyed. The standard of life in forest regions will continue
to fall because the main source of taxable wealth and potential income
is lost. This outlook is most deplorable. It is, however, unavoidable
unless we change radically the present management of privately owned
commercial timber lands.

In the past the official assumption in Washington, codified by the
Clarke-McNary Act,1 has been that private altruism, plus a government
subsidy in the form of aid in fire protection, plus patting the lumberman
on the back, would result in the general practice of forestry on private
lands. Experience has proven this assumption to be absolutely wrong.
Fire protection has not developed as expected, and the devastation and
depletion of our timber lands has not been stopped.

Voluntary private forestry has failed the world over. There is ab-
solutely no reason to assume that it will succeed in the United States.

Federal regulation would be difficult to apply when the majority of
timber land owners are bankrupt, or verging upon it. If they ever
became rich and powerful again it would be equally difficult to keep
them from controlling the agency which regulates them.

Private forestry in America, as a solution of the problem, is no longer
even a hope. Neither the crutch of subsidy nor the whip of regulation
can restore it. The solution of the private forest problem lies chiefly
in large scale public acquisition of private forest lands.

Four classes of forest lands must be distinguished. First, at least
100,000,000 acres of tax delinquent lands will probably revert to State
and local governments within the next four years. At present these
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lands are rapidly deteriorating through fire and erosion. The U. S.
Forest Service should be authorized to take them into the National Forest
System. To do so would probably cost less than $i.00 an acre, and at
the same time would supply government relief to impoverished counties.

Second, the greater share of about 90,000,000 acres of mature timber
in private control is now a burden to the owner because of the high cost
of protection, taxes, and interest on investment, and the very low stump-
age prices. It would probably be possible to acquire tens of millions of
acres of this timber with little or no immediate expense by issuing
certificates redeemable when the timber is cut.

Third, 40,000,000 acres of high lying forest should be purchased
immdiately for the protection of soil and the control of water. These
lands could probably be bought for an average of not over $2 .00 an
acre.

Fourth, 50,000,000 acres of abandoned farm lands are seriously
increasing the danger of erosion and flood.

A broad scale planting program would be required to turn them back
into forest land. These lands should be acquired before planting at a
probable average cost of not more than $2.00 an acre. Such action
would at the same time afford practical relief to thousands of small and
impoverished farmers.

The consequent exemption of these farm lands from local taxation
would have to be met by government contribution of a percentage of the
income from them to local support, as now happens on the National
Forests.

The foregoing plan checks with the need for provision for the un-
employed. Work relief is better than direct relief, and useful labor
paid for from relief funds is pure gain. By utilizing the unemployed
highly necessary and productive improvements could be made in the
forests thus acquired at substantially no cost to the public.

The major fields of work include planting, thinnings, release cuttings,
the removal of highly inflammable snags and windfalls, a large scale
attack on serious insect epidemics, the control of erosion, the construction
of roads, trails, and telephone lines, and the development of camp sites
and other recreational facilities. All this would supply large numbers
of men with highly useful work.

Forest devastation on privately owned timber lands in the United
States has not been checked. It can be checked with an immense
increase in tho safety of our country from threatened disaster from the
lack of wood, from floods and erosion, and from the destruction of our
greatest field for recreation, while furnishing at the same time an un-
equalled opportunity for work relief for the unemployed.

To sum up, as I see it there is no single domestic step that can be taken
that will mean so much to the future of the United States as this one,
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and at the same time none that will meet with such universal approval.
Indeed it is hard to see where opposition could come from. And in
proportion to the benefits the cost would be almost trivial.

If I can be of use, blow your whistle and I'll come a running, as I
said before.2

Faithfully yours,
GIFFORD PINCHOT 8

[13:PPF 289:Ts]

The Clarke-McNary Act of June 7, 1924 ( Stat. 653), enlarged the scope of
the Weeks Forest Purchase Act of March ,, i 9' I (36 Stat. 961). The Weeks Act
authorized purchase by the Government of forest lands located on the headwaters of
navigable streams. The Clarke-McNary Act authorized Federal aid to the states
for the protection of forests from fire and extended the purchase program to include
lands needed for timber production as well as for the protection of navigable streams.
National forests could thus be established in areas where the protection of navigable
streams was not the prime consideration.

'This statement was drafted by Robert Marshall (roi), from 8933 to 1937
director of Forestry in the Office of Indian Affairs of the Interior Department, and
from 8937 until his death chief of the Division of Recreation and Lands of the
Forest Service. A career forester, Marshall was well known in professional forestry
circles. In the fall of 8932 he had assisted in the preparation of the Forest Service
report, A National Plan for American Forestry (Washington, 8933), and he was the
author of The People's Forests (New York: Smith and Haas, 8933). Roosevelt had
asked Pinchot to draw up for him a plan for a national forest program and Pinchot
had conferred with him in Hyde Park on or about Jan. 8, 1933. Pinchot, who
had not been in immediate touch with national forestry problems for some years,
turned for help to Marshall, whom he knew well (Pinchot to Marshall, Jan. 9, 8933;
Marshall to Raphael Zon, Jan. 23, 1933, Group 31). Marshall saw Pinchot in
Harrisburg on January '; he described his conference in the letter to Zon just cited:

"I discussed with Pinchot some of the things which you and I had been talking
about, mentioned your four point program, and gave him my viewpoint that it seemed
to me the two things we should Stress were public ownership and forestry through
unemployment work. I tried to emphasize that we weren't concerned only with
devastation, which does not apply to more than fifty-five million acres of private
lands, but deterioration which affects at least twice that area. I also argued him
out of regulation with surprising ease."

Marshall drafted a statement and took it to Pinchot on January 19. Pinchot
shortened the document and made changes in language but did not alter or add to
the ideas expressed (Marshall to Zon, Jan. 23, 8933; undated draft by Marshall,
"A Forest Program," Group 31).

Marshall was delighted to have won Pinchot over to public ownership as against
public regulation of private forests; in his letter to Zon he quotes Pinchot as saying,
"I have argued for Forestry for thirty years but 1 am convinced that you are right
we need something more."

The correspondence cited is in the form of photostatic copies of the original papers,
made available to the Roosevelt Library by George Marshall, brother of Robert.

'Answered post, 127.

126 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Montgomery, Alabama, January 21,
'933

[Excerpt] This morning, early, I saw with my own eyes what I have
been waiting to see ever since the days when I served in Washington as a
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Lieutenant of that great Democrat and great American President, Wood-
row Wilson. I was not only impressed with the size of the great opera-
tion at Muscle Shoals but I can tell you frankly that it was at least twice
as big as I ever had any conception of it being. It was distressful to me
and I think it was distressful to almost every other member of the party,
for we had with us distinguished members of the Senate and of the
House of Representatives, together with engineers and others from every
part of the United States, I think we were all distressed by the fact that
so much of that great plant had been lying in idleness all these years.
My friends, I determined on two things as a result of what I have seen
today. The first is to put Muscle Shoals to work. The second is to
make of Muscle Shoals a part of an even greater development that will
take in all of that magnificent Tennessee River from the mountains of
Virginia down to the Ohio and the Gulf.

Muscle Shoals is more today than a mere opportunity for the Federal
Government to do a kind turn for the people in one small section of a
couple of States. Muscle Shoals gives us the opportunity to accomplish
a great purpose for the people of many States and, indeed, for the whole
Union, because there we have an opportunity of setting an example of
planning, planning not just for ourselves but planning for the generations
to come, tying in industry and agriculture and forestry and flood preven-
tion, tying them all into a unified whole over a distance of a thousand
miles so that we can afford better opportunities and better places for
millions of yet unborn to live in in the days to come.1

[SPEECH FILE:T]

This excerpt comprises the second half of the speech; in the first part Roosevelt
spoke of his connections with and his interest in the South (Rosenman, ed., Public
Papers, I, 887-889). The text is that of the stenographic transcript.

One of Roosevelt's campaign promises was that, if elected, Muscle Shoals would
be developed by the Government. (See his Portland, Oregon, speech, Sept. 21,
1932, ibid., pp. 727-742.) With him on the Muscle Shoals trip was Senator George
Norris of Nebraska, who had led the fight in Congress to secure Federal development
of the resources of the region after the building during World War I of the Muscle
Shoals power and nitrate plants. In other brief and extemporaneous speeches on
the same day in Sheffield, Florence, and Decatur, Alabama, Roosevelt promised to
put the plants in operation and emphasized that the proposed Tennessee River de-
velopments were national in character and would be treated from a national point
of view.

In his discussion of the plan in On Our Way (New York: John Day, 1934, pp.
53-56), Roosevelt says:

"Before I came to Washington I had decided that for many reasons the Tennessee
Valley . . . would provide an ideal location for a land use experiment on a regional
scale embracing many States . . . By controlling every river and creek and rivulet in
this vast watershed, and by planning for a highly civilized use of the land by the
population of the whole area, we believed that we could make a lasting contribution
to American life."
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127 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR GIFFORD PINCHOT, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania

AT WAaM SPRINGS, Georgia, February 1, 1933

DEAR GIFFORD: Those forest figures of yours are exceedingly inter
esting and fit in with just what I need in preparation for the drive for
putting people to work. I hope you noticed how Secretary Hyde ate his
words in the letter he sent to Senator Wagner showing that 109,000
people could be employed for a year in the national forests alone.1

As ever yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-MD

[Notation: A] Take on Boat
[13:PPF 289:CT]

1 This is in reply to Pinchot's letter of Jan. 20, 1933, ante, 125. Secretary of
Agriculture Hyde had criticized the Roosevelt reforestation-employment plan in a
letter to the New York Times of July 6, 1932; no further reference to the letter to
Wagner has been found. The notation refers to Roosevelt's February cruise in the
Bahamas with Vincent Astor on the latter's yacht Nourmahal.
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128 ROOSEVELT TO NELSON C. BROWN, New York State College
of Forestry, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York

[WASHINGTON] March 8, 1933

M DEAR NELSON: As you know, the State College of Forestry has
carried on tree plantings on the experimental acreage on my Creek Road
Farm at Hyde Park for each of the last two years.1 As we are getting
close to the tree-planting season again I wish you would take up with
your associates the planting of an additional acreage next month.

I have instructed William Plog, my mother's superintendent at Hyde
Park, to have about five acres now in birch growth, cleared, and there
is also other available land on the other side of the road. I am wholly
willing to leave it to the College as to what type of trees to put in this
year, as you will be able to continue the scheme of things started in 1931.

If you will let Mr. Plog know, at Hyde Park, if any of you want to go
down ahead of time, he will meet you and you can arrange with him
for such extra planting labor as will be necessary.

I wish you would make a note of having a careful inspection made of
the swamp area planted last year. The permanent tree crop consisted of
tulip poplars and black walnuts and these were interspaced with, I
think, red cedar and larch. This planting should be filled out to replace
trees that have died. During the winter I had all the sprouts cut off
from the stumps of the old trees that had been cut.2

Always sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 38:cT]

Creek Road farm was about a mile and a half east of the Roosevelt house
near the junction of Creek Road and State Route 9G.

2Brown replied March i7 and 28, 1933 (PPF 38), describing the plans for the
tree planting. An article by him, "President Has Long Practiced Forestry" (New
York Times, April o, VIII, i), describes generally the Roosevelt forest
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plantations. During the spring of 1933 some 36,000 trees were planted and in the
fall Brown visited Hyde Park to make plans for the next year (Brown to Roosevelt,
June 30, Sept. 23, 5933, PPF 38).

It is interesting, and typical of Roosevelt, that in the first week of his Presidency
he should take time to write in some detail of his Hyde Park tree plantings. In his
inaugural address of March 4, he had referred in passing to his reforestation-em-
ployment plan. Putting people to work, he said, could be "accomplished in part
by direct recruiting by the Government itself, treating the task as we would the
emergency of a war, but at the same time, through this employment, accomplishing
greatly needed projects to stimulate and reorganize the use of our natural resources"
(Rosenman, ed., Public Papers, II, 13). On March 6 Roosevelt addressed a con-
ference of state governors at the White House on problems requiring cooperation
between the Federal and state governments. The speech as reported makes no
mention of his reforestation plan but it was evidently discussed. A resolution pro-
posed by Governor White of Ohio and approved by the conference endorsed the
President's plan, "not only as a measure for the conservation of the Nation's natural
resources but also as an effective step toward the relief of unemployment." The
governors undertook to ascertain what acreage was available for such a program
(ibid., pp. 23-24).

129 ROOSEVELT TO THE SECRETARIES OF WAR, INTERIOR, AGRICUL-
TURE AND LABOR

WASHINGTON, March 14, 1933

MEMORANDUM . . . I am asking you to constitute yourselves an
informal committee of the cabinet to coordinate the plans for the pro-
posed civilian Conservation Corps. These plans include the necessity
of checking up on all kinds of suggestions that are coming in relating to
public works of various kinds. I suggest that the Secretary of the
Interior act as a kind of clearing house to digest the suggestions and to
discuss them with the other three members of this informal committee.1

{FRANXLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
{I3:oF268:cT]

1 Roosevelt described his plan for employment by means of conservation projects
and other public works at a White House conference on the afternoon of March g,
1933, attended by the Secretaries of War, Interior and Agriculture, the Budget
Director, Interior Department Solicitor Edward C. Finney and Acting Judge
Advocate General Kyle Rucker (aide memoire by Colonel Rucker, March ii, 1933,
OF 268). According to this memorandum Roosevelt outlined a message to Con-
gress "to seek legislation toward the employment of 500,000 men to be engaged in
various activities in the public service, and the project to be financed through a
bond issue." Rucker and Finney were asked to draft a bill embodying his ideas and
to report back at 9 o'clock that evening. This was done and after some further
revision a draft was left with the President at ro:3o '. as. Rucker says that those
previously mentioned were present, together with a number of House and Senate
leaders.

An account by Finney states that he, in company with Rucker, drafted the bill
on the basis of a one-page, unsigned memorandum that Roosevelt had brought with
him to the March 9 afternoon conference (Finney to Helen L. Moore, Office of the
Secretary, Interior Department, Feb. 12, 5953). Finney says: "The J. A. G.
suggested some minor changes in wording and . . . we took the draft to the White
House about 9 . M. F. D. R. was in upstairs study with Louis Howe, Sen. Joe
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Robinson and a Member of the House of Representatives. He read the draft and
said I had failed to provide for condemnation of private property. I then dictated
another section covering his suggestion. I recall Louis Howe told F. D. R. we
should strike out some military term, think it was 'enlistment.'" Finney also says
that he returned Roosevelt's memorandum to him but it has not been found in the
Roosevelt papers nor has search elsewhere brought it to light. A draft of the bill
as it stood on March ix, with two additional sections ( waiver of compensation and
a provision barring pensions), is present as an enclosure in Finney to Rucker, March
ix, ig (OF s68).

Another account (unsigned) of the March 9 conferences is found in the Civilian
Conservation Corps newspaper Happy Days of Sept. o, '933. Entitled, "Drama
Plays Part as Life is Breathed into the C. C. C.," this account agrees with Rucker's
in regard to the drafting of the legislation and describes the administrative organi-
zation the President had in mind. It suggests that the only forms of public works
discussed by him were reforestation, forest protection and flood control, and makes
the point, perhaps worth noting, that the afternoon meeting was really not a con-
ference: "The new President asked few questions of the men he had called before
him. He talked. He laid before them in great detail the plan which he had
evolved to lend a very necessary hand of help to trees and to young men."

Apparently the memorandum here printed was suggested by Raymond Moley, to
whom the Civilian Conservation Corps idea was described by Roosevelt on March
14, 1933. Moley says he made the suggestion, not only to forestall impulsive action
on Roosevelt's part, "but, at the same time, to give the Wagner-Costigan-LaFollette
group, through Secretary Perkins, a legitimate chance to describe its broader recom-
mendations" (Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 173-174).

130 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
March 15, 1933, 10:25 A. M.

[Excerpt] Q: . . . In plans for putting people to work, does that
include a vast public works program?

The President: I knew you were going to ask me that question and
I am not ready to answer it yet, for this reason: This is entirely off the
record. There are quite a lot of other people who would like to see the
bill made an all-inclusive bill; in other words, after a big public works
program, after the Wagner Bill that failed in the last Session, or a
modification of it along the La Follette-Costigan lines.1 I don't know
yet whether the bill would be made all inclusive or whether it would be
confined principally to this main thought of putting people to work on
natural resources.

Q. Isn't it the program of the Administration to put through that
Wagner Bill for unemployment relief? 2

The President: There is enough money in the R. F. C. on direct aid
for municipalities to last until May, therefore it is a grave question as to
whether that is the kind of emergency that ought to keep the Congress
here.

Q: How about Muscle Shoals, Mr. President? Would that be in-
cluded in this plan, or will it be left until later on?

The President: I don't know. We are in the middle of a survey
now as to where to put the men to work first.
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Q: How many men would be used on the forestry plan?
The President: On the National forests, the Forestry Bureau says

two hundred thousand men.
Q: What do you mean by the National forests? What are the

National forests?
The President: You know a lot more about that than I do. There

is the Shenandoah Forest, the Big Smoky; there is quite a lot of Federal
land in Pennsylvania, some in New Hampshire and, of course, there is
a very large acreage out west.

Q: What do they do, cut down trees or plant trees?
The President: You are as bad as Mr. Hyde.3 We have to have

another class here on it. The easiest way to explain it is this: Taking
it all through the East where, of course, the unemployment is relatively
the worst with far more people, nearly all of the so-called forest land
owned by the Government is second, third or fourth growth landwhat
we call scrub growth which has grown up on it. What does that consist
of? Probably an average of four or five thousand trees to the acre;
little bits of trees, saplings and so forth. Proper forestation is not pos-
sible; in other words, you will never get a marketable timber growth on
that kind of landplenty of cordwood and that is about all. But the
timber supply, the lumber supply of the country, at the present rate of
cutting we are using lumber somewhere around three to four times the
rate of the annual growth. In other words, we are rapidly coming to
an end of the natural lumber resources and the end is within sight and,
unless something is done about it, we will become a very large lumber
importing nation, the figures showing that it will be from 20 to 40 years
when that will come about.

Now, take this second, third, fourth growth land. Put men in there.
Say there are five thousand of these saplings to the acre. Go in and cut
out four thousand and leave one thousand. They go in there and take
out the crooked trees, the dead trees, the bushes and stuff like that that
has no value as lumber, and leave approximately one thousand trees to
the acre. That means that they are sufficiently spaced to get plenty of
light and air and there is not too much of a strain on the soil. Those
trees then eventually will become a very valuable lumber crop.

That is the simplest way of explaining the operations so far as the
trees themselves go.

Then, in addition to that, one of our great difficulties all over the
country is with fire, and these men will be put to work in building fire
breaks. Well, a fire break is merely an operation of cutting a thirty or
forty foot swath through the forest and plowing it up, raking all the
leaves and everything possible away from that strip and keeping it clear.
Thus, from that time on, the regular forest rangers and fire protection
people, in their tours, will have a great deal better chance of limiting
any fire that breaks out, limiting it to a small area.
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Q: How long will that work keep these 200,000 men occupied? Is it
a long process?

The President: I think Bob Wagner got the letter on that from the
Forestry Bureau about six weeks or two months ago. It is certainly
over a year and probably over a good deal longer than that.

{ 13:PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

10n Feb. , 1933, Wagner (N. V.) had introduced S. 5609 as an amendment to the
1932 Emergency Relief and Construction Act. His amendment would have removed
the requirement that local public works be self-liquidating, would have lowered the
interest rate, and would have enlarged the authority of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation to make loans for public works. La Follette had urged a more daring,
more comprehensive, attack on the joint relief-employment problem, with much
greater appropriations contemplated. The La Follette-Costigan-Cutting bill, S.
1596, "to create an administration of public works, to provide for the construction,
extension, and improvement of public facilities and services, to relieve unemploy-
ment ...," was introduced May 8, 5933, but was not acted upon (Cong. Rec., 72d
Cong., 2d sess., 76:4, 3664, 4325; 76:5, 5525; 73d Cong., 1st SeSS., 77:3, 2966).

'The Emergency Conservation Work Bill, approved March 35, 5933, post, 535.
Arthur M. Hyde, Secretary of Agriculture under President Hoover. See ante,

ITO fl.

131 THE SECRETARIES OF WAR, INTERIOR, AGRICULTURE AND
LABOR TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] March 15, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: In response to your memo-
randum of March 14, 1933, the undersigned have considered not only
the draft of the Bill with regard to the Civilian Conservation Corps, but
also the whole program of relief for industrial unemployment.1 We are
of the opinion that there are three items to be considered in this program:

i. Federal appropriations for grants in aid to the various states for
direct relief work. (The details of such a Bill are now practically agreed
upon between Senators Wagner, Costigan, La Follette and Secretary
Perkins.)

2. A measure for a large practical, labor-producing program of public
works under the control of a Board which can allocate them in such
a manner as to drain the largest pools of unemployment in the country,
and also arrange to taper off the public works when, and if, regular
industrial employment picks up.

.
A measure providing authority for the President to recruit a

Civilian Conservation Corps for forestry work under the direction of the
Army, Labor Department and Forestry Service. We are of the opinion
that the work to be done by this Corps should be strictly limited to
works which are not available as projects for public works, either by the
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National Government or the State governments, and that it is highly
desirable that they should be specifically confined to forestry and soil
erosion projects in the Bill.

To confine it to such projects specifically will overcome much of the
growing alarm regarding the wisdom of this measure, and will serve
to reassure those interested in the constructive permanent relief and
stabilization of our population, that no enormous dislocation of popula-
tion is anticipated with all of the social maladjustments which follow
such a program. It will also relieve the minds of those who fear the
depressing effect on the wage levels of free labor, due to the wide use of
this recruited army, and also those who feel that works which should
be done by contract by free labor will be progressively urged as suitable
for the Conservation Corps, thus further limiting the opportunity to
secure normal work and wages.

We respectfully suggest that these three measures be presented as
three separate Bills, in order that the debate and discussion on them
should be suitably divided and differentiated, but that they be introduced
at the same time, at your request, and covered by a message from you
in which you point out that this is a three-fold attack upon the suffering
and distress caused by unemployment, that it is constructive, that it is
generous, that it is flexible, and that prompt action upon the three Bills
will really start the reconstruction period in the way in which the Demo-
cratic Party has promised, by beginning at the bottom with those who
are the great wage-earning and purchasing class, and trusting that
prosperity will work up through all of the groups in the country. The
note of the definite intention to build up the purchasing power of the
wage-earners as the true stimulant to business by making a market should
also be emphasized, in our opinion.2

Respectfully submitted,
[GEORGE H. DERN]

[HAROLD L. IcKEs]

[HENRY A. WALLACE]

[FRANCES PERKINS]
[OF 268: CT]

1 This was done at a conference held on the morning of March 55 in the office
of the Secretary of War (The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes, New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1953, I, 7; hereinafter cited as Ickes' Diary).

2 The bill as originally drafted contemplated the employment of a civilian conserva-
tion corps in public works of all kinds: ". . . such as forestation on National and
State lands, prevention of soil erosion, control of floods, river and harbor improve-
ment, power development, reclamation, drainage, inland waterways, inter-coastal
communications, roads and trails, and other public improvements . . ." (section 2
of draft bill enclosed in Finney to Rucker, March II, 5933, OF 268). Following
the conference mentioned in the preceding note the bill was redrafted by Acting Judge
Advocate General Rucker and the kind of work the proposed conservation corps
could do was restricted to conservation projects such as "forestation on the National
and State lands, prevention of soil erosion, and construction, maintenance or repair
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of roads and trails on the public domain, the National parks, National forests, and
other Government reservations .....(section 4 of draft bill enclosed in Rucker to
Wallace, March i6, Ig, OF a68).

In discussing the proposed legislation, the newspapers stressed the assembling of
the unemployed in camps at construction centers (cf. New York Times, March i
1993, p. 7). By March i the use of 2oo,000 men in reforestation and on projects
"such as the Tennessee basin development" was being talked of; by March 54 the
plan "outlined by President Roosevelt prior to his inauguration" was mentioned for
the first time (ibid., March 54, x93, p. o; March 55, 5933, pp. i, ). Ickes, in
his diary entry cited above, characterized the bill as one that would "take unemployed
men Out of the crowded areas and put them to work in the national forests, etc."

132 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

THE WHITE HOUSE, March 21, 1933

To THE CONGRESS: It is essential to our recovery program that
measures immediately be enacted aimed at unemployment relief. A
direct attack in [sic] this problem suggests three types of legislation.

The first is the enrolment of workers now by the Federal Government
for such public employment as can be quickly started and will not inter-
fere with the demand for or the proper standards of normal employment.

The second is grants to States for relief work.
The third extends to a broad public works labor creating program.
With reference to the latter I am now studying the many projects

suggested and the financial questions involved. I shall make recom-
mendations to the Congress presently.

In regard to grants to States for relief work, I advise you that the
remainder of the appropriation of last year will last until May. There-
fore, and because a continuance of Federal aid is still a definite necessity
for many States, a further appropriation must be made before the end
of this special session.

I find a clear need for some simple Federal machinery to coordinate
and check these grants of aid. I am, therefore, asking that you establish
the office of Federal Relief Administrator, whose duty it will be to scan
requests for grants and to check the efficiency and wisdom of their use.

The first of these measures which I have enumerated, however, can
and should be immediately enacted. I propose to create a civilian
conservation corps to be used in simple work, not interfering with normal
employment, and confining itself to forestry, the prevention of soil ero-
sion, flood control and similar projects. I call your attention to the fact
that this type of work is of definite, practical value, not only through the
prevention of great present financial loss, but also as a means of creating
future national wealth. This is brought home by the news we are
receiving today of vast damage caused by floods on the Ohio and other
rivers.
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Control and direction of such work can be carried on by existing
machinery of the departments of Labor, Agriculture, War and Interior.

I estimate that 250,000 men can be given temporary employment by
early summer if you give me authority to proceed within the next two
weeks.

I ask no new funds at this time. The use of unobligated funds, now
appropriated for public works, will be sufficient for several months.

This enterprise is an established part of our national policy. It will
conserve our precious natural resources. It will pay dividends to th
present and future generations. It will make improvements in national
and state domains which have been largely forgotten in the past few
years of industrial development.

More important, however, than the material gains will be the moral
and spiritual value of such work. The overwhelming majority of
unemployed Americans, who are now walking the streets and receiving
private or public relief, would infinitely prefer to work. We can take
a vast army of these unemployed out into healthful surroundings. We
can eliminate to some extent at least the threat that enforced idleness
brings to spiritual and moral stability. It is not a panacea for all the
unemployment but it is an essential step in this emergency. I ask its
adoption.1

[w. H. PRESS RELEASES:M]

'This text is that of the official White House mimeographed press release; also
present (Speech File) are the first and second drafts. The first draft was shortened
by Roosevelt by about two hundred words and was otherwise revised by him. In
the second he made four minor revisions in phrasing. Authorship of the draft is not
indicated but the language suggests that it was composed by Roosevelt. A com-
parison of the text here printed with that sent to the Congress (microfilm in the
Roosevelt Library) shows that in the latter one sentence was crossed out (at the end
of the paragraph beginning, "1 ask no new funds . . ."); this read: "Before the close
of the special session an additional appropriation will be necessary to carry the work
on until the regular session." In other respects the texts are the same.

In the Senate this message was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor; in the House, to the Committee on Labor (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 1st sess.,
77:5, 650, 659-660).

133 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO SENATOR
DAVID I. WALSH OF MASSACHUSETTS

[WASHINGTON] Mar. 28, 1933

DEAR SENATOR WALSH: The President has requested me to inform
you that while he does not favor the use of any labor or men provided
by Senate bill 598, as reported from your Committee1 to the Senate
on March 27, for tree planting, forest improvement, or other work
chiefly beneficial to the private land owner, he believes it essential to
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accomplish the full intent of the bill that an amendment to it be made,
preferably after "desirable" in line 24, page 4, of the bill, as follows:

Provided, That the President may in his discretion extend the provisions
of this Act to lands owned by counties and municipalities and lands in
private owership, but only for the purpose of doing thereon such kinds of
cooperative work as are now provided for by Acts of Congress in preventing
and controlling forest fires and the attacks of forest tree pests and diseases
and such work as is necessary in the public interest to control floods.

The President states that the public benefits to be derived from the
cooperative work covered by the amendment in the furtherance of
activities already authorized by Congress are so apparent that there can
be no reasonable objection to its inclusion in the bill.2

Sincerely yours,
HENRY A. WALLACE]

[Notation: A] Noted War
[13:oF 268:T:PH0TOSTAT]

Senate Committee on Education and Labor
introduced the bill did not provide for conservation work on county, municipal

or private lands. The Forest Service had from the first urged that the bill also
apply to lands other than Federal or state on the ground that Federal and state land
holdings in the East were limited in extent and that it would be "to the public
interest to carry on a number of the contemplated activities on private lands for
the purpose of developing and perpetuating the national timber supply and for other
purposes of that general character" (Acting Forester E. E. Carter to Tugwell, March
57, '933, OF 268). Forester Stuart urged this before the joint committee hearings,
pointing out that neglect of flood control work and disease and fire preventive
measures on private lands could have serious effects on other parts of the watershed
(Unemployment Relief, Joint Hearings before the Committee on Education and
Labor, Senate, and the Committee on Labor, House of Representatives, 73d Cong.,
1st sess., on 5. 598, a Bill for the Relief of Unemployment through the Performance
of Useful Public Work and for Other Purposes, March 23-24, '933, Washington,
1933, pp. 6-7).

The committee took no action on Stuart's recommendation but the bill was
amended in the Senate to permit forest fire and disease preventive measures and
flood control work on county, municipal and private lands. Senator Walcott
(Conn.), who introduced the amendment, made it clear that the President did not
propose to use the act "for tree planting, forest improvement, or other work chiefly
beneficial to the private-land owner" (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 1st sess., 77: 1, 916-
918).

134 PREss CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
March 29, 1933, 10:28 A. M.

[Excerpt] Q: What type of organization are you going to set up to
mobilize the unemployed on this forestation program?

The President: I cannot tell you anything definite yet. Probably I
will have to have somebody to act as director of the whole works, but that
means, of course, that he will have to work through existing Federal
agencies. For instance, on the initial enrollment, it will be the Depart-
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ment of Labor plus Army facilities, such as trucks and things like that.
Then the actual taking in of the men to camp and maintaining them at
camp will be an Army feature and the actual work supervisionthe
supervision of the work will be either an Interior problem or an Agricul-
ture problem, one or the other.

Q: Or both.
The President: Or both.
Q: Will that mean concentration camps?
The President: Do not use that word. It sounds too much like that

which some of us older people remember as used in the Cuban episode
of 1907 and Igo8. I do not know what you could call them. They
are merely way-stations to be used on the way to the camps, at which
the boys will be properly treated, outfitted and given a complete medical
examination. That is about all.

Q: Why not call them cantonments?
The President: Well, a cantonment has a more permanent sound.

I hope that we can keep them there just as short a time as possible.
The Army, in talking in a preliminary way, says two weeks. I think
that is much too long. I think we could keep them in camp a maximum
of one week, which would be quite enough. It saves money to keep
them out on the job as long as we can.

Q: How soon do you think we can get them out, Mr. President?
The President: I should think we can get the first people enrolled

within two weeks after the passage of the bill. That means they prob-
ably could not get to camp until three weeks. Of course, we cannot
start off with 250,000 at one time. That will take quite a while.1

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES : T]

1 For a brief account by Roosevelt of the organization of the Civilian Conservation
Corps, see note in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, II, io8i io. The file on the
CCC in the Roosevelt Library is voluminous; with respect to its initial organization
the following reports are especially important: Col. Duncan K. Major, Jr., War
Department representative on the Emergency Conservation Work Advisory Board
Council, to Fechner, June o, 1933, and Fechner to Roosevelt, July I, 1933 (OF
268). Both reports were issued as news releases on July 3, 1933.

135 AN ACT FOR THE RELIEF OF UNEMPLOYMENT THROUGH THE
PERFORMANCE OF USEFUL PUBLIC WORK, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES, approved March 31, 1933

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That for the purpose of re-
lieving the acute condition of widespread distress and unemployment
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now existing in the United States, and in order to provide for the restora-
tion of the country's depleted natural resources and the advancement
of an orderly program of useful public works, the President is authorized,
under such rules and regulations as he may prescribe and by utilizing
such existing departments or agencies as he may designate, to provide
for employing citizens of the United States who are unemployed, in the
construction, maintenance and carrying on of works of a public nature
in connection with the forestation of lands belonging to the United States
or to the several States which are suitable for timber production, the
prevention of forest fires, floods and soil erosion, plant pest and disease
control, the construction, maintenance or repair of paths, trails and fire-
lanes in the national parks and national forests, and such other work on
the public domain, national and State, and Government reservations
incidental to or necessary in connection with any projects of the character
enumerated, as the President may determine to be desirable: Provided,
That the President may in his discretion extend the provisions of this
Act to lands owned by counties and municipalities and lands in private
ownership, but only for the purpose of doing thereon such kinds of co-
operative work as are now provided for by Acts of Congress in preventing
and controlling forest fires and the attacks of forest tree pests and diseases
and such work as is necessary in the public interest to control floods.
The President is further authorized, by regulation, to provide for housing
the persons so employed and for furnishing them with such subsistence,
clothing, medical attendance and hospitalization, and cash allowance,
as may be necessary, during the period they are so employed, and, in his
discretion, to provide for the transportation of such persons to and from
the places of employment. That in employing citizens for the purposes
of this Act no discrimination shall be made on account of race, color, or
creed; and no person under conviction for crime and serving sentence
therefor shall be employed under the provisions of this Act. The Presi-
dent is further authorized to allocate funds available for the purposes of
this Act, for forest research, including forest products investigations, by
the Forest Products Laboratory.

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act the
President is authorized to enter into such contracts or agreements with
States as may be necessary, including provisions for utilization of existing
State administrative agencies, and the President, or the head of any
department or agency authorized by him to construct any project or to
carry on any such public works, shall be authorized to acquire real
property by purchase, donation, condemnation, or otherwise, but the
provisions of section 355 of the Revised Statutes shall not apply to any
property so acquired.
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Sec. 3. Insofar as applicable, the benefits of the Act entitled "An Act
to provide compensation for employees of the United States suffering
injuries while in the performance of their duties, and for other purposes,"
approved September 7, 1916, as amended, shall extend to persons given
employment under the provisions of this Act.

Sec. 4. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act,
there is hereby authorized to be expended, under the direction of the
President, out of any unobligated moneys heretofore appropriated for
public works (except for projects on which actual construction has been
commenced or may be commenced within ninety days, and except main-
tenance funds for river and harbor improvements already allocated),
such sums as may be necessary; and an amount equal to the amount so
expended is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the same purposes
for which such moneys were originally appropriated.

Sec. 5. That the unexpended and unallotted balance of the sum of
$300,000,000 made available under the terms and conditions of the Act
approved July 2!, 1932, entitled "An Act to relieve destitution," and so
forth, may be made available, or any portion thereof, to any State or
Territory or States or Territories without regard to the limitation of '5
per centum or other limitations as to per centum.

Sec. 6. The authority of the President under this Act shall continue
for the period of two years next after the date of the passage hereof and
no longer.

Approved, March 3ist j9331

[48 Stat. 22j

1 The importance of this act among the conservation measures of Roosevelt's ad-
ministration, and his intimate connection with it, warrant its publication here. The
original bill was introduced in the Senate on March 21, 1933, as S. 598, by Senators
Robinson (Ark.) and Wagner (N. Y.), and in the House on the same date as H. R.
3905, by Representative Byrns (Tenn.) (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 1st sess., 77:!, 652,
70!). The bill authorized the President to Create a civilian conservation corps from
the unemployed to be used on public works such as reforestation, prevention of soil
erosion and of floods; no limitation, however, was placed on the kind of projects. An
enrollment period of one year was provided for, with no discharge during this period
without permission ("except under such rules or regulations as the President may
decide"), and a $30 per month pay limit. (A copy of the bill as introduced may be
found in the New York Times of March 22, 1933, p. 2, and in the hearings cited
below.)
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The Senate Committee on Education and Labor and the House Committee on
Labor held joint hearings on the Senate bill on March 23-24, 1933. Representatives
of organized labor opposed the measure as militaristic and degrading to labor, re-
ferring to the proposed use of the Army in recruiting and supervising the men, the
fixed enrollment period, and the iow, fixed rate of pay (Unemployment Relief, 73d
Cong., 1st sess., Joint Hearings on S. 598, Washington, 7933, pp. 44-61, 63-67).
(The hearings are summarized in some detail in Charles Price Harper, The Adminis-
tration of the Civilian Conservation Corps, Clarksburg, W. Va., 1939.) In conse-
quence of the opposition of labor, the Senate bill was rewritten by the Senate commit-
tee: the fixed wage and fixed term of enlistment were removed, and conditions of em-
ployment were left to the discretion of the President. (A section-by-section compari-
son of the second bill with the first was made by Senator Walsh in reporting the new
version, Cong. Rec., 77: i, 86 5-872.) A report on the House bill, as amended, is
printed, Unemployment Relief, 73d Cong., 1st sess., H. Rept. s 3 to accompany H. R.
3905 (Washington, 1933).

In the Senate the bill was criticized for the wide and undefined powers it gave to
the President, and the provision permitting the use of unobligated public works funds
(section 4) aroused fears that these funds would not be reappropriated. The author-
ization given to the President to acquire real property in administering the act
aroused fears that unwarranted additions would be made to the public domain; on the
other hand, representatives of states with little available public land feared that their
states would derive no benefit from the proposed reforestation work. Senate amend-
ments included a provision to extend the act to county, municipal and private lands
in furtherance of existing cooperative forest fire and flood control measures (in section
z of the act as approved); a provision barring the acquisition of lands unless they
were contiguous to existing public lands (later repealed by the House); and sections
5 and 6 in their entirety (Cong. Rec., 77:!, 866-872, 929-937).

In the House the Senate bill as amended was taken up in lieu of the House bill.
It was criticized as being anti-labor, deflationary and paternalistic. Its defenders
argued that it was a relief, not an employment, bill, and pointed out its merits as a
conservation measure: the forests to be created would be economically profitable;
there was need for protection against forest fires and diseases; forests would prevent
floods and erosion; and it would be possible, under the bill, to protect the new second-
growth forests of the South. Of the numerous amendments offered, two were
adopted: the anti-discriminatory provision in section s, and one repealing the re-
striction (added by the Senate) on the President's authority to acquire real property.
The Senate accepted the House changes on March 30 and the President signed the
bill on March 31, 7933 (ibid., pp. 953-954, 954-995, 1012-1013, 7102).

There is in the Roosevelt Library a typed copy of the bill as rewritten by the joint
committee, sent by Senator Walsh to Roosevelt with a note, March 25, 1933 (OF
268), asking if he had "any suggestions as to modifications or changes." Also pres-
ent is a printed copy of the bill as passed by the Senate on March 28, 5933, with the
Senate amendments underscored, and bearing the notation "From Cong Byrns 3/29-
s2' p.m."
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136 AN EMERGENCY CONSERVATION WORK CHART PREPARED BY

ROOSEVELT, April 3, 1933
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The date of this chart is approximate. Roosevelt may have sketched it at a
White House conference held on April 3, '933, at which a plan of enlisting the un-
employed and of getting them to the camps was decided upon. (It will be noted that
he misspelled Fechner's name.) Those present were Horace Albright, director of
the National Park Service, John D. Coffman, fire control expert for the Park Service,
William G. Howard, of the New York State Conservation Department, Forester
R. Y. Stuart, Assistant Forester C. M. Granger, Col. Duncan K. Major, Jr., of the
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War Department, and W. Frank Persons, of the Labor Department (New York
Times, April 4, 1933, p. 55). By Executive Order 6ioi, April 5, 1933, Roosevelt
appointed Robert Fechner Director of Emergency Conservation Work and established
the agency's form of organization. (A four-page memorandum from Acting Judgs
Advocate General Rucker to the Chief of Staff, March 27, 5933, commenting on a
draft executive order to carry out the law, is present, OF 268.)

Fechner (1876-1939), a machinist by trade, was from 1913 to 5933 executive
officer of the International Association of Machinists. His appointment was in-
tended to be an assurance to labor that it had nothing to fear from the Emergency
Conservation Work Act.

'37 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

[THE WHITE HOUSE] April 10, 1933

To THE CONGRESS: The continued idleness of a great national invest-
ment in the Tennessee Valley leads me to ask the Congress for legislation
necessary to enlist this project in the service of the people.

It is clear that the Muscle Shoals development is but a small part of
the potential public usefulness of the entire Tennessee River. Such use,
if envisioned in its entirety, transcends mere power development: it
enters the wide fields of flood control, soil erosion, afforestation, elimina-
tion from agricultural use of marginal lands, and distribution and diversi-
fication of industry. In short, this power development of war days leads
logically to national planning for a complete river watershed involving
many States and the future lives and welfare of millions. It touches and
gives life to all forms of human concerns.

I, therefore, suggest to the Congress legislation to create a Tennessee
Valley Authority which a corporation clothed with the power of
government but possessed of the flexibility and initiative of a private
enterprise. It should be charged with the broadest duty of planning
for the proper use, conservation and development of the natural re-
sources of the Tennessee River drainage basin and its adjoining territory
for the general social and economic welfare of is inhabitanto the nation.
This Authority should also be clothed with the necessary power to carry
these plans into effect. Its duty should be the rehabilitation of the
Muscle Shoals development and the coordination of it with the wider
plan.

Many hard lessons have taught thi3 nation us the human waste that
results from lack of planning. Here and there a few wise cities and
counties have looked ahead and few countie3 a10 hwe planned. But

our nation has "just grown." It is time to extend planning to a wider
field, in this instance comprehending in one great project many States
directly concerned with the basin of one of our greatest rivers.



This in a true sense is a return to the spirit and vision of the pioneer.
If we are successful here we can march on, step by step, in a like develop-
ment of other great natural territorial units within our borders.1

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[SPEECH FILE:T]

This text is the final draft of three drafts (no copy of the message as sent to the
Congress is present). All the deletions and interpolations (the latter shown by
italic) are in Roosevelt's hand; with the changes indicated the text is that as read in
the Congress on April so, 1933.

Senator Norris (Nebr.) had been asked by Roosevelt in a note of March i, 1933
(OF 44), to consult with him on the Tennessee Valley development: "We must
decide very soon on procedure and if the Congress should take recess for three weeks,
I think we should have the bill ready as soon as the Congress resumes." Norris, with
Representative McSwain (S. C.) and Representative Hill (Ala.), met with the
President on April , and 7 and discussed the legislation contemplated (PPF iO).
After the first of these conferences Norris likened the proposed Tennessee Valley bill
to the CCC bill and said that it would be "the start of a national program
providing for reforestation, control of flood waters, utilization of marginal lands and
development of power" (New York Times, April 2, 1933, p. i8). Roosevelt, in a
lengthy note to his Congressional message as printed in Rosenman (ed.), Public
Papers, II, 122-129, linked his New York State experience in land-use planning with
the Tennessee Valley project and referred to the latter as "regional planning on a
scale never attempted before."

On April ii Norris introduced S. 172, "To improve the navigability and to provide
for the flood control of the Tennessee River, to provide for reforestation and the
proper use of marginal lands in the Tennessee Valley; to provide for the agricultural
and industrial development of said valley; to provide for the national defense by the
Creation of a corporation for the operation of Government properties at and near
Muscle Shoals in the State of Alabama, and for other purposes." Rankin (Miss.)
introduced the companion bill, H. R. 4883, in the House on the same day, and
McSwain (S. C.) introduced a somewhat different measure, H. R. 4859, also on
the same day. On April 20, Hill (Ala.) introduced another bill, H. R. 5081 (Cong.
Rec., 73d Cong., 1st sess., 77:2, 1460, 1531, 2055). The House took up the last-
named bill and the act as approved May s8, 5933, was the result of conferences
on the Norris and Hill bills.

During the debate the question arose of the extent of Roosevelt's participation in
the drafting of the legislation. McSwain said that the President had not drafted
either of the bills but had considered only their "general broad principles" (ibid.,
77:2, 2179). Considering the highly technical character of the legislation, it would
seem that the explanation should have been unnecessary. As a matter of fact,
Roosevelt did suggest that provision of the act by which the Tennessee Valley
Authority was permitted to issue bonds for the Construction of electric power or
transmission facilities, although Norris was afraid the bonds would be unsaleable
(ibid., 77:3, 2662).

In the course of the opening debate on the bill (during discussion of the imposition
of limited debate) Representative Carpenter (Nebr.), a Democrat, expressed doubt
that it was an Administration measure. O'Connor (N. Y.), answered by saying that
he understood it was, although he did not "speak with any personal authority" (ibid.,
77:2, 2179). This is curious in light of the message itself.
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138 ROBERT Y. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE, TO HENRY A.
WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] April i8, i?

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As a corollary to the memorandum of even
date in relation to the purchase of national-forest lands with funds made
available by the Act approved March 31, 1933,' it may be well to com-
ment on the land phase of the general forest situation as determined and
understood by the Forest Service, and thus make it evident that the
recommended program of forest-land acquisition is in full accord with
the definitely established trends in forest economy and forest-land
ownership.

Your letter of March 28 to the President of the Senate, transmitting
the report required by the Copeland resolution,2 stated that practically
all of the major problems of American forestry center in, or have grown
out of, private ownership; that first among the assured means of ap-
proaching a satisfactory solution of the forest problem are a large exten-
sion of public ownership and more intensive management on all publicly-
owned lands. Such vital requirements as the protection of major
watersheds, the restoration to forest cover of lands unwisely cleared for
farm-crop production, the redemption of forest lands that have been
depleted or denuded by destructive forms of logging, followed by fire or
unchecked attacks of insects or disease will not be met by private initia-
tive; sometimes because of sheer inertia, sometimes because of unsound
tendencies towards quick exploitation, and.sometimes because the costs
while justified by general public benefits can not be compensated by
direct financial returns to owners. Where these conditions exist, public
ownership is the sole means of protecting imperative requirements of
public welfare.

As a feature of the Copeland report, an analysis was made by forest
types and regions of the probable extent to which private ownership
could and would meet essential requirements of public interest in the
management of their lands. The net conclusion was that if the eco-
nomic and social values of the forest lands now privately owned are
adequately to be safeguarded and conserved, public ownership of ap-
proximately 224 million acres of such lands eventually will be inevitable.
The calculation is, of course, somewhat theoretical and factors now un-
foreseen may modify it in some degree, but it seems clearly evident that
public ownership of forest lands must in time triple or quadruple in
area.

It was assumed that the States containing these lands would recognize
an obligation and would have a desire to protect, manage, and admin-
ister them to the fullest degree permitted by their constitutional and
linancial limitation. A careful analysis of present and prospective
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State plans and programs indicated that the States would not be prepared
to assume ownership of and adequately protect and manage more than
90,000,000 acres of this new public domain. Approximately 134 mil-
lion acres thus would become an obligation upon the Federal Govern-
ment; unless it were to remain subject to neglect and deterioration ulti-
mately destructive of its major social and economic values and services.

Even if subjected to heavy discounts, these determinations indicate in
a striking way that the early purchase of eight million acres of land by
the Federal Government would be wholly consistent with the whole trend
of land economy and subject to no criticism other than on the grounds
of inadequacy.3

Very sincerely yours,
R. Y. STUART

[Notation : A] Copy for Mr. Howe.
[I3:oF I-C:CTS]

1 The Emergency Conservation Work Act.
'A National Plan for American Forestry, 73d Cong., 1st sess., S. Doe. 52 (Wash-

ington, 5933). This was prepared by the Forest Service in compliance with a resolu-
tion introduced by Senator Copeland (N. Y.) in the preceding Congress (S. Res. 175,
72d Cong., 1st sess.). As therein printed, Wallace's letter of transmittal is dated
March 27, 5933.

'With the letter was enclosed a Geological Survey map showing existing and
potential national forest areas.

139 ROBERT Y. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERvIcE, TO LOUIS M.
HOWE, PERSONAL SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, April 19, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. HOWE: On April 17 I mentioned to you a
request made of me by Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace that I
submit a plan for the use of $25,000,000 of the funds made available
by the Act of March 31, 1933, "For the relief of unemployment through
the performance of useful public work, and for other purposes," for the
purchase of forest lands and related agricultural lands.

Secretary Wallace informed me that the President had expressed as
his desire that there be set up from the funds above mentioned the sum
of $25,000,000 for the purchase of approximately 8,000,000 acres of
forest land and related agricultural land, at an average price of about
$3.00 per acre.

The attached memorandum of April 18 from me to Secretary Wallace,
approved by him on April 19, is accordingly submitted for the considera-
tion of the President.

Sincerely yours,

[13:or 268:TS]

[1541
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40 [Enclosure] ROBERT Y. STUART TO HENRY A. WALLACE,
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, April i8, 1933

DEAR Ma. SECRETARY: Reference is made to the President's sug-
gestion anent the use of $25,000,000 of the funds made available by the
Act approved March 31, 1933, for the purchase of forest lands and re-
lated agricultural lands at an average price of $3.00 per acre:

Under the provisions of the so-called Weeks and Clarke-McNary
Laws, the Secretary of Agriculture, with the approval and concurrence
of the National Forest Reservation Commission, hitherto has established
42 purchase areas, within 20 of the States east of the Great Plains, within
which to acquire lands for national-forest purposes. In 3! of these
units, situated in i of the States, there has been purchased or is in
process of purchase an aggregate of 4,727 ,68o acres; and there has been
reserved from the public domain or transferred from other departments
or acquired by exchange a total of 2,503,875 acres; so that the total
area under Federal control is now 7,231,555 acres. These areas are all
under active field management, protection, and administration.

The remaining i i purchase areas, including the one in Kentucky
which now has no National Forests, contain no land under Federal
control and are not under field protection and management, but they
have been carefully examined and covered by detailed reports; and
contain a great deal of land that has been examined, appraised, and
optioned by the owners at prices believed to be acceptable to the National
Forest Reservation Commission.

Within the 3! areas under administration, there are approximately
5,122,266 acres of private lands believed to be chiefly valuable for
forest purposes and integrally related to the lands now under Federal
controL In the other i I units there are approximately i ,828,goo acres
of lands of the same classes. Contiguous to the boundaries of the 42
established units are certain areas integrally related thereto which might
properly and eventually should be acquired for national-forest purposes,
involving 688,576 acres.

Then, additionally, there are within the 42 unitS approximately
989,000 acres not hitherto considered for Federal purchase because they
were believed to be more valuable for agriculture than for forestry.
Recent economic trends have tended to reduce their value for farm-crop
production and the prices at which they can be acquired by purchase.
It seems safe to assume that one-third of these so-called agricultural
lands could be acquired at prices which would not raise the average
price of all the lands above $3.00 per acre.

The total minimum area that could be purchased within these 42
established units is therefore approximately 7,969,700 acres; comprising
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all of the lands now classified as chiefly valuable for forestry, and one-
third of the lands hitherto regarded as agricultural. The facts avail-
able are insufficient to justify specific guarantees, since the prices accept-
able to the owners under present conditions have not definitely been
determined. It is, however, the belief that practically all these lands
could be purchased for $25,000,000.

But a factor demanding consideration is that in addition to the pay-
ments actually made for the lands, there are certain costs incident to
their purchase, namely, for examinations, cruises, appraisals, negotia-
tions, surveys, title examinations, etc. In the past these costs have
averaged about i 5 per centum of total expenditures, but it is believed
that hereafter they can be held to 12 per centum. If $25,000,000 were
the maximum available for expenditure, $3,000,000 would be necessary
to cover costs of purchase, leaving $22,000,000 to pay for lands; an
amount hardly sufficient to acquire all of the lands above described.
The alternative would be to make an additional allotment to cover the
cost of purchasing $25,000,000 worth of lands, which would be ap-
proximately $3,415,000. In view of the limit of $25,000,000 tentatively
suggested by the President, the alternative is not being recommended,
although it would better promote the general program.

In my judgment, such an expenditure of the available funds would
be productive of the best net results, both to forestry and to the move-
ment for unemployment relief, for the following reasons:

i. The 42 units are situated in 20 different States, viz: Alabama,
Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin.

The 42 units were selected and established because they represented
the most acute need for Federal action in relation to the whole range of
forest types and entire problem of watershed protection and reforestation.

Thirty-one of the units are under active field management with resi-
dent personnel, detailed plans of management, at least partial systems of
protective and administrative improvements, excellent records of owner-
ship, etc. The other i i are covered by preliminary plans of manage-
ment, for most of them ownership records are available and in several
the work of examining and appraising land was well under way when
the purchase activities were suspended. In the Cumberland Unit in
Kentucky, for example, 107,138 acres were examined, appraised and
largely optioned but could not be acquired. In the new Mesaba Unit
in Minnesota 15,724 acres covered by options were passed over.

The agricultural lands embraced in these units largely are of sub-
marginal character and mainly related in the same ownerships with lands
chiefly valuable for forest purposes. They are the types of agricultural
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lands which properly can be withdrawn from farm-crop production and
dedicated to timber production.

The work of acquisition could be quickly initiated and consum-
mated. The preliminary investigations have all been made. Much of
the land has been examined and appraised. The landowners are
familiar with the procedure of Federal purchase. Questions relating to
titles, as affected by State laws, largely have been worked out. More
than one million acres undoubtedly could be purchased during the first
six months and with adequate funds available the purchase of the entire
area largely could be accomplished within a couple of years, provided
the owners of the lands were willing to accept fair prices. Should a
tendency to ask unreasonable prices develop, the establishment of new
purchase areas would create equivalent and alternative fields for
purchases.

The intermingled private lands add largely to the difficulty and
cost of administering the lands now under public control, particularly
in relation to the present program of unemployment relief. Each tract
passed to Federal ownership would reduce costs of protection and ad-
ministration and enhance the opportunity for effective employment of
the Civilian Conservation Corps.

Standards of soil and timber valuation have been worked out and
established in all but a few of the units and are known to the landowners
therein, so that the delays incident to the initiation of purchases in new
areas would be avoided.

I, therefore, submit the following recommendations for your
consideration:

That the program of forest-land purchase outlined above, or so
much of it as can be accomplished with funds available, be approved
as the most urgent and desirable initial action toward (i) the adequate
extension of the national policy of forest-land protection and manage-
ment, and (2) creating the most favorable conditions for the effective
employment of the Civilian Conservation Corps authorized by the Act
approved March 31, 1933, and that the Forester be authorized to carry
it into execution as rapidly as practicable.

That to carry out this program, $25,000,000 be allocated for
expenditure by the Secretary of Agriculture, with the approval of the
National Forest Reservation Commission, in conformity with the pro-
cedure established by the Act of March x, i9ii (36 Stat. 961) as
amended, and the long established practices developed under that act.

That not to exceed 12 per centum of said $25,000,000 be allotted
to cover the costs of land examination, cruises, appraisal, survey, title
examination, and other expenses incident to purchase; that the Forester
be authorized, subject to your approval, to temporarily employ such
additional technical or other personnel as may be required to perform
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such duties as can not be performed by the regular personnel of the
Forest Service, and that to facilitate such employment the usual Civil
Service restrictions shall be waived with the understanding that so far
as practicable selections for appointment shall be made from the Civil
Service registers where available and time permits.1

Very sincerely yours,
R. Y. STUART

Approved: April ig, ig.
H. A. WALLACE, Secretary of Agriculture

[13:oF 268:TS]

'On May 12, 1933, the National Forest Reservation Commission endorsed the
recommendations of this memorandum (Dern to Roosevelt, May 12, 1933, OF 268).
On May 20, 7933, Roosevelt allocated (by Executive Order 6735) $20,000,000 for
purchase of forest lands within the forty-two existing national forest purchase units.
The complete acquisition of these units required the further purchase of 7,600,000
acres but progress toward this had stopped for lack of funds. Although a number of
difficulties arose which hindered the immediate beginning of the purchase program,
by the end of the summer Forester Stuart was able to say that the stimulus of the
new fund was "tremendous": "The incomplete condition of the purchase units was
a serious obstacle to the most effective use of the Civilian Conservation Corps on the
eastern national forests. But the whole outlook was changed literally overnight
when the new fund was unexpectedly made available by the President" (Report of
the Forester, 1933, Washington, 5933, p. is).

141 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR CLARENCE C. DILL OF WASHINGTON

[WASHINGTON] April 20, 1933

DEAR SENATOR DILL: I have your letter of April 17th in regard
to the Columbia Basin project in which you suggest that, under the laws
of the State of Washington, a power district or irrigation district could
be formed and, after securing a permit from the Federal Power Com-
mission, could build a dam and make contracts for sale of power, thus
making possible an application to the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion for a loan as a self-liquidating project.'

May I give you what amounts to a snap judgment, because of the
fact that I have not had any opportunity to make a study of the details
of the Columbia Basin project?

First, I still hold to the thought in my speech in Portland, Oregon,
last autumn that the Columbia Basin development is national in its
scope and should be developed after careful national planning. It
affects, of course, a number of States.

Second, I see no objection to a partial development of a dam site
through a State regional public body, provided three factors are present
- (a) that the plans fit in with the board general plan for the develop-
ment of the Valley (b) that the works undertaken be so constructed
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as to enable them to be added to and not torn down when a larger
development takes place ( c) that the project be self-sustaining.

Third, if the plan can be worked out on a self-sustaining basis, I see
no reason why it should not be financed by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation in the same manner as they have already financed several
large projects like the San Francisco Bridge and similar large
undertakings.

Fourth, it is my thonght at the present time that the features involving
irrigation of new lands should be deferred until such time as existing
lands suitable for agriculture have been taken up.

If the State of Washington is prepared to discuss this whole matter
further, I shall be glad to have it taken up by representatives of the
several Federal Departments involved. These would seem to me to be
Interior, Agriculture, Labor and War Departments, and also the Federal
Power Commission.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

RT

{I3:oF 36o:CT]
1 Diii also said, "During all the investigations on this project, irrigation has been

one of the prime factors considered, but we are more and more convinced that this
should be built as a power project with irrigation considered as an incidental factor"
(OF 360). Although consideration of power conservation as such is outside the
scope of this work, certain documents showing Roosevelt's views on regional planning
have been included.

142 ROOSEVELT TO LEWIS W. DOUGLAS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF
THE BUDGET

WASHINGTON, April 24, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR LEWIS DOUGLAS: What do you think of this
suggestion which I have had the Chief Forester explore?'

My thought is that if we have to continue the Civilian Conservation
Corps for a second year, as seems likely, a land purchase for some sum,
not to exceed $25,000,000, would give us plenty of land to establish
the camps on.

F.D.R.2
{I3:0F 268:T]

1 Above. (The title of the head of the Forest Service at this time was "The
Forester" but he was commonly addressed as "Chief Forester.")

'not signed by hand, this is the ribbon copy of the memorandum. Many
of Roosevelt's brief notes to members of the White House staff and to agency officials
(he called them "chits") were left unsigned, his typed initials taking the place of
his signature. Since they were dictated by him and typed by his secretary (Mar-
guerite LeHand, and after June, i 941, Grace Tully), they are, however, more personal
in character than letters drafted by others. Virtually all of Roosevelt's brief notes
of this sort, whether signed or not, may be considered to have been dictated by him.
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143 LEWIS W. DOUGLAS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, ro

ROOSEVELT
WASHINGTON, Apr. 26, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: If ordinary expenditures are
brought within revenues in 1934, it will be only by the narrowest margin.
I see no possibility of providing for the Conservation Corps out of
revenues. This being so, it seems to me that an expenditure for land
ought to be avoided if possible.

I observe from he Forester's letter that 7,2 31,555 acres in the states
east of the great plains are now under Federal control.' The Forester
says that these areas are all under active field management, protection,
and administration, but, liberal as the Forest Service appropriations may
be, it seems highly improbable that this can imply that there is no work
to be done in these areas.

May I have your permission to go into the matter with the Forester,
in order to determine whether presently-controlled areas do not offer a
sufficiently wide scope for Conservation Corps activities?

L. W. DOUGLAS

[73:oF 268:TS]

'Ante, 140.

144 HAROLD L. IcKEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, April 27, 1933

M DEAR MR. PRESiDENT: This Department feels much concerned
over the lack of control of the grazing of livestock on the public domain,
resulting in the destruction of forage and in serious soil deterioration.

A bill, H. R. 11816, jointly approved by this Department and the
Department of Agriculture, passed the lower House on February 7, 1933,
but failed of enactment in the Senate.1 The bill in question would give
the Secretary of the Interior broad powers to limit and regulate the use
of the public domain for grazing purposes with the view to preventing
partial or total destruction of a natural resource which is essential for
our future well being. I am persuaded of the necessity of such a law at
as early a date as possible. Would you consider it advisable to have this
bill reintroduced, but not as an Administration measure, at this special
session of the Congress?

Sincerely yours,
/s/ HAROLD L. ICKES

[Notation : T] Yes, but there will be a howl. F.D.R.

[13:oF 633:T:C0PY]

'This bill was introduced in the next session as H. R. 6462; see post, 227.
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145 ROOSEVELT TO MRS. LEWIS S. THOMPSON, Red Bank, New
Jersey

[WASHINGTON] May i, 1933

DEAR GERALDINE: I am thrified at the thought of your place becoming
the first Dutchess County Park and you are doing a splendid thing for
the County in memory of Margaret.1

Because this Park may be the forerunner of other parks and, indeed,
of a County Park system, I am anxious that the mistakes of Westchester
County and Monroe County and Erie County should be avoided. In
each of these counties the Park system became a tail of various political
kites and led to all sorts of extravagances.

That is why it is terribly important not to let the control of the Park
get into the hands of the Board of Supervisors or of any political group.
This, however, is a difficult condition because the maintenance funds
probably must come from the County authorities.

There is one possible method that would serve as assurance for non-
political control for some time to come in any event. This would be
the obtaining of a special Charter from the Legislature creating a non-
profit corporation to receive and hold the land and maintain it for public
use, under regulations to be laid down by the Trustees, who would be
named in the Charter and be self-perpetuating. These Trustees could
then go to the Board of Supervisors and offer to open the Park, provided
the County appropriated the funds.

You could best get advice by seeing either John Mack or Henry
Hackett or whoever your lawyer is in Poughkeepsie.'

I do not need to tell you that I shall be delighted to talk with you about
it at any time.

Always sincerely,

[I3:oF 88:c'r]
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

1 Margaret Lewis Norrie, sister of Mrs. Thompson, whose estate, adjoining Staats-
burg, New York, became the Margaret Lewis Norrie State Park.

'Mack, a New York State Supreme Court judge, nominated Roosevelt for the
Presidency at the Democratic National Convention in 1932. Henry Hackett, Hyde
Park, was the Roosevelt family lawyer and an executor of Roosevelt's estate.

146 ROOSEVELT TO THE SECRETARIES OP INTERIOR AND AGRICUL-
TURE AND THE DIRECTOR OF EMERGENCY CONSERVATION WORK

WASHINGTON, May 3, 1933
MEMORANDUM . . . I think it very important to put some camps into

the prairie states. Senators and Congressman from Iowa, Kansas,
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Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
South Dakota and Texas say that in most of these States the State
government has flood control or soil erosion projects already engineered
and capable of being started at once.

I wish you would make an effort to get some camps started on this
work.

Will you let me know what you can do? 1

F.D.R.
[13:or 268:T]

1 This refers to an undated letter from some of the senators and representatives of
the states named (and also Ohio), asking that water conservation projects be
established in their areas as a necessary preliminary to forestation programs (OF
268). Fechner replied May 6, 5933 (OF 268), that a definite plan had already been
worked out for Iowa, and that as soon as the governors of the other states agreed to
certain conditions he would cooperate with the state authorities in locating the work
camps. The location of all work camps and the character of the work to be done
on them had to be approved by Fechner and the President before the camps were
set up (memoranda by Fechner, April 17 and i8, 1933, OF 268). Through Fechner
and the departmental representatives Roosevelt kept in touch not only with major
policy and administrative matters but also with details of camp conditions, costs,
health of the men, the numbers enrolled in the various camps and personnel.

147 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JOSEPH W. BYRNS OF

TENNESSEE
[WASHINGTON] May 11, 1933

M DEAR MR. BYRNS: I have not had an opportunity to write you
and your colleagues before this in regard to the reforestation of private

lands.1 The point is that the Federal Government cannot properly
undertake to reforest privately owned lands without some provision for

getting its money back when the timber matures. If the State of Ten-
nessee could make some arrangement to attain this end with the owners
of the land, that would be a different story. I know you will see the
objective. As a matter of fact, there is plenty of Federal and State
owned land to keep us busy for a year or two. In the meanwhile it is
worth exploring the private land problem.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

RT

[13:0F 149:CT]

1 Byrns and other members of the Tennessee delegation in Congress in a letter of
April 22, 1933 (OF 549), described the reforestation and erosion problem in western
Tennessee and urged that Federal funds be used for corrective measures.
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148 ROBERT Y. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE, TO HENRY A.

WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, May 12, 1933

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Attached is a COpy of legislation which would
carry out the recommendations of the Departmental Report on Senate
Resolution I 751

To facilitate review a summary of this proposed legislation is also
attached.

The principal recommendations of the Departmental report are for
a substantial increase in public ownership of forest land and for placing
this land in productive condition, and these recommendations are re-
flected in the proposed bill. In addition, necessary provisions for
strengthening cooperation with the States in order to afford a better op-
portunity for the practice of forestry on private lands are included, as
is also some strengthening of the research which is necessary if the
forestry enterprise is to succeed.

The present Administration is making a splendid contribution to the
development of American forestry. The proposed legislation would
follow this up, round it out, and make it a permanent contribution.

The proposed legislation would be a contribution of first magnitude
toward the solution of our national problem of land use.

Legislation such as that proposed would make the administration of
Franklin D. Roosevelt rival, if not surpass, that of Theodore Roosevelt
in the furtherance of the forestry enterprise and all that this means in
the future economic and social welfare of the United States. This
statement is made in the fullest recognition of the place which Theodore
Roosevelt holds in American history for his contribution to forestry and
conservation.

It is for such reasons as these that I hope it will prove possible to
obtain the President's endorsement of this legislation as a part of his
emergency program.

Since the provisions of the bill are in the form of authorizations, the
appropriations required could follow at an appropriate time. Perhaps
the only appropriation which would be necessary during the coming
fiscal year would be for the acquisition of lands, because of the funds
which are being made available under the Emergency Conservation
Work Act.

This legislation is of such outstanding importance that I should like
the opportunity to discuss it with you.

Very sincerely yours,

[13 0F IC:TS :PHOTOSTAT]

1 A National Plan for American Forestry (Washington, 5933).
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Résumé of Proposed Bill
Section x. Amending Section i, Clarke-McNary Act: This section

now authorizes cooperation with State agencies in recommending systems
of forest fire protection. As amended similar systems may be recom-
mended for forest insects, tree diseases, erosion and flood control.

Amending Section 2, Clarke-McNary Act: Now authorizes Secretary
of Agriculture to cooperate with State agencies in protection of forest
lands from fire. As amended it provides for protection from forest
insects, tree diseases, soil erosion and floods and is also made applicable
to range and other wild lands.

Amending Section 3, Clarke-McNary Act: Now authorizes an annual
appropriation of $2,500,000 for cooperation under Sections i and 2.
The proposed amendment increases annual authorization to $6,00,000,
with $5,000,000 of this for fire protection, $i,000,000 for erosion-stream-
flow control, and $500,000 for insect and disease control.

Amending Section 4, Clarke-McNary Act: Now provides for coopera-
tion with States in distribution of forest-tree seeds and plants for use on
farm lands. Amendment increases annual appropriation authorization
from $ioo,000 to $350,000 and makes possible cooperation with all
forest owners.

Amending Section 5, Clarke-McNary Act: Now provides for coop-
eration with States in farm woodlot extension. As amended authorized
annual appropriation is increased from $ioo,000 to $250,000.

Amending Section 8, Clarke-McNary Act: Now authorizes Secretary
of Agriculture to determine location of public lands chiefly valuable
for streamfiow protection or timber production which can be economi-
cally administered as parts of National Forests. As amended President
is authorized on recommendation of the National Forest Reservation
Commission to add such lands to the National Forests.

Section 2. Section io added to the Clarke-McNary Act: This
section authorizes an annual appropriation of $375,000 for cooperation
with forest owners directly or through State agencies in the management
of their forest land. Designed primarily for other than farm woodlot
owners.

Section i i added to the Clarke-McNary Act: Provides for seed testing
and certification service with an authorization for an annual appropria-
tion of not to-exceed $50,000.

Section . Amending Section 9, McSweeney-McNary Act: Section
now provides for an annual appropriation of not more than $250,000
for a comprehensive national forest survey. As amended annual authori-
zation is increased to $500,000 and provision made for keeping data
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current after completion initial survey at not to exceed $200,000
annually.

Section 4. Section i i added to the McSweeney-McNary Act:
Authorization for erosion-streamfiow investigations of not to exceed

$500,000 annually.
Section . A National Forest Acquisition Program: Authorizes an

annual appropriation of $50,000,000 for the acquisition of national
forest lands pursuant to the Weeks Law and for capital investments

necessary to insure effective National Forest management; also authorizes
Secretary of the Treasury to borrow annually on the credit of the United
States the funds necessary to carry out this acquisition program.1

[13:oF Ic:T:PHOTOSTAT]
1 The draft bill referred to in the covering letter is entitled: "A Bill to provide

the Federal contribution to a coordinated national plan for American forestry,
including aid to States and private owners, forest research, and the acquisition and
management of national forests." Stuart urged Wallace to support the Forest
Service bill and suggested that he take it up with the President and the Cabinet
at their meeting on May 19, 1933 (Stuart to Wallace, May 19, 1933, OF iC).
He said: "There are strategic advantages in having the full import of the forest
problem placed before the public at this time so that the impression may not
be gained that the Emergency Conservation project and the initial $25,000,000
purchase project will meet the situation." The bill was not, however, introduced
and no important new legislation for Federal aid to the states was enacted until
the passage of the Fulmer act (H. R. 6914) in 1935.

150 WARD SHEPARD, FELLOW, CARL SCHURZ MEMORIAL FOUNDA-

TION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON D. C., 29 May 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: . . . I beg to bring to your attention the
enclosed memorandum on the application of the Industrial Recovery
Act to the lumber industry. The principle proposed is to couple control
of lumber production with control of forest devastation, in order to
protect the public against the further needless destruction of our forests

as living organisms.
The Industrial Recovery Act presents a providential means for a

statesmanlike solution of this problem. But the initiative must, in my
opinion, be seized by the Government rather than being left to the
industry. In fact, the proposed "code" announced by the industry has
nothing whatever to do with the conservation problem involved.

I am drafting a proposed bill embodying the principles here set
forth, which I should be glad to lay before you if you wish.

Believe me, with high respect, Very sincerely yours,
WARD SHEPARD

[13:oF I-c:Ts
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151 [Enclosure]

[May 29, 1933]

Ending Forest Devastation Through Industrial Control
The Industrial Recovery Act gives a brilliant opportunity to end

the regime of destructive logging that is rapidly devastating our remain-
ing privately owned virgin forests, destroying them as productive organ-
isms, and destroying the great industry itself whose permanence depends
on making these forests permanently productive.

This opportunity, if energetically seized, will permit the greatest
advance in forestry since Theodore Roosevelt's creation of the National
Forest system, and will at the same time save the lumber industry from
self-destruction.

There are two ways of controlling overproduction of lumber:
First, by merely reducing the annual sawmill output of lumber.
Second, by reducing the annual cut in the forests to the amount of

the annual timber growth possible under proper sustained forestry
practice, and enforcing such practice as a part of control of production.

The first method would treat the remaining forests as a fixed "wasting
asset," comparable to oil. It would slightly reduce the annual drain
on the total supply. It would not end devastation. In fact, it would
merely make devastation more profitable by increasing lumber prices.

The second alternativepermanent sustained yield forestrywill
automatically control overproduction by limiting the annual cut to
the annual growth, will entirely wipe out devastation, and is the only
way to protect the public interest against the incalculable, ever-mounting
losses of forest destruction.

The fundamental conservation problem involved in control of lumber
production is to save the forests from clear-cutting,1 which destroys the
forest itself as a productive organism. Compared with this vast objec-
tive, a mere curtailment of the drain on the stored supply of virgin timber
is insignificant.

The control of lumber production, therefore, involves a fundamentally
different principle from the control of oil production, and still more
from the control of ordinary commodity production. But like the oil
problem, the forest problem deserves separate, special treatment because
of its complexity and special needs.

The vital question of strategy now confronting the Government is
to couple control of lumber production with control of devastation. The
decision now made on this question will determine whether the remain-
ing virgin forests are wiped out of existence or become permanent
national assets.

The lumber industry has demonstrated and admitted its incapacity
to solve this problem. Only a highly intelligent, courageous act of the
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Governmentstriking at the very heart of the problemwill save these
forests for the American people.

The principles and procedure necessary to convert destructive lumber-
ing into sustained yield forestry should be embodied in special legislation
comparable to the oil bill. This bill should be framed before the lumber
industry applies for licenses to operate under the Industrial Recovery
Act and before its policy is frozen into a mere commodity curtailment-
price inflation program. The basic principle of sustained yield forestry
should be announced in advance as the minimum requirement for
control of lumber production. Because of the financial difficulties
involved, first in the vast carrying charges on private timberlands, and,
second, in converting to sustained-yield forestry, the Government must
give substantial assistance (mostly indirect) to the industry, as outlined
below. The solution, therefore, partakes of the nature of a bargain,
a quid pro quo. This policy should be worked out in a preliminary
way by conservation experts representing the public interest, and then
finally developed in collaboration with the forest industries. This memo-
randum outlines the basic principles of such a bill.

The Basic Facts of Lumber Overproduction
(i) The lumber industry owns vast timber holdings unwisely alien-

ated by the Government under vicious land laws.
(2) Interest and taxes on these holdings constitute an ever-increasing

burden on the owners, forcing overproduction to liquidate stored capital
and reduce charges.

() A vast surplus sawmill capacity has been created to hasten
liquidation in favorable markets.

The basic facts of forest devastation:
(i) Devastation comes from clear-cutting, followed by fire, which

together destroy the reproductive power of the forest.
(2) Devastation can be entirely prevented by "selective cutting,"

i. e., cutting the oldest and best trees, saving the young and middle-
aged for a future cut and for reseeding the forest. (There are some
exceptions to this technique.)

() Selective logging will in general be more profitable than clear-
cutting. Much of the small timber now logged is cut at a loss and
reduces the profits on the best timber.

(.) Through prejudice and inertia, the lumber industry has never
given intelligent consideration to sustained-yield forestry, and will never
do so voluntarily, with isolated exceptions.

() Only an integral attack by the Government on the whole prob-
lem as a unit gives any hope of solution.
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Why Prevent Devastation?

(i) Because forest devastation is an abuse of the rights of private
property, entailing fundamental, long-time social and industrial evils.
It is tolerated in practically no European country; it should not be
longer tolerated in America.

(2) Because it will cost the people of the United States from two
to three billion dollars to rehabilitate the forests already devastated.

() Because it will cost from four to five billion dollars additional
to rehabilitate the remaining virgin forests if they are allowed to be
devastated.

() Because devastation destroys not merely the forests and the vast
capital invested in our wood-manufacturing and wood-using industries,
but the livelihood of millions of people dependent on these industries.

(,) Because devastation is destroying the artistic and human values
of forests, creating desolation and ugliness, and is making the entire
land progressively less fit for civilized human habitation.

Is Public Regulation to Prevent Devastation Feasible?
Americans are unfamiliar with the highly successful regulation worked

out by various European countries, cannot visualize its operation and
are frightened by the magnitude of the job. Practically every European
nation now forbids devastation. Austria, Czechoslovakia, Sweden,
Switzerland, and some of the German states have been especially success-
ful in this field. Forest owners at first resisted regulation. Now they
take it for granted. They place devastation in about the same class
as arson. The costs of compulsory reforestation are offset by higher
timber prices, higher grade timber, and lower operating costs. The
author of this memorandum has, during the past year, made an intensive
study of the administration of regulatory laws in Germany, Austria, and
Czechoslovakia under the auspices of the Carl Schurz Memorial Founda-
tion of Philadelphia, and will be glad to make the results available, if
desired.

It is claimed that lumbermen will capture the regulatory machinery,
but the same can be said of railroad, public utility, or other forms of
regulation. If this claim were true, the Government should renounce
every effort to regulate industry and could not possibly justify the
Industrial Recovery Act. But the claim is untrue and a negation of
government.

The Federal Government has constitutional power to prevent the
devastation of forests needed to protect the flow of navigable streams.
The states have legal authority to prevent the waste or destruction of
natural resources, including forests, as confirmed by court decision and
as carried out in laws, for example, to prevent the waste of oil and gas.
Still more direct, the Government has the power to enforce forest
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management as a condition to the granting of licenses to operate under
the Industrial Control bill.

Main Elements of Solution
(i) Organize the lumber-producing regions into districts or "pools"

for the double purpose of controlling production and adopting sustained-
yield management.

(2) Bring the public forests (National and state) and the Indian
Forests into these pools.

() Create for each major forest region where control of production
and sustained-yield forestry is undertaken (e. g. Pacific Northwest,
Northern Rocky Mountains, etc.) an official, unsalaried Forestry Board
with the double function of controlling production through allocation
of cut and enforcing sustained yield management. These boards should
have a permanent executive official and a staff of engineers and foresters.

(.) Create, where desirable, subsidiary control boards for individual
pools.

() Require large forest owners (over i000 acres) to associate into
regional associations, and give them adequate but not majority repre-
sentation on the Forestry Boards. This will give an element of self-
government to regulation without surrendering public control.

(6) Require owners of over 1000 acres of forest to submit forest
management plans for sustained-yield production, to be approved by
the Regional Forestry Board through its technical personnel.

() Create an adequate inspection and enforcement personnel under
the Regional Forestry Board to inspect methods of cutting that will
insure forest reproduction, and to keep the annual timber cut within
the figure allowed by sustained yield.

(8) Promote mergers of smaller timber-holdings into larger units
for adequate sustained yield management.

() Establish a forest conservation tax on all forest land or on all
timber cut, to meet the expenses of the Forestry Board and to improve
forest fire protection and reforestation.

(io) Inflict penalties on all owners within a given pooi who cut
timber in violation of the regulations adopted by the Forestry Boards
governing allocation of production and sustained-yield management.

(i i) On timber tracts not susceptible of sustained-yield manage-
ment (i. e., where merchantable timber will be exhausted before regrowth
is large enough to cut) require proper cutting methods for reforestation
under a contract with the Government to purchase the land at an
impartially appraised valuation after the timber is cut. This will prevent
devastation and assure public purchase at a reasonable price.

(12) As an alternative to (xi), provide for Governmental purchase
of heavily timbered (and therefore expensive) forest lands through
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Forest Purchase Bonds, to be redeemed through a sinking fund created
from receipts from timber as cut.

(x) To aid in converting private forests to sustained-yield, provide
additional public aid for protection against fire of all forests brought
under management standards set up by the Forestry Boards. Provide
increased aid for roads to promote sustained-yield production.

(i ) Sustained-yield forestry demands abolition of the straight prop-
erty tax and the substitution of a yield tax, paid on timber as cut. The
Forest Service has just completed a fundamental nation-wide study of
the forest tax problem, and has submitted detailed recommendations.
The reforms proposed must be made by the States, but the Industrial
Recovery Act as applied to the lumber industry should be made the
vehicle of inducing rapid State action through State compacts.

(is) Provide for a thorough investigation of the large bonded in-
debtedness of the large timber holdings to discover if cheaper credit
can be made available to offset costs of sustained-yield production and
of amortization of surplus sawmill capacity. The problem is analogous
to the refinancing of farm mortgages. Cheaper credit might be provided
through creation of a Federal Forest Bank similar to the Federal Farm
Bank. Such credit forms a means of enforcing sustained-yield forestry
to guarantee amortization of loans, as demonstrated by European expe-
rience. Moreover, such a bank would divert capital from unneeded
industrial expansion into forest rehabilitation. Sustained-yield forestry
is the safest of all long-term investments.

(16) Direct Federal regulation to prevent forest devastation can
constitutionally be applied to all forests necessary to protect the flow
of navigable streams.

For non-protection forests, regulatory powers should be sought through
(a) Federal promotion of regional state compacts; or (b) the cession
of the regulatory power by the states to the Federal Government, or
(c), failing (b), direct exercise through the emergency powers con-
ferred by the Industrial Recovery Act.

We must start from the principle laid down by the Supreme Court in
the Migratory Bird Treaty case: "It is not lightly to be assumed that,
in matters requiring national action, a power which belongs to and
must somewhere reside in every civilized state, is not to be found."

Prevention of Devastation in the Tennessee River Project

The principles outlined above apply chiefly to the remaining virgin
forests of the West, the South, and the Lake States.

The second-growth forests of the East (largely in small holdings)
present a different problem.

An immediate approach toward public regulation to prevent devasta-
tion of these forests is presented by the Tennessee Valley Project. The
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large public investment already made there and to be made in power
production, stream regulation, etc., demands protection against the
evils of deforestation. The Federal Government, as already pointed out,
has constitutional power to regulate the exploitation of private forests
needed to protect the flow of the Tennessee River and its tributaries, as
well as all other navigable streams. The Government should proceed
to delimit these forests into Protection Forest Zones, wherein destructive
lumbering would be prevented. The Tennessee Project would be a
proving ground for working out the principles of protection forests, and
the results should be rapidly applied to all main forested river basins
in the United States.

There is much academic debate in the United States over the exact
extent to which forests influence stream-flow and erosion. Long Euro-
pean experience accepts an obvious fact and lays vital emphasis on
preserving protection forests through special laws and elaborate admin-
istration. This practice is confirmed by much research, both in Europe
and in America. The Gordian knot of fruitless controversy should be
cut by action in the Tennessee Valley by recognizing that forests are
important in themselves, and that the common sense of mankind has
long recognized their importance in preventing erosion and silting and
in regulating stream-flow.

Respectfully submitted by: WARD SHEPARD, Fellow of the Carl Schurz
Memorial Foundation of Philadelphia, 29 May, j933.2

[13:oF I-C:T]

'Words in italic, here and below, are underscored in the original.
Shepard, formerly assistant chief of research in the Forest Service, was at this

time forestry investigator for the Carl Schurz Foundation. The program here
outlined by him was endorsed by the Society of Anierican Foresters. Franklin Reed,
its executive secretary, said that the plan would make effective the most important
part of the society's "Principles of Forest Policy for the United States," and that
the full support of the trained foresters of the country could be relied upon to
carry it out (Reed to Roosevelt, June 50, 5933, OF iC). Shepard's memorandum
was acknowledged by McIntyre, June 59, 5933 (OF sC), who said that the
President had taken the matter up with the Secretary of Agriculture.

152 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June 15, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Mr. Ward Shepard's memorandum of May 29
has been received and considered with the Chief of the Forest Service
in accordance with your suggestion.

The proposal in brief is that the public require sustained yield man-
agement and the stopping of forest devastation as a quid pro quo for the
privilege of curtailing output, merging holdings, etc., and that advantage
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be taken of the National Industrial Recovery Bill to accomplish this
purpose. Somewhat similar recommendations were made in the Depart-
mental report on Senate Resolution 175 'and have recently been renewed
by the Chief Forester.

For reasons outlined in the accompanying statement, I would like
to suggest two things for your immediate consideration, with the recom-
mendation for the approval of both:

Approval of the principle of regulation of privately-owned forest
lands in connection with the administration of the Industrial Bill and
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, along lines also outlined in the accom-
panying statement.

The delegation to the Secretary of Agriculture of the necessary
authority to administer for the lumber and other forest industries the
provisions of the Industrial Bill relating to or closely allied to the treat-
ment of forest lands. This would necessarily involve proper correlation
with the administration of other provisions of the bill and also with the
pertinent provisions of the Agricultural Act.

General Forest Policy and Legislation

Your suggestion that we should have a forest policy for private forest
lands is most opportune, because in my judgment action on the regula-
tion proposal should constitute a coordinated part of a well-rounded
program.

The Department has I feel, however, anticipated this suggestion in
a recent report on Senate Resolution i which is the most compre-
hensive and exhaustive survey yet made of our forest problem. The
resulting National Plan outlined and covering both private and public
lands serves as the basis for the attached statement. A copy of the
Summary of this report is also attached,' and a copy of the somewhat
voluminous complete report was furnished to you on May 5.

In my judgment no additional legislation on the regulatory phase of
the problem suggested by Mr. Shepard is required at the present time.
It will be better first to try out administration under the Industrial Relief
Bill and the Agricultural Act and be guided accordingly.

For the remainder of the Federal contribution to the National Plan
recommended in the Senate Resolution report, including the acquisition
of forest lands, putting them into production, increasing in a reasonable
degree the scale of public aid and that of forest research, I should like
to see general legislation as soon as you feel disposed to take it up. The
splendid start already made on Federal forestry during your Admin-
istration should in my judgment be crystallized into a long-term program
in legislative form. This will help to insure orderly and coordinated
progress and to prevent serious setbacks at any future time. The possi-
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bilities of economic and social service in our national life are beyond
comprehension. The Department is ready to submit suggestions for
such legislation whenever you desire.

Very respectfully submitted,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF IC:TS]

1A National Plan for American Forestry (Washington, 1933).
2 The summary, a i 50-page typescript, entitled "A National Plan for American

Forestry," is present.

153 [Enclosurej

Statement to Accompany Memorandum to the President on Regulation
of Private Forest Lands

Mr. Ward Shepard's memorandum of May 29 has been received
and considered with the Chief of the Forest Service, in accordance with
your suggestion. It has also been discussed with Mr. Shepard.

The memorandum proposes that forest devastation be stopped by
public control based on the pending National Industrial Recovery Act
and/or a special bill dealing with the lumber industry.

It proposes that control be not limited to the restriction of lumber
production but that it provide also for selective cutting of forest lands
to stop forest devastation and insure sustained yield management.

It proposes this as a quid pro quo to the public for the privilege of
curtailing output, merging holdings, and some forms of public aid
such as loans, etc.

Both the Department and the Forest Service welcome the opportunity
to consider this proposal:

First, because of its intrinsic merit and timeliness, and
Second, because it affords the opportunity to bring to your attention

a report entitled "A National Plan for American Forestry," prepared
by the Forest Service and submitted to the Senate by the Department
in response to Senate Resolution i 75.

The Department believes that the regulation of forest lands should
be considered in relation to the entire national forestry problem and
not as a detached move. This is attempted in the report mentioned,
which outlines a national policy for both private and public forest lands.

The Main Findings in the Senate Report

The report on Senate Resolution i which was transmitted on
March 27, i8 without question the most comprehensive and exhaustive
survey of the forestry situation in the United States yet made.
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The main findings are:
i. That practically all of the major problems of American forestry

center in, or have grown out of, private ownership. This finding must
accordingly dominate remedial proposals.

That one of the major problems of public ownership is that of
unmanaged public lands. Both the Federal Government and the States
have large unredeemed responsibilities in this respect.

That there has been a serious lack of balance in constructive efforts
to solve the forest problem as between private and public ownership
and between the relatively poor and the relatively good land. This
lack of balance is merely another indication of the failure of private
forest ownership.

That the forest problem ranks as one of our major national
problems.

Should you care to go into the basis for these findings you might
find it worth while to glance over pages v to viii of the Letter of Trans-
mittal in the attached Separate.

Pages i i to 39 of the Summary of the entire report, which are also
included in the attached Separate, outline our major forest problems
as disclosed by the inquiry still more fully and explicitly: Those of
privately-owned forest lands; of the agricultural land available for
forestry; of unmanaged public lands; of balancing the national timber
budget; of watershed protection; of forest recreation; of forest wild
life; and of knowledge.

Why the solution of our major forest problems constitutes one of our
major national problems is also discussed and shown graphically in the
diagrams on pages 39 and 40 of the Separate.

Activity Programs Proposed in the National Plan

To solve these major forest problems and to meet such obviously
necessary objectives as getting our forest land into productive use, meet-
ing national requirements for forest products and services, and obtaining
the full economic and social benefits of the forest, nothing short of
national planning will satisfactorily meet requirements. A national
plan is therefore outlined in the report on the Resolution.

A series of activity programs are proposed as a part of the national
plan, including such things as:

Enlarging the area protected against fire from 321 to 510 million
acresa wholly unprotected area of nearly 200 million acres is the
chief factor in the 4! '/2 million acres now burned over annually;

More nearly adequate provision for protection against forest insects
and diseaseslosses now rival or exceed those from fire;

Provision for stopping forest devastationthe area now devastated
annually is estimated at 850,000 acres.
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Enlarging the area under extensive forest management from perhaps
ii o million to at least 279 and preferably to 339 million acressuch
management and fire protection will stop forest devastation;

Enlarging the area under intensive forest management from a neg-
ligible area to at least 70 and preferably nearer i 00 million acres-70
per cent of the drain on our forests is now in saw-timber sizes and growth
must be increased 5 times to offset this drainfurthermore, forest capital
in the entire East must be increased 2 '/2 times to obtain such growth,
but this forest capital is now being reduced;

Planting 25 million acresa modest program in the light of the 70
million acres of devastated forest land and abandoned agricultural land
which will not restock naturally in the next 40 years;

Provision for adequate watershed protection, particularly important
on an area of 308 million acres on which the forests are estimated to
exert a major influence, and on 141 million acres additional estimated
to exert a moderate influenceall the preceding programs will con-
tribute to this;

Adequate provision for forest recreation and for forest wild lifethe
economic and social importance of these services of the forest are now
too little appreciated;

Adequate provision for the management of forest ranges;
Adequate provision for forest researchlack of knowledge of how

to make and keep our forests productive, and of the great economic and
social losses from unproductive forests has always been and still is a
serious handicap;

These activity programs are outlined more fully on pages 42 to 57
of the Separate.

Main Proposals in the National Plan for Carrying Out the
Activity Programs

The main recommendations for carrying out these activity programs
are for:

i. A large extension of public ownership of forest lands, a total in
fact of 224 million acres, of which 90 should be acquired by the States
and i by the Federal Government.

2. Bringing all publicly-owned forest lands, including those newly
acquired, into a productive condition.

These recommendations are based largely on three considerations:
i. The extent to which the major problems of today center in private

ownership and the extent to which private effort on which we have
been placing main dependence is failing to meet national needs, both
despite a free hand and substantial if not adequate public aid. Public
aid to private owners has in fact been more than twice the expenditures
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of private owners on their own lands. (See diagram on page 77 of
the Separate.)

2. The lack of any reasonable assurance based on experience that
private ownership on the large proportion of the forest lands it now
holds can or will carry through the essential, constructive programs
mentioned above, many of which must be of great size.

. The belief that a greatly enlarged public ownership offers the most
effective solution in the public interest and that in the long run it will
be much more than self-liquidating in direct and indirect returns.

The essence of these main recommendations is that the public should
in the shortest possible time take over at least half of the national enter-
prise in forestry, or more specifically:

Slightly more than half of the commercial forest land;
Half of the timber-growing job;
Five-sixths of the noncommercial forest land;
Three-fifths of the forest ranges;
Four-fifths of the area of major influence on watershed protection;
Eight-ninths of the areas to be set aside for forest recreation.
These relationships are expressed graphically on page 78 of the

Separate.

Proposals for Public Aid in the National Plan

A second group of recommendations in the national plan attacks the
problem of private ownership from the angle of public aid, including:

Substantial increases in the public contribution to fire protection and
the control of forest insects and diseases;

Making planting stock available at low cost to all classes of owners
in the full amounts needed;

A seed-testing and certification service;
Sound and effective technical advice on forest management, market-

ing, and utilization to all classes of owners;
Research as a basis for such advice, which will also enable the public

to perfect forest management on its own lands;
Equitable forest taxation.

Proposals for Public Regulation
This leaves a third group of recommendations which deal with public

regulation of forest practice on private lands.
The essence of the recommendations in the report on Senate Resolu-

tion 175 is that Federal regulation to conserve the forest resource and
to protect the public interest might be made a quid pro quo for the
privilege of curtailing output of forest products, or of mergers, or of
publicly sponsored loans, this to be worked out with interested groups
as opportunity offers. The strengthening of State regulation is recoin-
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mended in such things as the use of fire and the elimination of fire
hazard. Beyond this it is recommended that Federal regulation be
held in reserve for possible future use.

Mr. Shepard proposes that forest lands of the lumber industry be
regulated under the provisions of the proposed National Industrial
Recovery Act. The Chief Forester had previously recommended that
this be done for all forest industries under the combined provisions of
this proposed Act and the Agricultural Relief Act.

The justification for such regulation is that it offers the most positive
assurance, short of public ownership, of preventing forest devastation
and keeping forest lands productive. Beyond this the conservation of
the forest resource is a return to which the public is entitled as compen-
sation for the higher prices it will have to pay for lumber and other
forest products.

Undoubtedly a question will be raised as to whether regulatory
requirements will interfere with industrial recovery. Lumber, the chief
forest industry, has for many years been in chronic distress because
(i) of an overload of forest land and stumpage, and because (2) its
organization, capitalization, and operations have been based on the
most rapid possible exploitation of its basic resource without regard
to perpetuation. Only the most temporary alleviation of existing condi-
tions is possible by any means which does not attack these two funda-
mental weaknesses. The proposal to have the public acquire large
areas of forest lands attacks one; that to require sustained yield manage-
ment on the lands which remain in private ownership attacks the other.

The Legal Authority for Regulation

It is in point to refer to the authority for regulation in the Industrial
Recovery Bill and of the Agricultural Adjustment and Credits Act.

Section i, Title I, of the bill provides, among other things, that it is
the declared policy of Congress "to conserve natural resources."

Section 3, in subsection (d) authorizes the President, on his own
motion and after public notice and hearing, to prescribe and approve
a code of fair competition in any industry or subdivision thereof for
which a code has not been approved by him.

Under Section 4 (a), Title I, the President may enter into agree-
ments with, and approve voluntary agreements between, those engaged
in industry if such action will aid in effectuating the policy of Title I
"with respect to transactions in or affecting interstate commerce,"
and if consistent with Section 2 and subsection (a) of Section 3 for a
code of fair competition. Subsection (b) of Section 4 authorizes a
system of licensing if necessary to make effective a code or agreement
or otherwise to effectuate the policy of Title I.
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Under Section 2, subsection (b) the President may delegate any
of his functions and powers to aid in carrying out his functions under
this title.

The Department is inclined to believe that "any agricultural com-
modity or product thereof" mentioned in subsections (2) and (s),
Section 8, Title I, of the Agricultural Adjustment and Credits Act may
properly be interpreted to include timber and other forest products.
If this interpretation is correct, the Secretary of Agriculture could enter
into marketing agreements with and issue licenses to processors, associa-
tions of producers, and others engaged in handling such commodities in
interstate or foreign commerce, in order to maintain a balanced produc-
tion and consumption, to reestablish prices to farmers that will give
agricultural commodities except tobacco a pre-war "purchasing power
with respect to articles that farmers buy," and to protect the consumer's
interest. This is based on the theory that Congress intended the phrase
"any agricultural product" to include all agricultural products as dis-
tinguished from "any basic agricultural commodity" mentioned in sub-
section (i) of Section 8 and defined in Section i i.

It seems rather obvious that the provisions of the Industrial Recovery
Bill and the Agricultural Adjustment Act are to some extent overlapping
and also that each contains some provisions not found in the other
which might be applied with advantage in the regulation of the forest
industries. The provisions of the Industrial Bill appear broad enough
to permit the regulation of practice on forest lands owned by the groups
concerned, the products of which will enter into interstate commerce.
Possibly, although not certainly, the same thing could in part at least
be done under the provisions of the Agricultural Act. Under the Indus-
trial Bill the acceptance by the group of such regulation may under my
interpretation of the Bill properly be made a condition precedent to
approving a code or agreement or the issuance of a license.

What the Public Might Grant to the Forest Industries

The benefits which the forest industries might obtain in varying degree
with public approval under the above legislation include:

i. Restriction of output of lumber and other forest products which,
among other things, would lead to higher prices that the public would
have to pay.

2. Mergers of forest land holdings when necessary for sustained yield
management and clearly in the public interest.

. The formation of cooperative marketing organizations (under the
Agricultural Act).

4. Loans under public sanction if clearly an aid to sustained yield
management and if the necessary authority is found and satisfactory
arrangements can be worked out.
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. Financial aid in fire protection, etc., reaching more nearly to the
extent of the public interest.

What the Public Has the Right to Exact in Return
In return for these benefits the public undoubtedly has the right to

exact from individual owners of forest land such things as:
i. Sustained yield forest management which in itself would limit cut.

Selective or other cutting which will perpetuate the forest.
Satisfactory protection against fire, forest insects, and diseases.
All of the above to be effective should as soon as possible be

crystallized into forest management plans for individual holdings.

The Factors on Which Limitation of Cut Should Be Based

The administration of the Industrial Recovery Act should have two
main objectives for the forest industries:

i. Industrial recovery, the relief of unemployment, etc.
2. The conservation of the forest resource.
This is in contrast with most other industries in which only the first

group of objectives need be taken into account. It follows that the
limitation of cut in the forest industries must be based on two factors:

x. The conservation of the forest resource, including what can prop-
erly be cut under sustained yield management;

2. The market requirements for the product.

The Administration of Regulation

Because of the conservation factor, special features will necessarily
have to be injected into the regulation of the forest industries under
the Industrial Bill and the Agricultural Act. Among them are:

i. The division of the country into regions, based upon forest condi-
tions, the organization of the forest industries, etc.

2. Within each region the formation of large owners, including, for
example, those holding i ,000 acres or more, into one or more associa-
tions which should help to administer the Act in addition to necessary
advisory services.

. Within regions the formation of cooperative marketing associations
to meet the needs of small owners and manufacturers.

4. For each region the appointment of a regional executive, together
with the necessary staff of qualified foresters, etc., for advising and
passing upon forest management plans and silvicultural practice, the
inspection of operations, and in general for the enforcement of the Act.
To this executive organization suitable committees of the associations
indicated under 2 and 3 would act in an advisory capacity.

National committees representing different forest industries might
also serve a useful purpose.
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6. Because of the specialized character and importance of the forest
conservation problem, the extent to which this must influence action
on the forest industries, and the overlapping of the provisions of the
Industrial Bill and the Agricultural Act, the Forest Service of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture seems to be the logical and most effective agency
for the administration of the regulatory requirements for forest lands.
The undertaking is large and it would be necessary to develop an organi-
zation for it.

Immediate Consideration
In view of the recommendations of the Departmental report on

Senate Resolution i and of the Chief Forester, those of Mr. Shepard's
memorandum, and of the unparalleled present opportunity, two things
are suggested for your immediate consideration with the recommenda-
tion for the approval of both:

x. Approval of the principle of regulation of privately-owned forest
lands along the lines heretofore outlined in connection with the admin-
istration of the Industrial Bill and the Agricultural Act.

2. The delegation to the Secretary of Agriculture of the necessary
authority to administer the provisions of the Industrial Bill for the
lumber and other forest industries relating to or closely allied to the
treatment of forest lands. This would necessarily involve proper correla-
tion with the administration of other provisions of the Bill and also
with the pertinent provisions of the Agricultural Act.

General Forest Policy and Legislation
Your suggestion that we should have a forest policy for private forest

lands is most opportune. The suggestion has it is believed, however,
been anticipated in the report of the Department on Senate Resolution
175, which in fact covers all our forest lands both private and public.
As already indicated, a copy of the Summary of this report is attached
and forms a basis for much of this statement. A copy of the somewhat
voluminous complete report was furnished to you on May 5.

In the judgment of the Department, no additional legislation on
the regulatory phase is required at the present time. It will be better
first to try out administration under the Industrial Relief Bill and the
Agricultural Act and be guided accordingly.

For the remainder of the Federal contribution to the National Plan
recommended in the Senate Resolution report, which includes the
acquisition of forest lands, putting them into production, increasing in
a reasonable degree the scale of public aid and that of forest research,
the Department would like to see general legislation as soon as you
feel disposed to take it up. The splendid start already made on Federal
forestry during your Administration should, in the judgment of the
Department, be crystallized into a long-term program in legislative
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form. This will help to insure orderly and coordinated progress and
to prevent serious setbacks at any future time. The possibilities of
economic and social service in our national life are beyond compre-
hension. The Department stands ready to submit suggestions for such
legislation whenever you desire.

[I3:oF I-C:T]

154 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June i6, 1933
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Section 8 of the National Industrial Recovery

Bill gives the President authority in his discretion to delegate to the
Secretary of Agriculture control, under that Act, over industries dealing
with the agricultural commodities or the products thereof or competing
commodities or the products thereof.

It seems imperative that this discretion be exercised at once with
respect to some industries and to some extent. In view of the fact
that you may leave Washington soon after the National Industrial
Recovery Act is approved, I would suggest that you delegate to the
Secretary of Agriculture authority under the National Industrial Re-
covery Act with respect to the following industries, so that it will be
possible for this Department to deal with them through agreements
and licenses under the Agricultural Adjustment Act and also through
codes of practice, agreements, and licenses under the National Industrial
Recovery Act: .

9. Lumber and other forest products may fall more fully than the
preceding under the Industrial Recovery Act because of its provision for
the conservation of natural resources. Approval is requested for the
principle of preventing forest devastation on private forest lands and
keeping them productive by requiring sustained yield management and
satisfactory silviculture and protection as a quid pro quo for the cur-
tailment of output, etc. Delegation to the Secretary of Agriculture of
the necessary authority to administer through the Forest Service, for
the forest industries the provisions of the Industrial Bill and Agricultural
Act relating to or closely allied to the treatment of forest lands is also
recommended. This question is covered in detail in my memorandum
to you of June 15.

The foregoing does not contemplate that the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration need differ in any way with the National Industrial
Recovery Board as to general principles relating to codes, agreements,
or licenses. The Department can adopt the same general standard
forms as the National Industrial Recovery Board, but of course the
general forms (whether under our jurisdiction or under the National
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Industrial Recovery Board) would have to be adapted to each industry
after a study of the conditions of that industry. Forest Service admin-
istration of the forest industries would necessarily differ to the extent
required to conserve the forest resource.

H. A. WALLACE
[I3:oF IK:TS]

1 Paragraphs one to eight, dealing with commodities other than lumber, have
been omitted.

155 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, 6/16/33

MEMO FOR SECRETARY WALLACE: I think this idea is well worth
while.1 I think you might well write a letter to the National Lumber
Mfrs. Assn. to be read at their meeting in Chicago and in it you can
say: "The President asks me to tell you that he trusts any code relating
to the cutting of timber will contain some definite provision for the
controlling of destructive exploitation."

When you get through with these papers, will you give them to
General Johnson to be used in connection with any code the lumber men
may propose.2

F.D.R.
K

[13:oF 446:CT]

1Above.
2 The papers are not identified; see Wallace's reply, post, 164.

156 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June i6, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Reference is made to our conversation of a
few days ago regarding the expenditure of the $20,000,000 allotted for
the purchase of lands for National Forest purposes:

Executive Order No. 6 i 6o of June 7 specifically provides that the
allotted funds shall be expended within the forty-two existing National
Forest Units. Technically, an amendment of the Executive Order would
be necessary to permit the expenditure of any part of the allotted fund
within any other areas. A copy of an amendment of the Executive
Order which would meet the situation is attached for your consideration.

At the meeting of the National Forest Reservation Commission on
June 9, it was necessary for me temporarily to absent myself to give
attention to other matters and during my absence the remaining mem-
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bers of the Commission discussed in some detail the question of confining
the expenditure of the allotted fund to the forty-two existing National
Forest Purchase Areas as against its partial use in the establishment
and acquisition of new areas. The minutes of the theeting, of which a
copy is enclosed,1 show that several members of the Commission feel
that the expenditure of the allotted fund exclusively within the existing
units is the preferable course, while others favor purchases in new areas.

If you still are of the opinion that part of the available fund appro-
priately might be devoted to purchases of lands within areas not hitherto
approved by the National Forest Reservation Commission, I suggest
that you sign the Executive Order attached hereto.8 Under its pro-
visions, the new areas within which expenditures would be made would
be determined by me, with the concurrence and approval of the National
Forest Reservation Commission, in harmony with the objectives you
have in mind. Otherwise, the provisions of Executive Order No. 6 i 6o
would continue effective and would confine the expenditures of the
$20,000,000 exclusively to the forty-two existing National Forest Pur-
chase Areas.8

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF 149:Ts]

1 Both the copy of the amendment to the executive order and the copy of the
minutes are present.

2Executive Order 6i8x, June 24, 1933.
'Roosevelt's interest in the establishment of new national forest areas had been

previously indicated with respect to the coastal plains country of North and
South Carolina. Forester Stuart, writing to Wallace in this connection (May 24,
'933, OF 268), said that much of the forested land in South Carolina was involved
in the purchase program of a lumber company, "which should not be complicated
by Federal competition," while in eastern North Carolina much of the forested
land was of the "pocoson" or swamp type, better suited for wild life refuges than
for timber production. See below.

157 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

PULPIT HARBOR, ME., June 24, 1933

MEMO FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: In regard to the
allotment of $20,000,000 for the purchase of lands for national forest
purposes:

i. I am inclined to the belief that a certain portion of the $20,000,000
should be spent in areas not exclusively within the forty-two existing
national forest purchase areas. My reason for this is that as a matter
of policy the wider the distribution of federally owned and developed
forests, the wider will be the public interest and education in regard to
the importance of organized forestry. For example, in Florida, Georgia,
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Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana there are practically no national
forests and the inhabitants of those states take little or no interest in
forestry.

There are other imilar areas where the Federal Government is doing
nothing.

2. We should co-ordinate these new land purchases with flood control.
Is there any reason, for example, why some of this twenty million dollars
should not be used in conjunction with the Tennessee Valley Authority
for the purchase of land along the top of the watershed of the Tennessee.
I think it is highly important for the Forest Service to get in touch with
Chairman Arthur Morgan in regard to this.

I have, therefore, signed the Executive Order which you sent me.
Will you talk this over with me when I get back.

F.D.R.
[13:oF 149:cT]

'From June i6 to July s Roosevelt was on vacation. After attending Franklin, Jr.'s
graduation from Groton School on June 17, he boarded the Amberjack II, a small
auxiliary schooner, at Marion, Massachusetts, and sailed her to Campobello, arriving
there June 30 (PPF iO).

158 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 3, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Referring to your memorandum of June 24
regarding the expenditure of the $20,000,000 for forest purchases, I am
sending you herewith a statement from Major Stuart. Apparently the
necessary purchases in the Tennessee Valley are so great as to warrant
a very special and separate consideration.

Respectfully yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF 149:TS]

159 [Enclosure] ROBERT Y. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE,
TO HENRY A. WALLACE

WASHINGTON, June 28, 1933

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Reference is made to the memorandum
addressed to you by the President under date of June 24 in relation to
the purchase of lands for National Forest purposes:

The States of Illinois, Missouri, and Texas, which now contain no
National Forests, are strongly advocating the purchase by the Federal
Government of forest lands within their borders. The State of Mississippi
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which now contains one small National Forest Unit, is urgently recom-
mending the establishment of one or more additional units in that State.
The suggested areas in Illinois, Missouri, and Mississippi already have
been examined and reported on by officers of the Forest Service. Exami-
nations of lands in the State of Texas to determine areas suitable for
Federal ownership and control will be made as promptly as practicable.
Certain additions to existing units also demand consideration.

The present plan of the Forest Service is to determine by a field
examination the facts relating to each suggested area, and on the basis
of such facts to formulate a program of proposed new purchase areas.
As soon as this has been done the program will be submitted for your
consideration. If it meets with your approval, or after amendments in
conformity with your suggestions, it will then be submitted for considera-
tion by the National Forest Reservation Commission.

The $20,000,000 allotted by the President probably will not buy
more than eighty per cent of the lands within the existing forty-two
National Forest Purchase Units and each new unit which is created
proportionately will diminish the opportunity to complete the Federal
purchase program within the established units. When the supplemental
program of new units is submitted to you and to the other members
of the National Forest Reservation Commission you doubtless will wish
to weigh the relative importance and desirability of purchases in one
unit as against another and finally to develop the program of purchases
which, all factors considered, will yield the highest results in public
welfare and in the promotion of the emergency conservation work. Of
course, the probability that further funds would be made available for
land purchases after the $20,000,000 now allotted has been expended
would diminish the necessity for discrimination between one unit and
another. As the Congressional Members of the National Forest Reserva-
tion Commission have indicated their willingness to return to Wash-
ington to attend meetings of the Commission if conditions made such
attendance necessary, I am hopeful that final decision in this matter
can be reached within the next ninety days or shortly thereafter. At
that time by far the greater part of the $20,000,000 allotted by the
President will remain unobligated and available for expenditure in
such way as you and the other members of the Commission may consider
most advantageous.

If any other approach to this problem would be more satisfactory to
you I shall, of course, modify the plan accordingly. .

The present apparent feeling that more should be done in the States
to which the President refers is entirely justified but the lack of progress
is attributable to the several States as much as to the Federal Govern-
ment. Recent changes in economic trends and the action of the President
in allotting $20,000,000 for the purchase of lands have given the Na-
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tional Forest movement in the eastern States an entirely new significance
and effectiveness and creates the promise that the deficiencies to which
the President has called attention may at least in part be remedied in
the near future.

Very sincerely yours,
R. Y. STUART

[I3:OF 149:TS]

In the part here omitted, Stuart described the state of national forest acquisi-
tions in the South and the difficulties raised by the laws of certain states. He
pointed out that it had never been the practice of the Forest Service or the National
Forest Reservation Commission "to intrude the purchase policy in a State which
did not desire such action," and that a number of the eastern states had felt
competent to handle the forest situation without Federal assistance.

i6o WARD SHEPARD, FELLOW, CARL SCHURZ MEMORIAL FOUNDA-
TION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., 4 July 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: You have requested the National Lumber
Manufacturers' Association to consider including in its Code of Fair
Competition measures to prevent further destructive exploitation of
forests. Because the problem of forest industrial recovery is far more
complex than that of most industries and because it involves the conser-
vation of a major natural resource under the Recovery Act, the codes
of the lumber and other forest industries require special consideration.
May I therefore take the liberty of proposing a special procedure for
these codes.

Temporary Forest Advisory Committee

For the ordinary industrial code, a labor adviser and an industrial
adviser are sufficient. For the forest codes there might well be in
addition a Forestry Advisory Committee to the Industrial Recovery
Board, to be appointed immediately, well in advance of hearings on
the lumber and other forest industry codes, such as pulp and paper, naval
stores, etc. It is essential, first, to have an adequate representation of
the public interest in the problem because the industry alone has hitherto
never given any real consideration to the abolition of destructive logging,
though there is strong evidence that it is now doing so. It is necessary
also to have adequate technical advice available to the Industrial Board.
I would tentatively suggest the following members:

Henry S. Graves, Dean, Yale School of Forestry, New Haven, Conn.
(Formerly Chief of the Forest Service and a strong leader in forestry.)

R. Y. Stuart, Chief Forester, U. S. Forest Service.
Ovid M. Butler, Executive Secretary, American Forestry Association,

Washington, D. C.
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Franklin Reed, Executive Secretary, Society of American Foresters,
Washington, D. C.

David T. Mason, Manager, Western Pine Association, Yeon Building,
Portland, Oregon. (An able and influential exponent of sustained yield
forest management as the only means of stabilizing the forest industries.)

Fred W. Fairchild, Professor of Economics, Yale University. (Expert
on forest taxation.)

Burt P. Kirkland, U. S. Forest Service. (Expert on forest credit.)
John W. Blodgett, President, National Lumber Manufacturers' Asso-

ciation. (An able, broad-minded industrial leader, in general sympa-
thetic to sustained yield management.)

Wilson Compton, Secretary-Manager, National Lumber Manufac-
turers' Association.

All the men listed above are sympathetic toward a large constructive
solution of the industrial forest problem. I realize that Secretary %al-
lace, if he approved such a committee, might wish to suggest other
names. My list is merely something to shoot at.

What the Government Must Be Prepared to Give

The industry has three alternatives:
(i) To resist the President's request.
(2) To accept that request and ask for a maximum of Government

aid.
() To limit action now to wages, hours, and curtailment of pro-

duction, playing for time on the sustained yield problem.
In my opinion, the best course would be for the Administration to

take the position that now is the time to seek a fundamental solution.
This view is reenforced by the fact that it is thoroughly established that
selective cutting will be immediately more profitable to the industry than
clear-cutting, because it will reduce operating charges. In order, how-
ever, to avoid any delay in the adoption of the Code, the procedure
could be divided into two steps:

(i) Immediate adoption of Code provisions on wages, hours, and
collective bargaining.

(2) Rapid further development of Code provisions on (a) curtail-
ment of production and (b) sustained yield forest management. These
two phases must be linked togethercurtailment is the great goal of
the industry; the Government should hold it in reserve as a means of
bargaining for sustained yield.

I must emphatically point out that mere patchwork tinkering will
not solve the deep-seated evils of the forest industries. The Government
must be prepared to offer aid as far-reaching and sympathetic as that
already given to agriculture. The time for timid counsels is past. The
only approach that will get anywhere is an integral attack on all the
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basic problems that confront the forest industries. As suggestive guides,
the following are respectfully offered for your consideration:

i. Study of Forest Credit. The forest industries have an aggregate
indebtedness comparable to that of agriculture. High interest on short
term loans, coupled with frequent renewal charges, impose on these
industries an interest burden almost twice as great in proportion to
gross income as that borne by all manufacturing industries. Moreover,
conversion to permanent forest management will require ample credit
facilities for transport and protection facilities, reforestation, amortiza-
tion of surplus manufacturing equipment, forming mergers, etc. Almost
nothing whatever has been done by the Government even to study the
credit needs of these great industries, to say nothing of providing credit
facilities. In the matter of credit, these industries are where agriculture
was in i 908, before the Government started to study European agricul-
tui'al credit and to take the first steps toward the Federal Farm Bank
system. The following steps could well be taken immediately:

A rapid but thorough investigation by the Department of Agri-
culture or the Research Division of the Industrial Recovery Administra-
tion, assisted by the Forest Service and other bureaus, of the indebtedness
and credit facilities of the forest industries. A study of the need for a
Federal Forest Bank, or the extension of the functions of the Federal
Farm Banks to include forest credit. Funds for this research would
have to be provided from Industrial Recovery appropriations.

An immediate study by the Farm Credit Administration of using
the Federal Farm Banks to promote farm forestry as increased security
for loans. (The Federal Bank of Springfield, Mass., has a forester on
its staff for this purposeit is the only one that is intelligently promoting
forestry as a credit base.)

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation already has authority
to make loans for sustained yield and other forestry enterprises. It has
never made use of this power. It is suggested that the Forestry Advisory
Committee recommended above negotiate with the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation to make loans immediately available for the purposes
defined by the Act.

2. Broadening the Scope of Forest Purchases. Consideration by the
National Forest Reservation Commission of the following steps:

Feasibility of purchasing uneconomic private forest holdings
suitable for National Forests, to be paid for by Federal Forest Bonds to
be retired from a sinking fund created from receipts of timber as cut.

Contracts for the future purchase of private timberlands suitable
for National Forests, the mature timber to be first cut by the owner under
Government supervision, on the selective principle in order to retain an
adequate growing stock. (This system was successful in the Federal
purchase of Arizona State forest lands.)
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(c) A policy to put into effect Sec. 7 of the Act of June 7, 1924
Stat., 653) (Clarke-McNary cooperative forestry law). This section
authorizes the Government to receive gifts of forest lands, with the
reservation of cutting rights by the donor for merchantable timber. It is
probable that this provision could be extensively used for free acquisition
by the Government of forests that cannot be economically held by private
owners.

3. Forest Tax Reform and Other Aids.
Formulation by the Forest Advisory Committee of a program

by which the Administration would endeavor to induce the States (either
singly or by regional groups) to put into effect the forest tax reforms
recommended by the Forest Service as a result of its intensive study of
forest taxation throughout the United States. These reforms will ease
the burdens of the forest owners.

Agreement to seek additional Federal appropriations for addi-
tional protection against fire for all private forests organized for sustained
yield forest management under this program.

Agreement to allocate funds from the emergency public works
program for the construction of roads for tralisport and protection in
sustained yield management units (aggregates of individual holdings)
organized under this program.

Agreement to bring National Forests so far as practicable into
the sustained yield management units so organized

In addition to the above steps, which apply principally to large timber
holdings, the important farm woodlot regions of the East should be
handled by the formation of farm forestry and timber marketing coop-
eratives under the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

Administrative Organization Needed

A special administration will be needed to handle the double function
of controlling lumber production by the quota system and establishing
Sustained Yield Management Units and enforcing proper logging and
cutting methods. The control will be exercised by requiring the sub-
mission and following of proper forest management plans. The Forest
Recovery Administration should consist of a Director General with an
adequate central staff; a minimum of twelve Regional Directors, one
in each of the principal forest regions; and, in each region, sufficient

District Foresters to care for the local forest units. In the West and
other principal lumber regions, the District Forester (with necessary
assistants) would supervise the operations on Sustained Yield Manage-
ment Units. In the Eastern farm woodlot region he would organize
and advise farm forestry and marketing cooperatives and bring small

sawmills under a licensing system to prevent destructive cutting.

[189]



The proposed Committees provided by the tentative code of the
lumber industry would be retained as advisory and cooperative agencies,
to give industry full representation in the application of the entire
program.

This Administration should preferably be lodged in the Department
of Agriculture, though all matters affecting wages, hours, and collective
bargaining could well be retained by the Industrial Recovery Ad-
ministration. Because of the magnitude of the job (ultimately in-
volving some three hundred million acres) and the character of the
work, it might well be considered whether such an Administration should
not be distinct from and coordinate to the Forest Service, with both
bureaus possibly lodged under an Assistant Secretary of Agriculture,
devoted wholly to forestry.

If it is objected that the cost of such an administration is excessive,
the answer is that forest devastation is vastly more costly.

I attach a separate memorandum not directly connected with the
Industrial Act.'

Respectfully submitted,

[13:oF 466:T:PHOTOSTAT]

'"Proposal for a Permanent Forest Council," dated July 4, 1933, a sevenpage
typescript. Shepard proposed a permanent Federal Forest Council to advise the
Secretary of Agriculture and the President on forest policy. He said that there was
no conservation agency that had "any really organized instrumentality for planning,"
that the Forest Service had been unable to assume aggressive leadership (the plan
envisaged by the Copeland report would not stop devastation on private lands), and
the forestry societies were not equipped to do so.

i6i ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] July ii, 1933
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I have read

the memorandum of Major Stuart of June twenty-eighth relating to
additional forest land purchases with much interest. It is my thought
that our Government policy should take us distinctly into the yellow
pine belt in Florida, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana, not
only because we have comparatively little Federal yellow pine land, but
also because next winter we may want to establish a great many C. C. C.
camps in a warm climate. I suppose we should also consider adding
to the above states, land on the coastal plain of South Carolina and
North Carolina, also possibly some of the coastal plain land in Southeast
Texas.

F.D.R.
TMB

[13:oF 149:CT]

[WARD SHEPARD]
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162 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, July 14, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I passed on to Major R. Y. Stuart your
memorandum of July I I with regard to forest land purchases in the
South. In reply he submitted the enclosed memorandum.

Respectfully yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:or 149:Ts]

163 [Enclosure] ROBERT Y. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE,
TO HENRY A. WALLACE

WASHINGTON, July 12, 1933

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The President's memorandum to you under
date of July i I regarding the purchase of forest lands has just been
received. The expression of the President's views will be most helpful
and promptly will be brought to the attention of the National Forest
Reservation Commission. In this connection it might be well for the
President to know the present status of the project.

Sixty days have elapsed since the President first decided to allot
$ 2o,000,000 for the purchase of forest lands, but no funds have yet been
made available and the Forest Service is confronted with a difficult
situation.

Due to lack of funds it has not been practicable to employ and place
in the field the organization necessary to conduct the contemplated
purchase program. Land ownership must be determined, offers to sell
to the United States must be secured, the offered lands must be exam-
ined, cruised and appraised. With the expectation that the costs of
such work could be met from the $2o,000,000 allotment, the Forest
Service has released as savings the $85,854 provided for Acquisition in
the 1934 appropriation bill, and thus is without funds with which to
meet the July salaries of persons now engaged in Acquisition work. It
has not been possible to initiate the general program.

At its meetings of June 9 and June 20, the National Forest Reserva-
tion Commission approved the purchase of 666,983 acres of land at a
total cost of $1,217,303.17. No funds are available with which to con-
summate these purchases which are distributed throughout twenty-
eight different Purchase Areas in sixteen different States. Failure to
act promptly on these cases will engender considerable dissatisfaction.

The first delay was due to the fact that the Executive Order of May
20 allocated the funds directly to the Secretary of Agriculture for
expenditure. It was decided that under the provisions of the ECW Act
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the allotment must be through the War Department. In consequence,
an amended Executive Order was prepared and signed by the President
June 7.

Both orders limited expenditures of the allotted funds to the forty-two
National Forest Purchase Units. The President decided that purchases
in other areas also were desirable. To authorize them, a new Executive
Order was signed by the President on June 24.

Up to that time the plan was to use part of the funds made available
by the Act of March 31, 1933.1 It is understood that the Bureau of
the Budget found it impracticable to allocate such funds and finally
decided that the allotted $20,000,000 should come from the funds made
available by the National Industrial Recovery Act of June i6, 1933.
This decision necessitated still another Executive Order.

Such an order was prepared, approved by the Director of the Budget
and submitted to the President on July 8. Unfortunately, it did not
incorporate the provision of the Order of June 24, and contained the
limitation of expenditures to the forty-two existing National Forest
Purchase Areas. This fact was noted by the President who accordingly
declined to give the Order his approval.

At that time the President expressed certain views which have come
to me indirectly and may not be correctly understood by me. One was
a feeling that the proposed program of purchases did not adequately
provide for the southern pine region where timber grows rapidly and
abundantly. As a matter of fact the Government now owns in that
region a total of 646,070 acres, the immediate program of purchase
within existing units therein would aggregate 536,000 acres, and the
purchasable area within tentatively suggested new units totals 935,000
acres additional; so that the full program as conceived by the Forest
Service would total 2,117,100 acres in the southern pine belt of the
South Atlantic and Gulf States.

This is not the desirable ultimate program, but to date the State of
Georgia has declined to consent to Federal purchases of forest land
except in the mountainous region in the extreme north end of the State
and in the Okefenokee Swamp; the State of Alabama has declined to
consent except within the drainage of the Tennessee River; agreement
with the State of Mississippi has been reached in connection with only
one area; and consent by the State of Texas to Federal purchases of
forest land has been granted only within the past sixty days or so. It
is anticipated that under now prevailing conditions an additional pro-
gram of purchase areas in the southern pine region can be developed
by agreement with the States concerned and promptly carried into
execution.
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One important point is that if the President makes the funds available
immediately the greater part will remain unobligated and unexpended
for at least several months and will be available for purchases in the
southern pine belt when conditions permitting its effective expenditure
there can be developed by agreement with the States and approval by
the National Forest Reservation Commission.

Major Keith of the War Department quotes General Coleman of
the Office of Finance as quoting Mr. Howe, the President's Secretary,
to the effect that the President feels that the governing Executive Order
should not provide that the allotted funds should be expended under
the provisions of the Act of March i, i 91 i; 2 that instead of first estab-
lishing purchase areas and then purchasing lands it might be preferable,
in some instances at least, to first purchase the lands and then establish
a National Forest, or perhaps dedicate the acquired lands to some other
public purpose.

There is, naturally, a tremendous pressure to sell lands to the United
States, in areas of from forty acres upwards and in widely distributed
sections of the country. Some orderly arrangement for handling these
many proposals seems indispensable. Action must be governed by some
definite public objective and service, and provision must be made for the
subsequent management and development of the lands. Procedure
under the well established administrative method built up under the Act
of March i, 191 I, seems most logical. It prescribes specific public ob-
jectives, represents a long-established public policy and program; and
permits participation by not only the three executive departments most
concerned but also by both Houses of Congress.

On July zo a revised Executive Order and supporting data were
submitted to Secretary Dern for consideration by him as President of
the National Forest Reservation Commission and with the thought that
he might find it practicable to bring the matter to the President's atten-
tion. The Order had been reviewed and approved by General Cole-
man, and aside from minor changes in language had been approved
by the Director of the Budget. If it were practical to secure the Presi-
dent's approval of the Order, the long delayed work of actual land pur-
chase promptly could be initiated.3

Very sincerely yours,
R. Y. STUART

[13:oF 149:TS]

'Emergency Conservation Work Act.
'Weeks Forest Purchase Act.
'Executive Order 6208, July 25, 1933, allocated $20,000,000 for purchases of

land for emergency conservation work.
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164 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OP AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] July 20, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In compliance with your suggestion of
June i6, I wrote the National Lumber Manufacturers Association re-
garding the inclusion in their National Industrial Recovery Act code
of definite provision for the control of destructive exploitation of timber.

The provisions in Article X of the code submitted on July i o were
thought by the Forest Service and other forestry and conservation
agencies to be a far less explicit compliance with your request than is
desirable. The lumber industry now proposes a revision. This in
conjunction with the letter of June i8 from the Secretary of the Asso-
ciation 1 is far more satisfactory, and may be entirely so. Representa-
tives of the industry give the most positive assurance that it is intended
as a commitment to go just as far as possible. They propose a conference
to be called by the Secretary of Agriculture at which both industrial
and public programs to carry out this commitment will be formulated,
both to be worked out later in detail.

Should you desire a more explicit commitment on the part of the
industry to the principle of sustained forest production it could be
obtained by substituting "bring about" for "encourage" in Art. I of the
Lumber Code as submitted on July 10: "and to conserve forest resources
and encourage the sustained production thereof."

An underlying idea in requesting sustained forest production from the
lumber industry is that there shall be a reasonable public return. A
clear-cut affirmative statement to this effect from you at the time of the
approval of the code would be most helpful in furthering the industrial
as well as the public part of the bargain. The Department would be
glad to suggest the basis for such a statement if you so desire.2

[HENRY A. WALLACE]
[13 :OF 466 :cT:PH0T0sTAT]

Not found.
2 The lumber industry code was drawn up at a series of conferences between May
and July o, 5933, beginning with a meeting of industry representatives in

Chicago sponsored by the National Lumber Manufacturers Association. David T.
Mason, at this time secretary-manager of the Western Pine Association, and later
executive officer of the Lumber Code Authority, has described the formation of the
code in The Lumber Code (New Haven: Yale University School of Forestry, Lum-
ber Industry Series XI, 1935), and in his diaries, edited by Rodney C. Loehr, Forests
for the Future (St. Paul: Minnesota Hist. Soc., 5952). Mason says that he, with
William B. Greeley, Wilson Compton and Laird Bell, drafted Article X on July so,
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5933 (Loehr, o. cit., p. si7). (Greeley was secretary-manager of the West Coast
Lumbermens Association; Compton, secretary-manager of the National Lumber
Manufacturers Association; and Bell, a Chicago attorney.) Between July 50 and
20, 5933, several meetings were held by this group with Forest Service officers and
with representatives of forestry associations, forestry schools and foresters, like
Pinchot, who were identified with the conservationist point of view. The Forest
Service pressed for a substitute conservation article which would have given the
Government more control over the administration of the code. Mason characterized
the proposed substitute as "vicious" and noted that Stuart accepted the final draft
of the article with "some reluctance" (ibid., pp. 117-I x 8). Public hearings on the
code began on July 20, 1933.

165 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR EUGENE TALMADGE, Atlanta,
Georgia

[WASHINGTON] July 26, 1933

M DEAR GOVERNOR: In signing a new Order allotting $20,000,000
for the purchase of lands for national-forest purposes, I have had par-
ticularly in mind the need for a substantial enlargement of National
Forests in the southern pine belt, where the growth of timber is rapid
and abundant and where unusual opportunities exist for effective work
in forest conservation by the Civilian Conservation Corps during seasons
when inclement weather militates against such work in other regions.

I find that while provision is being made for large purchases of
southern pine lands in Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina,
and North Carolina, none is contemplated in Georgia, due to the fact
that the consent of the State, which is a prerequisite prescribed by the
Weeks Law under which forest lands are purchased, has not been granted
by the State of Georgia except in relation to the mountainous section in
the north end of the State, and to the Okefenokee Swamp which is not
the most desirable pine area for Federal management. It seems worth
while to bring this matter to your attention.

I am sending you this letter because I understand there is a possibility
of your calling a special session of the Legislature in the near future.
The purchase of such lands will have to be made this year.1

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF IC:CT]
1 (Drafted by the Agriculture Department.) Talmadge replied Aug. 5, 1933,

offering an opinion of his attorney general that existing Georgia laws were adequate
for the establishment of national forests in the state. Attorney General Cummings
was, however, of the contrary opinion, and Roosevelt again suggested that Georgia
enact the necessary legislation (Cummings to Roosevelt, Sept. 8, 5933; Roosevelt to
Wallace, Sept. 53, 5933, OF iC).

3959600_57____14 [ 195 ]



i66 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON 7/27/33
MEMO. FOR SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I wish very much that

you and Major Stewart would draft a definite, ideal paragraph for
forest conservation, to go into the Lumber Code, and take it up with
General Johnson.1

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: T] Returning Memo, to President from Secy. Agric. Jul. 20,
1933 in re Lumber Code with correspondence, from Wilson Compton,
Wash., D. C., with attached Memo.

[13:oF 466:CT]

1Hearings on the proposed lumber code ended July 6 and it was submitted to
the President on Aug. 19, 1933. Mason states that Roosevelt was interested prac-
tically only in Article X and this he wanted changed: "We made changes, but not
going as far as President asked. Cates, Laird Bell & Bill Greeley went back, and
this time President signed" (Loehr, ed., Forests for the Future, pp. 118-119).

167 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
July 28, 1933, 410 P. M.

[Excerpt] The President: . . . In regard to these projects,1 I think it
is perfectly well at this time to make one thing clear: The Wyoming
project, for example, has as its primary purpose the control of flood
waters on the upper tributaries of the Missouri River.2 With that
control there will be two other results, one power and the other sufficient
water to use for reclamation purposes. Now, the very minute you start
to increase the irrigation area in the United States, you run into the
problem of additional crop production. At the present time we are all
against additional crop production. What are you going to do about it?
It will be good crop land. It will be irrigated land and therefore the
Administration, in order to get this good crop land which will be a by-
product of flood prevention, has decided that it will take out of produc-
tion an equivalent acreage in sections of the country where such acreage
is now being farmed on a submarginal basis. Submarginal land, in
other words, is land which ought not to be farmed but is still being
farmed. Now, that does not mean taking out acre for acre, because
this reclamation land which will result from the flood control and this
Wyoming project will probably produce three or four times as much in
the way of crops as the submarginal land produces, and therefore it may,
in all probability, be necessary to withdraw from cultivation three or
four acres of submarginal land for every acre of new reclamation land
that is being put into use. Therefore, we will undertake to acquire
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and take out of cultivation an acreage of submarginal land whose prO-
duction is the equivalent of the new acreage of reclamation land which
is put into use, so that the total production of crops will not be increased.
Of course, at the same time we are taking off the soil, off that sub-
marginal land, families that today cannot make a living working that
submarginal land.

Q: Will the submarginal land be used for forest preserves?
The President: They will probably go back into the public domain

and if there are lands which can be used for forestry purposes, we will
put them into forestry.

Q: Out of what funds?
The President: Out of the same funds.
Q: Is there any estimate of the acreage on the Wyoming project?
The President: Do you happen to know how much, Harold?
Secretary Ickes: My recollection is about forty thousand.
Q: That will be improved?
The President: Yes.
Q: Will this submarginal land be withdrawn, will that be confined

to the same State?
The President: Not necessarily.

[13 :PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

1 The reporters had been asking questions about proposed projects in the Columbia
River Basin, the Missouri Valley, and the St. Lawrence River.

2 The Casper-Alcova project on the North Platte River near Casper, Wyomuig.

i68 ROOSEVELT TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, 8-3-33

MAC: I want to visit three camps, and suggest that I go to Luray
and then come back by whatever is the best way to Washington; will
leave on the train at 9:30 in the morning, standard time; want to get
back to Washington about :oo in the afternoon.

I would like to have Bill Green, President of the Federation of Labor,
join me down there and come back to Washington with me.1

F.D.R.
[13:oF 268:T]

1 On August i 2 Roosevelt visited Civilian Conservation Corps camps at Grottoes
and Sperryville, and at Bald Face, Big Meadows and Skyland in the Shenandoah
National Park, Virginia. Fechner described the trips in a radio broadcast from
Washington on Aug. 17, 1933 (a transcript is in OF 268). Ickes also described the
trip in his Diary (I, 78-80).

{ 197]



169 PRESS CONFERENCE, Hyde Park, August ii, 1933

[Excerpt] The President: I think the only thing you can really write
now is the fact that we are studying the problem of how to handle the
situation during the Winter and that we hope that as many boys as
possible will be able to get jobs.1 Also that the camps that are in the
heavy snow belt will have to be moved down to some place where they
can be kept going comfortably during the Winter. Of course it will
mean that quite a numbera good many thousandwill be moved
clear to the south.

Do you know that I allocated twenty million dollars for the acquisi-
tion of new forest areas and of that about fifteen million will go to round
out existing national forests, preferably in places where they can work
all during the year? In other words, they are out of the heavy snow
belts and about four or five million will be to establish new national
forests, primarily in the sufficiently far south to be workable all the year
around. There are areas under consideration in Florida, Alabama,
Mississippi, Louisiana, Arkansas and, I think, North Carolina. I don't
think South Carolina is included. Of course the Tennessee end of it
is being taken care of by the Tennessee Valley Authority.

One of the reasons for that is that the Federal Government has never
had anything except very, very small acreageNational Forest acreage
in the yellow pine belt. The only state that doesn't come under that
is the State of Georgia where they have not passed the necessary enabling
legislation. I spoke to the Governor of Georgia about it when he was
in Washington and if he has a special session he says he will ask for the
necessary legislation to allow the Federal Government to own land in
Georgia. Off the record, that was a lead for him to hold an extra
session. They could sell about a million acres of land to the Federal
Government.

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]

1A reporter had asked about the problem of keeping the Civilian Conservation
Corps camps open during the winter.

170 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT Y. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE

WASHINGTON, August 19, 1933

MEMO. FOR THE FORESTER: Referring to the enclosed, what would
it cost to put a series of i oo-foot shelterbelts on the western side of the
central belt (i. e. on the map a small portion of Northern Texas, a small
portion of Western Texas, a small portion of Western Oklahoma, across
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Western Kansas and across Central Nebraska), these shelterbelts to be
located approximately five miles apart and a total of six belts?

F.D.R.
[Notation: T] Memo re forest planting possibilities in the prairie region.
{ 13:oF Ic:CT]

171 [Enclosure i] ROBERT Y. STUART TO HENRY A. WALLACE,
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, August 15, 1933

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Attached are some notes on strip planting
of forest trees pertinent to the President's recent inquiry. Accompany-
ing them is a map indicating the species suitable for such planting in the
Plains region.' These notes describe a plan for planting ioo-foot
strips along Federal and other highways and section lines both north
and south, which plan would have advantages over planting in blocks.
Such a project could be handled in at least three different ways, as
follows:

i. Acquisition and forest planting of strips by the Federal Govern-
ment. This method of handling the project would promise most in
the way of prompt and zone-wide action.

Acquisition and forest planting of strips by the Federal Govern-
ment in cooperation with the States concerned on a dollar for dollar
sharing basis. This method would have the advantage of insuring a
substantial sharing in the work by the local public, represented by the
States, to which a large part of the benefits would come. It would
tend to win for the project, wherever it was undertaken, highly valuable
local participation and support. Under such a plan, however, there
would be less assurance of zone-wide completion of the undertaking
with the likelihood that in the case of some States 50 per cent of the
money necessary to successfully carry through the enterprise would not
be forthcoming.

Production of the necessary forest planting stock by the Federal
Government in cooperation with the States and planting by the in-
terested landowners. This plan has the advantage of being enabled by
legislative machinery which is already operating (Clarke-McNary Law,
Section 4), although authorization for increased appropriations and
actual increases in the appropriations would be demanded. The amount
available for the Section 4 project for the fiscal year 1934 is $56,047
which is allotted to 40 States. The authorization is $ioo,000. We
have recommended considerable expansion in both Federal aid in
planting and Federal aid in extension, which would be the means by
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which such a project would be promoted and realized, but the estimates
of cost did not include an extensive system of strip planting.

This method would, however, sharply limit the possibility of prompt
and complete fulfillment of the work as a zone-wide undertaking, since
it is unlikely that private owners could be induced to carry through in
the near future their part of the undertaking to a degree which would
result in completed strips over extensive areas. The plan would also,
no doubt, be opposed by many landowners whose individual farm
interests would appear to be injured.

If the President and you think well of it, I can get in touch with the
State Foresters and other State officers of the States within the zone
under consideration in order to determine the feasibility of Federal co-
operation with the States in such an undertaking, and to learn whether
they would be prepared to actively participate in a project of this kind
and could secure the support of the legislatures and landowners.

No estimate has been attempted as to the probable cost under any of
the three methods noted.

Very sincerely yours,
/s/ R. Y. STUART

[13:oF I-C:CT:PHOTOSTAT]

The map is present; the inquiry, if a written communication, has not been found.

'72 [Enclosure 2]

Forest Planting Possibilities in the Prairie Region

Forest plantations in the true prairie or plains region have proved
effective only in the form of shelterbelts. As shelterbelts they have pro-
tected homes, livestock, and crops from the effect of the prevailing
drying winds. Plantations for wood production only, such as have been
established under more favorable conditions elsewhere, have not gen-
erally succeeded; in most cases they have not produced sufficient wood
to return the initial investment.

Shelterbelt and windbreak plantings have been successful in many
parts of the region. In developing these plantings, the deficiency in
precipitation has been made up by cultivation and, in many instances,
by occasional watering. Winter killing has been prevented by mulching.
While the lumber value of the wood produced in shelterbelts is negligi-
ble, as a means of bringing personal comfort to the local residents and
protection to crops and livestock these plantations are an important
part of the region's agricultural economy.

It was the discovery of a tree capable of growing under prairie condi-
tions, the osage orange, that made possible the earliest settlements
(i 800 1840) in the prairie region. Plantations, or more strictly hedges,
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of this tree provided the necessary fencing of the farm, furnished fuel,
and gave shelter to the homestead. The development of rail transpor-
tation and the discovery of nearby sources of coal, respectively, lessened
the need of trees as a growing fence and as fuel, but they did not lessen
the need of trees as a shelter from biting winter winds. As settlements
throughout the prairie region developed, increasing numbers of shelter-
belts were planted to protect homes and livestock. A considerable
number of tree species other than the osage orange have now been found
to be satisfactory for the purpose of protection planting in various parts
of the region.

The influence of these forest strips on wind is marked. Wind
velocities ranging to 20 miles an hour are reduced by much more than
half over distances from 4 to 8 times the height of the windbreak. At
greater velocities and at greater distances, the effect becomes less marked.
The decrease in wind velocity markedly affects evaporation. On areas
protected by windbreaks, from i o to 6o per cent less evaporation results
from winds ranging to 20 miles an hour in velocity, to a distance 5 to i o
times the height of the windbreaks.

Such marked effects upon wind and upon evaporation save con-
siderable quantities of moisture for crop production. Studies have
shown that on shelterbelt-protected fields from i to 40 per cent (on
an average, about 30 per cent) more moisture is available to field crops
over an area i 2 times the height of the trees, when wind velocities range
from 5 to 20 miles per hour. Not only is this saving of moisture effected
in the growing season, but because of the retardation of wind velocity
and the reduction of evaporation the snow cover is laid down uniformly
over the area and the melt is absorbed into the ground instead of being
dissipated into the air.

Forest strips are a form of insurance against the evil effects of drouth.
This conclusion had been reached in Russia 50 years ago; at that time
a special commission of soil experts recommended forest-strip planting
in the Ukraine as one means of overcoming drouth and promoting land
settlement. This system in which the plains are gridironed with forest
strips is now an accepted part of the program of land settlement in
southern Russia. Reports on Russian studies in the Ukraine state that
the annual precipitation on plains areas protected by a widespread
system of forest strips was 3 inches (16 per cent) greater than that on
similar areas not so protected. This increase in available moisture
was reflected in an increase in crop yields per unit of area, more than
counterbalancing the reduction in cropped area that resulted from the
tree planting. Yields of hay, wheat, oats, and rye were materially in-
creased. Similar results have been obtained in Poland; protected fields
were reported to yield from o to 6o per cent more than unprotected
fields.
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In American investigations carried out in Nebraska, protected corn
fields produced 59 bushels per acre as against 41 bushels produced by
unprotected fields. In this instance the net gain over an area 10 times
as wide as the trees were tall, including the area occupied by the shelter-
belt, was 9.22 bushels per acre. Fodder was increased by nearly 50
per cent. Apple trees produced 4.9 bushels each as contrasted with an
average yield of z'/ bushels for trees on unprotected areas. In Cali-
fornia a higher yield of oranges and walnuts is recorded for protected
areas, and a higher percentage of unblemished fruit.

In the Canadian plains region, farmers, formerly made little effort to
raise vegetables other than potatoes, few raised small fruits, and none
raised larger fruits. Now, under shelterbelt protection, nearly all grow
various vegetables, many grow small fruits, and a few are raising apples,

plums, etc.
To be most effective in protecting crops, a forest strip should be at

least 100 feet wide, consisting of from 10 to 20 rows of trees. This

width and spacing give the trees the opportunity to develop real forest

conditions. They permit the use of slow growing, shrubby trees on the
outside and of taller, more rapidly growing trees in the center, which
gives maximum density of foliage and greatest possible height.

For the purposes outlined, forest strips should be not more than a
mile apart in either direction; for maximum benefits, they should be

about half a mile apart. As local roads in the prairie region very largely
follow section lines and thus are usually a mile apart, it appears that
widening their rights-of-way across a broad belt of country would make
possible the development of a well-spaced system of forest strips that
would furnish protection benefits to a large region. If the right-of-way
were doubled, there would be sufficient opportunity for developing these
strips as part of a highway plan.

Trees planted in i oo-foot strips along the section lines (both north to
south and east to west) of a belt 75 miles wide would approximate in

total area a solid block of forest 3 miles in width. Such an aggregation
of strips would cost more per acre to plant and care for than an equiva-
lant solid block of forest. There would be advantages, however, in that
the work of replacement and fire protection could be done very largely

by road-maintenance crews and whatever additional work would be
necessary could be handled locally. The labor for nursery operation,
planting, and subsequent management could be drawn from nearby
sources over a wide expanse of country.

In addition to serving the purposes already discussed, the strips would

provide shade to the highway traveler and could be so planned as to
constitute forest parks in a region where parks are rare. They would
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cause a increase in birds and game. It is possible that their beneficial
effects to climate would spread far beyond their immediate vicinity.

A forest planting such as originally proposed would take a large area
of farm land out of cultivation. A solid block of forest 3 miles wide and
1,500 miles long would total nearly 3 million acres. The cost of such
a plan would be high, but the loss in farm area, however, would tie
into the general plan for reducing crop acreage. A program of forest
strips might, on the marginal lands, have the tendency to develop diversi-
fied farming, as with protection and more available moisture, a greater
variety of crops could be grown. Shelterbelts would probably make
some crop production feasible on the poorer lands now so exposed to
drying winds that the chances of crop losses are too great for agriculture.1

[13:OF IC:T:PHOTOSTAT]

'There is no indication of the authorship of this memorandum but it was probably
written by Raphael Zon, director of the Lake States Forest Experiment Station at
St. Paul, Minnesota. Zon, an authority on the relationships of forests to water, was
largely responsible for the planning of the Shelterbelt. His appointment to be in
charge of its technical phases was announced July 30, 1934 (New York Times, July
35, 5934, p. 34).

173 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT V. STUART, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE

WASHINGTON, August 19, 1933

MEMO. FOR THE FORESTER: Perhaps this Pole Mt. Nursery proposi-
tion is too expensive for us to expand. What I am seeking is a definite
enlargement of desert land planting. Is there any other nursery which
we could expand at a lower annual planting cost per acre of forestation?'

F. D. R.
[13:OF Ic:cT]

'Stuart had reported (Aug. 8, 5933, OF sC) on the possibility of using the Forest
Service Pole Mountain Nursery in Wyoming to supply shelterbelt planting stock.
Acting Forester Sherman replied to Roosevelt Aug. 25, 1933 (OF iC), describing
other Forest Service nurseries. He said that he was confident that with some further
indication of what the President had in mind the Forest Service could work out a
project in some region that would meet his objectives.

174 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

HYDE PARK, N. Y., August 29, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Our good
friend, Thomas H. Beck, the Editor of Collier's, who is also Chairman
of the State Board of Fisheries and Game in Connecticut, writes me as
follows:
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I was delighted to learn from Ray Tucker that you have decided to have
a hearing on the contemplated proclamation concerning migratory water
fowl, and I might say that I think such action is extremely wise, not only
from the standpoint of your administration, but also from the viewpoint of
conservation and restoration of which subject I have been a student for a
number of years. As you may or may not know, I am Chairman of the
State Board of Fisheries and Game in Connecticut, and as such, I am very
much interested in all that pertains to the restoration of our wild life.

I think it is very important to keep the good will of the fish and game
clubs and associations, and the chief point is the necessity of giving them
a chance to be heard before promulgating orders changing the dates of
open seasons.

F.D.R.
{13:oF 378:CT]

175 ROOSEVELT TO VANDERBILT WEBB, New York City

[WASHINGTON] September 6, 1933

DEAR VAN: I entirely forgot before this to write you about the very
wonderful property at Staatsburgh, owned by Mrs. Lewis S. Thompson
(Gerald Morgan's sister), which she is considering giving to the
Taconic State Park Commission I hope much that you can have a
talk with Mrs. Thompson when you get back, or that Mr. Hadley will
do so beforehand.'

As you know, I have for many years advocated acquisition of Hudson
River shore front property by the Taconic State Park Commission. Here
is a wonderful opportunity, especially because a large portion of this
property lies on the river side of the New York Central tracks. Also,
it is located on the New York-Albany Post Road.

I had thought of the possibility of this property being turned over
to Dutchess County, but Dutchess has no park commission; and in any
event, even if it did, the existing political situation in the county would
mean a politically run park. It is vastly better to have the park owned
and run by a State agency.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-MD

[13:PPF 56:cT]

'Webb was secretary of the Taconic State Park Commission. Morris Hadley was
a member of Webb's law firm, Milbank, Tweed, Hope and Webb (PPF 56).

2 Webb replied Sept. 7, 1933 (PPF 56), that he had told Mrs. Thompson her
offer would be acted upon as promptly as possible and that the State Park Commis-
sion agreed with Roosevelt that the property should be acquired as a park.
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176 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE
[WASHINGTON] September 13, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Will you talk
this over with the Forest Service and decide whether yOU think it worth
while to try out something like this on the basis of an expenditure of

say $i ,000,000? I do not think the Government should pay anything
for the land. If the land is privately owned it should be donated by
the owners.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-MD

[13:oF I-.-C:CT]

177 [Enclosure] EDWARD A. SHERMAN, ACTING FORESTER, FOREST
SERVICE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, September 8, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Reference is made to your Memorandum of-

August ig, asking what it would cost to put a series of ioo-foot shelter-
belts on the western side of a belt designated as the "Central Belt."

The location which we believe you have in mind is indicated upon
the attached diagram, extending from Childress, Texas, on the south,
north across Kansas, through the Halsey Division of the Nebraska Na-
tional Forest to Valentine, Nebraska. Forest planting has proved suc-
cessful near Halsey, Nebraska, but conditions become more adverse as
one goes southward. For the project as a whole it is believed that forest
planting will be generally successful only if the ground is prepared a
year in advance by summer fallowing and the plantations are cultivated
two or three times each year to keep down competing vegetation and
preserve moisture. This cultivation should be continued for about ten
years or, in other words, until the forest growth closes in and shades the
ground. Best results on plantations of this kind have been obtained by
planting in rows io feet apart, allowing use of horses and machinery,
and spacing the trees at four-foot intervals in the row, this requiring
slightly less than I 100 trees per acre. From Childress, Texas, to Val-
entine, Nebraska, is approximately 600 miles. The area of six i oo-foot
strips 600 miles long is 43,635 acres. A rough estimate of the cost of
planting such strips for windbreaks follows:

Planting stock, 47,519,000 trees at $5.00 per 1,000 $237, 595
Labor in planting, 43,635 acres at $xo.00 per acre 436, 350
Cultivation, maintenance, protection and supervision of 43,635

acres at $3.00 per acre annually for 10 years I, 309, 050

Total cost I, 982, 995
Average cost per acre $45. 44
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This does not include any item of land value. Excepting for a few
miles through the Nebraska National Forest, the strips would run
through private land. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics esti-
mates the present value of this 43,635 acres at $15.17 per acre based on
1930 census figures showing a 1929 average value of $24.85 per acre.
It is evident that to acquire title to such strips of land would on the aver-
age cost the government about $20.00 per acre. This would raise the
average cost to about $65.00 per acre, or a total of $2,736,275 for the
43,635 acres. However, a forest plantation consisting of a strip 100
feet wide running through fields, pastures and open range would be
doomed to early destruction unless protected from stock. A four-wire
fence would cost on the average about $320 per mile. Six strips 600
miles long would require 7,200 miles of fence costing about $2,304,000,
and raising the total cost to $ 5,040,2 75, or an average of about $115 per
acre.

These costs could be substantially reduced per acre by modifying the
plans. A change from six i oo-foot strips to one 600-foot strip would
save $44 per acre in fencing cost and reduce the average to i per
acre. This, however, might not result in as favorable climatic influences
as the six strip method. Furthermore, by cooperating with the settlers
in the 30-mile strip under consideration it should be possible to secure
at a much lower cost, an equal acreage of successful forest plantations
well distributed but not in continuous strips. It is quite possible that by
a cooperative method it would be unnecessary to acquire any land, labor
costs for planting and cultivating might be reduced 50 per cent, and
fencing costs reduced to costs of materials only, thereby reducing the
final average costs per acre to $37.50 itemized as follows:

By this method the costs of planting and maintaining for ten years
43,635 acres of forest plantations distributed through such 30-mile belts
might be reduced to $1,636,312.50, not including costs of supervision.

If further information is desired covering any feature of this problem
I shall be glad to furnish it if possible.1

Very sincerely yours,
[EDWARD A. SHERMAN]

[13 :op IC:cT:PH0T0sTAT]

The question of land ownership was also discussed in two letters of Stuart to
Tugwell, Sept. 27 and Oct. i8, 1933 (OF iC). Stuart enclosed lists showing the
kinds of land that would be affected by the proposed shelterbelt and a map of the
proposed plantings. The problem involved is stated in Possibilities of Shelterbelt
Planting in the Plains Region (Washington, 1935), prepared under the direction of
Raphael Zon of the Lake States Forest Experiment Station of the Forest Service.
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178 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Sept. 19, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have received your memorandum reference
of September i 2 with attached letter of August 2 i to Mr. Delano from
Mr. Collingwood of the American Forestry Association.1

Your acceptance of the Lumber Industry Code, and the conservation
obligations assumed thereunder in response to your wishes, has prompted
Major Stuart to suggest to me that an intensive study should be under-
taken of European forestry experience and practice. In Sweden, for
example, there has been perfected a system of rational conservation for
private forest lands which permits the largest measure of self-government
by the industry itself, and which, at the same time, adequately safeguards
the public interest. This is essentially the problem that now confronts
our lumber industry and there are no precedents to follow in this country.
Mindful of this, Dr. Wilson Compton, on behalf of the National Lumber
Manufacturers Association, has recommended to me that studies abroad
directed to this end will be of value in formulating the necessary sup-
plementary codes of forest practice and their administration. There
are also related problems in which European experience may prove of
particular value to us at this time such as the organization of farmers'
forestry cooperatives, new methods of financing the management of
forest properties for sustained production through public credit agencies,
and the development of community life through the operation of
permanent forest enterprises.

I have in mind other measures for the more effective economic and
social use of our lands in which forestry will play an important part: the
comprehensive program presented in the National Plan for American
Forestry (Senate Document 12); the Tennessee Valley Project, with
the prospect of other similar developments; the work of the Civilian Con-
servation Corps; and the program of the National Planning Board of
the Public Works Administration.2 An example of the kind of useful
information that can be secured is the recent report prepared by the
Forest Service on the Italian national land plan for the conservation,
reclamation and utilization of soil and water resources. This report has
been widely distributed and has been received with great interest.

In Dr. Tugwell's memorandum of June 27 to Colonel Howe it was
suggested that it would be feasible to finance the proposed European
forest studies through the funds of the Emergency program. In view
of the fact that specific provision is made in the Industrial Recovery Act
for the conservation of natural resources and that Article X of the
Lumber Industry Code is designed to accomplish this objective, it seems
appropriate to ask your authority to allocate the estimated cost of
$10,000 annually, or a total of $17,000, for the period ending June 15,
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1935 from the funds of the National Industrial Recovery Act. An au-
thorization to disburse the necessary sum under my direction is recom-
mended. In view of coming conferences with representatives of the
lumber industry, it is desirable that the European studies be undertaken
as soon as possible.

Very sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF Ic:Ts]
Roosevelt's memorandum (OF sC) reads, "What can I tell Mr. Delano about

this?" 0. H. Collingwood, forester of the American Forestry Association, urged
that an intensive study be made of the Swedish system for the control of forest
exploitation inasmuch as it required the kind of cooperation beween the lumber
industry and the government as would be required under the obligations assumed by
the Lumber Code Authority and the Federal Government.

Frederic A. Delano, an uncle of the President, had been appointed chairman of
the National Planning Board with its establishment, on July 30, 5933, under the
Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works.

'National Planning Board was established by the Public Works Administrator
on July 30, 5933, "to advise on preparation of comprehensive program of public
works, through development of regional plans, surveys and research . . ." (U. S.
Gor'ernment Manual, Winter, 1943-44, p. 613). It was abolished June 30, 1934, by
the executive order which created the Natkmal Resources Board. For convenience,
the dates covered by the succeeding planning agencies are here given: National Re-
sources Board, June 30, 1934June 7, 1935; National Resources Committee, June
55, 1935July i, 5939; National Resources Planning Board, July i, 1939Aug. 31,
5943 (bc. cit.).

'Tugwell referred to the value of the information on European forest problems
collected by Arthur C. Ringland of the Forest Service and noted that the curtail-
ment of Agriculture Department funds made it impossible to continue Ringland in
Europe (OF sC).

179 ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY CONSERVATION
WORK, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., September 20th, 1933

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: I have had presented to me a proposal
covering a situation in Alaska which is both a relief measure and a con-
servation measure. Under date of July 28th the Alaska Game Commis-
sion addressed a letter to the Chief of the Bureau of Biological Survey,
making application for an allotment of $39,139.00 from Emergency
Conservation Work funds to assist in relieving the destitution among the
native Indians of the South coastal region of Alaska, and to re-stock
barren game sections of that territory. The letter goes into great detail
showing the destitution among the native Indians, the game that would
follow the stocking of the barren game areas, and points out that some
years ago, the Territorial Legislature provided funds to a limited extent
for this work, with very satisfactory results.

For the past three years the Territorial Legislature has not been able
to continue these appropriations.
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The matter was referred to the Secretary of Agriculture, H. A. Wallace
and the Secretary of Interior, H. L. Ickes. Both Secretaries have written
letters strongly approving the request.

As this constitutes a new feature of the work which I am directing, I
felt I should call it to your attention, and ask your approval before
authorizing the desired allotment.1

Appreciating your prompt attention to the matter, I am,
Sincerely yours,

ROBT. FECHNER
[13:oF 268:Ts]

1 This letter was sent by Roosevelt to Budget Director Douglas for recommendation.
Douglas replied Sept. 26, 1933 (OF 268), that he had no doubt that the project
was worthy but that he did not believe the allotment could be justified under the
Emergency Work Act.

i8o ROOSEVELT TO Louis M. HowE, PERSONAL SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, October lo, 1933

MEMORANDUM FOR L. H.: Tell "Chip" Robert that if this matter
is worth pursuing any further I have no doubt that Mr. Wilson had a
general idea of working young men on conservation as early as anybody
else in this Country, but that there were probably a great many other
people in various parts of the Country who had the same general idea
at an equally early period. Quite aside from the actual details under
which the C. C. Camps were finally developed, I myself as early as the
autum of 1929 decided to ask the Legislature of New York State for
additional funds for conservation work, with the idea that these funds
would be used primarily to employ people out of work. It seems to me
that there is plenty of credit due everybody who saw the importance
of this fine project.1

FDR
[13:oF 268:TS]

1 Lawrence W. Robert, Jr., at this time Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in
charge of public works, had sent to Howe certain letters of J. D. Wilson, Atlanta,
Georgia, who claimed to have given Roosevelt the idea of the Civilian Conservation
Corps (Howe to Roosevelt, Sept. 25, 1933, OF 268). Commenting on a similar
claim, Fechner wrote to Postmaster General Farley, Jan. 19, 1937 (OF 268): "Every-
thing that Major Hochfelder claims about credit for originating the idea represented
by the CCC may be true. We have letters from a large number of individuals in-
cluding Frederic A. Delano, who also feel that they first conceived the idea of this
organization."

Richard St. Barbe Baker, a British forester, says he suggested the idea to Roose-
velt at a meeting with him in Albany just before the 1932 election (Baker, Green
Glory, New York: A. A. Wyn, pp. 66-68). Moley (during the drafting of the
CCC bill) thought Roosevelt might have been inspired by the William James essay,
"The Moral Equivalent of War" (Moley, After Seven Years, pp. 173-174). At that
time Roosevelt was dubious about any connection; some years later he settled the
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question by saying that although he had known James and was familiar with the
essay, he could not establish any relationship between it and the CCC camps (Le-
Hand to Verna Glod, Denbo, Pa., Nov. 28, 1940, OF 268Misc.). The James essay
appeared in 1910; in 1919 the Labor Department published Benton MacKayc's Em-
ployment and Natural Resources. Possibilities of Making New Opportunities for
Employment Through the Settlement and Development of Agricultural and Forest
Lands and Other Resources.

i8i ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] October i8, 1933
Confidential

MEMORANDUM . . . FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I get
from a good many sources suggestions that the Biological Survey spends
too much time on scientific experimentalism, and that we ought to have
a more practical spirittheir aim for example at the practical building
up of game refuges and working out plans for making birds a valuable
crop for the farmer to raise, just as they are in England.

Would you look into this whole subject and speak to me about it at
your leisure?

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
FDRMD
[13:oF I:CT]

182 NELSON C. BROWN, NEW YORK STATE COLLEGE OF FORESTRY,
TO ROOSEVELT

SYRACUSE, NEW YORK, October 20, 1933

DEAR PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: On Tuesday, October 17, Pro-
fessor Sven Heiberg and I spent practically the whole day going over
your plantations and outlining some thinning experiments to be con-
tinued in your woods east of the dairy farm.

Professor Heiberg, Mr. Ray Bower,' and I have just gone over the
plans for next spring's planting, which may be summarized as follows:

(i) The red maple swamp which was cleared of timber has shown
some very successful results in spite of the rather difficult drought con-
ditions ol the past summer. It is recommended that the additional
acreage, involving probably i 0,0 00 trees, should be planted with mix-
tures of larch and white pine on half the area, the balance to be planted
with a mixture of white pine and Norway spruce. It is believed that
in this swamp location the white pine weevil which has affected the
plantations on other parts of your place, will not be prevalent here.

(2) The yellow Tulip 2 poplar seedlings of approximately i 800 in
number, now in Mr. Plog's garden, will be used to refill or supplement

[210]



the yellow poplar plantations in the middle lot opposite the red maple
swamp, and also used in the gravel pit lot.

(3) It is recommended that small dignified signs be placed at the
northerly and southerly approaches to plantations pointing out that
the plantations were put in as demonstrations and experiments in coop-
eration between Franklin D Roosevelt and the New York State College
of Forestry. On each individual plantation, small signs showing species,
date of planting, spacing, and stock used should be placed at all reforested
areas.

(.) The three lots opposite the red maple swamp and as approached
from your home place known as (i) the gravel pit lot, (2) the middle
lot, and () the big lot, will be planted with the Syracuse forestry plow.
The big lot of approximately r 2 acres will be planted with Norway spruce
4 by 5 feet apart. At approximately i 5 by i 6 feet apart, Europeaxi larch
will be used.

In the middle lot of approximately 4 acres, Black Hills white spruce
will be planted primarily for Christmas tree purposes (some Idaho
Douglas fir mixed with the same white spruce will be planted in part
of this lot).

The gravel bed lot of approximately 5 acres will be devoted to red
oak acorns sown with a plow on the entire area, approximately 6 feet
apart. Yellow poplar and white ash will be placed on a wide spacing
basis. Fillers on a close spacing basis of white spruce will be used
for Christmas trees.

When at Hyde Park on Tuesday, we asked Mr. Plog if he had a
general property map of your place which we could use in making a
blueprint and to place thereon the location of the various plantations
for your information as well as for our records and also for Mr. Plog's
information. Mr. Plog says that he hasn't a copy of such map. Could
you kindly arrange to have a copy sent to me if available. Will look up.

The above program calls for about 30,000 to 35,000 trees for planting
next spring. The trees, oak acorns, etc. will be supplied by the College
and it is assumed that, as usual, you will furnish the men to do the plant-
ing. I trust this plan will meet with your approval.

I expect to be in Washington from October '24 to 26 to attend the
forestry and sustained yield provisions of the Lumber Code and will be
at the Cosmos Club. OK

With very best wishes and kind regards in which Alice joins,
Sincerely,

NELSON C. BROWN
[13:PPF 38:1's]

Heiberg and Bower were on the faculty of the New York State College of Forestry.
2 Roosevelt here crossed out "yellow" and wrote in "Tulip." The two notations

below (in italic) are also in his hand.

[211]



183 ROOSEVELT TO MAJOR WILLIAM A. WELCH, PALISADES INTER-
STATE PARK COMMIssION, lona Island, New York

[WASHINGTON] November 8, 1933

M DEAR MAJOR WELCH: 1 I am very anxious to try out in one or
two places the idea of giving the men in the C. C. Camps some kind of
informal instruction in forestry and the natural history of trees. I am
going to ask them to do this in the Virginia Camps this winter, and I
wonder if you could get somebodypossibly Mr. Adolph 2to conduct
voluntary classes at some of the Bear Mountain Camps this winter. It is
my thought that this forestry work throughout the United States is going
to expand in the days to come and that a lot of the men and boys might
be diverted to forestry instead of going back to the cities.

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-MD

[Notation: T] Copy sent to Mrs. Roosevelt. M. D.3
[I3:PPF 973:CT]

Welch was at this time chief engineer and general manager of the Palisades Inter-
state Park Commission.

Raymond D. Adolph, from 5943 to 5947 superintendent of the New York sec-
tion of the Palisades Interstate Park, was at this time forester of the Interstate Park
Commission and had supervision over the forestry work being done by the Civilian
Conservation Corps in the park. Following Roosevelt's suggestion, Adolph gave
lectures on forestry to the boys at the camps.

Margaret Donnelly of the governor's staff in Albany; she was temporarily lent to
the White House by Lehman.

184 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] November 8, 1933

MEMORANDUM . . . FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Will
you please examine the inclosed Code for the Newsprint Industry and
the inclosed Code for the Paper and Pulp Industry and let me know
whether the cutting reforestation policy laid down in the former code is
sufficiently safeguarded? 1

F.D.R.
[13:oF 424:CT]

185 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., November 8, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your request for comment on the code for
the Newsprint Industry really raises the question of the effectiveness of
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Article i o of the Lumber Industry Code since the Newsprint Industry
Code refers to that article and promises to abide by its provisions.

I therefore take this opportunity to submit to you a memorandum on
that article of the Lumber Code which was prepared for me by four of
our wisest and most trusted foresters. You will find its criticism rather
devastating but I am afraid that I agree with it almost entirely.

Respectfully yours,
R. G. TUGWELL

[13:oF 424:TS]

i86 [Enclosure] MEMORANDUM ON ARTICLE X
[Oct. 31, 1933]

This memorandum is confined to an analysis of Article X, the so-called
"Conservation Article" of the Lumber Code.

This Article was incorporated in the Code at the suggestion of Presi-
dent Roosevelt. Its intent was to commit the industry to such woods
practices as will stop further devastation and perpetuate the forest
resource upon which the industry operates. In order to facilitate the
adoption of these practices by timber operators, the public agencies are
expected to assist the industry in various way.

What the Industry Seeks to Obtain From the Public

The industry has been allowed to organize its economic activities
without regard to the anti-trust laws. This concession the industry has
coveted for many years and has considered it essential for orderly develop-
ment. Under the NRA the industry has already obtained material
increases in lumber prices.

Among other concessions which the industry is seeking are:
i. Complete fire protection for timber holdings with the public bear-

ing at least three-fourths of the expense.
Protection against disease and insect epidemics at public expense.
Emergency loans for refinancing the industry and long-term loans

at low interest for future development of the industry.
Tax relief, ranging from advance of three-fourths of the taxes by

the Government to substitution of a yield tax for the general property
tax on timber or complete exemption of timber from taxation.

A contribution by the Government to local units in lieu of taxes
on an annual basis analogous to the tax paid by private property, instead
of the present percentage of gross receipts.

Government purchase of the land after it had been cut over.
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A partnership between the Government and the timber owners in
the management of the national forests and adjoining private lands,
with the Government committed to purchase the private land as it is
cut over.

Purchase by the Government of private timber that is of such
inferior quality or so inaccessible that it cannot be cut at a profit, so as
to enable the industry to liquidate its investment more quickly and
profitably.

Withdrawal of the national forest timber from sale, so as to elimi-
nate competition of public timber with private timber.

Abandonment by public agencies, such as the Forest Service, of
the well-founded "timber famine propaganda," on the ground that it
encourages the use of substitute materials.

i i. Embargo on foreign forest products which may compete with
American timber.

What the Industry Undertakes to do to Preserve the Forest
The industry promises, through its local divisions:

To determine such standards of forest practice, in conformity
with State laws and policies, as will meet the requirements of the Code.

To establish a system of effective machinery through which de-
sirable standards "as economic conditions permit," "may," "ste p by
step," be converted into established forest industry practice. "Thus may
industries eventually achieve . . . conservation and sustained produc-
tion of forest resources."

The industry, however, insists emphatically that it can undertake these
measures only if the public cooperation through the Federal and State
governments is "substantial, dependable, and enduring." "Public co-
operation . . . must not be, as heretofore in the main it has been largely
exhortatory."

i. In fire protection the industry undertakes to exercise all reasonable
precautionary methods and practices during logging in order to prevent
damage by fire.

For conservation of young timber all advance growing stock as far
as practicable is to be preserved during logging operations.

In order to leave some timber for the next cut, the industry will
"undertake to determine by regions the extent to which merchantable
sizes of timber may wisely be left as part of the forest growing stock
and/or as an aid in reseeding."

The industry recognizes the desirability of sustained yield, i. e., a
balance between forest growth and production, and will cooperate with
other agencies in seeking to attain this objective.

The industry will not seek or require from individual operators any
conformity to rigid or blanket regional standards, but each operator will
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be encouraged to formulate the standards and methods which he pro-
poses to adopt in order to achieve the declared objectives of conservation
and sustained yield.

The industry's declaration as to conservation measures as it is now
expressed lacks definiteness and does not carry conviction that the in-
dustry takes seriously its commitment to carry out the spirit of Article X.

To test the intentions of the industry and to reduce its value commit-
ments to definite proposals, the following proposal was introduced at the
conference:

The lumber and timber products industries accept without reservation
the responsibility assumed by them in Article X of the Code, to prevent
further devastation and preserve the basic forest resources on which they
operate. They pledge themselves to accomplish these objectives in the
following ways:

i. Clear cutting of large contiguous areas of forest land will be abandoned
as a practice in all regions.

All forest lands, before, during and after cutting shall be protected
from fire.

Selective logging, designed to leave on the ground substantial volumes
and values for the next cut shall be the general rule in all operations.

Sustained yield operation, either by economic units or by individual
ownerships, shall be the chief aim of forest management in all regions.

This proposal was vehemently rejected by the lumber industry repre-
sentatives as dangerous and unreasonable.

The conservation proposals, as they stand now, both those of the Na-
tional Lumber Manufacturers Association and those of the Forest Serv-
ice, have been referred to the Divisional Code authorities for reconcilia-
tion and compromise. Mimeographed copies of these tw& proposals are
available. The Forest Service proposals are definite and when reduced
to the simplest form express the spirit of the proposal quoted above,
which was rejected by the Conference. The proposals of the National
Lumber Manufacturers Association, though couched in forestry terms,
are vague. Their reconciliation, if such is possible, should be not so
much in the mode of expression as in the intent back of the language.
It is possible that through further consultation with the industry's repre-
sentatives some common basis for agreement may be worked out, but
this is doubtful. If we follow the spirit of the NIRA such a compromise
must be reached, since the industry is supposed to govern itself and re-
sents the suggestion of rigid regulation by the Government. Possibly no
solution of the difficulty can be found with the industry's present under-
standing of the Act. (This applies to other industries as well as to the
lumber industry.)

Enforcement

Significantly, the industry opposes having government foresters at-
tached to the Divisional agencies to check on the effectiveness of the con-
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servation measures in the woods. The industry insists on being itself
the judge as to such performance. This is a crucial point, which really
tests the sincerity of the industry. It is in keeping with the industry's
slogan: "This is an industry undertaking. It will be so administered."

The solution patently lies in the control of the industry by public
agencies, and not by the industry itself. Unless, therefore, an earnest
effort is made to control the industry under the NIRA, it is doubtful
whether it will carry out the intent of Article X.

Moreover, Article X is made partially ineffective by non-inclusion
under the Lumber Code of the pulp and paper industry which operates
in the woods and in some instances is a part of the lumber industry.
Often in the same logging operation, some trees are cut for lumber
and others for pulpwood. If the pulpwood is not cut in conformity
with Article X of the Code, the application of conservation measures in
timber operations may be nullified The lumber industry and the pulp
industry fully understand this, but so far neither has made any effort
to bring pulpwood under the lumber code.

Finally, the ultimate solution of the problem of conservation of the
Nation's timber resources lies in the Government taking over the forests
and developing them for the benefit of all the people.'
[13:oF 424:T]

'The original of this memorandum (Oct. s, 5933, OF 424), was signed by
Raphael Zon, director of the Lake States Station of the Forest Service at St. Paul,
Minnesota; William N. Sparhawk, senior forest economist of the Division of Forest
Economics of the Forest Service; Edward N. Munns, chief of the Division of Silvics of
the Forest Service; and Robert Marshall, chief of the Forestry Division of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs of the Interior Department. Article X provided that a conference
should be held for the adoption of amendments by which its declared objectives
could be attained ("Code of Fair Competition of the Lumber and Timber Products
Industries as Approved by President Roosevelt on August ig, 5933," mimeographed,
issued by the National Recovery Administration). A conference was accordingly
held in Washington on Oct. 24-26, 5933; the statement here enclosed by Tugwell is
on article X as there amended. (Italicized words are underscored in the original.)

The text of Article Xis quoted in Johnson's letter to Roosevelt of March 25, 5934,
post, 232. Wallace's speech at the opening of the conference, "Statement of the
Secretary of Agriculture before the Conference on Article X of the Lumber and
Timber Products Code, October 24, 1933," was issued as an NRA press release of
that date (OF 424). A contemporary view of Article X, from a professional forester's
viewpoint, is found in, "The National Lumber Code," by Franklin Reed, in Journal
of Forestry, XXXI (October, 1933), 644-648.

187 ROBERT W. LEA, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL
RECOVERY ADMINISTRATION, TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE,
ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, D. C., November 9, 1933
DEAR MR. MCINTYRE: Should it become necessary to take further

measures to assure the Forest Conservation Program, the first step is
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obviously Presidential modification of Article X of the Lumber Code.
Article IX Section 5 of the Newsprint Code and Article IX Section 7
of the Paper and Pulp Code would be automatically modified thereby, or
subsequently could be modified individually as the circumstances indi-
cated.

Mr. Tugwell's attack on Article X of the Lumber Code should un-
doubtedly be given thought; but, inasmuch as Section io (b) of NIRA
is mandatory in all codes, I can see no logical reason for withholding
approval of the Newsprint and Paper and Pulp Codes.1

Yours very truly,
R. W. LEA

[13:oF 424:Ts]

'Section so (b) provided that the President could cancel or modify any "order,
approval, license, rule or regulation" (act approved June i6, 5933, 48 Stat. 200).

i88 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] Nov. io, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: With reference to the inquiry in your memo-
randum of November : 1 All things considered, I believe that the plan
of placing Pulpwood Producers under the Lumber Code as a self-
governing Division by Executive Order is a partial way to meet the
existing Situation.

Whether or not such an order should be effective only until such time
as the industry submits [or?] is granted a code of its own may be more
doubtful. There would be some obvious advantages if all classes of
private ownership of forest land were ultimately brought under a single
forest code. The inclusion of pulpwood under the Lumber Code is
perhaps a move in this direction which we might later find it inadvisable
to reverse.

In this connection, I refer also to the memorandum transmitted to
you yesterday by Dr. Tugwell.2

Respectfully yours,
[HENRY A. WALLACE]

[13 :op 466: CT: PHOTOSTAT]

1A one-line memorandum, "What do you think about this?" covering a memo-
randum from NRA Administrator Hugh Johnson to Roosevelt, Nov. i, 5933 (OF
424), Ofl bringing pulpwood producers under the Lumber Code as a self-governing
division. Johnson's memorandum is not present.

'Ante, 585.
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i8g REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY o AGRICUL-
TURE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., November 13, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: You will perhaps remember that you referred
to this Department a memorandum submitted to you by Mr. Thomas H.
Beck, asking us to look into the recommendation which was contained
in it.'

This we have done and I enclose for your consideration a memorandum
prepared by the Bureau of Biological Survey which is a rather thorough
study of the proposal. You will notice that there is nothing novel in
Mr. Beck's proposal and that Biological Survey feels it might much
better be undertaken in another way. I have gone over the matter
and am inclined to agree with them. It is quite possible that the
Bureau of Biological Survey needs some reorganization, a matter which
I am studying at the present time with a view to putting into effect such
a project.

I think you might be interested in a confidential note concerning Mr.
Thomas Beck, which I am enclosing.2 I do not know how well you
know him or whether you know of his relationships to conservation
matters.

I think you might seriously consider the allocation to the Department
of Agriculture of a sum anywhere between i o and 15 million dollars for
the acquisition of further game refuges in the expectation that if the
acquisition program in the management of the land were carried out
under the auspices of the Department, all the interests concerned would
be served better than by setting up under a separate agency.

Respectfully,
R. G. TUGWELL

[Notation: : LEHANDII File FDR'
[13:oF 378:Ts]

'Beck's memorandum is printed (without date) in Conservation of Wildlife,
Hearings before the Special Committee on Conservation of Wildlife, House of Repre-
sentatives, 73d Cong., 2d sess. (Washington, 1934), pp. 241-243. This committee,
headed by Rep. A. Willis Robertson of Virginia, was directed to "investigate all
matters pertaining to the replacement and conservation of wild animal life (includ-
ing aquatic and bird life) with a view to determining the most appropriate method
of carrying out such purposes." The hearings cited above contain a statement by
Beck on the origin of the wildlife restoration committee the President asked him

to head. According to this, Beck submitted his plan for the restoration of game
birds to Roosevelt on Oct. 15, 5933; it is described in the memorandum here printed.

'This undated, unsigned memorandum said that Beck was prominently identified
with More Game Birds In America, Inc., an organization supported largely by
wealthy sportsmen. This group had generally opposed Federal attempts to restrict
the annual kill of ducks and had sponsored the so-called "cent-a-shell tax bill," a
plan to raise funds that was practically identical with the Beck plan. The memo-
randum charged that the actual purpose of the bill "was to weaken or eliminate the
authority of the Secretary of Agriculture to make regulations under the Migratory
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Bird Treaty Act." The memorandum noted that Beck's proposal made no refer-
ence "to the necessity for regulating the annual kill" and it did contain a provision
"which would apparently seek to transfer the authority to regulate from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture."

This notation appears infrequently and is sometimes in Roosevelt's hand; it
presumably means that he did not consider a reply necessary.

190 [Enclosure] PAUL 0. REDINGTON, CHIEF, BUREAU OF
BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, D. C., November io, 1933

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In accordance with your request the follow-

ing report on the plans proposed by Mr. Thomas Beck is respectfully

submitted.
Mr. Beck's plans for the restoration of game birds in America have

been carefully studied. In so far as the restoration of migratory birds
are concerned, they are identical to an extent with the restoration pro-
gram which was first developed by the Biological Survey, and the adop-
tion of which we have urged for years. Mr. Beck's proposal appears to
overlook an essential feature in that he offers no plan that will insure
the immediate conservation of the necessary breeding stock of migratory
game birds. This can only be accomplished by the enforcement of re-
strictions that will reduce the annual kill. Without a sufficient supply
of birds for breeding purposes, the remainder of the program is useless.
The restoration and creation of areas suitable for wildfowl, as discussed
in Mr. Beck's plan, are of the utmost importance to the future welfare
of the birds, and of almost equal importance is the development of means
by which we may achieve some control of natural enemies and disease.
Effective methods to accomplish the control of creatures that prey on the
ducks on their breeding grounds are not known at this time, despite all
claims to the contrary. Obviously such methods cannot be developed
instantly, and the benefits that might ultimately be expected could hardly
be realized in time to be of immediate assistance in maintaining the
present breeding stock. The Bureau has plans already formulated to
accomplish the projects suggested by Mr. Beck. It has proposed them
at every opportunity, and also at every opportunity has urged that appro-
priations be made to carry out these essential undertakings. The Bureau
has the personnel trained and qualified to administer this work success-
fully and economically if funds are made available. The Bureau's plan
is more comprehensive than that submitted by Mr. Beck, for it also makes
provision for the immediate conservation of the necessary breeding stock
by means of adequate enforcement of restrictions that would limit the
annual kill. From 300 to 500 men can be immediately and profitably
employed in patrolling waterfowl concentration areas in the United
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States, under the direction and supervision of 23 U. S. game protectors
who are trained men. This force could be profitably employed during
the winter months or even longer, and the operations would result in
saving millions of mature birds that will otherwise be destroyed within
the next few months by various illegal practices. These birds represent
a considerable proportion of the nucleus that must be retained if the
other parts of the program are to be of any value after they have been
developed. In so far as funds have permitted it has actually performed
this work. This is an elemental requirement.

There can be no question as to the economic value of an abundant
supply of game, or that a project of this character will greatly increase
employment at this time and will assist in maintaining future employ-
ment. It will add greatly to the income of farmers who are suitably
located to be able to profit from its provisions and will promote and
encourage many industries that serve the sportsman. In addition there
are vast recreational advantages that will accrue to our citizens from the
development of an effective national program to increase valuable forms
of wild life.

The plan must be modified and supplemented, however, since: (i)
It does not guarantee the safety of a sufficient breeding stock of birds.
Without birds the whole program will fail; (2) By proposing the crea-
tion of a new Federal organization it disregards the existence of a Gov-
ernment agency already authorized and established and entirely compe-
tent to carry out the actual work.' The complete technical and scientific
information necessary to the administration of the project is now in the
Survey. No other organization is in possession of this material.

The part of Mr. Beck's plan that deals with the restoration of upland
game is highly commendable in principle. I would point out, however,
that the various State governments, while accepting the principle of
Federal control of migratory game birds, have consistently opposed any
suggestion that contemplated even a partial control by the Federal
government of matters dealing with upland nonmigratory game within
their borders. Could the money proposed for upland game restoration
be allocated and distributed to the various State wild life conservation
agencies, under suitable conditions and with broad general limitations
as to its expenditure and repayment, the plan might be feasible. The
State agencies, however, in my opinion should have entire charge of any
upland game restoration project, without interference or dictation from
any other agency. The Biological Survey is equipped and prepared to
assist these State projects by furnishing advice when it is desired and by
conducting types of research work generally beyond the scope and re-
sources of the State agencies. The Survey has rendered such assistance
to the States for many years. I believe, however, this should be the
extent of the Federal participation in the program.
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In justice to the Survey I would like to say that our failure to carry a
complete conservation program into effect long ago has been due entirely
to our inability to secure sufficient funds. It has not been because the
Bureau had no knowledge of the needs of the resource or of the required
remedies. Moreover, the personnel of the Survey is entirely competent
to administer this work efficiently and economically if it is given the
opportunity. In view of their known qualifications and intense personal
interest in wild life, together with their ability and their individual records
of many years of labor in this cause, I feel strongly that if it is now the
worthy purpose of the administration to support an adequate and com-
prehensive project for the conservation of American wild life, the respon-
sibility of performing the work should be given to me and to my associates
in the Biological Survey.

Qualifications for Leadership in a Wildfowl Restoration Program

Direction of efforts for game bird propagation and increase requires
mature judgment based on comprehensive knowledge and extended ex-
perience in this technical as well as practical biological field. The bio-
logical features are the vital considerations for a program of this kind.
The problems are both national and international in scope. Prompt
and sound developments in this important field require extended ac-
quaintance and experience in governmental procedure and in coopera-
tion with State agencies and other national governments as well as with
land utilization and improvement procedure and with farmers and
agricultural agenciesFederal, State, and County. Waste of time, ef-
fort, and money; confusion of orderly organized operation; misdirec-
tion of public interest and confidence; and added danger to valuable
natural resources will inevitably result from failure to recognize and to
act in harmony with these basic requirements.

The Biological Survey is the only agency that has the requisite in-
formation and experience in this field. Any outside agency that under-
took work of this character would be obliged to rely upon the vast fund
of information secured by the Biological Survey through 50 years re-
search, exploration and experience in this specialized field of work. To
ignore this knowledge, experience, and acquaintance with field condi-
tions and methods of investigation and operation would be fatal. Or-
ganization of a separate agency would lead to lost motion and confusion
of policy.

The Biological Survey now has a staff of trained, seasoned, energetic
men with the requisite technical knowledge and administrative ex-
perience in organizing and conducting nation-wide undertakings of this
kind and in effecting necessary international arrangements. It has made
extended surveys of the abundance, habits, and distribution of game
birds of land and water areas and food resources suitable for waterfowl
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and upland game birds and has devised practical plans and methods
for adoption in the United States. It is prepared to proceed expeditious-
ly and effectively with plans that may be authorized and is now active-
ly engaged on many undertakings and has published extensively in this
field.

What the Biological Survey Has Done to Create, Improve and
Administer Refuges for Wildfowl

The Biological Survey has always sponsored the establishment of in-
violate sanctuaries for the conservation of wild life coming under its
jurisdiction.

Aside from those areas that have previously been set apart for refuge
purposes in the Public Domain, acquisition has been authorized by Con-
gress of the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life and Fish Refuge con-
taining 250,000 acres of land and water; the Bear River Migratory
Bird Refuge in Utah containing about 64,000 acres; and the Cheyenne
Bottoms Refuge in Kansas embracing approximately 20,000 acres.

The most pretentious refuge program is the Migratory Bird Conserva-
tion Act passed in 1929 authorizing the appropriation of $7,875,000 ex-
tending over a 10-year period beginning with the fiscal year 1930. That
appropriation authorized up to and including the fiscal year i3
amounts to $2,875,000 but only $1,082,525 has been made available.
With this money there has been established by acquisition, cession and
gifts, and by Executive order 22 refuges in i8 states and containing an
aggregate area of 1,084,683 acres.

The funds available for the current fiscal year are so limited in amount
that further examinations, acquisition negotiations and purchases have
been brought to a virtual standstill. During the inception of the work
the organization was so developed that the Biological Survey could
handle with expedition, economy and good judgment a sufficient acreage
of land to absorb the appropriations that were authorized for the
succeeding years.

As an indication of the thought given and plans made it seems proper
to record that detailed field examinations have been finished and basis
for valuation fixed on approximately 4,000,000 acres of land in 141 units
distributed throughout the 48 states. Part of the work plans contain
numerous additional projects awaiting examination and appraisals that
would increase this total to about 6,000,000 acres and the Survey is
cognizant of other areas on which preliminary data is yet to be compiled.

It has also been the plan of the Biological Survey to develop the
refuges that have been acquired where such development is necessary
to conserve the water and increase the natural food resources that are
so essential to the maximum use and enjoyment of such places by
migratory birds in their fall and spring migrations.
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The Biological Survey has also stressed on occasions the relationship
of public ownership of suitable sites for migratory bird refuges to the
reduction of surplus crops by removing submarginal lands from agricul-
tural use.

As another indication of the importance attached to refuges in the
conservation of this natural resource, I may remind you that a special
meeting of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission was called
at my recommendation on May , 1933, and after passage of the Act
of Congress of March 31, 1933 for the relief of unemployment through
the performance of useful public works and for other purposes, there
was presented to the Commission a memorandum and a proposed reso-
lution that would have authorized the allotment of $6,750,000 for the
acquisition of refuge sites throughout the United States, and the develop-
ment and improvement of them in order to increase their value for the
purposes established and it was anticipated that this program would
be accomplished in less than two years. Herewith are copies of the
memorandum and the proposed resolution that were laid before the
Commission.2 You will recall, and as indicated by the minutes of that
meeting, the Commission proposed to lay this program before the Presi-
dent, and, I believe, that this was done on the same day on which the
Commission considered the subject. So far as I am aware, approval
has not been given to the suggestion.

Under the Public Works Program there seemed to be another oppor-
tunity offered to the Biological Survey to in some degree at least accom-
plish what had been contemplated by the measures proposed at the
Commission meeting on May 23, 1933, and the Biological Survey sug-
gested to the Committee considering the projects under the Public Works
Program that money be made available for the acquisition of refuge
lands and for the development of existing and newly acquired refuges.
When the hearings were held the initial announcement of the Com-
mittee was that no projects would be considered that involved the
acquisition of lands other than those involving very nominal amounts.

Under the allotment of $453,450 made by the Public Works program
for the development of refuges, I am glad to be able to report to you
that notwithstanding the late date on which funds were made available,
work has been undertaken on ten refuges and already about one hundred
men are employed. This number will steadily increase until approxi-
mately i ,000 men will be performing useful public work incident to the
restoration of waterfowl.

If the sum of $12,000,000 for the restoration of migratory birds sug-
gested to the President by Mr. Beck be made available to the Biological
Survey it would be possible for this organization to proceed at once with
an ambitious program offering employment to thousands of men and
that would retire from use many thousands of acres that are in the
category of inferior agricultural lands and the development on many
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areas acquired and contemplated for acquisition could be undertaken
with the minimum of delay. I say this with confidence because the
personnel of the Biological Survey engaged upon the investigations of
proposed refuge sites are intimately acquainted with the economic fac-
tors, character of the lands, and the complications that in many places
exist by reason of drainage and irrigation developments and are emi-
nently qualified to meet these problems from the knowledge that has
already been acquired by them incident to the years that have been
devoted to these investigations.

Respectfully yours,
PAUL G. REDINGTON

[13:OF 378:Ts]
'Beck proposed that his plan be administered by an administrator who would be

independent of existing agencies.
2 Not present.

191 ROOSEVELT TO REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] November 14, 1933

MEMORANDUM . . . FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

TUGWELL: Because your letter of November 8th with the memorandum,
refers to Article iothe so-called conservation article of the Lumber
Code, I have felt constrained to sign the codes for the paper and pulp
industry and the newsprint industry. To both of these codes the forest
conservation article of the Lumber Code applies. Therefore, the next
step is obviously Presidential modification of Article 10 of the Lumber
Code.

That article was, as I understand it, approved by the Department of
Agriculture. I think it would be well for you to study modifications
desired in order that they may be taken up with the lumber industry.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:or 424:CT]

192 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

AT WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, November 21, 1933

MEMORANDUM . . . FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: I am
inclined to think it would be a good thing to set aside for the Reclama-
tion Service and/or Army Engineers a sum of fifty to one hundred
thousand dollars for a survey of the whole Arkansas River Basin, starting
in Colorado and going clear down to the Mississippi. There is much
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that can be done in this area for flood control, soil erosion, etc., and,
incidentally, it would greatly help the CCC in placing camps in that
Basin next year if we had a survey.

This would take in the Cimarron and Salt Fork Rivers, and if you go
ahead with this be sure to let Congressman Marland of Oklahoma know.'

[FRANKLIN D. RoosEvELT]
[13:OF 635:crr]

Ernest W. Marland, a member of Congress from 1933 to 5935 and governor of
Oklahoma from 5935 to 1939.

193 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

AT WARM SPRINGS, GEORGIA, November 21, 1933

MEMORANDUM . . . FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I think
it would be a good idea if the Forestry Bureau would make an inspection
of Congressman Marland's estate at Ponca City, Oklahoma. He tells
me he has had great success with blue spruce, prostrate cedar, Scotch
pine, etc.altitude 2500 feet. He is an enthusiast, and you should tie
his interest in with the Forestry Service.

FDR-MD [FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:oF IC:CT]

194 JEAN SHERWOOD HARPER TO ROOSEVELT

SWARTHMORE, PA., Nov. 25, 1933

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: There is a matter that needs your immediate
attentionthe preservation of Okefinokee Swamp. Perhaps you may
recall that a few years ago, Francis sent you some of his reprints on
the Swamp one of these being of special importance, "Okefinokee
Swamp as a Reservation?" The National Geographic Magazine has just
accepted from him a much more comprehensive account, which we
hoped would create much additional sentiment in favor of the swamp's
preservation.' For twenty odd years the naturalists and nature-lovers
have been working for the preservation of this marvellous wilderness;
unique in its nature not only in this country, but in the world. The
character of its fauna, its flora, and its human life is unsurpassed.

Two years ago the Senate Committee on Wild Life Resources visited
the Okefinokee and submitted a report (pursuant to S. Res. 246) recom-
mending its purchase as a national wild-life refuge.2 But because of the
depression nothing further has been done.
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We now learn of the project to put a ship canal through the swamp.
You well know what this would mean to the beauty of the area and to
the wild life. The destruction that would thus be brought on is un-
thinkable. Our hope lies in you, to stop the project before it goes
farther, and spend the money in the purchase of the swamp for a reser-
vation, where beauty and scientific interest may be preserved for all
time. The Okefinokee is regarded by naturalists all over the country
as one of the very finest of all our natural areas, and I sincerely hope you
will not bring disappointment and bitterness to them by permitting its
destruction.

Why could not the canal go through the St. John's River by way of
Jacksonville, where it would do far less harm than in Georgia?

I have a "stake" in the Okefinokee myself, as you will see by the reprint
I venture to enclose.'

Sincerely,
(Signed) JEAN SHERWOOD HARPER

(Mrs. Francis Harper)
[13:PPF 1091:T:COPY]

"Okefinokee Wilderness," by Francis Harper, in The National Geographic Maga-
zine, 65 (May, '934), 597-624. Dr. Harper, a zoologist specializing in the verte-
brate fauna of southeastern United States, has also worked extensively in the Arctic
and sub-Arctic. His wife, author of this letter, was graduated from Vassar College
in 5958, and during the school year of 5920-25 was tutor to Anna and Elliott
Roosevelt.

2 Senate Resolution 246, introduced by Senators Hawes and Walcott on April is,
1930, provided for the appointment of a Senate connnittee "to investigate all matters
pertaining to the replacement and conservation of wild animal life . . ." (Cong.
Rec., 71st Cong., Qd sess., 72:7, 6916).

"Collecting Folk-Songs in Okefinokee Swamp," by Jean Sherwood Harper, in
Vassar Quarterly, x 8 (February, i 933), 31-35. The swamp covers an area of about
six hundred square miles and extends from southeastern Georgia into Florida. The
proposed trans-Florida ship canal, originally highly favored by Roosevelt, was given
up when it was found to be economically infeasible. Fears were also expressed that
the subterranean water sources of northern Florida might be harmed by a canal.

195 ROOSEVELT TO JEAN SHERWOOD HARPER, Swarthmore,
Pennsylvania

[WASHINGTON] December 19, 1933

DEAR JEAN: I too should hate to see the Okefinokee Swamp destroyed.
Strictly between ourselves, I think there is much more chance of a ship
canal going the southern way than through Georgia.

I hope all goes well with you and the family.
Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

FDR-MD

[13:PPF 1o91:cT]
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196 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR CLARENCE C. DILL OF WASHINGTON

WASHINGTON] December 19, 1933

M DEAR CLARENCE: I am interested in seeing the Columbia River
Bill. Before we come to a final decision I think it would be well if we
could have a conference that would include the Senators from the Colum-
bia River basin, the Senators from the Missouri River basin, led by Nor-
ris, and the Senators from the Arkansas River basin. I think we must
have a more or less uniform policy for all three areas.

Why don't you collect them and bring them to the White House for a
conference? 1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 36o:c'r]
1 Senator Dill conferred with these people but not, apparently, at the White House.

See his reply, post, 203.

197 SENATOR AUGUSTINE LONERGAN OF CONNECTICUT TO

ROOSEVELT
WASHINGTON, D. C., December 20, 1933

THE PRESIDENT: I respectfully submit to you herewith the result of
my efforts during the past several months to encourage a national pro-
gram of stream purification, with suggestions for a solution which I
think will require and merit the attention of a special group or inter-
departmental board.

The first enclosure is a letter dated September 3oth, 1933, from the
Public Health Service, outlining in some detail the present status of

stream pollution control in the United States. Attached to this is an
opinion of the Solicitor of the Treasury relative to the Quarantine Act
of February i5th, 1893, and the possibility of its enforcement in con-
nection with the stream purification movement.'

The conclusions of the Public Health Service are that the best in-
terests of the state are served by permitting their health units to control
or prohibit pollution. The Surgeon General also refers to compacts
in various states which are proving effective in eliminating pollution
along certain streams. He shares my view to some extent that the prob-
1cm has now become so great that we must look at it from a Federal
standpoint and as a health measure encourage the erection of proper
sewage disposal facilities by liberal Public Works loans, or by other na-
tional planning of either a voluntary or mandatory nature. If left
on a voluntary basis, manymunicipalities which contribute to stream pol-
lution would seek the aid of the Federal Government and others would

not. On the other hand, if you, as Chief Executive, were to exercise the
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broad authority given you under Section 202 of the National Indus-
trial Recovery Act which enables the Administrator of Public Works,
under your direction, to "prepare a comprehensive program of public
works, which shall include other things. . . and purification of waters,"
the result would no doubt be far more effective.

A second and more effective step toward a national program for
preventing stream pollution could be made by strictly enforcing the
Act of March 3rd, 1899, prohibiting the discharge or deposit into navi-
gable waters of refuse material of any kind "other than that flowing from
streets and sewers and passing therefrom in a liquid state." Reference
to this act is made in the attached report from the Chief Engineer of the
War Department 2 indicating clearly that little or nothing is being done
to enforce the act where tons of suspended solids are allowed to flow in
suspension to rivers and harbors, where they form a silt and become a
menace to interstate commerce. These deposits in large centers require
frequent dredging by the War Department in the interest of navigation,
at a great expense to the Federal Government. Attached to this opinion
of War Department engineers is a very complete answer by Mr. S. H.
Wadhams, Director of the State Water Commission of Connecticut, who
presents interesting facts regarding the actual tonnage of sewage deposited
in New York Harbor and at other points each day, in the form of
suspended solids in liquid matter.8 His conclusion, which I think is a
reasonable one, is that the Act of March 3rd, 1899, in the interests of
navigation and interstate commerce, if properly and strictly enforced,
would enable the War Department with the aid of the Department of
Justice in enforcing the criminal provisions of the act, to require our
large cities and many smaller communities actually to obtain better
sewage disposal methods.

I am also attaching a statement from the Bureau of Fisheries in the
Department of Commerce expressing interest in the stream purification
movement, and enclosing a statement from Mr. M. W. Weir of New
York City outlining a plan and recommending that the Federal Govern-
ment authorize a comprehensive survey of the water resources of the
country.4 His view is to co-ordinate the work of the various boards of
water supply of political subdivisions, regardless of the lines of such
subdivisions, and with the view of developing additional water supply
by elimination of pollution.

I also submit a plan of stream purification by sewage utilization
handed to me by Dr. George Wilton Field, Consultant Biologist, the
Cosmos Club, Washington, D. C., who has had many years of experience
and at one time made a special study of this problem abroad.5 He found
in Germany an excellent program of stream purification, through a
method of sewage utilization by which communities actually made a
margin of profit by the utilization of byproducts of sewage matter.
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It is obvious also that the Isaac Walton League of America is interested
in a stream purffication plan. A letter from their organization is en-
closed, together with their suggestion for solution of the problem, which
recommends that the industrial codes of the National Recovery Admin-
istration should include provisions setting a standard for all industries
to adequately dispose or treat injurious industrial wastes and not dis-
charge such in public streams to the detriment of public welfare.6

Inasmuch as several Federal establishments are involved in this ques-
tion and in view of the importance of stream purification as a national
program, I respectfully submit my suggestion that a board or a group,
representing the Public Health Service, the War Department engineers,
the Department of Justice, the Department of Commerce, should be
designated to work with officials of the National Recovery Administra-
tion and with outside interests such as the Isaac Walton League and
various experts, to form a national program and make recommendations
for its application in the interests of public health, navigation, wild life,
and industrial development which will add to public works employment.

Respectfully submitted, Yours very truly,

AUGUSTINE LONERGAN
[I3:OF 114A:TS]

1 The letter is printed below. The opinion is in the form of a copy (mimeographed)
of a letter from Treasury Solicitor R. J. Mawhinney to Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury F. K. Heath, Feb. 57, 1932. This and the other enclosures mentioned but
not here printed are with Lonergan's letter.

'Dern to Lonergan, Nov. 8, 5933, printed below as enclosure 3, is apparently meant.
'Wadhams to Lonergan, Dec. 8, 1933, a long, technical statement showing that

sewage solids were not soluble in water.
Commissioner Frank T. Bell to Lonergan, Nov. 6, 5933, enclosing Weir to Bell,

Nov. so, 5933.
'Present as a one-page carbon copy (undated) entitled, "A Plan of Stream Purifica-

tion by Sewage Utilization and to Develop Disposal of Sewage by Utilization."
° S. B. Locke, conservation director of the Izaak Walton League, to Lonergan,

Oct. 25, 5933.

198 [Enclosure i] SURGEON GENERAL HUGH S. CUMMING TO
SENATOR AUGUSTINE LONERGAN

WASHINGTON, September 30, 1933

M DEAR SENATOR: As requested by your secretary, I am furnishing
you with the following information relative to the status of stream poi-
lution control in the United States.

Insofar as the control of pollution of intrastate streams is concerned
it has been assumed that this is a function of the State and many of the
States have laws relating to this subject. In general these laws are ad-
ministered by the State departments of health. Much is being done
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in many of the States toward correction of stream pollution. Many
complications enter into the problem and the progress is necessarily
slow.

In some of the States, particularly those having a considerable stream
pollution problem, sanitary water boards have been formed whose sole
function has to do with stream pollution and stream conservation.
These boards are made up of State officials, with the commissioner of
health as the chairman, and the chief engineer of the State department of
health as engineer and secretary or executive officer. Pennsylvania,
West Virginia and Illinois have such sanitary boards.

In the matter of pollution of interstate streams the problem is some-
what more complex. There are no federal laws dealing directly with
this subject. The federal law relating to navigation prohibits the dis-
charge or throwing into navigable waters any material which might ob-
struct navigation. This law, however, exempts waste water flowing
over the surface of the ground or entering through sewers as liquid
waste.

Since 1913 the Public Health Service has been carrying on research
work in connection with stream pollution and stream purification. These
studies have been devoted largely to stream purification and to the effect
of pollution upon the operation of water filtration plants, and have been
carried on with the idea of determining fundamental laws governing
stream purification in order to furnish the State authorities and others
having to do with stream pollution problems definite data that would
be of value to them.

Because of the effect of pollution of interstate streams on water sup-
plies taken therefrom the health departments of State located on the
drainage areas of these streams have realized the necessity of joining
forces in the study and control of pollution. At present we have a
lution. The largest group and the one at present making the most
pacts and these organizations are making headway in control of the poi-
lution. The largest group and the one at present making the most
headway is the Ohio River Board in which the health departments of
seventeen States have formed a compact and are working together
towards a common end. In these States the chief engineers of the
seventeen State health departments form the Board of Engineers. An-
other group is composed of the States bordering on the Great Lakes. It
is understood that Minnesota and Wisconsin, as well as Minnesota, Wis-
consin and Iowa, have formed compacts relative to certain interstate
streams adjoining these States. More recently New York, Connecticut
and New Jersey have attempted to create a legally authorized organiza-
tion under a Tn-State Treaty for control of the coastal waters in the
Greater New York area.

The Public Health Service has been willing to give and from time
to time has given assistance to the States in connection with their
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stream pollution studies. At the present time two engineers assigned
to this duty are cooperating with the States located on the Ohio River,
and with Indiana and Illinois in connection with the pollution of the
southern end of Lake Michigan. On account of the lack of funds it is
not possible for the Public Health Service to assist the States other than
by giving advice, correlation of data, etc. It is expected that the details
of the studies be carried on by the States themselves.

Some question has arisen as to just what powers the federal government
might have in connection with control over pollution of interstate streams.
The Solicitor of the Treasury has given an opinion that the Secretary
of the Treasury might issue certain regulations under the Act of 1893
limiting pollution of interstate streams where pollution originated in one
State and water supplies were taken downsteam in another State. How-
ever, the law requires that such regulations be enforced by the State
and municipal health authorities when they will do so. In case of
failure or inability to enforce the regulations the matter is reported to
the President for his action.

I am forwarding herewith a copy of the Quarantine Law of 1893, the
opinion of the Solicitor above referred to, and a digest of the stream
pollution laws. I would also refer you to a paper delivered by Mr.
Thorndike Saville before the American Institute of Chemical Engineers
at their annual meeting in Philadelphia in 1931, which covers the whole
question of stream pollution very thoroughly. In this paper he shows
the limitations of the State and of the federal government in connection
with this problem. It will be found in the Proceedings of the American
Institute of Chemical Engineers for 1931.

I have not mentioned the Oil Pollution Act of 1924 since this has to
do only with oil pollution of costal waters.

Very truly yours,
H. S. GUMMING

{13:0F II4-A:TS]

199 rEnclosure 2] ACTING SURGEON GENERAL C. C. PIERCE TO
SENATOR AUGUSTINE LONERGAN

WASHINGTON, October 5, 1933

M DEAR SENATOR: I have your letter of September 30 relative to a
national program towards regulating pollution of streams.

The pollution of streams at present is principally due to sewage from
municipalities and industrial waste from manufacturing plants which,
I understand, are eligible for loans from the Public Works Administra-
tion with certain limitations.

The State departments of health of the various States are urging the
municipalities to take advantage of the opportunity to borrow money
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with which to undertake construction of sewage disposal works. Funds
loaned to a State, under the Act, cannot be used for this purpose. It
is possible that industrial plants may also borrow on proper security for
the purpose of undertaking waste treatment.

In certain sections of the country the polluting influence on streams
which materially affect their use for water supplies, is acid waste from
bituminous coal mines En others it is the oil and salt waste from oil
wells. Where these mines or wells are active the owners could be held
responsible for the pollution but we have a large number of abandoned
coal mines as well as abandoned oil wells of which there is no record
of owners and which are a material factor in pollution of streams. Con-
trol over this pollution might well be considered a federal project. In this
connection steps are being taken to present to the Public Works Admin-
istration a plan for sealing abandoned coal mines in the bituminous area.

It would seem that all that can be done towards urging municipalities
to take advantage of the loan features of the Act and construct neces-
sary sewage treatment works is being done. It is probable that indus-
trial plants contributing waste of an objectional nature to a stream would
have some difficulty in obtaining loans from the Public Works Adminis-
tration with which to construct treatment plants and as far as I know
no steps are being taken in connection with this type of stream pollution
control work.

The establishment of a fund which would permit the States and the
Public Health Service to enlarge their activities in connection with
stream pollution would seem rather questionable since the fund would
not be used in connection with construction work but only in studies
and missionary work among the communities and industrial establish-
ments.

Very truly yours,
C. C. PIERCE

{13:oF 114A:TS]

200 [Enclosure 3] GEORGE H. DERN, SECRETARY OF WAR, TO
SENATOR AUGUSTINE LONERGAN

WASHINGTON, November 8, 1933

DEAR SENATOR LONERGAN: I am in receipt of your letter of Octo-
tober , 1933, on the subject of stream pollution, in which you refer
to section 13 of the act of March 3, 1899, and express a desire that action
be taken by the War Department under this law to prevent the discharge
of untreated sewage into navigable streams.

This statute prohibits the discharge or deposit into navigable waters of
refuse material of any kind "Other than that flowing from streets and
sewers and passing therefrom in a liquid state." The primary object
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of the law is the preservation of the navigable capacity of Federal water-
ways, and the essence of the prohibition is against the introduction of
obstructive material into the waterways which would diminish such
capacity and interfere with navigation. It expressly excepts from the
prohibition the discharge of waste matter carried off in street drains
and sewers, and it has been the view of this Department that Congress
intended to include in this exception all matters commonly designated as
"sewage" which ordinarily is soluble and causes no physical destruction.
The discharge of raw or untreated sewage into navigable waters would
not be a violation of this law unless the sewage carries with it solid and
non-liquefying material likely to form deposits detrimental to navigation.

This Department is not advised that sewage laden with quantities of
solid matter has been and is being discharged into the navigable waters
of New York and Connecticut, or that such discharges have resulted in
the creation of shoals or other conditions injuriously affecting the navi-
gable capacity of these waters. It is deemed proper to observe that this
is a criminal statute, violations of which are cognizable in the courts,
and that the function of the War Department in its enforcement is limited
to ascertaining facts and reporting cases of actual violation to the De-
partment of Justice for prosecution. The Secretary of War is not vested
with power to require cities and communities to subject their sewage
to any purifying treatment, and it seems doubtful that the purpose you
have in view can be accomplished under the provisions of this statute.

That the practice of discharging sewage into running streams is objec-
tionable, and that it injuriously affects the comfort and health of the
people, is fully recognized by the Department. The prevention of poi-
lution, however, is not strictly speaking a Federal duty and Federal
legislation in reference to it has been limited. The preservation of the
purity of the water, it is suggested, is a subject which more properly
belongs to the States for regulation under their police powers.

Sincerely yours,
GEO. H. DERN

[13:0F 114A:Ts]

201 THOMAS H. BECK, PRESIDENT, P. F. COLLIER AND SON Co.,
TO ROOSEVELT

NEW YORK, December 22, 1933

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am just in receipt of a letter from Secretary
Wallace in which he advises me you have asked him to invite me to
become chairman of a committee of three members to outline methods for
completing a definite study for large scale development of breeding areas
and breeding projects for wild fowl.1

I have this day written my acceptance.
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For this honor I want to thank you very sincerely. I have high hopes
of formulating, in collaboration with the other members of the com-
mittee, a practical and workable plan.2

With assurances of my personal esteem and best wishes for a Merry
Christmas to you and Mrs. Roosevelt, please believe me,

Sincerely yours,
THOS. H. BECK

[13:oF 378:TS]

1 Wallace's letter, Dec. 15, 1933, is printed in Conservation of Wildlife, Hearings
before the Special Committee on Conservation of Wildlife, House of Representatives,
73d Cong., 2d sess. (Washington, '934), p. 244. Wallace said he had discussed
the plan with the President "on several occasions," and had conferred with the
Bureau of Biological Survey and others about it. He asked Beck to be chairman of a
committee "to outline methods for completing a definite study of the project." Jay
N. Darling and Dr. John C. Merriam were named as the other members of the com-
mittee. The latter was unable to serve and Aldo Leopold of the University of Wis-
consin was named instead when Wallace announced the appointments on Jan. 2, 5934
(New York Times, Jan. 3, 5934, p. 8).

2 Answered post, 208.

202 ROOSEVELT TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, December 26, 1933
MAC: Tell Marland to have a talk with Senators Norris, Thomas,

Robinson and Dill on the general problem of an authority or authorities
for the Arkansas, Missouri and Columbia rivers.

F.D.R.
[Notation : A: McINTYRE] Notified Cong. M. & he is taking matter up.
2/27

[13:oF 132:T]

203 SENATOR CLARENCE C. DILL OF WASHINGTON TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] Dec. 29, 1933

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In accordance with your suggestion,1
I have conferred with Senators Norris, McNary, and Thomas and also
Congressman Marland of Oklahoma regarding the different proposed
authorities to be created for the Missouri River, Columbia River and the
Arkansas River. I have also conferred with Mr. Henry Hunt, Counsel
for the Public Works Administration, who has been working on a bill for
the creation of the Columbia River Authority at the request of Secretary
Ickes.

I find that while there are some minor differences in these bills, in a
general way they are quite similar and all propose to grant similar powers
to the boards to be created.
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As a result of these discussions I have almost reached the conclusion
we are likely to find ourselves overloaded with bills for the creation of
these authorities and Congress is likely to drop all of them and we will get
no legislation at all if we consider them as separate bills. For this reason
I discussed with the Senators and Congressman Marland the advisability
of one measure incorporating all of these bills. Therefore, I decided
to draw a bill that will create one national organization to do all of this
work. I haven't yet completed a draft of the legislation, as it is rather
difficult to draw, but I have the general plan outlined.

Such a bill should provide for a national conservation and develop-
ment authority or commission, with not to exceed five members. At
this time it might be desirable to appoint only three members, one from
the upper Mississippi valley, one from the lower Mississippi valley, and
one from the Columbia River valley. At a future time representatives
from the St. Lawrence and Colorado River valleys might be included.
These members would constitute directors from each of the valleys from
which they are appointed.

An interdepartmental committee of subordinates designated by the
President, would work with the director in the preparation of plans
for the conservation and development of the resources of the valley un-
der consideration. This committee would need no extra pay, since they
would already be on the payrolls of the government. They would soon
become expert in their work. When the committee and director had
prepared a plan for a certain project, they could submit it to the full
board, which could approve, modify or disapprove it.

I believe this kind of organization is desirable because the problems
arising in the different sections are so similar that experiences in one
area would be extremely valuable in solving the problems in another
area. For instance, the problems which Mr. Liienthal is now working
on in the Tennessee Valley in connection with the supply of electrical
household equipment and other electrical supplies, will be exactly dupli-
cated in the Columbia River country three years hence, when we at-
tempt to sell power from the Grand Coulee and Bonneville dams.

The problems of flood control in the Tennessee Valley area are quite
similar to those in the Arkansas Valley area. The problems of forestry
are almost identical. Many of the problems relating to mountain
streams and flood control in the Columbia River area and the Missouri
are identical. It seems wise to me, therefore, to plan for a national or-
ganization that will be able to correlate the efforts of officials in different
sections of the country. We need not abolish the Tennessee Valley
Authority, as it is an experimental body and doing wonderful work. It
might be provided, however, that at some future time the President
could place its officials under this national organization. In the mean-
time, men like Mr. Lilienthal could be appointed as advisors to the na-
tional organization.
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This organization could also work out the data as to a superpower
system. It could determine the feasibility, practicability and cost of
such a plan and Congress could grant authority to build and develop
such a system if that be thought wise.

I am submitting this for your consideration and shall hope to talk
with you about it at an early date.2

Sincerely yours,
CLARENCE C. DILL

{13:oF 635:Ts]

'Ante, 196.
2 Answered post, aog.

204 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

THE WHITE HOUSE, January 3, 1934

[Excerpt] In this field,1 through carefully planned flood control, power
development and land use policies, in the Tennessee Valley and in other
great watersheds, we are seeking the elimination of waste, the removal
of poor lands from agriculture and the encouragement of small local
industries, thus furthering this principle of a better balanced national
life. We recognize the great ultimate cost of the application of this
rounded policy to every part of the Union. Today we are creating
heavy obligations to start the work and because of the great unemploy-
ment needs of the moment. I look forward, however, to the time in
the not distant future, when annual appropriations, wholly covered by
current revenue, will enable the work to proceed with a national plan.
Such a national plan will, in a generation or two, return many times
the money spent on it; more important, it will eliminate the use of
inefficient tools, conserve and increase natural resources, prevent waste,
and enable millions of our people to take better advantage of the oppor-
tunities which God has given our country.2

[SPEECH FILE:T]

'In the preceding paragraph Roosevelt had referred to the need of bringing
agriculture into balance with the rest of the economy.

2 The text of this excerpt from the 1934 annual message is that of the unsigned
reading copy; this was retained by the President and another copy was sent to the
Congress. With the reading copy are two drafts, the first revised solely by Roose-
velt, the second bearing numerous revisions in his hand and Raymond Moley's hand.
Revisions in the part here printed are changes in language only. Thus, in the first
sentence, Moley substituted "a better balanced national life" for the phrase "restoring
balance." In the third sentence, Roosevelt substituted "to start the work" for "in
the initial stages." In the last sentence, Moley substituted "our country" for "to the
United States of America." This excerpt is but a small part of the entire message;
for this see Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, 111,8-14.
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205 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
January 3, 1934, 4:45 P. M.

[Excerpt] The President: I said today in the Message to Congress,'
in a nutshell, that we are engaged inyou might almost call it rebuild-
ing the face of the country and that it will be, eventually, a national
plan. You take, for example, the Missouri River or the Arkansas River
or the Upper Mississippi what we are doing out of Public Works is
some of the obvious work at the major places, some of these big dams.
Eventually, as we go through with the entire planning which, in the
case of a river watershed, might run anywhere up to twenty-five or forty
years, my thought is that by another year and a half we will have those
plans pretty well nationalized so that there will be a complete national
picture and that we will proceed on them at a rather definite yearly
rate with the object of getting back as much as we can of that financing,
knowing at the same time that we are increasing general national values,
even if it does not come back to the Treasury, very largely and doing it
in an orderly way and, as we are doing it, paying for it out of current
revenues. In other words, putting it, as far as national planning goes,
on a pay-as-you-go basis. These Public Works programs are taking
care of some of the larger projects first.

What I would like to seeand this is an expression of what I hope
will happen in another year and a halfis that we will definitely advo-
cate, as a national policy, the expending of $500,000,000 a year to
restore the face of nature and that will be paid for, not out of bond
issues but out of current revenues.
[13 :PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

See excerpt above.

206 SENATOR GEORGE W. NORRIS OF NEBRASKA TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 3, 1934
M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have been wondering for some time why

it would not be an excellent idea to allocate a portion of the public funds
to a general study and survey of the entire Missouri River and other
tributaries of the Mississippi.

I have outlined my ideas in a letter to the Secretary of the Interior,
and am inclosing a copy herewith. This letter to Secretary Ickes is, I
think, fully self-explanatory, and gives in detail what I have in mind.

Your earnest and careful consideration at the earliest possible moment
is most respectfully requested.

Very truly yours,
G. W. NoRRIs

[Notation: A: LEHAND] Sec. Interior for Prep of reply
[Notation:A] Ans 1/10/34
[13:OF 466D:TSJ



207 [Enclosure] SENATOR GEORGE W. NORRIS TO HAROLD L. ICKES,
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] January 3, 1934

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I would like to make a suggestion to you
about the allocation of some public funds for the purpose of making a
survey and study of the possibilities of the improvement of some of our
interior streams, such as the Mississippi, the Missouri, the Arkansas, and
other streams of the Mississippi Valley.

Several bills have been introduced for various kinds of improvements
on these streams, and for a great many years the Federal Government has
spent vast amounts of money for the improvement of these rivers. Much
of this, I think, has been wasted, because a definite plan was lacking, and
the haphazard expenditure of money in one place had no connection or
relation to the expenditure of public funds in another. Some of the
funds were spent with only one purpose in mindnavigation. Other
money was spent, thinking only of irrigation. The question of marginal
lands, reforestation, and general agricultural development has been for-
gotten. The relationship between irrigation, flood control, navigation,
power development, reclamation of marginal lands, and the reforesta-
tion of these lands has all been lost sight of in the expenditure of some of
these funds. The general welfare of the people and the happiness and
prosperity of the citizens, the proper use of lands and other resources have
not been considered, except in so far as they apply to some particular
improvement.

I think it will be found upon due investigation that all these things
bear a relationship to each other. They will all dovetail into each other.
It was wrong to expect the farmers to pay the entire cost of the building
of a dam, for instance, for irrigation purposes, when that dam, at the
same time, stores flood waters which, if uncontrolled, will do damage to
other lands, or when it will carry away silt and soils from one section of
the country and deposit them in the Gulf of Mexico.

It will be found, I think, upon investigation that some of the money
spent for the improvement of streams along the Mississippi, the Missouri,
and other tributaries, could have been expended more beneficially in the
detention of flood waters nearer the source of these streams. It will be
found, also, that much damage done by floods in the upper streams where
valuable farms are destroyed and other public improvements carried
away, to the damage of property and people farther down the stream,
could all have been avoided if the flood waters had been taken care of
at the place where Nature has provided a natural storage reservoir. It
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is wrong to expect the people who pay for electricity, for instance, to
contribute all the cost of a dam where that dam helps navigation farther
down the stream, or where it prevents flood waters from doing damage
farther down.

Some of the interests affected are private in their nature; others are
public. It seems to me a study of the entire question should be had.
Some studies along this line and some surveys have been made by States,
but such studies have no relation to similar studies made in other States.
I cannot tell, and I do not believe it is known, just how far these different
studies will harmonize, and how complete they are. It will probably
be found, upon examination, that some of them are very complete and
very efficient, and some of them lack completeness and efficiency. It
seems to me it would be proper to allocate a portion of these public funds
to defray the cost of a general survey and study of the entire region, with
a view of taking advantage of other surveys and studies which have been
made, and making others which will dovetail into them.

I am suggesting, therefore, that an allotment be made for the purpose
of making such survey and study, under your direction as Federal Emer-
gency Administrator of Public Works.

In my own State, the Legislature several years ago appropriated
$25,000, which money was, I think, used very economically in making
a survey of the waters of the State, and I believe it will be found that
most of this work was efficiently done, and that the results, if properly
worked into similar results in other States, will go a long way towards
giving us a broader and more definite idea of the entire region and its
possibilities. It may be found, upon examination, that similar studies
have been made elsewhere, and that they will harmonize into one com-
plete whole. These rivers and valleys should be improved without re-
gard to State lines, and the work would then become national in its
character.

I am taking the liberty of sending a copy of this letter to President
Roosevelt, and I hope you will consult with him about it, and ascertain
if something of this kind would not only be very beneficial to the people
at large, but would also go far towards harmonizing work which has
already been done, so that surveys and studies might not necessarily have
to be duplicated.'

Very truly yours,
[GEORGE W. Nornus]

[13:oF 466-D:cT]

I Answered post, 2 10.
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208 ROOSEVELT TO THOMAS H. BECK, PRESIDENT, P. F. COLLIER
AND SON Co., New York City

[WASHINGTON] January 4, 1934

M DEAR Ma. BECK: It is good to know that you will serve on the
Special Committee to outline the next steps in a program for large-scale
development of breeding areas for wild fowl. It seems to me that a
project of this kind might properly fit into our general program, and I
know that you are in a position to give the matter especially interested
and informed study.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. RoosEvELT]

JMH
[13:oF 378:CT]

(Drafted by the Agriculture Department.) This is in reply to Beck's letter of
Dec. 22, 1933, ante, 201.

209 ROOSEVELT TO SENATORS CLARENCE C. DILL OF WASHINGTON,
GEORGE W. NORRIS OF NEBRASKA, CHARLES L. MCNARY OF

OREGON AND ELMER THOMAS OF OKLAHOMA

WASHINGTON, January 9, 1934

MEMORANDtJM . . . In relation to the watershed developments of
the Arkansas, Missouri and the Columbia rivers, may I suggest that
after you have talked over the whole subject together that you come down
some day at your convenience and talk over the possibility of one piece
of legislation to cover the whole thing.

I have read Senator Dill's letter of December twenty-ninth.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[I3:oF 635:CT]

210 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR GEORGE W. NORRIS OF NEBRASKA

WASHINGTON [January io, 1934] 1

DEAR SENATOR NORRIS: I have your letter of January 3, suggest-
ing the allocation of funds for general study and survey of the Missouri
River and other tributaries of the Mississippi.

A committee, known as the Mississippi Valley Committee, has recently
been appointed under the Public Works Administration for the purpose
of studying and correlating projects involving flood control, navigation,
irrigation, power, reforestation and soil erosion in the Mississippi drain-
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age area. It would seem that there is very close harmony between your
suggestions and the functions of this Committee.

I am very deeply interested in this whole matter and trustful that
through the agency of the Mississippi Valley Committee, much will be
done to correlate the various independent studies that have heretofore
been made.2

Very sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:OF 466D:CT]

This date is derived from a notation on Norris' letter of Jan. 3, 5934, ante, 206.
2 Drafted by the Interior Department.

211 CARL D. SHOEMAKER, SECRETARY, SENATE SPECIAL COMMIT-
TEE ON CONSERVATION OF WILD LIFE RESOURCES, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] January io, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Senate Committee on Conservation of
Wild Life Resources, to whom you gave such fine encouragement which
brought a quick response from all sections of our country, on December
20th notified you of a National Conference to be held on the 25th of
January, with the request that you set a date on the 26th of January
for an audience which you agreed to give a special committee.

The committee that will call upon you will represent the Atlantic
Coast, the Pacific Coast, the Gulf, the Northern boundary, and the Val-
ley States.

It will be composed of leading representatives of long-established
game organizations, editors of special sporting magazines, and conserva-
tionists of experience and long-time service. Many of those who will
attend this conference will come from long distances, and it will be help-
ful if you will advise us when it will suit your convenience and at what
hour you will receive this delegation on January 2 6th.

You are, of course, aware that this Senate Committee on Conserva-
tion of Wild Life R.esources has held many public hearings and made
extensive studies of this whole subject, including investigations of dif-
ferent areas. We believe that this proposed conference with you may
be of material assistance in outlining and carrying forward any national
program of conservation which meets with your approval.1

Soliciting your reply, and speaking for the committee, who are grate-
ful for this consideration, I am, Sincerely,

CARL D. SHOEMAKER
[13:OF 378:TS]

The delegation was given an appointment on the date requested (Mcintyre to
Shoemaker, Jan. 52, 1934, OF 378).
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212 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JED JOHNSON OF OKLAHOMA

[WASHINGTON] January 15, 1934

M DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Thanks for your letter of January fourth,
enclosing letter from Mr. Morton, which I am returning herewith.'

The subject of soil erosion is one in which I am deeply interested,
and the corrective measures to be taken will receive increasing attention
as the experimental work and determination of procedure to be fol-
lowed progress.

I hope some day, when more immediate problems have been disposed
of, to talk to you on this subject.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

MAM

[13:oF 732:CT]

'Johnson said in part: "I have talked with some of the leading engineers of the
Public Works Administration and I know they feel soil erosion is one of the great-
est menaces the farmers of America are facing and that a terracing program is es-
sential if the farmer is really to have permanent relief" (OF 732). He did not iden-
tify Morton except to say that he was one of his constituents.

213 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 17, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Mr. Beck, Chairman of the Special Commit-
tee that you suggested that I set up, has given me the enclosed memo-
randum which I pass on for your information.

I may say to you that I have been much impressed by the work which
Mr. Beck and his Committee are doing, and I am very hopeful that they
are going to have something practicable and really important.

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

{13:oF 378:'rs]

214 [Enclosure] THOMAS H. BECK, CHAIRMAN, PRESIDENT'S
COMMITTEE ON WILD LIFE RESTORATION, TO HENRY A.
WALLACE

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 17, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE . . . SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I am
told that the members of the Senate Wild Life Committee have asked
the President for a definite appointment to present delegates from the
American Game Conference.
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Assuming that one will be granted, I hope the President will find it
advisable to call the attention of the delegates to the fact that you have,
at his request, appointed a Committee that is now studying all available
data procurable from Government agencies and State fish and game
commissioners for the purpose of writing a comprehensive report to be
submitted as soon as possible, which will embody:

i. Recommendations for the acquisition of migratory waterfowl nest-
ing areas now in suitable condition or that may be reconstructed and
made suitable;

Recommendations for the acquisition of upland game areas in the
various States suitable for facilitating natural reproduction of various
species;

A recommendation for a comprehensive nation-wide plan for
action that will have to do with the conservation and restoration of all
wild life species;

A recommendation for a coordinated administration set-up for all
forms of conservation, including forests, parks, inland fish and wild life.

We are soliciting and securing cooperation from all organizations in-
terested, including those whose interest is confined to the spectacle,
recreational and inspirational value of our wild life resources. We are
particularly cooperating with the Senate Committee on Wild Life and
the Biological Survey, and they, in turn, are giving and have promised
their cooperationall of which is very gratifying.

The President may wish to say that if and when the report is accepted,
it is proposed that the purchases of the necessary areas will be made under
the authorization granted to you for the purchase of sub-marginal and
waste lands for withdrawal from commercial agriculture, and that their
management can be carried on under the broad authority granted you
by the Lacey Act, passed in 1900, and which has lain dormant until
now.

Sincerely yours,
THOS. H. BECK

[I3:oF 378:1's]

215 GEORGE H. DERN, SECRETARY OF WAR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, January 20, 1934
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In accordance with the request of your

secretary, Mr. Howe, I take pleasure in furnishing my views on the
suggestion advanced by Senator Augustine Lonergan that a special group
or interdepartmental board be formed to consider measures for stream
purification.1

The pollution of our streams by the discharge of sewage and industrial
waste is so objectionable as to warrant all corrective measures practicable,
and I am heartily in accord with the suggestion that a comprehensive
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investigation be undertaken to determine the means by which the powers
and resources of the Federal Government may be utilized in stream
purification.

The Corps of Engineers of this Department is in a position to under-
take such an investigation in cooperation with the Public Health Service
of the Treasury Department, provided that the necessary funds for the
purpose can be made available. This investigation should include a
comprehensive survey of the extent of the pollution of our streams
throughout the entire nation; the determination of the most suitable
general types of remedial measures with due regard to the cost of the
installation and operation of the sewage treatment works, and a formu-
lation of a national policy with respect to the prevention of pollution.
Since the field offices of the Engineer Department cover comprehensively
all of the watersheds of the United States, and are cognizant of the con-
ditions of stream flow, this Department is in a position to furnish, with
the advice and assistance of the Public Health Service, a comprehensive
survey of the actual extent of stream pollution throughout the nation.
The determination of the most suitable general types of remedial
measures will require the engagement of the services of a limited number
of especially qualified consulting sanitary engineers versed in the latest
developments in the art of sewage purification. The minimum sum
that should be provided to carry out such an investigation effectively
is $250,000. If the funds remaining available for the public works
program are sufficient to warrant an allotment in this amount to this
Department for the investigation, I recommend it to your consideration.

Senator Lonergan has been misinformed on the effect of sewage in
obstructing navigation. While in a very few and exceptional cases the
pollution of navigable waters by sewage is so great as to make dredging
operations quite disagreeable to those engaged on the work, yet in no
case known to the Department does the actual deposit of sewage sludge
increase, in any measurable or discernible degree, the cost of maintain-
ing channels of the depths provided in the several projects for improve-
ment. This Department is not remiss in the administration of the laws
for the protection of the navigable waters of the United States, but
except in a few minor cases, which have been suitably dealt with under
the law, no situation has arisen in which there has been even a pre-
sumption, let alone proof, that the shoaling of navigable channels could
be traced to deposits of solids from sewage. The remedy for the pollu-
tion of our streams does not lie in an attempt to misapply the laws
enacted for other purposes, but in direct and well considered measures
framed to meet this need.

Respectfully yours,
GEO. H. DERN

[13:oF 114ATS]

'See ante, 197.
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2 i6 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR HENRIK SHIPSTEAD OF MINNESOTA

[WASHINGTON] January 22, 1934

M DEAR SENATOR SHIPSTEAD: My acknowledgment of your letter
dated January 9th in regard to the proposed study of the Upper Mis-
sissippi Valley has been delayed.1 Prior to its receipt I had a further
conference with Secretary Ickes as to the most expeditious way of han-
dling a reconnaissance such as you have in mind, in which factors of flood
control and prevention, soil erosion, navigation, power, etc., will be co-
ordinated. We reached the conclusion that the most immediate and
effective result can be obtained through permitting the Mississippi Val-
ley Committee under Mr. Cooke's chairmanship, to conduct these stud-
ies with such carefully chosen assistants as may be required.

I am informed that the Mississippi Valley Committee has already
initiated special studies for both the Upper Mississippi and Missouri
River valleys, on which they are pressing to secure fairly early returns.

Mr. Cooke advises me that he had one conference with you since
your letter was written, and hopes to keep you advised as to the prog-
ress on this work in which you are so vitally interested.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 466D:cT]

'Shipstead thought that Roosevelt's proposed appointment of a subcommittee to
study the problems of the Upper Mississippi Valley was a good idea provided it was
done under the direction of "some Chairman who has the social point of view" (OF
466D). He suggested that the survey include erosion, reforestation, water conser-
vation, flood control and power development.

'Drafted by Morris L. Cooke, chairman of the Mississippi Valley Committee.
Cooke had served under Roosevelt before as a member of the New York State
Power Commission.

217 ROOSEVELT TO ARTHUR 0. WEIDELICH, Sylva, North Carolina

[WASHINGTON] January 23, 1934

M DEAR MR. WEIDELICH: I thank you and Doctor Dannecker for
your interesting letter and the copy of The Forest Manager.'

It is quite true that our past management, or mismanagement, of
our forest resource has brought us to a situation where we are now faced
with a tremendous job of forest rehabilitation.

We are attacking this problem along two broad lines: Our National
Forest system, long established in the West over lands set aside for the
purpose from the public domain, is now being rapidly expanded through
land purchases to cover a reasonable share of the forested areas of the
East and South. Secondly, a definite and far-reaching program of co-
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operation with private timberland owners is being carried forward in
practically all our forested States under the Clarke-McNary Act and in
other extension activities of our Department of Agriculture.

Quite recently we have launched a new attack on one phase of the
problem. We propose to establish a number of subsistence farm com-
munities in connection with National Forests upon which members of
the community may find part time employment. Such a plan, we be-
lieve, has great possibilities from the standpoints both of forest develop-
ment and social welfare.

Your interest is greatly appreciated. I suggest that when next you
are in Asheville, you would find it worth while to call upon the Forest
Supervisor of Pisgah National Forest. He will be glad to discuss with
you our forestry activities and particularly those which bear directly upon
the betterment of forest conditions in North Carolina.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

t ,3:oF 149:CT]

1 Weidelich had written Jan. 6, (OF 249), on the efforts of the Log Cabin
Association, Inc., of which he was superintendent, "to make the folks in Western
North Carolina forest conscious and practice forest management." Dr. K. Dan-
necker, author of Der Waitwirt, was at this time chief forester of Wurttemberg. An
English translation, by Weidelich, was published by the American Forestry Associa-
tion in 2939.

2 Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

218 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY
CONSERVATION WORK

[WAsHINGToN] January 25, 1934
M DEAR MR. DIRECTOR: It is my desire that the Administration of

Emergency Conservation Work should continue the Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps camps until April I, 1935, and for this purpose I am request-
ing the Congress to authorize an appropriation of $275,000,000 for the
use of the Administration during the first nine months of the fiscal year
1935, it appearing that its current expenses to June 30, 1934, have al-
ready been provided for.

You are accordingly authorized to proceed with the necessary arrange-
ments and plans for continuing the camps until April 1, 1935, subject, of
course, to Congress authorizing the appropriation of the additional funds
which I am requesting.

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: AS] L.W.D.1

[13:oF 268:CT]

Budget Director Lewis W. Douglas, in whose agency this letter was drafted
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219 ROOSEVELT TO OWEN WINSTON, New York City

[WASHINGTON] January 25, 1934

DEAR OWEN: I am delighted to see the letter from Mr. Evison.1
I am asking for full continuation of the C. C. C. for another year and

I hope that it will become a permanent institution though perhaps on a
somewhat smaller basis.

I do hope we shall see you and Peg soon.
As ever yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[I3:PPF 3I6:CT]

'Herbert Evison, a Civilian Conservation Corps official, to State Forester C. P.
Wilber of New Jersey, Dec. 28, 1933, congratulating him on the way the state park
CCC camps in New Jersey were managed (PPF i6). Evison's letter was enclosed
with Winston's letter to Roosevelt of Jan. ig, 5934. Winston, at this time a member
of the New Jersey State Board of Conservation, said that he hoped the CCC idea
would become permanent, "both for the good of our natural resources and the youth
of our country."

220 SENATOR FREDERIC C. WALCOTT, CHAIRMAN, SENATE SPECIAL

COMMITTEE ON THE CONSERVATION OF WILD LIFE RESOURCES,

AND THOMAS H. BECK, CHAIRMAN, PRESIDENT'S COMMITTEE
ON WILD LIFE RESTORATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 25, 1934

Mv DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We have the honor to present to you the
unanimous Vote of a large group of representative conservationists who
met today at the Senate Office Building at the request of the Special
Committee of the Senate on the Conservation of Wild Life Resources to
consider certain legislative phases of a program presented by this com-
mittee and certain administrative and executive phases of a plan pro-
posed by your committee of three, known as the President's Committee
for Wild Life Restoration.

It would be difficult, if not impossible, to express to you the enthusi-
astic appreciation and the hearty cooperation pledged by the sportsmen
of the country, the nature lovers, the farmers' organizations, the con-
servation commissioners, the representatives of the National Association
of Audubon Societies and the sportmen's magazines for a comprehensive
plan with the possibility of a large fund in support of this plan for the
restoration of our migratory waterfowl, upland game birds and insectiv-
orous birds, and the purchase, for these purposes, of large areas of sub-
marginal lands.
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The conference unanimously approved the following:

(i) The Duck Stamp Bill prepared by the Special Senate Committee
on the Conservation of Wild-Life Resources, Senate Bill 1658 and House
Bill 5632.

(2) Senator Joseph T. Robinson's Wild Life Refuge Bill No. 2277:
A bill to establish fish and game sanctuaries in the national forests and
on other public lands, approved by the Senate Committee and now on
the Senate Calendar.2

() The Coordination Bill, introduced by the Senate Committee, to
coordinate conservation activities of the several Federal departments,
which passed the Senate and was approved by the House Committee in
the last session.3

(.) Your stimulating order setting aside the sum of $25,000,000 for
the withdrawal of submarginal lands from commercial agriculture at
once suggests. the use of certain portions of these lands for migratory
waterfowl and upland game.

() That appropriations should be made as authorized under the
Norbeck-Andresen bill arid the policy established therein for a period of
ten years (five years have already gone) should be renewed.4

(6) The treaty with Canada established our duty to conserve migra-
tory birds along their annual flight lanes within our country. When
these birds reach the Mexican Border, or the Gulf of Mexico, many of
them cross into the domain of our sister republics to the South, particu-
larly Mexico. We recommend that negotiations be entered into to bring
about a treaty with Mexico similar in character to that with Canada.

Proposals for a plan to be submitted to the President by the Presi-
dential Committee for the Restoration of Wild Life:

(i) Restoration of migratory waterfowl nesting. areas by purchase
(one year lease with option to buy, to hasten possession and guard
against error) of a large number of such areas in the States where these
birds naturally multiply if given proper environment and food.

(2) A Nation-wide upland game restoration program, with specific
projects.

() A Nation-wide plan for action involving the acquisition and
restoration of areas suitable for fadlitating a prolific nature in increas-
ing the population of all wild life, especially those species which are,
or are becoming, rare.

() A proposal for a much-needed coordinated and businesslike
administration set-up to carry the plan into successful execution if or
when the report is approved by the President.

For the first time in the history of organized conservation, there was
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a unanimity of action in a broad program which, in our belief, will
redound to the great benefit of future generations.5

Respectfully submitted,
F. C. WALCOTT
THOMAS H. BECK

[Notation : A: LEHAND] Sec. Ag for your info-

[13:oF 378:'rs:PHoTosTAT]

The Duck Stamp Bill (Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Bill) was approved
March i6, 1934 (48 Stat. 455). It levied a one-dollar tax on hunters of wildfowl,
the proceeds to be used for the protection of birds and the purchase of breeding and
resting grounds.

The Wildlife Refuge Bill was approved March 50, 1934 (48 Stat. 400).
The Wildlife Coordination Bill (S. 2529) was approved March so, 5934 (48

Stat. 40!. It gave the Bureau of Fisheries and the Bureau of Biological Survey cer-
tain authority over the use of waters impounded by the Bureau of Reclamation or
other agency, and required that the Bureau of Fisheries be consulted before dams
were authorized for construction.

This was the Norbeck-Andresen Migratory Bird Conservation Act of Feb. 18,
1929 ( Stat. 1222), intended to supplement the Migratory Bird Treaty of 1918
by providing funds for the purchase of bird refuges. Conservationists expected
much of the act but appropriations made under it were disappointingly small.

The document here printed is referred to as a "treaty" in the Report of the
President's Committee on Wild-Life Restoration (Washington, 5934), pp. viiviii,
"Striking evidence of unanimous and unified support for immediate action on the
proposals we are making is had in the 'treaty' drawn and signed by the Chairman
of the Senate Committee on Conservation of Wild Life Resources, the chairman of
this Committee, and the representatives of 7 interested organizations, including
the National Grange and the American Farm Bureau Federation, at the Senate
committee hearing held January 25, 5934, and presented to the President by a select
committee on January 26, 5934." (The Report is described post, 225.) The state-
ment, with signatures of the representatives of the forty-seven organizations men-
tioned, is printed in the Report, pp. 57-20. See below.

221 THOMAS H. BECK, CHAIRMAN, PRESIDENT'S COMMITTEE ON
WILD LIFE RESTORATION, TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY
OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] January 31, 1934

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We are intensely annoyed and greatly em-
barrassed by the fact that former Senator Harry B. Hawes and Carl
Shoemaker, secretary to the Senate Committee on Conservation of Wild
Life Resources, circulated through your Department, and, no doubt,
elsewhere a printed folder entitled, "A Plan for National Conservation
submitted to the President," which many officials assumed was this
Committee's expected report to the President on wild life restoration.'

The wording on the title page of this folder is grossly misleading and
false, in that it states it was a plan submitted to the President.

Fortunately, the undersigned was able to attend the hearing held on
this alleged "plan" and, in consequence, succeeded in having it killed,
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except for the recommendations concerning the Duck Stamp Bill, the
Senator Robinson Wild Life Refuge Bill, the Coordination Bill and a
proposed bird treaty with Mexico.2

Is there not some way in which important persons in your Department
can be informed of this matter, so that they will be under no further
misapprehension?

With assurances of my esteem, please believe me
Sincerely yours,

[THOMAS H. BECK]

[Notation : A] For President's Info

[13:oF 378:cT]

'A Plan for National Conservation Submitted to the President for His Approval
by a Con ferencie Called by the U. S. Senate Committee on Conservation of Wild Life
Resources (Washington, Jan. , r934). (This is an eight-page pamphlet; a copy
is with the letter here printed.) This was published by the Senate committee imme-
diately following the hearing held by it on Jan. 25, 5934, referred to by Beck and
Walcott in their joint letter of that date to Roosevelt (above). Beck's indignation
at what he regarded as an attempt of the Senate committee to appropriate to itself
credit for the accomplishments of his group was further expressed in a letter to
McIntyre of Jan. 31, 1934 (OF 378), in which he asked that the President be
informed of what was going on.

2 Concerning these bills, see above. The proposed treaty with Mexico would have
extended the protection to migratory birds provided by the Migratory Bird Treaty with
Canada. Provisions of the "plan" that the Beck committee opposed included ap-
pointment of an "Assistant Secretary of Agriculture in Charge of Conservation"; the
changing of the name of the Bureau of Biological Survey to "Wildlife Service"; and
authorization of the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission to recommend land
purchases (for conservation purposes) under the submarginal land retirement pro-
gram. The plan proposed by the Beck committee is described post, 225 fl.

222 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
January 31, 1934, 4 15 P. M.

[Excerpt] Q: Can you tell us about your flood control conference
you had here? 1

The President: It was preliminary; we are going to meet again. We
talked about flood control from the point of view of national planning
with the general thought that we would try to work out a national plan
in the larger aspect that would list the various rivers and flood control
projects in the order of their necessity; that is, on the order of damage
done, human beings affected, property affected, et cetera. But that is
as far as we got, discussing national planning for flood control and all
the things that go with it, power, reclamation, submarginal lands and
everything else.'

[13 : PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]
1 Roosevelt had just concluded an hour-long conference with members of Con-

gress interested in fioud control and water resources development. Members of
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the delegation are not identified in the White House list of appointments for the day
but presumably among them were the introducers of the resolutions mentioned below,
Senator Norris (Nebr.) and Representative Wilson (La.).

the White House conference, the Senate, on February i, passed Sen-
ate Resolution 164, calling upon the President to send to the Senate a "compre-
hensive plan for the improvement and development of the rivers of the United States,
with a view of giving to Congress information fo its guidance in legislation which
will provide for the maximum of flood control, navigation, irrigation, and develop-
ment of hydroelectric power." The House companion resolution was approved the
next day (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 2d sess., 78:2, 1738, 1854-1855). Ickes, in his
Diary (I, 245), says that Roosevelt, at the January 3 conference, suggested the intro-
duction of the resolution as a means of getting a unified plan before the Congress. A
recent study refers to the resolution as "the initial move by certain members of Con-
gress to write the Rooseveltian water planning goals and purposes into legislation"
(Marian E. Ridgeway, The Missouri Basin's Pick-Sloan Plan, Urbana: University
of Illinois, 2955, p. 37).

To prepare the plan, the President appointed a Committee on Water Flow, com-
posed of the Secretaries of Agriculture, Interior, Labor and War, and requested it
to prepare a preliminary report.

223 ATTORNEY GENERAL HOMER S. CUMMINGS TO CORDELL HULL,
SECRETARY OF STATE

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 3, 1934
Sm: Pursuant to Executive Order No. 6247 of August 10, 1933,1

there is transmitted herewith redraft of a proposed Executive Order sub-
mitted by the Director of the Budget under date of January 29, 1934,
entitled "Public Grazing Withdrawal No. 4, Utah."

The proposed order withdraws "from settlement, location, sale, or
entry," and reserves 1,200,000 acres of public lands in the State of
Utah "for classification, in aid of legislation, for conservation and de-
velopment of natural resources and for use as grazing land." In addi-
tion to the recital therein as to the necessity for the proposed order, the
Secretary of the Interior, in his letter of January 25, 1934,2 requesting
the President to issue the proposed order, states: "The order is submit-
ted in response to a petition filed by users of the range land for the pur-
pose of obtaining conservation of natural resources of the public domain
and as an aid in the industrial recovery of the local range users."

The first question to be considered is whether the President is author-
ized to withdraw the land in question for the purposes stated in the pro-
posed order. The latter recites, in effect, that it is issued under inherent
power vested in the President as such, and express authority vested in
him by the act of June 25, 1910 (ch. 42!, 36 Stat. 847), as amended by
the act of August 24, 1912 (ch. 369, 37 Stat. 497). This act authorizes
the President to withdraw public lands for certain designated and "other
public purposes." Obviously the President is authorized to determine
the necessity for the withdrawal and whether it is for a public purpose.
In my judgment, any one of the purposes recited in the proposed order is
sufficient to authorize the withdrawal.
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Aside from this statutory authority, the Supreme Court has recog-
nized inherent power in the President to withdraw public lands for public
purposes, and that the act of June 25, 1910, as amended by the act of
August 24, 1912, supra, merely recognizes and does not circumscribe
that power (United States v. Midwest Oil Co., 236 U. S. 459; Mason
v. United States, 260 U. S.

For the reasons stated, it is my opinion that the President is authorized
to withdraw the lands in question.

In his letter of January 29, i the Director of the Budget suggests
that in a recent opinion concerning a proposed Executive Order with-
drawing certain lands of the Ute Indians in the State of Colorado, I
inferentially doubted the power of the President to withdraw public
lands for conservation purposes. That opinion and the views expressed
therein related solely to Indian lands and no consideration was given to
the right of the President to withdraw public lands for conservation
purposes.

The proposed order provides for the use of the land for grazing pur-
poses "in accordance with such rules and regulations as may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Interior." This provision raises the
question as to the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to prescribe
rules and regulations governing grazing on the land withdrawn. There
is no express statutory authority vested in the President or the Secre-
tary of the Interior to prescribe such rules and regulations. It is my
opinion, however, that since the grant of a power includes all things neces-
sary to effectuate the purpose of the grant, the President has implied
authority to issue such regulations.

Since the land is to be under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary acts as the alter ego of the President in matters
committed to the President by the Constitution and statutes of the United
States, it is my further opinion that the President is empowered to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to prescribe the regulations in
question. Such regulations must be limited in scope, of course, to the
accomplishment of the purposes of the withdrawal and be consistent
with the temporary character of the power vested in the President by
the act of June 25, 1910, as amended by the act of August 24, 1912,
supra.

The changes made in the draft submitted by the Director do not
alter the purpose of the proposed order, the revised draft of which has
my approval as to form and legality.4

Respectfully,
HOMER CUMMINGS

{13:oF 6B:'rs]
Prescribing the form of executive orders.

2 (OF 6B). In a letter of the same date to the Budget Director, Attorney Gen-
eral and Secretary of State, asking early action on the order, Ickes said:



"You will note that this land is proposed to be withdrawn at the instance of the
users of the land. The reason I am suggesting quick action is because of the favor-
able effect the withdrawal order will have in establishing the land policy of the
President."

Douglas' letter (OF 6B) concludes: "There are now pending in Congress bills
to establish a grazing administration of the public lands and even though you should
determine that this may legally be done by Executive Order, I seriously question
whether, as a matter of administrative policy, it would be advisable to establish a
grazing administration of the public lands in advance, and independently, of action
by Congress. For the reasons above stated I cannot give my approval to this proposed
Executive Order."

'The order was issued Feb. 6, 1934, as Executive Order 6587. The right of the
President to create grazing districts through the withdrawal power was also upheld
in a Q000-word opinion of Interior Department Solicitor Margold in a letter to
Ickes of Jan. 25, 5934. (A copy is filed with the letter here printed; it is printed in
the Congressional Record, 73d Cong., 2d sess., 78:10, I 1142-I 1143). The issuance
of the executive order was immediately protested by Governor Miller of Wyoming.
In a telegram to Roosevelt of Feb. 7, 1934 (OF 633), he said that he hoped it did
not presage similar action in other states. He added that a large majority of the
people of Wyoming were opposed to a Federal system of grazing leases; they believed
that the entire public lands question should be left to Congress.

Replying to a similar protest from Senator Carey of Wyoming (Feb. 10, 5934, OF
633), Ickes wrote: "For some time the question of the authority of the President,
without Congressional action, by Executive order to withdraw these lands for grazing
and regulate their use for that purpose has been under consideration . . . Pending
action on the Taylor bill, withdrawals of this character will be resorted to when
found necessary, largely upon application of local users of the range."

Recent surveys of the western land-use problem include Marion Clawson, Uncle

Sam's Acres (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1951). Bernard Frank and Anthony Netboy,
Water, Land and People (New York: Knopf, 1950); E. Louise Peffer, The Closing
of the Public Domain (Stanford: Stanford University, 1951); and Mont H. Saunder-
son, Western Land and Water Use (Norman: University of Oklahoma, 5950). See

also The Western Range (74th Cong., Qd sess., S. Doc. 199, Washington, 1936), a
compilation of monographs on the history of the range by Agriculture Department

specialists.

224 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, February 3, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have your memorandum reading as follows:

"Dry Farming Stations. i 8 of themcan we keep them going in

part?"
In reply, it seems necessary to review the whole procedure involving

the Department of Agriculture budget. Mr. Douglas asked of us a cut
of several million dollars, after we had made enormous reductions, and
I felt that it was necessary to talk to you about the matter; at that time,
you suggested that we find ways to cut $500,000 from our budget. We
did this, and a little more. The budget we submitted to Mr. Douglas
involved a reduction of $800,000. This reflected our best judgment of
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what it was necessary to maintain if we were to carry out the obligations
imposed upon us by many specific laws. Mr. Douglas did not accept
our recommendations but went ahead with his program of heavy reduc-
tion, and proposed complete cessation of our work in dry farming, west-
ern irrigation, all of the research in the Bureau of Biological Survey, all
of the work in the Bureau of Agricultural Economics on farm finance,
and other reductions of like sort.

If restoration of any one of these items should involve cuts somewhere
else in our Department budget, our last state would be no better than
our present one. I feel sure that any other reduction that might be made
will leave us in as badly crippled a situation as we are in with the reduc-
tions that have been made. This Department would welcome restora-
tion of these activities, however, if that could be made as an addition to
the total appropriation allowed for in the budget originally transmitted
to Congress.

Dry land farming was cut for 1935 in round figures $208,000 and
completely wiped out; western irrigation, a closely interrelated activity,
was cut $90,000 and practically wiped out. Any restoration of dry
farming should include western irrigation. The swarm of protests
which have reached the Department have gone to both lines. To hold
up dry farming alone in isolation from western irrigation would be alto-
gether unsatisfactory. With a return of 50 per cent of the reductions on
both activities, we could carry on 111 1935 on the basis of three main dry
land stations with a few subsidiaries, five western irrigation stations in
lieu of the ten now slated to go. This would meet a fair share of the
protests. There would be enough volume left in the work to accomplish
useful results.

Sincerely yours,
[HENRY A. WALLACE]

[Notation:A:TULLY] LD 1 What do you think FDR (2-10-34)
[I3:oF I:CT]

Budget Director Lewis W. Douglas.

225 PAUL H. APPLEBY, ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, TO STEPHEN T. EARLY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, February 9, 1934

DEAR MR. EARLY: The Secretary at Cabinet meeting this afternoon
wifi deliver to the President a report of the Special Committee on Wild
Life Restoration, appointed at the suggestion of the President. Since
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the report is being made to President Roosevelt, we, of course, do not feel
at liberty to issue any announcement about it until we have your ap-
proval. I am attaching hereto a proposed Press release, and we shall
appreciate it if you will let us know when it can be given out, and whether
any changes are advisable.1

Sincerely yours,
PAUL H. APPLEBY

[Notations:As] 2/10/34 OK Release SE

[13:oF 378:'rs]
1 This typed report, "A National Plan for Wild Life Restoration," was sent to

Wallace by Beck on Feb. 8, (OF 378). The report was issued (in part) by the
Department of Agriculture as Report of the President's Committee on Wild-Life
Restoration (Washington, i The draft press release mentioned was issued by
the White House on Feb. 10, 5934, and was published (in part) in the New York
Times of Feb. Il, 5934 (I, 37). The plan called for the immediate acquisition of
five million acres of submarginal agricultural land and the gradual acquisition of
eight to ten million acres more for wildlife production and related purposes. It
proposed the coordination of Federal conservation agencies under a "Restoration
Commissioner" who would be responsible to a committee composed of the Secretaries
of Interior, Agriculture and Commerce. Following an initial allotment of $aS,-
000,000, future maintenance of the tracts was to be derived from four sources:
"Duck Stamp" revenue, Migratory Bird Conservation Act funds, a continuance of the
tax on arms and ammunition, and appropriations of public funds. Subsistence farm-
ers, under trained supervisors, would manage the areas.

Many conservationists criticized the plan because it failed to consider overshooting
as a factor in the rapidly diminishing number of waterfowl. It was pointed out that
from 75 to 85% of all North American waterfowl bred north of the United States and
the need was to return sufficient breeding stock to the Canadian nesting grounds.
The Beck report avoided mention of this factor. See "President's Committee on
Wild Life Restoration," Nature Magazine, 23 (April, 1934), 157.

226 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
February 14, 1934, 10:40A.M.

[Excerpt] Q: Mr. President, are you planning on a Cabinet Com-
mission to handle inland waterway problems or inland waterway
commissions?

The President: Both Houses passed resolutions about two weeks ago
asking for some kind of a comprehensive plan. It originated from the
fact that we, frankly, had no real plan that would take care of rivers
and harbors and reclamation and forestry and so forth. There is a
Cabinet committee at work on that at the present time. They probably
won't get a report out for another three weeks because it is so big.

Q. Who heads that up?
The President: Let me see, there is Agriculture, Interior, Commerce,

WarI don't know whether Labor is on it or not but I think so.1
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Q. Would this have anything to do with the St. Lawrence Waterway
Development, for example?

The President: No, merely as one of the watersheds. The general
idea is this: That we have been going ahead year after yearyou can
use this as backgroundgoing ahead with rivers and harbors bills and
various other pieces of legislation which were more or less dependent,
as we all know, on who could talk the loudest. There has never been
any definite planning and the general thought is that we will try, out of
this report, to get a permanent planning commission.

This commission will be non-political, non-partisan and this commis-
sion will study the whole area of the United States, and the easiest way
to do that is by watersheds.

For example, they will study the needs of all of the territory affected
by the water that flows into the Atlantic Ocean and then they will list
the projects within that watershed in the order of their importance from
two points of view: First, the point of view of danger and damage to
life and property which includes soil erosion and things like that.
Secondly, from the point of view of economics as to whether a new canal
is needed or something of similar character. Then there is a third point
of view which might be called the social point of view as to whether
a territory should have land eliminated from cultivation or whether it
could support a greater population.

Then, another survey would cover the watersheds of the rivers that
flow into the Gulf, directly into the Gulf, excluding the waters from the
Mississippi River which really form a problem all themselves. Then
there would be a further study of the waters flowing into the Pacific
Ocean.

On each of these watersheds, the idea is that this commission, which
probably eventually will become permanent, will list the projects in the
order of their importance and, having so listed them, recommendations
would be made to the Congress with, of course, full authority in the
Congress to change the recommendations. They could change them
any way they wanted because that is, essentially, a legislative prerogative.

This permanent long-range planning commission could plan ahead
for twenty-five or fifty years, subject of course to changing conditions
as time went on. Then, every yearand this carries out what I was
talking about a couple of weeks agothe National Government would
plan to spend some more or less regular sum which, in a sense, would
take the place of the public works money and would be used primarily
to relieve unemployment which we will always have with us in one
form or another.

This plan would put the physical development of the country on a
planned basis for the first time. Of course it would include a great many
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factors. It would include flood-control, soil erosion, the question of
submarginal land, reforestation, agriculture and the use of the crops,
decentralization of industry and, finally, transportation.

Q: And water power?
The President: And water power.
Q: This can be called your land plan?
The President: Yes. Land and water. Of course it is based, in

a sense, on wateron watershedsbecause this whole thing ties around
the problem of the watersheds rather than other types of geographical
lines.

Q: Do you still have an idea of taxing the use of the water highways?
The President: That is being studied at the same time. In other

words, so far as possible, with all these developments, they ought to be
put on a self-sustaining basis, if it is a possible thing to do it. The Gov-
ernment spends at the present time on mere maintenance of existing
rivers and harbors and channels, etc., somewhere between 6o and 70
million dollars a year which is an out-of-pocket expense for which the
Government is practically not compensated at all. We are studying the
possibility of getting back at least the cost of upkeep.

Q: Is there any reason why the St. Lawrence Waterways action
should be withheld pending the development of this general plan?

The President: No.
Q: Will you go further on the decentralization of industry, what is

meant by that?
The President: Well, the general thought is that there are large areas

of the country where farming, by itself, will only provide perhaps a bare
subsistence so far as food goes. In other words, the farmer won't bring
in a cash crop, and people have to have a certain amount of cash to
live on.

Therefore, the idea is to try experiments on the decentralization of
industry so that the people living in those parts of the country where they
cannot make a profit on farming will be able to do some farming and get
a cash crop in the way of wages for part-time work during the year.
One thing they are studying, which is not quite parallel, is in connection
with the forestry organization. In some of our forest areas which are
primarily used for timber, I think we can well adopt what they have done
in certain places in Europe where the population of that area lives on
small farms, getting their food off the farms. However, it is such
mountainous country that they cannot make a profit, they cannot get
cash in addition to food, and therefore, during the wintertime, that
population as, for instance, in the Harz Mountains and Black Forest
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has an average of one person out of each family working in the forests
during the winter for cash wages. In that case your forestation or
timber cutting is an industry.

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]

The Secretary of Labor was a member; Commerce was not. See pOst, 237.

227 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] February 21, 1934

M DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I have discussed with you and the Secre-
tary of Agriculture Congressman Taylor's bill, H. R. 6462, to give the
Secretary of the Interior the power to regulate grazing on the public
domain. I favor the principle of this bill, and you and the Secretary of
Agriculture are authorized to say so to the House Committee on Public
Lands.1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 633:cT]

1 The original of this letter was signed (and possibly drafted) at a meeting of Ickes
and Wallace with Rcsosevelt at the White House on February 21. They had pre-
viously discussed the Taylor bill at a White House luncheon conference on January
25; at that time the President was told that because of western opposition the bill
could not pass unless he gave it his support. This he promised to do (Ickes' Diary,
I, 143, 148). At his January 26 press conference, Roosevelt was asked if he had
decided to send a special message to Congress on grazing control legislation. He
replied that both Ickes and Wallace agreed that the pending bill was "a pretty good
bill," and that he had asked them to give him a letter on the subject (President's
Press Conferences).

The bill had been originally introduced in the 72d Congress by Rep. Don B. Colton
(Utah) but had failed to pass. It was again introduced March jo, 5933, as H. R.
2835 by Rep. Taylor (Cob.) but was not reported from committee. As then drawn it
contained a provision to which Ickes strongly objected: that the proposed grazing con-
trol regulations would be inoperative in a state without the approval of the state,
and that state and Federal lands could be merged in a joint administration for graz-
ing control purposes. His views on what constituted adequate grazing regulation re-
ceived wide circulation in an interview with the writer Marquis James, published
under the title, "The National Domain and the New Deal," in The Saturday Evening
Post of Dec. 23, 1933. When Taylor reintroduced his bill (as H. R. 6462) on Jan.
5, 1934, he announced that the section to which Ickes had objected had been re-
moved, and had the James article reprinted in the Congressional Record (73d Cong.,
1st sess., 77:1, 172; 2d less., 78:!, 161-163, 167-168).

Hearings were held and an extended debate ensued (House of Representatives,
Committee on Public Lands, To Provide for the Orderly Use, Improvement, and De-
velopment of the Public Range, Hearings, 73d Cong., 1st sess., on H. R. 2835, and
73d Cong., 2d sess., on H. R. 6462, June 7, 1933March 3, 1934, Washington, 5934;
Senate, Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, To Provide for the Orderly Use, Im-
provement, and Development of the Public Range, Hearings, 73d Cong., 2d sess., on
H. R. 6462, April 20May 2, 1934, Washington, 1934). The debate was too in-
volved for brief summary; see Congressional Record, 78: 12, index, and Peffer, The
Closing of the Public Domain, pp. 2 14-224.
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228 STATEMENT ON INDUSTRIAL FOREST CONSERVATION BY THE
NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

WASHINGTON, February 23, 1934

Memorandum Relating to the President's Conference With Lumber-
men and Foresters on February 23

President's Co-operation Sought in Promoting Success of Program of
Forest Industries in Regard to Industrial Reforestation

The purpose of the conference (which was proposed by the President)
was understood to be that of personally acquainting the President with
the progress of the lumber industry toward reforestation and its plans
to that end. At sessions of the Forestry Conference, held under the
conservation article of the Lumber Code in October and January,1
representatives of the public and of the forest industries agreed upon
what industry and the public authorities should do to bring about sus-

tained production, or, forest conservation.
The forest industries pledged themselves to the following and have

amended the Lumber Code to that end, subject to President Roosevelt's

approval:
i. Scrupulous measures by individual operators for protection against

forest fires during and immediately following logging.
Systematic cooperation of forest owning groups and public au-

thorities in extending systematic protection against fire and other de-
structive agencies to all forest lands.

Preservation of immature trees and young growth during logging
operations.

Provision for restocking the land after cutting.2 And to take ac-
tion to apply promptly wherever practicable:

. Partial cutting or selective logging.
Development of individual management plans.
Sustained yield forest management.

Beginning of Commercial Reforestation

This program is to be inaugurated on June 1st. That will be a Red
Letter day in American industrial history because it will mark the begin-
ning of sustained yield treatment of 400 million acres of land.

The Public's Part
The Forestry Conference adopted recommendations regarding pub-

lic cooperation in the realization of reforestation, covering a comprehen-
sive program to be called to the attention of President Roosevelt and
other national and state public authorities for approval and adoption.
In this large program five outstanding features are stressed. These five

points are:
i. Executive action to bring under the forestry provisions of the

Lumber Code all privately owned timber lands not under other codes.
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A nation-wide forest fire protection structure.
Equitable taxation systems adapted to the nature of a crop which

may be harvested only once in a generation.
. A forest credit system which will help to finance taxation and other

carrying charges over the long periods of realization under a sustained
yield program of forest development.

5. Greatly enlarged public acquisitions of timber lands, including the
early purchase of 150 billion feet of standing timber and of cut-over land
as advocated in the Copeland report of the Forest Service, and the inclu-
sion of all forested public domain in the National Forests.

The group which conferred with the President included:

Public Representatives

The Secretary of Agriculture; U. S. Forester, F. A. Silcox; Earle H.
Clapp, Assistant U. S. Forester; B. P. Kirkland, Assistant U. S. Forester;
Ovid M. Butler, Secretary, American Forestry Association; Geo. H.
Collingwood, Forester, American Forestry Association; Franklin Reed,
Secretary, Society of American Foresters; Ward Shepard, Indian Forest
Service, Dept. of the Interior; W. DuB. Brookings, Chamber of Com-
merce of the United States; Chester Gray, Washington representative,
American Farm Bureau Federation; W. G. Howard, Forester of the
N. Y. State Conservation Commission.

Industry Representatives
John D. Tennant, Long-Bell Lumber Co., Longview, Washington,

Chairman Lumber Code Authority; B. W. Lakin, McCloud River
Lumber Co., McCloud, California; C. R. Johnson, Union Lumber Co.,
San Francisco, Calif.; G. F. Jewett, Potlatch Forests, Inc., Coeur
d'Alene, Idaho; P. V. Eames, Shevlin-Carpenter-Clark Co., Minneapo-
lis; A. Trieschmann, Crossett-Watzek-Gates Co., Chicago; W. M. Ritter,
W. M. Ritter Lumber Co., Columbus, Ohio, Hardwood Manufacturers
Institute; E. R. Plunkett, President, Northeastern Lumbermen's Ass'n,
N. Y. City; Wilson Compton, General Manager, National Lumber
Manufacturers Ass'n; C. S. Chapman, Weyerhaeuser Timber Co., Ta-
coma, Washington; Carl Bahr, Asst. Executive Officer, Lumber Code
Authority; W. L. Hall, Secretary, Forestry Conference, Hot Springs,
Ark.; H. W. Cole, Little River Lumber Co., California.3
[13:OF 149:M]

1Oct. 24-26, 1933 (see ante, i86 n.), and Jan. 22-24, 1934. Reports on the
January conference are found in H. H. Chapman, "Second Conference on the
Lumber Code," and in "Conference of Lumber and Timber Products Industries with
Public Agencies on Forest Conservation," in Journal of Forestry, XXXII (March,
1934), 272-274, 275-307. See also Franklin Reed, "Further Progress and Accom-
plishments under the Lumber Code," ibid. (April, May, 1934), 400-404, 524-528.

2
This sentence was underscored in pencil, apparently by Roosevelt.

'This was issued as a news release of the National Lumber Manufacturers Associa-
tion, Washington, D. C.
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229 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
February 23, 1934, 4:15 P. M.

[Excerpt] Q: Do you care to discuss the visit you had from the
Reforestation people today?

The President: Who?
Q: The lumber people.
The President: Yes. They came in to give me a preliminary report

on what amounts, really, to an extension of the lumber code that was
signed last fall, developing it into what might be called a conservation
code.

There was a clause in the original lumber code that provided a meet-
ing, of which today's meeting is a result, between the private owners
of forests and the state and Federal forestation services, with the idea
that we would cooperate, the Government and the state-owned forests
and forest systems, with private ownership, which amounts to four-fifths
of the total, in a general plan which would cover reforestation. It is a
thing that has been worked out, that form of cooperation, in almost
every European country with very great satisfaction and very great
success, and there is no reason why we should not work it out over here.
It depends for its success, of course, on enforcement. It means that
either a large company or a small private owner who does not live up
not only to the provision for hours of work and pay per hour, but also
to provisions for cleaning up after he has lumbered off his property
by reseeding or planting, whether a big company or a small company,
if they do not live up to it, it means the whole thing falls down. There-
fore, it becomes largely a matter of private practice and it must be almost
i00% perfect in carrying out the agreement. Like so many other
things, about 5% of the operators, if they chisel, the whole thing falls
down. But the lumber companies who are representedI should say
the industry itselffeel that proper enforcement can be obtained not
only through their own efforts, but also through the assistance of the
state and Federal forestry services. It looks as if they are really getting
somewhere.

I am particularly interested because away back in 1911 I got through
the Legislature the first definite effort to bring the private companies
into a spirit of conservation. We passed what was called the "top
lopping" bill up in the Adirondack section. Up to that time, when
they would cut down a spruce or a pine, they would work out the lower
part, the stick, and leave the upper part of the tree sticking up in the
air. If you had a fire where that had been done the whole section
would burn out over night. The top lopping [bill] provided that all
branches should be laid back and that [they] would all work into the
ground in the course of a couple of years and would present no longer
the fire hazard which the former method of working it did.'
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Q: Does the code provide that they must reseed after they cut ofi
the timber? Is that in the code?

The President: Of course that depends entirely on the kind of land.
For instance, you take down in the yellow pine belt. Nobody plants
yellow pine. If, after you have lumbered a yellow pine area, you clean
the ground, you will get a reseeding from the trees that are leftso
many trees to the acre left for reseeding purposesyou will get a
natural reseeding in two or three years. On the other hand, in certain
parts in the North, if you cut clean or even if you leave only a small
number of seed trees, according to the character of the land, you do
not have to replant. Taking it by and large, in lumbering operations,
the percentage of land that has to be replanted is almost infinitesimal.
It is one of two per cent because, in almost all forest land, if you leave
seed trees, two or three seed trees to the acre, you get an annual reseed-
ing without any cost if you prepare the ground for it by cleaning up.
[13 :PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

(The bracketed words have been supplied.) Roosevelt's memory failed him
here. The "top-lopping law" was originally enacted in xgog and as re-enacted in
the 1912 Roosevelt-Jones bill was actually diminished in scope. See statement on
the bill, ante, I 5 n.

230 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ACTING SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON, March 2, 1934]

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is enclosed a proposed amendment to
the Act of May 12, ,33, of which the Agricultural Adjustment Act
forms a part.1 This additional legislation, which is in the form of a
new title numbered IV to the Act of May 12, 1933, relates to a long-
time land policy, including broad studies of land utilization and with-
drawal of submarginal land from production. In this way it would be
possible gradually to center agriculture on the best lands, while making
the necessary reductions in output by taking the poorer areas Out of
commercial production. This land policy is consistent with the policy
already approved by you with respect to the withdrawal of submarginal
lands by the Surplus Relief Corporation, and the policy for joint de-
velopment of land and population relocation policies, as announced
by Mr. Hopkins.

Titles to many tracts of land are now held by state and county gov-
ernments and other local governmental units, as a result of tax delin-
quencies, and by Federal land banks as a result of foreclosure. Under
the proposed new title, the President, under suitable regulations, could
acquire these lands where they would fit into a land utilization project
and exchange Government bonds therefor. These bonds would carry
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only a very low rate of interest and would not be eligible for resale, so
that they would place no present strain on the credit of the Government.
Even when the full extent of the bonds provided for, $500,000,000,
had been issued, that would involve an interest charge of only 71/2 mil-
lion dollars a year, which is negligible compared to the benefit to agri-
culture which would result from a removal of these lands from produc-
tion, and also from the reduced expenditures for the control of agri-
cultural production. The bond issue as proposed authorizes a long
step toward the carrying through of a real national land policy with
practically no burden upon the present Federal financing.

The Secretary of the Interior has been consulted concerning this
proposed legislation and is favorable to its passage.

Sincerely,
[REXFORD G. TUGWELL] 2

[Notation: A] 3-2-34

[13:oF 1017:cT:PHOTOsTA'r]

The draft amendment is present. It is adequately described post, 236.
2 An attached memorandum of the Office of the Secretary of Agriculture reads

in part: "This letter was signed by Dr. Tugwell and evidently carried in person
to the White House prior to his departure for Puerto Rico (March s)." The
signed letter is not present.

231 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, March 13, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have Mr. McIntyre's letter of the 9th in-
stant H. R. 5632 entitled:

An Act to supplement and support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act
by providing funds for the acquisition of areas for use as migratory-bird
sanctuaries, refuges, and breeding grounds, for developing and admin-
istering such areas, for the protection of certain migratory birds, for the
enforcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and regulations thereunder,
and for other purposes.

and requesting that I advise you whether there is any objection to the
approval of the bill.

The Act imposes upon each person over sixteen years of age, with
certain exceptions in favor of Federal and State institutions and agen-
cies, and persons taking waterfowl for propagation or for the protec-
tion of crops and other property from their depredations, a license f cc
of $1.00 to hunt migratory waterfowl within the protection of the
treaty of 1916 between the United States and Great Britain and de-
votes not less than 90 per centum of the revenue from this source to
the location, ascertainment, acquisition, administration, maintenance,
and development of suitable areas for inviolate migratory-bird sanc-
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tuaries, under the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act
of 1929. Incidentally this 90 per centum is also available for the ad-
ministration, maintenance, and development of other refuges now
under the administration of this Department. The remainder of this
revenue is to be available for administrative expenses under the Act,
the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
and any other Act that may hereafter be passed to carry out any treaty
that may be entered into with any other country for the protection of
migratory birds, and for reimbursement of the Post Office Department
for funds expended by it in printing, engraving and issuing the stamps
that are to evidence the payment of the $i.00 license fee imposed.

The Special Committee on the Conservation of Wild Life Resources
to whom the bill was referred in the Senate transmitted it to this De-
partment for a report. The Department commented upon certain fea-
tures of the bill, suggesting amendment or elimination. These sugges-
tions were adopted by the Senate Committee and effectuated. The bill
was amended in a few particulars while it was on its passage through
Congress, but is in a1l essential and substantial respects the bill upon
which this Department favorably reported.

The measure is designed to aid in the acquisition of inviolate sanc-
tuaries for migratory waterfowl, a means for their conservation which
has long been regarded as one of the essentials. The Government is
committed to a program of refuge acquisition by the Migratory Bird
Conservation Act of February i8, 1929.

I am pleased to inform you that I know of no objection to approval
of the bill.

Sincerely,
H. A. WALLACE

[Notation: A] Approved 3/16/34 2
[13 : BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS TS]

Budget Bureau Enrolled Bills.
248 Stat. 451.

232 HUGH S. JOHNSON, ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL RECOVERY
ADMINISTRATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 21, 1934
SIR: Under the Code of Fair Competition for the Lumber and

Timber Products Industries, as approved by you on August ig, 1933, the
Lumber Code Authority has submitted Amendments Nos. 47 and 48
which are included and attached.

This is a report of the hearing on the foregoing Amendments con-
ducted in Washington on February 26, 1934, in accordance with the
provisions of the National Industrial Recovery Act.
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These Amendments recognize the obligation undertaken by the appli-
cant industries pursuant to Article X of the Code which reads as follows:

Article X. Conservation and Sustained Production of Forest Resources.
The applicant industries undertake, in cooperation with public and other
agencies, to carry out such practicable measures as may be necessary for
the declared purposes of this Code in respect of conservation and sustained
production of forest resources. The applicant industries shall forthwith
request a conference with the Secretary of Agriculture and such State and
other public and other agencies as he may designate. Said conference shall
be requested to make to the Secretary of Agriculture recommendations of
public measures with the request that he transmit them, with his recom-
mendations, to the President; and to make recommendations for industrial
action to the Authority, which shall promptly take such action, and shall
submit to the President such supplements to this Code, as it determines to
be necessary and feasible to give effect to said declared purposes. Such
supplements shall provide for the initiation and administration of said
measures necessary for the conservation and sustained production of forest
resources, by the industries within each Division, in cooperation with the
appropriate State and Federal authorities. To the extent that said con-
ference may determine that said measures require the cooperation of fed-
eral, state, or other public agencies, said measures may to that extent be
made contingent upon such cooperation of public agencies.

From the testimony taken at the hearing, it is apparent that these
Amendments represent a tremendous step toward the establishment of
effective mechanisms necessary to carrying out a successful program of
conservation and sustained production in one of the Nation's most
important natural resources. As you know so well, the means of em-
barking on such a program has long been sought in this Country, but
the divergent interests involved, while seeking a common goal, defeated
each other in its attainment by failing to reconcile their opinions in the
matter of detail. In the light of this knowledge, the unanimity of
opinion supporting these proposals revealed at the hearing can only be
regarded as promising much in future achievement. That this recon-
ciliation has been possible is undoubtedly due more to your interest and
leadership than to any other force. .

From evidence adduced during this hearing and from recommenda-
tions and reports of the various Advisory Boards, it is believed that these
Amendments as now proposed and revised are satisfactory to this in-
dustry, labor, public and this Administration. It is recommended,
therefore, that these Amendments, as herewith submitted, be approved.2

Respectfully,
HUGH S. JOHNSON

[13:OF 149:TS:PHOTOSTAT]

1 Omitted is a formal statement on the legal purport and effect of the code as
amended.

2 Approved March 23, 1934, by Executive Order 6654.
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233 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR FREDERIC C. WALCOTT OF CON-
NECTICUT

[WASHINGTON] March 26, 1934
Private

DEAR FRED: Many thanks for that nice note of yours of March
twenty-second.1 I am very happy in the thought that we are developing
a permanent wild life conservation policy.

By the way, you old rascal, how do you square your conscience with
voting against Herbert Hoover's St. Lawrence Treaty? The next time
it comes up, I count on your support of it!

As ever yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 1386:CT]

1Expressing his appreciation of Roosevelt's suppoxt of the Migratory Bird Hunting
Stamp Bill (PPF 1386).

234 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO MARVIN
H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 26, 1934

DEAR MAC: The matter of the committee report made by Thomas H.
Beck, Jay N. Darling and Aldo Leopold has become rather a serious
embarrassment to me.' The report grew out of a recommendation first
submitted to the President by Mr. Beck some months ago. Mr. Beck
referred the suggestion to us, and by an interchange of comments, the
President finally told me to go ahead and name this special committee
which later turned in the report in question.

Unless the committee gets some direct word from the President, Mr.
Beck, in particular, will feel rather seriously let down. Mr. Beck deter-
mines policies for the Collier's Publishing Company, and on that score
I think his feeling in the matter would be well worth considering; in
addition, he is highly public spirited in his service on this committee,
and I think he has done something, in connection with Mr. Darling
and Mr. Leopold, that the President would really be interested in if
he could find time to go into it.

My own objection to the report, and I presume the President's objec-
tion to the report, would be that it is too ambitious to be feasible in the
immediate future. I see no possible way of getting fifty to seventy-five
million dollars for carrying out the plan. However, the general direc-
tion indicated by the plan can be followed to good advantage, and if
the President could see Mr. Beck and Mr. Darling for a few minutes
so as to say an appreciative word, it would be helpful. Further, if he
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could find a way to suggest a source for even five million dollars for
carrying out the idea, there would be loud cheers.

One reason why I am interested in this is that it offers a means for
arousing the interest of a very large element of the population for an
all-around land project. I have been amazed to find how universal has
been the praise of the report of this committee, representing unification
in groups ranging from the rabid conservationists to the game slaught-
erers. These groups represent, or touch, some seven or ten million of
the population, and I think it would be highly desirable to enlist their
interest.2

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF 378:Ts]

1 Report of the President's Committee on Wild-Life Restoration (Washington,
'934).

2 Wallace enclosed a memorandum outlining the history of the Beck committee
plan. (This is unsigned and undated but was probably prepared by Beck.) Roose-
velt mentioned the report in his press conference of April 27, 1934: "As far as the
principle goes, of course it is a grand report. When you come down to the question
of financing it, we have to do it only as fast as we can."

235 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, March 29, 1934

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I understand that you have already ex-
pressed interest in the bill now pending before Congress for the crea-
tion of a national park in the Everglades of Florida. If you would be
willing to make Speaker Rainey and other leaders in both the House
of Representatives and the Senate aware of your interest, it would be
very much appreciated by the advocates of this bill, which include this
Department.'

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

{ I3:OF 6p:'rs]
1 H. R. 2837, introduced by J. Mark Wilcox of Florida. An attached memoran-

dum, Roosevelt to McIntyre, undated, reads: "Mac: Let some of the people in
the House know I am in favor of this bill, if they want to pass it without any par-
ticular trouble." An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to investigate
the advisability of establishing a national park in the Everglades was approved
March i, 1929 (45 Stat. 1443), and a report was made: Report to Congress as to
the Desirability and Practicability of Establishing a National Park to be Known as
the Tropic Everglades National Park, 71st Cong., 3d 5C55., H. Dot. 654 (Washing-
ton, 1930). A bill introduced by Senator Fletcher (Fla.) to establish the park
(S. 324) failed of enactment in the 7ist and d Congresses but the Wilcox bill
referred to above became law May 30, '934 (48 Stat. 8i6). The park was estab-
lished in 5947.
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236 LEWIS W. DOUGLAS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, April 3, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: I have the undated letter, re-
ceived in this office March 5, 1934, which the Acting Secretary of
Agriculture, Mr. Tugwell, addressed to you in explanation of legisla-
tion proposed by him relative to the establishment and execution of a
long-time land policy, including broad studies of land utilization and
withdrawal of submarginal land from production.'

This proposed new land policy would authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture:

i. To develop plans for land utilization, including determination of
the best uses of land and maybe studies of local government consolida-
tions and reorganizations in cooperation with agencies of the Federal,
State and local governments and private organizations.

To acquire lands by gift, purchase, exchange or lease using Fed-
eral appropriations where necessary.

To acquire tax-delinquent and other lands in possession of State
and local governments or Federal, State or local government credit
agencies.

To provide for the issuance of non-resaleable bonds to a maximum
of $500,000,000 at I percentum per annum to mature in 40 years
to be exchanged for the kind of lands mentioned in paragraph 3.

This bill would commit the Federal Government to a long-time land
policy, the scope and annual cost of which is wholly indeterminate.

The Secretary of Agriculture has, however, indicated on various
occasions that dependent upon a policy of economic isolation the nation
would have to remove permanently from production 50,000,000 acres
of good farm land or ioo,000,000 acres of marginal and submarginal
land, and that dependent upon a greatly liberalized international trade
policy, withdrawals might be reduced to 25,000,000 acres of good f arm-
ing land or 50,000,000 acres of marginal and submarginal land. Such
acreage withdrawal plans, now visioned by sponsors as needing fairly
prompt execution, will cost large sums of money.

Under the economic isolation policy, the reduction in good agricul-
tural land, using a price unit as low as $75 per acre, would cost $3,-
750,000,000, while the reduction in marginal and submarginal land,
using a price unit of $5 per acre, would cost $500,000,000. The unit
cost of $75 per acre for good land by the time it was condemned and
locally appraised would doubtless average $zoo per acre and perhaps
much higher than that, while the increases in the unit cost of marginal
and submarginal lands are almost mercurial in their possibilities. Under
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the liberalized international trade policy, the cost of the procurement
of land, good or marginal, would be reduced fifty per cent.

Incidentally, it might be asked on what basis does one consider two
acres of marginal land to be the equivalent of one acre of good land in
compassing the questions of land utilization and conservation? Again,
if good land is to constitute much the larger withdrawals, what is to be
done with the marginal and submarginal lands which will then be sus-
ceptible to uncontrolled tillage? And further, it might be asked whether
the present withholding from production of 43,000,000 acres of farm
land at a cost of $750,000,000 per annum, which is the Agricultural
Adjustment program now, is to continue beyond i and how far?
Also what is to prevent the reopening of these proposed public lands
to settlement again just as soon as economic conditions develop the nec-
essary pressures?

Assuming that fifty to one hundred million acres were acquired by the
Federal Government and added to the 425,985,920 acres of the present
public domain, the Federal Government, instead of owning one-sixth
of the country, as it does now, would find itself in possession of more
than one-fifth of all the land in the United States and Alaska. The
question as to what is to be done with the proposed additional land
acquisitions appears to be most perplexing to the Department of Agri-
culture which is sponsoring this remedial legislation.

In commenting upon the retirement from production of wheat, cotton,
tobacco, corn and rice acreage, the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis-
tration in its recent annual report states that "the removal of forty-odd
million acres of land from our total crop area raises puzzling questions
as to regional and commodity competition, rotations, replacement crops,
use of labor and the like . Readjustments occasioned by taking
land out of production are complicated still further by the human phase
of the problem . . . Provision must be made to see that the hired la-
borers and tenants do not bear the full brunt of the adjustment. The
problem becomes even more difficult when considering the retirement
of large acreages of submarginal land." A study of the literature and
newspaper releases prepared by the Department of Agriculture in the
last few months indicates clearly that any solution of the nation's land
problem is extremely empirical. Until this great problem has received
at least some degree of rationalization and until the important and costly
experiments now under way by the Soil Erosion Service,2 Subsistence
Homestead Service and the Tennessee Valley Authority begin to prove
something, it would seem bad administration to resort further to the
United States Treasury.

The proposed legislation provides for the development and effectua-
tion of plans for land utilizationpermanent agriculture, grazing, ero-
sion-prevention, parks, forestry, wild life restoration or conservation and
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It is apparently intended that these expenditures, expanded as they
are by emergency allotments during these two years, are to become
permanent annual appropriations and be probably increased even above
the present figures.

In proposing the issuance of $500,000,000 in bonds for the acquisi-
tion of tax-delinquent and foreclosed lands in the possession of Federal,
State and local government bodies and affiliated credit agencies, certain
obstacles appear. These two classes of farm land will be procurable
only in broken lots, and it will be exceedingly difficult in attempting to
acquire sufficiently large areas for proper utilization to avoid the dan-
gers that have usually arisen in acquiring national forest lands where
homesteads cover the desired tract like the black squares on a checker-
board. Integration and acquisition of lands under such circumstances
is very expensive on account of the poor bargaining position in which
the Federal Government invariably finds itself. Moreover, tax-delin-
quent and foreclosed land is largely agricultural in character, and it is
not understood what effective use, other than agricultural, could be
made of it by the Federal Government once it was acquired, except
to give it away again at some future date. This particular proposal
would appear to be most difficult and troublesome to administer from
whatever angle it is approached. Finally, the proposed exchange of
bonds, non-resaleable and bearing only i '/2 per cent interest to be
amortized in 40 years leaves grave doubt in the mind as to its feasibility,
but this aspect of the matter might be referred to the Secretary of the
Treasury for his recommendation.

It is noted that a number of additional sheets were attached to Mr.
Tugwell's letter and bill, consisting of recommendations by the recently
concluded Conservation Conference.

{27o]

other uses. The Federal Government is spending for these general
purposes $658,013,996 in and $370,019,363 in 1935, as per table
below:

'934 '935
Permanent agriculture $47, 198, 543 $36, 095, 974
Erosion-prevention 3, 410, 343 9, oo8, o68
(Flood control) 85, 990, 400 41, 509, 100
National parks ,8, 087, 700 i8, 431, 200
Forestry and public domain. 47, 126, 914 33, 360, 858
(Civilian Conservation Camps) 341, 705, 600 65, 190, 000
Wild life restoration and conservation. . 2, 307, 250 882, 450

Other Uses
(Subsistence homesteads) 9, 200, 000 ,5, 800, 000
(Irrigation projects) 25, 709, 800 66, 753, 200
(Rural post roads). 51, 000, 000 I I, 000, 000
(Tennessee Valley Authority) 26, 277, 446 71, 988, 513

Total 658, 013, 996 370, 019, 363



These recommendations would enlarge the expenditures for existing
forest and wild life conservation activities by $62,275,000 annually. In
view of the immense sums of emergency money being expended during
the fiscal years 1934 and it would seem prudent to revert as
quickly as possible to normal expenditure rates since by 1936 a great
part of the national forests will have been improved to the point where
normal maintenance would be ample to retain the gains made in con-
serving them by the use of emergency funds.

Summarizing, I wish to say that Mr. Tugwell's proposed bill is so
indeterminate as to both scope and cost that it is directly in conflict
with the Administration's financial program.3

L. W. DOUGLAS
[13:oF 1017: TS: PHOTOSTAT]

1 Dated March 2, 3934, ante, 230.
2 The Soil Erosion Service was established as a bureau of the Interior Depart-

ment following allotment of funds to that agency by the Federal Emergency Ad-
ministration of Public Works on Aug. 25, 1933. (Under the National Industrial
Recovery Act the Public Works Administrator was authorized to set up a soil erosion
program.) Hugh H. Bennett, chief soil specialist of the Agriculture Department, was
brought to the Interior Department to administer the program. (The background
and inception of the program are described in Bennett's report to the Secretary of the
Interior in the latter's Annual Report for 1934, pp. 353-363, and in Charles M.
Hardin, The Politics of Agriculture, Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 5952, pp. 54-57.)

'attached memorandum by Tugwell (undated) reads, "Taken up verbally with
the President." On April 28, 5934, by Executive Order 6693, Roosevelt created
the Committee on National Land Problems, composed of representatives of the In-
terior and Agriculture Departments and the Federai Emergency Relief Administra-
tion. The committee was authorized to make studies of land problems for the pur-
pose of improving land use practices, balancing agricultural production, helping
solve the human problem in land use, and developing a national land program.

237 THE PRESIDENT'S COMMITTEE ON WATER FLOW TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, April 17, 1934

M DEAR M. PRESIDENT: The committee appointed by you to
consider the water resources of the United States and to make recom-
mendations for the development of ten river basins, submits the en-
closed report.

Realizing your desire for an early report, your committee has utilized
available information without waiting for the conduct of new investi-
gations or the completion of old ones. Much information was found
to be readily accessible but further studies are necessary for the proper
planning of these and other river basins. Pending these studies it may
not be desirable to transmit to Congress a selection of specific projects.
Any selection of specific projects at this point must necessarily omit
many meritorious projects which further analysis may show to be pref-
erable. Your committee believes, however, that the reports of the tech-
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nical subcommittees will furnish to Congress the basis of a comprehen-
sive plan of development but a competent coordinating body should
reduce the diversified views to practical objectives and supply adequate
data which would result in the selection of well-defined projects. The
basis of this procedure is referred to on pages to and i i of the attached
report.'

Sincerely yours,
[HAROLD L. ICKES] Secretary of the Interior
[GEORGE H. DERN] Secretary of War
[HENRY A. WALLACE] Secretary of Agriculture
[FRANCES PERKINS] Secretary of Labor

[13:oF 1092:CT]
1 The letter here printed and the report enclosed with it are in the form of carbon

copies sent to the White House by E. K. Burlew of the Interior Department on
June 8, 5934 (OF 5092). (The originals are not present.) The committee's
letter and report, with additional reports of the technical subcommittees, and with
the President's message to Congress transmitting them of June 4, 1934, are printed
as Development of the Rivers of the United States. Message from the President
of the United States Transmitting a Preliminary Report on a Comprehensive Plan
for the Improvement and Development of the Rivers of the United States . . . 73d
Cong., 2d less., H. Doc. 395 (Washington, 1934). The report proposed watershed
projects (involving water supply and pollution abatement, irrigation and drainage,
soil erosion prevention, recreation, power development, flood control and naviga-
lion) for the following river basins, in the order of their priority: Tennessee Valley,
St. Lawrence-Great Lakes, Mississippi, Missouri (including the Platte), Sacra-
mento-San Joaquin, Delaware River, Columbia River, Colorado River, Ohio Valley
and the Great Salt Lake Basin.

The report was signed by the full committee but Secretary of War Dern and
Secretary of Labor Perkins noted their reservations in accompanying letters to the
President, both dated April 20, 5934.

Dern's lengthy criticism was, in effect, a denial of the need of a comprehensive
national plan and the competence of any agency other than the War Department
to make one. He said that stream pollution, soil erosion, reforestation and flood
control were special problems and each should be handled by a special group of
experts; the coordination of unrelated activities might prove harmful rather than
beneficial. Miss Perkins criticized the report because the Santee River basin was
not included in the ten most urgent projects and because she believed that national
planning of water use should be done by a single competent body. (She thought
the National Planning Board qualified.)

On the long-continuing dispute between Roosevelt and the War Department
over the control of watershed planning, see Arthur Maass, Muddy Waters (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University, 5951), passim. Roosevelt's message to Congress trans-
mitting the report, June 4, 1934, is printed post, 254.

238 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR ROBERT F. WAGNER OF NEW YORK

WASHINGTON, April i8, 1934
M DEAR SENATOR WAGNER: Congressman Taylor's bill, H. R. 6462,

which has recently passed the House and is now before your Committee,'
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to regulate grazing on the public
domain, embodies a principle which has my hearty approval, and I
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would appreciate the support of the proposed measure by the members
of the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 633:cT]

'Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

239 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Commerce Department Building,
April 24, 1934

[Excerpt] We have been talking about this tremendous development
of our forests and we are going to buy, we are in the process of buying,
twenty-five million dollars worth of forest areas to add to this great
Government domain of national parks and forests. What are we going
to do with it? There are a great many people who live on this land
that the Government is going to buy. Are we just going to move them
out and add to the congestion in other communities? Well, some of
them may want to go out and if they want to go out, it is all right.
But, after all, forestry is not merely the acquisition of land that has trees
on it and the maintenance of that land in a state of nature for a thousand
years to come. The land ought to be used. The trees ought to be
used. Certain areas, of course, should be applied to public recreational
purposes, but the other areas, the tree crop, should be used just as much
as a crop of corn or wheat. It takes longer to grow, but that is the
only difference.

There are other countries in the world that have scientific forestry
in actual operation, countries whose civilizations go back three thousand
instead of three hundred years. Every year they know that they have
a perfectly definite yield of timber, an annual crop. Well, what do
they do in their forest areas? In a great many of those forest areas
in Europe, populations are maintained which use the bottom land for
the growing of their food supplies and which are guaranteedlet us say
that one member of every family in those forests is guaranteed a certain
number of months of work in those forests by the state which owns the
forest. Now, that is not driving people out of the forests; it is keeping
people in the forests in an orderly way with an assurance of making an
honest livelihood, of never starving and of having the opportunities of
modern civilization.'

[SPEECH FILE:T]

1 The occasion of this extemporaneous speech was the showing in the Commerce
Department auditorium of the work of the subsistence homesteads. Among the ex-
hibits were small models of the homes and reproductions of the rooms in them. The
speech as a whole (printed in Rosenman, ed., Public Papers, III, 193-200) dealt
with the problem of the rehabilitation of impoverished groups that had become
economically stranded. The excerpt here printed is from the stenographic tran-
script and represents about ten per cent of the whole speech. -
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240 GEORGE H. DERN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FOREST RESERVATION
COMMISSION, TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] May i, 1934
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It seems worth while to bring to your atten-

tion a resolution adopted by the National Forest Reservation Commis-
sion, at its meeting of March 26, which was as follows:

Resolved, that in the opinion of the members of the National Forest Res-
ervation Commission it would be in the public interest for the United States
to acquire, under the provisions of the Acts of March i, 1911 and June 7,
I924, all lands within the sixty National Forest Purchase Units, hitherto
established with the concurrence and approval of this Commission, which
are not now owned or in process of acquisition by the Federal Govern-
ment and which are chiefly valuable for timber production and/or stream-
flow protection and other related uses; and as such lands have an aggre-
gate area of 15,160,000 acres and an estimated value of approximately
$50,000,000 and as the unobligated balance of the fund hitherto allotted
by the President for the purchase of forest lands is now less than $11,000,000,
the allotment by the President or the appropriation by the Congress of an
additional sum of $25,000,000 for the purchase of said lands is recom-
mended by the Commission

During the past eleven months the Commission has approved the pur-
chase of 3,241,185 acres of forest land at an average price of $2.22 per
acre or total cost of $7,079,994.84. Purchases hereafter should progress
at a more rapid rate, as a great deal of the unacquired land has been
examined and appraised and considerations which hitherto have deterred
owners from offering their properties promise to be less controlling.
Apparently it will be wholly feasible to expend not only the remainder
of the fund allotted by you last July but an equal or greater amount
additional, if it can be made available.

The forest land purchase program is designed primarily to meet
pressing problems of forest conservation, watershed protection and soil
erosion control. Not only is it meeting those objectives but it also is con-
tributing to the general betterment of economic conditions. The pay-
ments made for the acquired lands in large part are used to adjust
delinquent taxes that otherwise might not be paid, to meet payrolls, to
satisfy other outstanding financial obligations, and to finance desirable
programs of improvement. By equitably liquidating frozen assets it
encourages a diffusion of funds throughout sections where they are badly
needed. A minor proportion of the acquired land is submarginal farm
land which thus is withdrawn from uneconomic use for farm crops.
Initiation of necessary measures of protection and improvement creates
new opportunities for employment.

These results are being obtained at little or no net cost to the United
States, as the acquired properties are conservatively valued and their
worth at any stage in their development should at least equal the cost
of their purchase and betterment. The expenditures for their acquisi-
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tion and improvement are capital investments rather than current costs
of government. I trust it will prove practicable to provide funds for a
continuation of the program on a scale commensurate with its national
importance.2

Very sincerely yours,
[GEORGE H. DERN]

[Notation:A:LEHAND] Sec. TntWill you & Lewis Douglas & Henry
Wallace talk this over & then speak to me about it (5-2-34)

[13:oF Ic:CT]
The Weeks Forest Purchase Act and the Clarke-McNary Forest Act.

2 On the National Forest land acquisition program, see the Annual Reports of the
Chief of the Forest Service.

241 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] May 11, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: It occurs to
me that the National Reservation and Park Service may care to look
into this suggestion.

I do not know who has the present title to the Chesapeake & Ohio
canal, but it occurs to me that if the government could buy it for a park-
way and waterway for recreational purposes and develop it at low cost
over a period of years, it might be something well worth while.

It is not my thought that the old locks should be put back into use,
but perhaps we could put in a carrying path for the transfer of canoes
from one level to another.

Will you have it looked into and let me know?
F.D.R.

[Notation: T] Letter from Frederic C. Howe, Consumers' Counsel, U. S.
Dept. of Agri. AAA. May i.'
[13 : OF 6p : CT]

1 Howe's letter is not present. See [ekes' reply, post, 247.

242 WILSON COMPTON, COUNSELLOR, LUMBER CODE AUTHORITY,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., May i6, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Forest Conservation Code approved by
you on March 23rd represents a culmination of a quarter century effort
of forest industries, conservationists, and public agencies. It provides,
we believe, adequate permanent frame-work and machinery for the de-
velopment of private forestry, if given a chance to work.

39596005719 [ 275 ]



Whether given a chance depends especially upon four conditions. All
are substantially beyond the control of the forest industries. All are in
whole or in large part within the control of the Federal Government or
capable of being largely influenced by it.

i. Forest and forest industry loans and credits;
Timber tax reform;
Forest fire protection;
Forest acquisition, especially timber acquisition.

Nearly a year ago, through the Secretary of Agriculture, you asked
the Forest Products Industries to include in any Code of Fair Competi-
tion which they might submit for your approval, some provision for for-
est conservation. They have done so in a manner approved by you
and after extensive conferences with the Secretary of Agriculture and
other public agencies. These conferences developed and declared a
comprehensive dual pro gram for the industries and for the public, and
mutually interdependent. The first part, by the industries, is scheduled,
unless its operations is "stayed," to be effective on June first. The Lum-
ber and Timber Products Industries are prepared to administer it. But
as to the public measures, in the absence of which the industry measures
will be largely a gesture, there has been as yet, of public knowledge, no
action and no indication of action contemplated.

As a responsible official of the Forest Industries, as one who for fifteen
years has sought a practical basis for concerted action in forest conserva-
tion, who knows the importance of a willing and helpful attitude on the
part of individual forest land owners, I earnestly urge you, before the
Forest Code goes into effect on June first, to do something and to say
something of your plans and your purposes to establish the recommended
public forestry measures.

You are known to have a warm personal interest in the forest pro-
gram. That fact has been an encouragement to the tens of thousands
of forest land owners to do now what needs to be done. They are ready
to do their part and they hope that the President will do his part.'

Yours sincerely,
WILSON COMPTON

[13:oF 149:TS]

'Answered post, 261.

243 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 17, 1934
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Our Chief Forester has sent me the

attached summary of the results of the lumber code conference with
you on May 9. He is of the opinion that it is desirable that a statement
be issued along the line of this summary.
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Under Article X the lumbermen have made the following commit-
ments contingent upon a comprehensive program of public action:

To maintain their lands in a productive condition.
To practice where practicable selective logging, leaving part of

the growing stock.
To recognize their responsibility for fire protection in their logging

operations.
To practice where practicable sustained yield management.
A non-voting representative member on their division and sub-

division agencies for the administration and enforcement provisions of
the Code.

A revision of Article X recently signed by the President, provid-
ing for this program.

To carry out this program and get the industry off its suicidal basis
they insist that public action is necessary. The public action they
propose is to cover:

(i) More extensive land acquisition to establish a better balance
between private and public ownership.

(2) Enlarged cooperation in the protection of privately owned lands
against fire and other destructive agencies.

() Forest extension, including Code activities, inspection and en-
forcement.

() Revision of the taxation system for timberlands.
() An extended system of forest credits based on the principle of

farm loans.
(6) A more extended program of forest research.

Sincerely,
R. G. TUOWELL

[13:oF I-C:TS

244 [Enclosure] PROPOSED STATEMENT ON THE LUMBER CODE
CONFERENCE OF MAY 9, 1934

The forests of this country cover approximately one-third of its total
land area. The part this vast area must play in the future security and
stability of family and community life in this country is so vital and
far-reaching that I approved the Lumber Code only after there had
been included in it Article X, a provision for the conservation of forest
resources. Under this provision conferences between the industry and
public agencies were to be called by the Secretary of Agriculture to
work out ways and means to make Article X effective. These confer-
ences were held and the industry has definitely committed itself to the
practice of forestry. This commitment requires that timberland owners
protect young trees to leave a sufficient amount of growing stock on the
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ground for a future cutting and cut their timber only as fast as it grows.
Such action is sound in their own interest and sound from the stand-
point of public policy. Doubt, however, has been expressed by many
in the industry as to how far they can carry out their commitments to
practice forestry without having assistance from the Federal govern-
ment. The Federal government is asked by the industry to increase
materially its contributions for an enlarged program of fire protection,
to extend forest credits, to urge modifications of present State systems
of taxation, to enlarge its program of research, and to purchase large
areas of privately owned timberlands in order to relieve the industry
from the pressure of liquidation.

It is in the public interest to insure adequate fire protection of all of
the timberlands in this country. For years the Federal government has
joined with the States and private owners, under a cooperative plan
through the Clarke-McNary law, to build up an adequate system of fire
protection. I am anxious to see this plan enlarged and extended on
the basis of joint contributions from the Federal government, the States,
and private timberland owners. I have asked the Congress in a special
Senate Resolution to restore $600,000 to the $1,358,645 now appro-
priated for the purpose. This would make available for cooperative
fire protection work very close to $2,000,000.

In addition to this I have asked, and Congress has approved, the
continuation of the i 460 Civilian Conservation Corps camps for another
year. There are 250 of these camps on privately owned timberlands.
This makes a working force of some 50,000 young men available as a
reserve on these lands which can be used to prevent, detect and fight
fires in case of need. Thus the Federal government this year will be
expending directly in cooperative fire protection $2,000,000 under the
Clarke-McNary act and $20,000,000 on the CCC camps on privately
owned timberlands, or a total of approximately $22,000,000, to protect
privately owned forests from fire.

I can not escape the conclusion, however, that private timberland
owners have a very definite responsibility to take adequate safeguards
against fire and to share the burden of fire protection in a more adequate
way.

In the extension of forest creditsthis is a field to be explored. I
have asked that a fund of $50,000 be made available through the de-
ficiency appropriation bill to investigate this question of forest credits
in cooperation with the Farm Loan Board and the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation. I have asked for a modification of the organic law
governing the RFC to permit loans on forest properties provided that
such properties are managed on the basis of being self-perpetuating.

The taxation of timberlands by the various States is primarily a State
problem. Studies by the Forest Service which have been made indicate
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that some adjustment in the system of taxation should be made which
will give the States current income and at the same time defer the tax-
ation of timber stands on an annual basis, postponing payment of the
full tax until the timber is actually cut. Private timberland owners
should take this matter up through their regular State channels, and the
Federal government stands ready through the Forest Service to give
freely of the factual information it has secured through a study of this
subject.

I am for an adequate research program which will give us the neces-
sary scientific information for the proper handling of all of our forest
lands. The Federal government has established eleven experiment sta-
tions in various parts of the country which are investigating various
phases of our forest problem. It has established at Madison, Wisconsin,
a Forest Products Laboratory, in connection with the University, which
is exploring the whole field of utilization of wood. The Laboratory has
been recently brought up to date with new equipment. It includes tim-
ber testing apparatus and other facilities for determining the best use of
various classes of wood products.

The bringing back into public ownership of large areas of timberland
has the endorsement of the National Forest Reservation Commission.
It has the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture in recommendations
submitted by him in the Copeland Report made in response to Senate
Resolution No. 175. The Lumber Code Conference on Article X, held
in January of this year, approved an enlarged program of public owner-
ship of the timber growing lands of this country. A large program of
acquisition has been under way for over a year through the allotment of
$20,000,000 to the Forest Service for this purpose. Through this ap-
propriation it is estimated that there will be purchased 8 million acres
of timberland as additions to our National Forests. Four million acres
of the estimated 8 million acres have already been purchased. I have
asked the Congress to continue this program on the definite recommenda-
tion of the National Forest Reservation Commission, by making avail-
able another $20,000,000. This will make possible the carrying for-
ward of one of the major recommendations of the Conference.

It is my conviction that in the enforcement of Article X, which in-
volves technical problems in the handling of our timber stands, the
National Recovery Administration should delegate to the Forest Serv-
ice responsibility for the enforcement of Article X and make available
some of its funds for such enforcement in cooperation with the lumber
industry.

The public program is going forward through the various methods I
have stated. The lumber industry has assumed certain obligations
under the Code for the carrying out of its part. It is my hope that
through this development the progress of forestry in this country, on
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Federal, State and private holdings, will contribute tremendously to
the stability and security of industries dependent upon the resources
and of the people and communities dependent upon these industries.'
[I3:oF Ic:T]

1 The May 9 conference referred to in the covering letter was attended by Ickes,
Wallace and Silcox. (Ferdinand A. Silcox was appointed Forester Nov. 55, 5933,
succeeding R. V. Stuart who died Oct. 23, 5933.) Wallace had requested this
meeting in a letter to Roosevelt of April 7 (?), 5934 (OF iK). He said that the
lumber and other forest industries had committed themselves to the conservation
of forest resources and that to insure success of this private effort "the Federal
Government must also meet some obligations." The statement enclosed by Tugwell
was not issued; see post, 260.

245 PRESS CONFERENCE, EXECUTIVE OFFIcEs OF THE WHITE
HOUSE, May 23, 1934, 10:40A.M.

{Ex6erpt] The President: I talked to some of the grazing Senators
yesterday . .' I would like to see action on the bill this session. Their
objection to the bill, as was proposed by the Interior Department and
the Department of Agriculture, was that in certain cases, as I under-
stand it, there is the summer range up in the National Forest for one
man's bunch of cattle and then winter range down in the public do-
main, and that the owner of that bunch of cattle has to go to two dif-
ferent departments. What these Senators are afraid of is that they
would be thrown out of the forest reserve on a given date and the public
domain would not be open to them until a couple of weeks later, and
the unfortunate cattle would have nowhere to go. What I talked over
was the definite coordination on the issuing of permits between the
Forestry and the Public Domain so they can go to one place and one
man and get a permit covering both pieces of territory.

[13 : PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES : T]

'Senators Alva B. Adams (Cob), Carl Hayden (Ariz.), and Joseph C. O'Mahoney
(Wyo.), concerning the Taylor Grazing Bill (H. R. 6462).

246 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, May 24, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Can you now
give me a definite set-up for the Wild Life expenditure? I hope that
in addition to the million dollars already allocated, we can get from land
purchase, relief, etc., another five millions.
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By the way, the Congressmen say the million dollars which I allo-
cated has got lost somewhere. Will you conduct a search party?

F.D.R.
[13:oF 378:CT]

Answered post, 250.

247 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, May 28, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In your memorandum of May I i you
mentioned that it has occurred to you that if the Government could buy
the Chesapeake & Ohio canal for a parkway and waterway for recrea-
tional purposes and develop it at low cost over a period of years it might
be something well worth while. You concluded by asking me to look
into it and let you know.

I think the attached brief memorandum to me from Chairman Fred-
eric A. Delano of the National Capital Park and Planning Commis-
sion gives you just the information you wish to have. I heartily en-
dorse the proposed acquisition.

Sincerely yours,
[HAROLD L. ICKES]

{ I3:oF 6--P:cT]

248 [Enclosure] FREDERIC A. DELANO, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION, TO HAROLD L.
ICKES

WASHINGTON, D. C., May i6, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY ICKES: The following is submitted
in response to the President's memorandum to you of May i i on the
possible acquisition and use of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal:

We heartily concur in the suggestions of Mr. Frederic C. Howe. Ac-
quisition of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal by the Federal Government
has already been authorized by Congress in the Capper-Cramton Act
passed in 1930. Section i (a) of that Act provides for the acquisition
and development of the George Washington Memorial Parkway from
Mount Vernon and Fort Washington to a point above the Great Falls,
including the acquisition of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal to Point of
Rocks which is33 miles above Great Falls.

Apart from the river frontage and the Great Falls itself, the Chesa-
peake & Ohio Canal is the chief center of interest in the proposed Park-
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way on the Maryland side. For large numbers of people it would have
the greatest all-round recreational value to be obtained in one unit,
providing ideal facilities for boating, canoeing, cycling, hiking, picnic-
ing and even swimming at certain points. It traverses a river valley of
the greatest scenic interest and variety, and represents an age and ad-
vance in American civilization of permanent historic value. The Canal
passed its x ooth birthday last year and no more fitting time could be
found for its dedication to public use than right now.

Plans of the National Capital Park and Planning Commission, which
is the agency heretofore authorized to acquire the Parkway, contemplate
the preservation of the Canal much as it is today for its entire i mile
length from Georgetown to Great Falls, and the acquisition of all the
low land between it and the river. The Parkway road would be built
on the high land above the Canal, often parallel to it, and for the most
of the distance would be the boundary of the park. Thus, in the plan
of acquisition the Canal is the key property for the George Washington
Memorial Parkway just as it would be in recreational, scenic and historic
value.

The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad owns all the outstanding bonds and
in negotiations in i 92 9-30 with the Chairman of the National Capital
Park and Planning Commission offered to sell for approximately
$i,000,000 with certain reservations the entire stretch to Point of Rocks
but with a condition that the right of way should never be used for a
competing railroad. More recently the Railway Company has sub-
mitted valuations showing much higher figures than in the conversa-
tions of 1929, and I think it likely that a figure as high as $2,000,000
is nearer the price on which we could settle than the price once talked of.

With a view to determining the cost of development and detailed
location of the Parkway road, surveys are now under way by the State
of Maryland in cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads and the
National Capital Park and Planning Commission.

Development of the Canal and Parkway could well proceed as meri-
torious projects for relief of unemployment. Clean up and grading of
the old Canal would provide ideal relief work. Landscaping and re-
construction of locks and canal bridges would be excellent projects for
C. C. C. camps to undertake.

Finally, we favor the purchase of the Canal and adjacent rights of
way for the following reasons:

i. that it will be the main route of access to the Shenandoah-Great
Smokies Parkway;

2. that it will afford a charming route to Harper's Ferry and the
battlefield of Antietam;
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3. that it will supply a new and attractive route to Gettysburg via
the Potomac Valley and thence up Monocacy Creek.

Sincerely yours,
FREDERIC A. DELANO

[13 :OF 6p:Ts :PHOTOSTAT]

249 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, May 29, 1934
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: Why not

include this definitely in next year's budget? I hesitated to spend two
million dollars out of Public Works or Relief funds for acquisition of
the Canal.

F.D.R.
[Notation: T] Purchase of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal1

[13:oF 6p:CT]
1 This refers to the preceding letter. The canal was acquired for park purposes

in 1938.

250 REXFORD G. TUCWELL, ACTING SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 29, 1934
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: This is in reply to your memorandum of May

24. The definite set up for immediate action on the Wild Life Pro-

The remainder of the total of $6,000,000, or $2,500,000, has not yet
been made available from any source yet discoverable.

Of the funds above enumerated, the $1,000,000 by Executive Order
and the $1,500,000 from submarginal land money, or a total of
$2,500,000 must, by limitation of original appropriation, be spent only
for acquisition and the attendant costs of purchase.

An estimated cost for materials and restoration amounting to 40%
of the costs of the lands is being solicited from the P. W. A.
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gram orders itself about as follows:

One million dollars by Executive Order from forestry appro-
priation $1, 000, 000

One and one-half million allocated specifically for migratory
waterfowl projects from submarginal money I, 500, 000

Total for land acquisition 2, 500, 000

Proposed one million from P. W. A. for rehabilitation, materials
and construction I, 000, 000

Total wild life allocation to date 3, 500, 000



The program of projects, in order of importance, to be acquired and
rehabilitated is:

Awaiting the discovery of further funds for Migratory Waterfowl
Refuges are the Spalding Ranch in Sacramento Valley, Louisiana
marshes, Medicine Lake in Montana, Kankakee marshes in Indiana, Erie
marshes, Florida Everglades, and completion of refugees along the Pa-
cific Coast flyways.

Upland game and big game projects must, under the present limita-
tion of funds, be coincident with submarginal land retirement projects
and may be considered as only supplemental and accidental to the orig-
inal Wild Life Restoration Program as originally proposed in the Beck
Committee report, until additional funds over and above the proposed
$6,000,000 are provided.

It might be stated that the total funds now proposed for wild life
restoration is about the same as that spent on mosquitoes this year, which
may account for some of the feverish anxiety on the part of those
interested in game.2

Sincerely,
R. G. TUGWELL

[13:oF 378:Ts]
Apparently in error for Mattamuskeet. See post, 265.
An attached memorandum, Roosevelt to McIntyre, undated, reads, "Keep this

in case the Congressmen who come to see us make any other inquiries."

251 DAVID WAGSTAFF TO ROOSEVELT

TUXEDO PARK, NEW YORK, May 3oth, 't
DEAR FRANKLIN: The enclosed speaks for itselfI only hope that

something can be done to limit the slaughter of these great bears so
that they will not follow the pigeon and the bison through our own lack
of interest.

With best regards. Sincerely
DAVID WAGSTAFF

{13:oP 378:As]
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(x) 12 to o refuges and nesting areas distributed along the
lanes of migration of the Mississippi basin, to be chosen
out of a list of 109 filed proposals 2, 250, 000

(2) Maiheur Lake restoration and purchase and restoration
of Dunner and Blitzen marshes in eastern Oregon
Estimated cost I, 000, 000

() Mata Merquite Marshes, purchase and restoration . 200, 000

() Additions to Bear River marshes and Mississippi Wild Life
Refuge 50, 000

Total 3, 500, 000



252 [Enclosure] DAVID WAGSTAFF TO

TUXEDO PARK, NEW YORK

DEAR MR. : Please don't continue to send me your letters on
bear shooting from a yacht in Alaska or the adjacent islandsAll my
life I have tried to be a sportsman and live up to the reputation of my
father and uncleC DuBois Wagstaff who was a great shot. Your
account disgusts me and I sincerely hope that the Aleutian Islands
will soon be made a sanctuary.

Yours,
DAVID WAGSTAFF

[13:oF 378:AS:COPYJ

253 WILsoN COMPTON, COUNSELLOR, LUMBER CODE AUTHORITY,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 31, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It will be an important encouragement
to our progress with the Forest Conservation Code if the Bill S. 3612
(by Senator Fletcher) and H. R. 9649 (by Representative Caldwell),
permitting loans by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation in aid of
sustained yield forest industry operation, may be pushed to enactment
in this Session of Congress.

It is our understanding that there is at least no important opposition
to this, and a great deal of vigorous support. It involves no additional
Federal expenditure. The R. F. C. has, I understand, indicated that
the provision can be readily administered. It has the earnest endorse-
ment of the Forest Service and, I believe, awaits a report from the Direc-
tor of the Budget.

In the absence of separate forestry legislation, can not this temporary
provision be made for the encouragement of sustained yield forest in-
dustry operations?1

Yours respectfully,
WILsoN COMPTON

[I3:oF 149:1's]

1 The Senate bill was introduced May 14 and the House bill May 55, 1934, but
neither was reported from committee (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 2d sess., 78:8, 8732,
8930). Hearings were printed: Amendment of the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration Act, Hearing before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and
Currency, U. S. Senate, 73d Cong., 2d sess., on S. 3612 (Washington, 1934). No
reply to Compton's letter has been found. Fletcher introduced another forest credit
bill in the next session; see post, 373.
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254 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 4, 1934

To THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 1 On February 2, 1934,
by resolution, the Congress requested me to report on "a comprehensive
plan for the improvement and development of the Rivers of the United
States, with a view of giving the Congress information for the guidance
of legislation which will provide for the maximum amount of flood con-
trol, navigation, irrigation, and development of hydro-electric power." 2

Pursuant thereto I requested the Secretaries of the Departments of
the Interior, War, Agriculture and Labor to advise on the development
of a water policy and on the choice of projects. I am sending herewith
copies of their report,3 together with separate letters from the Secretary
of War and the Secretary of Labor, and also:

(i) List of Technical Advisory Committees of the President's
Committee.

(2) Review of reports of Technical Sub-Committees on water flow.
() Review of report of Technical Sub-Committees covering addi-

tions in the Arid Section, prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation.
() Seven reports of Technical Sub-Committees covering various

regions.
I ask that the Congress bear in mind certain obvious facts relating

to these reports:
(i) That the time for the preparation of these reports was extremely

limited.
(2) That the subject is one of enormous magnitude covering the

whole of the United States.
() That the Resolution of the Congress, covering the subjects of

flood control, navigation, irrigation, and development of hydro-electric
power, automatically opened the door to all interrelated subjects which
come under the general head of land and water use. This broader defi-
nition brings to our attention very clearly such kindred problems as soil
erosion, stream pollution,4 fire prevention, reforestation, afforestation,
marginal lands, stranded communities, distribution of industries, educa-
tion, highway building, home building, and a dozen others.

() All of the reports were based primarily on information already
at hand and further study is strongly recommended.5

() For the purpose of making a preliminary test, I requested a wholly
tentative trial selection of ten specific projects. As I had expected, the
report strongly doubts the advisability of recommending these proj-
ects, on the ground that any selection at this point must necessarily
omit many meritorious projects which further analysis may show to be
preferable.
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(6) The reports of the Technical Sub-Committees, covering various
areas, are of definite value. But before any work is done, it is obvious
that a competent coordinating body must go over all of these reports,
as well as reports on other projects and produce a comprehensive plan.

In view of the above, I, therefore, suggest that the Congress regard
this message and the accompanying documents as merely a preliminary
study and allow me, between now and the assembling of the next Con-
gress, to complete these studies and to outline to the next Congress a
comprehensive plan to be pursued over a long period of years. Further
legislative action on this subject at this session of the Congress seems to
me, therefore, unnecessary.

I expect before the final adjournment of this Congress to forward to
it a broader outline of national policy in which the subject matter of
this message will be presented in conjunction with two other subjects
also relating to human welfare and security.

We should proceed toward a rounded policy of national scope.7

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[w. H. PRESS RELEASES:M]

1A draft of this message (Speech File) bears a number of revisions, some by
Roosevelt and some by others (not identified). Those made by Roosevelt are noted
below. The text here printed is identical with that sent to the Congress.

'Development of the Rivers of the United States (Washington, 5934). See ante,
237.

'The draft reads, "this report."
"Stream pollution" was added.

'The draft reads, "The Committee strongly recommends further study."
e The draft has "Committee" instead of "report."
'The last sentence was added. In the Senate the message was referred to the

Commerce Committee; the action taken by the House is not indicated (Cong. Rec.,
73d Cong., 2d sess., 78:10, 10399-10466).

255 ROOSEVELT TO GEORGE H. DERN, SECRETARY OF WAR

WASHINGTON, June 6, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF WAR: I wish you would read
this letter from the Secretary of the Interior in regard to the Mississippi
River Commission and the Mississippi Valley Commission.1 I wish
you would have a talk with the Secretary of the Interior about this whole
subject.

It is my thought that the Mississippi River Commission should con-
cern itself solely with engineering problems relating to the actual main
stem of the Mississippi from St. Paul to the Gulf and should consider
only maintenance of levees, overflows from the main river, maintenance
of channds, flood readings, etc.
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Secretary Ickes is right in that the Mississippi Valley Commission
covers a much broader territory and is concerned with questions of
erosion, reforestation, stream pollution, etc2

F.D.R.
[i:oi 25K:CT:C0PY]

1 Ickes' letter is not present. The President was referring to the Mississippi Valley
Committee, not Commission.

'Dern replied June 27, 934 (OF 25K), that he had talked with Ickes and
agreed with his and the President's view of the division of responsibility between the
two agencies.

256 ROOSEVELT TO SAMUEL N. SPRING, DEAN, NEW YORK STATE
COLLEGE OF FORESTRY, SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY, Syracuse,
New York

[WASHINGTON] June 6, 1934

DEAR DEAN SPRING: I am greatly interested in the excellent
report of Mr. Bower on the planting at Hyde Park this spring.1 I was
at home on Sunday and inspected all of this planting that I could reach
by my small car.

There are two additional experiments which I am wondering if you
and the staff would consider worthwhile making. They are only ideas
of mine and may not be worth anything.

i. Would it be worthwhile to try broadcasting hemlock seed in the
Tamarack swamp, using a small area for this purpose, and raking them
in with an ordinary wooden rake after broadcasting? We might get
them to take and they might do well in this damp soil. I do not know
what is considered the best season for such an operation.

2. I have long been interested in comparing the results from acorns
gathered from trees of different ages. Would it be worthwhile to gather
acorns from three age typesone lot, say, from a tree or trees about
thirty years old; another lot from a tree or trees about eighty years old,
and another lot from a tree or trees about one hundred and fifty years
old? We have all of these trees, both red oak and white oak, on our
place and the experiments could be tried with both species of oak.

Mr. Plog reports that the acorns hitherto planted have sprouted well.
I expect to be at home only for a few hours before leaving for the

Pacific Coast the end of this month, but I hope to get home about August
twenty-fifth for about three weeks. It would be delightful if you and
any of your assistants would care to come down when I am at Hyde
Park at that time.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 38:cT]
1 A four-page typescript, "Report of Forest Tree Planting, Spring 2934, Estate of

Franklin D. Roosevelt, Hyde Park, N. Y." (PPF 38). Ray F. Bower, at this time
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on the faculty of the New York State College of Forestry, had supervised the 5932
and 1933 plantings. See his article, "The President's Forests," in American Forests,
40 (January, 5934), 7-9, 46.

2 reply has been found.

257 ROOSEVELT TO DAVID WAGSTAFF, Tuxedo Park, New York

[WASHINGTON] June 6, 1934

DEAR DAVE: You are dead right about the slaughter of those bears.
I am starting the machinery to stop that sort of thing from happening
again.1

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 378:cT]

1 See ante, 251.

258 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, June 6, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIoR: This horrifies
me as much as it does my friend David Wagstaff. If these bears come
under your jurisdiction, will you please have the matter checked up?
It seems to me that that kind of slaughter ought to be stopped.1

F.D.R.
[13:oF 378:CT]

Answered post, 266.

259 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

THE WHrrE HouSE, June 8, 1934
[Excerpt] To THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: . .. In regard

to the second factor, economic circumstances and the forces of nature
themselves dictate the need of constant thought as to the means by which
a wise government may help the necessary readjustment of the popula-
tion.1 We cannot fail to act when hundreds of thousands of families live
ii localitic where there is no reasonable prospect of conditions which
will allow he te cam a living in the years to come. This is peculiarly
especially a national problem. Unlike most of the leading Nations of
the world, we have so far failed to create a national policy for the de-
velopment of our land and water resources and for their better use by
those people who cannot make a living in their present positions. Only
thus can we permanently eliminate many millions of people from the
relief rolls on which their names are now found.
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The extent of the usefulness of our great natural inheritance of land
and water depends on our mastery of it. We are now so organized that
science and invention have given us the means of more extensive and
effective attacks upon the problems of nature than ever before. We
have learned to utilize water power, to reclaim deserts, to recreate forests
and to redirect the flow of population. Until recently we have pro-
ceeded haphazardly, almost at random,2 making many mistakes.

There are many illustrations of the necessity for national such plan-
ning. Some sections of the Northwest and Southwest which formerly
existed as grazing land, were spread over with a fair crop of grass. On
this land the water table lay a dozen or twenty feet below the surface,
and newly arrived settlers put this land under the plow. Wheat was
grown by dry farming methods. But in many of these places today the
water table under the land has dropped to fifty or sixty feet below the
surface and the top soil in dry seasons is blown away like driven snow.
Falling rain, in the absence of grass roots, filters through the soil, runs
off the surface, or is quickly reabsorbed into the atmosphere. Many
million acres of such land must be restored to grass or trees if we are to
prevent a new and man-made Sahara.

At the other extreme, there are regions originally arid, which have
been generously irrigated by human engineering. But in some of these
places the hungry soil has not only absorbed the water necessary to
produce magnificent crops, but so much more water that the water
table has now risen to the point of saturation, thereby threatening the
future crops upon which many families depend.

Human knowledge is great enough today to give us assurance of
success in carrying through the abandonment of many millions of acres
for agricultural use and the replacing of these acres with others on which
at least a living can be earned.

The rate of speed that we can usefully employ in this attack on im-
possible social and economic conditions must be determined by business-
like procedure. It would be absurd to undertake too many projects at
once or to do a patch of work here and another there without finishing
the whole of an individual project. Obviously, the government cannot
undertake national projects in every one of the 435 Congressional dis-
tricts, nor even in every one of the 48 states. The magnificent concep-
tion of national realism and national needs that this Congress has built
up has not only set an example of large vision for all time, but has almost
consigned to oblivion our ancient habit of pork barrel legislation: to
that we cannot and must not revert. When the next Congress convenes
I hope to be able to present to it a carefully considered national plan,
covering the development and the human use of our natural resources
of land and water over a long period of years.
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In considering the cost of such a program it must be clear to all of
us that for many years to come we shall be engaged in the task of re-
habilitating many hundreds of thousands of our American families. In
so doing we shall be decreasing future costs for the direct relief of desti-
tution. I hope that it will be possible for the government to adopt as
a clear policy to be carried out over a long period, the appropriation of
a large, definite, annual sum 04 so that work may proceed year after year
not under the urge of temporary expediency, but in pursuance of the
well considered rounded objective.3

[SPEECH FILE:T]

Roosevelt had been discussing the factors of relief and economic recovery in the
national program. The text of this excerpt is that of the final draft; except for
the White House mimeographed release, no other texts are present. With one ex-
ception (noted below), the deletions and additions (the latter indicated by italic)
are in Roosevelt's hand; as thus edited the message is that as sent to Congress on
June 8, 1934. For the entire text, see Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, III, 287-293.

This revision appears to be in Louis Howe's hand.
In his emergency drought relief message to Congress of June 9, 5934, Roosevelt

asked for $50,000,000 for emergency acquisition of submarginal farms and for re-
settlement (ibid., 293-294). The New York Times said editorially (June 9,
5934, p. 14) that the message was "unprecedented" in coming at the end of a
session of Congress, and that it was "entirely a document meant for discussion and
appraisal all though the summer and up to the time of the Congressional elections
in November."

260 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ACTING SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 8, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: With reference to the attached correspond-
ence from Dr. Wilson Compton of the Lumber Code Authority urging
you to issue a statement covering plans and purposes on public forestry
measures in connection with the conservation provisions of the forest
industry codes, which became effective June i.'

The Department believes that the issuance of such a statement would
be desirable, that the psychological effect would be particularly bene-
ficial in helping to carry the code activities through the difficult initial
period of getting the rules of forest practice into effect, and that many
of the things which the public is asked to do would necessarily have to
be done in any comprehensive plan for the advancement of forestry
even though there were no forest industry codes. I have already pre-
sented to you the draft of a possible statement.2 If you concur, the en-
closed letter might be sent to Dr. Compton.3

The possibility of financing a limited number of activities such as
the acquisition of forest lands, provision for fire protection, provision
for a study of the principles which should underlie a credit organiza-

3O596O°572O [ 291 ]
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the code provisions into effect, have been discussed with you. Attempts

suggestions.
are being made to obtain the necessary finances in accordance with your

tion, and provision for a Forest Service organization to assist in getting

Very respectfully,
R. G. TUGWELL

[13:0F 149:TSJ

1May i6, 1934, ante, 242.
2May 17, 5934, ante, 243.

Sent as the letter following.

261 ROOSEVELT TO WILSON COMPTON, COUNSELLOR TO THE
LUMBER CODE AUTHORITY, Washington

[WASHINGTON] June 13, 1934

DEAR DOCTOR COMPTON: The issuance of such a statement as sug-
gested in your letter of May 16th has been under consideration. Since
it would undoubtedly advance the general forestry movement and aid
in putting the rules of forest practice under the forest industry codes
into effect, I shall be glad to issue such a statement in the immediate
future. An attempt is being made to work out practical means of ac-
complishing some if not all of the other matters which you suggest.'

Very sincerely yours,

[13:0F 149:cT]
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

The proposed statement was apparently not issued.

262 WHITE HOUSE MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE MESSAGE TO
SENATOR DUNCAN U. FLETCHER OF FLORIDA

[WASHINGTON] June 14, 1934

Telephoned the following memo to Senator Duncan U. Fletcher's
office: That the President is for the creation of the industry up to the
point where it might, if overdone, cause destruction to the pine forest
reserves. He would like to see the forests conserved, the industry devel-
oped and operated so that as pine is cut for wood pulp purposes it would
be replanted and the timberlands not exhausted and destroyed. That is
his only limitation on it.1

[I3:oF 149:CT]

'This refers to the expanded southern pine newsprint industry made possible by
the process developed by Charles H. Herty.



263 OvID BUTLER, EXECUTWE SECRETARY, AMERICAN FORESTRY
ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 14, 1934

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In behalf of The American Forestry As-
sociation I respectfully urge that you withhold approval of the bill to
regulate grazing on the Public Domain as amended and passed by the
Senate on Tuesday and concurred in by the House yesterday.1 I make
this request on the grounds that the amendments to the bill as made by
the Senate defeat its basic purpose by virtually placing control in the
hands of the states instead of the Secretary of the Interior.

This Association has long advocated legislation by Congress that would
regulate the use of the Public Domain and make possible its administra-
tion along intelligent, constructive, conservation lines. That in effect
was the purpose of the bill in question as originally drawn by the Depart-
ments of Interior and Agriculture and as introduced in both Houses.

The amendments incorporated in the bill in the Senate, however, seem
to us clearly to obstruct that purpose and to render the legislation insidi-

ously destructive of public interests locally and nationally. If the bill
becomes law, it may, in our judgment, prove to be a land grabbing and
land monopolistic measure comparable to Acts characteristic of free-
booting days of the past.

May we call your attention specifically to several amendments in
support of our viewpoint? These amendments were supported by
western members of the Senate who have been quite frank in stating that
the public lands should be turned over to the states. Senator Mc-
Carran of Nevada offered an amendment which was adopted as Sec-
tion i 6, which we believe will tie the hands of the Secretary in regulating
grazing on the public lands and will defeat the main purpose of the
bill. This amendment virtually gives the respective states the right to
control grazing on the public lands by state laws heretofore or hereafter
enacted in the name of public welfare, police power and public health.
Under such a law, grazing on the Public Domain in Nevada, Senator
McCarran's own State, is now, I am informed, largely in the hands of the
State and the large owners of water rights.

Section 3 of the bill contained a provision designed to safeguard the
public's right in the public lands by providing that the creation of a
grazing district or the issuance of a permit to graze on the Public Domain
shall not entitle the permittee to any right, title, interest or estate in or
to the land. The same section, however, destroys that safeguard by pro-
viding that in the issuance of grazing permits the Secretary shall give
preference to land owners or owners of water rights as may be necessary
to permit the proper use of land and it further provides "that no re-
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newal of any permit shall be denied if such denial will impair the value
of the live stock unit of the permittee, if such unit is pledged as security
for any bona fide loan." The extent to which large stock owners con-
trol water rights in the West essential to the grazing of live stock is well
known, so that the provision in question would seem to vest the large
stockman and the large land owner with a well intrenched legal right
to much of the Public Domain as against the small stockman who is not
so fortunately situated with reference to ranch property and controlling
water rights.

Another amendment inserted in the bill in the Senate would seem to
vest the banks and money lenders with a right in the Public Domain
that may well be questioned. This amendment provides "that any hold-
er of a lien on the live stock of any qualified permittee shall be subrogated
to all rights of such perrnittee under this act upon default under such
lien and all rights of such permittee under this act shall continue and be
recognized in the holder of such lien so long as said permittee may be
an obligor of or to any such loaning agency, governmental or private." 2
It is well known that many banks and other private loaning agencies in
the West have outstanding loans with stockmen, and it is conceivable,
particularly under present conditions, that the effect of the provision
in question might easily lodge vast control and influence in these loan-
ing agencies in the administration of the Public Domain.

In conclusion, I desire to reiterate our interest in seeing the Public
Domain brought under conservation management by the Federal Gov-
ernment that will protect public interests, but we believe that the bill
as vitiated in the Senate will prove a grant of public rights to special in-
terests that will arouse national indignation when the effect of the amend-
ments referred to are realized by the public.

Very sincerely yours,
Ovm BUTLER

[13:oF 633:Ts]

The Taylor Grazing Act.
'amendment was first offered by Senator McCarran in the language quoted.

Following criticism by Senator Adams (Cob.) and Senator O'Mahoney (Wyo.)
that it would give opportunity for collusion between borrower and lender to extend
a permit, McCarran offered the amendment in this form: "Except that no renewal
of any such permit shall be denied, if such denial will impair the value of the livestock
unit of the permittee, if such unit is pledged as security for any bona fide loan."
Adopted by the Senate, this was unacceptable to the Administration and a conference
resulted in a rewording of the amendment: ". . . except that no permittee comply-
ing with the rules and regulations laid down by the Secretary of the Interior shall be
denied the renewal of such permit, if such denial will impair the value of the grazing
unit of the permittee, when such unit is pledged as security for any bona fide loan."
This language remained in the act as approved June 28, 1934 (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong.,
2d sess., 78: so, 11151-11156, 11162; 78: 11634, 11745, 11778, 52004; 48 Stat.
5269). The National Grange also urged veto of the bill, for largely the same reasons
as offered by Butler (Fred Brenckman to Roosevelt, June 18, 1934, OF 633).
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264 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, June 15, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Will you,
Secretary Ickes and Administrator Hopkins put this in shape so that we
can do something definite before I go awayall of this provided you
three agree on the use of the money?

[I3:oF 378:CT]

265 [Enclosure] LEWIS W. DOUGLAS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE

BUDGET, TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] June 13, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: You made inquiry of me as to
whether under the language of the Deficiency Bill or any other appro-
priation there would be available to you funds for the purpose of acquir-
ing bird sanctuariesthe Double 0 Ranch in Oregon, an area in
Northern Arkansas, and Lake Matta Muskeet, North Carolina.

The National Industrial Recovery Act authorized an appropriation of
$3,300,000,000 for the relief of unemployment through the performance

of useful public works. Under the provisions of the Act you, by Execu-
tive Order of May 28, 1934, made available $i,000,000 of the $3,300,-
000,000 for the purpose of acquiring bird sanctuaries.

The Deficiency Bill appropriates additional funds to be allocated by
you for further carrying out the purposes of the National Industrial Re-
covery Act. It seems to me, therefore, that if you could make available
$1,000,000 out of the $3,300,000,000 authorized by the National In-
dustrial Recovery Act for the acquisition of bird sanctuaries you may,
with equal propriety, out of the additional funds appropriated by the
Deficiency Bill make available sums for the acquisition of further bird
sanctuaries. It is my understanding that you will do so provided it

creates employment.

[I3:oF 378:CT]

266 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June 19, 1934

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The correspondence relating to the hunt-

ing of bears in Alaska was received on June 7 and the National Park Serv-

ice has been studying the problem.1 I do not wonder that you were
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disturbed by the activities described . . . particularly when there has
been so much agitation regarding the protection of bears in Alaska.

Although I have little patience with unsportsmanlike activities I find
upon second reading of the radiogram that while "over forty were seen"
six were bagged with each of the six hunters "getting a trophy." I note
also that black bears rather than Alaska brown bears were taken although
the latter constituted the next objective.

During the last few years there has been a real drive by conservation-
ists to give better protection to the Alaska Brown Bear. This Depart-
ment has aided this move by enlarging Katmai National Monument by
x ,6o,000 acres and the National Park Service has planned a Procla-
mation doubling the size of Glacier Bay National Monument purposely
to give additional protection to brown bears. Already there is in Alaska
a total of over 6,000,000 acres in parks and monuments under the juris-
diction of the National Park Service where bears are given total protec-
tion. The Alaska Game Commission has afforded brown bears addi-
tional protection of late and has established several refuges for bears.

I am sending the correspondence to the Alaska Game Commission of
the Department of Agriculture so that you may hear direct as to the
legality of the type of hunting indicated by the telegram and as to what
means may be taken to regulate it properly.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[Notation: As] Copy to Wagstaff LB 6/20
[13:oF 378:TS]

'See ante, 251, 257, 258.

267 SENATOR JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY OF WYOMING TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON, June 19, 1934]

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT RE GRAZING BmL: The sugges-
tion that the Taylor Bill as agreed to in conference grants too much
power to the states is untenable. As amended in the Senate the Act
protects the respective jurisdictions of the Federal and State govern-
ments.

Attention is directed to the following provisions in Section i of the
Act which has been criticized by the Forest Service as unduly recognizing
state jurisdiction:

Nothing in this act shall be construed in any way to diminish, restrict or
impair any right which has been heretofore or may be hereafter initiated
under existing law validly affecting the public domain, and which is main-
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tamed pursuant to law except as otherwise expressly provided in this act
nor as limiting or restricting the power or authority of any state

as to matters within its jurisdiction.

The act itself is an express provision for the establishment and adrnin-
istration of grazing districts and no state statute which should attempt
to regulate grazing on the public domain could stand in the face of the
underlined exception. It would be unthinkable, however, that anyone
should argue that any right initiated under a valid existing law should
be cut off.

Nor should any bureau of the Federal government complain that
Congress has declared its belief that "nothing in the act should be con-
strued as limiting or restricting the power or authority of any state as to
matters within its jurisdiction."

Section i6 of the act is only declaratory of the present law. It adds
nothing to the existing authority of the state to maintain police regula-
tions and to legislate for the public health and welfare. The fear that
this section constitutes an invasion of the authority of the Federal gov-
ernment is eliminated by the following provision with which the sec-
tion ends:

Provided, however, that nothing in this section shall be construed as
limiting or restricting the power and authority of the United States.

Another provision added in the Senate to which, I understand, some
objection has been raised by the Forest Service, reads as follows:

Provided further, That nothing in this Act shall be construed or admin-
istered in any way to diminish or impair any right to the possession and
use of water for mining, agriculture, manufacturing, or other purposes
which has heretofore vested or accrued under existing law or which may be
hereafter initiated or acquired and maintained in accordance with law.
So far as consistent with the purposes and provisions of this Act, grazing
privileges recognized and acknowledged shall be adequately safeguarded,
but the creation of a grazing district or the issuance of a permit pursuant to
the provisions of this Act shall not create any right, title, interest, or estate
in or to the lands.

Water is, of course, the prime necessity in the arid land states and the
Federal government has recognized this fact from the very beginning of
Western development (Act of July 26, 1866).2 Even in the Reclama-
tion Act which became a law through the signature of President Theo-
dore Roosevelt, there is a provision substantially similar to the one here
under discussion (U. S. C. Title 43, Section 383).

Indeed, the Federal government has entered into solemn compacts
with the Western states which I am sure no one will contend should be
broken. In the case of Wyoming, for example, the Federal govern-
ment, in admitting the state to the Union accepted, ratified and con-
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firmed the Constitution which had been drafted by the people under ex-
press authorization of the Congress. This Constitution, which is bind-
ing upon the Federal as well as on the State governments contains the
following provision:

The water of all natural streams, springs, lakes or other collections of still
water, within the boundaries of the state, are hereby declared to be the
property of the state.

No one, therefore, may acquire any right to the use of water except in
accordance with State law. No appropriation of water can be made
except by securing a permit from the State. The provision of the graz-
ing act above quoted, therefore, could not possibly create any new right
that the State does not already have, and certainly could not give to any
individual a right not already recognized by State or Federal law.

It is inconceivable to me that there could be any criticism of this pro-
vision of the grazing act, for such a criticism would be based upon a com-
plete misconception of the respective rights of the State and Federal
governments.

A plea for the veto of the act on the ground that it changes the tradi-
tional public land policy of the Federal government and that the lands
should now be conveyed to the states would be understandable and de-
fensible, but a suggestion that the President should veto the act upon the
ground that it does not sufficiently invade the jurisdiction of the states
would be altogether indefensible.3

[298]

JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY
[13:oF 633:TS]

'An approximate and supplied date.
2 The Mineral Lands Act of 866 (i Stat. 251) affirmed existing law and custom

with respect to water rights on the public lands.
8 Senator Key Pittman (Nev.) also wrote to Roosevelt to the same effect on June

19, 1934 (OF 633).

268 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Yale University, New Haven, Connec-
ticut, June 20, 1934

[Excerpt] PRESIDENT ANGELL AND FELLOW ELIS: . . . I go back
a great many years in calling on Yale men for help. One of the most
pleasant surprises this morning was the statement by the Dean of the
School of Forestry that this year's graduates were not present because
they were already at work, and I looked down at Gifford Pinchot and
smiled and he knew what I meant. Twenty years ago, or, more than
that, twenty-two years ago, when I was a youngster in the State Legis-
lature, for some perfectly unknown reason I was made the Chairman of



a CommitteeI think it was because nobody else wanted the Chair-
manship on Forests, Fish and Game. It was a subject about which I
knew very little. I discovered immediately that one of the problems
before us was the denudation of the Adirondacks. Timber had been cut
there without rhyme or reason or thought and many of the upper slopes
were being washed away until only the bare rock appeared. I began to
take an interest and I sent a letter to the Chief Forester of the United
States, asking him to come to Albany to advise me tnd the Legislature,
and Gifford Pinchot came up there and delivered a professorial lecture.
He was one of the first of the brain trusters.1

And the thing that sold it to the layman's mindto the mind of the
average member of the Assembly or the Senatewas not so much what
he said as what he showedphotographs of North China, a region once
covered with magnificent forests, a region which today is a desert. We
passed our legislation and that was the first step towards practical gov-
ernment-supervised forestry so far as I know in the eastern part of the
country. It started me on the conservation road. From that time on,
in company with a great many other graduates of Yale, we have gone
ahead by the slow process of education until today the whole country, I
believe, is thoroughly familiar with the purpose of the great national plan
for the better use of land and water throughout our continental limits.2

[SPEECH FILE: T]

'Cf. ante, 12.
2 The text followed in this excerpt is that of the stenographic transcript. The

speech was delivered at a luncheon following commencement exercises at Yale Uni-
versity, at which Roosevelt received an honorary degree of doctor of laws. He spoke
extemporaneously but the New York Times commented (June 21, 1934, p. i) that
"his talk obviously resulted from careful preparation." The speech as a whole (of
which about a fourth is here printed) was a defense of the Government's use of
trained people irrespective of party.

269 ATTORNEY GENERAL HOMER S. CUMMINGS TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 25, 1934

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Pursuant to your request, I have reviewed
the so-called Taylor Grazing Bill, Enrolled Bill H. R. 6462, which origi-
nated in the House of Representatives, passed that body by a large
majority, and passed the Senate without objection, I am informed.

It is long and complicated and I shall not trouble you with detail of
its extensive provisions. 1 may say at once that but one constitutional
question appears and that is to be found in Section II, which deals with
grazing districts on Indian lands. The case of Ash Sheep Company v.
United States, 252 U. S. 159, holds that the title of the United States
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to these Indian lands is that of trustee and that the beneficial owners are
entitled to the proceeds or usufruct thereof. This question, however, is
not serious in this instance, and even if it should be held unconstitutional,
which I am not prepared to admit or assert, other provisions or sections
would not thereby be affected.

In my opinion, therefore, any refusal by you to sign the Bill may not
be on the ground of unconstitutionality. In general, it authorizes the
Secretary of the Interior, in his discretion, by order "to establish grazing
districts or additions thereto and/or to modify the boundaries thereof,
not exceeding in the aggregate an area of 8o,000,000 acres of vacant,
unappropriated and unreserved lands from any part of the public do-
main of the United States (exclusive of Alaska), which are not in national
forests, national parks and monuments, Indian reservations, revested
Oregon and California railroad grant lands or revested Coos Bay Wagon
Road grant lands, and which, in his opinion, are chiefly valuable for
grazing and raising forage crops," with a provision that "nothing in this
Act shall be construed in any way to diminish, restrict or impair any
right which has been heretofore or may be hereafter initiated under
existing law validly affecting the public lands, etc."

I am informed that ii of our Western states will be beneficially affected
by the Act, and some of them materially so. A delegation of their sena-
tors and representatives called on me for the purpose of giving this
assurance and pointing out that, while for a long term of years their states
and section had insisted that these public lands be ceded by the Govern-
ment to the several states, they are now satisfied, with practical unani-
mity, to accept the provisions of this Act instead, which, in their view,
inaugurates a sound policy of conservation and development. Their
views appeal to me as substantially justified and I recommend them to
your favorable consideration.

On the other hand, the objection may be made that the Act is tanta-
mount to a virtual cession of these lands to the several states in which
they are located. This, however, I find to be not only an overstatement,
but essentially inaccurate. It is true that states' rights, in respect of the
police power, public health and public welfare in and over the area, are
fully preserved, as are personal privileges, such as hunting and fishing;
but, aside from important exclusions in the area itself, it is equally true
that the power and authority of the United States are preserved and are,
in fact, to be exercised under the provisions of the Act.

Differences of opinion have also been submitted to me by the Interior
Department, to which administration of the Act is largely committed,
and the Department of Agriculture, the latter contending that conserva-
tion is not the purpose of the Act, that regulation of grazing is only a
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temporary measure, that the lands are not to be held permanently for
that purpose, and that their ultimate disposal by the Government is the
main purpose for which they are being held. The Department of
Agriculture also raises objections to various administrative features.

On the other hand, the Interior Department is equally confident of
the wholesome, public purpose to be served and of the workable ad-
ministrative provisions of the Act, which the Secretary of the In-
terior insists present no such difficulties as the Department of Agri-
culture anticipates. I have carefully considered these conflicting views
and have reached the conclusion that the objections raised by the De-
partment of Agriculture are not such as to render the Act invalid.

Enclosed herewith for your convenience is a synopsis of the salient
provisions of the Act and of the objections raised thereto. There
should be added the statement that such lands as may be set aside
for grazing purposes will be withdrawn "from all forms of entry or
settlement," but without disturbing the right to hunt or fish or to
exercise other existing privileges, and that the area withdrawn is less
than one-half of the public domain. My consideration of the Act
itself and of the views submitted in reference to it lead me to the con-
clusion that your approval should not be withheld.

Respectfully,
HOMER CUMMINGS

[Notation: AS] H. D. M.'

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

Not identified. Every effort has been made to identify initials (other than typists'
initials) but it has not always been possible to do so. Hereinafter, in such cases,
no editorial comment will be made.

270 [Enclosure]
June 22, 1934

Synopsis of the Salient Provisions of the Grazing Act

Section i. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to establish
grazing districts on an aggregate area of 8o million acres of vacant, un-
appropriated, and unreserved public lands. This section provides that
the Act shall not diminish, restrict, or impair any right initiated under
existing law affecting public lands and shall not limit, restrict, or im-
pair the authority of any State as to matters within its jurisdiction.

Section 2. The Secretary of the Interior is directed to make provision
for the protection, administration, regulation, and improvement of graz-
ing districts. He is also authorized to make rules and regulations to
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establish service, to enter into agreements to accomplish the purposes
of the Act and to regulate occupancy and use, preserve from destruc-
tion and unnecessary injury, and provide for the orderly use, improve-
ment, and development of the range. He is also authorized to continue
the study of erosion and flood control. Any violation of the act or regu-
lations is punishable by a fine of not more than $500.

Section 3. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to issue grazing
permits to such bona fide settlers, residents, and other stock owners as
under his rules are entitled but only to citizens of the United States or
those who have declared their intention of becoming such. Preference
is to be given those near the grazing district but renewal of permits can
not be denied if such denial will impair grazing units which have been
pledged as security for loans. The permits are to run for not more than
ten years and renewal is in the discretion of the Secretary. The Sec-
retary may specify the numbers of stock and seasons of use. In case
of severe drought or period of epidemic, the Secretary is authorized to
reduce or refund in whole or in part grazing fees. Grazing permits
shall create no right, title, interest, or estate in lands.

Section 4. Fences, wells, reservoirs, and other improvements may
be constructed by the authority of the Secretary. Permittees are re-
quired to comply with State laws as to cost and maintenance of partition
fences.

Section 5. The Secretary may permit free grazing of stock kept for
domestic purposes.

Section 6. This Act shall not affect rights of way for all local purposes
or mining rights under existing laws.

Section 7. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized in his discre-
tion to classify lands suitable for agricultural purposes but entry may not
be made until lands are classified by the Secretary. It is provided that
upon the application of any person qualified to make homestead entry
the Secretary shall cause agricultural lands to be classified.

Section 8. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept land
as a gift on behalf of the United States. When the public interests will
be benefited, he is authorized to exchange private land for other land
within the grazing districts. He may also make an exchange with a
State but no State shall receive land outside of its borders.

Section g. The Secretary may make rules and regulations for local
hearings on appeals from decisions from administration officers similar
to those provided for the Land Office.

Section i o. Twenty-five percent of the monies received are made avail-
able when appropriated by Congress for expenditure by the Secretary on
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range improvements. Fifty percent of the said monies are to be paid
to the State in which the grazing district is located to be expended as
the State legislature may prescribe for the benefit of counties in which
the grazing district is located.

Section i x. Twenty-five percent of the money received from grazing
districts located on Indian lands ceded to the United States when appro-
priated by Congress are made available for expenditure by the Secretary
for range improvements. Twenty-five percent of the said monies are to
be paid to the State to be expended by the legislature on public schools
and roads in counties where the grazing district is located. Fifty per-
cent of the monies received are to be deposited to the credit of the In-
dians The applicable public land laws are to continue in force as to
the ceded Indian lands but entry may be made thereon only in the dis-
cretion of the Secretary.

Section i 2. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate
with other departments where the same stock grazes part time in National
Forests or other reservations.

Section i
. The President is authorized to place in National Forests

land lying within watersheds and to place under the Interior Department
National Forest lands applicable for grazing. Lands so placed in Na-
tional Forests shall be subject to National Forest laws. Lands placed
under the Interior Department shall be subject to public land laws.

Section i 4. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to sell isolated
or disconnected tracts of public lands not to exceed 760 acres by auction.
He may also, in his discretion, sell tracts not exceeding i 6o acres moun-
tainous land unfit for cultivation whether or not isolated to any person
who owns adjacent land.

Section i . The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to lease isolated
tracts of 640 or more acres to contiguous landowners for grazing pur-
poses.

Section i6. This section provides that nothing in the Act shall restrict
States from enforcing any statutes enacted for police regulation and that
all State laws regarding public health and public welfare shall remain
in force. The section further provides that nothing in the Act shall be
construed as limiting or restricting the power of the United States.

Congressman Taylor, of Colorado, desires that attention be called to
his statement on "the orderly use and preservation of the public range"
before the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, which ap-
pears in the Appendix to the Congressional Record of June i6, 1934,
pages 12,393-12,398.

{ 13 BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS: T]
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27 I ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR FRANK F. M.ERRIAM, Sacramento,
California

WASHINGTON, June 26, 1934

DEAR GOVERNOR MERRIAM: I have your telegram of June 13 1

urging favorable consideration of the Central Valley water project by
the Federal Government through the Public Works Administration.2

I appreciate the urgent need for protection and development of the
water resources in this region. At the same time, you will on your part
understand the tremendous demands now being made on the Public
Works fund which has just been appropriated by Congress. The state
of that fund and the great mass of pending applications are such that we
would not be justified, certainly at this time, in allocating over $150,-
000,000 to a single project. This decision does not in any way imply
a judgment on the merits of the project, but is simply a position which,
in fairness to the many other applicants, we are reluctantly forced to
assume.

It may be that the Federal Government will be able, at some future
time, to undertake the financing of the Central Valley project, but
naturally I cannot give you any assurance to that effect.

Very sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 4O2:CT]

402.
2 The Central Valley project was designed to control the flow of the San Joaquin

and Sacramento rivers and to redistribute their waters and those of their tributaries.

272 THE SECRETARIES OF AGRICULTURE, INTERIOR AND LABOR,
AND THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATOR, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June 26, 1934

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The informal cabinet committee consist-
ing of Secretary Ickes, Secretary Wallace, Secretary Perkins and Admin-
istrator Hopkins appointed to prepare a preliminary report on the land
and water program met twice and prepared this.

When they met on June 26th, they had before them the proposed
Executive Order for a National Resources Board. It was the belief of
the committee that the appointment of such a board with the powers
indicated at this time would be unfortunate from a number of points of
view. Politically such a board would be open to very heavy fire; execu-
tively it would find itself in a very difficult situation. It would be in the
position of making plans of the most far reaching importance without the
responsibility for carrying out these plans.
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Every member of this committee which is now reporting has the very
highest regard for the members of the National Planning Board and be-
lieves that this board has done an extraordinarily good job during the
past year and that it could be extremely useful for coordinating and
planning purposes.

This committee is prepared to submit to you an alternative plan which
we believe is sound. We ask for an immediate conference for this pur-
pose. We do not believe that the proposed Executive Order should be
signed.'

Respectfully,
HENRY WALLACE
HAROLD ICKES
FRANCES PERKINS
HARRY HOPKINS

Signed by FP with authorization of others.

[13:OF 1092:1'S]

The committee met with Roosevelt at the White House the next day.

273 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, AND HARRY
L. HOPKINS, FEDERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATOR, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 26, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In reply to your recent memorandum request-
ing that something definite be done in regard to the Wild Life Pro-
gram,' we wish to submit the following information.

On executive order, you allotted $i,000,000 for the purchase of
land for this purpose, and these moneys are now being expended. In
addition, by agreement today, we have made the following arrange-
ment: To allot $i,00,000 for the acquisition of land for migratory
water fowl projects approved by the Bureau of Biological Survey, De-
partment of Agriculture, from the $25,000,000 submarginal land
fund of the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation. Also, we have defi-
nitely allotted $3,550,000 for the acquisition of land in the drought
and Mississippi Flyway area to be used for wild life refuges on proj-
ects approved by the Bureau of Biological Survey, Department of
Agriculture, from moneys appropriated in the Deficiency Act (H. R.
9830, 73rd Congress, Second Session). It has been further agreed
that this last sum shall be taken from that portion of the proposed $50,-
000,000 for emergency acquisition of submarginal lands which has
already been designated for acquisitions.

It has been further agreed that the Federal Emergency Relief Ad-
ministration will furnish suitable labor and materials for the improve-
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ment of migratory water fowl areas. It is definitely understood that
these areas will be designated to the State Administrators of Relief
as preferred work-projects and that grants will be made lo them for
labor and materials.

To accomplish the full purposes of the Wild Life Program, it will
be necessary to obtain a Public Works Administration allotment for
the larger restorations, improvements, and developments of all of the
lands purchased. A project has been presented to the Public Works
Administration, and we hope that it will meet with your approval.

We are now agreed and it is definitely understood that the entire
Wild Life Program will include purchases amounting to $6,050,000,
and a Federal Emergency Relief Administration program amount-
ing to several miffion dollars.

Yours very truly,
H. A. WALLACE
HARRY L. HOPKINS

[13:OF 378:Ts]

1 Ante, 264.

274 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June 26, 1934

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: By reference of Col. M. H. McIntyre,
under date of June i8, I am in receipt of enrolled bill, H. R. 6462,

entitled' 'An Act to stop injury to the public grazing lands by preventing
overgrazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their orderly use, im-
provement, and development, to stabilize the livestock industry depend-
ent upon the public range, and for other purposes," with request to be
advised as to whether there is any objection to its approval.

The passage of this legislation marks the culmination of years of effort
to secure authority from Congress to regulate grazing on the public do-
main in the interests of national conservation and the livestock industry.
Exhaustive hearings were had on this measure before Congressional Com-
mittees and, as passed, it represents what is probably the most liberal
grazing measure securable at this time.

It should be observed that this bill first passed Congress on the thir-
teenth of June. Subsequently, after conferring with the Secretary of
Agriculture, it was decided that certain undesirable amendments had
been added in the Senate. Thereafter the bill was recalled by Congress
at the request of this Department and on June i6 the objectionable
matter was removed and the bill repassed.
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This measure, as finally passed by the Congress, has been most care-
fully considered and, all things considered, I recommend that it be
given your approval.1

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[Notation: A] Approved 6-28-33

[13: BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS: TS]

1 Ickes had earlier attempted to interest Roosevelt in coupling the passage of the
Taylor bill with the transfer of the Forest Service to the Interior Department.
Writing to him on June 2, 1934 (OF 6), he said:

"Members of the Senate also tell me that that body could pass an amendment to
the Taylor Grazing Bill transferring the forests here. There is some doubt whether
this could be done in the House but there is a respectable body of opinion to the
affirmative. My considered judgment is that in the end you will be able to effect
with less disturbance the mutual transfers as between this Department and that of
Agriculture if Forests are transferred now and it might save the Grazing Bill."

A Senate subcommittee print of the bill, dated May i6, 1934 (OF 633), carried
amendments proposed by Senator Ashurst (Ariz.), providing for the transfer of the
Forest Service to the Interior Department. See below.

275 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 27, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I recommend that you withhold approval of
H. R. 6462, commonly known as the Taylor grazing bill. My rea-
soas for doing so are set forth in the accompanying memorandum
signed by Chief Forester F. A. Silcox, with which I am in general
accord.

The original draft of H. R. 6462, as approved by the Departments
of the Interior and Agriculture was unmistakably a conservation meas-
ure giving the executive department adequate authority to stop in-
jury to the 173 million acres of unreserved Federal range lands by
providing for their improvement and for their regulated use under
Federal control and on terms fair to the stockmen. As finally amend-
ed by the Senate and conferees it is now so contradictory in its terms
as to make its actual import uncertain. The construction placed upon
it by the Solicitor of this Department is that it would confer upon the
present users of the range substantial rights to the use of Government
range lands, which rights the Secretary of the Interior could neither
diminish, restrict, nor impair, regardless of public necessity. I am also
advised that the measure in its present form would nullify the rules
and regulations of the Government regulating the use of Government
land in a grazing district if in conflict with any statute enacted for
police regulation or any law "that may hereafter be enacted as regards
public health or public welfare." The conferees' amendment did not
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remedy this defect. The abrogation of Federal authority still goes
as far as the powers of Congress permit under the Constitution.

I regret that I cannot advise you to sign this measure hoping that
its defects may be corrected by another Congress. This would be
dangerous in the extreme. Rights once vested by its approval would
be beyond recall. Nor is it reasonable to expect that those who in-
sisted against the Federal Government being empowered to control
its own lands would withdraw from this position if still further en-
trenched in that position by a law to which you have given approval.
Approval is doubly difficult because the ambiguity of the measure makes
it impossible to say with reasonable approximation just what such ap-
proval actually authorizes until it has been passed upon by the Supreme
Court. An empire of i' million acres should not be disposed of
in language of doubtful meaning. It should be conserved by a law
expressed in direct, specific, and unequivocal terms. This is not a
measure of that kind.

I have explored this measure thoroughly with the Secretary of the
Interior both as to its legal and administrative effect. The net result
of our several conferences has been that the legal staffs of the two
Departments place entirely different constructions on the Act, and
Secretary Ickes has asked the Attorney General for his opinion. This
fact in itself is evidence of the measure's obscurity and danger. It is
certain that the Western group who conceived the measure will, if it
is approved, contend that it means exactly what the Solicitor of the
Department of Agriculture believes it means, i. e., that it gives the
stockmen grazing rights under State jurisdiction exactly as they have
always planned.

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

276 [Enclosure] FERDINAND A. SILcox, FORESTER, FOREST SERVICE,
TO HENRY A. WALLACE

WASHINGTON, June 21, 1934

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I recommend that you request the President
to withhold his approval of House Bill 6462, commonly known as "The
Taylor Grazing Bill," for the following reasons:

i. It is not now a conservation measure as originally designed. In-
stead it is a distribution measure, with the policy of ultimate distribution
openly stated in the first sentence in the words "pending its final disposal."
As approved by the Department in its original form it was a conservation
measure in that it gave the Secretary of the Interior authority to place
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in grazing districts any unreserved Government grazing lands, together
with authority to regulate and control their use.

The bill grants permanent and inalienable rights to the present
users of the range, conferring upon them substantial property rights
which the Secretary of the Interior could neither diminish, restrict, nor
impair, irrespective of public necessity. In its original form, as approved
by the Department, the lands were not burdened by any such servitude,
although the Secretary was given wide discretion in his authority to dis-
tribute range privileges upon such an equitable basis as in his judgment
would be in the public interest.

The measure, instead of asserting Federal control, actually abdi-
cates Federal control over these lands in favor of the States so far as such
abdication is within the constitutional powers of Congress. The original
McCarran amendment grants full jurisdiction to the State laws and
correspondingly limits the authority of the Secretary. The amendment
to this section merely expresses the constitutional limitation which Con-
gress could not exceed.' This is made clear in the formal opinion of the
Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture submitted to you June 14,
'934.

To avoid the inexorable and cancerous-like growth and establish-
ment of a great interior desert our semiarid lands must be placed under
strong, farsighted control, full rather than limited, and directed to objec-
tives more far-reaching both in time and influence than the mere liquida-
tion of existing temporary values, such as govern individual use. This
measure limits even its phantom Federal control to 8o million acres,
thereby definitely dedicating the remaining 93 million acres of open
public lands to the avowed policy of "ultimate disposal."

This proposed "ultimate disposal" would be tremendously speeded
up by this measure through the instrumentality of Section 14, which
would amend the present isolated tract law which now empowers the
Secretary of the Interior to sell not to exceed 320 acres of isolated land
at a price of not less than $1.25 an acre, with a minimum of $2.50 an acre
for lands lying within the primary limits of railroad grants. This measure
raises the limit to 760 acres, abrogates the existing minimum price, and
provides for sale at auction at not less than the appraised value. It also
provides that the owner of contiguous land shall have a preference right
to buy the offered land at the highest price bid, and in no case shall be
required to pay in excess of three times the appraised price. Although
such sales are not made mandatory but merely "lawful" and when, in the
judgment of the Secretary, "it would be proper," it is certain that the
Department would be under constant and insistent pressure from the
owners of great railroad land grants to enable them to block up their
checkerboard holdings by acquiring the intervening even-numbered sec-
tions. It would be futile for a prospective settler or homesteader to
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attempt to acquire lands within the limits of such a grant if desired by
the railroad company, which, as the owner of "contiguous land," would
have a preference right to demand title to the land upon offering to pay
the same price the settler had offered, with the special protection of being
assured that the railroad company, regardless of the price bid, need not
pay in excess of three times the appraised value. The general and
liberal application of the provisions of this section would not be out of
which the Secretary of the Interior could neither diminish, restrict, nor
could the Department be justly criticized for doing what Congress has
declared to be "lawful." This section was not in the bill when it went to
the Senate Public Lands Committee and so far as I know was not sub-
mitted to either Department. Its provisions would be much safer if the
special consideration to the owner of contiguous land was left discre-
tionary with the Secretary instead of being made mandatory.

The purposes of the bill in its original form and in which it received
the approval of the Department of Agriculture was to stop injury to the
range and restore its productivity, regulated use, and necessary improve-
ments. From a financial standpoint this has been largely lost sight of
in order to make it a vehicle for obtaining local revenue from the Federal
Treasury. The measure provides that 50% of the gross receipts shall
at the end of each fiscal year be paid over to the counties within which
the district is located. This is a departure from the long-established
rule of the payment of 25%, applicable to the National Forests, and is
certain to result in drives to transfer lands from National Forests to
grazing districts, not only for the purpose of doubling the local receipts,
but in addition to securing property rights in their range and freedom
from control under lax State laws.

It is needless for me to elaborate on the undesirability of Section i6
either in its original form or as amended by the conferees. From a legal
standpoint this is covered thoroughly in the Solicitor's opinion. I do,
however, wish to emphasize the danger of this amendment from an
administrative and conservation standpoint. It would establish a prece-
dent leading to the ultimate disintegration of all our conservation policies
and measures which, in order to be effective, have necessarily been made
nation-wide so far as possible, with the authority of the Federal Govern-
ment dominant not only as to National Forests but also as to Federal
water powers and mineral oils and fertilizers. In short, this measure
would tend to undermine what is now a reasonably substantial structure
of publicly owned natural resources.

The measure is objectionable as a whole because it abdicates Fed-
eral control and would perpetuate the existing deplorable conditions.
From the date of its admission into the Union each State has had author-
ity to regulate the use of public lands for grazing purposes, in the absence
of the enactment of any regulatory law by the Federal Government.
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Had the States exercised that authority fairly, effectively and intelligently,
it would have been unnecessary for Congress to consider the passage of
a measure to place the lands under Federal control. The past lack of
administration has resulted in the permanent injury of millions of acres
of the lands under consideration and has reduced their carrying capacity
by at least two-thirds. Already a great interior desert is in the making;
the warning has been written in the heavens; the pall of dust has been
carried by the winds clear across the continent as though it were Nature's
signal to the nation that something is happening to its lands. The ap-
proval of this bill would sanction and authorize the continuance of that
"something" and assure the ultimate creation of a new Arabia in the
United States.

9. The President in his message to Congress on June 8 stated that the
extent and usefulness of our great natural inheritance of land and water
depends on our mastery of it. Such mastery will, at best, be difficult;
will present a tremendous problem of regeneration or reclamation, of
adjusting diverse and conflicting interests. If the Taylor bill becomes
a law, these difficulties will be multiplied in their relation to the western
States. New equities will legally be established, new State powers cre-
ated, new obstacles will arise to defeat or retard the program which the
President is to propose. May I suggest that nothing will be lost, but
much may be gained, if the proposed change in the status of the public
lands is deferred until the program the President has in contemplation
has assumed definite form and the consequences of legislative action such
as that embodied in the Taylor bill can be determined with greater
certainty and assurance than is at this stage possible.

io. The suggestion has been made that if this bill is approved the
objectionable features may be promptly corrected when Congress re-
convenes in January. Approval upon such basis would be dangerous
in the extreme. This is evidenced by past experience, particularly in
the Oregon land grant case. The Act of July 13, 1926 Stat. 951),
was signed with the understanding that it would be promptly amend-
ed when Congress reconvened. The promise has never been kept.
Furthermore, in this particular case, it is unreasonable to believe that
Senator McCarran, who insisted upon its amendment, supported by
other Members, would be less insistent if once entrenched in his posi-
tion by an actual law having the President's approval.

i i. This is not a measure that can be accepted temporarily in un-
suitable form which Congress may remedy at some future time. On
the contrary, once the Federal Government waives its jurisdiction over
the control of its land property in favor of "all laws heretofore en-
acted by the respective States or any thereof, or that may hereafter be
enacted as regards public health or public welfare" no part of the juris-
diction thus waived could ever be recovered without a bitterly fought
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contest. Furthermore, should this measure be approved and the Su-
preme Court hold as the Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture
contends, that it gives to the stockmen who are using public range
lands in grazing districts rights which the Secretary of the Interior
can neither restrict, diminish, nor impair, such rights will then have
vested and will be beyond the power of Congress to recall. Once
vested in either individual or corporate ownership such rights become
private property which, under our Constitution, can be taken for pub-
lic purposes only by purchase or condemnation and upon payment of
adequate compensation. Even though the powers now withheld from
the Secretary might later be granted by Congress this grant would not
be retroactive as to rights already vested.

12. No matter what may be the outcome of the Attorney General's
study in this measure, its rejection by the President is necessary be-
cause of its contradictory terms which, at the best, make its actual im-
port uncertain. The very fact that the legal staff of two great De-
partments place upon it totally different and contradictory construc-
tions is of itself incontestably proof of the ambiguity of its terms. The
President should not be asked or expected to approve in ambiguous
terms that which he would disapprove if stated openly. This meas-
ure, as introduced in Congress and as approved by the President in
his letter to the Chairman of the Public Lands Committee,2 provided
for the conservation of the remaining public domain range lands by
the Secretary of the Interior and vested him with full authority to that
end. Intimations that the measure would not receive Executive ap-
proval unless Senate amendments granting inalienable rights to pre-
sent users of the range and perpetuating State control over the na-
tion's range lands were stricken from the bill resulted in its eleventh
hour recall and the appointment of conferees. It is understood that
Senator McCarran contended that his amendment (Section i 6) must
stay in the Act or there would be no law. The result was minor changes
of wording acceptable to the proponents of the two objectionable
points. Only by a very strained and technical interpretation can it
be contended that the objections have been met. Having received
a friendly warning on these two points, which could easily have been
covered by clear and unequivocal language had their proponents been
willing to do so, the trifling changes which were made indicate a pur-
pose to yield only so far as may be done in form without actually
jeopardizing victory in court. Even though the court might possibly
give the construction desired by the President, it would be dangerous
for him to approve it since it is also possibleindeed probablethat it
would be given a contrary construction, in which event instead of ap-
proving a measure giving the Secretary of the Interior authority to
regulate and preserve the range for the general good, he would in
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fact have unwittingly given approval to a measure sanctioning State
control of Federal range lands for the benefit of the present users and
giving them substantially perpetual rights which the Secretary of the
Interior could neither diminish, restrict nor impair. An empire of
173,000,000 acres should not be finally dealt with in such dubious
and doubtful terms. Its future disposition should be protected by
language direct, specific, and unequivocal.

Sincerely yours,
F. A. SILCOX

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

The original McCarran amendment read: "Nothing in this act shall be construed
as restricting the respective States from enforcing any and all statutes enacted for
police regulation, nor shall the police power of the respective States be, by this bill,
impaired or restricted, and all laws heretofore enacted by the respective States or
any thereof, or that may hereafter be enacted as regards public health or public
welfare, shall at all times be in full force and effect" (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 2d sess.,
78: io, II 162). This proving inacceptable to the House, the conference committee
proposed and the Senate and House accepted the following proviso: "Provided how-
ever, That nothing in this section shall be construed as limiting or constricting the
power and authority of the United States" (ibid., 78:11, 12004).

'Ante, 238.

277 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON SIGNING THE TAYLOR GRAZING

ACT
WASHINGTON [June 28, 1934]

Statement in re Enrolled Bill 6462

The passage of this act marks the culmination of years of effort to
obtain from Congress express authority for Federal regulation of grazing
on the public domain in the interests of National conservation and of the
livestock industry.

It authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to provide for the protection,
orderly use, and regulation of the public ranges, and to create grazing
districts with an aggregate area of not more than 8o million acres. It
confers broad powers on the Secretary of the Interior to do all things
necessary for the preservation of these ranges, including, amongst other
powers, the right to specify from time to time the number of livestock
which may graze within such districts and the seasons when they shall be
permitted to do so. The authority to exercise these powers is carefully
safeguarded against impairment by State or local action. Creation of
a grazing district by the Secretary of the Interior and promulgation of
rules and regulations respecting it will supersede State regulation of graz-
ing on that part of the public domain included within such district.

Water development, soil erosion work, and the general improvement
of such lands are provided for in the act.
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Local residents, settlers and owners of land and water who have been
using the public range in the past are given a preference by the terms of
the act to the use of lands within such districts when placed under Federal
regulation so long as they comply with the rules and regulations of the
Secretary of the Interior. The act permits private persons owning lands
within a district to make exchanges for Federally owned land outside a
grazing district if and when the Secretary of the Interior finds it to be
in the best public interests.

The Federal Government, by enacting this law, has taken a great
forward step in the interests of conservation, which will prove of benefit
not only to those engaged in the livestock industry but also to the Nation
as a whole.1

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

1An attached memorandum, Ickes to Roosevelt, undated, reads, "This is a retype
of a copy approved by Homer Cummings and myself." The statement here printed
was issued as a press release on June 28, 1934. For the administration of the act,
see the Annual Reports of the Secretary of the Interior.

278 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR JAMES P. POPE OF IDAHO

[WASHINGTON, June 29, 1934] 1

M DEAR SENATOR: I have received your letter of June 7 bringing
to my attention the need of making a survey of the water resources of the
entire West.2 The suggestions contained in your letter are appreciated
and will be helpful to me in working out the water conservation program
which is now under consideration.

You are probably aware of the reports that have been made by the
Chief of Engineers, United States Army, under the provisions of House
Document No. 308, 69th Congress, outlining a general plan for the
improvement of the rivers of the United States for the purposes of navi-
gation, water power, control of floods, and the needs for irrigation. In
addition to these reports the Secretary of the Interior is making surveys
and investigations, and will soon be ready to submit a report on a compre-
hensive scheme of control, improvement, and utilization of the water of
the Colorado River and its tributaries. The need of a comprehensive
water policy was brought to the attention of the Congress in my message
laid before the Senate on June 4. As stated therein, the message and
accompanying documents should be regarded as a preliminary study
and, between now and the assembling of the next Congress, the ques-
tions would be given further consideration, which is in accord with your
suggestions.

I fully appreciate the necessity of taking prompt steps to relieve the
acute water shortage which exists not only in Idaho but throughout much
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of the central and western sections of the country. I am advised by the
Secretary of the Interior that investigations are still in progress to locate
a reservoir site on the North Fork of the Snake River in Idaho; and that
the question of the Salmon River diversion is to receive further con-
sideration with a view to determining definitely the feasibility of this
project, with a more careful estimate of its cost, and the quantity of water
that can be diverted into the Snake River Valley.3

Assuring you that these important problems will continue to receive my
closest attention, I remain,

Very sincerely yours,

[Notation:A] Filed June 29, 1934

[I3:0F 4o2:CT]

In the absence of a date, the filing date has been used.
'Senator Pope said that the irrigation-based economic life of the West was being

threatened by a new problem: a changing climate, denudation of watersheds by the
cutting of forests and grazing, and the breaking down of natural water storage by soil
erosion. He believed that a survey of water resources would guarantee the coordi-
nation of future irrigation projects (OF 402).

'Drafted by the Interior Department.

279 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR ALF M. LANDON, Topeka, Kansas

WASHINGTON, June 30, 1934
DEAR GOVERNOR LANDON: Since you wrote me your good letter

of June 2 concerning the planning of watersheds in Kansas and ad-
joining states,1 I have sent two brief messages to the Congress on this
subject.2 You have doubtless seen them but I am enclosing copies in
case you have not.

In the message of June 7th I stated that "when the next Congress
convenes I hope to be able to present to it a carefully considered na-
tional plan, covering the development and the human use of our natural
resources of land and water over a longer period of years." In the
preparation of that program we will need the active cooperation and
special views of the Governors and state planning boards of the several
states.

I understand that the National Planning Board of the Public Works
Administration is already assisting the state planning boards through
assignment of consultants and has also set up Planning Districts and
District Chairmen for the handling of planning efforts by groups of
states having common problems. If the new work on water resource
planning later requires additional help to these state agencies it can,
presumably, be provided in the same way. Through the Public Works
Administration a Mississippi Valley Committee has also been at work
on the kind of problem you have in mind.

[3,5'
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By all this you will see that I greatly appreciate your suggestions and
hope to arrange for the greatest possible cooperation between the Fed-
eral and State authorities.

Very sincerely,
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 114:CT]

Outlining a program of water conservation and flood control for the Kansas and
Arkansas watersheds (OF s i 4).

'June 4 and 8, 1934, ante, 254, 259.
'June 8 is meant.

280 ATTORNEY GENERAL HOMER S. CUMMINGS TO RoOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 30, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am herewith transmitting direct to you,
in order to secure the necessary expedition of the matter, a revised
draft of a proposed Executive Order submitted to me by the Secretary
of the Interior this date.

The proposed Executive Order creates the Quetico-Superior Com-
mittee, the function of which is to consult and advise the various Fed-
eral Departments and agencies and the State of Minnesota in the furth-
erance of the program of the Quetico-Superior Council for the estab-
lishment of a wilderness sanctuary in the Rainy Lake and Pigeon River
Water-Sheds. This program has been endorsed by numerous organi-
zations interested in the preservation of wild life and the conservation
of the few remaining tracts of wilderness in the United States.

The issuance of the proposed order is not authorized under any spe-
cific statute, but it is believed that you are authorized to issue the pro-
posed order under your broad general powers as Chief Executive. In
any event the issuance of the proposed order is not prohibited in any
way, and it would seem to be clearly in the public interest. It is also
consonant with the policy of the Government, as exemplified in various
acts of Congress, to conserve the natural resources of the country and
to preserve its natural beauties.

The draft of the order submitted by the Secretary of the Interior has
been revised only as to form, and the revised draft has my approval as
to form and legality.1

Respectfully,
HOMER CUMMINGS

[13:OF 1119:TS]
1 Issued as Executive Order 6783 on June 30, 1934. Appointed to the com-

mittee were E. C. Oberholtzer, chairman, S. T. Tyng, C. S. Kelly, Robert Marshall
(for the Interior Department), and E. W. Tinker (for the Agriculture Depart-
ment). The Quetico-Superior area is comprised of the Quetico Provincial Park,
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established by Canada in Igog, and the Superior National Forest. Conservation-
ists interested themselves in the unique wilderness character of the region and in
1930 the Shipstead-Nolan Act placed restrictions on logging operations within it,
In 1933 Minnesota made this act applicable to its lands within the area.

281 WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT ON THE CREATION OF THE NATIONAL

RESOURCES BOARD, July 3, 1934

In order to grapple on a national scale with the problem of the millions
of farm families now attempting unsuccessfully to wrest a living from
worn-out, eroded lands, the President today issued an Executive Order
creating the National Resources Board.' The Board will study and
plan for the better utilization of the land, water, and other national
resources of the country.

The personnel of the Board includes the Secretary of the Interior,
chairman; the Secretary of War, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secre-
tary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor, the Federal Emergency Relief
Administrator, Mr. Frederic A. Delano, Mr. Charles E. Merriam,2 and
Mr. Wesley C. Mitchell.' The last three named also constitute an Ad-
visory Committee, of which Mr. Delano is chairman. The order at the
same time abolished the National Planning Board, transferring its per-
sonnel, duties and records to the new organization. The relationships
with State planning agencies heretofore established by the National
Planning Board will be continued and developed by the new National
Resources Board. The order provided for a Technical Committee as
well, with no fixed personnel or tenure.

The Board will prepare a program and plan of procedure to be sub-
mitted to the President dealing with all aspects of the problem of devel-
opment and use of land, water and other national resources, in their
physical, social, governmental and economic aspects.

A report on land and water use is called for in the order, to be sub-
mitted before December i, 1934. The program and plan will include
coordination of projects of Federal, State and local governments, defin-
ing the division of responsibility and costs among the various govern-
mental authorities.

The new Board which will coordinate the diverse efforts of several
government agencies in attacking the problems, supersedes the Commit-
tee on National Land Problems, which is abolished by today's order.

As an example of the major problems facing the new Board, there
is the imperative need of saving those lands of the country now being
rapidly turned into virtual deserts through wind and water erosion, and
the relocation of those who are trying to wrest a living from this rapidly
deteriorating land. Such lands include the flat prairie lands of the west
where drought and wind combine to carry away the remaining fertile
top-soil, and hill land where, after land has been cleared, rain has washed
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the formerly fertile hillsides clean of productive soil, with consequent
gullying and virtual ruin of the land for productive purposes. Such
lands can be saved by returning them to forest, or utilizing them for
grazing rather than attempting to raise clean-tilled crops, which induce
rapid erosion.

Coupled with this problem, of course, is that of relocating those
farmers and their families on better land, where their efforts will bring
them a better living and more certain economic security.

The program will be prepared with more in mind than better land
utilization. It will give consideration to the better balancing of agri
cultural production and the solution of human problems in land use.
It will aim to point the way to correction of the misuse of land and water
resources, thereby improving the standards of living of millions of im-
poverished families.

Many agencies of the Federal government will cooperate in this broad
program, including the following:

Interior Department: National Park Service, Office of Indian Affairs,
the General Land Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Geological
Survey, the Subsistence Homesteads Division, and the Soil Erosion
Service.

Department of Agriculture: Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the
Forest Service, the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, the Farm
Credit Administration, the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils, the Biological
Survey, the Bureau of Agricultural Engineering, and the Extension
Service.

Relief: The Federal Emergency Relief Administration and the Fed-
eral Surplus Relief Corporation.

In matters affecting navigable waters, the War Department will co-
operate with the National Resources Board. Likewise, the Bureau of
Fisheries of the Department of Commerce will cooperate in matters
affecting that national resource.

For Release Tuesday Morning PapersJuly 3, 1934, M. H. Mc-
Intyre, Assistant Secretary to the President

{w. H. PRESS RELEASES:M]

Executive Order 6777, June 30, 1934 (printed in Rosenman, ed., Public Papers,
III, 335-336). A draft of the order and an opinion concerning it by Attorney
General Cummings, June 28, 1934, were sent by Ickes to Roosevelt with a letter of
June 28, 1934 (OF 1092). An undated note accompanying the draft executive
order, Paula Tully to McIntyre and Forster, reads: "The President says that there
is a very good story in this Executive Order and he suggests it be held for release for
the Tuesday morning papers." Roosevelt asked for a permanent planning board
in his message to Congress of Jan. 24, 1935, post, 350.

2Merriam (1874-1953), chairman of the Political Science Department of the
University of Chicago, was later appointed by Roosevelt to the President's Com-
mittee on Administrative Management.

Mitchell (1874-1948), an economist, was director of research for the National
Bureau of Economic Research, 5920-45.
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282 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESI-

DENT, TO ROOSEVELT, on Board the U. S. S. Houston

WASHINGTON, July z8, 1934

[Radiogram] Wallace sends following: "Silcox tells me it is neces-
sary to move in next three weeks if we are to start the necessary nurseries
for the western shelter belt. Would appreciate being advised if and
when you have signed the Executive Order which has already cleared
the Director of Budget, Attorney General and Secretary of State."
Executive Order still disapproved by Douglas.1

M. H. MCINTYRE
{ I3:oF IC:CT]

'Executive Order 6793, signed July ii, 1934, allocated $,5,000,000 from funds
appropriated by the Emergency Appropriation Act of June , 1934, "for the plant-
ing of forest protection strips in the Plains Region as a means of ameliorating drought
conditions." The President was at this time on board the U. S. S. Houston on a
vacation trip which took him from Washington (July ,) to Honolulu (July 26) to
Portland, Oregon (August 2). He arrived in Washington on August 50.

283 ROOSEVELT TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY

TO THE PRESIDENT, Washington

U. S. S. "HousToN," July 20, 1934

[Radio gram] Put shelter belt order through but tell Wallace to try
to cut actual expenditures to ten millions.

ROOSEVELT
[13:oF Ic:T]

284 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESI-

DENT, TO RUDOLPH FORSTER, EXECUTIVE CLERK, WHITE
HOUSE OFFICE

WASHINGTON, July 20, 1934
Navy Code

MEMORANDUM FOR FORSTER, U. S. S. Houston: Shelter belt
order sent to Panama. Signed by President with understanding that we
would check again with Budget. This has been done and Douglas still
disapproves. In view of Wallace's message sent on eighteenth shall we
put order through or hold until President's return? Order allocates
fifteen million from the five hundred twenty-five million relief appropri-
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ation for stricken agriculture areas to the Secretary of Agriculture for
the planting of forest protective strips in the Plains region as a means of
ameliorating drought conditions.

M.H.M.
[13:0F IC:CT]

285 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON [July 31, 1934] 1

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The following is a brief statement of the needs
of the wildlife refuge program:

x. The desired area for the migratory waterfowl program which will
insure perpetuation of the birds is conservatively put at 7,500,000 acres.

To date we have acquired or have obligated money for 1,800,850
acres.

We immediately need an additional 73 units containing 1,415,000
acres as the minimum requirement for breeding grounds, resting places
along the flyways and for wintering grounds.

With control of the units acquired and being acquired and those
immediately needed, further additions can be made more gradually to
provide the total acreage necessary but we need the minimum number
of units mentioned above and located on the map submitted to you.

With the big game ranges now being set aside in the west we will
soon be in a good position to care for all western species on national
refuges except grizzly bear, mountain goats, marten and fisher. We are
trying to evolve a program for these species.

In order to care for eastern species in the same way we need a tract
in Maine, one in Dismal Swamp in Virginia, and an area in northern
Vermont, New Hampshire or New York.

The Singer tract (8o,00o acres) in Louisiana should be purchased
immediately to save the small colony of ivory-billed woodpeckers found
there. It also would be valuable for waterfowl, deer and wolves.

About 20,000 acres of Santee River bottoms in South Carolina
should be purchased immediately. It contains the finest and purest
stock of wild turkeys in southeastern United States, a small colony of
ivory-billed woodpeckers, and within the last few weeks the existence in
this tract of a small colony of Carolina paraquets has been confirmed.
This species has been presumed to be extinct for over thirty years. Here
is an opportunity to save and restore this striking bird. The area is also
an excellent general wildlife refuge.

The total cost of the immediate program would be $25,000,000.
It will insure the perpetuation of migratory waterfowl and provide

refuge units in the native habitat of practically all the major species of
American mammals and birds.
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i i. It should be completed during this administration which has
already done so much for wildlife. So far as the ivory-billed woodpecker
and the Carolina paraquet are concerned, it is the last chance, and the
waterfowl program is also an immediate necessity.

Respectfully,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF IC:TS]

1A supplied and approximate date.

286 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Two Medicine Chalet, Glacier
National Park, August 5, 1934

I have been back on the soil of the continental United States for three
days after most interesting visits to our fellow Americans in Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone and the Territory of Hawaii. I re-
turn with the conviction that their problems are essentially similar to
those of us who live on the mainland and, furthermore, that they are
enthusiastically doing their part to improve their conditions of life and
thereby the conditions of life of all Americans.

On Friday and Saturday I had the opportunity of seeing the actual
construction work under way in the first two national projects for the
development of the Columbia River Basin. At Bonneville, Oregon, a
great dam, 140 miles inland, at the last place where the river leaps down
over rapids to sea level, will provide not only a large development of
cheap power but also will enable vessels to proceed another seventy or
eighty miles into the interior of the country.

At Grand Coulee, in north central Washington, an even greater dam
will regulate the flow of the Columbia River, developing power and, in
the future, will open up a large tract of parched land for the benefit of
this and future generations. Many families in the days to come, I am
confident, will thank us of this generation for providing small farms on
which they will at least be able to make an honest and honorable
livelihood.

Today, for the first time in my life, I have seen Glacier Park. Perhaps
I can best express to you my thrill and delight by saying that I wish every
American, old and young, could have been with me today. The great
mountains, the glaciers, the lakes and the trees make me long to stay
here for all the rest of the summer.

Comparisons are generally objectionable and yet it is not unkind to
say from the standpoint of scenery alone that if many and indeed most
of our American national parks were to be set down anywhere on the
continent of Europe thousands of Americans would journey all the way
across the ocean in order to see their beauties.
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There is nothing so American as our national parks. The scenery
and wild life are native and the fundamental idea behind the parks is
native. It is, in brief, that the country belongs to the people; that what
it is and what it is in the process of making is for the enrichment of the
lives of all of us. Thus the parks stand as the outward symbol of this
great human principle.

It was on a famous night, sixty-four years ago, that a group of men
who had been exploring the Yellowstone country gathered about a camp-
fire to discuss what could be done with that wonderland of beauty. It
is said that one of the party, a lawyer from the State of Montana, Cor-
nelius Hedges, advanced the idea that the region might be preserved for
all time as a national park for the benefit of all the people of the Nation.
As a result of that suggestion, Yellowstone National Park was established
in 1872 by Act of Congress as a "pleasuring ground" for the people. I
like that phrase because, in the years that have followed, our great series
of parks in every part of the Union have become indeed a "pleasuring
ground" for millions of Americans.

My old friend, Franklin K. Lane, Secretary of the Interior in the
Wilson Administration, well described the policies governing the national
park administration when he said:

The policy to which the Service will adhere is based on three broad prin-
ciples: First, that the national parks must be maintained in absolutely
unimpaired form for the use of future generations as well as those of our
own time; second, that they are set apart for the use, observation, health
and pleasure of the people; and, third, that the national interest must dictate
all decisions affecting public or private enterprise in the parks.

The present National Park Service stands as an example of efficient
and far-seeing governmental administration and to its former duties I
added last year by transferring from other departments many other parks,
battlefield sites, memorials and national monuments. This concentra-
tion of responsibility has thus made it possible to embark on a permanent
park policy as a great recreational and educational projectone which
no other country in the world has ever undertaken in such a broad way
for protection of its natural and historic treasures and for the enjoyment
of them by vast numbers of people.

Today I have seen some of the work of the Civilian Conservation Corps
boys in this northwestern country. Of the three hundred thousand
young men in these camps, 75,000 are at work in our national parks.
Here, under trained leadership, we are helping these men to help them-
selves and their families and at the same time we are making the parks
more available and more useful for the average citizen. Hundreds of
miles of firebreaks have been built, fire hazards have been reduced on
great tracts of timberland, thousands of miles of roadside have been
cleared, 2,500 miles of trails have been constructed and 10,000 acres have
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been reforested. Other tens of thousands of acres have been treated for
tree disease and soil erosion. This is but another example of our efforts
to build, not for today alone but for tomorrow as well.1

We should remember that the development of our national park sys-
tem over a period of many years has not been a simple bed of roses. As
is the case in the long fight for the preservation of national forests and
water power and mineral deposits and other national possessions, it has
been a long and fierce fight against many private interests which were
entrenched in poltical and economic power. So, too, it has been a con-
stant struggle to protect the public interest once cleared from private
exploitation at the hands of the selfish few.

It took a bitter struggle to teach the country at large that our national
resources are not inexhaustible and that, when public domain is stolen,
a two-fold injury is done, for it is a theft of the treasure of the present
and at the same time bars the road of opportunity to the future.

We have won the greater part of the fight to obtain and to retain
these great public park properties for the benefit of the public. We
are at the threshold of even more important a battle to save our re-
sources of agriculture and industry against the selfishness of individ-
uals.

The Secretary of the Interior in announced that this year of
1934 was to be emphasized as "National Parks Year." I am glad to
say that there has been a magnificent response and that the number
visiting our national parks has shown a splendid increase. But I de-
cided today that every year ought to be "National Parks Year." That
is why, with all the earnestness at my command, I express to you the
hope that each and every one of you who can possibly find the means
and opportunity for so doing will visit our national parks and use them
as they are intended to be used. They are not for the rich alone.
Camping is free, the sanitation is excellent. You will find them in
every part of the Union. You will find glorious scenery of every char-
acter; you will find every climate; you will perform the double function
of enjoying much and learning much.

We are definitely in an era of building, the best kind of building
the building of great public projects for the benefit of the public and with
the definite objective of building human happiness.

I believe, too, that we are building a better comprehension of our
national needs. People understand, as never before, the splendid pub-
lic purpose that underlies the development of great power sites, the
improving of navigation, the prevention of floods and of the erosion
of our agricultural fields, the prevention of forest fires, the diversifica-
tion of farming and the distribution of industry. We know, more and
more, that the East has a stake in the West and the West has a stake
in the East, that the Nation must and shall be considered as a whole
and not as an aggregation of disjointed groups.

39596O.-57-22 [ 33 ]



May we come better to know every part of our great heritage in the
days to come.2

SPEECH FILE:T]

1 The CCC camps in Glacier National Park were established in the summer of
1933. Their work included the clearing of burned-over lands, the clearing of
fiowage areas around Sherburne Lake and other lakes, roadside clearing, land-
scaping and trail building (Guy D. McKinney to Early, July 27, 5934, OF 268).

2 This speech was based in part on an Interior Department memorandum, "The
National Park Service of the United States," sent by Ickes to Early with a note of
June 25, 5934 (OF 6P), and a draft initialed by Raymond Moley (Speech File).
The text here printed is that of the reading copy. (Another copy of this speech
is in the file of stenographic transcripts of speeches. This "stenographic copy" is,
however, identical with the reading copy and the introductory greetings almost in-
variably addressed by Roosevelt to his hosts and audience are lacking, circumstances
that suggest that it is actually the prepared text.)

287 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C. [August 57, 1934] 1

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Referring to our conversation about the she!-
ter belt project, I have talked with the Comptroller General, and enclose
herewith a draft of a proposed letter for your signature to the Secretary
of the Treasury which the Comptroller General has informally approved.'
The allocation of $i,000,000 as therein proposed would enable us to
proceed with the detailed work of planning, surveying, development of
adaptable species, planting under cooperative agreements, lease agree-
ments, etc., nursery development, and for similar purposes. Also I un-
derstand that essential parcels of land, if the need theref or develops in
isolated cases, may be purchased, but that such purchases should be
limited to cases of extreme necessity. Under this plan the matter of
additional finances can be taken up from time to time as the work
progresses and the Executive Order No. 6766 would remain in its present
status for the present.

Unusual public notice has been given to the shelter belt project. It
has aroused nation-wide interest and our men are already in the field
working on organization and like matters so that the need for immediate
funds is now critical if we are to avoid serious embarassment.

Respectfully,
H. A. WALLACE

{13:oF IC:TS]

'A supplied and an approximate date.
The draft was sent as the letter following. The reduction in the allocation from

$ x5,000,000 (see ante, 282), was owing to a ruling by Comptroller General McCarl
which barred the use of the larger amount for the Shelterbelt on the ground that
the project was not a direct and immediate relief measure, and that Congress should
have opportunity to pass on the merits of the proposal.
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288 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., SECRETARY OF THE

TREASURY
[WASHINGTON] August 17, 1934

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: With a view to providing relief in stricken
agricultural areas through encouraging and assisting in a systematic
planting and growth of trees, shrubs, plants, et cetera, and to secure
varieties adapted to such localities and conditions, there is hereby
allocated to the Secretary of Agriculture from the appropriation of $525,-
000,000 made for Emergency Relief by Title II of the Act approved
June 19, 1934, $1,000,000. You are requested to take action accord-
ingly, the Secretary of Agriculture to be advised when the transfer of
funds has been effected.

Very sincerely yours,

EAR
[I3:OF Ic:cT]

289 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT U. JOHNSON, New Milford, Con-
necticut

[WASHINGTON] August 24, 1934

MY DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: It is good to have your letter.1 The
continuous reservation from Maine to Georgia along the line of the
Appalachian is rapidly taking form. You will be pleased to know that
this year we are buying twenty million dollars worth of additional land
a large part of it being in the Eastern area.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF I742:CT]

'Aug. i6, '934 (PPF '742), urging that his suggestion of "a continuous Appa-
lachian reservation from Canada to Georgia" now be used. Johnson (at this time
director of the New York University Hall of Fame) added: "This might include
the proposed Green Mountain National Park in which Colonel William J. Wilgus,
our fellow member of the Century Club, has a deep and patriotic interest."

290 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, August 25, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: What is the
present status of the land acquisition policy about which we have SO
often talked?

I enclose the last word I have on itthe Director of the Budget's reply
to Tugwell's plan of last March.1

[325]
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Is an inter-departmental committee working on it?
If not, I suggest a committee from Agriculture (as such), Forestry,

A. A. A., soil erosion, public lands and F. E. R. A.
How does this tie in with the big study of the general subject of land

use, public works, etc?
F.D.R.

[13:oF 1o17:C'r]

Ante, 230, 236.

291 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., September 7, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I should like to summarize the shelter-belt
forest situation. Conferences with various people including Silcox
lead me to recommend as follows:

That the $15,000,000 set aside from drought-relief funds be trans-
ferred by executive order to F. E. R. A. They will buy the land with
these purposes in view: (i) resettlement of the people (2) turning
over to the Forest Service what of the land is suitable for planting
() turning over to the Bureau of Public Lands1 what is suitable
for grass, to be administered under the Taylor Act.

This will relieve the Forest Service from acquiring and administering
tracts to the West of good tree-growing areas which they are reluctant
to do. And it will serve the purpose of retiring land and restricting
grazing through the agency specifically charged with this duty.

Supplemental to this, and in furtherance of the shelter-belt idea,
the regular Clarke-McNary funds for cooperative planting might well
be enlarged in next year's budget.

Faithfully,
R. G. TUGWELL

[13:oF Ic:TsJ

1General Land Office.

292 HAROLD L. IcKEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO

ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, September 7, 1934

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: At a recent conference you raised a ques-
tion about the control of silt in the Yellowstone River. I have passed
this question on to Commissioner Mead of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and I enclose a memorandum just received from him.1

[326]



I take it that it is still against the policy of the Administration to
bring new lands into cultivation through irrigation. Moreover you
doubtless would not want to approve a project of this sort in advance
of the report to be made to you by the National Resources Board.
Commissioner Mead, of course, is always in favor of any reclama-
tion project. That is his job.

With reference to a survey, I have always been reluctant to approve
such projects for two reasons. In the first place surveys of this sort
are relatively expensive. Considering the money spent, little employ-
ment is given. In the second place the making of a survey is likely to
be misunderstood by the interested landowners as in the nature of a
promise that the proposed reclan-iation project in connection with
which such a survey is being made will be undertaken by the Govern-
ment.

You also asked me to consult Commissioner Mead about the feasibil-
ity of damming the headwaters of small streams in the neighborhood of
Devils Lake, North Dakota. I enclose his report on this subject.2

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[13:oF 402:TS}

1 Aug. 29, 1934, saying that there was no silt problem in the Yellowstone above
the mouth of the Big. Horn, and that no serious difficulties from silt had been en-
countered below it. Roosevelt's inquiry arose from a proposal that a dam be built
in Big Horn Canyon to impound the river's silt load to keep it out of the Mis-
souri.

2 Aug. 28, 1934, stating that a dam such as was proposed by Roosevelt would
have no effect on the level of Devils Lake because the shrinking of the lake was
caused by increased evaporation. See below.

293 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

HYDE PARK, N. Y., September 12, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: I. In regard
to the Big Horn River project, I suggest you notify Senator Wheeler that
the whole matter has been turned over to the National Resources Board
which will make a report before the first of the year.1

2. In regard to Devils Lake and small streams in that watershed, I
suggest the same thing.

F.D.R.
[13:OF 4o2:CT]

A typed report of the Water Resources Section of the National Resources Board
entitled, "Summary of Conclusions on Big Horn Canyon Dam Project," unsigned
and undated, is present with this letter. The conclusion was that heavy erosion
was a serious problem in the Big Horn River basin but that a program of forestation,
grazing regulation and education in erosion control was "far more badly needed in
the Big Horn River Basin than the proposed dam."
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294 ROOSEVELT TO DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

NEWPORT, R. I., September i8, 1934'
MEMORANDUM FOR ACTING DIRECTOR OF BUDGET: What do you

think of this suggestion of the Under Secretary of Agriculture.2 If YOU
think it is the right way to proceed, and the Comptroller General ap-
proves, I think the sum set aside should be $io,000,000 instead of
$15,000,000.

F.D.R.
[13:oF 1C:cT]

'Roosevelt attended the America's Cup Races as guest of Vincent Astor on the
Nourmahal on September 15-17.

2 See ante, 291.

295 PRESS CONFERENCE, Hyde Park, September 21, 1934, 10:30
A. M.

[Excerpt] The President: . . . What happened, as I remember it, is
this, and it ought to be checked up because it is just recollection on my
part: The original project called for $15,000,000.' It included in it
quite a large amount for land purchase and the original proposal of the
Department 2 was to take out not merely the employment, that is, the
wages of the people concerned, from relief, but also to take out for the
land to be purchased to put the trees on. McCarl, when he went over
that with me about four or five days before we went up on that, said,
"I do not think we can take any purchases out of relief money." I said,
"I agree with you one hundred per cent."

So, there wasn't any disagreement between us on that item. He said
that obviously any money spent for wages for the unemployed is perfectly
all right. In other words, I think it is a thing that came up as a result
of the discussion in one of the departments, agriculture or relief, as to
whether they could get land purchase money Out of relief money.

Q: You have land purchase money anyway?
The President: Yes.
Q: Where does that money for land purchase come in? Do your re-

call offhand?
The President: I do not. The Greeks had a name for it but I do

not recall it. The Greeks bearing gifts.
Q: I do remember that.
Q: You are going ahead with this timber belt?
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The President: Oh, heavens, no; lots of things have not been decided.
There is the method of acquiring the land, whether it will be built along
the section lines or not. We are going ahead with the appropriations for
tree planting but the thing is very tentative as to the actual details. Oh,
we are going ahead with it, sure.

Q: I noticed the story said that McCarl had approved $1,000,000 for
this preliminary work. Is that correct?

The President: Yes, that is correct. Then, of course, the Govern-
ment departments wanted five for the preliminary work and I cut that
to one.

Q: The only reason I brought it up was that it did get quite a play.
The President: I entirely approve of McCarl's stand that you could

not buy land out of relief.3

[13 :PREsIDENT's PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

reporter had just asked about Comptroller General McCarl's ruling which
barred the allocation of $15,000,000 of 3934 Emergency Appropriation Act funds
for the Shelterbelt.

Agriculture.
g The matter was arranged by revoking Executive Order 6793 (the Shelterbelt

allocation order barred by the Comptroller General); allocating $5,000,000 from
the 1934 Emergency Appropriation Act fund to the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration for purchase of submarginal lands in stricken agricultural areas;
and allocating $10,000,000 from the same fund to Emergency Conservation Work

for the establishment of Civilian Conservation Corps camps (Executive Orders

6910A and 69ioB).

296 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY

CONSERVATION WORK

[WASHINGTON] October 6, 1934

DEAR MR. FECHNER: I have been greatly interested and encouraged

by the fine report of your visits to C. C. C. camps in many parts of the

country.1
This kind of work must go on. I believe that the nation feels that

the work of these young men is so thoroughly justified and, in addition,
the benefits to the men themselves are so clear that the actual annual
cost will be met without much opposition or much complaint.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 268:cT]

This refers to Fechner's letter of Sept. 26, 3934 (OF 268), in which he made
especial mention of the work of the CCC in forest fire prevention and control, and in
the improvement of recreational facilities in the national parks and forests.
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297 REPRESENTATIVES OF THE NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL CONFER-
ENCE TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] October 12, 1934

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The National Agricultural Conference is
keenly appreciative of your interest in the development of a new national
land policy. We congratulate you upon your appointment of a Cabinet
committee to consider and report to you on matters pertaining to our
land and natural resources.

We desire respectfully to call your attention to the following resolution
of the National Agricultural Conference which was adopted last January
and which has been today reaffirmed by the Conference:

"Resolution No. 5 (adopted January 17, 1934). A land policy that
will maintain better balance between production and consumption and
the larger purchase for retirement from production of marginal and sub-
marginal land."

The National Agricultural Conference, which is composed of the
principal agricultural and cooperative organizations of this country, are
deeply concerned about the development of a new land policy as a part
of the long-time aspect of our agricultural adjustment program. We
will be most pleased to present to you our opinions and judgments rela-
tive to these matters when you have this important national program
under consideration.1

Very truly yours,
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL CONFERENCE

EDW. A. O'NEAL, Chairman, National Agricultural Conference
President, American Farm Bureau Federation

L. J. TABER, Master, The National Grange
ROBIN HOOD, Secretary, National Cooperative Council
W. H. SETTLE, Farmers National Grain Corporation
GAL. A. WARD, President, Kansas State Farmers' Union

[13:PPF 1953:TS]

'An attached memorandum, LeHand to McIntyre, Oct. 3, 1934, reads: "Get in
touch with National Resources Board and Secretary of Agriculture and prepare reply
for the President's signature." Answered post,

298 SENATOR ELBERT D. THOMAS OF UTAH TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] October 30, 1934

DEAR PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: Supplementing my very recent
wire in which I expressed my zeal for a budget item for an adequate
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research project looking toward developing forage plants on depleted
western range land, I am pleased to elaborate my views in a statement
as follows:

For a good many years many who are familiar with the problem have
been seeing the need for a research project to develop and discover for-
age plants which could be grown with success upon the depleted range
lands of this western country. Such a project would involve develop-
ment of new strains of plant breeding, discovery of suitable plants by
selection and explorations in foreign countries and the development of
suitable methods for reseeding and management of the range. As you
are aware the major kind of land use, so far as area is concerned, in the
eleven western states, is now and always will be for the grazing of live-
stock. The range sheep and cattle industry is a substantial part of the
'rock' upon which the economical and social welfare of nearly half of
the people in such states as Utah, Nevada, Wyoming, Idaho, and in fact
nearly all of the eleven western states, is dependent. Dry climate and
limited water supply for irrigation always will limit cultivated agricul-
ture to less than five or at most not over i o percent of the land area. A
sound land utilization program, such as the President is now working on,
must take into consideration this grazing use of the land.

The sad part of the story is that the unrestricted and exploitive system
has been practiced so long on western lands that the grazing lands, in-
cluding the open public domain, state owned lands, and large areas of
private land have been stripped of their most valuable forage plants,
never to be restored within a reasonable length of time, even under the
best kind of regulated grazing, unless man can assist in the process
through the introduction of plants by seeding and planting.

Investigations show that over vast areas in Utah and elsewhere in the
Intermountain region, practically all the better grasses and herbs are
gone, and the palatable shrubs are fast disappearing. Only inferior
plants are left. The reduction in forage productivity averages about 6o
percent. The better native plants will not come back short of many
decades of very limited use because almost none are left to furnish seed.

This depleted condition accounts in no small degree for the difficulties
the cattle and sheep men are having these days. The depleted conditions
of the range make for uneconomical, unprofitable production. It is
doubtful anything more constructive could be done for the range area
and the settlers and communities dependent on the range lands than to
restore the ranges to their potential value. It would not mean increased
meat arid wool production, but instead more economical production of
the present yield and consequently better homes and happier people.

To a great extent range rehabilitation can be accomplished through
regulation of grazing that will result in the natural reseeding of the
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native grasses and other plants but where few or none now exist to
furnish seed, man must help Mother Nature.

Research work already done shows that forage plants of known value
in other parts of the United States are not adapted to the severe habitat
of much of the western range land. The logical and necessary thing
to do is to conduct the research to develop and discover plants that are
adapted. Success in plant breeding, selection and importation with
the cereals, fruits, vegetables and other domestic plants, suggest that
similar results can be obtained with range grasses, if the time and money
necessary to do it are made available. Such a program is of the kind
that fits in with the "New Deal."

We are extremely earnest about this matter. I am sure that the
Agriculture Department will have an idea of the amount of money that
would be necessary to appropriate to do a good job. Whatever that
amount may be it will be an extremely sound investment. May I hear
from you?

With best wishes, I am, Sincerely yours,
ELBERT D. THOMAS

[Notation: A] B. P. I. Sig. President Rush

[13:oF IC:TS]

'"B. P. I." stands for Bureau of Plant Industry, drafter of the reply to this letter
(post, 305).

299 ROOSEVELT TO EDWARD A. O'NEAL, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
AGRICULTURAL CONFERENCE, Washington

[WASHINGTON] November 12, 1934

M DEAR MR. O'NEAL: I am deeply gratified to know of the keen
interest of the National Agricultural Conference in the development
of a new national land policy expressed in your letter of October twelfth.
Your Conference's approval of the establishment of the National Re-
sources Board is particularly appreciated, since it seemed to me that
this step has great potentialities for bringing to early fruition the com-
prehensive and unified program for the better use of our land and
natural resources that we have so long needed.

A sound land policy is obviously of vital importance to agriculture,
and I shall be glad indeed to have the advice and suggestions of the
Conference. The preliminary Land Report of the National Resources
Board, now nearing completion, will be available within a few days.1
I am asking Secretary Wallace to arrange for you to receive copies in
order that the full benefit of the Conference's views may be obtained.
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After the Conference has had an opportunity of considering this report,
I shall be glad to have an expression of their suggestions and rec-
ommendations.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 1953:cT]

'Report of the Land Planning Committee, part 2 of the National Resources
Board's Report on National Planning and Public Works in Relation to Natural Re-
sources and Including Land Use and Water Resources, with Findings and Rec-
ommendations (Washington, Dec. x, 1934). A brief summary of the findings of
the committee is found in Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, i9 (Washing-
ton, 1935), pp. 49-50. The report has been called "epoch-making"; see Charles
McKinley, Uncle Sam in the Pacific Northwest (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 5952), p. 30.

2 Drafted by the National Resources Board and the Agriculture Department.
Wallace, in his letter to Roosevelt enclosing the draft, Nov. 12, 1934 (PPF 1953),
said that the support of the National Agricultural Conference meant a great deal
to the success of a national land planning program.

300 PRESS CONFERENCE, President's Cottage, Warm Springs,
November 23, 1934, 2:17 P. M.

[Excerpt] The President: . Now for the TVA. I can put it
this way: Power is really a secondary matter. What we are doing there
is taking a watershed with about three aiid a half million people in it,
almost all of them rural, and we are trying to make a different type of
citizen out of them, not what they would be under their present condi-
tions. Nowthat applies not only to the mountaineers, we all know about
them, but it applies to the people around Muscle Shoals. Do you re-
member that drive over to Wheeler Dam the other day? You went
through a county of Alabama where the standards of education are
lower than almost any other county in the United States, and yet that
is within twenty miles of the Muscle Shoals Dam. They have never had
a chance. All you had to do was to look at the houses in which they
lived. Heavens, this section around here is i000% compared with that
section we went through. The homes through here are infinitely better.

So TVA is primarily intended to change and to improve the standards
of living of the people of that Valley. Power is, as I said, a secondary
consideration. Of course it is an important one because, if you can get
cheap power to those people, you hasten the process of raising the stand-
ard of living.

The TVA has been going ahead with power, yes, but it has been going
ahead with probably a great many other things besides power and dam
building. For instance, take fertilizer. You talk about a "yardstick
of power." Harcourt Morgan is running the fertilizer end of it and
at Muscle Shoals he is turning out, not a nitratethe plant was orig-
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inally built for a nitrate plantbut he is turning out a phosphate. He
is conducting a very fine experiment with phosphate of lime. They
believe that for this whole area around here, and that would include
this kind of soil around here, phosphate of lime is the best thing you can
put on land in addition to being the cheapest.

Now, at once the fertilizer companies, the National Fertilizer Associa-
tion that gets out figures, 1 believe, they say, "Are you going into the
fertilizer business?" The answer is a very simple one. The plant is
primarily an experimental plant. That is the primary purpose. There-
fore, they are going to take this year a thousand acres of Government
land, which is worn out land, typical of the locality, and they are going
to use this phosphate of lime on this thousand acres and show what can
be done with the land. They are going to give a definite demonstration.
They will compare it with the other fertilizers, putting them in parallel
strips, and they will see which works out best and at the lowest cost and,
by having the large plant which they have, they will be able to figure
out what is a fair price for the best type of fertilizer.

Having done that and having figured out the fair price, it becomes a
process of education and if the farmers all through that area can be
taught that that type of fertilizer at x number of dollars a ton is the
best thing for them to use, then it is up to the National Fertilizer Associa-
tion and its affiliated companies to meet that price. Now, that is the
real answer, and we hope that they will meet that price, adding to it,
to the cost of manufacture, a reasonable profit. We will know what the
cost of manufacture is, and it is very easy to say what a reasonable profit
is. Now, if those gentlemen fail to avail themselves of this perfectly
magnificent opportunity to conduct a sound business and make a profit,
well, it is just too bad. Then somebody will get up in Congress and say,
"These fellows are not meeting their opportunities and the farmers will
have to have the fertilizer and of course we will have to provide it." But
I, for one, hope that that day will never come. Now, that is not holding
a big stick over them at all. It is saying to them, "Here is your oppor-
tunity. We go down on our knees to you, asking you to take it." 2

[13 :PREsmENT's PRESS C0NFERENcEs:T]

'Roosevelt had been discussing the problem of raising living standards in the
South.

'A brief discussion of this subject is found in Gordon R. Clapp's The TVA: An
Approach to the Development of a Region (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1955).
Roosevelt repeatedly emphasized the broad objectives of TVA; for example, in a
personal letter to Nicholas Roosevelt of Nov. 1934 (PPF p7), he said: "Of course
there are a number of other considerations in a government plant of this kind. As for
example, reforestation and soil erosion and also the capital investment in improving
the conditions of life of well over one million people who live in the region and have
been underprivileged in the worst sense of the word for a good many generations."

[334]



301 ROOSEVELT TO NELSON C. BROWN, New York State College of
Forestry, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York

WARM SPRINGS, GA., November 27, 1934

DEAR NELSON: Many thanks for yours of November twenty-second.1
I think the Shelter Belt Project will develop in a more experimental form
but on the other hand, I am not at all satisfied with what the Forestry
people have done up to now in experimental work in the north to south
area where the rainfall is from fifteen to twenty inches a year. They
have had lots of money in the past but the experiments have not been
pushed or have they been done in a practical way. I may set it up as a
separate organization and put more enthusiasts in charge.2

Anything relating to shifts or reorganizations of the various Services is
still very much in the tentative discussion stage. I am glad to have your
slant on it.

With my warm regards, Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 38:cr]

Brown said (PPF 8) that the Shelterbelt project was looked upon "with great
skepticism and considerable disfavor by a majority of the foresters and especially
those in the middle and far West." He suggested that small appropriations to carry
on experiments should be sufficient for the present, and said that he did not regard
the natural conditions for tree growing in the Plains States as very encouraging.
He also said that most foresters would oppose transfer of the Forest Service to the
Interior Department.

'For brief statements of the initial work on the Shelterbelt, see the Annual Reports
of the Forester for and Silcox described the project in an article en-
titled, "To Insure Against Drought, a Vast Plan Takes Shape," New York Times,
July 29, 1934, VIII, 3.

302 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, December 5, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: This very in-
teresting report on land use by the Science Advisory Board should, I
think, be studied by the National Resources Board and Departments of
Interior and Agriculture.

F.D.R.
[Notation: T] Report by Science Advisory Board, dated April 26, 1934,
and report by S. A. Board, entitled "Preliminary Recommenda-
tions of the Land-Use Committee relating to Soil Erosion," dated April
6, 1934, and report entitled "Digest of Discussion at a Conference on
Land-Use held in Washington, June 14, 1934." 1
[13:0F 33oA:cT]

1 The reports were sent to Ickes. The printed, general report for 1933-34 is
Report 0/the Science Advisory Board (Washington, 5934).
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303 MILBURN L. WILSON, ACTING SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] December 22, 1934

DEa MR. PRESIDENT: As you may recall, Mayor Nielson of Santa
Barbara, California, called at the White House this fall and appealed to
you personally for aid in preserving for that city an adequate water sup-
ply. The basis for his plea for federal aid was that the water supply
is derived almost entirely from adjacent National Forest lands, portions
of which have been seriously damaged by forest fires.

In the longhand note attached to the Mayor's letter to you of October
15 you ask the Department "what can we do about this?" 1 My recom-
mendation based on a report prepared by the Forest Service is that $167,-
000 of PWA or other available funds be allotted to this Department for
the construction of an Indian Weir dam to prevent further silting of the
Gibraltar Reservoir. Other funds to insure more intensive fire protec-
tion should also be provided as rapidly as possible, but the immediate
need of highest priority is the $167,000 required for the construction of
the above-mentioned dam.

To present a clear and connected picture of the very serious situation
affecting the water supply of Santa Barbara, a brief résumé of the prob-
lem is given.

The Gibraltar Reservoir was constructed in 1920 by the City of Santa
Barbara, under permit, on National Forest lands. The City; with its
35,000 inhabitants, derives its main supply of domestic water from this
source. The reservoir occupies the only practicable reservoir site in
this part of the State. Heavy deposits of silt, washed into the reservoir
from fire denuded slopes, have reduced the original storage capacity by
28 per cent; from 14,600 acre feet to 10,512 acre feet. Any further
reduction of the storage capacity of the reservoir by silting would not
permit the community to be maintained since the present available sup-
ply is barely sufficient for its present needs. It is imperative, therefore,
that further silting be prevented.

Detailed field investigations by the Regional Forester, of the California
Region, have determined that the initial project, which should be under-
taken at once, is the construction of a silt storage basin immediately above
the reservoir. This involves the construction of a dam 15 feet high and
600 feet long which will provide catchment for 1,403,000 cubic yards
of silt. It is estimated that the cost of this project will be $167,000 and
that this will take care of the silt problem for at least 10 years and per-
haps, with the re-establishment of forestcover, for an indefinite period...

Due to your expressed interest in this problem, it is thought that
in order to insure prompt initiation of the project you might wish to
direct personally that the $167,000 needed for the construction of the
dam be allotted to this Department at an early date.
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A detailed report covering the many angles involved in this subject
is available in case you care to review it.

Sincerely yours,

[13:oF 149:cTs]

In this letter (OF x4), Nielson said that all but o square miles of the total
2oo square miles comprising the Santa Barbara watershed were becoming seriously
eroded, that the city's water supply was in danger, and that the city was financial-
ly unable to cope with the problem.

304 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. IcKEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, December 24, 1934

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIoR: This is some-
thing which I think we have got to do and do at once.1 The whole
watershed of Santa Barbara is in jeopardy. Will you let me know?

F.D.R.
[I3:oF I49:cTJ

'Above.

305 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR ELBERT D. THOMAS OF UTAH

[WASHINGTON] December 24, 1934

M DEAR SENATOR THOMAS: Your letter of October thirtieth, sup-
plementing your earlier telegram and relative to the importance of re-
habilitating depleted grazing ranges of the West, is received and has been
given careful consideration in the Department of Agriculture.

As you note, the problem is a two-fold one involving, first, a regula-
tion of grazing that will permit reseeding and development of the ranges,
such as has been accomplished through research and administration on
the national forests, and, second, artificial reseeding in areas too far
gone for natural rehabilitation with seed of either native, introduced, or
newly bred and developed plants. It is obvious that the second phase of
the program is equally dependent upon grazing control, if it is to be
successful. It is this second phase of the problem with which you are
primarily concerned at the present time.

This problem has been recognized and some effort previously made
looking to its solution by the Bureau of Plant Industry and the Forest
Service of the Department of Agriculture. Extensive collections and
studies of both native and foreign plants have been made, looking to the
multiplication of those which might best serve in a campaign to reestab-
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lish desirable vegetation. In addition, collections have been and are
being made in foreign countries where similar severe climatic conditions
exist. It is believed that this material should supply stocks which will
either be of direct value in reseeding or of use as foundation stocks from
which to breed new and improved varieties. Preliminary experimental
tests of seeding or transplanting promising native and cultivated species
have also been made on national forest ranges in the foothills and
mountains. During the past summer plans were formulated by the
bureaus concerned for a cooperative attack on the problem.

related studies are provided in the budget for the fiscal year 1936 in an
Funds for the Bureau of Plant Industry to conduct plant breeding and

amount that appears adequate for the needs of that year and considered
in the light of our other financial obligations. I hope at some future
date to provide funds for the Forest Service to carry out its part of the
cooperative program, including experimental tests of promising species
on the range. The Secretary of Agriculture is keenly alive to the im-
portance of this problem and will eventually want to provide for an
aggressive attack on all phases.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF Ic:cT]
'Drafted by the Bureau of Plant Industry of the Agriculture Department.

306 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR STANLEY C. Wnsois, Montpelier,
Vermont

Personal
[WASHINGTON] December 24, 1934

MY DEAR GOVERNOR WILSON: Many thanks for that nice letter.'
I do hope we can get something definite started on the Green Mountain
Parkway. I spoke to the Secretary of the Interior and he called my
attention to the fact that Massachusetts, Connecticut and New York
ought to be brought into the same picture.

Very sincerely yours,

[13:0F 129:CT]
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

'Dec. 59, 5934 (OF 529), saying that he believed Vermont would approve the
construction of the proposed Green Mountain parkway, "as part of the general
scheme of National Parkways in eastern United States from the Canadian border
to Georgia" outlined by Roosevelt. The Vermont Legislature turned down the
proposal in its X935 session but in special session voted to submit it to the voters.
In elections held March 3, 1936, Vermont voters defeated a proposed $500,000
bond issue to buy land for the parkway right of way. Opponents argued that scenic
areas would be spoiled and one of the last wilderness areas of the United States
would be invaded (New York Times, March 4, 5936, p. 3).



307 ROOSEVELT TO THE STATE GOVERNORS

[WASHINGTON] January 2, 1935

M DEAR GOVERNOR: Maintenance of our forests and the industries
dependent upon them, which in normal times afford employment to
large numbers of our people, is very vital to the welfare of every State.
It is also essential for the permanent recovery of our country. It was
with this in mind that I insisted that there be included in the Lumber
Code a specific provision for forest conservation.

Some of the provisions of the Lumber Code cannot be carried out
effectively without Federal and State legislation in the matter of protect-.
ing the forests against fire, insects, and disease, adjustment of forest taxa-
tion, taking over tax-delinquent forest land for State or other public
forests, other suitable measures to increase public ownership, and
encouragement of better management of private forests.

I intend to submit to Congress recommendations for legislation looking
toward this end, so far as it comes within the scope of Federal action.
There are, however, several measures that come within the jurisdiction
of the individual States. Among these are measures dealing with taxa-
tion of forests, tax delinquency, forest fire laws, cooperation between the
State forest agencies and forest owners in developing and maintaining
permanent local forest industries and communities, and other measures
falling within the police power of the States.

In developing such a forest program, I solicit the closest coopera-
tion between the State authorities and the Federal Forest Service. One
step in this direction would be the appointment by you of a committee,
including representatives of State agencies, the public, and the forest
industries, which could collaborate with Federal representatives. You
may wish to consider some other approach. In any case, I am sure
that I can count on your interest in helping to perpetuate the forests
and forest industries, for the benefit of the people of your State and of
the whole country.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: T] (This letter sent to all Governors of all States) 1

[13:oF 149:CT]
1 This is the form copy; the letters were actually dated between January i and

17. According to an accompanying memorandum, the carbon copies and the
replies were sent to the Secretary of Agriculture and the answers of the governors
were acknowledged by him.

S9596O-57-23 II 339 ]



308 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 8, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I do not know whether you have heard
through other sources that you have been chosen as the first recipient
of the Sir William Schlich memorial medal.

The Schlich Memorial Fund was established in 1927 by contribu-
tions from a large number ofindividual foresters throughout the Brit-
ish Empire and the United States, in honor of Sir William Schlich
(1840-1925). Schlich, who was German born, after 19 years dis-
tinguished service in the Forest Service of British India, organized and
for twenty years was head of the First British School of Forestry at
Coopers Hill College. Subsequently, he was for 14 years in charge of
the first school at Oxford University. His encyclopedic manual of
forestry has for many years been a standard reference work in all Eng-
lish speaking countries.

The income from the Fund is allotted in rotation to the various
parts of the British Empire and to the United States. The income for
1932 was given to the Society of American Foresters, which has in-
vested it and is to use part of the proceeds to award a medal annually
in recognition of some especially noteworthy achievement for the ad-
vancement of forestry. You have been selected as the first recipient of
this medal.

The Society of American Foresters is having a banquet on Tuesday
evening, January twenty-nine, and they would like to present this medal
in person if you would receive it that way. It occurred to me that you
might wish to do so since it would give you a good opportunity to say
something about forestry and perhaps the land program. I should like
to speak to you about this some time later. I have some material which
you could use either for a letter to be sent or a speech to be made in
receiving the medal.

Perhaps you will remember that when Silcox and I spoke to you about
the enactment of the general forestry legislation you suggested that we
prepare a letter which you might write to the Governors of the States,
which was done and which I assume has been sent. I also suggested
that you might send a letter to heads of appropriate committees or to
Congress concerning this legislation. The legislation is in Mr. Rich-
berg's hands and I now enclose material for a possible letter of this sort.
I assume you would want to talk with us further before anything definite
is done, but I am sending the material along anyway.

Sincerely,
R. G. TUGWELL

[13:PPF 1112TS]
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309 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
January 23, 1935, 10:35 A. M.

[Excerpt] Q: In view of the fact that a bill has been introduced in
the Senate regarding a Columbia Valley Authority, do you wish to com-
ment on that? 1

The President: There are a lot of bills, probably half a dozen regional
bills, in at the present time and, on the question of regional, additional
regional authorities, my thought at the present time is that the work out-
side of the Tennessee Valley has gone such a very small distancethat is
to say that they are definitely still in the planning stage, except on the
Upper Missouri where we have two projects and the Columbia where we
have two projects that won't be completed for a long timeI have for-
gotten what it is, three or four yearsthat to set up a separate authority
for each region at this time is crowding the mourners a bit, we are not
ready for it. What the administrative setup will be eventually, I am not
ready to say yet.

I mightthis is a thought at the present timeI might set up during
the course of this summer what might be called advisory commissions,
probably unpaid commissionsit would be grand if they would serve
without payin those regions in order to develop the future plans in
accordance with the broader policies of the National Resources Board
report,2 but I do not think the setting up of any highly paid commissions
at this stage is justified yet. You take, for instance, the Columbia River:
We might very easily set up an advisory committee to study the whole
project in order that later on we might set up permanent machinery.
[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]

S. 863, to authorize a preliminary survey of the lower Columbia River for pur-
poses of flood control, was introduced by Senator McNary of Oregon on Jan. 14,
1935, and referred to the Senate Committee on Commerce. No further action was
taken (Cong. Rec., 79th Cong., 1st sess., 79:5, 407).

A Report on National Planning and Public Works in Relation to Natural Re-
sources and Including Land Use and Water Resources with Findings and Recom-
mendations, December i, 1934 (Washington, 1934).

310 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS
Jan. 24, 1935

To THE CONGRESS: e ge te further bBek th During the three or
four centuries of white man on the American Continent, we find a
continuous striving of civilization against Nature.1 It is only in recent
years that we have learned how greatly by these processes we have
harmed Nature and Nature in turn has harmed us.



We should not too greatly largely blame our ancestors, for they found
such teeming hospitality riches in woods and soils and waters such
abundance above the earth and beneath itsuch freedom in the taking,
that they gave small heed to the results that would follow the filling of their
own immediate needs. Most of them, it is true, had come from many
peopled lands where necessity had made nccoary invoked the preserving
of the bounties of Nature. b-t But they had come here for the obtaining
of a greater freedom, and it was l9+4 natural that freedom of conscience
and freedom of government should extend itself in their minds to the
unrestricted enjoyment of the free use of land and water.

Furthermore, it is only within our own generation that the develop-
ment of science, leaping forward, i great etridc has taught us where
and how we violated nature's immutable laws and where and how we
can commence to repair such havoc as man has wrought.

In recent years little groups of earnest men and women have told us
of this havoc; of the cutting of our last stands of virgin timber; of the
increasing floods, of the washing away of millions of acres of our top
soils, of the lowering of our water-tables, of the dangers of one crop
farming, of the depletion of our mineralsin short the evils that we have
brought upon ourselves today and the even greater evils that will attend
our children unless we act.

Such is the condition that attends the continued se exploitation of
our natural resources if we continue our planless course.

But another element enters in. Men and Nature must work hand in
hand. The throwing out of balance of the resources of Nature throws
Out of balance also the lives of men. We find millions of our citizens
stranded in village and on farmstranded there because Nature could
can not support them in the livelihood they had sought to gain through
her. We find other millions gravitated to centers of population so vast
that the laws of natural economics have broken down.

If the misuse of natural resources wcrc alone were concerned, we
should consider our problem only in terms of land and water. It is
because misuse extends to what men and women are doing with their
occupations and w44h to their many mistakes in herding themselves to-
gether that I have chosen, in addressing the Congress, to use the broader
term "National Resources."

For the first time in our national history we have made an inventory
of our national assets and the problems relating to them. For the first
time we have drawn together the foresight of the various planning agen-
cies of the Federal Government and suggested a method and a policy for
the future.

I am sending you herewith the report of the National Resources Board,
appointed by me on June 30, 1934 to prepare the comprehensive survey
which so many of us have sought so long.2 I transmit also the report
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made by the Mississippi Valley Committee of the Public Works Admin-
istration, which Committee has also acted as the Water Planning
Committee in the larger report.3

These documents constitute a remarkable foundation for what we
hope will be a permanent policy of orderly development in every part of

the United States. It is a large subject but it is a great and inspiring
subject. May I commend to each and every one of you, who constitute
the Congress of the United States, a careful reading of etw p1an these

reports.
In this inventory of our national wealth we follow the custom of pru-

dent people toward their own private property. We as a Nation take
stock of what we as a Nation own. We consider the uses to which it
can be put. We plan these uses in the light of what we want to be, of
what we want to accomplish as a people. We think of our land and
water and human resources not as static and sterile possessions but as
life-giving assets to be directed by wise provision for future days. We
seek to use our natural resources not as a thing apart but as something
that is interwoven with industry, labor, finance, taxation, agriculture,
homes, recreation, good citizenship. The resultttnts of this interweaving
will have a greater influence on the future American standard of living
than all the rest of our economics put together.

For the coming eighteen months I have asked the Congress for four
billion dollars for public projects. A substantial portion of this sum
will be used for objectives suggested in this report. As years pass the
Government should plan to spend each year a reasonable and continuing
sum in the development of this program. It is my hope, for example,
that after the immediate crisis of unemployment begins to mend, thM we
can afford and that i1 will seem fitting hati we chould to appropriate
approximately five hundred million dollars each year for this purpose.
Eventually this appropriation should replace all ccparato such appropri-
ations given in the past without planning.

A permanent National Resources Board, towards the establishment
of which we should be looking forward, would report recommend yearly
to the President and the Congress recommcndationo for priority of proj-
ects in the national plan. This will give to the Congress, as is entirely
proper, the final determination in relation to the projects and the appro-
priations involved.4

As I have already stated, it is only because of the current emergency
of unemployment and because of the physical impossibility of surveying,
weighing and testing each and every project that a segregation of items
is clearly impossible at the moment.

For the same reason the constituting of fixed and permanent admin-
istrative machinery would retard the immediate employment objective.
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Our goal must be a national one. Achievements in the arts of coni
munication, of transportation, of mechanized production, of agriculture,
of mining and of power, break down te do not minimize the rights of
State Governments but they go far beyond the economics of State bound-
aries.

Only through the growth of thought and actions in, terms of national
economics, can we best serve individual lives in individual localities.

It is, as tliese Reports points out, an error to say that we have "con-
quered Nature." We must, rather, start to shape our lives in more
harmonious relationship with Nature. This Report is a mile-stone in
our progress toward that end. The future of every American family
everywhere will be affected by the action we take.5

[SPEECH FILE:T]

This text is that of the final draft; the revisions are in Roosevelt's hand. Para-
graphs i i and i 2 are based on an accompanying two-page draft, presumably pre-
pared by the National Resources Board. The physical character of the final draft
indicates that it was prepared in the White House but how much of it was composed
by Roosevelt, other than the parts noted, is not clear. As thus revised, the text is
that as sent to the Congress.

2 Report on National Planning and Public Works in Relation to Natural Resources
and Including Land Use and Water Resources, With Findings and Recommenda-
tions; Submitted to the President in Accordance With Executive Order 6777,
June 30, 1934. Dec. I, 1934 (Washington, '934). Roosevelt had previously men-
tioned this report in his annual message to Congress of Jan. 4, 1935. Referring to
the attainment of "the security of a livelihood" through the better use of the
country's national resources, he said: "A study of our national resources, more com-
prehensive than any previously made, shows the vast amount of necessary and prac-
ticable work which needs to be done for the development and preservation of our
natural wealth for the enjoyment and advantage of our people in generations to
come" (Rosenman, ed., Public Papers, IV, 17-18).

Report of the Water Planning Committee, part 3 of the report cited above and
also issued separately. The Mississippi Valley Committee of the Federal Emer-
gency Administration of Public Works became the Water Planning Committee of the
National Resources Board on Oct. r, 5934.

S. 2825 to establish a national planning board was introduced by Senator
Copeland of New York on May 54, 5935. Hearings were held and it was re-
perted June 27 but failed to pass (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 1st less., 79:7, 7446;
79:9, 10241; 79:3, 14086-14087).

In the Senate the message was ordered to lie on the table and be printed; in
the House it was referred to the Committee of the Whole House and ordered to
be printed (ibid., 79:1, 865-866, 906-907).

311 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
AND HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, January 28, 1935

MEMORANDUM - - - I have several pleas in regard to the setting aside
of 8o,000,000 acres for grazing. I understand the cattlemen are asking
for land now fully occupied by big gameRocky Mountain sheep, etc.
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also they say that very soon we shall reach the definite date for turning
over those 8o,000,000 acres and that after that it will be too late to save
the pasturage for game and game only.

As this matter involves some forest lands, as well as public lands, will
you two confer on this and let me know?'

F.D.R.
[13:oF 633:cT]

It appears that this memorandum was inspired by Irving Brant, who had talked
with Roosevelt about wildlife refuges on the public range at the White House on
January 25. Brant says he did so at the request of Jay Darling who was anxious to
have an agreement between the grazing interests and the wildlife agencies before
the TayIoi Grazing Bill became law (Brant to the director of the Franklin D.
Roosevelt Library, May 3, June ii, 5954). The President said that the conserva-
tion aspect of the matter was new to him and took "detailed notes" on what Brant
told him.

312 THE SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 29, 1935

Presentation of Schlich Memorial Award

MR. PRESIDENT: In awarding to you the Sir William Schlich Memo-
rial Medal, the profession of forestry through the Society of American
Foresters is in effect giving international recognition to your interest and
effective work in forest conservation. The Schlich Memorial Award
is made in commemoration of a world-renowned British forester, and is
granted in rotation to five English-speaking countries. The form of the
award, and the design of the medal, are our own.

We wish to commend, especially, the broad social vision which led
you to establish the Civilian Conservation Corps and to entrust the
organization of its work projects to professional foresters in federal and
state service. As a profession we have given our best efforts to make this
great project a success, putting public service above party affiliation.

Were we to make a request to you at this time it would be this, as
coming without a dissenting voice from the foresters responsible for this
undertaking: That the work of the Civilian Conservation Corps be con-
tinued as it was begun, without reference to political sponsorship for
appointees, but solely on the basis of merit and efficiency.

We wish further to commend your allocation of funds from emergency
work for the extension by purchase of the national forests in the East,
thus making possible the efficient employment of these relief workers on
public property.

These are only the high lights in the program of service you have
rendered to the public through your efforts to conserve and restore the
immense potentialities of our land resources, forest, field and stream.
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In token of which we present you with this bronze medal bearing the
inscription: "Awarded to Franklin Delano Roosevelt for distinguished
services in forest conservation in America-1935." 1

[13:PPF I112:T]

in the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library.

313 ROOSEVELT TO THE SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS

[WASHINGTON, January 29, 1935] 1

To THE SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS: It is with a keen sense
of appreciation that I accept the award of the Schlich Forestry Medal.
I, of course, appreciate your generous recognition of my efforts on behalf
of forestry in which I have always been greatly interested; but what I
appreciate most of all is that the recognition comes from a profession
which from its very inception has looked upon the forests as an instru-
ment for the social and economic betterment of our peoplea profession
which has always been imbued with an intense spirit of public service.

I consider the social point of view of foresters as most essential to the
success of their profession. Forests require many years to mature; con-
sequently the long point of view is necessary if the forests are to be main-
tained for the good of our country. He who would hold this long point
of view must realize the need of subordinating immediate profits for the
sake of the future public welfare.

A forest is not solely so many thousand board feet of lumber to be
logged when market conditions make it profitable. It is an integral
part of our natural land covering, and the most potent factor in main-
taining nature's delicate balance in the organic and inorganic worlds.
In his struggle for selfish gain, man has often heedlessly tipped the scales
so that nature's balance has been destroyed, and the public welfare has
usually been on the short-weighted side. Such public necessities, there-
fore, must not be destroyed because there is profit for someone in their
destruction. The preservation of the forests must be lifted above mere
dollars and cents considerations.

For this reason, I consider the conservation provision of the Code
adopted by the lumber industry as a great step toward recognition of the
social value of the forests. The essence of this provision should be re-
tained no matter what other changes may be made in the Code.

The handling of our forests as a continuous, renewable resource means
permanent employment and stability to our country life. The forests are
also needed for mitigating extreme climatic fluctuations, for holding the
soil on the slopes, retaining the moisture in the ground, and controlling
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the equable flow of water in our streams. The forests are the "lungs"
of our land, purifying the air and giving fresh strength to our people.
Truly, they make the country more livable.

There is a new awakening to the importance of the forests to the
country, and if you foresters remain true to your ideals, the country may
confidently trust its most precious heritage to your safekeeping.2

[13:PPF 1112:CT]

This date is derived from the White House appointments list (PPF iO).
Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

314 JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY,
TO ROOSEVELT AND HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 4, 1935

CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM . . . Present intensive investigations
on which to base the next season's shooting regulations for migratory
waterfowl indicate the necessity for drastic restrictions.

Between a strictly closed season and a short open season in which the
pernicious practices have been eliminated, the short open season seems at
this time to be indicated.

A closed season, to be effective, must be predicated upon an additional
appropriation of $450,000 for law enforcement. Without extra em-
phasis upon law enforcement a closed season would be entirely imprac-
tical. Additional drawbacks to a closed season would be apparent in
the heavy losses in license fees to the States with consequent breakdown
of cooperative efforts, total loss of duck stamp revenue and violent reper-
cussions from institutional and commercial interests.

A short open season, while not so productive of immediate increase in
the duck population as a closed season may be so regulated as to con-
tribute more permanent results in the long haul toward our final objec-
tive, if by prohibiting all artificial baiting, prohibiting the use of auto-
matics and repeaters of more than three-shell capacity, and reducing live
decoys to a minimum, the hunting of migratory waterfowl may be per-
manently rid of those pernicious practices which have been responsible
for the heavy slaughter and commercialization of the sport.

The present recognized crisis in the duck population has created a
sentiment among sportsmen which would justify the expectancy that
they would accept any regulations which are found necessary.

It seems to me that to be permanently rid of the iniquities is a great-
er conservation contribution than a closed season.
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The 1935 regulations, as tentatively formulated in my mind at this
time are approximately as follows:

I. 30-day open season with no rest days.
Prohibition of all baiting.
Limitation of automatic and repeater shot guns to three shells

at one loading.
Prohibition of all sink box and sneak box shooting.
Use of live decoys cut to a minimum.
Shooting day from 8 to 4.

In place of allocation of shooting season by States as recently prac-
ticed, the country would be divided into two zones. The north half,
lying north of Long Island, the Ohio River, Missouri, Kansas, Colo-
rado, Utah, Nevada and California might have a season from October
i5th to November i 5th; the southern half November i5th to De-
cember i 5th.'

J. N. DARLING
[I3:oF IF:TS:PH0T0sTAT]

1Roosevelt wrote to Wallace on Feb. 8, 1935 (OF iF): "I like Jay Darling's
suggestions in regard to the next duck season. I take it they will require no legis-
lation to carry them into effect." The proposal to prohibit all baiting reflected
the views of Irving Brant who had talked with Roosevelt on wildfowl protection at
the January 25 meeting mentioned above (see ante, t i n.) Brant argued that
the attempt to protect the vanishing varieties of duck through a differential bag
limit had failed because hunters either could not or would not distinguish the dif-
ferent kinds in the field. He said that only a totally closed season or total abolition
of baiting would be effective. Roosevelt agreed with him and said that he was
against baiting of all kinds (Brant to William T. Hornaday, Feb. 12, i935; copy
in the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library). Darling's proposed regulations were, in their
essentials, adopted for the 1935-36 season. See Annual Report of the Chief of the
Bureau of Biological Survey, 1935 (Washington, 1935), p. 2.

315 [Enclosure i]

CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT AND THE SECRE-

TARY OF AGRICULTURE; TAYLOR GRAZING ACT AND WILDLIFE: Every
suggestion as to conferences with Assistant Secretary Chapman, Ad-
ministrator Carpenter,1 and other agencies of the Department of the
Interior has been complied with. The answer does not lie in that di-
rection.

Neither should the future of our American wildlife species rest upon
the generosity of the grazing interests or any other encroachments.

A national Government policy should be officially announced which
will designate and set aside such portions of the dwindling hereditary
game ranges of our wildlife as will guarantee for all time the necessary
wildlife reservoirs for their adequate and permanent preservation.
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A study has been completed upon which such a national policy
should be based.

Game has been the orphan child without asylum in the conserva-
tion world. No provision has been made for its permanent home.
There has been no Government agency entrusted with its custodian-
ship. It has subsisted on the crumbs dropped from the table of
forestry, parks, reclamation and advancing civilization. That it has
escaped total extinction is through no foresight or comprehensive plan.

Thirty years ago Theodore Roosevelt established a permanent gov-
ernmental policy for forests. A like permanent national policy on wild-
life is long overdue.

It looks to me like an opportunity.
J. N. DARLING

[13:oF iF:Ts:PH0T0sTAT]
1 Farrington Carpenter, director, Grazing Division, Interior Department.

316 [Enclosure 2]

CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT AND THE SECRE-

TARY OF AGRICULTURE; NATIONAL WILDLIFE PROGRAM: How much
land will be needed and where located, to guarantee the perpetual exist-
ence of the various valuable wildlife species of our North American
continent has been definitely determined.

Much can be accomplished on the present existing public domain. A
long-time program for acquisition of game ranges now in private owner-
ship is practical and not burdensome.

Charts, maps and surveys designating boundaries, location and size
of areas required have been prepared for bison, antelope, mountain
sheep, grizzly bear, Kodiak bear, elk, moose, caribou, sage grouse, wild
turkey, prairie chicken, beaver, marten, fisher, deer, ruffed grouse,
migratory waterfowl and other valuable species.

[JAY N. DARLNG]
[I3:oF IF:T:PHOTOSTAT]

317 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-

TURE, AND JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

WASHINGTON, February 8, 1935

MEMORANDUM . . . Please speak to the Acting Director of the Budget
about a deficiency appropriation to feed the Elk in Jackson Hole. At
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the same time, I think we could tell Congress that 9,000 Elk at that place
constitute too large a herd and that we propose to turn some of them
loose elsewhere another year.'

F.D.R.
[13:0F I-F:cTs]

1 Darling had warned Roosevelt and Wallace (in a letter of Feb. 7, 1935, OF iF),
that 9,000 elk in Jackson Hole faced starvation before spring unless $17,500 was
provided for hay and cottonseed cake. He pointed out that the situation was not
new and that repeated warnings from the Biological Survey had gone unheeded.

318 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, AND JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

WASHINGTON, February 8, 1935

MEMORANDUM . . . What would you think of a conference, starting
under my auspices, between Biological Survey, Forestry Bureau, Recla-
mation Service, to try to work out a definite plan as between these and
possibly other Bureaus? If you think it wise let me know who should
be at such a conference.'

F.D.R.
{I3:OF I:CTS]

1 This accompanied Darling's preceding memoranda to Roosevelt and presumably
refers to the questions raised therein. Answered post, 322.

319 JEAN SHERWOOD HARPER TO ROOSEVELT

SWARTHMORE, PA., February 8, 1935

M DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: My "beloved Okefinokee" is still in
danger, and again I want to ask your help.

Every day's delay means more lumbering carried on and more of the
swamp lost forever in its primeval state. It is a wilderness unique in its
beauty and unsurpassed as a refuge for vanishing forms of wild life. The
Biological Survey has investigated the area and favors its purchase by
the Government. If you would but "say the word" to bring this about,
it would mean a permanent and priceless gain to the country.

Francis wrote an account of the Okefinokee for last May's National
Geographic, but unfortunately the editors deleted all he had said about
its conservation.

We wish very much that you could sometime, perhaps on your next
trip South, see the swamp for yourself. Transportation could readily
be provided by car and boat into some of the most beautiful parts of the
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swamp, in a trip of only a few hours. Then you would understand why
the few of us who know and love the swamp become so "impassioned"
when we watch its gradual but steady destruction and see help within
reach.1

Sincerely always,
JEAN SHERWOOD HARPER

[13:PPF 1091:TS]

Answered post, 326.

320 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY
CONSERVATION WORK

WASHINGTON, February 12, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. ROBERT FECHNER: The Secretary of the
Interior asks for 500 camps in lieu of the 348 now allocated to National
Parks. How many do you think you should allot?

F.D.R.
[I3:oF 268:CT]

321 [Enclosure] HAROLD L. IcKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Feb. 9, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Director Fechner of Emergency Conservation
Work, in reply to a letter from me, has called my attention to an inter-
view had with you in reference to Emergency Conservation Work, and
its relation to the park and recreational development of the country.1

Mr. Fechner informs me that you suggested work on parks could be
deferred until later, and that the expansion of the CCC camps should
be concentrated on forest protection, reforestation, and soil erosion con-
trol projects. This is a wise policy. However, I desire to call to your
attention the results of CCC work on state parks, and to urge that a
small number of the additional camps be allotted state parks under the
expansion program. Emergency Conservation Work has been a tre-
mendous stimulus to the states in providing necessary recreational facil-
ities for their own citizens. Five states have actively entered into state
park work since the inauguration of Emergency Conservation Work.
Many states have greatly expanded their programs. During the past
two years, due almost wholly to the Emergency Conservation program,
422,000 acres, conservatively valued at $6,000,000, have been added, by
gift or purchase, to state recreation systems.

[35']



Encouraged by existing camps, and the prospect of additional ones in
the expansion program, Oklahoma, Arizona, Louisiana, Mississippi,
Minnesota, Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, Pennsylvania, Ohio,
Arkansas, Missouri, North Dakota, Maine, and Nevada have pending
state legislation or appropriation items needed to place their park activ-
ities on a sound basis.

Allocation of camps for the fifth period, already agreed upon by the
several agencies, and approved by Mr. Fechner, took no account of the
existing 172 drought relief camps, of which 53 are on state parks. The
program as now considered would involve their loss to park work since
it was expected that they would be continued by camps to be created
under the expansion program. Furthermore, forty-three state park
camps now established in the fourth period were surrendered for the fifth
period to other agencies for early placement in high altitude locations.
Such losses would have a profoundly discouraging effect on state park
development.

The National Park Service and the Land Program Administration
have looked to the expansion program to provide camps to develop a
number of recreation areas being set up under the Land Program, and
thus actually realize a public value from these lands which the Federal
Government is purchasing. These areas are needed to supply the rec-
reational needs of metropolitan districts. On these worn out areas, as
well as on many state parks, there is a direct forest protection, reforesta-
tion and erosion control task to be performed.

In view of these conditions, I recommend that Mr. Fechner be
authorized to allot a total of 500 camps to state parks during the fifth
period, there now being 348 camps established in the fourth period.2

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[I3:OF 268:TS]

Fechner had two appointments with Roosevelt on Feb. 6, T935: one at 4 P. M.,
and another, in company with Commissioner of Education Studebaker, at 4:20 P. M.
(PPF rO).

2See post, 325.

322 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, AND JAY
N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 12, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: This is in reply to your suggestion of Feb-
ruary 8 to the Secretary of Agriculture and Chief of the Biological Survey,
which read: "What would you think of a conference, starting under my
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auspices, between the Biological Survey, Forestry Bureau, Reclamation
Service, to try to work out a definite plan as between these and possibly
other Bureaus? If you think it wise let me know who should be at such
a conference."

This is an excellent idea. In addition to the heads of the three agen-
cies you mention, Mr. Darling, Mr. Silcox and Mr. Mead, it would be
desirable to have present a representative of the National Resources
Board, probably Mr. Charles W. Eliot, II.

A statement respecting the need for coordination in project planning
is attached.

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

J. N. DARLING
[13:oF I-F:TS]

323 [Enclosure]

Memorandum of Coordination

The universal practice of breaking down our endowment of natural
environment in pursuit of specialized objectives has proved in many in-
stances more destructive to the general good than beneficial to the in-
terests for which the project was devised. Investigation to determine
the contingent consequence before authorization in the field of our na-
tional public works program would save much post mortem remorse.

Highly specialized federal agencies have often pursued their specific
objectives without adequate consideration for the effect on other con-
servation activities of contingent agencies. The result has been, fre-
quently, an unconscious but conspicuous nullification by one agency of
the efforts of another equally responsible agency or agencies seeking to
render service in the public interest. It is recognized that drainage
projects, whether for reclamation of land, irrigation, mosquito control or
water power dams, may have biological and economic consequences so
destructive to contingent interests as to bring into question the ultimate
value of the project.

The promotion of projects which permits of duplication, costly cancel-
lation of efforts, and indeed the frustration of the paramount national
conservation interest, is too primitive to be tolerated by an intelligent
government. With activities in the interest of conservation greatly en-
larged under this Administration, the responsibility for coordination is
even greater than during the past when other Administrations tolerated
this frequent cancellation of efforts.
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A clearing house of public works planning for the nation with respect
to conservation is essential. The National Resources Board has pro-
posed the establishment of a permanent planning body responsible di-
rectly to the Chief Executive.

Pending Congressional authority to act as a clearing house and co-
ordinator of public works conservation projects, there is an urgent need
for voluntary collaboration between agencies of the government and
agencies of the various States operating with federal funds.

If cooperative planning cannot be obtained voluntarily, even for the
present, it is desirable that it be enforced by Administrative authority.
It is desirable that veto power be exercised in the case of uncoordinated
projects. The National Resources Board might possibly exercise veto
power. It is doubtful whether public funds should be released, either
for national or State projects, until provision has been made for
coordination.1

H. A. WALLACE, Secretary
J. N. DARLING, Chief, Bureau of Biological Survey

[13:oF IF:TS]

'Referring to the meeting proposed in the covering letter, an attached memo-
randum, Roosevelt to Early, Feb. 19, 5935, reads, "Will you please arrange this con-
ference and also have Tugwell and Hopkins there?" No further mention of the
proposed conference has been found in the Roosevelt papers.

324 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, February 12, 1935
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR I approve the

letter of January 25th from the Chairman of the National Resources
Board,' in accordance with next to last paragraph providing for:

i. Adequate Federal appropriations to finance specific research proj-
ects which may be developed through a committee as outlined in the
previous paragraph and which are shown to have national significance.

2. Generous support for scientific work carried on by the several
branches of the Government.

I believe that these projects may be attained by allotment along
definite lines from the proposed work fund. I should be glad to have
the National Resources Board prepare a plan, remembering always
that under the allotments to be made at least 90% of the amount
expended must go to direct labor paid to persons taken from the relief
rolls.

F.D.R.
[13:OF 1092:CT]

1 Ickes urged Federal aid for a research program, to include stream pollution
studies currently being carried on by the National Resources Board, and completion
of the topographic mapping of the United States (OF rog2).
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325 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. IcKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, February i6, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: I enclose
copy of letter from the Director of Emergency Conservation Work'
which answers the questions raised in your letter to me of February
ninth. It seems to me that Mr. Fechner's letter provides for a reason-
able allocation. It must be borne in mind that distribution of C. C. C.
camps is advisable along two linesfirst, geographical and, second, di-
versity of useful work.

F.D.R.
[I3:OF 268:CT]

'Feb. 15, 1935 (OF 268), stating that he thought an allotment of 600 camps
out of a total of 29,6 for all types of park work would be proper.

326 ROOSEVELT TO JEAN SHERWOOD HARPER, Swarthmore,
Pennsylvania

[WASHINGTON] February i8, 1935

DEAR JEAN: The enclosed comes from Mr. Darling. I would be
entirely willing to have it made a national monument but this would
have to come through Congressional action. I am asking Mr. Darling
to speak to the delegations concerned.'

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:PPF I09I:CT]

'This is in reply to Mrs. Harper's letter of Feb. 8, 1935, ante, 319.

327 [Enclosure] JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 14, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Okefenokee Swamp area should be a
national monument. We have investigated it and find it well worthy
of preservation.

A public road is now being surveyed to cross it. The Governor could
and would, according to reports, stop the building of the road if there
was a chance for Federal acquisition at a total cost of approximately one
million dollars.

There are no funds available for that project that I can discover.
Very truly yours,

J. N. DARLING
[I3:PPF IogI:T:coPY]
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328 ROOSEVELT TO JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

WASHINGTON, February i8, 1935

MEMORANDUM . . . In regard to Okefenokee swamp, why don't
you try to get some Congressmen interested in the idea of a national
monument? I hesitate to initiate the recommendation but some of the
people on the Hill might do it.

F.D.R.
{I3:PPF 1O91:CT]

329 PRESS CONFERENCE, Hyde Park, February 27, 1935, 11:10 A.M.

[Excerpt] The President: . . . You can say that I am looking over my
land that is to be planted this yearmore trees.

Q: Whereabouts, Mr. President?
The President: Well, you wouldn't know if I told you. It is on the

other side of the creek, at the back of what I call the Tompkins f arm.1
It is way back, an old pasture that is grown over with white birch. I
am cleaning off about six acres and going to plant it in the spring

Q: What kind of trees are you planting down there?
The President: Whatever the State College of Forestry recommends.

You see, we are using this as an experimental plot and it may be any-
thingEuropean larch, Norway spruce, native red pine, poplar, any
one of half a dozen things they have been working on.

Q: How many acres of your farm are planted according to this
scientific formula, or can it be measured definitely?

The President: I should say there are probably about 300 acres of
old woodland which have been, over a period of twenty-five years, im-
proved each year, and about ioo acres that I planted myself for the
State Collegetook it over for experimental work, and about 6o acres
that they have done. You see, they have only been doing their experi-
mental planting now since 1926 or 1927 and they do about eight or ten
acres a year. We have tried all sorts of things, even Douglas fir from
the West Coast. That takes a thousand years to grow.

Q: Is it growing?
The President: It is growing up awfully slowly.
Then we are carrying out other experiments with the planting of

acorns, different types of oaks, and then I started another experiment
to see whether the acorns from very old trees gave a better tree than the
acorns from young or middle-aged trees. In other words, I have for-
gotten what the technical word is, but genetics of various kinds.

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]

Part of the Roosevelt tenant farm on State Route 9G.
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330 ROOSEVELT TO MAIVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, March 2, 1935

MEMO FOR MAC: Will you arrange a conference for me with Secre-
tary Ickes, Secretary Wallace, Bennett of Soil Erosion, and I want
Richberg there too?

Will you give me the attached memoranda when they come?
F.D.R.

[13:OF 6-u:T]

331 [Enclosure 1] HUGH H. BENNETT, DIRECTOR, SOIL ERosIoN
SERVICE, TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, February 23, 1935

MEMORANDUM TO THE SECRETARY: . . . As you will recall, the De-
partment of the Interior representative made application for a total of
943 of the new camps, including 533 camps for the Soil Erosion Service.
It was our understanding that the Department of the Interior's request
would be treated as a unit, but the breakdown of camps for Park Serv-
ice prompts us to renew our application with the request that the Presi-
dent be asked to approve the allocation to the Soil Erosion Service of
an adequate number of CCC camps to strengthen and supply the needs
of the Soil Erosion Service program on agricultural lands. The Forest
Service now has i 096 camps, of which i i are erosion camps working
on agricultural lands. The Soil Erosion Service now has i camps
which are spread over 23 of our projects. At the present time we have
39 approved projects, leaving 16 projects without the supplementary
labor resources of the CCC camps. The enlarged program of the Soil
Erosion Service includes 50 additional demonstration projects which
will in time grow to about 100 projects, each of which could be advan-
tageously served by an average of 5 CCC camps.

It is our conviction that the time has arrived when the function of
the Soil Erosion Service as a major agency to be responsible for erosion
control on agricultural lands should be recognized. With such recog-
nition it is expected that the CCC camps now under the jurisdiction
of the Forest Service on agricultural lands duplicating in a less effective
way the work of the Soil Erosion Service should be assigned to the Soil
Erosion Service for administration. This recommendation in no way
is intended to restrict or reduce the work of erosion control carried out
by the Forest Service on the National Forest or range lands, or the
National Park Service or other agencies on lands under their jurisdic-
tion. The duplication and overlapping of erosion control work by
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CCC camps under the Forest Service often conflicts with the more
complete program of the Soil Erosion Service. In the interest of greater
efficiency and a more general approval of the Administration's attack
upon the problem of soil and water conservation, it is urgently recom-
mended that steps be taken to remove the duplication and conflicts, and
that the work of erosion be adequately coordinated between the Soil
Erosion Service, and the Forest Service and other government agencies.

We, therefore, earnestly recommend that the President be requested
to allot to the Soil Erosion Service 533 camps as proposed in your
letter of February 6, 1935, to Mr. Robert Fechner, Director of Emer-
gency Conservation Work; and that a coordination of erosion control
work be effected as above outlined. The attached letter making such
request has been prepared for your signature.'

H. H. BENNETT
[I3:oF 6u:Ts]

1 Not present.

332 [Enclosure 2] DONALD R. RICHBERG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL EMERGENCY COUNCIL, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, February 28, 1935

MEMORANDUM . . . Consolidation of Soil Erosion Service in Depart-
ment of Agriculture: Following your directions, I have taken up the
question of how to consolidate soil erosion work in the Department of
Agriculture.

After discussion with Secretary Wallace and an extensive investiga-
tion by the Solicitor of his department, I can summarize the following
conclusions:

i. The soil erosion work now being carried on in the Department of
the Interior can be transferred to the Department of Agriculture by
an Executive Order, since that work has been established in the Depart-
ment of the Interior by the Public Works Administrator, acting under
Title II of the National Industrial Recovery Act.

A comprehensive program, such as outlined in the bill proposed
by the Secretary of the Interior, including a consolidation of the work
of all agencies now engaged in this field, cannot be put in effect without
legislation. The President's legislative authority under the Act of June
30, 1932, as amended, expired June 30, 1934.1

Soil erosion work outside of the Soil Erosion Service in the Depart-
ment of the Interior is of a minor character, including the following:
Office of Indian Affairs and Division of Grazing Control, both in the
Department of the Interior; Tennessee Valley Authority, Emergency
Conservation Work, Mississippi Valley Committee, California Debris
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Commission. These activities have such relative unimportance that
a practical consolidation of soil erosion work can be effected by a trans-
fer of the Soil Erosion Service in the Department of the Interior to the
Department of Agriculture.

Under the terms of Title II of the National Industrial Recovery
Act new expenditures cannot be made after June i6, 1935 and only
the "remaining functions" of agencies established under the Act are to
be transferred to such departments of the government as the President
shall designate. Therefore, unless the new work relief appropriation
provides for the continuance of this work, it would cease June i6th.

Apparently the Soil Erosion Service in the Department of the In-
tenor anticipates the continuance of Soil Erosion Service, since agree-
ments are now being entered into with agricultural colleges and State
Representatives of the Soil Erosion Service are being directed to prepare
plans for carrying on Soil Erosion Service with relief workers.

If this work is to be consolidated in the Department of Agriculture,
it would seem important to have the Service transferred immediately to
the Department of Agriculture, which will eventually have the responsi-
bility for carrying on the work. If this is your desire, the Solicitor for
the Department of Agriculture should be directed to prepare an Execu-
tive Order providing for this transfer. After this is done, if the Depart-
ment of Agriculture thinks further legislation advisable to authorize a
comprehensive program, they will naturally prepare such a bill for your
consideration.

I have not taken this matter up with the Secretary of the Interior,
having simply acted on your instructions to determine what was neces-
sary to transfer this service to the Department of Agriculture.2

[DONALD R. RICHBERG]
[13:OF 6u:Tj

'Title IV, "Reorganization of Executive Departments," of the Legislative Appro-
priationActof 1932 (47 Stat. 382).

2 Roosevelt had before him at this time a long statement by Bennett to Ickes, Jan.
22, 1935 (OF i), of what he considered to be the unwise soil conservation practices
of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration.

333 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] Mar. 5, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: Over twenty bills have been
introduced this session of Congress, in both House and Senate, propos-
ing to establish "Authorities" similar to the Tennessee Valley Authority
in various parts of the Country. These bills usually authorize an ini-
tial appropriation of $50,000,000 for each project, and it is estimated
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that all of the programs together will eventually call for at least $ 4,000-
000,00o to complete them. These proposals affect the following river
systems: (i) Upper Mississippi; (2) Columbia; () Missouri; ()
Arkansas; () Sacramento-San Joaquin (Calif.); (6) Cumberland
(Ky.-Tenn.); () Wabash-White (md., Iii., 0.); (8) Kanawha-
Monongahela (W. Va.); () Brazos (Texas); (lo) Connecticut; and
(ii) Merrimac (N.H.)

The Upper Mississippi Valley Authority proposal has been referred
by the Senate to the War Department which reported unfavorably.
This proposal and the Columbia Valley Authority proposal have like-
wise been referred to the Department of Agriculture for report and the
latter awaits advice as to whether or not it should state these legislative
measures to be in accord with the financial program of the President.

It is respectfully suggested that you indicate whether or not these
various regional development programs are in accordance with your
financial program.'

[13:0F 79:CT]
[DANIEL W. BELL]

Answered below.

334 ROOSEVELT TO DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

WASHINGTON, March 6, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BUDGET: I have
consistently said that I thought no new Authorities should be estab-
lished this year but that I can take care of preliminary regional set-ups
out of the Public Works program.

F.D.R.
[I3:OF 79:CT]

335 SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION OF WILD LIFE
RESOURCES TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] March 6, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Under the provisions of the Taylor Grazing
Act, the last of the public domain of any value is now in the process
of being apportioned out to the grazing interests.

Situated in these proposed grazing districts are certain hereditary
game ranges harboring the remnants of many of our big game wildlife
species.

No Federal program for the perpetual preservation of these national
wildlife assets has ever been formulated and no federal lands appro-
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priated to carry out such a policy. While the chief responsibility may
be presumed to rest in the States, it is certain that the Federal govern-
ment has a definite national responsibility which it has never exercised
to see that the valuable wildlife species are permanently preserved.

It is therefore the opinion of this Committee that the hereditary game
reservoirs, as specified by the Biological Survey, be withdrawn from
the public domain for game by Executive Order before the grazing
districts are established. After the grazing districts are once established
all game will be subject to the generosity of the grazing administrations.

It should be added that the game areas having been once withdrawn
and the title to the land given to game, these same areas may be ad-
ministered for grazing so long as the grazing privilege is not abused.
The important item for consideration therefore is that the game areas
be withdrawn before and not after the last of the Federal domain is
given away.1

Respectfully submitted,

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION OF WILDLIFE
RESOURCES, UNITED STATES SENATE

by /s/ CARL D. SHOEMAKER
[I3:OF 378:c'r:coPY]

Referred to the Agriculture and Interior Departments for reply.

336 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 7, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Congressman Marvin Jones called me up
early this week saying that he had a bill providing for setting up the Soil
Erosion Service in a permanent way in the Department of Agriculture.
He indicated that he didn't want to get his wires crossed and under-
stood that action was in prospect from this end and that you were per-
haps contemplating handling the Soil Erosion Service for a while longeT
on a temporary basis. He said if action was not contemplated on this
end, that he would like to push his bill. I told him over the telephone
that you had talked to me about it and I thought it would be wise if
be would delay matters for the time being.

Enclosed I am sending you a clipping from the New York Times of
February 25. On examination of the publication of the Department
of Interior referred to in this New York Times article, I find that the
Soil Erosion Service is apparently engaging in a great variety of agricul-
tural work. There are articles in this bulletin on "Sweet Clover Plant-
ing," "Limestone," "Planting Oats," "Methods of Strip Cropping,"
etc. The work of the Soil Erosion Service is excellent but it is largely
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agricultural work and done in cooperation with the Agricultural Ex-
periment Stations and Extension Services on individual farms.

I have the feeling that Secretary Ickes has no illusions whatever as
to the character of the functions of the Soil Erosion Service and where
it belongs but he is holding on to it because he thinks it is good trading
stock. I know you don't want any fights within your family and I am
sure that I don't want any disagreement within the progressive scgment
of the family; nevertheless, I am certain that inasfar as the Department of
Interior deals with agricultural matters and with farmers, there is likely
to be eventual serious trouble.'

Respectfully yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF 6u:Ts]

'Jones, chairman of the House Committee on Agriculture, introduced H. R. 7055,
"To provide for the protection of land resources against soil erosion," on March i
5935. By March 27 some half-dozen other Senate and House bills to provide for
a permanent soil erosion service had been introduced. Two, H. R. 6432 and H. R.
6455, would have placed the proposed new agency under Interior (Cong. Rec., 74th
Cong., 1st sess., 79:3, 2825, 2984, 3066, 3180; 79:4, 4533, 4577). Ickes says
that Roosevelt had told him that he would not oppose legislation placing soil con-
servation permanently in the Interior Department and that he had then caused the
filing of bills for that purpose (Ickes' Diary, I, 325).

337 ROOSEVELT TO JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

WASHINGTON, March 9, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. J. N. DARLING: Senator Norbeck is tre-
mendously interested in game preservation. Perhaps you will show
him the map you showed me. He can be counted on to help us in
every way.

I think I have sold the Secretary of the Interior on the idea of giving
game the first consideration in the localities marked, then letting public
lands authorize limited grazing, but only after certificate from you that
such grazing will not affect the wild life.

If there is any hitch in this, let me know.1
F.D.R.

[13:oF IF:cT]

'To resolve the differences between the Grazing Division (Interior Department)
and the Bureau of Biological Survey (Agriculture Department), Roosevelt first
considered settling all cases personally in instances where the two agencies could
not agree. Irving Brant told him (at the White House on Jan. 25, 5935), that
this would make him superintendent of every wildlife refuge in the country. Later
Roosevelt proposed that the Biological Survey decide how many head of livestock
should graze in an area at any one time, and the Grazing Division should decide
whose livestock should graze there (Irving Brant to the director of the Franklin
D. Roosevelt Library, May 3, 1954). Apparently it was this proposal that is here
referred to.
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338 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, March 20, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: I have had
a very satisfactory talk with Mr. Bennett of the Soil Erosion Service.'
Mr. Bennett is most appreciative of the splendid cooperation which he
has had from the Department of the Interior, and I want to make it
perfectly clear to you that he has not in any shape, manner or form,
advocated a transfer of the Soil Erosion Service to the Department of
Agriculture.

Neverthelss, after full consideration of the functions involved, and
leaving out all other considerationswhich is after all the only way in
which I have any right to look at the problemI have definitely con-
cluded that as a matter of function, the Soil Erosion Service should
be transferred to the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture.

The functional work involved is concerned more with agriculture
than with any other broad subject.

In view of this will you be good enough to ask the Public Works'
administrative body to pass the necessary Resolution making the trans-
fer? I think no Executive Order is necessary because the Soil Erosion
Service was originally set up in the Department of Interior by Resolu-
tion of the Public Works Administration.2

F.D.R.
[13:0F 6u:CT]

Roosevelt decided to call Bennett to the White House after receiving Wallace's
letter of March 7, i935 (ante, 336). With Bennett were Donald R. Richberg,
Executive Director of the National Emergency Council, and Walter C. Lowdermilk,
associate director of the Soil Conservation Service (PPF 1-0).

2 This letter was received in Ickes' office during his absence in Florida but he was
informed by telephone of the President's decision on March 25. He at once asked
that the matter be postponed until his return but was told that the President wanted
a special meeting of the Public Works Board at once. Ickes thereupon gave his
sanction to the meeting of the board, which passed the necessary resolution on
March 22 (Ickes' Diary, I, 325-326; Ickes to Roosevelt, March 25, 5935, OF 6U).
Ickes, as Federal Works Administrator, signed a directive making the transfer on
March 23 and Roosevelt approved it on March 25, 5935 (OF 6U).

339 ROOSEVELT TO NELSON C. BROWN, New York State College
of Forestry, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York

WASHINGTON] March 20, 1935

DEAR NELSON: Many thanks for that interesting letter.1 I am
delighted to have your comments. Also, I shall be very happy and proud
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to have the new book dedicated to me. My only difficulty is the ques-
tion of a Foreword. I have had to turn down relatives, college chums,
etc., in the matter of Forewords, and I greatly fear I cannot make an
exception.2

By next autunm I expect to have seventy-one additional acres at Hyde
Parknorth of the stone cottagenearly all of it excellent land for
planting. It was in fields up to about twenty years ago and now has
light brush or heavy weeds on itnot much of a job to clear it. Most of
it lies higher than any planting we have done yet.

When I get up to Hyde Park in the spring I hope that you and Pro-
fessor Heiberg can run down and I will show it to you.

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 38:CT]

1 March 55, 1935 (PPF 38), saying that he thought that Article X of the NRA
Lumber Code was a step in the right direction but should not be administered by
the Agriculture Department; that the revised form of the Shelterbelt would now
be approved by foresters generally; and that the Government should not do its own
logging and lumber manufacturing in the national forests.

'Brown had asked Roosevelt to write a preface to his forthcoming book, A Gen-
eral Introduction to Forestry in the United States (New York: John Wiley, 1935).

340 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] March 22, 1935

DEAR HAROLD: I would certainly have waited in the matter of the
Soil Erosion Bureau except for the fact that a very difficult situation
started to come to a head on the Hill. I had already talked with Bennett,
who, I think, preferred personally to stay in Interior because of the
splendid treatment you have given them. Nevertheless, I had to decide
the matter from the point of view of common sense administrative lay-
out and charting and there is no question that Soil Erosion has more to
do with Agriculture activities than with Interior activities. I know you
will understand.1

As ever yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 6-u:CT]

This is in reply to Ickes' telegram of March 21, 5935 (OF 6U), protesting
Roosevelt's decision to transfer the Soil Erosion Service to the Department of Agri-
culture. An attached note reads, "Please send by hand immediately." The Soil
Erosion Service became the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agri-
culture under the act of April 27, 5935: see post, 349.
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341 ROOSEVELT TO REVEREND A. C. MILLAR, tDITOR, The
Arkansas Methodist, Little Rock, Arkansas

[WASHINGTON] March 22, 1935

DEAR MR. MILLAR: I was delighted to have your report on
visiting Soil Erosion Project No. 17 and I hope that as you make other
visits to any of the conservation projects you will favor me with your
impressions.'

I agree with you that terracing is a valuable means of preventing
soil erosion, but it does require discriminating use. There are un-
doubtedly areas where reseeding and other vegetative means may be
employed more satisfactorily. There is also the possibility, in some areas,
of so changing uses to which the land is now putputting more land
in grass and trees and less in cultivated crops, for exampleas to offer
considerable hope. I feel that the work of the Soil Erosion Service and
other Federal and State agencies cooperating in erosion control is slowly
but surely persuading farmers that such control is, in fact, both an
individual and patriotic duty.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

EM

{13:PPF 2364:CT]

1 Millar had urged Roosevelt (March 2, 5935, PPF 2364), to call upon Mississippi
Valley farmers to terrace their farms as a solution to the soil erosion problem.

2 Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

342 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR DUNCAN U. FLETCHER OF FLORIDA

MIAMI, FLORIDA, March 30, 19351

M DEAR SENATOR FLETCHER: Your letter of March eleventh deals
with a subject near to my heart.2 As indicated by my letter of January
second to the Governors, I desire to advance the cause of forest conser-
vation in correlated programs covering both Federal and State activi-
ties by every means at my command. Among other things, this will
obviously require legislation.

As to Federal legislation, I have only been awaiting the most favor-
able opportunity to present a program for the consideration of Con-
gress. What I have in mind is a rounding out of existing legislation
supplemented by new provisions and altogether something which will
supply an organic basis, so far as we can now foresee it, for the next
ten or fifteen years.

It will be necessary to provide for such things as public acquisition
of forest lands, a strengthening of the provisions for making existing

[365]



national forests and those to be acquired fully productive, and in doing
so tp afford the opportunity for the relief of unemployment and stabili-
zation of local communities, an authorization of the shelter belt, a well
coordinated program of forest research, and finally, comprehensive pro-
vision in a variety of fields for stimulating and insuring both State and
private activities.

Accordingly, I hope in the near future to get in touch with you and
possibly other leaders in the Senate and the House as to the best means
for obtaining the enactment of such a legislative program.3

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:OF I49:cT]

Roosevelt left Washington March 25 for a vacation spent cruising in the Bahamas
on Vincent Astor's yacht Nourmahal. He returned to Washington April 9.

2 Fletcher referred to Roosevelt's letter to the state governors of Jan. 2, 5935 (ante,
307), and asked for suggestions on legislation for the promotion of reforestation
(OF 549).

8 Drafted by the Forest Service.

343 ROOSEVELT TO HERMAN COPE, PENNSYLVANIA FORESTRY
AsSOCIATION, Philadelphia

[WASHINGTON, April 9, 1935]

M DEAR MR. COPE: Your letter to me under date of February
twenty-eighth,' and your letter to Mrs. Roosevelt under date of February
sixth, reflect the high ideals and unselfish public interest which have
characterized the Pennsylvania Forestry Association throughout its use-
ful and constructive life. I wish it were practicable to act fully and
promptly upon your request. Any proposal to preserve the fast dwin-
dling remnants of the virgin forests with which our Nation originally
was endowed strongly appeals to me.

The fact that the Federal Government by acquiring and conserving
the Tionesta tract will preserve to posterity an example of the original
hemlock-hardwood forest of northwestern Pennsylvania is a source of
deep gratification to me. While the cost was relatively high I deem it
justified by the scientific, inspirational and material benefits which will
result.

Additional and larger investments in virgin forest in the same limited
area, however, would have to be weighed against other urgent require-
ments of a sound forest program. There doubtless are other places
where the same high considerations that dictated the purchase of the
Tionesta tract equally will demand recognition and special action.
Purchase elsewhere of tracts of virgin timber may be of wider and pos-
sibly much greater public benefit than that which would follow the en-
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largement of the Tionesta tract to double or triple its present
proportions.

While my personal desires accord with your own, I must face the
fact that if any appreciable part of the Federal funds available for for-
est purposes is concentrated in small areas of exceptionally valuable tim-
ber, other critical phases of the forest problem will continue without
remedial action because of lack of funds. The recent report of the Na-
tional Resources Board 2 suggests ultimate need for public ownership of
one hundred and seventy-eight million acres of forest lands now privately
owned. Possibly three-quarters of a billion dollars of public funds will
be required to carry the program to fruition. In the present financial
situation it would be difficult to make one-tenth of that sum available in
the immediate future. Investments in heavily timbered lands, there-
fore, must be made discriminatingly and with the objective of distribut-
ing the benefits as widely as possible.

The economic and social considerations also demand attention. I
am told that if the lands to which you refer were withdrawn from indus-
trial utilization, nine hundred to one thousand men would be added to
the unemployed population and the economic life of a sizable commu-
nity would be disrupted, as the Federal activities on the acquired lands
would not markedly offset the cessation of industrial activity. It is,
of course, true that present processes of forest exploitation ultimately will
lead to the same result but only after a period of several years during
which transitional readjustments would be practicable.

The foregoing circumstances will, I am sure, give you an appreciation
of how difficult it would be to comply with your request, much as I
should like to do so.3

Very sincerely yours,

[Notation:A] 4/9/ '35

[13:oF 149:cT]

Cope, a member of the Committee on Virgin Forest Areas of the Pennsylvania
Forestry Association, urged acquisition by the Government of an 8,000-acre primi-
tive hemlock-hardwood forest near Sheffield, Pennsylvania, which was about to be
lumbered (OF 149).

'Report on National Planning and Public Works in Relation to Natural Resources
(Washington, 1934).

'Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

344 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR ALF M. LANDON, Topeka, Kansas

[WASHINGTON] April II, 1935

DEAR GOVERNOR LANDON: Following your telegram of March
20th,1 and at the request of Senator Capper and other members of the
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Senate and House of Representatives from the drought areas, I directed
an investigation to be made by the Department of Agriculture and the
Federal Emergency Relief Administration with the view of determin-
ing what remedial measures might be taken in connection with the
disastrous dust storms referred to in your wire.

I am now informed that a project involving strip listing and cross
plowing has been developed by the Department of Agriculture, and
that in cooperation with the Emergency Relief Administration of the
affected states, the Department is putting this project into effect.2

Trusting that the measures taken and to be taken will be effective,
I am, Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[I3:oF 732:CT]

Landon urged (OF 732) that wind erosion be controlled "by listing with uni-
form and concerted action on a wide area of several states," and that the Govern-
ment furnish the necessary feed, gasoline and oil to do this.

2 Drafted by the Federal Emergency Relief Administration.

345 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM M. CITRON OF
CONNECTICUT

[WASHINGTON] April 12, 1935
Personal

DEAR MR. CITRON: I am much interested in your letter.1 Before I
can really consider going along with any further Regional Authorities,
such as a Connecticut Valley Authority, it seems to me that there should
be a fairly unanimous sentiment in the area affected. Do you think
that the Governors of Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts and
Connecticut would support the idea of an Authority? Each of these
States would be affected in more ways than one.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 834:cT]
1 April io, 5935 (OF 834), asking support for his bill (H. R. 4979) to establish

a Connecticut Valley authority. This provided for reforestation, elimination of
pollution, construction of roads and recreational grounds, flood control and develop
ment of hydroelectric power.

346 ROOSEVELT TO JOSEPH PULITZER, PUBLISHER, ST. Louis
Post-Dispatch

[WASHINGTON] April 19, 1935
Personal

DEAR JOE: The logic of your editorial in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
is indeed clearly stated and I shall be very happy if in the last analysis

[368]



we find that such regulations as are necessary to properly conserve the
breeding stock of migratory waterfowl (10 not conflict too violently with
your convictions.1

Between a closed season and a short open season with whatever
rigid restrictions may be necessary, the latter seems to me to offer, if
wisely devised, an equivalent in conservation possibilities without the
general disruptions of State game and Federal mechanisms which
would certainly follow in the wake of a closed season.

I am forced to the conclusion that some sacrifice by the hunters will
have to be made which will reduce the number of ducks killed this sea-
son, and that such restrictions must continue until such a time as nat-
ural conditions with the aid of our restoration program may allow a
liberalization of the regulations.

The time-honored custom of wildfowling is not to be lightly snatched
away but having tentatively resolved in favor of an open season it seems
likely that added restrictions should be applied to those practices which
are responsible for the heaviest kill.

Knowing your great interest is typical of the thoughtful duck hunter,
I assure you your counsel on this question is greatly appreciated and
will not be lightly considered.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 24o3:cT]

Writing to Roosevelt April 2, 1935 (PPF 2403), Pulitzer objected to proposals
for a closed season on ducks and for a prohibition of the shooting of ducks from
baited feeding waters. The editorial is not present.

'Drafted by the Bureau of Biological Survey.

347 REPRESENTATIVES OF THE NAVAJO PEOPLE OF ARIZONA AND

NEW MEXICO TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., April 19, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are here in behalf of our Navajo
people of Arizona and New Mexico to express to you their unbounded
gratitude and ours for the great interest and consideration you are giving
to the welfare and the advancement of the American Indians, especially
the Navajo people. Under your farseeing administration and inspiring
leadership they have started a movement to take their rightful place in
the life of this republic.

Like the rest of our fellow citizens, we, the Navajo people, have ex-
perienced the almost complete collapse of the economic and social
structure of our tribal and individual life. Almost too late we suddenly

[369]



realized that our reservation was overstocked with sheep, goats, horses
and cattle, far beyond its carrying capacity, our soil was rapidly wash-
ing away, and our grazing resources being constantly depleted. This
alarming situation called for drastic measures for tribal rehabilitation
and readjustment which we are now endeavoring to carry through by
cutting down our livestock towards the carrying capacity of grazing
lands, by developing all subsistence farming possibilities, by developing
reservoirs, springs, and wells so that water may be more evenly distrib-
uted, by establishing soil erosion service stations and projects, and by
making use of various other means for the restoration of grazing
resources.

In this inevitable drastic process of rehabilitation and adjustment,
especially in the reduction of sheep and goats, some of our old people,
not being physically able to make a living by other means, have been
forced to depend upon direct relief for support. It is extremely difficult
to secure relief for these people through state relief administrations. We
believe that if it is at all possible some provision should be made through
some established Federal agency for the direct care of our indigent
Indians.

One other matter concerns us greatly and that is health. Trachoma is
at present our greatest enemy, aided frequently by epidemics of infec-
tious diseases, which can only be eradicated or brought under control
by more hospitals adequately equipped, more highly trained doctors
and nurses. We will most deeply appreciate your consideration of these
problems with the hope that you may help us materially in solving them.

Mr. President, once more we express our deep gratitude for your great
humanitarian administration of the national affairs and for your de-
votion to the preservation and protection of the natural resources of
our country. In all your efforts we are with you.

In closing we extend to you a hearty invitation to come and visit us
in the southwest, where the skies and the landscape are so restful and
the sun so friendly.

Respectfully,
BILLY PETE DESHNA CLAK CHIRCHILLIGE [?]
NAL NIsHI GEORGE BANCROFT

BICENTI BEGAY ALLEN NESKAHI
HENRY TAHUA [?] JOHN PERRY1

THOMAS H. DODGE

[13:oF 296:TS]

'This petition was presented to Roosevelt by the Navajo delegation in person, in
company with Indian Affairs Commissioner John Collier, on the date indicated.
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348 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, Apr. 27, 1935

M DEAR MR. MCINTYRE: On April 24, 1935, by direction of the
President, you sent to me, with request for advice as to whether there
is any objection to its approval, the following bill: H. R. 7054, An Act
to provide for the protection of land resources against soil erosion, and
for other purposes.

I have referred the bill to the Secretary of Agriculture and am trans-
mitting herewith the reply of the Secretary, dated April 26, 1935, in
which he advises that approval of the bill is recommended.

The bill establishes in the Department of Agriculture a new agency
to be known as the "Soil Conservation Service" and provides that the
Secretary of Agriculture, from now on, shall coordinate and direct all
activities with relation to soil erosion in accordance with the policy
therein set forth. It authorizes the use of all unexpended balances of
funds heretofore allotted to the soil erosion organization established
under sections 2O2 and 203 of the National Industrial Recovery Act;
provides that funds provided in the Emergency Relief Appropriation
Act, 1935, for soil erosion, shall be available for expenditure under its
provisions; and authorizes the appropriation, from time to time, of such
sums as Congress may determine to be necessary.

I recommend approval of the above bill, which is returned herewith.
Very truly yours,

D. W. BELL
[Notation:A] Approved 4/27/35.
[13: BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : TS]

349 [Enclosure] HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO DANIEL W. BELL

WASHINGTON, D. C., April 26, 1935

DEAR MR. BELL: Under date of April 24 you sent to me the engrossed
bill H. R. 7054 for the purpose of obtaining my comments thereon.

The bill referred to is considered by this department to be highly
important and essential legislation. Its provisions are based upon ex-
tensive studies made in this Department and also in the Department
of the Interior as to the type of legislation needed to provide an effective
basis and the necessary authorities for a practical and permanent na-
tional program of erosion control and soil conservation. Extended
hearings were held on the measure in the House of Representatives and
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the Senate, and the bill was passed in both branches unanimously by
acclamation. The legislation in its final form provides basic authori-
ties considered by this department to be essential to the proposed pro-
gram. Approval of the measure is recommended.

The Act does not make any appropriations, it being contemplated
that during the initial part of the program the work will be financed
from the funds provided in H. J. Resolution i i , "An Act making
appropriation for relief purposes." There are, however, authorized to
be appropriated for the purpose of the Act such sums as Congress may
from time to time determine to be necessary. Such appropriations may
be sought at future sessions of Congress and, insofar as any departmental
recommendations are concerned, would be subject to the usual budgetary
procedures.1

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:BuDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

'H. R. 7054 was introduced by Representative Dempsey (N. M.) on March 27
and passed by the House on April i, 1935. The bill declared the wastage of soil
and moisture resources on farm, grazing, and forest lands to be a menace to the
national welfare, and that it was the policy 01 Congress "to provide permanently
for the control and prevention of soil erosion." It provided for a Soil Conserva-
tion Service under the Secretary of Agriculture; he was authorized to conduct
investigations, carry out preventive measures and acquire lands. There was only
commendation of the bill in the House, and no opposition to it in the Senate except
that King (Utah) objected to the transfer of soil conservation activities from
Interior to Agriculture. In the Senate the bill was amended by adding the word
"permanently" to its statement of policy, and by including in the objectives of the
bill the protection of public health. The Senate passed the bill April 15 but on
the next day King moved to reconsider on the ground that administration of the
law should be by the Interior Department. This motion he withdrew (April 19)
after making a lengthy statement on the importance of soil conservation (Cong.
Rec., 74th Cong., 1st sess., 79: 4, 4577; 79: 5, 4803-4810, 5644-5645, 5734; 79: 6,
6o 12-6014, 6o i6-6oi8). The bill as reported to the House is printed ibid., 79:5,
4804. The act was approved April 27, 5935 (49 Stat. 163). A study of the Soil
Conservation Service is found in Charles M. Hardin, The Politics of Agriculture
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1952).

350 ROOSEVELT TO FERDINAND A. SILCOX, FORESTER, FOREST
SERVICE

WASHINGTON, May 3, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. F. A. SILCOX: If you have not got accurate
figures as to the number of men who could be permanently employed
per hundred acres of national forests, State forests or private forests,
would it be a good idea to send someone to Europe this summer to get
us this data? I do not think we know much about this problem in this
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country. They have been at it for hundreds of years in Europe. In
other words, would it not be a good idea to see how they are working
out unemployment under stabilized conditions of foreign management?

I think we could get a qualified man to do it for expenses.1

F.D.R.
[13:or Ic:cT]

1 Answered June i8, 1935 (OF sC), saying that Wallace had already arranged
to send up to five foresters to central Europe in 1935 to study the problem.

35! DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIREcToR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, May 11, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: There has been submitted to
me by the Secretary of Agriculture, with request for advice as to its
relation to your financial program, a copy of his proposed favorable
report on H. R. 6914, a bill"To authorize cooperation with the
several States for the purpose of stimulating the acquisition, development
and proper administration and management of State forests and coor-
dinating Federal and State activities in carrying out a national program
of forest:land management, and for other purposes."

Briefly, the bill prescribes the following plan to effectuate its pur-
poses, as stated in its title, viz:

i. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to enter into coopera-
tive agreements with any State or States under which the Federal Gov-
ernment will acquire, by purchase or otherwise, such forest lands within
the cooperating State as, in the judgment of the Secretary, the State
is adequately prepared to administer, develop, and manage as State
forests.

All purchases of forest lands must first be approved by the Na-
tional Forest Reservation Commission.

Lands purchased by the Federal Government are to be turned
over to cooperating States, which States shall bear the entire cost of
administering, developing, and managing them as State forests.

One-half of the gross proceeds from all lands covered by coopera-
tive agreements, and to which the United States holds title, is to be paid
by the States to the United States and covered into the Treasury. All
such payments are to be credited to the purchase price paid for the lands
and when the United States has thus been reimbursed the title to the
lands is to be transferred to the State or States concerned.

There is authorized to be appropriated for the purposes of the bill
$20,000,000.
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The proposed report of the Secretary of Agriculture states that the
Department is wholly in favor of the bill; that the areas to be purchased
will help to balance the broad national program of public forest-land
ownership; that such purchases will make available more forest land for
development under the President's relief work program; and that in-
creased State forest-land ownership will have an important stabilizing
effect upon State forestry organizations, stimulate State-wide public
responsibility and strengthen broad State leadership in forestry, and aid
materially in building up the forest resources of the nation.

The Secretary of Agriculture states that the bill is in line with a rec-
ommendation of the Land Planning Committee of the National Re-
sources Board that 77,000,000 acres of forest land be in States' owner-
ship by 1960. At present State forest lands amount to about 17,000,000
acres. At an average of $ per acre (which the Forest Service tells me
is a fair figure to use) there could be purchased approximately 7,000,000
acres with the $20,000,000 authorized by the bill. This would leave
53,000,000 acres to be acquired, presumably by the States.

Under a most liberal calculation, reimbursement to the Federal Gov-
ernment of its investment of $20,000,000 from one-half of the proceeds
of the land acquired will take at least fifty years. No interest on this in-
vestment is provided for, which, assuming an average rate of 2 % (which
may prove too low), would, in fifty years, amount to $10,200,000, on
the basis of an annual reduction in principal of $400,000. This would
be a direct subsidy.

I seriously doubt that the States would be "stimulated," as suggested
by the Secretary of Agriculture, in the building up of their forest reserves
to the extent of expending some $159,000,000 in acquiring the remain-
ing 53,000,000 acres of land by reason of the Federal Government's
purchase of the first 7,000,000 acres. On the other hand, I think it
safe to predict that the bill under discussion will be followed by others of
like character, the precedent of Federal aid in this respect having been
established.

With the expenditure of the $30,000,000 of emergency funds which
have been allotted for the purchase of additional forest lands there will
be approximately 162,000,000 acres in our National Forests. Possibly
additional funds for purchase of National forest lands are to be made
available by you from the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act, 1935.
Our annual bill for the Forest Service is now approximately $2 1,000,000,
excluding purchase of lands.

I am enclosing a copy of H.R. 6914, together with a copy of the pro-
posed report of the Secretary of Agriculture thereon, and respectfully
request that I be advised as to the relation of this proposed legislation
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to your financial program. My recommendation is that I be authorized
to advise the Secretary that it would not be in accord with such program.1

D.W.BELL
{I3:0F 79:TS]

Answered post, 353.

352 ROOSEVELT TO JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

WASHINGTON, May 13, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. J. N. DARLING: Have you got to the point
where you need some help in getting coordination with the Reclama-
tion Service straightened out? If so, let me know and I will arrange
a joint meeting.1

F.D.R.
[13:OF IF:cT]

'A notation on this memorandum indicates that it was inspired by a letter from
William L. Finley of Portland, Oregon, a field naturalist of the American Nature
Association, stating that the Reclamation Service was nullifying the work of the
Biological Survey. (The letter is not present; see post, 392.) Darling replied
(May 23, 1935, OF iF) that Ickes was sympathetic but that the destruction con-
tinued. On June 53 Early reported to McIntyre (OF sF): "Ding Darling has
not 'gotten anywhere with the Reclamation Service.' As a matter of fact the situa-
tion has come to an impasse and a conference with the President is necessary. Darling
thinks that the President should also see Secretary Ickes and Director Mead of the
Reclamation Servicehaving them present when he sees them." Ickes, Mead and
Darling conferred with Roosevelt on June 5935 (PPF iO), with what result
is not clear. Ickes mentions the meeting in his Diary (I, 376), saying that he was
in sympathy with what Darling was trying to do and was willing to help him out
wherever he could. Another meeting to resolve the differences between the Biologi-
cal Survey and the Reclamation Service was held July 22.

353 ROOSEVELT TO DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

WASHINGTON, May 14, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BUDGET: I cannot
approve an appropriation of $20,000,000 to buy forest lands for the
States.' It would be a splendid thing to do but this year we cannot
afford it.

Will you be good enough to tell this to the Secretary of Agriculture?

F.D.R.
[I3:or 149:CT]

Roosevelt here referred to Bell's memorandum of May ii, 1935, ante, 35!.
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354 ROOSEVELT TO LITHGOW OSBORNE, NEW YORK STATE
CONSERVATION COMMISSIONER, Albany

WASHINGTON, May 15, 1935

[Telegram] You have my best wishes for a successful celebration
of the fiftieth anniversary of a conservation policy in New York State.1
The prudent use and wise development of our resources is necessary
for self preservation. Conservation agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment have cooperated with the State for many years and all proper
movements in this direction have my unqualified support.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[I3:PPF 771:CT]

'Forest conservation in New Ycsrk State is considered by many conservationists
to date from the Forest Commission Act of 1885. This established a forest commis-
sion to make regulations for the administration of the state forest lands.

355 SCOTT LORD SMITH, M. D., TO ROOSEVELT

POUGHKEEPSIE, N. Y., May 24, 1935

DEAR MR. ROOSEVELT: The polluted waters of the Hudson River
have for a long time been the source of worry and disgust to the people of
eastern New York State. Some day that extreme degree of pollution by
sewage will have to be remedied. Would it not be possible to make a
beginning in this direction now?

When the late Herman Biggs was Commissioner of Health 1 and I
was trying to get him to bring pressure on the communities, especially
Poughkeepsie, to take their sewage out of the river, he told me that his
engineers estimated that the cost of clearing up the Hudson, the Mo-
hawk, and the small tributaries would be approximately one hundred
million dollars. Furthermore, that until New York City began to take
steps to clear up the cesspool it was making of its harbor with its own
sewage, it was hardly worth while to spend so much money higher up
the river.

At the risk of adding one more mite to your mass of detail, I am send-
ing this question directly to you.2

With best wishes for all of you, I am, Sincerely yours,

SCOTT LORD SMITH

[13:PPF 2567:Ts]

'New York State Commissioner of Health, i g I 4-23.
'Answered post, 361.
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356 SENATOR DUNCAN U. FLETCHER OF FLORIDA TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] May 25, 1935

DEAR Ma. PRESIDENT: Your encouraging letter of March 30, from
Miami, in which you declared your intention to advance a program in-
cluding comprehensive provision for stimulating and insuring both state
and private forestry activities, leads me to emphasize the urgent need of
adequate forest credits legislation by the present Congress.

Recognizing this need, I introduced rather late in the 73rd Congress
a proposal to amend the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act so as
to permit loans to private owners, who should engage in sustained yield
forest management. Prior to writing you on March I I, I had introduced
a somewhat similar proposal, which I am inclined to believe is favored
by the United States Forest Service and other public agencies, as well
as private industry.1

A cooperative study of the forest credits problem by the Forest Service
and the Farm Credit Administration has resulted in a suggestion for
permanent legislation, designed to meet fully the special credit require-
ments of sustained yield forest industry. I enclose tentative draft of a
bill to cover this, which I am disposed to substitute for my bill pending
before the Banking and Currency Committee.2

This tentative draft embodies the cooperative principles proven by
nearly twenty years' experience of the Federal Land Bank. It provides
essential credit facilities to the owners of over 257 million acres of forest
land which the National Resources Board estimates will remain in pri-
vate ownershipeven should the Board's program of public acquisition
be carried out. These facilities are similar to those now extended by the
Farm Credit Administration to owners of agricultural lands.

The provisions advanced in this tentative draft are consistent with
the policy of your administration to organize financial institutions under
public control capable of extending credit to industry. It proposes to
do this at the least administrative cost by placing the Forest Credits
Institution under the capable control of the Farm Credit Administra-
tion but endowed with the prestige its importance justifies, by setting
up a Forest Credits Division therein.

While the comprehensive forest program as a whole might await a
more favorable opportunity for presentation to the Congress, there are,
nevertheless, certain features concerning which the need for immediate
action is so pressing that special bills have been introduced. To illus-
trate, I mention H. R. 6914 which provides for Federal aid in the
acquisition of State Forests and the stabilizing of State Forestry enter-
prise, passed by the House of Representatives on May 22. This sug-
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gested forest credits legislation is equally vital to the stabilization and
advancement of private forestry.

I would appreciate your having this proposal examined as soon as
may be possible and favoring me with your views regarding same.

Respectfully and sincerely,
DUNCAN U. FLETCHER

{ 13:oF I49:Ts]

10n May 14, 1934, Fletcher introduced S. 3612, "to amend the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation Act so as to extend the provisions thereof to private corpora-
tions to aid in constructing and maintaining facilities for the marketing, storing
warehousing, and/or processing of forest products . . ." On June 12, 1934, he
introduced S. 3785, with the same title. On Jan. TO, 1935, he introduced S. 66g,
similar to the two other bills except that its provisions were extended to associations
and individuals as well as to corporations (Cong. Rec., 73d Cong., 2d sess., 78:8,
8732;78:Io, IIIIo;74thCong., Istsess.,79:I,252).

2 The draft is present. The pending bill, "A Bill to provide for extending credit
to aid in the conservation and operation of forest lands, to establish a Forest Credit
Bank, and for other purposes," was introduced Aug. 14, 1935, as S. 3417. It was
not reported from committee (Cong. Rec., 79: 12, 13032). See pOst, 379.

357 ROOSEVELT TO JOHN H. BAKER, EXECUTWE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF AUDUBON SOCIETIES, New York City

[WASHINGTON] May 29, 1935

DEAR MR. BAKER: Many thanks for that interesting letter about the
Brown Pelicans. I am happy to know that they are apparently not de-
creasing in recent years. I became somewhat worried because on our
recent trip through the Bahamas we saw practically no Pelicans at all.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:PPF 2543:cT]

1 Baker wrote (May 27, 1935, PPF 2543), that the brown pelican colony on the
east coast of Florida, established in 1924 on Brevard Island, now numbered over
6,000 birds.

358 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, 6-7-35

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: West1 called up to say that
there was a movement on foot in the Appropriations Committee of the
House to take some action to earmark additional funds for soil erosion.

He says that he believes if you will tell Harry 2 to raise his ante from
fifteen million to twenty-five million that the fight for the fifty odd mil-
lion, which is getting pretty hot, can be handled. In other words, he
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thinks that even with the restrictions "that the sum of twenty-five million
be allocated for soil erosion where conditions of distress justify expendi-
tures" it would be acceptable and you might never have to spend more
than the fifteen million.3

M.H.M.
[13:oF 732:T]

'Charles West, Under Secretary of Interior.
2 Harry Hopkins, Works Progress Administrator.

The Department of Agriculture originally submitted a soil erosion project to
cost $67,000,000. The Works Allotment Division of the National Emergency Coun-
cil rejected this and asked for a revised project amounting to $15,000,000, a figure
which Agriculture accepted (Frank C. Walker, Executive Director, National Emer-
gency Council, to McIntyre, June 4, 1935, OF 732).

359 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY

HYDE PARK, N. Y., June II, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY: Will you
please give me your thought in regard to this proposal for a ten million
dollar Endowment Fund and a change of tax methods?

F.D.R.
[13:oF IF:CT]

360 [Enclosure] JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY, TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 24, 1935

MEMORANDUM TO THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE FOR THE
PRESIDENT'S ATTENTION:

Plan for a 10 Million Dollar Endowment Fund for Wildlife Conservation

A comprehensive and continuing program under national leader
ship of game restoration principles over a period of years must replace
the desultory and ineffective methods which have marked the scattered
and intermittent practices of the past. Only by this substitution can
the desired objective be obtained.

Such a coordinated plan, based on established game management
principles, is ready for direct application. (See detailed analysis ap-
pended.) its success must depend on the guaranteed continuity1 of fi-
nancial support over a period of years. To have to depend on the
variable whims of political favor for the necessary annual appropria-
tions would jeopardize the whole undertaking.

A ten million dollar permanent endowment fund is available if the
conditions meet the approval of the Administration.

[379]



1ver since the first license fees were assessed on the sportsmen for
their privileges of hunting and fishing there has been a pernicious abuse
in the use of the money returns. A very small percent in the aggregate
of the many millions collected has ever been used in the interest of game.
This practice has been chiefly responsible for the great frustration of
wildlife conservation and is borne with deep resentment by the sports-
men.

A Federal excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition produces
approximately two and one-half million dollars annually. This tax
is admittedly taken from the sportsmen's pockets. It is now paid into
the Federal Treasury and against it are charged the general cost of
Government appropriations.

(The Biological Survey is still operating under a 28% cut and in
spite of its intimate relations to the game problems gets scant considera-
tion for adequate maintenance.)

The sporting arms and munition manufacturers have agreed to fi-
nance a ten million dollar endowment fund by a pledge of ten per cent
of their gross sales annually until the designated total is complete. This
voluntary pledge is contingent upon the withdrawal of the present ex-
cise tax of ten per cent until such a time as the ten million dollar en-
dowment fund is completed.

I urge serious consideration of this proposal as a constructive measure
for conservation. It in no way singles out a special industry for special
privilege since the ten per cent tax remains an annual obligation for
approximately five years and further I see no other way that a con-
sistent national program of uninterrupted activity can be accomplished.

Respectfully submitted,
J. N. DARLING

(See analysis of a national policy for game conservation in the ap-
pended supplement.) 2

[13:oP IF:TS]
Italicized words, here and below, are underscored in the original.
In this 3000-word memorandum, Darling proposed: (1) Federal financial aid

to the land grant colleges for study of the problem of game restoration; (2) crea-
tion of permanent big game refuges on Federal lands and enlargement of breeding
ground areas of migratory waterfowl; and (3) increase of game populations on
private lands through improved game-management techniques to be inculcated
through the extension services of the land grant colleges. The memorandum did
not elaborate on the endowment fund-tax remission plan.

361 ROOSEVELT TO SCOTT LORD SMITH, M. D., Poughkeepsie

HYDE PARK, N. Y., June II, 1935

DEAR DOCTOR SMITH: You are wholly right in regard to the polluted
waters of the Hudson River.1
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When I was in Albany I spent many hours trying to persuade munici-
palities to put in sewage disposal plants. As a matter of State govern-
ment policy we undertook, while I was in Albany, to eliminate all sewage
running from State institutions into the Hudson River. As you prob-
ably know, the Hudson River State Hospital plant has been built.2

The problem is, of course, wholly one for the municipalities and not
for the Federal Government. During the past two years, however, they
were able to avail themselves of the right to borrow from the Federal
Government at a low rate of interest.

I hope some day Poughkeepsie will see the light!
Very sincerely yours,

[13:PPF 2567:cT]
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

'Ante, 355.
2 Immediately north of Poughkeepsie.

362 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON] June 17, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Will you
please look over these papers relating to the State Park Bill. I wonder
why Asst. Chief Forester L. F. Kneipp of the Forest Service is opposing
this Bill without my knowledge or approval.

F.D.R.
FDR/DJ
[13: PSF:AGRICULTURE : CT]

363 [Enclosure] A. E. DEMARAY, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
PARK SERVICE, TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, June 3, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY: During the second session of the
Seventy-third Congress, the State Park Bill (S. 3724 and H. R. 9788)
was reported out favorably and placed on the calendars. On June i8,
1934, Senator Wagner asked unanimous consent of the Senate bill, but
Senator Carey of Wyoming objected, desiring to ascertain the provisions
of the bill. It was suggested at that time that you take the matter up
with the President in an effort to get the bill through Congress during the
last few days of the session but, due to the desire of the administration to
allow Congress to adjourn as soon as the important administrative bills
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had been passed, you felt that you would not be justified in taking this
step. No further action was taken before Congress adjourned.

The bill was reintroduced in the present session of Congress and iden-
tified as S. 738 and H. R. 6594. (S. 738 is the old bill with a few
changes. H. R. 6594 is the desired form, has been approved by you
and has cleared the Director of the Budget.) The bill was again re-
ported out favorably and placed on the calendars. It has been called
off the Senate calendar twice, but on both occasions has been passed over
without prejudice at the request of Senator Carey. We are informed
that this action is being taken by Senator Carey at the request of As-
sistant Chief Forester L. F. Kneipp of the Forest Service, Department
of Agriculture, as the Forest Service objects to the national forests com-
ing under the provisions of this bill in any form. Senator Carey is not
and has not been friendly to the National Park Service, and it is feared
that his objections are made merely to block action on the bill without
any serious objections to the bill itself.

We feel that this bill is of great importance to the recreational de-
velopment of the country and that it will give this Department the nec-
essary authority to provide for a well-rounded national recreational
system. The passage of the bill at this particular time is important be-
cause a Forest Service bill has already passed the House, which provides
for the establishment, development and maintenance of State forests by
the States and which would authorize the Forest Service to do work
similar to that intended in the State Park Bill by the National Park
Service.

We respectfully suggest that you ask the President to urge both houses
to pass H. R. 6594 this session. The only apparent objection to the bill
is that of Senator Carey.'

A. E. DEMARAY
[i 3: PSF : AGRICULTURE: TS]

All the bills referred to had the same title: "To aid in providing the people of
the United States with adequate facilities for park, parkway and recreational area
purposes, and to provide for the transfer of certain lands chiefly valuable for such
purposes to States and political subdivisions." The National Park Service, under
the bill, was authorized to make a study of the public parks, parkways and recrea-
tional area programs of the United States with a view to transferring to the states
and other subdivisions certain public lands suitable for park and recreational pur-
poses. The Secretary of the Interior was authorized to make such transfers with
the approval of the President. The Interior Department Annual Report for 5934
(pp. i -i 7) said that the need for some such Federal-state cooperation in rec-
reational matters had been indicated by Government activities in emergency con-
servation work and land utilization in connection with the considerable acquisitions
of submarginal lands.

Forest Service lands were involved in the proposed recreational areas and the
Forest Service was unwilling to permit the Interior Department to dispose of its
areas. The xg35 bills also failed of passage and the legislation went over to the
next session. See post, 370.
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364 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. IcKEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] June 17, 1935

MEMO FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR:I suppose there is
nothing to do but approve the allotment of $350,000 to cover item one
for a third double fish lock at Bonneville.

All I can hope is that the salmon will approve the spiliways and find
them really useful, even though they cost almost as much as the dam
and the electric power development.

F.D.R.
FDR/DJ
[13:oF io8:cr:copyj

365 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] June 17, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Tell Mr.
Darling that I think a National Congress for Conservation would be
excellent and that I heartily approve.

F.D.R.

[Notation : CT] J. N. Darling, Chief, Bureau of Biological Survey (June 8)
to the Secretary: "Do you think you could get the President to call a
Natl. Cong. for Conservation next January if I'd do all the work and
see it properly financed and managed"?

[13:oF IF:CT:COPY]

366 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESI.-

DENT, TO DAVID T. MASON, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, LUMBER

CODE AUTHORITY, Chicago

[WASHINGTON, June 19, 1935]

[Telegram] Urgent request from Secretary Wallace asks for confer-
ence with President next week by conservation group National Lumber
Manufacturers Association. As indicated by his correspondence with
Senator Fletcher and Governors the President desires to advance cor-
related conservation programs including public and private activities
and is awaiting most favorable opportunity to present a broad program
for congressional consideration. The President regrets however that
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pressing previous appointments and present legislative situation make
it impossible to accede now to request for personal interview.'

[MARVIN H. MCINTYRE]
[Notation : A] sent June 19, 1935

[13:oF 149:CT]

This meeting was sought to urge the President to carry out the Government-aid-
to-private-forestry program which had been approved by the Lumber Code Author-
ity acting under Article X of the Lumber Code. (The Supreme Court decision in
the Schechter case, announced May 27, 1935, in effect abolished all codes.) In
his letter to McIntyre (undated, OF 549), covering a draft of the telegram here
printed, Tugwell said that he was under the impression that the President might not
"consider it expedient" to grant such an interview "or to make any statement in
addition to those made by his letters of January 2 to various Governors and his
letter of March I 5 to Senator Fletcher . . ." The impact of the invalidation of
the NRA on the lumber industry is described in Mason's diary, Forests for the Fu-
ture (Rodney C. Loehr, ed.), pp. 177-182.

367 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June 20, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: I return herewith a memoran-
dum by Mr. J. N. Darling, Chief, Bureau of Biological Survey, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, dated June 14, 1935, addressed to the Secretary
of Agriculture, with respect to legislation affecting the Survey, which
you sent to me for review.

The appropriation of the $6,000,000 mentioned in the memorandum
of Mr. Darling was included in Public Act No. 148, which was ap-
proved by you on Saturday last, June 15.'

D. W. BELL

[Notation: AS] Copy sent to Mr. Darling 6/22/35 bsp 2

[13:OF IP:Ts]

'This was the act approved June 15, 1935, to amend the Migratory Bird Hunt-
ing Stamp Act of March i6, 1934 (49 Stat. 378). This authorized the President
to allocate from funds made available by the Relief Appropriation Act of April
8, 1935, such sums as he deemed advisable for the acquisition of wildlife refuge
areas.

2 Bernice S. Ponton, a White House clerk.

368 [Enclosure] JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY, TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 14, 1935

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: There was a rider attached to the Omnibus
Bill for the Biological Survey legislation which provides for a $6,000,000
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appropriation out of any unexpended balance of the $3,300,000,000
of 1933.

The bill has passed both houses and will be up to the President shortly.
I wish you would call his attention to the fact that unless he signs it
prior to the expiration of the Act, which is presumably midnight June
i6th, the Biological Survey will have no funds with which to carry on
its wildlife program for another year.

This $6,000,000 has in it a few things which were mentioned to me
by the President himself as desirable of accomplishment by direct ap-
propriation, namely, taking care of the elk in Jackson Hole and the
acquisition of Okefenokee Swamp, in addition to the completion of our
migratory waterfowl flyways.

You will realize the urgency of this matter when you consider that
it is not likely that the Bureau will have any fund with which to carry
on its land acquisition program for another year. This is made more
vital because in the shifting of methods from the FERA to the Resettle-
ment Administration 1 we lost about six weeks of time and many projects
will not get up to the wire before the time limit.

Another very important consideration is that within this bill is a
clause providing for the purchase of stamps by stamp collectors which
was made almost prohibitive in the original draft of the duck stamp
bill. The Post Office Department tells us they can sell 200,000 stamps
to the philatelists before the end of the month if this bill is passed and
signed prior to that time.

Yours very truly,
J. N. DARLING

[13:0F IF:TS]
1 The Resettlement Administration was established by Executive Order 7027

signed April 30, 5935, "to resettle destitute or low-income families from rural and
urban areas." The agency's objectives are described in a lengthy note to the exec-
utive order as printed in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, IV, 143-155. Roosevelt
was especially interested in the resettlement idea because of his earlier work with
the New York State land survey: see his remarks to Resettlement regional direc-
tors of June 20, 5935 (ibid., pp. 277-279). In this talk he said, "Another objective
we seek is to devote our land resources to their highest uses, not only for this genera-
tion but for future generations. We approach this genuine conservation policy
with the future in mind." The Resettlement Administratkm became the Farm
Security Administration on Sept. i, 5937.

369 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE SAM RAYBURN, CHAIRMAN,
HousE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

WASHINGTON, June 26, 1935

DEAR Ma. CHAIRMAN My attention has been called to the fact
that under the provisions of Title II of H.R. 5423, entitled "A Bill To
provide for the control in the public interest of public-utility holding
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companies using the mails and the facilities of interstate commerce, to
regulate the transmission and sale of electric energy and natural gas
in interstate and foreign commerce," the present inhibition against en-
tering the national parks and national monuments for water power
development purposes without the specific approval of Congress would
be modified.

I wish to make known my deep interest in preserving the present
status of national parks and national monuments as provided in the
amendment to the Federal Water Power Act of March 3, 1921 (41
Stat. 1353), and my desire to keep these areas free from commercial
utilization.1 There are many power interests which have been seeking
the opportunity to enter the Nation's cherished heritages for the private
development of water power and, in my opinion, unless the right to
grant the use of these areas is retained by the Congress, as at present,
the results would be disastrous to the national park and national monu-
ment system.

The following amendment to H.R. 5423, if made, would correct the
Situation:

On page 103, Sec. 212, line 3, after the word "repealed" add:
Provided, That nothing in this Act shall be construed to repeal or amend

the provisions of th amendment to the Federal Water Power Act, approved
March 3, 1921 (. i Stat. 1353), or the provisions of any other Act relating
to national parks and national monuments.

I sincerely hope that, in the consideration of this legislation by the
Congress, the above amendment will be incorporated.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation : T] Draft submitted by Secy. Ickes.
[13:oF 928:CT:C0PY]

'The Federal Water Power Act of June i 0, xo (4' Stat. 1063), permitted the
use, for water power purposes, of the public lands of the United States, including
the national parks and monuments. The amendment here referred to repealed
that part of the act which applied to national parks and monuments.

This amendment was added to section 212 of the Public Utility Act of 1935,
approved Aug. 26, i9 ( Stat. 847).

370 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., June 29, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In response to your note of June 17, author-
ity which will provide for a well rounded national recreational system
is unquestionably desirable. There is, therefore, real need for legislation
of the general character covered by H. R. 6594. But I wonder if it is
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realized that this Bill as it now stands applies to all lands of the United
States; that it would apparently place in another bureau and department
the functions of studying and planning recreational uses on some i 6o
odd million acres of National Forest lands which are under jurisdiction
of this Department?

Stripped of details, this was the basis for my objection to the National
Park Bill in its original, and its present, form.

As you know, the National Forests containby reason of their char-
acter, cover, and terrainmany areas used by the public for various
forms of simple, democratic, informal recreation. In fact, for some
years past, the total number of people visiting the National Forests
which are located in 37 States, Alaska, and Puerto Ricohas been
in excess of 30 million annually; some 5 to r o million making much more
than a passing use of these lands. And on these lands recreational re-
sourcesas well as othershave been studied, planned, developed and
administered by this Department's Forest Service for a period of some
30 years.

The Department of Interior is, of course, primarily concerned with
National Park matters. Since this is so, I recommended to Senator
Wagner, by letter of June 12, 1934, that in event the then proposed leg-
islation (5. 3724, second session 73rd Congress) were enacted, amend-
ments be incorporated which would in effect except National Forest
lands from the terms of the legislation.

Bill 5. 738 as first introduced in the 74th Congress, recognized this
Department's objections and carried the amendments I had previously
suggested. I therefore notified Senator Wagner that this Department
knew of no reason why this specific proposed legislation should not be
enacted, but suggested that his Committee might wish to obtain a report
from Secretary Ickes. Later, S. 738 was reported out of Committee
with the changes I had suggested deleted. This obviously left the Bill
in such shape that this Department's objections to S. 3724 (73rd Con-
gress) applied with equal force to it.

Report upon S. 738, thus amended, was not requested from this
Department, but when this situation was discovered, Assistant Forester
L. F. Kneipp, acting on this Department's known position, called the
original objections to the attention of the Clerk of the Committee on
Public Lands and Surveys, who stated that the reasons for deletion would
have to be obtained from members of the special Sub-Committee which
had deleted the language. Following that suggestion, Mr. Kneipp
interviewed Senators Adams and Carey, and the latter expressed the
opinion the language recommended by this Department should remain
in the Bill.

39596O0_57__26 [ 387 ]



This Department was not requested nor afforded opportunity to re-
port on H. R. 6594, which was reported out by the House Committee
on Public Lands in a form comparable to that of S. 3724 (73rd Con-
gess). When that action became known, Mr. Kneipp apprised Rep-
resentative Robinson, who had charge of the Bill, of my report on the
preceding Bill, and furnished him with a copy of that report. In rela-
tion to both Bills, his action was to inspire consideration of the views
of this Department as I had expressed them.

Despite the fact that legislation of this general character is desirable,
passage of S. 738 or H. R. 6594 in their present shape would, it seems
to me, lead to confusion and might well create a situation analogous
in some respects to that which was corrected when you and the Congress
transferred the Soil Erosion Service to the Department of Agriculture.
I trust, therefore, that you will appreciate this Department's desire to
have S. 738 or H. R. 6594 as they now stand so amended that they do
not apply to the National Forests. The papers attached to your note
of June 17 are returned.1

Sincerely,
H. A. WALLACE

[13: PSF : AGRICULTURE: TS]

'Neither bill was acted upon in this session. Early in the next session (Jan. so,
1936), the House bill was reintroduced by Representative Robinson of Utah as
H. R. X0104, "A bill to aid in providing the people of the United States with ade-
quate facilities for park, parkway, and recreational-area purposes, and to provide
for the transfer of certain lands, chiefly valuable for such purposes, to States and
political subdivisions thereof." As in the bill of the previous year, provision was
made for the cession of Federal lands to the states for park purposes but the Forest
Service's objections were met by excluding national forest lands from the juris-
diction of the proposed act. The House passed this bill but the Senate substituted
what was virtually a new bill, providing merely for a survey of state and Federal
park programs, and barring any cession of Federal lands (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong.,
2d sess., 8o: 1,298, 755-753; 80:3, 2910-2957, 2957-2923, 3042-3048; 80:7, 7381-
7385; 80:9, 9642-9643). This was enacted as "An act to authorize a study of the
park, parkway, and recreational-area programs in the United States," approved
June 23, 1936 (49 Stat. 1894).

371 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, July 2, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: Will you and
Mr. Delano talk this over and let me know how I should reply to Mr.
Cooke? The Water Planning work, is of course, very important.

F.D.R.
[13:oF 114:CT]
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372 [Enclosure] MORRIS L. COOKE, ADMINISTRATOR, RURAL ELEC-
TRIFICATION ADMINSTRATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHiNGTON, June 28, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In the reorganization of the work of the
National Resources Committee 1 now going on there seems to be a dis-
position not only to emphasize state interest and study of water problems,
but at the same time to minimize Federal leadership. Those of us who
have given thought to this subject feel that in adopting such a program
we run the very great danger of leaving the situation worse than we
found it. Under consistent Federal leadership state policy in water
matters has a general tendency to come to a somewhat common standard.
In the absence of some reasonably independent and respected agency
as the Water Planning Committee proved to be I am afraid that many
interstate water situations will tend to become more acute.

Obviously, I am not arguing for any particular setup or personnel.
But I do feel that without some active Federal agency continuing the
leadership exercised during the last eighteen months many situations
that appear to be in the course of adjustment may revert to the tooth and
claw stage.

Yours very sincerely,
[MORRIS L. COOKE]

[13:oF II4CTPHOTOSTAT]

'The National Resources Board was abolished by Executive Order 7065 of June
7, 1935, effective June i5, 5935. The same order established the Nationa' Re-
sources Committee. The new agency inherited the functions of its predecessor
and in addition was authorized to consult with other government agencies and pub-
lie and private research organizations in doing its work.

373 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
July5, 1935,4P.M.

[Excerpt] Q: Can you tell us about your conversation with Senator
Fletcher? .

The President: Yes, I talked with him first about a Forest Credit
Bill which we are studying and which I am very much in favor of
in principle. In other words, it relates to the extension to forest crops
of the same principles that we have used in the case of farm crops.
The general thought is this, that if the owner of commercial forest land
is willing to conform to the general theory of cutting only so much of
his crop as will be the equivalent of the maturing crop on another part
of his acreage, that in such a case he would be entitled to a Federal credit
just like private businesses or railroads or farms, under certain well-
defined conditions.
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It seems to be a very excellent thing and would, as a general proposi-
tion, be of great service to the smaller and medium-sized company.
We have found among the medium-sized lumber companies a very great
desire to cooperate with the Government and a great many of their op-
erations are being conducted on an annual crop basis.

Most of the trouble has come from either the very small man who goes
in and buys stumpage and conducts just one operation over a few
months regardless of the consequences, or on the part of very large
companies which have not adopted forestry methods.

This is merely a step to try to make lumber an annual crop with
the assurance that in 25 years or a generation frOm now we will have
as much maturing lumber or more maturing lumber than we have
today.2

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES : T]

Earlier in the day.
2 about the Fletcher bill at his August press conference, Roosevelt said

that he had endorsed it in principle but had not "seen hide or hair of it" since his
first mention of it (President's Press Conferences). On August 6, Senator Fletcher's
secretary telephoned the White House about the bill; a memorandum of that date,
Kannee to McIntyre (OF 149), reads: "Mac told the Sen. not t worry about it
something would be done. The President seemed hazy about what was being done
on it at his last press conference and we are getting so many inquiries about it,
that we would like you to check up on it . .

374 OVID BUTLER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, AMERICAN FORESTRY
ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 5, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you perhaps know, The American For-
estry Association was one of the public agencies which participated in
the forest conferences of 1933-34, called by Secretary Wallace, which
formulated the conservation program later incorporated as Article X
in the Code of Fair Competition for the Forest Products Industries.
The Association was in thorough accord with the program and at the
time of its adoption felt that it presaged the greatest advance in the
history of American conservation, particularly if both the federal and
industry parts of the program were fulfilled

While the industry went forward in a commendable way with the
inauguration of its conservation obligations under Article X, it has
been a matter of regret that conditions have not made it possible for
the Federal Government to provide the supplemental legislation as
agreed upon by the conference.
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Now that the codes are no longer in effect, it is, we think, urgent that
every effort be made to maintain the conservation work as formulated
by the forest conferences in question and as substantially developed by
the forest industries. We believe that the greatest factor in maintain-
ing this industrial program of conservation will be early provision by the
Federal Government of legislation generally recognized as necessary
in furtherance of the practice of private forestry or sustained yield.

One of the most important pieces of needed forest legislation in the
conference program is creation of a permanent forest credits agency.
Such an agency, we believe, is a key to the development of sustained
yield operations by private industry.

You have already expressed your intention of recommending to Con-
gress at a proper time a program of supplemental legislation that will
round out a national forest policy. This purpose on your part is grati-
fying, I assure you, to all individuals and agencies interested in the
development of conservation. As respects the very vital and immediate
question of forest credits and its bearing upon the maintenance of the
industry's conservation work, we understand that Senator Fletcher has
had prepared a forest credits bill for early introduction in Congress.
Passage of this bill at the present session of Congress, we believe, may
be an instrument in saving the Article X conservation program, and we,
therefore, respectfully urge that you give it your earnest consideration
and your approval for passage at the present session of Congress.

Very sincerely yours,
Ovm BUTLER

[13:oF 149:Ts]

375 HAROLD L. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, July 8, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In accordance with your request, Mr.
Delano and I have examined Mr. Cooke's letter to you under date of
June 28 concerning the future of the water planning work.1

The National Resources Committee has wished to avoid the organi-
zation2 as a part of its permanent staff or the continuance of any large
administrative or directive permanent set-up, and prefers to place pri-
mary reliance on cooperation from bureaus of the Federal Government
and from the States to make necessary researches and to secure needed
planning information.

In conformance with this policy the water planning activities of the
Committee (as well as the land planning work) are being reorganized,
retaining the former Water Planning Committee in an advisory capacity
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and establishing a new group with representatives from the Federal
agencies dealing with water problems for continuing contact. This
new coordinating committee will be served by a small secretariat, and
the many experts now on the payroll of the Committee as per diem con-
sultants wifi be utilized for special studies and for the preparation of
special reports.

It is our belief that with the cooperation of State Planning Boards to
secure factual data and through the services of the special consultants
and the coordinating committee of the Federal bureaus, we can carry
on water planning studies with less overhead expense and with more
effective cooperation from all of the agencies concerned.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. IcKEs

[Notation: A] Copy sent Hon. Morris Cooke 7/I 1-35 bsp
[13:oF 114:Ts]

1Aflte, 372.
2A phrase has apparently been dropped here in the typing of the letter.

376 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, July 8, 1935
Mv DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Mr. McIntyre has referred to me a tele-

gram from Mr. Harry Lee Baker, President of the American Forestry
Association, to Senator Fletcher and Senator Fletcher's letter to you
concerning the Fulmer Bill, H. R. 6914,1 which has already passed the
House and is now before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

In accordance with a letter dated May 18 from Acting Director Bell
of the Bureau of the Budget stating"I have discussed this matter
with the President who requests me to inform you that the expenditures
contemplated by H. R. 6914 would not at this time be in accord with
his financial program," I advised the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry that"This proposal is desirable and should eventually
be enacted. However, it is not absolutely essential at this time, and in
view of the present financial situation I recommend against its
enactment at the present time."

The bill is an important forest land conservation, development and
use measure which the Department believes to be in the interest of the
public. All the States, and nation-wide groups such as the Associa-
lion of State Foresters, the Society of American Foresters, the American
Forestry Association, and others are actively back of it.

[392]



Could you give consideration to recommending the measure with
an amendment deferring appropriations one or even two years in the
future? This in our judgment would be an important step forward.2

Sincerely,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF I49:Ts]

Baker's telegram of June 27, 2935, asked Senator Fletcher to secure Roosevelt's
endorsement of the Fuirner bill Fletcher's letter of June 19, 2935 (OF 149), en-
closed the telegram and asked that "careful consideration" be given to it.

'Answered post, 390.

377 JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURvEY, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 9, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In the $100,000,000 allocated to the Depart-
ment of the Interior is an item of $824,000 to drain Tule Lake, a
migratory waterfowl refuge of greatest value.

You will recall that this is the same refuge where, by ill-timed burn-
ing of vegetation on March 2 8th, over 500 nests of Canada geese were
cooked this season.

Destroying Tule Lake Refuge for the sake of increased acreage of
questionable agricultural land may result in another Kiamath tragedy.

The Tule Lake drainage project should be stopped.
Yours very truly,

J. N. DARLING
[13:oF 4o2:Ts]

378 JOHN H. BAKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF AUDUBON SOCIETIES, TO ROOSEVELT

NEW YORK, N. V., July ioth, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESDENT: With all the earnestness at our command, we
urge you to issue an executive order closing the hunting season this year
on migratory waterfowl. The plight of the ducks, due to legal hunting,
commercialization, drought, drainage and other causes, is generally
conceded. In our demand for a one-year closing, we are fully supported
by a host of sportsmen, conservationists and their organizations through-
out the length and breadth of the United States.

We have great confidence in the sincerity of purpose of the Chief of
the Biological Survey in attempting to arrive at that decision which, in
his opinion, will be to the best interest of the ducks, but we have reason
to believe that at this moment his decision does not coincide with our
view.



Two weeks ago we presented to you, in behalf of the Midwest Con-
servation Alliance, massed petitions representing 263,550 people in the
Upper Mississippi Valley States, all of whom advocate a one-year
closed season on migratory waterfowl this year. The great majority of
these are duck hunters, members of sportsmen's associations and rod and
gun clubs.

On June 3oth last, the Midwest Game and Fish Commissioners, rep-
resenting North and South Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska and Wisconsin,
voted unanimously for a one-year's moratorium on the hunting of
migratory waterfowl.

We hold that the above constitute impressive evidence of the strong
sentiment existing among sportsmen for a closed season this year.

When even game commissioners, in possession of knowledge as to the
abundant water supply on duck-breeding grounds this year, and in the
face of probable decrease in their revenues from hunting licenses, vote
for a closed season, it clearly demonstrates the extent to which those
concerned with duck hunting as a sport are convinced of the necessity
of closing this year.

It is a question of supply and demand. Darling estimates there were
i8,000,000 to 20,000,000 ducks left this spring. Over 600,000 duck
stamps were sold. That means less than 40 birds per hunter remain.
Darling has estimated that between 8,000,000 and 9,000,000 birds were
brought to bag during the last hunting season. We hold that these fig-
ures constitute proof of the necessity of a real restoration program now.

We heartily favor continuance of the restoration-of-breeding-ground
program, which the Biological Survey has been so admirably executing
throughout the past year. It will, however, serve no useful purpose un-
less there be ducks left to occupy the reclaimed areas.

We are just as anxious as is Darling to eliminate permanently the
abuses in duck hunting, such as baiting, live decoys, sink boxes, sneak
boats, batteries, etc. We highly commend Darling for his tentative
conclusion to eliminate all these practices. We see no reason why this
cannot be done coincidentally with a one-year closing.

We are fully cognizant of the inadequacy of enforcement funds avail-
able to the Survey. We are unwilling to admit, however, that this con-
stitutes an effective argument against closing. The vast majority of
duck hunters would, in our opinion, abide by a closed season regulation,
and a great number of ducks would consequently be saved to return
to the breeding grounds in the spring of '36.

We are not opposed to shooting. We recognize the recreational value
of field sports. We believe that the season on migratory waterfowl
might reasonably be reopened in the fall of '36, as with favorable water
conditions on the breeding grounds in '35 and '36, it would not be un-
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reasonable to anticipate the restoration of a supply of ducks which would
permit a reopening.

We believe it is time to work out a plan which, in the light of known
facts as to the supply of ducks and the number of guns, etc., wifi so
operate as to prevent in future years any net depletion in the supply of
migratory waterfowl as a consequence of factors within man's control.
The supply is now so low that we must have restoration before applica-
tion of such a plan.

Mr. Darling's tentative regulations aim only at a net restoration of
2,000,000 birds per annum. This, in our judgment, is wholly inade-
quate as an emergency fund to meet future drought years.

The continuance of the shooting privilege, as regards migratory
waterfowl in 1935, would seem to us wholly inconsistent with the prin-
ciples of the New Deal of the existing Federal administration.

An open season would constitute, in our opinion, a yielding to the
cries of that small minority willing to further deplete the existing rem-
nant of a great natural resource belonging to the people as a whole.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN H. BAKER

P.S. We hand you herewith a booklet entitled, Shall Ducks Follow
the Dodo?, in which further details of our view are presented.1

[13:OF 378:TS]

Published by the National Association of Audubon Societies (New York, 5935).
Answered post, 385.

379 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, July io, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: On May 30, 1935, you referred
to me for preparation of reply, a letter, dated May 25, 1935, addressed
to you by Senator Duncan U. Fletcher, Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, enclosing a draft of proposed legis-
lation "To provide for extending credit to aid in the conservation and
operation of forest lands, to establish a Forest Credit Bank, and for
other purposes."

The Forest Credit Bank contemplated by this proposed legislation
would have an original capital stock of $40,000,000, to be subscribed
for by the Governor of the Farm Credit Administration on behalf of
the United States, and the appropriation of this sum would be author-
ized. The bank would also be authorized to issue bonds, fully guaran-
teed both as to principal and interest by the United States, in an amount
not exceeding $200,000,000 outstanding at any one time.
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I have discussed this matter, by letter, with the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Governor of the Farm Credit
Administration, and the Chairman of the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
portation. Their written views are transmitted herewith.1

I understand that the establishment of a Federal credit system to aid
in the conservation and operation of forest lands is part of a general
forestry program, related to long-time planning for the betterment of
economic conditions along lines which have your general approval. If
such a system is to be established the method proposed by Senator
Fletcher is in general accord with the provisions contained in the Home
Owners Loan Act, the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation Act, and
other acts, and I should say is the proper way to handle the matter.

Assuming, therefore, that the general purpose of the proposed legis-
lation has your approval, my recommendation is that Senator Fletcher
be advised that enactment of such legislation would not, at this time, be
in accord with your financial program. From a budgetary point of
view, such a conclusion, to me, seems inescapable. A draft of a letter
to Senator Fletcher, for your signature, is enclosed.2

D. W. BELL
[I3:oF 149:Ts]

1 Dated respectively June 26, 21, 12 and 8, 5935, of which the first is printed
below. There is also present a copy of a memorandum by Fletcher on "Forest Units
and Utilization," sent by him to RFC Chairman Jesse Jcmes on March 22, 5935, with
a copy of Jones' reply of May 8, 1935. Commenting on Fletcher's plan to finance
forest industry units through government loans, Jones said that financial aid "in
the individual case" was available through the RFC to sawmills, pulp mills, and
other wood processing industries, but whether authority of the RFC should be
extended to give greater aid to reforestation "in a manner not amounting to a
duplication of the reforestation program of the President," was a matter for Con-
gress to decide.

' proposed reply (a ribbon copy, on a White House letterhead, unsigned
and undated) informed Fletcher that although the President was in sympathy with
the purpose of the bill it was not in accord with his financial program. With this
proposed reply are two memoranda, one by McIntyre, undated, "Do you want to
send this letter?" and one by Roosevelt, July 57, 1935, "No answerhold for fur-
ther developments."

38o [Enclosure] HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
TO DANIEL W. BELL

WASHINGTON, June 26,, 1935

M DEAR MR. BELL: Reference is made to your letter of June 4,
requesting for the early consideration of the President a report on Senator
Fletcher's draft of a bill "To provide for extending credit to aid in the
conservation and operation of forest lands * *

This Department on the basis of careful study, and other conserva-
tion authorities, have recognized that a system of forest credits suited
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to the peculiar nature of the forestry enterprise is vitally necessary. In
the Department's report of March 13, 1933 to the Senate (Copeland
Report, Senate Document No. 12, 73rd Congress, 1st Session, pp.
1125-I 134) a forest credit system was proposed substantially in agree-
ment with Senator Fletcher's draft. Following the adoption of the
conservation clauses of the Lumber Code (Article X) there was held
under my chairmanship, beginning October 24, 1934, a series of con-
ferences of public and private forest agencies which developed a com-
plete legislative forestry program. That program includes specific
approval for the establishment of a forest credit agency under Federal
control. In a general way, the program as a whole has been approved
by the President.

Since the drafting of that program the Forest Service of this Depart-
ment has been cooperating with the Farm Credit Administration in
an intensive study of the credit problems involved. This investigation
has confirmed the previous tentative conclusion that the work of a
forest credit agency, dealing as it does with land use, is closely related
to the agricultural credits handled by the Farm Credit Administration
and can readily be integrated with its existing credit machinery. Sen-
ator Fletcher's draft is in substantial accord with the proposals devel-
oped by this joint investigation and will serve to complete the functions
of the FCA in providing credit for most rural land uses. It is of special
note that forest land use, which obviously requires long-term amortized
loans, is now served by no adequate financial agencies although some
aid has been given farm woodland owners by the Federal Land Banks.
The 444 million acres of privately owned forest land considerably
exceeds the crop land area.

This forest credit program will facilitate the private forestry pro-
gram recommended by the National Resources Board. As noted in
Senator Fletcher's letter the NRB report, although recommending a
very large program of forest land acquisition by the public, estimates
that 257 million acres of forest land will remain permanently in private
ownership. The practice of forestry, for which forest credits are nec-
essary, upon this immense acreage is an essential feature of the compre-
hensive plan of forest conservation to which the Administration is
committed.

Although the principal organized agencies of the lumber industry
have declared their intention to continue conservation activities follow-
ing the dissolution of the lumber code, these efforts may be less effective
than heretofore. Insofar as the long-term credit resources provided by
Senator Fletcher's draft are utilized, all borrowers, because of having
entered into a definite contract to operate under sustained yield, will
be under even more effective control than was provided by the Lumber
Code. .
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For the foregoing and other reasons I strongly endorse Senator
Fletcher's draft in principle. There is enclosed a memorandum by the
Forest Service of suggestions as to certain details which we believe war-
rant careful consideration.2 Subject to such consideration, I heartily
recommend the enactment of the legislation proposed by Senator
Fletcher. It will be consistent with previous recommendations of this
Department, and a constructive, necessary feature of the Administra-
tion's forest conservation program.

Sincerely,
H. A. WALLACE

{ 13:OF 149:TS]

1 Wallace here quoted from his 1934 Annual Report on using forest industries to
take the place of less profitable agricultural crops.

2 Silcox to Wallace, June 20, 5935. Silcox suggested certain changes in the de-
tailed provisions of the bill and said that the Forest Service recommended its en-
dorsement for early passage.

38 I ROOSEVELT TO JOHN R. HICKS, Asheville, North Carolina

[WASHINGTON] July ii, 1935

DEAR MR. HICKS: I am glad to have your letter1 and I shall hope
to see you when you next come to Hyde Park. In the meantime, I
can only tell you that I wish I could have a trained forester but I cannot
afford to do so. With the advice of the State College of Forestry, I am
each year cleaning up or planting an additional small acreage. I am
buying only a small portion of the Newbold farmthe rear end
which, as you remember, used to be mostly in abandoned fields.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{I3:PPF 27o4:CT]

2July g, (PPF 2704). Hicks, a recent forestry school graduate whose
parents lived on the Newbold tenant farm east of the Roosevelt estate on the
Albany Post Road, had referred to the President's acquisition of certain forest land
in the Newbold tract.

382 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, July II, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In a discussion with Chief Forester Silcox
you suggested that a plan be worked out for Federal aid to stimulate
the acquisition and development of State forests, these to include the
smaller and more isolated areas not suitable for national forests. Such
a plan has been prepared and incorporated in the Fulmer bill, H. R.
6914, of which a copy is attached. The main provisions of this bill are:
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Purchase by the Federal Government with the approval of the Na-
tional Forest Reservation Commission.

Title to remain in the Federal Government pending reimbursement
by the States from receipts.

States to carry the entire cost of development and administration,
except from emergency funds.

Purchases only in conformity with plans approved by the Depart-
ment, to insure a coordination of both national and State forest extension.

Standards of management and administration to be approved by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

Technically qualified State organizations based on the merit system
with preferential treatment to States which provide for such organiza-
tions by law.

The passage and enforcement by the States of satisfactory tax de-
linquency legislation by i 942 with preferential treatment for earlier
passage.

Suitable provision for the voluntary or where necessary compulsory
termination of agreements.

A suitable safeguard that this development is not to modify existing
national forests or limit desirable extensions.

The bill has passed the House and is now before the Senate, where
its passage is jeopardized by a report from the Budget that it is con-
trary to the financial policy of the Administration.

I believe that this legislation is sound public policy and that it would
be very desirable from many standpoints if we could obtain the basic
legislation during the present session of Congress. If you think that the
amount of the authorization is excessive, would it not be possible for the
Department to work out with the Director of the Budget an authoriza-
tion on somewhat less than the $20,000,000 which would not be in
conflict with the financial policy of the Administration?

H. A. WALLACE
[13:OF 149:Ts]

383 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, July 13, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: In reply to
your letter of July eleventh, relating to the Fulmer bill, H. R. 6914, it
is my thought that it is an excellent law but that an appropriation at this
time is impossible. Perhaps without an appropriation we could do a
small part of the work this coming year out of the large appropriation
bill, on condition we could get cheap land and put CCC boys to work.

F.D.R.
[13:oF 149:CT]
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384 ROOSEVELT TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, July 15, 1935

MEMO FOR MAC: Tell Professor Baker that I know all about it and
tell him I simply cannot have an interview; that I am in favor of the
bill in principle but have no money at this time.1

F.D.R.
[Notation: A] MHM spoke to him on phone

[I3:oF 149:T]

1 Harry Lee Baker, president of the Association of State Foresters, in a letter to
McIntyre of July is, 1935 (OF 149), had asked that a delegation from his organi-
zation be given an appointment with Roosevelt in behalf of the passage of the
Fulmer State Forest Bill.

385 ROOSEVELT TO JOHN H. BAKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF AUDUBON SOCIETIES, New York City

[WASHINGTON] July 17, 1935

M DEAR MR. BAKER: Thank you for your earnest and comprehen-
sive exposition of the views held by the advocates of a closed season.1
The number of petitioners is impressive. I want to assure you that this
Administration is entirely sympathetic with the movement for the con-
servation of wildlife. It remains to be determined what measures and
what means will best accomplish this objective. I assure you that your
viewpoint and that of your associates will not be left out of considera-
tion in formulating the regulations for this next season.

At my request a hearing was arranged for the presentation of your
petitions to the Secretary of Agriculture and the Biological Survey on
July eleventh. I understand that this hearing was held and I hope
you received a cordial and receptive audience.

When the final draft of the regulations comes to me for authoriza-
tion, I will keep in mind your arguments.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:OF 378:CT]

'Ante, 378.
2Darling's letter to McIntyre, July 13, 5935 (OF 378), enclosing a draft of the

letter here printed, reads in part: "In view of the President's inability to receive
the petitions of the advocates of the closed season, I yesterday arranged a hearing
before the Secretary of Agriculture and a committee of five from the Biological
Survey. Mr. Baker presented his petitions and made a fair statement of his case.
I think he went away feeling entirely satisfied with the hearing he had received."
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386 ROOSEVELT TO DANIEL C. ROPER, SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

WASHINGTON, July 19, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE: I think this is

a very important survey to make. I suggest, therefore, that you ask for
the $20,000 from the old $3,300,000,000 fund of 1933. I am sure
that Secretary Ickes can take it out of this.

F.D.R.
[Notation :T] Let. from Secy. of Commerce, 7/18/35re allotment of
$20,000 to conduct survey of alleged injurious effects of the pulp mill
pollution in the York River, Virginia.1
[13:oF 114A:cT]

'(Not present; presumably returned to Roper.) Robert R. Moton, former
president of Tuskegee Institute, was a leader in the effort to rid the York River
of pollution. Writing to Roosevelt on May 8, 1936 (OF i 14A), Moton said that
the pollution had ruined the oyster business and had driven "thousands of Negroes
and many whites out of the counties to northern cities," where many of them were
on relief.

387 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] July 20, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: I am enclosing a copy of H. R.
8455, a bill "Authorizing the construction of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for flood control, and for other purposes," which
was reported to the House of Representatives by its Committee on Flood
Control on June 14, 1935, and is No. 418 Ofl the Union Calendar.

The bill would authorize the construction by the War Department
of 285 items of flood control work at a total estimated cost to the Federal
Government of $370,450,000.

Federal participation in flood control works has heretofore been lim-
ited to works connected with navigation on projects such as the flood
control of the alluvial valley of the Mississippi, the Sacramento River in
California, and Lake Okeechobee in Florida.

The National Resources Board, in its report to you of November 28,
1934,1 treats of the subject of flood control in its relation to the broader
question of the proper utilization and control of the water resources of
the nation, involving, among other things, their use for the purposes of
power, navigation, erosion, irrigation, and flood control, and recom-
mends the undertaking of comprehensive and detailed studies with a
view to the adoption of a broad national policy and program, properly
integrated and coordinated.



Assuming that this recommendation of the National Resources Board
has your approval, it would seem that the proposed legislation under
consideration (H. R. 8455), which is concerned almost exclusively with
the question of flood control, is at least premature.

The former Mississippi Valley Committee and the National Resources
Board in their reports have advocated the allocation of a large share
of the cost of flood control projects to States and local communities
which may be benefited by the work and, as I am advised, the National
Resources Board is now engaged in a special research and analysis of
the question of allocation of such costs. The proposed bill provides
for the construction of the flood control projects enumerated therein
entirely at Federal cost, local contribution consisting principally of
the necessary land, easements, and floodways, which would rarely
amount to as much as one-half of the cost of a project. This would es-
tablish a new precedent with respect to the allocation of costs for flood
control. It would seem unfortunate for such a precedent to be estab-
lished prior to the completion of the current studies of the National Re-
sources Board, which, I am advised, should be available before the
next session of Congress.

Aside from the questions of policy referred to above and regarding
the pending bill from a purely budgetary standpoint, I feel that its
passage at this session of Congress should be viewed as not in accord
with your financial program, as such passage will undoubtedly lead
to a substantial appropriation for the fiscal year 1937. If once taken
up in Congress its passage would seem assured, since it provides for
projects in some thirty-odd States. The legislation has not been sub-
mitted to the Bureau of the Budget and I doubt if it will be.2

D. W. BELL
CLD/ABP

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

Report on National Planning and Public Works (Washington, Ig34).
'An attached memoTandum, Roosevelt to Bell, July 22, 5935, reads: "Please

take this matter up with the Speaker, the Chairman of the Rules Committee and
the Chairman of the Committee on Flood Control and explain the situation to
them." H. R. 8455 (introduced by Wilson, La.) authorized approximately one-
half billion dollars for flood control projects in all parts of the country. Passed
by the House by a narrow margin on August 22, it was debated at length in the
Senate on the next day. Vandenberg (Mich.) and Tydings (Md.) denounced
the bill as a shameless "pork-barrel" mishmash of unapproved projects, and on
Tydings' motion it was recommitted by a majority of four votes (Cong. Rec., 74th
Cong., 1st SeSs., 79:8, 9220; 79:13, 54574-54599, 14286-14287, 54288-54290,
54291-I 4305). Greatly modified, but still unsatisfactory to the National Resources
Committee, the bill was again reported the following session. Because of Senator
Copeland's sponsorship of it in the Senate it acquired the title "Copeland Bill"
and was passed as the Flood Control Act of 1936.

'"CLD" stands for Charles L. Dasher, assistant to the Budget Director, and pre-
sumably the drafter of this letter.
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388 ROOSEVELT TO J.y N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL

SURVEY

WASHINGTON, July 22, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. J. N. DARLING: Do you propose to do any-
thing about purchasing Okefeenoki Swamp out of the $6,000,000? 1

F.D.R.
[13:0F IF:CT]

'This refers to the act amending the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of
5934 (49 Stat. 378); see ante, 367. Darling replied July 23, 5935 (OF iF), that
the Biological Survey planned to buy Okefenokee and was negotiating with the own-
ers in an effort to reach a reasonable price.

389 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, July 23, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: I understand
that the Reclamation Service has as part of its program the draining of
Tule Lake, at a cost of $824,000. Will you let me know if this is
contemplated? 1

F.D.R.
[I3:0F 4O2:T]

'Answered post, 401.

390 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON, July 26, 1935]

M DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Reference is made to your letter of July 8,
1935, concerning the Fulmer bill, H. R. 6914, to authorize an appro-
priation of $20,000,000 for the purchase and management of forest
lands in cooperation with the States.

While I view what is proposed to be accomplished by this legislation as
a splendid thing to do, my financial program does not admit of under-
taking it at this time and your advice to the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry with respect to H. R. 6914 has my full approval.

I am afraid that you are a bit too optimistic in your feeling that if we
should agree that the legislation be enacted at this time that the appro-
priation of funds could be deferred, in view of the fact that, notwith-
standing your advice to the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
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Forestry, as quoted in your letter, the bill was favorably reported out by

that Committee on July 22nd, without amendment. I had hoped this
legislation could be postponed until the program it contemplates could

be financed.1
Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: A] 7/26/35

[13:oF 149:ciT]

H. R. 6914 was passed by the House on May , i35. There the debate
centered largely on an amendment requiring the Secretary of Agriculture to secure
the assent of the National Forest Reservation Commission before ending any agree-
ment made with a state. This amendment was adopted. In the Senate another
amendment was added which gave to the state the authority to appoint the forester
who would be in charge of the state lands acquired under the act. The Senate also
reduced the original authorization of $20,000,000 to $,000,000 (Cong. Rec., 74th
Cong., 1st sess., 79:4, 4238; 79:7, 8016-8024; 7911, 12068-12069, 12248-12249
79:12, 12714-12715, 12866-52867, 13259-13260). The act was approved Aug. 29,

1935 (4 Stat. 963). The bill as introduced in the House, with the House report,
is printed in the Congressional Record, 79:7, 8019-8024.

391 JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO

ROOSEVELT
[WASHINGTON] July 26, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We can make better use of retired agri-
cultural land than anybody.

Others just grow grass and trees on it. We grow grass, trees, marshes,
lakes, ducks, geese, fur-bearers, impounded water and recreation.

The six million we got from Congress and which you think is enough,
is mostly going to buy Okefenokee, the ranches on the winter elk range
in Jackson's Hole, the private lands that lie in the midst of the Hart Mt.
antelope range, and for rehabilitation (dams and dikes) of the duck
ranges we bought last year.

By the way, Secretary Ickes wants me to give him Okefenokee. Do

you mind? I don't, only that it cuts into our nesting-area funds.
I need $4,000,000 for duck lands this year and the same bill which

gave us the $6,000,000 specifically stated that at your discretion you
could allocate from the $4,800,000,000 money for migratory waterfowl
restoration.

We did a good job last year. Why cut us off

[13:oF IF:TS]

'Answered post, 393.
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392 WILLIAM L. FINLEY, FIELD NATURALIST, AMERICAN NATURE
AssocIATIoN, TO ROOSEVELT

PORTLAND, OREGON, July 26, 1935

DEAR PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: On April 2gth, I wrote you in regard
to bringing about cooperation of the Reclamation Service of the Depart-
ment of the Interior with the Biological Survey in conserving waterfowl
on sanctuaries which are on Reclamation projects.'

Your letter of May j3th was received saying that you were taking up
the matter at once,' which you did.

This culminated in a conference which I attended in Washington on
July 22nd between Mr. Ickes, Mr. Mead, Mr. Darling and other mem-
bers of the Biological Survey, which was very satisfactory.

One of the agreements reached which met with the approval of all
members present was that our Tule Lake Wildlife Refuge, comprising
about 10,000 acres and located on the Tule Lake Reclamation Project,
should be enlarged. This is important and necessary in conserving
waterfowl in southern Oregon and northern California.

As our federal wildlife sanctuaries on Reclamation projects are estab-
lished by Executive Order, another Proclamation is necessary from you to
cover this enlarged area. I trust this Proclamation may be issued by you
as soon as possible.'

Appreciating your interest in our waterfowl resources, I am,
Sincerely yours,

WILLIAM L. FINLEY
[13:oF IF:TS]

letter is not present. Finley (1877-5953) was a writer and lecturer on
wildlife subjects. In addition to his work for the American Nature Association, he
was for many years field biologist for the National Association of Audubon Societies
and was vice president of the Izaak Walton League of America and the National
Wildlife Federation.

20F s-F.
'Answered post, 399.

393 ROOSEVELT TO JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

[WASHINGTON] July 29, 1935

DEAR JAY: As I was saying to the Acting Director of the Budget the
other day"this fellow Darling is the only man in history who got an
appropriation through Congress, passed the Budget and signed by the
President without anybody realizing that the Treasury had been raided."

You hold an all-time record. In addition to the six million dollars
($6,000,000) you got, the Federal Courts say that the United States
Government has a perfect constitutional right to condemn millions of
acres for the welfare, health and happiness of ducks, geese, sandpipers,
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owls arid wrens, but has no constitutional right to condemn a few old
tenements in the slums for the health and happiness of the little boys
and girls who will be our citizens of the next generation!

Nevertheless, more power to your arm! Go ahead with the six mil-
lion dollars ($6,000,000) and talk with me about a month hence in
regard to additional lands, if I have any more money left.

As ever yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:01 IF:CT]

394 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE CLARENCE CANNON OF
MISSOURI

WASHINGTON [July 29, 1935)

M DEAR MR. CANNON: I fully agree with you that Federal leader-
ship and coordination are required in studies of our water resources, as
suggested in your letter of July 20.'

It is my understanding that the changes made in the organization
of the Water Committee of the National Resources Committee are in-
tended to strengthen that organization by securing the cooperation of
all of the Federal bureaus concerned with water projects, and at the
same time preserve contact with the engineering and other professions
which can contribute wise leadership in this field.

It is my hope that this new committee can stimulate the activities of
the State Planning Boards in cooperation with other sections of the Na-
tional Resources Committee so that national policy and State policy can
be fully coordinated.2

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation :A] 7/29/35

[13:oF 1o92:cT]

1 Cannon expressed concern over the "dissolution" of the Water Resources Sec-
tion of the National Resources Committee; what was required, he said, was "strong
Federal leadership in a unit, not necessarily large, which has vision, has formulated
definite principles, and has evidenced capacity for making studies of problems which
lead to long-range programs of development and use" (OF 1092).

2 Drafted by the National Resources Committee.

395 ROOSEVELT TO CORDELL HULL, SECRETARY OF STATE, AND
HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, August 2, 1935

MEMORANDUM . . . As a matter of national policy affecting both
national forestry apd trade agreements with foreign natjons affecting
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imports, I wish you would give consideration to the following sug-
gestions:

i. It is clear that we do not grow sufficient pulpwood in the United
States to make our own print paper. We import wood pulp in large
quantities and also print paper in large quantities.

The objective from the point of view of building up and main-
taining adequate national forests is to cut, each year, only an amount
equal to the annual growth.

Suggestion is made that the Government list each year the forest
acreage in private ownership on which the principle of equivalent an-
nual-growth-cut is maintained. The proportion which such land bears
to the total privately owned forest acreage would represent what might
be called a domestic quota. Everything above that domestic quota
would be considered a foreign import quota which would be tax free.
In other words, as, during a long period of years, the domestic forest
area listed under the equivalent growth-cut plan increases, the domestic
quota would increase and the foreign import quota would decrease.

This is at least worth studying.
I am sending for your information a mass of material submitted

to me by the Maine Senators and Representatives. It has nothing to
do with the above plan but if some plan could be adopted as a national
policy, it will answer the people in the pulpwood States and furnish
them with a concete national policy on which to proceed.1

F.D.R.
[Notation : T] State--Let. from Hollingsworth & Whitney Go., Water-
vile, Maine, 7/3 0, with attached memo; Senate Document i 15; large
manila envelope containing papers re this situation, being petitions
from residents of Maine relative to newsprint and pulp and paper in-
dustry.

[13:oF 424:CT]

'Answered post, 404.

396 PAUL H. APPLEBY, ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY o AGRICUL-
TURE, TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO
THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, August 2, 1935

DEAR MR. MCINTYRE: Inclosed herewith, in accord with the request
of the President, is a proposed reply to a letter received by the Presi-
dent from Mr. Ovid Butler, of the American Forestry Association.1 A
question exists about the concluding sentence in the first paragraph. In
discussing this letter, Mr. Silcox says he thinks it would be desirable if
the President would sign such a letter as this, including the moot sentence.
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He adds: "This draft would commit the President on forest credit legis-
lation. He indicated to me verbally that he favored it but later is said
to have stated that he wished to give the proposal further study. 1

have been unable to learn the final conclusion reached."
Sincerely yours,

PAUL H. APPLEBY
[13:oF I49:TS]

Ante, 374.

397 [Enclosure] ROOSEVELT TO OVID M. BUTLER, EXECUTIVE SEC-
RETARY, AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, Washington, D. C.

WASHINGTON, August 5, 1935

DEAR MR. BUTLER: I am glad to have the expression of opinion
in your letter of July fifth on the importance of passing forest credit
legislation. during the prcoent Gcoion 04 Congrcu. Senator Flctcher'o
proposal, which ha'e beet ctudying, it appeals to me because it
should stimulate bona fide sustained yield enterprises on privately owned
lands, and to such enterprises loans arc, should be specifically limited.
t will afford e great plcaurc, therefore, to endorse this lcgilation,

J hope that it may be enacted during the prccnt ocesion 04
CongreGs.

In general forestry legislation I look forward to something broad
enough in its scope to cover the most important phases of both public
and private effort not now definitely or adequately provided for, and
something which will constitute a landmark in the progress of forest
conservation for many years to come. Jt VICW 04 prcviou ttrrnounco-
mento it is hardly necessary to reaffirm my intention 04 oubmitting
proposals to Congress at the first favorable opportunity.1

Very sincerely yours,

[Notation: A: LEHAND] Please rewrite
[13:oF 149:T]

The interpolations (italicized) and deletions in this draft are in Roosevelt's
hand. The revised letter was sent to Butler under date of Aug. 7, 7935, according
to the accompanying carbon copy.

398 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, August 6, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIoR: It is pretty
late for us to discover that the salmon ladders at Bonneville may not
work.1 It seems to me that all persons concerned should get together
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in a meeting and agree on something so that at least we can say to the
country that we have all done the best we could. Criticism and objec-
tions after the Dam is half built get us nowhere.

{ 13:OF 36o:c'r]

This refers ta a note from Ickes of Aug. 3, 5935 (OF 360), expressing doubt
about the practicability of the fish ladders proposed for Bonneville Dam.

[I3:OF IF:CT]

'See ante, 392.
'Drafted by the Bureau of Biological Survey.

400 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT U. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR, NEW YORK

UNIVERSITY HALL OF FAME

[WASHINGTON] August 7, 1935

DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: It is delightful to have your l and I
am only sorry that you have been laid up for so long. I do hope that you
will soon be out again.

I am keeping close touch with the copyright legislation.
In regard to the Appalachians, the studies are being pushed and the

first step seems to be the continuation of the Skyline Trail along the Blue

Ridge. Later on we plan for the development along the crest of the
watershed and also a trail along the more westerly slopes. At least the
nation is becoming conservation minded!

With my sincere regards, Faithfully yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:PPF I742:cJT]

1July 30, 5935 (PPF 1742), urging Roosevelt to preserve what was left of the
Appalachian Mountain forests and protesting against legislation pending in Congress

(S. 3047) to amend the copyright law.

[409]
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399 ROOSEVELT TO WILLIAM L. FINLEY, FIELD NATURALIST,
AMERICAN NATURE AssociATIoN, Portland, Oregon

[WASHINGTON] August 7, 1935

DEAR MR. FINLEY: I am happy to learn of your satisfaction over
the conference between the Biological Survey and the Reclamation
Service.1 The service you performed was a splendid contribution.

The Tule Lake refuge boundaries are now being studied for the pro-
posed readjustment and barring unforeseen complications should make a

greatly improved refuge.2
Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]



40 I HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, August io, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On receipt of your note of inquiry of
July 23 regarding the plans of the Bureau of Reclamation with refer-
ence to the Kiamath Project, and with special reference to the drain-
ing of Tule Lake, I have made inquiry of Commissioner Mead and
have the following information:

Tule Lake was drained twenty years ago.1 Nothing further in that
direction is possible. On the contrary, the Bureau's program is to op-
pose any further encroachments on the sump area around this lake.
In this Connection Mr. Darling, Chief of the Biological Survey, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and Commissioner Mead had a conference on
Wednesday, August 7, and are now engaged in working out a program
for the better protection of bird life within the area of the Kiamath
Project.

The allotment of $824,000 for the Kiamath Project, originally asked
for, was reduced to $135,000. The larger program was to provide
works for the irrigation of twelve thousand acres of land, all outside of
the Tule Lake sump area. This has been abandoned. The reduced
construction program provides for $135,000, which is to complete bet-
terments on the other parts of the project.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. IcKEs

[13:oF 4o2:Ts]

'See post, 403.

402 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR CHARLES H. MARTIN, Salem, Oregon

[WASHINGTON] August 12, 1935

DEAR GOVERNOR MARTIN: Your letter of July fifteenth deals with
a subject of great importance. I share your view that perpetuation of
the forests and forest industries is very vital to the welfare of Oregon.
Your State enjoys a unique opportunity to found a permanent econ-
omy and prosperity upon what can be made one of the most endur-
ing of the natural resources and the steps it is taking under your guid-
ance to realize that opportunity are both encouraging and gratify-
ing. With the forests of its mountains complementing the fertility of
its valleys, and with abundant hydro-electric power to process the prod-
ucts of both, the State of Oregon has open to it an economic future of
great promise and appeal.

It now seems evident that passage to private ownership of so much
of the most accessible and productive forest land in Oregon has aggra-
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vated rather than simplified the problems of permanent forest man-
agement. It will be necessary, as you suggest, to restore to public
ownership a great deal of forest land that unwisely was allowed to pass
into private control; and to create conditions under which private
ownership of forest resources may be constructive rather than destruc-
tive. Arrangements to that end which clearly would contribute to the
permanent public interest and could not be capitalized to private ad-
vantage deserve sympathetic consideration.

The legislation to create the organic basis of a Federal Forest Pro-
gram, about which I wrote to you on January fourteenth,2 continues
to command my interest but so many vital matters have claimed the at-
tention of the Congress during the present session that I have hesitated
to urge consideration of the forestry legislation. It is my hope that it
can receive attention early in the next session.3

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 149:CT]
1 Martin said that if disaster to the Oregon timber industry "a few decades from

now" was to be averted, Federal acquisition of a considerable amount of commer-
cial timber stands was necessary. He urged that the President suggest to the Con
gress the basis of a Federal forest program along the lines suggested in the latter's
letter to the governors of Jan. 2, 1935 (OF 149).

This is the letter sent to all state governors; the form copy, dated Jan. 2, 1935,
is printed ante, 307.

by the Agriculture Department.

403 JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 17, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Tule Lake and Reclamation-Bio-
logical Survey cooperative agreement is still awaiting final modification
by the Reclamation Service. Concessions satisfactory but progress slow.
The file is in Dr. Mead's office.

The agreement, together with Executive Orders for your signature
confirming the future management, should be in your hands August
20th.1

Yours very truly,
J. N. DARLING

NOTE: Secretary Ickes in his letter to you has transposed the Tule and
Kiamath Lake areas.2 Tule Lake and sump are still amply supplied
with water and a first class refuge. The $135,000 for further drainage
is for development of agricultural lands adjacent to Tule, not Klamath.
The modified program is satisfactory provided the proposed cooperative
agreement is authorized.
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Klamath Lake, the monumental wildlife tragedy of drainage fame,
is a barren dry waste of twenty years standing. It is on the program for
restoration if we can find the money.

{13:oF 402:TS]

'See post, 448.
'Ante, 401.

404 CORDELL HULL, SECRETARY OF STATE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, August 19, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In accordance with your memorandum of
August 2, 1935, careful study has been given to the idea of devising a
quota limitation on imports of pulp wood, wood pulp, and newsprint in
such a manner that the quota might be linked up with the encourage-
ment of the extension of cutting under the principle of sustained yield in
our privately owned forest acreage. I am enclosing an analysis of this
idea prepared by an economist in the Tariff Commission who has par-
ticipated in the preparations for a trade agreement with Canada, to
which, however, I would like to add the following reflections.

As the enclosure indicates, it would be difficult to devise a quota
limitation which, even theoretically, would be suitable to carry out the
purpose. In fact, it seems to me that there would, in addition, become
necessary some control of the domestic marketing of these products if
the essential purpose of the idea, that is, the stimulation of sustained yield
production by an increasing reservation of the domestic market for such
production, is to be achieved. This, however, is only one of what I think
are the major difficulties involved. In the first place, there is in this
industry a very complex corporate interrelationship with much of the
foreign raw material production under American ownership, particu-
larly by American newspaper interests. Secondly, there is the problem
of relationships between foreign producers and domestic consumers estab-
lished under long-term contracts. Thirdly, it is hardly possible to an-
ticipate what the result of an effective quota restriction would be upon
the extremely complicated price situation in this industry, particularly
since the element of freight rates plays a large part in this situation.

Finally, it is my understanding that those privately owned lands on
which the principle of sustained yield is practiced are largely owned by
interests who use their production for the supply of their own needs and
who, therefore, are not particularly interested in the restriction of im-
ports.

All of the foregoing considerations not only emphasize the complexity
of the problem, but also the significance of the observations made in the
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report to the Senate on National Pulp and Paper Requirements in Rela-
tion to Forest Conservation,1 as quoted in the attached memorandum,
to the effect that the pulp wood question cannot be isolated from the
general forestry problem. In other words, it is clear that we are dealing
with a much larger problem than may at first appear and one which can
only be solved over a considerable period of time. The relatively simple
procedure of a quota limitation on imports, much as it may appeal to
certain elements in the industry, does not actually present a means of
solving or improving the situation.

Turning to the relation of this problem to the trade agreements pro-
gram, we find that it is, on the one hand, a problem requiring a much
longer time period for its solution than that involved in the negotiation
of individual trade agreements; on the other hand, as is pointed out
in the enclosed memorandum, the binding on the free list of pulp and
newsprint under trade agreements does not stand in the way of a long-
time program, since reservation can be made and, in fact, has been
made in the agreement with Sweden for such necessity as might de-
velop in connection with a program of production control or conserva-
tion.

Finally, I think that in considering the problem of the pulp wood
and newsprint industry, we must not, by confining our attention to
that industry alone, overlook the effects which any proposed action
would have upon other American industries and, through their effect
upon the general prosperity of the country, indirectly upon the pulp
wood and newsprint industry itself. In this connection, I would call
attention to the concluding portion of the enclosed memorandum, in
which are suggested the serious effects upon our trade relations with
Canada of a restriction of our imports of pulp and newsprint from
that country.

Faithfully yours,
CORDELL HULL

[13:oF 424:Ts]

'C. E. Curran and C. E. Behre (S. Doc. 115, 74th Cong., 1st sess., Washington,
1935).

405 [Enclosure]

Memorandum on Pulpwood, Wood Pulp, and Newsprint

The President has requested that "as a matter of national policy
affecting both national forestry and trade agreements with foreign
countries" consideration be given to the following: At present we im-
port woodpulp, pulpwood, and newsprint in large quantities to supple-
ment domestic supplies of pulpwood. Moreover, the objective from the
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standpoint of forest management is to cut, each year, only an amount
equal to the annual growth. Consequently, "the suggestion is made that
the Government list each year the forest acreage in private ownership
on which the principle of equivalent annual-growth-cut is maintained.
The proportion which such land bears to the total privately owned
forest acreage would represent what might be called a domestic quota.
Everything above that domestic quota would be considered a for-
eign import quota which would be tax free..

It is understood that the Forest Service is preparing a memorandum
to the President on the manner of and extent to which it can be de-
termined what proportion of our annual pulpwood cut is on a sus-
tained-yield basis and the degree to which the management of pulp
wood cutting must be related to forest management as a whole. It
is assumed, for the purposes of the following discussion, that as a prac-
tical matter the proportion of sustained-yield cut to total cut can be
determined

The President's suggestion appears to present two major alternatives:
Imports of pulp and paper could be limited (i) to the difference be-
tween total consumption of pulpwood (or its equivalent in pulp and
paper) and the reasonable consumption by pulp mills of domestic wood
from sustained-yield acreage, or (2) to total consumption minus that
percentage of total consumption which our sustained-yield cut is of our
total domestic pulpwood cut.

The first alternative is relatively simple. In effect it would merely
offer the existing pulp and paper mills of this country the prospect that
imports would be excluded in proportion as domestic timber cutting is on
sustained-yield acreage. It is doubtful whether at present much more
than half of the domestic cut is on a sustained-yield basis; and the total
domestic cut supplies only about 50 percent of domestic consumption.
Consequently a scheme of restriction such as the above would for some
time to come permit more rather than less imports: Up to 75 percent of
domestic consumption in comparison with the present 50 percent. The
pulp mills and pulpwood owners who urge that immediate restrictions
be placed on imports in order to provide a more certain market for the
domestic product would not be satisfied by this arrangement. They
contend, among other things, that forest management would be promoted
by reservation of a stated portion of the domestic market to domestic
producers. It is just as possible, however, that encouragement of pulp-
wood cutting in advance of a widespread sustained-yield program would
not promote perpetual-cut logging. During the transition from "de-
forestation" to "perpetual cut" forestry, imports of pulp and paper ap-
pear essential.

The second alternative presents difficulties which are unavoidable as
long as our total pulp and paper needs are not made the base from which
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to determine import policy. Assuming that the present sustained-yield
pulpwood cut is about 50 percent of the total domestic cut, imports of
pulp and paper would be permitted at approximately their present level

of 50 percent of consumption. Then assuming that the sustained-yield
cut increased to 75 percent to total cut, imports would be reduced to
percent of total pulp and paper consumption. To illustrate: Suppose
consumption had been running about i o,000,000 cords per year, of
which half, or 5,000,000, were domestic and the balance imported (prin-
cipally as pulp and paper). If the sustained-yield cut reached 75 per-
cent of total domestic cut then, consumption remaining at 10,000,000
cords, imports would be reduced to 2,500,000 cords. But how would
the balance of 7,500,000 be supplied? If sustained-yield cut were 75
percent of the previous total domestic cut, it would supply 3,750,000
cords, leaving 3,750,000 to be supplied by a domestic "deforestation"
cut, or a greater deforestation proportion than originally. But it will at
once be observed that the 3,750,000 cords of sustained-yield cut have
once again become only 50 percent of total cut, and that the import
quota would be increased to its original 50 percent of domestic consump-
tion in accordance with the second alternative we are here analyzing.
To avoid this stalemate it is necessary to assume: (i) That as the propor-
tion of the domestic cut which is on a sustained-yield basis increases and
imports are proportionately excluded, there will be a price increase in
pulp and paper large enough to reduce domestic consumption to the
approximate limit of the domestic sustained-yield cut; or (2) that the
pulpwood cut of this country can be put on a sustained-yield basis rapidly
enough and in sufficient quantities not only to fill the gap left by ex-
cluded imports without price increases, but to replace the previous de-
forestation cut. .

Thus in excluding pulp and paper imports we may be exchanging the
known for the unknown: definitively economical and profitable export
industries for a domestic industry which is apparently at some competi-
tive disadvantage. How much self-sufficiency in pulp and paper might
cost the American consumers who, in 1929, used 220 pounds of paper
per capita, cannot be calculated. But the requirements of this country
for paper and paper stock are so complex and imports of pulp and paper
so thoroughly a part of our international economy that the degree to
which our domestic pulpwood cut is on a sustained-yield basis can be
only one determinant of our policy relating to imports.2

[13:oF 434:T]

Omitted is an extended discussion of the conclusions of the Senate report men-
tioned in the covering letter.

2 No further mention of Roosevelt's quota limitation idea has been found.
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406 HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, TO

ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Aug. 21, 1935

Mv DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Reference is made to your memorandum
with regard to the plan of Mr. J. N. Darling, Chief of the Bureau of
Biological Survey, for Federal cooperation in a program for restora-
tion and conservation of the game resources of the country.' Mr.
Darling feels that, since the continuity of the program must be guaran-
teed, it must not be made dependent on annual appropriations by
Congress. He suggests the establishment of a $10,000,000 permanent
endowment fund to support the program. This fund is to be provided
by the manufacturers of sporting arms and ammunition, who are said

to be willing to pledge annual payments of ten per cent of their gross
sales for the necessary period, on condition that the present Federal ex-
cise tax of ten per cent on firearms, shells, and cartridges is repealed,
until such time as the $10,000,000 fund is completed. Under pres-
ent law this tax will remain in effect only until July I, I 937, but it
may, of course, be further extended. This tax yields approximately
$2,500,000 a year.

It seems to me that if Mr. Darling's program is of sufficient public
interest to warrant its adoption by the Federal Government, it should
be paid for by the necessary appropriations from public funds, in the
same manner as other Federal projects. If its benefits are so doubt-
ful, or so restricted, that it is proper for the firearms manufacturers to
pay for it, I believe that it should be left to them to set up their own
organization to carry it into effect. I do not think that the Federal
Government should be placed in the position either of soliciting pri-
vate contributions to support a public project of nation-wide scope, or
of acting as an agency of any industry in carrying out a project of more
benefit to that industry than to the public.

The foregoing would be true if the firearms manufacturers' pledges
were to be entirely gratuitous. Additional objections to the scheme
arise from their demand for a quid pro quo in the form of repeal of the
firearms tax. Even if not further extended, this tax would yield one-
half as much as the aniount they propose to subscribe. Continuance
of the tax would certainly be a more practical method of collecting
$10,000,000 from the firearms industry than would the enforcement
of voluntary pledges.

Mr. Darling's plan would require, in addition to repeal of the tax,
legislation authorizing the acceptance of the contributions of the fire-
arms manufacturers, the establishment of these receipts as a trust fund,
and the investment of the principal, and permanently appropriating the

income for expenditure. The Act passed at the last session of Con-
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gress repealing permanent indefinite appropriations established a pol-
icy contrary to such legislation.2

Mr. Darling does not give any reason for assuming that Congress
would refuse to make annual appropriations for Federal cooperation in
a program for restoration and conservation of the game resources of the
country, especially if the Administration gave active support to such a
project. In my opinion Congress is more likely to be willing to make
the necessary annual appropriations than to enact the legislation neces-
sary to carry out Mr. Darling's plan.

Faithfully yours,
H. MORGENTHAU, JR.

[I3:oF IF:TS]
1Ante, 359.
2 Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act of June 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 1224).

407 ROOSEVELT TO JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGI-
CAL SURVEY

WASHINGTON, August 23, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. JAY N. DARLING: I enclose, for your infor-
mation, a personal letter from the Secretary of the Treasury in regard
to the proposed permanent endowment fund. Perhaps you will have a
talk with Mr. Morgenthau in regard to it. In any event, we are really
getting somewhere.1

F.D.R.
[I3:oF IF:CT]

Morgenthau's letter is printed above. Answered below.

408 JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 26, 1935

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am returning Secretary Morgenthau's
memorandum on the proposed $io,000,000 permanent endowment fund
for wildlife.1

Being aware of his competent administration as New York Conserva-
tion Commissioner, I am loathe to believe he even read it, to say nothing
of writing it.

If he had he would not have said, if the public isn't sufficiently in-
terested in wildlife to support it, let wildlife go hang, and if the manu-
facturers want game let them pay for it.

To assume that the public functions in its own behalf in proportion
to its interest is absurd. And to assume that the manufacturers of sport-
ing arms are ipso facto qualified biologists is quite equal to his assump-
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lion that Congress will consistently follow from year to year a program
of national wildlife restoration. Continuity is essential. I know of no
other way to accomplish the necessary reversal from down hill slide to
upward climb for wildlife resources.

There is a growing and national movement to see that sportsmen's
money shall go to sportsmen's benefits. It would seem a wise political
move to take active leadership in this wholly justifiable contention rather
than to ignore or oppose it.

If Secretary Morgenthau had said, "No, we need the money," I could
have been reconciled, but to deny it on the ground that the Government
has no duty to perform in coordinating the various forces under wildlife
leadership is more than my placid disposition can accept.

I thought we were "really getting somewhere" until Mr. Morgenthau
threw the gears into reverse. That's not the direction I'm going.

Sincerely,
J. N. DARLING

[13:oF I-F:TS]
1 Ante, 406.

409 JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] August 26, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: About recognizing wildlife as a valued agency
of public serviceit hasn't been so far you knowthe only money
specifically allocated to wildlife out of the emergency funds so far was
your one million last year. All the rest we have had to suck through
borrowed straws out of some one else's barrel! !and it's been tough
going.

And about that six million which I believe you mentioned. You
suggested that I try to get a special act of Congress for Okefenokee
and the Jackson Hole elk. Remember? When I found where the money
was and how to get it, that Mr. Ickes was sitting on it and didn't have
anything in particular he was going to do with it. I added just a little
change for the antelope range in Hart mountain so we won't have to
pass the tin cup every winter to buy hay.

We could do a swell job with four million and a fair one with three.
It's 0. K. with Congresssee Act H. R. 7982, Pub. No. 148, 74th
Congress, Sec. 5oI.

Sincerely,
JAY N. D.

[13:or I-F:Ts]

149 Stat. 378; see ante, 367.
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410 ROOSEVELT TO OTIS MOORE, Roosevelt Farm, Warm Springs

[WASHINGTON] August 26, 1935

DEAR OTIS: I am glad that you are getting ready to cut and that the
sawmill is ready to start operating in September. I think that instead
of making sales directly, it should be done through the Foundation.
Speak to the new Manager there and have him handle the sales with
your approval, of course. Incidentally, there should be a good deal
of dead or dying timber cut on the Foundation property itself and we
could charge them a reasonable amount per thousand feet for the cut-
ting and sawing.

In regard to the trees on the Georgia Wilkins 1 land, be sure not to
cut any of those fine, big trees unless they are dead or dying. Also, be
careful not to injure any of the young growth, especially the young long-
leaf Pines.

I am glad that the crops and the cattle are getting on so well. I hope
we can get rid of some more stock at a good price this fall or winter
and cut down the net loss on the farm.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13 :PSF:WARM SPRINGS: CT]

Miss Wilkins was former owner of the Warm Springs property.

411 REXFORD G. TUOWELL, ADMINISTRATOR, RESETTLEMENT
ADMINISTRATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, August 26, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I transmit information you asked for some
time ago.'

You spoke to me the other day about Forest Communities such as they
have in the Black Forest. Since August first a plan for one of these
which we hoped would form the pattern for many others has been at
Works Progress. It has been decided, I understand, to smother it there.
I just want to be relieved of responsibility.

Sincerely,
R. G. TUGWELL

[I3:oF Ic:TS]

'This is a twenty.four page typed statement by Forester Silcox on the forest situa-
tion in the United States, with case histories of communities that had been ruined
through "cut-and-get-out" lumbering methods. It was prepared for Rooseveli for
use in a speech.

395960°-57----28 [419 ]



[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:OF 1414:CTJ

Hill said that the Agriculture Department had obtained options on large sections
of land, and the farmers, in anticipation of early sales, had not planted crops and
were in consequence worse off than before (OF 1414). The enclosures were letters
received by Hill protesting abandonment of the submarginal land retirement program.

2 Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

413 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON HIS VETO OF AN AMENDMENT
TO THE TAYLOR GRAZING ACT

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 5, 1935

I have with some reluctance disapproved H. R. 3019, An Act to
amend "An Act to stop injury to the public grazing lands by prevent-
ing overgrazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their orderly use,
improvement, and development, to stabilize the livestock industry de-
pendent upon the public range, and for other purposes," approved
June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269).

Some of the changes effected by this legislation were proposed to the
Congress by the Department of the Interior. These changes, how-
ever, were relatively simple in scope and did not involve radical altera-
tions in the principles of the original law.

Other changes effected by the provisions of this Bill are not sound.
They would nullify in large measure the benefits of the Taylor Graz-
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412 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATWE SAM B. HILL OF WASHINGTON

[WASHINGTON] August 31, 1935

M DEAR Ma. HILL: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of July 25,
addressed to Mr. McIntyre, with inclosures.1 I note your concern over
reports that certain land purchase projects in the State of Washington
on which numerous options have been taken, are about to be abandoned.
The projects referred to were developed by the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration serving in a technical capacity for The Land Program
of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration. The program has
since been transferred to the Resettlement Administration.

Of the two projects referred to, I am informed that the Big Bend
project has been abandoned, largely because of the subsequent decision
to construct the foundation of the Grand Coulee Dam so as ultimately to
provide for a high line reservoir. This would make a large proportion
of the Big Bend project potentially irrigable. The Northwest Wash-
ington land project, however, is being continued with a moderate reduc-
tion in total area to be purchased necessary to bring it within the financial
requirements of the program.2

Very sincerely yours,



ing Act and would make the administration of that Act along sound
conservation lines virtually unattainable.

I append hereto copy of memorandum furnished me by the De-
partment of the Interior and I note also the recommendation of the
Department of Agriculture that the Bill be not approved.

I am confident that at another session of the Congress the matter
can be reconsidered and more suitable legislation passed.

[w. H. PRESS RELEASES:M]

414 [Enclosure] HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO

ROOSEVELT
WASHINGTON, August 26, 1935

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT: I am returning to you House
Bill 3019, amending the Act approved June 28, 1934 (48 Stat., 1269),
to regulate grazing on the public domain.1 I recommend that this bill
be not approved because of the irreparable damage that would result,
if it became the law, to the present program for the orderly use, im-

provement and development of public grazing lands and for the stabili-

zation of the livestock industry. The provisions in the amendatory
act dealing with the exchange, leasing, and outright grant of lands
would not only defeat the fundamental objectives of the present graz-
ing law but through their operation might make it possible in a few
years for the States to acquire all of the non-mineral unreserved pub-
lic domain. I do not believe that Congress desires by indirection to
make this tremendous grant of land to the States when, I am sure, it

would be unwilling to do so directly. Because of the vague and ob-
scure phrasing of many portions of the amendment various interpreta-
tions of its meaning are possible, which will undoubtedly result in pro-
longed and costly litigation. In view of the large public interests in-
volved, I believe I am justified in assuming that the most undesirable
results that are possible from any permissible interpretation of this bill

are the results that would be likely to flow from it.
There are 165,000,000 acres in the public domain, which for many

years have been subject to the unrestricted grazing of cattle and sheep,
resulting in the destruction of a valuable natural resources in forage cover
and the ruin of the land itself through erosion once the protective vegeta-
tive cover has been weakened by over-grazing. This situation brought
about the enactment of the Taylor Grazing Law in 1934, which made it
possible for the first time to provide for a coordinated, regulatory pro-
gram for the use by stockmen and sheepmen of 8o,000,000 acres of the
public domain. This law and the plan of administration adopted by
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the Department of the Interior which provides for local self -determina-
tion of practical range problems has been given enthusiastic support by
those intended to be benefited.

The amendatory act now before me expands to 142,000,000 acres the
area subject to inclusion in grazing districts. This, in other circum-
stances, I would heartily favor. I do not believe, however, that the
benefits resulting from an enlargement of the controlled area would out-
weigh the evils which would follow the changes in the law that are now
proposed. I am unwilling to sanction the despoilment of the remaining
public domain in the name of conservation or set the stage for the aban-
donment of homesteads by small owners under pressure from livestock
interests which would follow the signing of this act. I cannot believe
that the majority of the legislative branch understood the vicious cycle
of events that might follow the enactment of this apparently beneficent
measure.

The bill makes mandatory the exchange of State-owned lands for
public lands of equal value, regardless of whether such exchanges are in
the public interest, merely on the application of the State. These ex-
changes could be effected within, as well as outside of established grazing
districts and it does not require any preternatural wisdom to foresee that
the States would select those public lands within a grazing district that
are vital to the administration of the particular area. They could take
away from the United States Government lands upon which it had ex-
pended public funds for fencing, the development of water, and other
range improvements, and which would produce revenue to the Govern-
ment under the present leasing system.

The States exclusively, and not the Federal Government, would be
the moving parties in these exchanges, nor is any discretion given the
Secretary of the Interior to protect the interests of the grazing districts.
The States, on the other hand, are given the opportunity of consolidating
their land holdings within grazing districts by exchanging lands within
or outside of the boundaries of the grazing districts. The Federal Gov-
ernment would have no option except to dispossess itself of its own land
at the behest of the coveting State. Through the operation of this pro-
vision the Federal Government could be required to relinquish the most
advantageously situated public lands in exchange for the least desirable
tracts, most of which in turn would probably pass to the States at the end
of two years as isolated tracts under another provision of the amendatory
bill which I will discuss later.

This inequitable and unrestricted power would inevitably increase
the instability of the livestock industry that is dependent upon the pub-
lic range and which the present grazing law was intended to benefit.
The small livestock operator could not prosper under an arrangement
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by which lands might be selected by the State for the use of special in-
terests which might happen in the future as it has in the past. The
exchange of lands can only be justified in order to consolidate holdings
for the better and widest possible use of the range and the Federal Gov-
ern should have not only the right but the responsibility of determining
that exchanges and consolidations involving the national estate shall
serve the fundamental purposes of the grazing law and conform to a
well considered land-use program.

I have mentioned the isolated tracts that undoubtedly would be
acquired by the Federal Government under the exchange clause of
this proposed amendment. These isolated tracts, under Section 8 of
the bill, insofar as they are vacant, unappropriated, unreserved and
non-mineral would automatically be granted to the State two years
after the passage of this act. It is the combination of this mandatory
requirement with the exchange privilege that under a possible inter-
pretation of the amendment might ultimately deprive the Federal
Government of practically all of its public land holdings as well as take
the breath of life out of the present grazing law.

In order to comprehend the meaning of the "isolated tract" pro-
visions, one must understand that in the public land States the sur-
face has been divided into townships each of which is six miles square.
Every township has 36 sections, each of which is one mile square and
numbered for identification purposes. In every township in the West,
sections i 6 and 36 have been granted to the States in aid of common
schools. In Arizona, New Mexico and Utah four sections, 2, i6, 32
and 36, have been so granted. Now if we take as an example a town-
ship that has passed wholly out of Federal ownership, two sections,
i 6 and 36, having belonged to the State under Federal grant, and the
remainder having gone to private individuals, we would find that un-
der the mandatory exchange provision the State could use its two sec-
tions to exchange for still other Federal lands and the two sections in
question would again become Federal lands. Since, however, they
would in all likelihood be "isolated or disconnected tracts," they would
automatically revert to State ownership two years after the passage of
the act if unappropriated or unreserved. Thus the State would eat
its cake and have it too.

I call attention to the situation in one public land State that has a
total public domain area of almost i 4,000,000 acres. Proposed graz-
ing districts in this State approximate i 1,000,000 acres, leaving about
3,000,000 acres of public domain outside of the grazing districts.
There are over 5,000 isolated tracts included in these 3,000,000 acres.
The State now owns more than 3,500,000 acres from previous Federal
grants, which it would be privileged to exchange for any of the public
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domain within its boundaries. It could acquire automatically at the
end of two years the 3,000,000 acres of Federal lands lying in isolated
tracts outside of the grazing districts. It could then exchange the now
State-owned lands and the isolated tracts thus acquired for areas of
equal value within the proposed grazing districts which once again
would leave the Government with large areas in isolated tracts which
would in their turn be subject to reversion to the State by the same
automatic process. While the amendment prohibits State exchanges
within grazing districts, except for the purpose of consolidation, it also
permits the State to enlarge its holdings within a district in order to
accomplish this objective. It can be seen that by pyramiding these
exchanges the entire public domain in due course could be acquired
by States, all without volition on the part of the United States Gov-
ernment which owns the land.

The "isolated tract" and the "leasing" clauses have a special sig-
nificance in railroad land grant areas. In one State there is a strip
of land over 300 miles long and 40 miles wide in which the odd-num-
bered sections, consisting in total of one-half of the area, were long ago
granted to the railroad. The even-numbered sections, comprising in
the aggregate several millions of acres, are "isolated or disconnected
tracts" which, unless appropriated or reserved, could automatically
pass into State ownership under the proposed law.

The amendatory act also provides that occupants of lands contiguous
to isolated or disconnected tracts shall be entitled to lease them. The
language is mandatory. Consider the effect in an area such as that in
which odd-numbered sections have been granted to a railroad and
even-numbered sections remain largely in public ownership. These
public lands are all in the category of "isolated and disconnected tracts,"
while the contiguous sections are railroad lands. It is common know!-
edge that vast areas of these railroad lands have been sold or leased to
large and powerful stockraising interests. Under the terms of the act
under consideration the occupant of the railroad lands and no one
else would be entitled to lease the intervening even-numbered sections.
Thus this provision patently would operate for the benefit of the large
holder.

The small stockman who has taken a stockraising homestead on an
even-numbered section in such a region would find himself in a sad
plight for the reason that no homestead is contiguous to checkerboarded
public lands. He would be deprived of all right or opportunity to ac-
quire by lease or otherwise any other even-numbered section in the
region. It is the wise intent of the grazing act of 1934 that, com-
mensurate with proper use, the small owner shall be given at least an
equal opportunity with his more powerful neighbor to enjoy the benefits
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of regulated grazing on the public lands. This will not be possible if
this act becomes law.

The present program for administering the isolated tracts is based
upon a leasing system which permits stockmen to acquire the right for
a period not to exceed ten years to graze their herds on the public domain.
Under the amendatory act such a lease could be cancelled arbitrarily
as the result of the exchange provision. The grazing administration
should not be required to issue leases that lack assurance to the lessee
that he will not be disturbed for the term of the lease, particularly when
such a lease can be made a valuable credit asset at the bank.

The bill also authorizes employment of personnel without regard to
the provisions of the civil service and limits employment to bona fide
citizens and residents of the State in which service is to be rendered. This
would mean that the employees in any grazing district whose chief duty
it is to maintain fair dealing among local permittees, would themselves
be local residents subject to local pressure, to the vagaries of local fac-
tional strife, and to the whims of some dominant local stockman. The
civil service has proved itself an excellent medium for the selection of
qualified employees and the maintenance of personnel free from the
pressure of powerful local or selfish interests. Civil service rules should
continue to govern employment in the grazing administration. Quali-
fications and not residence should control the selection of personnel.

In conclusion, I may summarize my reasons for withholding my ap-
proval from this amendment: The exchange and isolated tract provisions
would probably promote monopolistic private control of a natural re-
source and tend to destroy the small stockman and homesteader; they
could result eventually in transferring title to the remaining public
domain to the States; they would practically destroy the two principal
objectives of the present grazing law, which are the conservation of a
valuable natural resource and the stabilization of the livestock industry;
and they would turn over to local control the management of a national
resource by restricting the power to select personnel. Above all, the
most fatal result would lie in the subversion of our national conservation
program which this Administration has fostered and which I desire to
promote in every possible way.

If and when the Congress shall desire to establish a different land policy
and embark upon a radically new course with respect to what remains of
our public domain there should be a frank and full consideration of the
subject. One hundred and sixty-five million acres of land that belong
to the people as a whole should not be permitted to be alienated as the
result of obscure language, the implications of which were undoubtedly
not understood when this act was pending. I cannot believe that the
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Congress intended to do indirectly what it has thus far refused to do
directly. The chosen officials of the people must vigilantly guard the
common heritage of the people.

Very sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. IcKEs

[w. H. PRESS RELEASES:M]

'Hearings were held on this bill and on the Senate companion bill: House Com-
mittee on Public Lands, To Provide for the Orderly Use, Improvement and Develop-
ment of the Public Range, Hearings, 74th Cong., 1st sess., on H. R. 3059, March 1-12,
1935 (Washington '95); Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, To
Amend the Taylor Grazing Act, Hearings, 74th Cong., 1st sess., on 5. 2539, May i,
June 12, 1935 (2 pts.) (Washington, 1935). The debate, which was vigorous,
traversed much the same ground as that covered in the debate on the Taylor bill.
The President's statement and the accompanying statement by Ickes were not ad-
dressed to the Congress (which had adjourned) but were issued as a matter of public
information. Roosevelt explained most of his vetoes; see statement in Rosenman
(ed.), Public Papers, III, 305-306.

415 SENATOR DUNCAN U. FLETCHER OF FLORIDA TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] September 6, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed find copy of S. 3417, introduced
by me August 14, 1935: "To provide for extending credit to aid in the
conservation and operation of forest lands, to establish a forest credit
bank, and for other purposes," copy of tentative draft of which was sub-
mitted to you and by youI understand, referred to Secretary Wallace,
Governor Myers, and Director of the Budget Bureau.

You will recall that I discussed with youon at least two occasions,
this proposed legislation.

As this bill pertains to a subject in which you have on many occasions
expressed interest, it may be that you wouldin due course, care to
advise me as Chairman of the Committee.

I have requested views of Secretary Wallace, Governor Myers, and
Director of the Budget Bureau.

Very respectfully and sincerely,
DUNCAN U. FLETCHER

[13:oF 149:TS]

416 SENATOR JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY OF WYOMING TO ROOSEVELT

BUFFALO, N. Y., 1935 Sept. 6

[Telegram] DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have just read the memoran-
dum of the Dept. of the Interior which accompanies the veto of the
amendments to the Grazing Act.1 Its contents compel me to express my
great regret that you saw fit to act upon that recommendation. As one

[426]



who supported this bill and helped to draft some of its criticized pro-
visions, I challenge the accuracy of the memorandum and I resent the
charge that the bill was written in the interest of monopoly and special
privilege. I do not hesitate to say that the western states are the most
progressive in the Union and that with respect to the great liberal move-
ment in which we are engaged, the record of the public land states will
bear comparison with that of any other part of the country. The public
land states are entitled as a matter of right to the protections against
bureaucratic control which were written into this bill. If you had the
time to reread the memorandum I feel that you would share my belief
that its author was more concerned about firmly establishing complete
control of grazing than about protecting the small stockman and home-
steader. What possible objection can there be to the selection of super-
visory officials from the states which are affected? What better way
could there be to protect the small stockman and the homesteader than
to give him a voice in the regulatory administration? Observe the con-
temptuous attitude toward the states which the memorandum displays.
Exchanges would be made "merely on the application of a state." The
Federal Government would have to act "at the behest of the coveting
state." Again a state "would have its cake and eat it too." The pro-
visions of this bill for the exchange of lands with stateswere drafted after
consultation with representatives of the Department and the members of
the comn-iittee were led to believe they were satisfactory. The new draft
was necessary to carry into effect the provisions of the present law with
respect to exchanges and leases which the Interior Department has
chosen to disregard. Had I had the opportunity to examine the memo-
randum I am confident I should have been able to convince you that its
arguments are without foundation in fact and that you could have safely
relied upon the judgment and good faith of the members of the Com-
mittees on Public Lands in both the House and Senate who, as I recall,
unanimously approved this bill.2

JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY
[13:OF 633:T]

1Ante, 4T4.
'Answered post, 420.

417 ROOSEVELT TO CHARLES L. PACK, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN TREE
ASSOCIATION, Washington, D. C.

Personal
HYDE PARK, N. Y., September 7, 1935

DEAR MR. PACK: Many thanks for sending me those interesting
clippings and the article.' Some day I hope to talk with you in re-
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gard to the future of CCC. I believe very firmly that it is one of the
things which must be made permanent but this raises important ques-
tion relating to the unemployment situation, not only as of today but
as of the future.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 191:CT]

Action on CCC Enlistments," appeared in the Forestry News Digest, September,
1 Enclosed in Pack's letter of Sept. 6, '935 (OF 268). The article "Pack Asks

5935; the clippings referred to the article. In this Pack urged that the Civilian
Conservation Corps be continued.

418 GOVERNOR CHARLES H. MARTIN OF OREGON TO ROOSEVELT

SALEM, OREGON, September 13, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The purchase of submarginal land by the
Federal Government and the transfer of the settlers owning this land
to other areas upon which they are more apt to be able to make a liv-
ing has attracted considerable interest in this state, particularly in
eastern Oregon. I understand that the submarginal land program
has been decreased by approximately 52 per cent because of either
overexpansion of the projects at their inception or a too rapid expendi-
ture of funds. I have been endeavoring to get the submarginal land
purchase program expanded into two additional areas in eastern
Oregon, but without success. I am informed that it is impossible to
expect any expansion, and I am appealing direct to you, presenting the
situation as it has been reported to me by special investigators.

In northern Lake County, Oregon, there is an area of approximate-
ly 400,000 acres of land which is wind blown, drought stricken, and
from which the majority of the settlers have left or are about to leave.
This area borders national forests and grazing districts set up under
the Taylor Act. It was originally grazing land, and in the opinion of
those who should know, should be restored to grazing. It probably
can be purchased at an average of $2.50 an acre.

In addition to this, numerous settlers in southern parts of Deschutes
and Crook Counties have appealed to me for help in getting the sub-
marginal land purchase program extended to them in order that they
may realize something from the equity in their dry-farm homesteads in
order to move elsewhere where they may be more apt to make a living.
This land, like that in northern Lake County referred to above, was
originally grazing land of a desert type and is fIt for nothing else. There
are probably i 00,000 acres of this type of land, perhaps more. These
holdings are scattered, while those in northern Lake County are pretty
generally consolidated.
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It probably would require from $1,200,000 to $1,500,000 to purchase
th land which is involved in these two general regions, in which the
present settlers have expressed a desire to sell to the Government. Two
purposes would be served. First, these people would be given an oppor-
tunity to restore themselves to a more secure and stable economic status.
Second, the land purchased would logically be incorporated into grazing
districts and come under the general supervision of the Division of Graz-
ing of the Department of the Interior. I am therefore requesting that
you give this matter personal attention and refer it to the proper au-
thorities with the suggestion that they cause to be made a careful in-
vestigation of the adaptability of these lands to their present use. May
I request that if your investigators come to the same conclusions as mine,
that you extend the submarginal land purchase program to these two
areas.'

With kindest regards, I am, Cordially and sincerely yours,

CHARLES H. MARTIN
[13:oF 1414:TS]

'Answered post, 429.

419 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Lake Placid, New York, September
'4, '935

GOVERNOR LEHMAN, COMMISSIONER OSBORNE, MY FRIENDS: Today
brings back many memories. The last time I was in this spot, speaking
in fact from this same platform, I am told, was three years ago at the
time of the Olympic ice sports. We had as our guests in the State a
great many men and women from Europe, most of the countries of
Europe, and Japan. I am very glad that this beautiful Stadium has
proven its usefulness on a good many other occasions.

My memory goes back a good deal further than three years ago, in
fact it goes back to twenty-five years ago, when a very young and un-
expectedly elected Senator from the Hudson River Valley, because they
couldn't think of anything else for him to do in the Senate, made him a
Chairman of what was known as the Forest, Fish and Game Committee.
It was a post that was supposed to be a sinecure, one of no importance,
because in those days there was no such thing as the Conservation De-
partment. The Forest, Fish and Game Commission of the State, headed
up by an old friend of mine, the father of Commissioner Osborne, started
in during the following two years on what was the germ of this great de-
velopment. We had been protecting what game we had left, we had
been planting a few fish in the streams and, with an entirely inadequate
force, we were trying, almost in vain, to prevent fires in the Adirondacks.
As a matter of fact, the Adirondacks Preserve and the Catskill Preserve
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in those days were only half the size that they are today. We were grow-
ing in the nurseries of the State a few hundred thousand trees, very few
people were using them and there was practically no interest in what
you and I know today as conservation in its broadest sense.

But, beginning under the leadership in those days of Commissioner
OsborneLithgow's fatherpeople began to take an interest. There
was a very fine episode that occurred in that session of the Legislature.
I was very keen, after having studied the subject, to get the people of
the State interested in preventing soil erosion in the Adirondacks.
There were great areas which had been cut over, the tops of the trees
remaining far above the ground. I wanted to get through what was
known as the Top Lopping Law and I wanted to get people interested
in seeing to it that the trees were preserved on the tops of our moun-
tains. So I invited the Chief Forester of the United States, a man by
the name of Gifford Pinchot, who was one of the pioneers of forestry,
who had studied in Europe, in come up to Albany. We had a session
in the Assembly Chamber and to it I succeeded in getting a large num-
ber of Senators and Assemblymen.1

Gifford Pinchot put two pictures on a screen and those two pictures
did more than any other thing to sell conservation to the Legislature
of the State of New York. One of them, the first one he showed, was
a photograph of an old Chinese painting, the painting of some place up
in North China having been executed in approximately the year 1510,
four hundred years before this talk that he was giving. It showed a
beautiful valley, and a walled town in the valley. It was a town which,
history says, had three hundred thousand people in it. There was a
beautiful stream running through that valley with fields and crops on
both sides of it. It was obviously a stream that was not subject to
flood conditions. The mountains on each side of the valley were
covered with spruce pine forests, clear to their tops. But, if you exam-
ined this old painting, you would see that up on the side of one of those
mountains was a streak, and if you examined it closely, you found that
it was a logging chute. In other words, those old Chinamen, four
hundred years before, had begun to cut the timber off the top of the
mountain and they were chuting it down to the valley for all kinds of
purposes. They had never heard of conservation and history shows
that for the next one hundred years the people in that valley cut off
all the trees from the top of the mountain.

Then came the second picture, one that Gifford Pinchot, I think,
had taken himself, had taken from the identical spot where the first
painting had been made. That second picture showed a desert. It
showed mountains that had rocks on them and nothing else. There
was no grass, no trees, just rocks. In other words, the entire soil had
been washed off those mountains and there they were, bare for all
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time. Down in the valley, the old, walled town was in ruins. I
think there were three hundred people left in the ruins, trying to eke
out a meagre existence. The stream had become a flood stream.
Rocks and boulders had covered the fertile fields that once existed on
both sides of the stream.

There you saw the wreck of a great civilization of four hundred years
ago and nothing left except some ruins and rocks.

Well, that picture in those days, twenty-five years ago, sold conser-
vation and forestry to the Legislature of the State of New York.
And, as a result, we were enabled to get through the first important
legislation for conservation. From that time on, you and I know the
history. You know that a few years ago we started a more ambitious
program in the State, not only for fish and game, but also for the con-
tinued purchase by the State of submarginal land and worked out
a program for the better use of land as a whole.

It is fine to see this splendid and efficient force under the State
Conservation Department. Each year that goes by, they are becom-
ing more efficient, and this is one of the activities of the State that I
am very certain will keep going through all the years.

I am glad also to see these boys from the CCC Camps. It is just two
years ago when a certain person, who was entering a political cam-
paign, suggested that for the preservation of the forests of the Nation,
for the planting of acres that needed planting, for the purposes of pre-
venting soil erosion and, incidentally, for the purpose of helping a
great many unemployed families, that the Government of. the United
States ought to take several hundred thousand young men and ask
them to 'go into forests all over the United States, to preserve those
forests and to increase them. And I remember the comment that
greeted that suggestion. Some of you who are here remember the
ribald laughter about planting trees, this "crazy dream," this "political
gesture."

Well, there are five hundred and ten thousand young men today in
CCC Camps in every State of the Union. They are preserving the
forests and the soil of the United State for generations to come. The
idle dream has become a fact. And I see no reason why I should not
take this occasion to tell you that, in my judgment, these Camps that do
so much good in every State of the Union are not only good for future
generations but are doing a lot of good for this generation. I see no rea-
son why I should not tell you that these Camps, in my judgment, are
going to be a permanent part of the policy of the United States Govern-
ment.2

Of course, I do not know if, when Congress meets again, we shall be
able to continue them on the present very large scale. Over one mil-
lion boys, during the past two years, have passed through or are now
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in those Camps. We have over five hundred thousand now but, if
things go along as they are today with a general pick-up in employment,
it is my thought that in the future years, the people of this country might
well afford to have, every year, three hundred thousand young men go
through these Camps. We have, very literally, only just scratched the
surface. We have a long ways to go. There is enough work in sight
right in this StateI think Commissioner Osborne will bear me out
to continue the work of the CCC Camps for a whole generation to come.

There is one more point that I would like to make to you who are
regularly in the service of the State. You are accomplishing the forestry-
game end of it. You are accomplishing an exceedingly useful purpose.
There has been great progress on State lands but, at the same time, one
of our problems is to extend the knowledge and practice of forestry to
private lands as well. This state is not nearly as badly off today as a
great many other States, but, of course, lumber, timber, is a commercial
asset to the Nation. And so, outside of these permanent Government
preserves, where we are not going in for commercial timber, outside of
those areas, there are millions of acres that are being used for commercial
forestry. The professional foresters, of which I almost consider myself
one because they made me an honorary memberthe professional
foresters of the country sometimes use long words: They are all working
today for what they call "sustained yield." Well, the average citizen
does not understand what "sustained yield" means. So, for those aver-
age citizens I will translate it in this way: What we are seeking in all the
privately owned forest lands, from the farm woodlot up to the large
lumbering operations, what we are seeking is the treatment of trees as a
crop. Now, that does not mean merely a crop, but an annual crop.

In other words, we must start at the bottom and persuade the farmer
that he must only take off his woodlot each year the amount of trees
lumber, logs, cordwood, whatever it may beequivalent to the growth
made in that woodlot that year. And so with the larger lumbering
operations. There are more and more lumber companies with very
large acreage who are coming to this annual crop theory. With that,
we shall eliminate some of the terrific evils of the past. Not in this
State, but in many States you will find abandoned communities, com-
munities that sometimes ran as high as three thousand or five thousand
people, that were put in there for a lumbering operation. The timber
was cut clean over a period of five or ten years and then that community
was abandoned to its fate. If you put this thing on an annual basis,
your communities in the forest areas will last for all time.

Then there is one other phase of it that is worth thinking about. If
timber is treated as an annual crop, it becomes an asset on which you
can raise money and I hope that the next session of the Congress will
pass legislation which will extend credit to the owners of forest land,
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credit based on the asset of the crop. There is no reason why either
Government or private banking industry should not consider trees just
as much of an asset, if they are properly taken care of, as houses or
barns or anything else on which, today, we extend credit.

These are some of the things that Conservation has got to look for-
ward to, and in the meantime the spreading of the gospel, the spread-
ing of the gospel of conservation, is something that we are succeeding
in acomplishing. The people in the last two years have become more
and more conscious of the practical economic effect of what we are
doing. They are becoming more and more conscious of the value to
themselves, city dwellers and country dwellers, in protecting these great
assets of nature that God has given us.

And so, my friends, as a very old Conservationist, I am glad to be
with you here today and to congratulate you on the fine work that you
are doing. May it go on through all the years.3

[SPEECH FILE:T]

1Cf. ante, ns.
'Roosevelt again promised to keep the Civilian Conservation Corps going as a

permanent institution in a speech at the CCC camp at Warm Springs on Dec. 7,
1935 (Speech File).

2This speech (delivered at 9:45 A. sr.) was exemporaneous; the text here
printed is that of the official stenographic transcript. The occasion was the cele-
bration of the fiftieth year of conservation in New York; at the Lake Placid stadium
Roosevelt saw a display of conservation work: "Tree planting, tree culture and the
fighting of forest fires . . . to the accompaniment of music by the band of the Six-
teenth Regiment of infantry . . ." (New York Times, Sept. 55, 1935, p. 35). The
President spoke again at noon of the same day (also extemporaneously) at the dedi.
cation of the Whiteface Mountain Memorial Highway, a memorial to New York
soldiers who had died in World War I. In this speech (printed in Rosenman, ed.,
Public Papers, IV, 358-361), he referred to the opposition of those who had ob-
jected to the building of the highway because it encroached on the wild forest
character of the Forest Preserve: "Yet you and I know that it is only a compara-
tively small proportion of our population that can indulge in the luxury of camping
and hiking. Even those who engage in it are going to get to the age of life, some
day, when they will no longer be able to climb on their own two feet to the tops of
mountains."

420 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY OF WYOMING

HYDE PARK, N. Y., September i6, 1935

M DEAR SENATOR O'MAHONEY: Secretary Ickes has submitted a
report on your telegram of September 6 concerning the veto of the pro-
posed legislation amending the Taylor grazing act of June 28, (48
Stat. 1269) 1 He states the Interior Department has no objection to
local stockmen having a voice in the administration of the Taylor grazing
act. On the contrary, that Department has adopted regulations to give
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the stockmen of each grazing district a very important role in the admin-
istration of their affairs. These stockmen are authorized to elect from
among their own members a group of district advisors who receive ap-
pointment as Federal officials and perform a major part of the task
incident to the management of the affairs of their districts.

During the period since the enactment of the Taylor grazing act pre-
liminary organization activities essential to development of a land pro-
gram for the vast public domain region have proceeded rapidly. On
November 26, 1934, all the public domain in the io principal public-
land States was withdrawn from all forms of entry in aid of the ad-
ministration of the law. By February i the boundaries of 50 grazing
districts had been tentatively outlined. On May 20 I modified the
Executive order of withdrawal to permit filing of State selections. An
Executive order is now in course of preparation which will permit filing of
applications for sale and lease of isolated tracts of land. Every effort is
being made by the Interior Department to facilitate the operation of all
provisions of the Taylor grazing act.2

I believe that a frank discussion with the Interior Department will
result in a satisfactory adjustment of your differences of opinion.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{I3:OF 633:cT]
1 The "report" is the letter here printed.

Further details on these withdrawals are found in the Secretary of the Interior's
1935 Annual Report, pp. 13-14.

421 HAROLD L. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Sept. i8, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have the honor to transmit a report on
the Upper Rio Grande situation prepared by a special Board of Review
of the National Resources Committee.1

The report states that the water-supply of the region is already fully
appropriated and that increased water-consumption in this Basin will be
promoted by projects for which Federal allotments have been made or
are now being sought. It is shown that the investments of various
Federal agencies have resulted in destructive conflict. Additional simi-
lar Federal allotments will impair the security on all such investments,
contribute to violation of an Interstate Compact, and lead to social
insecurity.

The Board of Review recommends that action to rescind, hold or
approve current projects in the Upper Rio Grande Basin be taken as
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shown on the attached summary sheet, and I concur in these recom-
mendations.

To avoid new conflicts I further recommend that you instruct the Fed-
eral agencies from which loans and grants are being sought in this region
to notify their appropriate representatives in Colorado and New Mexico,
as well as in Washington, not to approve any application for a project
involving the use of Rio Grande waters without securing from the Na-
tional Resources Committee a prompt opinion on it from all relevant
points of view.

A suggested draft of a letter designed to carry out this recommenda-
tion is attached for your consideration. If you approve this procedure,
I shall be glad to place photostat copies of this communication in the
hands of all departments or agencies which may be involved.2

Finally, the Board of Review recommends a constructive program of
planning and research to promote the wise development of this area.
Steps are being taken to push forward this program by the National
Resources Committee in cooperation with the Tn-State Compact Com-
mission, but action to clear up the present confusion as outlined above
is considered essential to progress.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L ICKEs

[i:op ,oi8:'rs]
1 "Report of Rio Grande Board of Review," Sept. i, 1935, prepared by H. J. S.

Devries, W. W. McLaughlin, Harlan H. Barrows, and submitted by Abel Wolman,
chairman of the Water Resources Committee, to Frederic A. Delano, chairman of
the Advisory Committee to the National Resources Committee, under cover of a
letter of Sept. 54, 1935. Both the report and the letter are copies.

2 See post, 425.

422 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Sept. 19, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: . . . The bill which Senator
Fletcher introduced on August '4, 1935 (S. 3417) and which he en-
closed in his letter to you of September 6, 1935, is essentially identical
with the proposed draft of legislation which accompanied his letter to
you of May 25, 1935, except that the original capital stock of the pro-
posed forest credit bank, for which an appropriation is authorized, is
reduced from $40,000,000 to $io,000,000.

Notwithstanding the proposed reduction in the amount to be ap-
propriated for the purchase of capital stock, I am of the opinion that,
from a budgetary standpoint, this proposed legislation should not be
enacted in the near future and I recommend that Senator Fletcher be
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advised to this effect. A suggested draft of reply, for your signature,
is enclosed.

It is requested that I be advised of your decision in the matter.'

D. W. BELL
[13:oF 79:Ts]

1 Fletcher's forest credit bill was referred to the Senate Committee on Banking
and Currency but was not reported (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 1st sess., 79:12,
3032). Bell's draft letter, stating that the proposed legislation was not in accord

with the Administration's financial program, was not sent. See below.

423 ROOSEVELT TO DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

HYDE PARK, N. Y., September 21, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BUDGET: I think
it is too early to make a determination of this character. I am in favor
of extending forest credit because it falls into much the same category
as R. F. C. loans and Farm Credit.

Will you ask the Department of Agriculture and the Treasury De-
partment to discuss this matter?

Perhaps the extension of the powers of R. F. C. to cover this subject
would be the easiest way. Another suggestion is to transfer ten or
twenty million dollars lending capacity from R. F. C. to Farm Credit
and let the latter administer the Act.

F.D.R.
[13:oF I49:CT]

424 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR LESLIE A. MILLER, Cheyenne,
Wyoming

WASHINGTON [September 23, 1935] 1

M DEAR GOVERNOR MILLER: I have received your letter of Sep-
tember i , enclosing copy of the letter you addressed to Secretary
Ickes under that date discussing a recent Associated Press dispatch set-
ting forth a policy of the Interior Department to include the entire pub-
lic domain in grazing districts under the Taylor grazing act.2

Secretary Ickes advises me that no such policy has been adopted but
that plans are being considered for a temporary regulation of grazing
in certain grazing districts recommended by the local stockmen be-
yond the 8o,000,000 acre limitation of the Taylor grazing act, subject
to later approval by the Congress. Also, the Interior Department is
seeking a method of making effective immediately the provisions of the
Taylor grazing act for sales or leases of isolated tracts in areas not rec-
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ommended for inclusion in grazing districts. A precedent as to sales
and exchanges has been established by Executive order of May 20,
1935, under which the State exchange provisions of the Taylor law have
been made effective.

I believe the foregoing procedure is in accord with the interests and
desires of the public land States and desirable from the standpoint of
the Federal Government.3

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notations: AS] BURLEW SEAVEY ICKES

[13:OF 633:cT]

'A supplied and approximate date.
2 Miller's letter, and the copy of his letter to Ickes, Sept. i i, 5935, are present

(OF 633).
Drafted by the Interior Department.

425 ROOSEVELT TO CERTAIN FEDERAL AGENCIES

[WASHINGTON] September 23, 1935

To FEDERAL AGENCIES CONCERNED WITH PROJECTS OR ALLOT-
MENTS FOR WATER USE IN THE UPPER Rio GRANDE VALLEY ABOVE EL
PASO: From information secured by the National Resources Committee,
it appears that in view of the practically complete present appropriation
of reliable water supply in the basin of the Rio Grande above El Paso,
Federal investments in this region which promote increased use of water
tend to impair the security of extensive prior investments of Federal
funds, to violate the terms of an Interstate Compact to which the Fed-
eral Government is a party, and to promote social insecurity in the region.

Please instruct appropriate officials of your agency in Colorado and
New Mexico, as well as in Washington or in other supervisory offices, not
to approve any application for a project involving the use of Rio Grande
waters without securing from the National Resources Committee a
prompt opinion on it from all relevant points of view.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:oF IoI8:CT]

426 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Fremont, Nebraska, September 28,
1935

[Excerpt] Three years ago, in the desperate struggle to keep want
from the threshold, farmers, no matter how much they might have



wished to adopt cropping practices that would conserve and build the
fertility of their soil, were compelled to raise more bushels of wheat and
corn, more pounds of cotton or tobacco than their land could properly
sustain through the years. But with this compelling necessity now
passed, they can put scientific crop rotation systems into effect and save
their soil fertility. That, my friends, is of equal interest in Pennsylvania
and in Nebraska, in Maine and in Georgia. The dust storms that a few
months ago drifted from the western plains to the Atlantic Ocean were a
warning to the whole Nation of what will happen if we waste our heritage
of soil fertility, the ultimate source of our wealth and of life itself.

I have not the time to talk with you in detail about what the Govern-
ment is trying to do to prevent soil erosion and floods. You know much
of that great work to encourage forestation, to give people the oppor-
tunity voluntarily to move off submarginal land and on to adequate
land where they can make both ends meetin other words, to use every
square mile of the United States for the purpose to which it is best
adapted. That in its accomplishment is a project of a hundred years.
But for the first time in the history of the Nation, we have started on that
project because for the first time we have begun to understand that we
must harness nature in accordance with nature's laws, instead of despoil-
ing nature in violation of nature's laws.1

[SPEECH FILE:T]

This speech is one of several made by Roosevelt in the course of a western trip
which took him from Washington to San Diego between September 26 and October 2.
The text of this excerpt is that of the official stenographic transcript; with this is a
copy of the mimeographed press release bearing White House reporter Kannee's
notes of the changes made by Roosevelt in reading the speech. (The reading copy
is not present nor have any drafts been found.) Such revisions in the whole text are
numerous but are chiefly those of form; one interesting change of content should,
however, be noted. This was Roosevelt's substitution, in the third sentence of this
excerpt, of "Nebraska" for "Kansas." For the whole speech, which deals in general
with the Administration's agricultural policies, see Rosenman (ed.), Public PaJers,
1V, 379-386. This follows the stenographic transcript in the main. (In editing
Roosevelt's speeches, Rosenman frequently combined elements of the prepared text
and the stenographic text. His method is explained in his foreword to volume X of
the Public Papers.)

427 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT AT THE DEDICATION OF BOULDER DAM,
September 30, 1935

[Excerpt] I SENATOR PITTMAN, SECRETARY ICKES, GOVERNORS OF
THE CoLo1.no's STATES, AND YOU ESPECIALLY WHO HAVE BUILT
BOULDER DAM: This morning I came, I saw and I was conquered, as
everyone would be who sees for the first time this great feat of mankind.
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Ten years ago the place where we are gathered was an unpeopled,
forbidding desert. In the bottom of the gloomy canyon whose precipi-
tous walls rose to a height of more than a thousand feet, flowed a tur-
bulent, dangerous river. The mountains on either side of the canyon
were difficult of access with neither road nor trail, and their rocks
were protected by neither trees nor grass from the blazing heat of the
sun. The site of Boulder City was a cactus-covered waste. And the
transformation wrought here in these years is a twentieth century mar-
vel.

We are here to celebrate the completion of the greatest dam in the
world, rising 726 feet above the bedrock of the river and altering the
geography of a whole region; we are here to see the creation of the
largest artificial lake in the worldi 15 miles long, holding enough
water, for example, to cover the whole State of Connecticut to a depth
of ten feet; and we are here to see nearing completion a power house
which will contain the largest generators and turbines yet installed in
this country, machinery that can continuously supply nearly two mil-
lion horsepower of electric energy. All of these dimensions are super-
lative. They represent and embody the accumulated engineering
knowledge and experience of centuries, and when we behold them
it is fitting that we pay tribute to the genius of their designers. We
recognize also the energy, the resourcefulness and the zeal of the build-
ers, who, under the greatest physical obstacles, have pushed this work
forward to completion two years in advance of contract requirements.
But especially, my friends, we express our gratitude to the thousands
of workers who gave brain and brawn in this great work of construction.

Beautiful and great as this structure is, it must also be considered
in its relationship to the agricultural and industrial development and
in its contribution to the health and comfort of the people of America
who live in the Southwest.

To divert and distribute the waters of an arid region so that there
shall be security of rights and efficiency in service, is one of the great-
est problems of law and of administration to be found in any govern-
ment. The farms, the cities, the people who live along the many
thousands of miles of this river and its tributaries all of them depend
for their permanence in value upon the conservation, regulation, and
the equitable and fair division of its ever-changing water supply.
What has been accomplished on the Colorado in working out such
a scheme of distribution is inspiring to the whole country. Through
the cooperation of the States whose people depend upon this river, and
of the Federal Government which is concerned in the general welfare,
there is being constructed a system of distributive works and of laws
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and practices which will insure to the millions of people who now
dwell in this basin, and to the millions of others who will come to
dwell here in future generations, a safe, just, and pennanent system
of water rights. In devising these policies and the means of putting
them into practice the Bureau of Reclamation of the Federal Gov-
ernment has taken and is destined to take in the future, a leading and
helpful part. The Bureau has been the instrument which gave effect
to the legislation introduced into the Congress by Senator Hiram John-
son and Congressman Philip Swing.

When in flood the river was a threatening torrent. In the dry
months of the year it shrank to a trickling stream. For a generation
the people of Imperial Valley had lived in the shadow of disaster from
this river which provided their livelihood, and which is the foundation
of their hopes for themselves and their children. Every spring they
awaited with dread the coming of a flood, and at the end of every
summer they feared a shortage of water would destroy their crops.2

The gates of these great diversion tunnels were closed here at Boulder
Dam last February and in June a great flood came down the river. It
came roaring down the canyons of the Colorado, through Grand Canyon,
Iceberg and Boulder Canyons, but it was caught, it was caught and held
safely behind Boulder Dam.

Last year a drought of unprecedented severity was visited upon the
west. The watershed of this Colorado River did not escape. In July
the canals of the Imperial Valley went dry. Crop losses in that Valley
alone totaled $io,000,000 that summer. Had Boulder Dam been com-
pleted one year earlier, this loss would have been prevented, because the
spring flood would have been stored to furnish a steady water supply for
the long dry summer and fall.

Across the San Jacinto mountains southwest of Boulder Dam the
cities of Southern California are constructing an aqueduct to cost
$200,000,000, which they have raised, for the purpose of carrying the
regulated waters of the River to the Pacific Coast 250 miles away.

And across the desert and mountains to the west and south run great
electric transmission lines by which factory motors, street and household
lights and irrigation pumps can be operated in Southern Arizona and
California. Part of this power will be used in pumping the water
through the aqueduct to supplement the domestic supplies of Los Angeles
and surrounding cities.

Navigation of the river from Boulder Dam to the Grand Canyon has
been made possible, a i x 5-mile stretch that had been traversed less than
half a dozen times in all history. An immense new park has been created
for the enjoyment of all of our people. And that is why, my friends,
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those of you who are not here today but can hear my voice, I tell you
come to Boulder Dam and see it with your own eyes.3

[RL RECORDINGS :25]

This excerpt comprises the first half of the Boulder Dam speech; the second half
is a defense of public works as a means of giving employment and of adding to the
national wealth The text is that of the recorded radio broadcast; other texts in the
Roosevelt Library are the reading copy; a copy of the mimeographed press release
of the reading copy (bearing notations by the official reporter of some of the changes
made in the speech by Roosevelt at the time of delivery); and the official stenographic
transcript. No drafts of the speech are present. The entire speech is printed in
Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, IV, 397-402; this follows the stenographic tran-
script. The President departed in a number of places from the reading copy; of the
changes made in the excerpt here printed only one is of importance and this is noted
below.

'In the reading copy (and, with the omission of the first three words, also in the
stenographic transcript) this paragraph begins: "We know that as an unregulated
river, the Colorado added little of value to the region this dam serves." Roosevelt's
deletion of this slighting reference to the scenic Colorado was presumably deliberate.

Roosevelt made one more speech on his western trip, at San Diego, California,
Oct. 2, 1935. Here he boarded the U. S. S. Houston for the trip home.

428 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR DUNCAN U. FLETCHER OF FLORIDA

[Los ANGELES, October i, 1935]

DEAR SENATOR FLETCHER: This is in reply to your letter of Sep-
tember 6, 1935, with which you enclosed a copy of S. 4'7, introduced
by you August 14, 1935, to provide for extending Federal credit to
aid in the conservation and operation of forest lands through the
medium of a Forest Credit Bank.

I am in favor of extending forest credit, but am not prepared at this
time to make a determination as to the method which should be adopted.
I am having the matter looked into from several angles and at a later
date will advise with you further.1

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

CLD/MLS
[Notation: As] DWB
[Notation :A] Oct 1/35

[13:oF 149:CT]

1Drafted in the Budget Bureau, presumably by Charles L. Dasher, assistant to
the Budget Director. An earlier Budget Bureau draft, sent to the White House on
September 19 (OF '49), contained this additional paragraph: "I have looked into
this matter carefully and assure you that I am in thorough accord with the purposes
sought to be accomplished by the bill which you have introduced. However, I
find it necessary to decide that enactment of the proposed legislation during the
next session of Congress would not be in accord with my financial program."
A notation on this draft reads, "Not signed C. T. H." (Clarence T. Hess of the
White House Office of Chief of Records.)
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429 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR CHARLES H. MARTIN, Salem,
Oregon

U. S. S. "HOUSTON," October 14, 1935

Mv DEAR GOVERNOR MARTIN: This will acknowledge your letter of
September 13, relative to the acquisition of additional lands in East-
ern Oregon in connection with the land conservation program of the
Resettlement Administration.

Five projects involving the acquisition of approximately 600,000
acres of land at a cost roughly of $3,000,000 have been under investi-
gation in your State. You undoubtedly are familiar with each of
these projects. These projects, as originally initiated, involved pro-
posed purchases of land substantially as follows: the Central Oregon
Grazing Project located in Jefferson, Crook, and Deschutes Counties,
400,000 acres; the Western Oregon Scattered Settlers Project located
in Tillamook, Lincoln, Lane, and Yamhill Counties, 120,000 acres;
the Burns Colony Project located in Harney County, 600 acres; the
Lake Maiheur Project, also located in Harney County, 65,000 acres;
and the Silver Creek Recreational Project located in Marion County,
15,000 acres.

Because of the limited funds available for the purchase of land, the
land acquisition program in Oregon was drastically curtailed, in line
with the reduction made in the program for the Country as a whole.
Preliminary estimates indicate that about one-half of the acreage orig-
inally proposed for purchase in connection with the Central and West-
ern Oregon projects can now be acquired; that the two projects in
Harney County may be continued practically as originally proposed;
and that the Silver Creek Project must be suspended for the present.
These changes in the program for Oregon were made only after giv-
ing careful consideration to the status of the investigational work on
each project and the need for providing funds for the completion of
various types of projects that have already been initiated.

Naturally, the Resettlement Administration has had many requests for
the initiation of new projects. Many of these proposals are highly
meritorious, but since our funds must be closely budgeted to accomplish
the basic purpose of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act, the initia-
tion of these new projects would necessarily force abandonment of
worthy projects which have already been established and on which con-
siderable expenditure has already been incurred.

On the basis of your recommendation, the Resettlement Administra-
tion has instructed the Regional Director, Land Utilization Division of
that Administration, to investigate, for purposes of possible future ex-
pansion of the program, the possibilities of establishing projects in
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Northern Lake County and in the Southern part of Deschutes, Crook,
and Oregon Counties.'

Thanking you for bringing the situation in Eastern Oregon to my
attention, I am, Sincerely yours,

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

LJP/GR
[13:oF 1414:CT]

'Drafted by the Resettlement Administration. Assistant Administrator Alexander,
in his letter of Oct. 8, 1935, sending the draft (OF 1414), said that in view of the
drastic reductions which had been made in the land conservation program, "it would
seem inadvisable further to curtail or abandon projects, in order to increase funds for
new projects in Eastern Oregon." See below.

430 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM A. ASHBROOK OF
OHIO

WASHINGTON, October 24, 1935

M DEAR Ma. ASHBROOK: This will acknowledge your letter of Sep-
tember 20, urging that the Mohican Forest and Recreational Park Proj-
ect in Ashland, Holmes and adjoining Counties in Ohio be continued.1

At the time you discussed this project with Mr. Tugwell, it was hoped
that this project might be continued on the basis of the acquisition of
5,000 acres to be used principally for recreational purposes. This, how-
ever, was before a second reduction was made in the land utilization
program. At the time of making the second reduction it was found
necessary to suspend the project.

You are, of course, aware that funds for continuance of the land
utilization program are derived from the Emergency Relief Appropria-
tion Act of 1935. In view of the purposes and objectives of this Act it
has been found possible to set aside a total of $20,000,000 for the pur-
chase of land in connection with these projects. Since this amount was
insufficient to purchase all of the land in projects as first revised, a second
revision was necessary.

I am informed by Mr. Tugwell that the Mohican Project is a very
worthy one and I have instructed him to give it further consideration in
the event that funds should be made available for the purchase of addi-
tional land in the State of Ohio.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF I568:cT]

Ashbrook's letter was retained by the Resettlement Administration, drafter of the
reply here printed.
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431 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUST-
MENT PROGRAM

[WASHINGTON, October 25, 1935]

THE PRESIDENT TODAY IS SUED THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT:

In May, 1933, Congress enacted the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
which was designed to relieve the distress then prevalent among farm-
ers. Since that time several million producers have joined wholeheart-
edly with the Agricultural Adjustment Administration in far-reaching
adjustment programs.

I wish to pay tribute to the courage and perseverance with which
these farmers, using the facilities made available by Congress, have
fought their way out of the acute depression which engulfed them in
1932. They have been patient in the face of delay, tolerant of a host
of irritations and undeterred by opposition because they knew they
could never win except through cooperation on a national scale. The
first opportunity farmers ever had to work together on such a scale was
afforded by the Adjustment Act.

The achievements of the A. A. A. for agriculture are apparent to
millions of farmers. The improved demand for city-made goods re-
sulting from increasing farm buying power is reflected in better busi-
ness in towns and industrial centers everywhere. The Adjustment
Act has served the national welfare.

There are people in this country who can see no room for further
progress in agricultural adjustment. Of these, some would be con-
tent to continue the adjustment programs exactly as they are. There
are even a few supporters of the A. A. A. so well satisfied with what
has been done that they would like to call the job complete and finished.

But it never was the idea of the men who framed the Act, of those
in Congress who revised it, nor of Henry Wallace nor Chester Davis
that the Agricultural Adjustment Administration should be either a
mere emergency operation or a static agency.

It was their intentionas it is mineto pass from the purely emer-
gency phases necessitated by a grave national crisis to a long time,
more permanent plan for American agriculture.

Such a long time program is developing naturally out of the present
adjustment efforts. As I see it, this program has two principal objec-
tives:

First, to carry out the declared policy of Congress to maintain and
increase the gains thus far made, thereby avoiding the danger of a
slump back into the conditions brought about by our national neglect
of Agriculture.

Second, to broaden present adjustment operations so as to give
farmers increasing incentives for conservation and efficient use of the
nation's soil resources.

[444]



Simplification of present programs, with a view to increased flexibil-
ity, would readily lend itself to the broad objectives outlined. De-
centralization of machinery to get more efficient administration closer
to the farmers already has begun, and will be vigorously continued.
To simplify administration, the AAA will work toward the objective
of one contract per farm. The modifications planned, in addition to
making administration easier, will facilitate production adjustment
either upward or downward.

The time may come when the AAA will prove as important in
stimulating certain kinds of production as it has been in removing
recent burdensome surpluses. For example, an expanded production
of hogs, to replace shortages caused by drought, is contemplated under
the proposed new corn-hog program, which is put up to a decision of
producers in a nation-wide referendum tomorrow.

Present and future production of supplies of food and fiber ample for
this country's need and for available export markets is a sound objective.
However, there was nothing sound in the situation in the past when,
spurred by ruinously low prices, farmers have been compelled to mine
their soil of its fertility by over-intensive cultivation in a race to make up
in volume of units what they had lost in unit price. This has resulted
in waste on a colossal scale. Dust storms and mud-laden streams have
been symbols of this exploitation.

Tens of millions of acres have been abandoned because of erosion.
This jeopardizes both consumer and producer. Real damage to the
consumer does not result from moderate increases in food prices, but
from collapse of farm income so drastic as to compel ruthless depletion of

soil. That is the real menace to the nation's future food supply. That
has caused farmers to lose their homes. It has hastened the spread of
tenancy. It lies at the root of many serious economic and social prob-
lems besetting agriculture.

Already the adjustment programs have made important gains in con-
servation and restoration of soil fertility. Many millions of acres which
farmers have signed contracts to divert from surplus production are being

devoted to legumes, pastures, hay and other crops which fertilize the

soil and protect it from blowing and washing.
The long-time and more permanent adjustment program will provide

positive incentives for soil conservation. The benefit payments can be
made on a basis that will encourage individual farmers to adopt sound
farm management, crop rotation and soil conservation methods. The
crop insurance feature afforded by benefit payments will help farmers to
maintain these beneficial systems of farming without interruption in poor

crop years. Long-time adjustments can be adapted to natural soil ad-

vantages of regions and localities. Already the Adjustment Admin-
istration has under way local studies to help in working out farm pro-
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grams on a county basis, so as to fit the best permanent use of the vary-
ing soil resources of the county, up to that county's share of available
domestic and foreign markets. Thus, plans are being worked out that
should encourage widespread cooperation of farmers in a permanent na-
tional soil maintenance program.

The simplified and more flexible adjustment program of the future
can be made to serve the permanent advantage of producer and con-
sumer. It can iron out the succession of extreme market gluts and ex-
treme shortages which in the past have alternately wrecked farm in-
come and penalized city people with too high prices. It can protect
the nation's heritage of soil, help farmers to produce up to the full
possibilities of profitable export, and give this country the safest possible
assurance of abundant food in the years to come. I can think of nothing
more important to the permanent welfare of the nation than long-time
agricultural adjustment carried out along these lines.
[Notation:A] ReA. A. A. Oct. 25, 7935'
[SPEECH FILE:T]

'This was issued as a White House press release on this date.

432 ROOSEvELT TO SENATOR HIRAM W. JOHNSON OF CALIFORNIA,
San Francisco

[WASHINGTON] Nov. 4, 1935

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSON: I have received your letter of Octo-
ber 9,1 in which you discuss conditions affecting the development of the
Central Valley project in your State and express the belief that a modi-
fication of the statement approving the allotment of $20,000,000 should
be made.

The need for this modification arises in part out of the fact that the
allocation was reduced from $20,000,000 to $15,000,000, which re-
duction prevents carrying out the original plan. As I understand it,
the modification is needed for the important reason stated in your let-
terthat it is a more logical arrangement for beginning the develop-
ment of this important and complex project and will better satisfy the
experts and the people of the State vitally concerned in this conserva-
tion program.

After careful consideration of the statement in your letter, I have
decided to concur in your recommendations and have modified the
language of the allotment of $15,000,000 to conform to your recom-
mendation. A copy of the modified allotment is enclosed.

I realize that the basis of this development is the conservation of the
waters of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, and that through
such conservation there will be a great increase in the volume of water
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available for irrigation, domestic uses, and the generation of hydroelectric
power. I am satisfied that the demand both for water and cheap
power in California is so great that no difficulty need be anticipated
in finding a market for both as soon as development has reached a
stage where their delivery is assured and contracts with definite terms
are possible. Hence, there is no need for the immediate making of
contracts entailing great delay in beginning construction and employ-
ment of labor.

I therefore approve the beginning of construction before these con-
tracts are executed. Knowing the value of this project to California
and the anxiety with which you await the initiation of this work, it is a
great satisfaction to be able to comply with your request.2

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:0F 402:CT]

'OF 402.
2 Drafted by the Interior Department.

433 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, AND DANIEL
W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

WASHINGTON, November 8, 1935

MEMORANDUM . . . This problem of building roads into the National
Forests and the public domain is, I think, one of major policy.

I wish you would have a conference on this subject.
My offhand Opinion is that the Federal Government on Federal

lands should build, out of Federal funds, access roads to or through
wide areas which now have no such roads and where general com-
munications will be served thereby.

On the other hand, I do not believe the Federal Government should
build roads for individual mining activities or feeder roads, corre-
sponding to farm to market roads, until and unless the population to be
supplied justifies the expenditure.

In regard to the Idaho situation, if the trails are directly justified
for fire prevention purposes, and, at the same time, will serve mining
operations, this can properly be taken into consideration. From the
point of view of the Government, fire prevention on Government prop-
erty must be the first consideration and if, at the same time, private
mining interests are thereby served, there can be no objection.

This is merely for your consideration when you talk it over.

F.D.R.
[13:oF 289:CT]
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434 ROOSEVELT TO JAY N. DARLING, CHIEF, BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL
SURVEY

WASHINGTON, November 15, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. J. N. DARLING: If the three Bureaus con-
cerned are in agreement, I think this should be submitted to the Na-
tional Resources Committee to be given an appropriate place on their
general schedule for future projects or acquisition of lands.

F.D.R.
{Notation : Tj Let. signed by J. N. Darling, John Collier & Arno B. Cam-
merer, I I/14/35 1they have conferred with Barron Collier: proposal
is that govt. buy about 40,000 acres of Everglades, to be assigned for
Indian use and occupancy and for wildlife conservation. Administra-
tion to be carried out by Indian Affairs, with technical advice and co-

operation of Biol. Survey & Nail. Park Service.

[13:OF IF:c'r]

'This letter is not present and presumably was returned to Darling.

435 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JOHN W. MCCORMACK OF
MASSACHUSETTS

[WASHINGTON] November i6, 1935

M DEAR MR. MCCORMACK: I have carefully read your letter of
November eleventh, in reference to the work of the Emergency Conserva-
tion Work organization.1 It has been very gratifying to know that the
Civilian Conservation Corps camps have met with such general approval
and that they have accomplished so much good work both in the direc-
tion of rehabilitating needy men as well as in conserving and restoring our
natura1 resources.

I wish there were funds enough available to offer enrollment to every-
one who wanted to go to a Civilian Conservation Corps camp and to
permit him to remain as long as he desired, but unfortunately that is not
possible. Authorization was given the Director to build the organiza-
tion up to a maximum of 600,000 enrollees but I felt that enrollments
should be restricted to individuals who themselves, or whose families,
had been receiving public welfare aid. I felt that it was the desire and
intention of Congress to have the relief funds used for this purpose.

I have publicly announced my purpose of recommending the enact-
ment of legislation to place this work on a permanent basis and I felt
that we should prepare now for that time. Statistical information avail-
able appears to indicate that an annual enrollment of 300,000 would be
ample to take care of all necessary relief cases and I have asked the Di-
rector to gradually reduce the organization from its peak of last Summer
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so that by July first, 1936, we will have what might be termed a stabilized
organization of approximately 300,000 enrollees. That is the reason a
number of camps were closed last month. A further gradual reduc-
tion will be made until the organization is on a basis of 300,000 enrollees.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:OF 268:CT]

1 McCormack protested the closing of 489 camps and urged that they be reopened
or new ones established, with the requirement removed that boys come from families
on the relief rolls (OF 268).

2 This letter was drafted by Fechner.
On Sept. 23, 5935, Roosevelt informed Fechner that he had decided to hold

the CCC at an enrolled strength of 500,000, and that no more than $600,000,.
000 could be allotted for the rest of the fiscal year. This meant a curtailment, in
the original program, of ,00,000 men and 489 camps (McKinney to Early, Sept.
24, 1935, OF 268). Wallace saw in the reduced program "a situation of grave
consequence to the Administration," because commitments made to state and Icy-
cal governmental units and to associations of farmers and timberland owners could
not now be honored (Wallace to Roosevelt, Dec. 6, 1935, OF 268). Protests
from members of Congress and state political leaders led to a reconsideration of
the program and to somewhat less severe reductions (Fechner to Frank Walker,
Dec. 54 and 59, 5935; Walker to the National Emergency Council, Dec. s7, 5935;
Fechner to Roosevelt, Jan. 3, 1936, OF 268).

436 HAROLDL. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMIT-
TEE, TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] November 23, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Almost exactly a year ago the National
Resources Board presented its report concerning various conservation
and development problems of the Nation. In order that you might
have the situation concerning these matters before you in connection
with the budget and legislative proposals for the next Congress, our
Advisory Committee, with the assistance of the coordinating agencies
in the organization, has prepared the attached statement of recom-
mendations and progress. A more complete report on these same sub-
jects is being prepared for submission to you at a later date.

These comments and recommendations represent the views of the
Advisory Committee only and have not yet been reviewed by the full
membership of the Board. Since in some instances they have an im-
mediate bearing upon current proposals now before you, they are sub-
mitted in this preliminary form subject to such changes as may later
be determined by the full membership of the National Resources
Committee.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[13:oF 1092:TS]
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437 [Enclosure] FREDERIC A. DELANO, CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY
COMMITTEE TO THE NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, TO
HAROLD L. JOKES

[WASHINGTON] November 23, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN: I beg to submit herewith a Re-
port of Progress and Work Under Way for the period ending December
I, 1935.

I. Progress and Work Done

Encouraging progress has been made in many fields in which the
Board has made recommendations. As an example in one field, we
might cite the following on the land program:

i. Over 10,000,000 acres of submarginal farm land are under op-
tion for use as wild life refuges, parks and Indian reservations. The
Forest acquisition program has been approved, involving about 3,000,-
000 acres in addition. The Record Service of this Committee is aid-
ing in coordination of these purchase programs.

Permanent establishment of the Soil Conservation Service by ac-
tion of the last Congress provides assurance of a now unified attack on
one of the greatest scourges of the Nation.

Through the President's order closing the public domain to new
homesteading, the Federal Government has prevented the pitiful ad-
ditional settlement of submarginal areas on which it is impossible to
maintain the American standard of living.

Legislation has been introduced into Congress to curb the growth
of tenancy and to take positive steps in helping tenants to becomeowners.

Cooperative arrangements between Federal agencies and State
governments for continued land research by State Planning Boards, land
use committees, and assistance from Land Grant Colleges have provided
local support for these efforts of the Federal Government.

The reorganized Water Resources Committee of the Board has
secured:

i. The agreement of Federal agencies on procedures and division of
labor for the gathering of data necessary for water planning.

A special investigation of pollution problems undertaken by that
committee has suggested a new method of attack on that thorny problem.

Separate preliminary studies made at the request of local or Federal
organizations have been undertaken in the drainage basins of the Cen-
tral Valley in California, Red River of the North, Upper Rio Grande,
Columbia, Colorado, and Grand-Neosho, and progress reports on a
number of other basins have been prepared by the staff of the Board.

. A priority rating of the principal projects on all of the larger
drainages of the country has been compiled for use by the Public Works
and Works Progress Administrations.
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In the mineral field, some of the principal recommendations in the
report submitted last year on mineral resources are embodied in the
Guffey Coal Act, although many of the problems facing the oil industry
and the so-called submarginal minerals, such as copper, zinc, etc., are
still open.

State Planning: Since the establishment of the National Planning
Board, forty-six State Planning Boards have been established, thirty-two
by act of the State Legislatures. These boards are actually engaged in
the process of planning from the ground up and strongly reinforce the
whole project of national planning.

A full report of the activities of the Board and the details of the work
of the several subcommittees are contained in a separate report.

II. Work Under Way

Two major investigations undertaken at the request of the President
have now reached the point where reports will be in his hands within
a few weeks.

i. A report on Regional Factors of Planning and Development, pre-
pared by a special research committee, deals with interstate compacts,
Federal corporate authorities such as the Tennessee Valley Authority,
regional planning organization, and a variety of related agencies.1 This
report, for the first time in our history, lays the basis for practical con-
sideration of the relation of various areas in the United States to the
national government and to each other under modem conditions.

2. A report on the Allocation of Responsibilities and Costs of Different
Kinds of Public Works is also nearing completion, dealing with both the
growth of practices of grants-in-aid in general and different types of
public works.2 The findings of this report should establish a firmer basis
for Federal public works and relief policies through an impartial deter-
mination of the relative burden to be borne by the United States and the
several States, localities and private beneficiaries in the construction of
the $3,000,000,000 of public work enterprises normally developed
annually.

Through the Land Committee a supplementary report on land use
has been prepared and is now in the hands of the printer.3 Special
reports by the Water Resources Committee on hydrologic standards,
pollution and special drainage basins are being followed up, and the
Mineral Policy Committee is completing studies on British experience
in coal production control and on mineral reserves and smelter capacity
in the United States.

A new Science Committee, composed of some of the most distinguished
scientists of the Nation, has been organized in accordance with the
President's letter of February I 2, j935,4 providing for the first time joint
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discussion of national planning problems by representatives of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the Social Science Research Council, and
the American Council on Education. This committee is undertaking
two major research projects in the general field of human resources,
namely (i) as to the quantity, distribution, quality and "opportunity
of life" of our American population, and (2) on the social implications
of inventions.

The Industrial Committee is making a basic study of (i) production
capacity; (2) America's capacity to consume, and () of the relation
of these two factors to the American standard of living. This is a basic
study of far-reaching importance for the future planning of our na-
tional resources. The full implication of such a study will be developed
as the data are collected and analyzed. This fundamental inquiry
will provide invaluable material for elevating the standard of American
living within the limits of our resources.

A large part of the funds of the Committee is devoted to the encour-
agement of State and regional planning, through the assignment of
expert consultants and some staff to the various State and regional
planning commissions. Two of these planning agencies are of special
importance, namely, the Pacific Northwest Regional Planning Com-
mission and the New England Regional Planning Commission. It may
be added that these State and regional planning enterprises have in
nearly all instances been locally supported without regard to class or
party; for example, a part of the expenses of the Montana State Plan-
ning Board has been defrayed by the Montana State Chamber of
Commerce.

The State Planning Board Staff Project sponsored jointly by the
Works Progress Administration and by our Committee has increased
the responsibility of our Consultants in the field. The allocation of
funds for the support of State Planning Boards by the Works Progress
Administration has been extremely helpful, and these Boards wifi be
useful in the analysis of the situations creating such conditions as made
necessary the Works Progress Administration and in preventing their
recurrence.

The Committee also has a committee of experts, headed by Clarence
A. Dykstra, City Manager of Cincinnati, studying the role of the urban
community in the national economy. The future of our great cities
and the relation of urban and rural problems has never been seriously
explored, and the pending investigation will give for the first time an
expert and, we hope, authentic interpretation of the underlying factors
in this problem. It will also present specific and practical recommenda-
tions, helpful to the American people in determining and adjusting the
position of the city in the American economy.
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III. Needed Legislation and Funds

For the immediate future we respectfully urge consideration by the
President in connection with legislative proposals and budgetary mat-
ters for submission to the next Congress of two major proposals treated
in our report of a year ago, but still urgently requiring action, namely,
(i) establishment of an advisory national planning board, and (2)
establishment of a permanent national development administration.

i. National Planning A bill to establish a permanent National
Planning Board has been introduced in the Senate by Senator Cope-
land, has been reported favorably by the Commerce Committee, of
which he is chainnan, and is now on the Consent Calendar of the Sen-
ate. The sooner the National Planning Program can be placed upon
a permanent basis, the more effective it can become in outlining basic
policies for the better preservation of our national resources. For the
work of this Committee or of the proposed Board, a continuation of our
present annual appropriation of $i,000,000 will be required. Details
of these expenditures have, of course, been filed with the budgetary
estimates and are before the President.

2. National Development: In accordance with our recommenda-
tions of a year ago, reinforced by experience since then, we again urge
the establishment of a permanent National Development Administra-
tion, based upon the powers, duties and functions of the Public Works
Administration, the Works Progress Administration, the Allotment Com-
mittee, and the Federal Employment Stabilization Office. The sug-
gestions contained in last year's report concerning organization and
duties of such an Administration, and its relations with the proposed
National Planning Board, appear to be applicable and more than ever
needed. Last year the President suggested a separation between emer-
gency appropriations for public works and a continuing fund for per-
manent Federal developments. If it is to be the policy of the Govern-
ment to continue expenditure of money on public works for relief of
unemployment and industrial depression, the establishment of a Na-
tional Development Administration should prove a useful means in the
attainment of such a purpose; or, if work is to be put on a normal basis,
it would be desirable to make a beginning of long-time planning devel-
opment through such an agency of the Government.

The programs suggested in our report last year for collection of basic
data have made little or no progress during the last twelve months.
All of our coordinating committeesand particularly the Science Com-
mittee, urge increased efforts to secure necessary information on which
sound plans can be based. Efforts to adapt mapping and other pro-
grams to requirements of work relief have been unavailing and the only
apparent method of making progress is through increased regular ap-
propriations to the scientific agencies of the Government.
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Our Committee has been from the beginning a purely advisory, part-
time body, endeavoring to act as a "general staff" to the President in
certain lines of national planning. We appreciate the relief the Presi-
dent and you have given us from political or administrative responsibili-
ties, and trust that our inquiries and other efforts may be of continuing
value to the United States in shaping long-time programs for the better
utilization of our national resources, and that as time goes on, it will
prove possible to bring together more effectively the planning policies
of the Nation.

Respectfully submitted,
FREDERIC A. DELANO

[13:0F 1092:TS]

1 Regional Factors in Planning and Development (Washington, 1935).
2Public Works Planning (Washington, 1936).
a Report on Land Planning (Washington, 5935-38).
'To Ickes (OF 1092), approving Federal aid for scientific research.

438 SURGEON GENERAL HUGH S. GUMMING, PUBLIC HEALTH
SERVICE, TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] November 25, 1935

Through The Secretary of the Treasury

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT relative to "Memorial by Board of
Health of the State of Maryland to the President of the United States"
submitted through Abel Wolman, Chief Engineer, Maryland State
Department of Health, November 12, 1935.1

The Memorial deals with the subject of stream and coastal waters
pollution in Maryland. This is a problem common to all of the States;
in some of the States it is even more acute than in Maryland. Any
reply to this Memorial other than a bare acknowledgment may be in-
terpreted as the policy of the Administration in respect to the whole
problem of water pollution. It is respectfully suggested, therefore, that
the receipt of the Memorial be acknowledged with the statement that
it has been referred to the National Resources Committee.

The Memorial specifically requests cooperation and financial assis-
tance from the federal government to the end that certain Maryland
towns and cities desiring to construct sewage disposal plants may be
enabled to do so, thus removing present insanitary and dangerous pollu-
tion of the Maryland streams and waters of the Chesapeake Bay and its
tributaries under federal jurisdiction.

The Memorial also refers to the general subject of pollution of surface
waters in the United States and particularly to the interstate streams.

The statement is made that some of the cities and towns in Maryland
would be unable to contribute toward the building of sewage disposal
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plants, while others might be expected to contribute at least one-half the
cost.

References are made to the report of a Conference of the Chesapeake
Bay Authority held in Baltimore in October, 1933, and also to that
part of the Report on Water Pollution made by the Special Advisory
Committee on Water Pollution to the National Resources Committee
under date of July 1935, relative to the proposed establishment of a
demonstration stream pollution control unit in the Potomac River
Drainage Basin.

The pollution in many of the streams in the United States, both in-
trastate and interstate, as well as in some of the coastal water areas, has
reached such a state that remedial measures must be taken within the near
future. Because of the interests involved it would appear that the prob-
lem is one requiring cooperative endeavors of both the federal govern-
ment and the States. Just how such joint action could best be taken is
entirely problematical at present as there is no precedent to follow.
The Special Advisory Committee on Water Pollution, after careful
study of the subject, was unable to recommend any definite procedure
for the correction of existing conditions or for prevention of future con-
ditions. The Committee did recommend that a relatively small drainage
area upon which there now exist the various problems that would be
encountered in any drainage area be selected as a demonstration area.
In this connection the Committee stated:

Such a demonstration unit on an interstate river system of some magni-
tude, involving several States and the Federal government would be best
suited for a demonstration of the possibilities of (a) better coordinated water-
pollution control legislation in the several states, and between the States and
the Federal government, (b) more adequate administration procedure by
State agencies, (c) the development of the legal and administrative proce-
dures for regional or metropolitan pollution-abatement authorities, (d) the
coordination of municipal sewage disposal projects with statewide or inter-
state projects, (e) clearing up unsolved problems of treating industrial waste,
(f) extension of cooperation with industry, and (g) the stimulation of
public demand for adequate control of water pollution. Such a unit would
not only aid in the solution of many, perplexing problems of water-pollution
control, but also would serve as a training field for the development of
personnel, scientific and administrative, that would be competently trained
for duty with other States or for absorption into an organization for a
national program.

The Committee suggested that the Potomac River Basin be selected
for such a demonstration since it meets more nearly than any other area
the requirements considered necessary for a demonstration project.

The question of control over stream pollution is at present a live one,
not only with official governmental agencies but with many local and
national organizations. Some definite ilational policy relative to this
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subject is desirable and I respectfully suggest that the National Resources
Con-imittee be requested to consider this whole subject.

Respectfully,
HUGH S. CUMMING

[13:oF 114A:CT]

The memorial was sent to the National Resources Committee for consideration
and report, according to an attached memorandum by Roosevelt, Dec. 2, 1935.
Wolman's covering letter was referred to the Public Health Service for prepara-
tion of reply.

439 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO

ROOSEVELT
WASHINGTON, 12/4/35

M DEAR M PRESIDENT: There is a good chance that the dust
storms of last year will be repeated this winter. In anticipation of a
great deal of pressure for Federal funds I have appointed a committee
consisting of State and Federal officials with the duty of making a re-
port on fundamental causes and remedies. They will, of course, report
that arable farming ought not to be carried on over a large part of the
area. My thought is that such a report will provide the basis for with-
drawing assistance some time in the future to those who persist in plow-
ing in that area. We will work through the A. A. A. which will restrict
its contracts, through the states if they can be got to zone, and through
Soil Conservation Service for constructive treatment. The part of
Resettlement will be to acquire and retire the worst lands and to assist
those who desire it to move.

A large percentage of the population is now on our rolls and for all
we can see will remain there. Our efforts of last year have improved
the blowing situation but not in proportion to the outlay. It costs
enough to protect uncovered land for two years to buy it. I think you
may hear a good deal about this area during the winter. We know what
to do; and I think now we have a conciliatory approach to it.1

Respectfully yours,
REX TUGWELL

[13:oF 987:AS]

1Answered pOst, 441.

440 SENATOR DUNCAN U. FLETCHER OF FLORIDA TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] December 5, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It seems no progress has been made under
the Fulmer Act, approved August 29th last, providing for Federally-
acquired, State-administered public forests.
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Mr. Harry Lee Baker, of the Florida Forest Service and a member of
the Fulmer Bill Committee, Association of State Foresters, is very anxious
to have some steps taken and he has written me quite a statement of the
situation, in which he says:

My ardent hope is that a way will be found for the President to hear what
the State Foresters have to say about the importance of taking steps to render
the Fulmer Act effective. Will you endeavor to arrange for such an inter-
view? If you are able to do so, I could arrange for a small group to present
the matter to the President either in Washington or at Warm Springs, etc.

I enclose the letter of December 3rd herewith and submit the matter
to you.'

Very respectfully and sincerely,

{Notation : A: LEHAND] Mac Prep. reply P

[13:OF 149:Ts]

(Baker's letter is present.) McIntyre replied Dec. 26, 1935 (OF 149), that so
far as the President was concerned, "arguments by a group of State Foresters in
support of maximum progress in the execution of the Fulmer Bill would be un-
necessary," but that the request for a conference would be considered. This reply
was drafted by Wallace whose covering letter to McIntyre of Dec. 2 I, 1935 (OF 149),
suggested that if the state foresters were permitted a brief conference they would "be
much better satisfied than they otherwise would be and could perhaps accomplish
more in the development within their States of proper cooperation by the various
agencies concerned."

441 ROOSEVELT TO REXFORD G. TUGWELL, UNDER SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON, December ii, 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: That
dust storm problem is interesting.' Will you and Harry get together and
let me have some kind of recommendation in regard to the program
from July I, 1936 on?

F.D.R.
[I3:oF 987:CT]

'See ante, 439.

442 WILLIAM L. FINLEY, FIELD NATURALIST, AMERICAN NATURE
ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT

PORTLAND, OREGON, December 14, 1935

DEAR PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: The conservation of our wildlife re-
sources has made some big jumps in the past year. We appreciate your
interest, but need some more help. Restoration has not caught up with
destruction.

DUNCAN U. FLETCHER
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The conference in Washington last July with Mr. Ickes, Mr. Darling,
Mr. Mead, and others seemed encouraging, but I think no settlement has
been reached. A plan was proposed whereby Reclamation officials
would give some consideration to waterfowl protection on federal refuges.
I thought all of us had reached an understanding that Tule Lake Refuge
would be enlarged.1 Mr. Mead said he would turn the entire sump over
to the Biological Survey, but this seems to be blocked. I am sure a word
from you would straighten things out.

May I call your attention to another matter of great importance in
the West relating to the Public Domain. In one respect, the Taylor
Grazing Act was a marked advance. Regulated grazing was a neces-
sity. But if the Public Domain is to be turned over and governed by
regional stockmen, under the present set-up the rights on these vast areas
will fall into the hands of private interests. The livestock owners of the
country do not deserve this donation from the public. The men who
have ruined the Public Domain are not likely to bring it back. We may
as well say good-bye to the wildlife on these hereditary game ranges.

The proposed policy on the Public Domain is in striking contrast to
the control of grazing on our federal forests. The federal foresters have
ironed out conflicts between game and domestic animals and adjusted
matters on the basis of the highest social and economic value. Some
6o,000,000 acres of suitable game range in national forests are not grazed
by domestic stock, and yet the livestock industry has not been injured.
The reason behind this is a far-sighted government service handling
these areas for the people of the United States, and yet surreiidering no
public rights to any private individuals.

You can compare the federal forest areas with the 8o,000,000 acres of
Public Domain turned over to the Department of the Interior. You
have withdrawn the balance of more than 8o,000,000 acres from settle-
ment, which is an important step. Out of this i 73,000,000 acres belong-
ing to the public, and upon which depends the continued existence or
extermination of certain wildlife species, not one foot is under the Biologi-
cal Survey, the one federal agency in this country established to maintain
our wildlife resources.

In my presence Mr. Ickes told Mr. Darling to go ahead with the Hart
Mountain Antelope Refuge. It was our understanding that this would
be controlled by the Biological Survey.

In 1924, we tried to get a bill through Congress covering this area,
but failed. Enclosed is copy of the bill.2 Through state laws and with
the help of the Biological Survey we have built up the largest herds of
antelope in the United States. There are perhaps 8,000 antelope on this
range which will easily support io,00o or 12,000. Even though the
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water holes are limited, and all the land around these has been over-
grazed by sheep, the antelope have survived even in mid-summer when
they had to range from fifteen to twenty miles from the water holes to
get food.

I think investigation will show that some one in the Interior Depart-
ment has wrecked the Hart Mountain Antelope Refuge. I have read
your Executive Order of September 6, 1935, establishing Hart Moun-
tain Game Range. This provides that the maximum number of ante-
lope is to be 4,000. If this is put into effect, it means that several
thousand will have to be killed off. The State of Oregon will object
to this. Our state law prohibits an open season. These animals range
on a State Game Refuge and are protected by special statute. Instead
of establishing an antelope refuge administered by the Biological Sur-
vey, a sheep and cattle range has been created for the private benefit
of stockmen.

I know you do not have time to go into the details of a matter of this
kind, but I hope you will call in some federal experts who have a heart
for wildlife interests.3

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM L. FINLEY

[Notation : A] Send to Interior & Agriculture for preparation of reply-

[13:oF 378:TS]

Tule Lake Wildlife Refuge was enlarged by Executive Order 7341, signed April
10, 1936.

'"A Bill to establish Warner National Game Refuge in the State of Oregon."
This is not an official print but a privately printed copy in the form of a four-page
folder, including letters supporting the proposed legislation.

'Answered post, 450.

443 IRVING BRANT, EDITOR OF EDITORIAL PAGE, ST. LOUIS

Star-Times, TO ROOSEVELT

[ST. LOuIS] December 14, 1935

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have just read the annual report of the
Director of Grazing, and am concerned to notice that he says not one
word about the establishment of wild-life sanctuaries on the public do-
main affected by the Taylor Grazing Act. A few weeks ago I asked
Jay Darling about the status of these sanctuaries, and he said the agree-
ment reached between him and the Interior Department had never
been signed by the Secretary of the Interior.

I cannot help feeling that unnecessary obstacles are being placed in
the way of final action by Mr. Ickes, whose friendliness to the sanctu-
aries cannot be doubted. The retirement of Darling from the Biologi-
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cal Survey has removed a positive influence looking toward their estab-
lishment.' I can understand that it might take a considerable time to
carry out the instructions you gave last winter in this matter, but the
prolonged delay in ratifying a completed agreement and the failure to
devote even one sentence to the subject in the director's annual report
look somewhat sinister to me. I hope that you may feel like giving the
slight push that seems necessary to get these sanctuaries established.2

Yours sincerely,
IRVING BRANT

[13:oF 378:TS]

1Darling resigned Nov. 15, 1935. He was succeeded as head of the Bureau of
Biological Survey by Ira N. Gabrielson, assistant chief of the Division of Wild Life
Research of the Bureau.

post, 448.

444 HAROLD L. ICKE5, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, December 19, 1935

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have the honor to transmit herewith a
report entitled Little Waters: a Study of Headwater Streams and Other
Little Waters: Their Use and Relations to the Land.'

This report is noteworthy in that it deals comprehensively with a
subject of high importance which has heretofore been neglected. Gov-
ernments, private enterprises and engineers have been concerned pri-
marily with great waters and with the resulting problems of controlling
major floods, developing hydro-electric power, providing for navigation
and irrigating arid lands. Yet it is the little waters which form the
great waters. We must utilize and control small streams if we are fully
to utilize and control great ones.

For the first time this problem is here inclusively treated. Scientific
data made available by various Federal, State and private agencies
has been integrated from the point of view of the long-term public wel-
fare, and the findings and recommendations are here formulated in a
simple, clear and convincing statement.

A reading of the text suggests the desirability of a comprehensive
program of conservation which will enable us to make beneficial use
of waters now permitted to go to waste, to save our lands from the dis-
astrous effects of improperly controlled run-off, and to remedy condi-
tions that have proven socially and economically disastrous in numerous
rural communities.

It is hoped that such a program may be undertaken without undue
delay, and that further studies may be made in the same field. The
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effective control of little waters would, it is believed, be a lasting con-
tribution to the Nation's prosperity.

Very sincerely,
HAROLD L. IcKEs

[Notation A: LEHAND] S. 'F. E. Will you cut down and see if you can
improve it? FDR.2

[13:oF 245o:TS]

By H. S. Person, with E. Johnston Coil and Robert T. Beau (Washington, 1935).
This was prepared for the joint use of the Soil Conservation Service, Resettlement
Administration and Rural Electrification Administration because of their joint in-
terest in erosion control, rural rehabilitation and rural electrification. Projected
originally for administrative purposes, the completed report was recognized by the
heads of the sponsoring agencies (Bennett, Tugwell and Cooke) as having a much
wider range of usefulness. In their letter to Ickes of Dcc. 10, 1935, sending the
report (printed, op. cit., p. iii), they said that it should have a place in the series
of reports on natural resources being prepared by the National Resources Com-
mittee: "It brings together in a unique manner and from a new point of view, data
accumulated by various public and private agencies. Its findings and generalizations
have a social significance."

'This notation refers to an attached draft of a message to Congress for the
transmittal of the report.

445 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
December20, 1935, 10:37 A. M.

[Excerpt] The President: . . . We are calling a North American
Wildlife Conference February 3 to 7, to be held in Washington, the
purpose being to bring together all interested organizations, agencies,
and individuals in behalf of restoration and conservation of land, water,
forest, and wildlife resources. The conference will be under the direc-
tion of a Citizens' Committee which I will appoint under the chairman-
ship of Mr. Silcox, Chief Forester. The governors of the various states,
or persons designated by them, will be invited, and in addition every
state will be asked to send twice as many delegates as it has Senators
and Representatives; so there will be a total of 530 times 2about
i ,o6o. The delegates from the states will be selected at meetings of
the conservation organizations within each state, leaving that up to each
state to determine the details of the method. At the general meetings
each dayseparate meetings of scientists and technicians in each field
involvedthey will discuss restoration of the rapidly vanishing wildlife
of the continent, which involves also soil erosion, restoration of im-
pounded water, and pollution control; also a better utilization of the
public domain, worthless lands, national parks, forests, et cetera. They
will adopt a program and make definite recommendations as to methods
of closer cooperation between interested groups, individuals, and Gov-
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ernment agencies. The final objective is restoration and conservation
of national land, forests, and wildlife resources.

Q: Is that the result of Ding's agitation?
The President: Partly the result of the tremendous impetus that he

gave to the whole subject.1

[13 :PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

1 Darling's resignation as chief of the Bureau of Biological Survey on Nov. 15,
1935, followed a long period of mounting discontent with the difficulties encoun-
tered in instituting the wildlife conservation program he had planned. Earlier in
the year (April I 7, I 935), he had openly criticized the Administration's wildlife
conservation program and had said that he was ready to quit unless matters im-
proved. He ascribed his attitude to three things: the failure of Congress to in-
clude wildlife restoration activities in the work relief bill; the failure of other agencies
to act on the recommendations of the Biological Survey; and inaction on what he
regarded as required legislation for wildlife. After his resignation Darling made
a number of speeches in which he attacked the Government's conservation policies.
On Aug. 24k, 1936, speaking oi a Republican National Committee program on be-
half of Landon, he accused the Administration of ignoring a carefully worked-out
water conservation plan in North Dakota and of turning over to the politicians
funds intended for conservation projects (New York Times, April '8, 1935, p. 4
Nov. i6, p. i; Aug. 25, 1936, p. 9). Roosevelt's 1936 campaign speech at
Elkins, West Virginia, of Oct. i, 1936 (printed post, 561), was intended as a reply
to Darling's charges.

446 ROOSEVELT TO FERDINAND A. SILCOX, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE

[WASHINGTON] December 20, 1935

M DEAR MR. SiLcox: Conservation of our remaining natural re-
sources through use is vital to the social and economic welfare of the
nation. Despite real progress in conservation of such resources as min-
erals, forage, forests, and the soil itself, much remains to be accom-
plished. This is particularly true with respect to the restoration of
wildlife.

I have, therefore, called a North American Wildlife Conference, to
be held in Washington on February third to seventh, next, and have
asked you to serve as its Chairman. You have accepted. This letter
will confirm your appointment.

My purpose is to bring together individuals, organizations, and agen-
cies interested in the restoration and conservation of wildlife resources.
My hope is that through this conference new cooperation between pub-
lic and private interests, and between Canada, Mexico, and this country,
will be developed; that from it will come constructive proposals for
concrete action; that through those proposals existing State and Fed-
eral governmental agencies and conservation groups can work cooper-
atively for the common good.

I am asking you to extend on my behalf an invitation to the various
Governors, for it is my earnest hope that each of them or his personal
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representative may attend this conference. And I trust you will ar-
range through proper channels for the appointment in each State, by
wildlife and allied organizations, of delegates not to exceed in number
twice the number which each individual State has as members of the
Congress.

It is also my thought that there should be a citizens' committee, com-
posed of outstanding leaders in the field of conservation, to assist you
in planning an agenda which might perhaps include such matters as
uses of forest, forage, soil and water in relation to conservation of
wildlife.

A North American Wildlife Conference is, as you know, a logical
outcome of the work of the National Resources Board within the wild-
life field.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 1878:CT]

1 Silcox's title was changed from "Forester" to "Chief of the Forest Service" on
July i, 1935.

2 by the Forest Service.

447 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, January 3, 1936

M DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On the occasion of the forthcoming Salt
Lake City grazing conference, I desire to offer my congratulations.

The grazing program on the public domain under the Taylor Graz-
ing Act is a new conservation movement that promises to have historic
significance. It is the first time since the settlement of the West that
there is an opportunity to regulate over-grazing on the public domain.
In less than fifteen months after the law was enacted the cattle and
sheep men have buried their differences and combined in a joint effort
to abolish unfair range practices and to conserve natural resources.
The most noteworthy feature of the program, however, is the unique
coordination of local and Federal effort whereby fifteen thousand stock-
men' have participated successfully in the policy of the Department of
the Interior to give local autonomy in the administration of the new law.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 633:cT]

1 Drafted by the Interior Department. Ickes, in his letter to Roosevelt covering
the draft, Jan. 2, 1936 (OF 633), said that the Interior Department had been de-
pending upon cooperative effort in the administration of the 8o,000,000 acres in
the grazing districts, and that this had secured the good will of the 25,000 users
of the range and had "immeasurably decreased the expense of operation." The
conference, an official meeting of the District Advisory Boards, was held Jan. 13-14,
1936.
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448 ROOSEVELT TO IRVING BRANT, EDITOR OF EDITORIAL PAGE, ST.

LOUIS Star-Times
WASHINGTON, January 7, 1936

M DEAR MR. BRANT: I have discussed with Secretary Ickes of the
Department of the Interior your letter of December 14 concerning co-
operation between the Division of Grazing in that Department and the
Bureau of Biological Survey in the Department of Agriculture.

Secretary Ickes advises me that the plan of procedure for the adminis-
tration of public domain areas jointly useful for game animals and
domestic livestock, approved by the Departments of Agriculture and
Interior, is incorporated in Executive order No. 7178, establishing the
Hart Mountain game range, which I signed September 6, 1935.

Subsequent to the signing of that order, the Bureau of Biological sur-
vey advised the Interior Department that the language of the order was
unsatisfactory in certain respects. Appropriate changes are now under
consideration. The purpose of the changes requested by the Bureau of
Biological Survey is fully endorsed by the Department of the Interior and
the matter should be adjusted within a short time.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 378:CT]

Drafted by the Interior Department.

449 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR EDWARD P. COSTIGAN OF COLORADO

WASHINGTON, January 7, 1936

M DEAR SENATOR COSTIGAN: I have read the letter of December 20,
1935, signed by yourself, Governor Johnson and other Colorado repre-
sentatives, in which is stated the need for water conservation in Colorado.'
You also stress the small provision so far made for this conservation in
Colorado as compared with other states.

Projects of the type suggested are usually handled by the Bureau of
Reclamation under the Reclamation Law. This requires repayment of
the cost in 40 years without interest. Funds have been allocated for all
projects presented from Colorado on this basis and it is not clear from
your letter that the present request contemplates compliance with this
provision. Perhaps this is responsible for the lack of approval of Colo-
rado projects rather than any lack of interest or sympathy on the part of
the Government.

It is not my understanding that allotments of money for irrigation
developments have been made as grants with no showing of willingness
and ability to repay the cost. Such a showing is required under the
Reclamation Act. In all developments in Wyoming and Utah the allot-
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ments were preceded by a complete showing of willingness and adequate
earning power to comply with the statutory requirement. If your state-
ment could be supplemented to indicate the views of Colorado in regard
to repayment conditions and the contribution to be expected from the
beneficiaries of conservation, I could more intelligently cooperate with
you.

I realize the unique position of Colorado as the source of western rivers
and desire to cooperate in their conservation as fully as may properly be
done under the statutory provisions. Will you convey these ideas to the
others who signed the statement with you.2

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 402:CT]

402.
2 Drafted by the Reclamation Bureau.

450 ROOSEVELT TO WILLIAM L. FINLEY, FIELD NATURALIST,
AMERICAN NATURE ASSOCIATION, Portland, Oregon

WASHINGTON, January 7, 1936

DEAR MR. FINLEY: I have received your letter of December 14
and appreciate your comments relative to conservation of wildlife
resources in the State of Oregon.

In the administration of the Taylor grazing act the Department of
the Interior has adopted a policy of cooperating with the Department of
Agriculture, where such action is necessary or desirable, for conserva-
tion of game resources. Executive Order No. 7178, of September 6,
1935, establishing the Hart Mountain game refuge, contains the plan
of procedure approved by both Departments. It provides that forage
resources on the public domain within the Hart Mountain region shall
be under joint jurisdiction of the two Departments and shall be utilized
for the primary purpose of satisfying the range needs of 4,000 antelope.
Any surplus shall be available for domestic livestock, subject to the limita-
tion that the number of domestic livestock shall be at no time in excess
of the carrying capacity of the surplus forage resources. The amount
of feed reserved for the antelope is being supplemented by land acqui-
sitions of the Biological Survey and upon a proper showing of a need
therefor, the amount of public range feed reserved for game animals
can be increased. Your estimate that there are nearly 8,000 antelope
within the Hart Mountain region is considerably higher than the 4,000
estimate of the Biological Survey for which public range forage resources
should be reserved. The propriety of increasing this number is now
under consideration.
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The Bureau of Biological Survey and the Bureau of Reclamation have
been cooperating in working out a satisfactory program for the enlarge-
ment of the Tule Lake Bird Refuge and the administration of this area
by the Biological Survey so as to give the greatest possible protection
to the migratory birds and provide an adequate supply of feed. It is
expected that the details of this agreement will be concluded within the
next few weeks and I feel that it will be quite satisfactory to all parties
concerned.1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 378:cT]
1 Drafted by the Agriculture and Interior Departments.

451 ROOSEVELT TO REX BEACH, New York City

WASHINGTON, January 9, 1936

DEAR Ma. BEACH: Your article, "The Place is Alaska," enclosed with
your letter of December 23, contains suggestions that deserve serious
consideration.' The Government bureaus concerned with mining agree
that Alaska is our principal remaining frontier for mineral exploration
and discovery, and worthy of intensive study.

The Bureau of Mines informs me that your suggestion of aerial
mapping is eminently sound and desirable, but that it is only a first step
in the preparation of maps for the guidance of the prospector. The
procedure successfully followed in Canada and in this country is to make
from aerial photographs a base map, which is used by geologists in pre-
paring a geologic map showing rock formations and outcrops of mineral
deposits, if they appear. Armed with such a map, the intelligent pros-
pector can guide himself to favorable localities. This method has
resulted in important discoveries, particularly in Canada, where it has
been widely applied.

However, in predicating a program for Alaska on what has been ac-
complished in Canada, it should be remembered that Canada, east of
the Rockies, is a vast peneplaina country of low relief studded with
lakes that furnish ideal landing fields for airplanes equipped with pon-
toons in summer and skis in winter. No part of the great Pre-Cambrian
shield that covers much of Canada and has been so successfully explored
and developed with the aid of airplane mapping and transportation is
more than a few miles from one of these ready-made landing fields.
The rugged topography of Alaska introduces quite different problems,
both with respect to aerial maping and to transportation of men and
materials. The Canadian program of aerial mapping and transpor-
tation has already run over a period of ten years or more. Results come
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slowly and cannot be successfully accelerated to a degree that would offer
quick employment to any considerable number of men.

Aerial mapping on the whole can2 be regarded as taking the place
of the topographic base map generally used for geologic mapping, though
it brings out more sharply in some cases topographic and structural de-
tails that make geologic mapping more rapid and exact. But aerial
maps would not be in themselves of great use to the prospector. The
preparation of geologic maps, if they are to be reliable, takes time and
the subsequent use of them by prospectors takes still more time before
mineral discoveries are made. It does not appear, therefore, to be an
emergency project opening the way for immediate extensive employ-
ment or a scheme into which the uninitiated should be unreservedly
invited.

You suggest that experienced prospectors should accompany the in-
experienced. I am informed that prospectors who searched our west-
ern frontier and joined the great rush to Alaska, in which you had a
part, at the end of the past century, are gone and no new generation of
prospectors of the old-fashioned kind, skilled in the craft, has been
trained in this country to take their place.

An Army aviation station has been authorized for Alaska but not
yet established. When its location has been decided and it begins to
function, it may be possible for Army flyers to occupy themselves with
aerial mapping and the Geological Survey to follow up and complete
geologic maps in the areas favorable for mineral deposits.

The Bureau of Mines in 1932 and 1933 investigated the use of air-
planes in Alaska in mining and as an aid to prospecting and arrived at
conclusions favoring their use in mapping and for transportation to
regions inaccessible by other means.

Regarding your suggestion that Glacier Bay National Monument be
immediately opened to prospecting, this question is already under con-
sideration, and I am informed that Mr. Dimond, Delegate from Alaska,
has introduced a bill to permit mining within this reserve.

Your article is timely and constructive and I appreciate your spirit
of championship of our great frontier territory.3

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: STAMPED] (Sgd) Ickes

[13:oF928:cT]

'Beach (1877-1949) was a prolific author of novels and plays of adventure. In
his letter (OF 928) and in the article (published in Hearst's International-Cosmo-
politan, January, 1936), Beach urged aerial mapping of Alaska to encourage pros-
pecting there, and the opening of Glacier Bay National Monument to mining. He
said that it was unsound conservation policy to protect forests that did not yet exist
and scenic splendors that could not be marred at the cost of strangling mineral
production.

395960'.-57-----31 [467 ]



From the sense of the sentence it would appear that "cannot" was meant.
(Drafted by the Interior Department.) Following a meeting with Roosevelt

at the White House on Jan. 10, 1936, Beach wrote again on January 14 (OF 928).
He again urged that Glacier Bay Monument be opened to mining either by proc-
lamation or through passage of the bill introduced by Alaskan delegate Dimond
(H. R. 9274), and suggested that the National Park Service prohibit the carrying
of firearms in the monument to prevent illegal hunting by miners.

452 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
Januaryio, 1936, 10:55A.M.

[Excerpt] Q: Mr. President, do you still stand on your statement of
last October 25th, relative to agriculture? 1

The President: What was that?
Q: A permanent program.
The President: Yes. If you want a lead about agriculture, I think

probably it would be worth while to bring out certain responsibilities that
necessarily devolve on me.

I have to think of agriculture from the point of view of forty-eight
states, not separately but as a part of the Nation. In other words, there
is no question as to what my duty as President is, and that is to view
agriculture as a national problem.

The reason I am saying this is that, at the present time, as a result of
the decision, a good many of the old suggestions that were made away
back, going back as far as the earlier days of President Coolidge's admin-
istration, are being revived. There is, for instance, a good deal of dis-
cussion, to bring it down to a practical problem, a good deal of suggestion
that we should subsidize the export of certain crops. Of course, if you
once begin to subsidize the export of certain crops, you subsidize the ex-
port of a great many crops and eventually of all crops. And because I
have to think of it nationally, rather than think of agriculture as a local
problem, I have to think of the implications of what would happen if,
by an export subsidy of some kind, we encouraged the growing of a very
vastly increased total of agricultural production.

You can take any number of examples. For instance, wheat: We
never had very much of a problem on wheat until, well, the past genera-
tion when dry farming came in, and with the advent of dry farming,
the old buffalo grass was plowed up. It was not plowed up in one
county or township, it was plowed up in a great many states and we all
know the result of that.

With the advent of modern machinery and a certain amount of capital,
you could go in and drive a furrow in buffalo grass country ten miles long
before you turned around. The result was what we all know, that a very
light soil was turned up, the grass was plowed under and disappeared,
and they started in to raise wheat. Because of the great area that each
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farm could be cultivated in, the large size, the yield per acre, was not the
main consideration. A man could make money on wheat at a reasonable
price if he only got a yield of ten or twelve bushels to the acre. He could
still make money. Of course ten or twelve bushels an acre is nothing,
but nevertheless it paid to do it if wheat was paying a big price.

What was the result of this plowing up of land that had never been
plowed up before in all history? Dust storms began and they have been
getting steadily worse year by year. The result is that we have in this
country an area which is subject to dust storms. This was caused solely
by the fact that we were using land for the wrong purpose; instead of
using it for pasture, we are using it for wheat.

Now, what is the area? It isn't just one state, it is the Panhandle of
Texas, Western Oklahoma, Western Kansas, Western Nebraska, Western
South Dakotajust speaking from memoryWestern North Dakota, a
large portion of Montana, Eastern Colorado and Northern New Mexico.

Now, the area in square miles I don't know, I never figured it out.
But, thinking of it in terms of the map, that area is probably as large as all
of New England and all of New York and all of New Jersey and all of
Pennsylvania put together. That is a tremendous national area.

Now, if we go in for a national agricultural policy that encourages the
plowing up of that land againand we are trying to take it out from
being plowedit means that people will go in with modern machinery
and, because of some kind of an export subsidy, it will pay them to plow
it up again. And the dust storms will continue and we will havewe
will approach much more quickly to what we have all been worrying
about, making that area a desert on which nobody can live.

Now, the same thing is true of cotton. If we were to give an export
subsidy, it would mean anywhere you would go that people would say,
"Domestic prices are all right, the export prices are all right, too; the
more I grow the more money I make," and the average cotton farmer
in the Southeast, let us say, will increase his land and start going up on
the hilltops and will begin planting again land that ought to be in
pasture or land that ought to be in woods. The result will be that all
through the cotton area you will have an increase in the amount of soil
that runs off to the ocean.

In other words, to put it the most simple way, we must avoid any
national agricultural policy which will result in shipping our soil fertility
to foreign nations. I think probably that is the best way of putting it.

Q: Can we put that in quotes?
The President: Yes, you can put that in quotes. We must avoid any

national agricultural policy that will result in shipping our soil fertility to
foreign nations. We have had so many lessons in that in the past that
it seems perfectly clear.

Now, of course it is very attractive to say, "We can go ahead and raise
any quantity at all of any crop with a certain definite export market
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caused by a Congressional subsidy," and a lot of people will be for it, but
not the thinking farmer, and more and more of them are thinking all the
time.

The people who probably are most actively for it are, let us say, the
transportation companies, the railroads, because, of course it means
more business for them and it is very human that they should think about
the railroads ahead of soil fertility or the future of the Nation. That is
perfectly human. To the steamship companies it means carrying more,
and it is perfectly reasonable and natural that they should think in terms
of more bulk agricultural freight than about the future of this country.
And it is very reasonable that the warehouse people should seek greater
crops.

It means that they will have more crops to put into their warehouses.
It is very natural that commission merchants should think of greater
crops because the bigger the crop the bigger the commission. And it
is reasonable also that the commodity exchanges should be in favor of
bigger crops.

In other words, the pocketbook, naturally, has a very definite influence
on people who are engaged in some particular line of handling farm
products, so that is one of the things we have to think of.

I think that covers the thing pretty well. I have tried to say it in as
simple terms as possible.

My position is that I have to think of the future of the country and it
seems pretty clear from the teachings of history that absolutely unlimited
productionnot merely in two or three crops because if you started
with two or three you would eventually get a subsidy on all cropswill
result in the loss of American soil fertility in a generation or two, and I
believe that we have to think ahead.

Q: That seems to point to something in the nature of the allotment
plan or

The President: No, I was just thinking out loud. We haven't come
to any plan yet. We are still talking it over, as you know, but undoubt-
edly we will try to get some legislation at this session which will carry out
in some way the general thought of seeking to maintain or perhaps to
retain and regain soil fertility because we have lost an awful lot of it and,
at the same time, keep the price for American agricultural crops up to
a high level.2

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

1 Ante, 43!. On Jan. 6, 193, in U. S. v. Butler, the Supreme Court had declared
unconstitutional the production control and processing tax features of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.

'Referring to the 1934-35 drought in the Great Plains states, Wallace said: "It
is improbable that there will be any general retreat of farming from even the worst
affected areas" (Report of the Secretary of Agriculture, 1935, p. 44). See below.
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453 SENATOR MORRIS SHEPPARD OF TEXAS TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] January ii, 1936
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am in receipt of a telegram signed by the

Amarillo Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Wilbur C. Hawk, a prominent
newspaper publisher, Mayor Ross D. Rogers, and other prominent citi-
zens of Amarillo, Texas, reading as follows:

The President's interview wherein he is quoted as saying lands in the
Panhandle of Texas, Oklahoma and other midwestern states should not be
plowed again1 is a matter of great concern to the territory affected so that
we urge that you clear the situation so that we may be assured there is
no national policy in the making that would result in any substantial amount
of our panhandle lands being forced back to grass. If such a policy is
brought forward it is our opinion that our people are ruined. Our people
request complete clarification on this matter to the end that the value of
their investments may not be destroyed and like the Acadians be trans-
ported to a land selected by others for them.

I feel sure that there must be some misunderstanding in connection
with this wire or as to the situation in the Panhandle. Hundreds of
thousands of acres have been successfully cultivated in the Panhandle
for the past quarter of a century. In fact the finest wheat in the country
and perhaps the world is produced around Amarillo in the Panhandle.
Agriculture is a most substantial element in the economic setup in the
Panhandle. The production of kaffir corn for the sustenance of live-
stock is one of the principal industries there and has always been a
success.

Kindly have the matter clarified in order that the people in the Pan-
handle may be reassured.2

With continued good wishes, I am, Yours very sincerely,

MORRIS SHEPPARD
[13:OF 1414:TS]

'The press conference of Jan. 10, 1936 (above), is meant.
2 below.

454 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR MORRIS SHEPPARD OF TEXAS

[WASHINGTON] January 15, 1936

DEAR MORRIS: As usual the newspaper scribes got the story wrong.
I mentioned that certain lands in western Texas, western Oklahoma,
western Kansas, western Nebraska, western North and South Dakota,
eastern Colorado and certain sections of New Mexico and Montana
were susceptible of blowing away if cultivation continues. You and I
know that that statement is true.

Always sincerely,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{I3:0F 14I4:cT]
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455 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] January 15, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR Rex Beach
says that if we open the Glacier Bay National Monument in Alaska
for prospectors for gold and silver, thousands of unemployed will im-
mediately go there on grub stakes, and that it is generally agreed that
the area is highly mineralized.1

As I undestand it this monument is wholly unfit for human habita-
tion and I do not see why mineral development could seriously affect
its scenic beauty.

In regard to wild life, if the monument here was opened to mineral
exploration, why not adopt the Canadian system of allowing no fire-
arms to be carried by prospectors. This has worked in Canada and
the wild life has remained.

Will you let me have a report on this.

AD

{13:oF 928:cT]
1 See ante, 451.

456 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
January17, 1936,io:40A.M.

[Excerpt] Q: Mr. President, would you care to talk on farm relief
if we point out that you are not replying to Mr. Hoover? 1

The President: Yes, I would just as soon do that. As a matter of
fact what I was reading over when you came in were two things; first,
the Soil Erosion Act of and, secondly, the statement I made and
gave out on October of this past year. I think probably the easiest
thing to do is to read the statement of October 25th over, because that
gives you a pretty good picture, a pretty good lead as to what the ob-
jective has been for a long time. In other words, this isn't anything
new.

This statement of October 25th last year referred to the broad policy
in relation to agricultural adjustment and of course on that I want to
point out again that adjustment does not mean only adjustment down-
ward, it means adjustment upward as well. If a man takes a quarter
of his acreage out of one crop and puts it in another crop, he is adjust-
ing one crop downward and adjusting another crop upward. It is an
adjustment that is both ways.

I said there were two points and, mind you, this was away back in
October.
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The first was to carry out the gains already made, thereby avoiding
the danger of a slump back into the conditions brought about by our
national neglect of agriculture. Secondly, to broaden present adjust-
ment operations so as to give farmers increasing incentives for conser-
vation and efficient use of the nation's soil resources.

The time may come when the Triple A will prove as important in stimu-
lating certain kinds of production as it has been in removing recent burden-
some surpluses.

Tens of millions of acres have been abandoned because of erosion. This
jeopardizes both consumer and producer. Real damage to the consumer
does not result from moderate increases in food prices but from collapse
of farm income so drastic as to compel ruthless depletion of soil. That is the
real menace to the nation's future food supply and has caused farmers to lose
their homes. It has hastened the spread of tenancy. It lies at the root of
many serious economic and social problems besetting agriculture.

Already the adjustment programs have made important gains in con-
servation and restoration of soil fertility. Many millions of acres which
farmers have signed contracts to divert from surplus production
this, of course, was when the contracts were legal
are being devoted to legumes, pastures, hay and other crops which fertilize
the soil and protect it from blowing and washing away.

The long-time and more permanent adjustment program will provide
positive incentives for soil conservation.

And then I spoke of the more simplified and more flexible program of
the future and how it can serve to iron out the succession of extreme
market gluts and shortages which in the past have wrecked the structure.
And I said further,

I can think of nothing more important to the permanent welfare of the
nation than long-time agricultural adjustment carried out along these lines.

That was true last October and it is true today with the exception of
the contract method of soil conservation.

The Soil Conservation Act seems to point a way to carry out the broad
purposes so we are proceeding on that theory.

Q: Does that not also contain a contract method?
The President: No.
Q: Doesn't that permit the Government to lease land?
The President: Yes.
Q: And thereby withdraw it from production?
The President: The bill says at the beginning,2

It is hereby recognized that the wastage of soil and moisture resources of
farm, grazing and forest lands resulting from soil erosion is a wastage of
national welfare, etc. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to conduct
surveys relating to the character of soil erosion, the preventive measures
needed, to carry out preventive methods, including but not limited to engi-
neering methods, changes in use of land, to cooperate and enter into agree-
ments with and to furnish financial or other aid to any agency, Government
or otherwise, or any person subject to the conditions necessary, to acquire
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lands or rights or interests therein by purchase, gift, condemnation or other-
wise, whenever necessary for the purposes of the act.

The rest is administration.
Q. That mentions an agreement. That is out, isn't it, under the AAA

decision? You can't have conditions?
The President: That I don't know. I don't think that has been

checked. It can be done by lease.
Q: Does the present statute provide you with sufficiently broad

legislative
The President: It may be necessary to amend very slightly to clarify

one or two of the provisions. It would be a very simple amendment.
Q: How do you raise the money for this?
The President: That we haven't got anything on as yet.
Q: Do you propose to amend the Act to provide for additional pay-

ments to farmers?
The President: You mean this Act?
Q: Yes.
The President: As I said, very, very slight amendments.
Q: If you lease the land from the farmer and thereby withdraw

production, the rental money you pay to the farmer would be about
the same thing as the benefit payment under the AAA?

The President: That would depend entirely on the character of the
land. It would not be in every case.

Q: Any estimate of the cost of this program?
The President: No.
Q: In case a man had any submarginal land on his farm at all, this

would not give you the means for leasing it?
The President: Yes, but his land might be running out. It might

not be submarginal today, but it might be tomorrow.
Q: Or some time in the future?
The President: Yes. One of the things that needs clarification,

speaking about amendments: Obviously the purpose of this, although
it is not entirely clear, is to prevent the loss of soil fertility. Now, of
course, very few of you know anything about farming but you can
imagine perfectly well a fieldlet us bring it down to a fieldwhere
there isn't erosion in the sense that the soil is running off of the field
into the creek. In other words, it is not something that when it dries
or when it is deposited when the water stops perhaps a mile down, you
can pick up in your hand. Nevertheless, that same field may be having
a condition where the chemicals in the soil are being carried away.
You can't pick up those chemicals in your hand. So, soil erosion, when
you come down to a matter of actual fact, may be in one of two forms,
the tangible thing that you can pick up in your hand, such as a handful
of mud, or it may be the chemicals that are being washed out of the
land. For instance, you take Hyde Park: It is an entirely different
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proposition from down in Georgia. In Georgia Warm Springs the soil
itself actually washes off the cultivated fields and eventually you get
these great furrows, gullies. At Hyde Park we don't get any gullies
except on some of the higher hills. But if I don't rotate crops at Hyde
Park, if I keep on planting corn year after year in the same field, after
a while I don't get any corn crop. There are two causes, the first being
that the corn itself takes the minerals out of the soil, and the second is
that when that land is never put back into pasture, the chemicals in
that particular field run off with the rains. That does not make a gully
because chemicals are almost intangible; you cannot pick them up in
your hand.

That is one of the questions with respect to this Bill, whether it is
clearly enough stated that soil erosion is not limited to the physical
running off of the soil in the form of ground. Is that clear?

Q: On the other basis of interpretation, there would be erosion on
every farm in the country.

The President: Yes, possible erosion.
Q: Wouldn't it be actual, because you can't keep growing the same

crop on any land without having it deteriorate?
The President: That is perfectly true.
Q: As a practical proposition, who will determine, and how, what

land is eroding and what is running away?
The President: Oh, the same people who are doing it now, the

county agents helped by the state colleges of agriculture. Put the entire
system under the Department of Agriculture.

Q: Would you care to state whether you believe this program would
be better in the long run than the original AAA?

The President: If you read the October 25th statement you will see
that this is carrying out what AAA started to do, which was supple-
mented by the Soil Erosioa Act. That is nothing new; no new policy.
It is carrying out what we started two years ago.

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]

'Hoover had attacked Roosevelt's farm policies in a speech in Lincoln, Nebraska,
on Jan. i6, 1936.

2 Roosevelt here read a paraphrase of the policy statement of the Soil Erosion Act
of 5935 Stat. 163). The Soil Conservation Act of 1936 (4 Stat. 1148) was
enacted as an amendment to the 1935 measure.

457 ROOSEVELT TO FREDERIC A. DELANO, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
PARK DINNER, Mayflower Hotel, Washington

[WASHINGTON] January 22, 1936

DEAR MR. DELANO: I am sorry that I could not accept your
invitation to be present at the dinner which you are having tonight in

[475]



recognition of the accomplishments of the National Park Service.1 I need
not tell you that I have for a long time been deeply interested in the con-
servation and preservation of our natural resources, not only those re-
sources of great money value, but also those of scenic value which, if
once destroyed, can never be replaced. Anyone who has read the history
of our country knows how in our rush to acquire land and subdue the
forests many of these natural resources were destroyed for all time. It
is fortunate that there have always been a few men who have stood stoutly
for their preservation.

An interesting chapter in the history of our natural resources is the re-
port of the Washburn Expedition in 1870 into the Yellowstone Park
area. The recommendation of its participants, due largely, if not en-
tirely, to the vision of Cornelius Hedges, bore fruit two years later in an
act of Congress setting aside the Yellowstone Park; but ever since it
has required the vigilance of public-spirited citizens to prevent the uti-
lization and spoliation of such areas as the Yellowstone Lake itself and the
Bechier Meadows.

Present day and future citizens of the United States owe very much
to the vision of the men who were pioneers in the work which is now
carried on by the National Park Service and while that service is now
established on a very solid footing, it will always need the support of
far-seeing, public-spirited and conscientious citizens.2

With very best wishes for the success of your meeting, I am,
Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
MW

[13:PPF 430:CT]
1 The dinner was part of the program of the conference on the National Park

Service held in Washington, Jan. 22-24, 1936, by the American Planning and Civic
Association and the National Conference on State Parks.

by Delano.

458 PREss CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
January24, 1936, 10:40A.M.

[Excerpt] Q: Do you care to comment on suggestions for State
A. A. A.'s?

The President: That was one of the newspaper stories this morning.
Q: The guessing record is on a kind of low average today, Mr.

President.
The President: Yes, bad.
Q: What do you regard as the objective in that case?
The President: Well, you can put it as we stated it (in this statement

of October 25th) 1 or you can even use what I said up in New York as
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quotations from T. R.' I would say, to so manage the physical land use
in the United States that we will not only maintain soil fertility, but we
will hand back to the next generation a country with better productive
power and a greater permanency for land use than the one we inherited
from the previous generation. That is the broad objective. We have got
to go a long ways to catch up with the mistakes of the past so as to make
the United States, as a whole, as productive as it was a hundred years ago.

Q: May that be used in quotations?
The President: I think so, if you will let me look it over.
Q: Do you think those objectives can be reached without amendment

to the Constitution?
The President: I hope so.

[i 3 PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T}

'Ante, 431.
2At the dedication of the Theodore Roosevelt Memorial at the American Museum

of Natural History, Jan. 59, 1936, Roosevelt quoted the former President's statement
that conservation means development as much as it does protection, and that the
nation behaves well if it turns over its natural resources to the next generation in-
creased in value. The speech is printed in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, V, 6 I-65.

459 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

THE WHITE HOUSE, January 30, 1936

To THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: I transmit herewith for
the information of the Congress a letter from the Chairman of the Na-
tional Resources Committee 1 with the accompanying report entitled:
Little Waters: a Study of Headwater Streams and Other Little Waters:
Their Use and Relations to the Land.

This report treats of a subject with which the physical well-being of our
people is intimately bound up, yet to which, in the past, too little atten-
tion has been paid. We have grown accustomed to dealing with great
rivers, with their large problems of navigation, of power and of flood
control, and we have been tempted to forget the little rivers from which
they come. The report points out that we can have no effective national
policy in those matters, nor in the closely related matter of proper land
uses, until we trace this running water back to its ultimate sources and
find means of controlling it and of using it.

Our disastrous floods, our sometimes almost equally disastrous periods
of low water, and our major problems of erosion, to which attention has
been called by the reports of the National Resources Board, the Mississippi
Valley Committee, the Soil Erosion Service, and other agencies, do not
come full-grown into being. They originate in a small way, in a multi-
tude of farms, ranches and pastures.
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It is not suggested that we neglect our main streams and give our whole
attention to these little waters but we must have, literally, a plan which
will envisage the problem as it is presented in every farm, every pasture,
every wood lot, every acre of the public domain.

The Congress could not formulate, nor could the Executive carry out
the details of such a plan, even though such a procedure were desirable
and possible under our form of government. We can, however, lay down
certain simple principles and devise means by which the Federal Govern-
ment can cooperate in the common interest with the States and with such
interstate agencies as may be established. It is for the Congress to decide
upon the proper means. Our objective must be so to manage the physical
use of the land that we will not only maintain soil fertility but will hand
on to the next generation a country with better productive power and a
greater permanency of land use than the one we inherited from the pre-
vious generation. The opportunity is as vast as is the danger. I hope
and believe that the Congress will take advantage of it, and in such a
way as to command the enthusiastic support of the States and of the
whole public.2

[w. H. PRESS RELEASES:M]

Ante, 444.
2 The first draft of this message was by Robert L. Duffus, staff writer of the New

York Times. On Jan. i6, 1936, Morris Cooke informed Roosevelt that the printing of
the Little Waters report would be completed by January 22 (OF 2450). He added
that Duffus was going to prepare something that might be used as a preliminary draft
of a transmittal message: "He is both sympathetic and familiar with this subject and
has been so helpful in connection with this particular publication that I rather think
he will do a good job. Anything on conservation he does con amore."

Cooke sent the draft to Roosevelt on Jan. i8, I96 (OF 2450). Hassett revised it
by removing what he termed "most of the rhetoric" (references to "the pioneer
blood . . . in our veins," "fighting the wilderness," and "working with Nature")
(Early and Hassett to Roosevelt, Jan. 24, 2936, OF 2450). Also removed was a
sentence which perfectly expressed one of Roosevelt's beliefs: "As to the principles,
I believe there will be general agreement that no owner of land has the moral right,
whatever his legal rights may be, so to use his property as to cause injury or loss to
his fellow citizens, and that no present-day owner of land has the moral right to
Impair the heritage of soil fertility which should be handed down to the generations
to come." In the Senate the message was referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry; in the House, to the Committee on Flood Control (Cong. Rec., 74th
Cong., 2d sess., 80:2, 2229, 1289).

460 HAROLD L. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Jan. 30, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have the honor to transmit herewith a
report by a sub-committee of the National Resources Committee on
Drainage Policy and Projects with the comments and recommendations
of our Advisory Committee.1
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It is believed that the need for coordination and advance planning
of drainage projects shown in the report could be met by requesting all
Federal agencies concerned with land drainage or water storage to
report their impending programs of drainage or storage work to the
National Resources Committee at regular intervals. The Committee
would keep all interested agencies currently informed of the programs
of others, and would be prepared to adjust controversies which agencies
could not themselves reconcile. In this fashion unwise projects would
be detected at an early time, and conflicts would be brought into the
open before rather than after construction work had begun.

The attached draft of a suggested memorandum authorizing the fore-
going procedure is submitted for your consideration. It calls for the
same informal type of review specified in your order of September 23,
1935, regarding the Upper Rio Grande Basin, which procedure is now
proving highly satisfactory. If you approve of this procedure, we will
undertake to distribute photostat or other copies of the memorandum
after your signature.

In the event that you consider it wise to issue a memorandum of the
character suggested, the opening of the National Wildlife Conference
on February 3 would be an especially appropriate time at which to
announce your action.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L ICKES

[Notation: : LEHAND] RF 2 Is this the proper way to get this out? FDR

[13:oF 1092:TS]

1Drainage Policy and Projects. Report of the Special Subcommittee of the Water
Resources Committee of the National Resources Committee (Washington, 1936).

2Rudolph Forster, Executive Clerk of the White House Office.

461 [Enclosure]
THE WHITE HOUSE, WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM: To FEDERAL AGENCIES CONCERNED WITH PROJECTS

OR ALLOTMENTS FOR LAND DRAINAGE OR WATER STORAGE: From in-
vestigations made by the National Resources Committee, it appears that
unnecessary waste and delay in the execution of land drainage and
water storage projects result from the failure of Federal agencies to
secure review of projects from all relevant points of view while the
work is being planned, and that certain projects which are ill-advised
from public health, wildlife conservation, or other standpoints, may be
undertaken because such review is not made.

Please instruct appropriate officials of your agency to submit a state-
ment of impending programs involving land drainage or water stor-

[479]



age to the National Resources Committee at regular intervals in order
that other agencies having an interest in the work may be informed
by the Committee of the programs well in advance of their initiation.'

[13:oF 1o92:cTl

'The ribbon copy of this memorandum was signed by Roosevelt and returned
to Ickes.

462 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. IcKEs, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE

[WASHINGTON] February 1, 1936

M DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I have signed the suggested memorandum
to the agencies concerned with land drainage or water storage projects and
will appreciate it if you will see that properly authenticated copies are
sent to the heads of all the agencies affected thereby.

Announcement of this action may be made, as you suggest, at the
opening of the National Wildlife Conference on February third.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:OF 1092:CT]

'This refers to the preceding memorandum. Speaking at the conference on Feb. 4,
1936, Jay Darling said Roosevelt's action in issuing the memorandum was one of the
most important steps ever taken toward the restoration of wildlife environment (New
York Times, Feb. 5, 1936, p. 21).

463 ROOSEVELT TO THE NORTH AMERICAN WILDLIFE CONFERENCE,
Washington

[WASHINGTON] February 3, 1936

To THE NORTH AMERICAN WILDLIFE CONFERENCE: I regret my in-
ability to extend a personal welcome to you or to participate personally
in your discussion. Because this is impossible, I have asked Secretary
Wallace to convey my best wishes for a most successful and profitable
meeting.

It has long been my feeling that there has been a lack of full and com-
plete realization on the part of the public of our wildlife plight, of the
urgency of it, and of the many social and economic values that wildlife
has to Our people. This, and the firm belief in the ability of the American
people to face facts, to analyze problems, and to work out a program
which might remedy the situation, impelled me to call the North Ameri-
can Wildlife Conference.

Our present wildlife situation is more than a local one. It is national
and international. I sincerely hope that with the help of good neighbors
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to the north and south of us, your Conference will unite upon a common
purpose and a common program.

You have been told that this Conference is an open forum; that it is
entirely autonomous; that its future is subject to its own decisions. This
is as it should be, for it makes it possible for you as representatives of
thousands of wildlife organizations with millions of interested and zealous
members to make effective progress in restoring and conserving the
vanishing wildlife resources of a continent.1

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[I3:oF I878:CT]

'(Drafted by the Biological Survey.) An important product of the conference was
the organization of the General Wild Life Federation for the advancement, restora-
tion and conservation of wildlife. Jay Darling was elected acting president (New
York Times, Feb. 6, 1936, p.4).

464 LYLE T. ALVERSON, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
EMERGENCY COUNCIL, TO ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] February 8, 1936

SUBJECT: A bill to extend from 8o,000,000 acres to 143,000,000, the
area of the public domain that may be placed in grazing districts.1 This
legislation was first transmitted to the President on January 30, 1936.
The President directed that the matter be submitted to the Department
of Agriculture, and under date of February 7, 1936, the Under Secre-
tary advised that enactment thereof is desirable.

This bill does not appropriate any funds, and none apparently are re-
quired to effect its operation. The Secretary of the Interior favors
adoption thereof, and sets out cogent reasons to support his conclusion,
among them being that enactment of such bill would increase the value
of C. C. C. work and permit its extension to areas sorely in need of such
improvement. The bill contains proper provision for hearings of all
interested parties before new grazing districts are created, and provi-
sions to protect lawful rights under other existing law validly affecting
the public lands.

I recommend that the President find that the said bill is in accord with
the program of the President.

[LYLE T. ALVERSON]

[Notation:A] Feb. 8, 1936 "L.T.A. O.K. FDR"
[I3:oF 633:CT]

'H. R. 10094, introduced by Representative Taylor (Cob.) on Jan. 9, ig6,
amended the Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. i 269), to the extent
here noted. Passed by the House (March i 6) without debate, it was amended by
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the Senate in these particulars: the authority of the Secretary of the Interior to
classify public domain lands for use was extended to lands withdrawn under Exec-
utive Orders 6910 (Nov. 26, 1934) and 6964 (Feb. 5, 1935); and the provisions
relating to the exchange of public domain with private and state lands, and relating
to the leasing of lands outside the grazing districts, were made more explicit. (For
some reason, not explained in the Congressional Record, the area involved was re-
duced to i 42,000,000 acres.) In addition, a new section created the post of director
of grazing and required that the director, assistant grazing directors and graziers
should be natives or bona fide residents of the state in which they were to serve
(Cong. Rec. 74th Cong., 2d sess., 1936, 8o:i, 285; 80:4, 3815-3816; 80:9, 9316;
8o: io, 10624-10626). The act was approved June 26, 1936 (4 Stat. 1976).

465 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, February 8, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: H. R. 10094 is a bill introduced by Con-
gressman Tayloron his own initiative, so far as I knowbringing
the remainder of the public domain under the Taylor Grazing Law. A
similar but more complicated bill passed Congress at the last session
and was vetoed by you on the recommendation of this Department be-
cause of certain objectionable amendments that were attached to the
bill. The present law is a simple one and is quite satisfactory to this
Department.

It is of vital importance that this bill be passed. I find upon inquiry
that it has gone through the Bureau of the Budget and the National
Emergency Council. Mr. Alverson sent it to Mr. Forster, who then sent
it to the Department of Agriculture.

Of course I have no complaint to make of this last reference but it
just happens to be the fact that the Department of Agriculture urged
you to veto the original Taylor Grazing Act and I don't quite see how
the matter comes within the jurisdiction of that Department. It deals
with public lands, which are within the sole jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of the Interior. Congressman Taylor is clamoring for a report on
this bill and unless the policy of the Administration has changed since
the last session with respect to the subject matter we ought to be in a
position to report favorably so that the bill may be carried through
Congress without unnecessary delay.

In my judgment, it is of vital importance to bring the balance of
the public domain within the Taylor Grazing Law.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

{Notation : A] R. F. President would like to know where report from Ag
on this is-
[13:OF 633:Ts]
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466 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE MAURY MAVERICK OF TEXAS

[WASHINGTON] February 12, 1936

M DEAR MR. MAVERICK: I entirely approve the establishment of a
National Resources Board.

As I stated in my Message to the Congress, in transmitting the report
of the National Resources Board on January 24, 1935, "a permanent
National Resources Board, toward the establishment of which we should
be looking forward, would recommend yearly to the President and to
the Congress priority of projects in the national plan."

Definite legislation would provide for the continuance of the effective
work already done by the present National Resources Committee and
its predecessors.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 1092:CT]
1 This is in reply to Maverick's letter of Jan. 21, 1936, asking support of H. R.

10303, to establish a permanent national resources board, introduced by him on
January x6, and suggesting that the President secure the help of Delano, Ickes and
others (OF 1092). Roosevelt had earlier, however (apparently in November or
December, I 935), asked Delano to get Representative Doughton (N. C.) to intro-
duce a planning board bill and had indicated his approval of an annual expenditure,
for such an agency, of from $600,000 to $1,500,000 (Acting Executive Director
Alverson, National Emergency Council, to Roosevelt, Jan. 9, 1936, OF 788).
Doughton, however, said he knew nothing about the subject and had "grave
doubts" about introducing a planning agency bill in view of the recent invalida-.
tion of the National Recovery Administration Act (Delano to Maverick, Jan. 8, 1936,
OF 1092). Delano then wrote to Ickes (Jan. 3!, 1936, OF 1092), that the Maverick
bill was satisfactory to the Advisory Committee of the National Resources Committee
and enclosed a draft reply to Maverick that was sent as the letter here printed.
(Another draft prepared by the National Resources Committee which specifically
approved Maverick's bill was not used by the White House.) The House took no
action on the Maverick bill, and an attempt in the Senate to add its Senate counter-
part (S. 2825) to the 1936 omnibus flood control bill (H. R. 8455) failed (Cong.
Rec., 74th Cong., 2d sess., 80:5, 5269-5270; 80:7, 7706-7710).

467 IRVING BRANT, EDITOR OF EDITORIAL PAGE, ST. LOUIS Star-
Times, TO HAROLD L. IcKEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[ST. LOUIS] February 13, 1936

DEAR MR. ICKES: As I told you when we met for a moment in Mr.
McIntyre's office, I had been talking with the President about the con-
flict between the National Park Service and Forest Service, and I now
wish to outline to you our conversation and what preceded it, for what-
ever it may be worth to you.
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The matters about which I spoke to the President were the preserva
tion of the virgin forests around the present Mt. Olympus National
Monument and the sugar pine grove near Carl Inn, on the edge of
Yosemite park.

Some days earlier, I had made some comment to Secretary Wallace
about the unwillingness of the Forest Service to let go of any of its lands,
and he asked me to have lunch with himself and Mr. Silcox to talk over
the Olympus situation. Thanks to Mr. Horning of the National Park
Service, I had some detailed information about the situation there, and
the upshot was that Silcox (who seems to have a genuine desire to
protect virgin timber) said that if the facts were as I stated he would
support a move to have additional areas (he did not say how extensive)
permanently protected. But he said he would not sanction the transfer
of a single acre to the "administrative methods" of the Park Service.

The statement I had made, based on information from Mr. Horning,
was that the area desired for a national park included only 5 billion
board feet of timber which could be marketed, that this would last only
five years in the Gray's Harbor mills, and that on a sustained yield
basis this area would produce only 5 per cent of the entire sustained
yield of the area tributary to the Olympic Peninsula lumber interests.
Therefore the demand for economic use of the timber meant that trees
400 to 1,000 years old, irreplaceable and the last of their kind, would
be sacrificed to keep mills running five years or to prevent the trans-
ference of 170 families (5 per cent of the population).

Silcox said the Forest Service could be trusted to guard these trees
in perpetuity. I told him that in 1927 or thereabouts the Forest Service
officials at Portland had told me they were going to make these forests
into a wilderness area to be preserved forever, but now they were plan-
ning to run roads and railroads in and log them off. Silcox then said
he would be willing to see the Olympic National Monument extended
if administration of it were transferred to the Forest Service, or if ad-
ministration of the added area were left to the Forest Service. I said
that an act of Congress would be needed to insure the permanence of
a national monument, but raised no objection to his suggestion of divided
jurisdiction, for this reason: If the Forest Service agrees that the trees
must be protected, it abandons the only argument (economic use) on
which it could oppose a national park.

In talking with the President I outlined the matter much as stated
above, emphasizing the fact that Silcox agreed to preservation, but said
he would not agree to a transfer to the National Park Service. I told
the President that I thought this put action up to him. I also told him
of the relationship of these lands to the Roosevelt elk herd. (Inciden-
tally, the President, in looking over Mr. Horning's pictures of the high
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mountain land, said he would like to get in there and wanted to know
if a road was to be built. I told him that the N. P. S. planned a highway
into the high mountains but wanted to leave most of the land in a
wilderness condition.) He took notes on this and seemed decidedly
interested.

On the sugar pine matter, I told him I had just learned that the
Yosemite Lumber Company had started cutting toward the Carl Inn
grove, which meant that a race was on to see how much could be saved
before they cut to the park boundary. This is the finest sugar pine
grove left in California. It has been saved for the past few years by the
depression. To my mind, these sugar pines are hardly if at all inferior
to the great sequoias, for they make up in beauty the little they lack in
size, and it would be a crime if a grove which naturally belongs to
Yosemite park, and once was inside of it, should be destroyed when it
could be saved by a trade for national forest lands. I told the Presi-
dent that action was needed on a bill to authorize the transfer. I be-
lieve, also, that there is great need for national publicity, both to encour-
age action by Congress and in the hope that somebody will make a
money gift which will insure the saving of some part of the trees. This
is a matter on which delay is fatal; the trees are going.

I am sure that you take a keen interest in these matters, and hope that
you may be able to secure action. If the administration would get
behind the two bills, and tell the Forest Service people to keep their
hands off, they would go through Congress without difficulty.

Yours sincerely,
IRVING BRANT

P. S. Inclosed is an editorial on your joint appearance with his chain
gang excellency.1
[Notation: A] P's desk at office

[I3:OF IC:TS]

1 The editorial is not present. "His chain gang excellency" refers to Gov. Eugene
Talmadge of Georgia, so dubbed by Ickes.

468 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, AND HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, February i8, 1936

MEMORANDUM . . . MT. OLYMPUS NATIONAL MONUMENT: I un-
derstand that there is a forest area immediately adjacent to the national
monument. Why should two Departments run this acreage? If the
forest portion is not to be used for eventual commercial forestation and
cutting, why not include the forest area in the national monument?
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This is a matter which should be settled by Mr. Silcox and Mr.
Cammerer.

Please let me have a report recommending Executive action.'

F.D.R.
{13:oF 928:cT]

No reply to this has been found.

469 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, AND HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON, February i8, 1936
MEMORANDUM . . . I understand that Okefenokee swamp has been

bought with Biological Survey funds. In view of the fact that this is to
be set up as a permanent preserve, should it not be made a national
monument by Executive Order or Proclamation? It ismore than a forest
area and more than wild life area.

Will you talk this over and let me know your conclusion? 1

[I3:0F IF:CT]
F.D.R.

'Answered post, 47; 47g.

470 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRiCULTURE

WASHINGTON, February i8, 1936
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Please let me

have a report on the sugar pines now in private ownership near or next
to the Yosemite Park. Can this tract be saved by a trade of lands? If
it requires special legislation, let me have a report and recommendation.'

F.D.R.

471 ANTHONY J. Dmorm, DELEGATE FROM ALASKA, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., February Twenty-first, 1936
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Some weeks ago, when Mr. Hanbury and Mr.

Zeldenrust, fishermen of Ketchikan, and I saw you for a few minutes you
inquired of me whether I knew of any reason why mining exploration
and development should not be permitted within the boundaries of the
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Glacier Bay National Monument in Alaska. I replied as emphatically
as I could that no reason did exist and that such mining exploration and
development should be permitted in the Monument; that if necessary
proper provision could be made with respect to firearms to protect the
wild life living in the Monument.

At that time I also called your attention to the fact that prospecting
and mining have always been permitted within Mt. McKinley National
Park, which is much greater in area, and that the wild life there is very
adequately protected and is now very plentiful.

Yesterday I received a letter from Mr. Rex Beach of Sebring, Florida,
who talked with you on the subject, and in this letter Mr. Beach says in
part as follows:

I am in touch with certain parties in Chicago who are ready to put a
drilling outfit and crew into the Monument area this summer if the restric-
tions are removed and they have so advised Mr. Cammerer and the President.

Recently in Palm Beach I discussed the situation at length with some
friends of mine who are important factors in the mining game and they,
too, are interested in opening up this area.

If the Government refuses to start on a general Alaskan development plan
I can only repeat at the risk of becoming tiresome that reopening the Glacier
Bay Monument immediately would involve no expense whatever and very
conceivably might result in mineral discoveries which would stimulate and
hasten a wider plan.

This is written to call your attention to the subject again since it is of
considerable importance to the people of Alaska, and to request that you
amend the Proclamation creating the Glacier Bay National Monument
so as to permit mineral development therein. No injury can be done to
anyone or anything by such an amendment and it will probably result in
definite benefit to quite a number of individuals who will engage in min-
ing on the mineral grounds of that region.1

Sincerely yours,
A. J. DIMOND

{13:oF 928:TS]

Answered post, 480.

472 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, February 21, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have your memorandum of February i 8,
addressed to the Secretary of Agriculture and myself jointly, with ref-
erence to the Okeefinokee swamp area. I at once called Henry Wallace
by telephone to discuss this matter with him. I suspect that we will
not be able to agree in a recommendation to you on this matter.
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I need not say that it is, and for some time has been, my firm convic-
tion that Okeefinokee swamp should be created into a national monu-
ment. I do not know whether you recall that quite some time ago I
discussed with you the possibility of acquiring this swamp as a national
park or monument. Unfortunately for such a project at that time Mr.
Darling had obtained funds under an Act of Congress with which to
buy this area for the Biological Survey. When I discussed the matter
with him he expressed himself as being entirely willing that it should
be declared a monument. I think that he felt that the monument form
of administration would offer greater protection to wildlife. I do not
know whether Mr. Darling ever made a recommendation to you on
this, but when he was in Washington recently in connection with the
Wildlife Conference we once more discussed it and he again said that
he believed that Okeefinokee should come in as a national monument.
My recollection also is that he said he would be willing so to state to you.

There are two main reasons why, as it seems to me, this should be
set up as a monument. The first is that this is the outstanding area of
the sort in the whole United States, and the theory underlying the na-
tional parks and monuments is that outstanding natural areas should
come in as monuments and parks. The second main reason is that
the inviolability of national parks and monuments has come to be gen-
erally recognized. Those areas are held sacred to future generations
of America. Attempts to encroach upon them have practically ceased
because of the public opinion against such encroachments.

We are equipped to give the wildlife the protection that it needs and
I hope very much that you will decide, as a matter of policy, that Okee-
finokee should come into the national park system as a monument.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. IcKEs

Notation : A] Grace 1 to hold until Pres gets letter on same subject from
Sec. of Agriculture.

{ 13:OF IFTS]

'Grace Tully, stenographer in Marguerite LeHand's office. Miss Tully took
over Miss LeHand's duties as Roosevelt's secretary when the latter became ill in i 94!.

473 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, February 26, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Reference is made to your memo of February
18 concerning the Okefenokee Swamp.

We have not yet bought the swamp. We have under option 296,000
acres at about $1.50 an acre, but these options have not yet been formally
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accepted. After acceptance of the options, titles will have to be examined
and approved by the Department of Justice, and it will require from six
months to a year to get the project to the point where we are actually
owners of the tract. There will be, therefore, ample time to discuss with
you and with any others you may want to go into the matter the question
of transfer of the swamp to the Department of the Interior for national
monument purposes.1

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF IF:TS]
1 The area was created the Okefenokee Wildlife Refuge, under the Department of

Agriculture, by Executive Order 7593 of March o, 1937. This comprised approx-
imately 479,450 acres in Chariton, Clinch and Ware counties, Georgia. In recom-
mending the establishment of the refuge, Wallace said lack of authority to keep out
trespassers was resulting in serious harm to the remaining wildlife (Wallace to
Roosevelt, March i8, i7, OF 378).

474 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] February 29, 1936

M DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I have carefully read your letter of Febru-
ary twenty-fifth, in which you present the needs of the Interior Depart-
ment agencies cooperating in Emergency Conservation Work for the
period April IJune 30, 1936.1

I was very sorry that funds could not be provided to continue in opera-
tion all of the Civilian Conservation Corps camps that had been au-
thorized. The reduction had to be made. I have discussed the allocation
of camps with the Director, Emergency Conservation Work and it is
easily apparent that each of the technical agencies having a part in this
work feels that its particular activity is of especial importance. I have
carefully gone over the distribution of camps that was made for the
period January iMarch 3', 1936, and the distribution seems to be
reasonably fair.

I am keenly interested in the work that the Division of Grazing is
undertaking and I hope that this recently created activity may have a
larger proportionate share of the Civilian Conservation Corps camps in
order to more fully meet its needs, but it would be difficult to justify the
expenditure of additional funds to build and equip new camps when we
have such a large number of already built and equipped camps on which
the work project has only been partially completed. The Director has
recommended and I have approved a policy of not building additional
new camps until we have reoccupied the temporarily closed camps where
a considerable amount of work remains to be done.
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While I realize that the work of the Division of Grazing as well as the
Bureau of Reclamation should be expedited as much as possible, as well
as all of the other work of your Department being carried on by Civilian
Conservation Corps camps, we cannot hope to do all of this work im-
mediately. In due time, however, we will be able to give it proper atten-
tion. I have authorized the Director to continue the present proportion-
ate distribution of camps during the period April iJune 30, 1936.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 268:CT]

Ickes had protested the proposed reduction in the number of CCC camps in the
Division of Grazing and the Bureau of Reclamation (OF 268).

475 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRES-
IDENT, TO DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE
BUDGET

[WASHINGTON] February 29, 1936

MEMORANDUM . . . Governor Berry of South Dakota just called me
from there. He is very much interested in the Shelter Belt project.

I believe you were to see what could be done to get them to appro-
priate at least part of the million dollars in the budget.

Will you let me know what the status is and if there is anything we
can do as the President is very much interested.1

[MARVIN H. MCINTYRE]
K : TMB

[13:oF IC:CT]

Answered post, 477.

476 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON SIGNING THE SOIL CONSERVA-
TION AND DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT ACT

[WASHINGTON] March i, 1936

In signing the Soil Conseryation and Domestic Allotment Act, I feel
that I am approving a measure which helps to safeguard vital public
interests, not only for today, but for generations to come.'

This legislation represents an attempt to develop, out of the far-
reaching and partly emergency efforts under the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, a long-time program for American agriculture.

The new law has three major objectives which are inseparably and of
necessity linked with the national welfare. The first of these aims is
conservation of the soil itself through wise and proper land use.2 The
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second purpose is the reestablishment and maintenance of farm income
at fair levels so that the great gains made by agriculture in the past three
years can be preserved and national recovery can continue. The third
major objective is the protection of consumers by assuring adequate sup-
plies of food and fiber now and in the future.

The Federal Government, with an annual expenditure far less than
the actual yearly wastage of fertility by erosion in the past will make
grants of money to farmers, conditioned upon actual evidence of good
land use. Thus, in carrying out the soil conservation plan, there will be
provided a positive incentive to and protection for those who voluntarily
shift from soil-depleting surplus crops, such as cotton, corn, wheat and
tobacco, into erosion-preventing and soil-building crops, such as grasses
and legumes, of which there is no surplus. This will help to bring about
and maintain a healthy supply and demand situation from farm com-
modities, and will have a beneficial effect on farm prices and farm
income.

There will be no contracts with farmers. The program does not con-
trol individual production of individual farm commodities. The ab-
sence of production control may make impracticable the attainment of
exact parity prices, as defined in the Agricultural Adjustment Act.
Nevertheless, I am confident that the farmers, cooperating with the
Government, will work hard within existing legal limitations to achieve
the new law's goal, which is parity not of farm prices but of farm in-
come. They and we have not abandoned and will not abandon the
principle of equality for agriculture.

In general, the new farm act follows the outlines of a long-time policy
for agriculture which I recommended in my statement of October 25,
1935. The wise use of land which it seeks to encourage involves sound
farm practice and crop rotation as well as soil conservation. The in-
come insurance feature afforded by the conditional payments will help
farmers to maintain these beneficial systems of farming without inter-
ruption in poor crop years. Long-time adjustments, as I said last
October, can be adapted to natural soil advantages of regions and
localities.

Sound farming is of direct interest not only to farmers but to con-
sumers. To the extent that the new plan succeeds in its aim of preserv-
ing and improving farm lands, consumers will share substantially in the
benefits, In years of surplus, consumers may lightly take for granted
the continuance of adequate supplies of food and fiber; but the recurring
dust storms and rivers yellow with silt are a warning that nature's re-
sources will not indefinitely withstand exploitation or negligence. The
only permanent protection which can be given consumers must come
from conservation practiced by farmers.
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For a long time, I have felt that there was need for concerted action
to promote good land use. Years ago, as Governor of the State of New
York, I took such steps as I could in that direction, and I described them
in detail in a speech at French Lick, Indiana, June 2, 1931, Ofl the sub-
ject "Acres Fit and Unfit." 'I said that, having reached a determination
as to the best use of land, "we arrive at once at the larger problem of
getting men, women and childrenin other words, populationto go
along with a program and carry it out." I said that "government itself
must take steps, with approval of the governed, to see that plans be-
come realities."

As I made that speech, I was thinking in terms of my state, of other
states and of the nation. Now this new Act incorporates a system of
Federal aid to function when state cooperation with the Federal Gov-
ernment can be arranged.

The provision for State-Federal cooperation, beginning not later than
January 1, 1938, will mark a further application of the principle of
shared responsibility. This is in accord with the strong feature of the
agricultural adjustment programs which operated in a democratic man-
ner through cooperation with the State land grant colleges, State com-
mittees, county associations and county committees, township commit-
tees, and individual farmers.

The history of every nation is eventually written in the way in which
it cares for its soil. The United States, as evidenced by the progressive
public opinion and vigorous demand which resulted in the enactment of
this law, is now emerging from its youthful stage of heedless exploita-
tion and is beginning to realize the supreme importance of treating the
soil well.

I do not regard this farm act as a panacea or as a final plan. Rather
I consider it a new basis to build and improve upon, as experience dis-
closes its points of weakness and of strength. Aiming at justice for agri-
culture and self-interest for the nation, the plan seeks to salvage and
conserve the greatest values in human life and resources with which
this nation is endowed.4

[W. H. PRESS RELEASES : M]

"An Act to promote the conservation and profitable use of agricultural land re-
sources by temporary Federal aid to farmers and by providing for a permanent policy
of Federal aid to States for such purposes," approved Feb. 29, 1936 (4g Stat. 1148).

2 Under the law crops were classified as "soil-depleting," such as corn, Cotton,
tobacco and wheat, or as "soil-conserving," such as grass, legumes and other forage
crops. Farmers were paid for shifting acreages from soil-depleting to soil-conserving
crops and also for putting into effect certain soil conserving practices.

'Acres Fit and Unfit, State Planning of Land Use for Industry and Agriculture,
printed as a pamphlet in 593!. See ante, 8i n.

On the shift in emphasis from prices to soil conservation made necessary by the
ruling of the Supreme Court in the Hoosac Mills case, see Murray R. Benedict, Farm
Policies of the United States, 1790-1950 (New York: Twentieth Century Fund,
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1953), pp. 34-352. This study concludes that although crop control rather than
soil conservation was the major purpose of the sponsors of the 5936 act, "much effec-
tive adjustment which resulted in better soil management was accomplished."

A "pasted-up" draft of this statement is present (Speech File), the form and
markings (in Roosevelt's hand) indicating that it was made up of two separate drafts,
the authorship of which is not indicated. Roosevelt made some twenty interpolations
and deletions in the draft, mostly matters of form rather than content. The state-
ment was issued as a White House press release and was not addressed to the Congress,
but on request of Senator Costigan of Colorado it was printed in the Congressional
Record (74th Cong., 2d sess., 80:3, 3098). The statement as printed in Rosenman
(ed.), Public Papers, V, 95-1o2, is accompanied by an explanation of the purposes
and operation of the act.

477 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, Mar. 4, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. M. H. MCINTYRE . . . Reference is made
to your memorandum of February 29, 1936, with respect to the Shelter-
belt project.

The 1937 Department of Agriculture appropriation bill passed the
House February 28, 1936, with no provision for the Shelterbelt, an
amendment, offered on the floor by Mr. Ferguson, of Oklahoma, to add
$1 8o,000 to the bill for this purpose, having been rejected. This amount
was suggested by Mr. Silcox, chief of the Forest Service, as being the
minimum sum necessary to develop, distribute, and plant the nursery
stock of trees now on hand, and continue investigations of Shelterbelt
planting.

I have today asked the Secretary of Agriculture to address a letter
to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropriations requesting
that an item of $i 8o,000 for the Shelterbelt project be added to the bill.
A copy of this letter is to be furnished me and I will then speak to Senator
Byrnes about the matter.1

D. W. BELL
[13:oF IC:TS]

1The Ferguson amendment would have supplied funds for the care of seedlings
already planted until they could be distributed to the Shelterbelt farmers. On the
day he introduced the amendment, Feb. 27, 1936, Representative Ferguson (Okla.)
telephoned the White House and asked for the President's help in "pushing it
through." He pointed out that unless funds were provided some sixty million
seedlings would be wasted (Kannee to McIntyre, Feb. 27, 1936, OF sC). The
amendment was, however, at once attacked by Representative Tarver (Ga.) of the
House Appropriations Subcommittee which had considered the Shelterbelt bill.
Tarver said that, "The full committee . . . was unanimously in accord with the
conclusion of the subcommittee, and not one single voice was raised in favor of
making the shelterbelt appropriation." The appropriation of the amount proposed
would be "absolutely futile"; the Shelterbelt agency should use funds still available
to it for liquidation of the project. Johnson (OkIa.) said that he would be willing
to provide for the general distribution of the trees but not for the Ferguson amend-



ment proposal that they be planted in the Shelterbelt. Thurston (Iowa) called the
Shelterbelt "one of the most ridiculous and silly proposals that was ever submitted
to the American people." Michener (Mich.) also attacked the amendment and it
was defeated 8s to 35 (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 2d sess., 80:3, 2941-2944).

478 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON NORRIS DAM

{WASHJNGTON] March 4, 1936

I hope as many people as can will go to see the Norris Dam, in eastern
Tennessee. It exemplifies great engineering skill, high construction
efficiency and above all it is the key to the carefully worked out control
of a great river and its watershed spread over parts of seven states.

The Norris Dam is a practical symbol of better life and greater oppor-
tunity for millions of citizens of our country.

The Nation has come to realize that national resources must not be
wasted and the Norris Dam is evidence that our program for conserva-
tion of these resources is going forward.1

[13:OF 42:CT]

1 This statement was issued as a press release on March 4, 1936, on the occasion of
the beginning of operation of Norris Dam. At 2 i'. ax. on this day the President
pressed a key in the White House which closed the gates of the dam.

479 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 13, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your note of February i8 asks about certain
stands of sugar pine still in private ownership near Yosemite National
Park.

This is, as you know, a matter of long standing. It has to do, for
example, with S. 4472 of the 72nd, S. ig of the 73rd, and S. 615 of the
74th Congress. This Department has reported unfavorably on these
bills and the Bureau of the Budget advised, on March 4, 1935, that
expenditures involved under S. 615 "would not be in accord with the
financial program of the President."

The purpose of this latter bill is to enable the Federal Government to
acquire title by exchange of National Forest stumpage and otherwise
to about 8,438 acres of fine timberland now in private ownership ad-
joining Yosemite Park in order that they, together with about i,000
acres of intermingled National Forest lands, may be added to and made a
part of that Park. Without going into details, which are set forth in
the attached copy of Mr. Silcox's memorandum of January 30, 1935,
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to me,1 reasons behind this Department's adverse report to the Senate
Committee on Public Lands are:

i. That though beautiful, this timber is not unique. It is not essen-
tially better or more valuable, for example, than that on some i 5,000
acres which, purchased during the last five years by John D. Rockefeller,
Jr., and the United States (on a 50-50 basis) for $3,419,000, is now a
part of Yosemite National Park.

That the 8,438 acre tract is not a good buy under the terms pro-
posed. Values allowed for the 15,000 acre tract just mentioned were
considerably in excess of actual conversion values as estimated by the
Forest Service. Values as defined for the 8,438 acre tract, some of the
owners of which are understood to have been vendors of the i 5,000 acres
already bought, are even higher than they were for this larger tract which
is now a part of the Park.

That if acquisition of additional privately owned timber is needed
to preserve stands of this character, public needs might better be served
by acquiring a tract in another part of the State, rather than in immedi-
ate proximity to the large acreage of the same forest type already in
Yosemite and dedicated to Park purposes.

That acquisition by exchange of National Forest stumpage should,
in all fairness, provide reimbursement to counties, in lieu of the 25 plus
i 0% of receipts, for the National Forest stumpage used in the exchange.
Such reimbursement can be afforded by legislation such as that provided
by S. 615, which, however, would require an additional outlay of some
$700,000 to safeguard county interests. This would increase the total
purchase price from $2,000,000 to $2,700,000. This bill has not been
enacted by any of the three Congresses to which it has been presented
although if it were enacted the Department of Agriculture would, of
course, cooperatively carry out its provisions.

It seems entirely probable that this 8,438 acre tract can later be ac-
quired by the United States at a figure more truly representing its esti-
mated real value. There seems no need for precipitate action. Unless
it has been misinterpreted, the attitude of the Department of the Interior
has been that, while recognizing the desirability of ultimately adding this
area to the Park, that Department has not strongly advocated the addi-
tions at the present asking price and terms.

Under such circumstances no special legislation with respect to this
tract is recommended.

Sincerely,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF 149:TSJ

Silcox's memorandum is adequately summarized by Wallace and has therefore not
been printed.
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480 ROOSEVELT TO ANTHONY J. DIMOND, DELEGATE FROM ALASKA

WASHINGTON, March i8, 1936

DEAR MR. DIMOND: I have given considerable thought to your
letter of February 21, concerning the Glacier Bay National Monument.

The Act of June 8, 1906, under which the Monument was estab-
lished, apparently contemplates that such reservations shall be free of
the acquisition of claims or their disposition under the public land laws,
except bona fide claims initiated prior to the establishment of the
reservation.' It also appears that Congress has excluded the national
parks and monuments from the operation of the Mineral Leasing Act.2
Therefore, in order that mining claims may be located within this reser-
vation, it would appear to be necessary to have Congressional legislation.

The action which you propose would have far reaching implications
with respect to the integrity of our National Park System and should,
therefore, be fully justified by unquestionable evidence. The area was
open to prospecting until 1925 without valuable minerals being found
in sufficient quantities and under conditions economically justifying
important mining developments. In the absence of more specific in-
formation as to the potential mineral resources of the area, it would
appear inadvisable to take any action that might adversely affect the
major object and best utilization of this area for the purposes for which
it was set aside as a national monument. Therefore, until an investiga-
tion of the presence, distribution, and extent of possible mineral areas
in the Monument has been made by the Geological Survey, and the
results made available for study in relation to the other factors involved,
I should hesitate to consider favorably the bill you have introduced into
Congress to permit unrestricted prospecting in Glacier Bay National
Monument.8

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF 928:CT]
1 Act for the Preservation of American Antiquities Stat. 225).
2 Death Valley National Monument in California and Mount McKinley

National Park in Alaska.
(Drafted by the Interior Department.) Dimond's bill, H. R. 9275, was intro-

duced Jan. 3, 1936; see post, 503.

481 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON THE SOIL CONSERVATION
PROGRAM

[WASHINGTON] March 19, 1936

Three weeks ago, when I signed the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act, I said that this administration had not abandoned and
would not abandon the goal of equality for agriculture.1 I pointed out
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that although the act is addressed primarily to the serious and long-
neglected problem of soil conservation, the reestablishment and main-
tenance of farm income was also a major objective.

Today, as a national soil conservation program is being launched in
accordance with the Act by the Agricultural Adjustment Administra-
tion, the need for protecting not only the soil but also farm prices and
income appears even greater than when the act was adopted.

This fact has been made evident by the reports of farmers' intentions
to plant compiled by the Department of Agriculture. These reports,
announced a few days ago, showed that farmers were planning an in-
crease of i 9 per cent in their acreage of spring wheat, 6 per cent in
their acreage of corn, i x per cent in rice, 9 per cent in tobacco, and
8 per cent in peanuts. These reports are not compiled for cotton, but
unofficial reports circulated in the trade and recorded in the press have
indicated an increase of around 15 per cent in cotton acreage.

In conformance with the Supreme Court's decision, the farmers' pro-
duction control programs have been stopped, but their chronic surplus
problem goes on. Export markets for wheat, pork, and tobacco, lost
following the enactment of Smoot-Hawley Tariff of 1930, have only
in small part been regained. The huge carryover of cotton which was
accumulated during the years leading up to 1933 has not yet been re-
duced to normal. Although reduction has progressed well for three
years, the carryover is still probably twice as big as it ought to be for
the maintenance of a reasonable price in the future.

Although the production control programs have been stopped, farm-
ers are not entirely at the mercy of unbridled competition with their
fellow producers, as they were in the years preceding i The new
farm act provides for financial assistance by the government to those
farmers who, heeding the warnings contained in the intentions-to-plant
reports, wish to shift from the production of unneeded surpluses of soil-
depleting crops to the production of needed soil-building crops.

I believe that farmers will find the new program is in the national
interest, and in their own individual interest, too. Every farmer takes
pride in the productivity of his soil. Every farmer wants to hand on his
farm to his children in better shape than he found it. The conservation
payments offered by the government in accordance with the act will
help him to do this.

If farmers for any reason should fail to take advantage of the new
act, and especially if they should carry out their intentions as indicated
in the Department of Agriculture reports, the consequent excessive pro-
duction of such cash crops as cotton and wheat and tobacco might re-
sult once more in the wrecking of their prices and the mining of their
soil. But if the farmers, in operating the soil conservation program,
display the same energy and cooperative spirit which they showed in
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making the production control programs work, they will go far to pro-
tect both their soil and their income. This is an appeal to all farmers
to cooperate for their own and the national good to help in preventing
excessive production.

Congress has gone as far as it could within judicial limitations to en-
able farmers to keep the gains they have made in the last three years
and to permit their buying power to continue the powerful upward lift
it has given to national recovery.

I hope that farmers will not complete their plans for this year's crops
until they have had opportunity to study the new act and that all those
to whom it offers advantages may cooperate in the program now being
launched.2

[w. H. PRESS RELEASES: M]

'March i, 1936, ante, 476.
'See note accompanying this statement as printed in Rosenman (ed.), Public

Papers, V, i35ig.

482 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESI-
DENT, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON [March 19, 1936]

MEMO FOR THE PRESIDENT: Sec. Wallace called up and said that he
is informed the probabilities are that the Shelter Belt million dollar
appropriation will be thrown out in conference.

Wants me to call Byrns and Bankhead and also Sen. Russell.1
The important thing right now is to call Sen. Russell because the Sub-

Committee on Agriculture at the present moment is meeting on its final
marking up of the billthat is, putting in the amounts and if not restored
at that meeting, there is no use calling the two men in the House. Ap-
parently they will finish their marking up this afternoon. If the President
still has the same interest he had when we were in the other day, he would
want the Shelter Belt thing restored in the Senate.2

MHM
[Notation: : FDR] OK

[13:oF IC:T]

'Rep. Joseph W. Byrns (Tenn.) and Senators John H. Bankhead (Ala.) and
Richard B. Russell (Ga.).

'An accompanying memorandum, Roosevelt to Wallace, March x, 1936, reads:
"Please see Senator Russell about this. I have not had an opportunity."

483 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR ELBERT D. THOMAS OF UTAH

[WASHINGTON] March 20, 1936

DEAR ELBERT: When I get back I want to talk with you about the
CCC camps. I, too, believe that they must be a permanent institution.
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On the other hand, from the point of view of Treasury payments on a
per capita basis, they are certainly not the most economical form of
relief. I wish you would be thinking over how it would be possible to
fill their ranks if we do not confine them to boys from relief families.
The enrolment cannot be made Civil Service nor can it be made political.
I should like to have your views on my return.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 1454:CT]

'This was in reply to Thomas' letter of March i8, 1936 (PPF 1454). Re-

ferring to the Civilian Conservation Corps in a letter to Governor McNutt of In-
diana, March 4, 1936 (OF 268), Roosevelt said that "it should be kept in mind
that this was an emergency activity and, at the beginning at least, was not expected
to continue permanently in operation."

484 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, March 21, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As a result of the present floods, there will
be presented to you many programs for relief of suffering communities
and for future control of floods. May I suggest this as a most opportune
time for consideration of a program of flood prevention, through the
restoration of an adequate forest cover on the lands on which destructive
floods most frequently originate. All of the preliminary requirements of
such a program have been accomplished; were funds available the pro-
gram promptly could be placed in operation within eighty separate areas
distributed throughout twenty-seven of the States east of the Rockies
and situated upon the watersheds of many of the most important streams.
Such a program would have both immediate and future potentialities
of relief; immediate in the sense that it would make available to land-
owners within afflicted regions funds with which to meet pressing needs,
and would increase opportunities for employment; future in the sense
that it would minimize the recurrence of floods, and would meet ultimate
requirements of national welfare in numerous other ways.

Enclosed is a memorandum I have just received from the Acting
Chief of the Forest Service of this Department, which touches on the
possibilities of the situation in some detail. The views expressed therein
have my concurrence and approval. The use of $75,000,000 to $ 100,-
000,000 for the purposes given in the memorandum would be practical
and effective. This Department willingly would undertake responsibility
for formulating and submitting to the National Forest Reservation Com-
mission specific programs of land purchase conforming to the require-
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ments of the situation, and for carrying out the work in research, im-
provement and administration essential to full realization of the objective
of flood prevention.

Very sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[Notation : A: FDR] File

[13:OF IC:TS]

485 [Enclosure] EARLE H. CLAPP, ACTING CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE,

TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

Flood Prevention Through Federal Forest Land Acquisition and
Management

The tremendous flood damage of the past few days has created a
problem truly national in all of its aspects. The whole nation must share
the losses which have resulted, and the costs of relief. The loss of life
is a cause for national mourning.

All agencies agree that forest denudation has been a prime factor in
the destructive flood stages which our rivers have attained, or will attain
within the next few days. Forest restoration therefore becomes a major
feature of any program of flood prevention which may deserve consider-
ation by the President and the Congress.

The Forest Service of the U. S. Department of Agriculture has an
established plan of forest restoration in readiness for immediate applica-
tion. Were funds available the initial processes of that program could
be placed in immediate operation. The first requirement is to place
under public control the forest lands which by reason of the depletion
of their protective forest cover contribute so largely to the destructive
high water levels of the streams which drain such forest lands. Plans for
such a program of forest-land acquisition are now in such form that the
only requirement is of funds with which to carry them into execution.
The States concerned have consented to Federal acquisition of the lands,
the boundaries of areas suitable for Federal management have been
defined, the owners of the lands have been contacted, equitable standards
of valuation have been worked out, local administrative organizations
have been established, and in many of the units part of the land has
already been acquired by the Government.

In New England, in Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont, on the
watersheds of the Penobscot, Merrimac, Saco, Androscoggin and Con-
necticut, three National Forest units have been established and within
them the Government has acquired or is in process of acquiring 872,700
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acres. To make them fully effective, need exists for the further acquisi-
tion of i,i 15,500 acres, at an estimated cost of $7,000,000.

From the Appalachian uplift flow many of the streams now most
destructive of life and property values, such as the north fork of the
Allegheny, Monongahela, Tennessee, Potomac, and numerous major
streams draining into the Gulf. Within this region there are now ten
National Forest units, where Uncle Sam owns or is acquiring 4,819,973
acres, but where he will have to buy an additional 6,66o,000 acres at
an approximate cost of $28,500,000, before he really can meet the sit-
uation with full effectiveness.

Another acute situation is presented by the Central Mississippi States,
including the Ozark region of Arkansas and Missouri, where the Ohio,
the Mississippi itself, the Arkansas, Ouachita, Red, White, and other
rivers constantly carry the menace of destructive floods. In Arkansas,
Oklahoma, Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio and Iowa, there exist today
twenty-five National Forest units, in which the United States has es-
tablished or is establishing ownership in 3,223,334 acres, but where it
will be necessary to acquire by purchase 6,000,000 acres more at a cost
of about $32,000,000.

In the upper Mississippi and Lake States region, Michigan, Wiscon-
sin, Minnesota and North Dakota are other large areas of forest, now
largely denuded, from which flow the waters that contribute to un-
paralleled floods, particularly the streams draining into the Mississippi.
Within this territory there today exist sixteen national-forest areas, where
the Federal Government now controls 5,078,485 acres, but where its
control will not fully meet all requirements until it has acquired addi-
tionally about 4,000,000 acres costing approximately $21,000,000.

The foregoing represent the regions which in largest measure originate
or contribute to destructive floods. But large flood damage sometimes
locally originates in regions such as the southern pine States, ranging
along the south Atlantic and Gulf from North Carolina to Texas; and
in the Piedmont region of the Carolinas and Georgia. Within the
southern pine States there are now twenty-three National Forest units,
with 3,635,835 acres under Federal control but so distributed as to
require the further purchase of 4,112,000 acres at perhaps $15,000,000.
In the Piedmont there are three units in which the Government has only
made a start of 210,000 acres. To complete those units 732,000 acres
must be purchased at around $3,500,000.

Western rivers also attain destructive flood proportions, and while
the United States owns much of the lands on the headwaters of those
streams it does not own enough to fully meet all requirements of flood
reduction. The report of the National Resources Committee, pub-
lished last year, shows in detail the full requirements of forest-land
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ownership, and thus affords at least tentatively a picture of what the
nation must do to acquire forest lands and restore them to productivity
before it has reasonable assurance that the menace of destructive floods
is held to the practicable minimum. Briefly, the requirements are as
follows:

The higher cost of the suggested western States program is due to the
belief that purchase of heavily stocked timber lands, so as to safeguard
them from the destructive exploitation that is occurring to escape carry-
ing charges, will stabilize forest production and management through-
out the entire country, and will guarantee essential reserves of mer-
chantable timber for the nation.

If it were practicable to make $75,000,000 to $Ioo,000,00o avail-
able for immediate expenditure and until expended in the acquisition
of the lands, the conduct of the scientific studies essential to their opti-
mum management, and the physical improvements requisite to their
protection and administration, a constructive program of Federal action
in flood prevention could be put in motion almost overnight. Such a
program would contribute in large measure to relief of the present
emergency, by permitting many landowners to liquidate their holdings
and employ the funds to rebuild their damaged enterprises; by afford-
ing enlarged fields for employment relief of permanent value and ulti-
mate self-liquidation; and by guaranteeing stability of economic life
to many communities otherwise uncertain as to their economic future.
The program also would contribute in a large way to a long established
national policy and plan of forest conservation.

EARLE H. CLAPP
[13:oF I-C:TS]

{ 502]

Region

Lands which
U. S. should

acquire
(i,000 acres)

Estimated
Average
cost per

Acre

Approximate
total cost

(In $i,000)

New England 875 $8. 20 $7, 175. 00
Middle Atlantic 203 4. 50 914. 00
Lake States 9, 243 3. 00 27, 729. 00
Central States ,, 169 6. 00 127, 014. 00
Southern States 49, 62, 4. 50 223, 294. 00
Pacific Coast 22, io6 20.00 442, 120. 00
Northern Rocky Mtn 4, 329 7. 50 32, 468. 00
Southern Rocky Mtn 10, 485 5. 00 57, 425. 00

Totals 118,031 7.78 9,8,139.00
Total Eastern U. S. 8,, III 4. o8 386, 126.00
Total Western U. S. 36, 920 14. 31 532, 013. 00



486 ROOSEVELT TO ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY
CONSERVATION WORK

[WASHINGTON] Mar. 23, 1936

DEAR MR. FECHNER: In reviewing the Emergency Conservation
Work program for the period ending March 31, 1937, at which date
the emergency conservation work will terminate according to exist-
ing law, I have determined that the present number of Civilian Con-
servation Corps camps shall be maintained unless such camps are re-
duced as a result of the completion of the work now being performed
by the enrollees of any such camps, or the reduction through discharges,
separations, or other causes in the number of enrollees to approximately
163 in any one camp.

I have also determined that the total number of enrollees for the
Civilian Conservation Corps should be gradually reduced to about
350,000 and this number maintained through March 31, 1937.

It is appreciated that no hard and fast rule can be laid down. You
are therefore authorized to take such measures as may be necessary to
carry out this general program as nearly as may be practicable.

Additional funds not to exceed $6,825,000 will be allotted to you as
and when needed from the appropriation contained in the Emergency
Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 for the balance of this fiscal year, and
steps will be taken to secure the necessary funds for the fiscal year 1937.1

Very truly yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation : As] DWB 2

[13:OF 268:CT]

1 Fechner replied March 24, 1936 (OF 268), that he and Chairman James Bu-
chanan of the House Appropriations Committee understood the President's letter
to mean that the camps were to be closed and the companies disbanded as soon as
a camp completed its work project, but that the House Democratic Steering Com-
mittee was insisting that it was intended to maintain the existing 2158 companies
throughout the period April I, 1936March 3', 1937.

Acting Budget Director Daniel W. Bell, in whose agency this letter was drafted.

487 ROOSEVELT TO STEPHEN T. EARLY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO
THE PRESIDENT

U. S. S. "DICKERSON" [March 27, 1936] 1

[Radiogram] For Secretary Early, for Secretary Agriculture and
Administrator Cooke. Please tell Vice President, Speaker and Senate
and House leaders I have no objection to appropriation five million for
study flood control but that this only one phase of the subject and that
it is inextricably tied in with other projects and cannot be separated from
them from the point of view of Federal planning and Congressional
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appropriations. The preamble and purpose of legislation should in-
clude all forms of land misuse covering erosion, reforestation, afforest-
ation, water storage, irrigation and drainage. I suggest the studies be
made jointly by Secretary of War and Agriculture and that National
Resources Committee, Rural Resettlement Administration, Rural Elec-
trification Administration and Federal Power Commission be called in
to cooperate in the study and in preparation of the report.

ROOSEVELT

[13:oF 200:T]

'From March 23 to April 8 Roosevelt was vacationing on the Presidential yacht
Poomac in Florida and Bahaman waters. Communications were handled aboard
the Dickerson. The date of this radiogram is derived from Early's memorandum to
Charles West, March 27, 5936 (OF 200), enclosing a copy that he had just received.

488 ROOSEVELT TO THE SECRETARIES OF WA.i, INTERIOR AND
AGRICULTURE

U. S. S. "DICKERSON," March 29, 1936

[Radio gram] . . Because the National Resources Committee in-
cludes representatives of all necessary agencies it occurs to me on further
consideration that this committee could well be the primary agent in
correlating the flood investigation work. Please consider this together
and take up with the Congress.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:OF 200:CT]

489 WILSON BROWN, NAVAL AIDE TO THE PRESIDENT, TO MARVIN

H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

U. S. S. "DICKERSON," 1936 Mar 29

[Radio gram] FOR SECRETARY MCINTYRE FOR ACTION; FOR SECRE-
TARY EARLY FOR INFORMATION FROM THE PRESIDENT, "DICKER-

SON": Tell Fechner his and Buchanan's interpretation is correct. Any
camp falling below one six three must be closed. If work at that place
is not completed it will be reopened at some later time in order to finish
work. If a camp completes its work company will be disbanded and
distributed to other camps.'

[WILSON BROWN]

[I3:oF 268:T]

See ante, 486.
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490 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] 1936 Apr. 8

[Telegram] Your personal interest undoubtedly responsible for the
Senate restoration in agricultural supply bill of shelterbelt appropria-
tion recommended in Budget. Conferees may begin consideration of
bill by Thursday. House opposition so determined that Congressional
contacts express belief shelterbelt item can be saved only by an appropri-
ate further expression your interest which should reach House conferees
Cannon, Buchanan, Tarver, Umstead and Thom 1 in addition to House
leaders, and also reach Senator Russell.2 To insure effectiveness action
should be taken by Thursday.3

H. A. WALLACE
[13:oF IC:T]

'Members of the House Appropriations Committee: Clarence Cannon (Mo.),
James p. Buchanan (Texas), Malcolm C. Tarver (Ga.), William B. Umstead (N. C.),
William R. Thom (Ohio).

'Richard B. Russell, Jr. (Ga.).
'An accompanying White House memorandum, April 8, 1936, unsigned, reads:

"MHM to telephone first thing when we get to Warm Springs tomorrow and talk
with Buchanan about this Shelter Belt appropriation and tell him that the President
thinks tremendously important and hopes that the House will go along with the
Senate."

491 MEMORANDUM BY MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY TO THE PRESIDENT

WARM SPRINGS, GA. [April 9, 1936]

Congr. Buchanan said he was not on the sub-committee; that the
Sub-Committee members did not seem to think it practicable but that
before the conference, he would look into the testimony and make a
personal investigation and do what he could.

I told him that if this investigation did not convince him that I
would like very much to have him talk with the President before they
decide to throw it out.

MHM
[Notation : A] Taken do by phone

{ 13:OF IC:T]

'See above.
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492 HAROLD L. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, April 13, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: After consideration of problems of floods
and flood control in relation to the current study of major drainage
basins undertaken with your approval, the National Resources Com-
mittee at its meeting on April I I approved, with the dissent of the Sec-
retary of War, the attached memorandum of the Advisory Committee
and the Water Resources Committee.1

The memorandum requests that the National Resources Committee
be designated "as a clearing house of information on flood studtes"
through the issuance of an Executive Order or memorandum. I am
presenting herewith a draft of such a memorandum which, if you ap-
prove, would cover this situation. Upon your approval of the proposed
memorandum and signature, we shall be glad to have the memorandum
photostated and circulated to those concerned. Our Water Committee
is a suitable agency to provide coordination of flood studies since its
membership includes not only representatives from the War, Interior
and Agriculture Departments, but also 2members from other government
agencies concerned and well known engineers in private practice. We
believe that the public interest justifies contact through the engineering
profession.

The National Resources Committee also approved the recommenda-
tion of its Advisory Committee for "allocation of additional funds to
the National Resources Committee for proposed flood investigations to
be conducted by the Water Committee, utilizing appropriate bureaus
of the Federal or State Governments." Studies estimated to cost up-
wards of $500,000 are listed in the memorandum of the Water Com-
mittee. Projects for new studies of the effect on floods of afforestation,
reforestation, soil erosion, water storage, irrigation and drainage works
are proposed without estimates of cost, as well as an analysis of the prin-
ciples involved in flood protection economics. It is respectfully sug-
gested that appropriations or allocations of funds for such studies be
made through the National Resources Committee in order to assure co-
ordination and to prevent duplication or overlapping.

Sincerely yours,
[HAROLD L. ICKES]

[Notation: T] Chas W. Eliot md
[13:OF 1092:CT]

Not present. That part of the memorandum dealing with the clearing of flood
control information through the National Resources Committee was issued as a
Budget Bureau circular; see post, 502.

2 Words in italics are underscored in the original.

[506]



493 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT AT THE DEDICATION OF THE NEW
INTERIOR BUILDING, Washington, April i6, 1936

[Excerpt] I think that every American who loves his country ought
to take to heart the earnest and sensible plea of the Secretary of the In-
terior for a vigorous, continuing national policy of conservation. As
for myself, I am dedicated to the cause. And the Department of the
Interior, as now constituted, is fully alive to the imperative necessity of
protecting and preserving all of our natural resources.

A Nation less bountifully endowed than ours without a national policy
of conservation would have ceased to exist a long time ago. The re-
markable thing was that the people of the United States were so com-
placent for so long in the face of exploitation and waste and mismanage-
ment, yes, and even larceny of the national wealth that belongs to all
the people.

But not everybody remained insensible to what was happening. On
occasion there came as cries from the wilderness warnings against the
ravaging of our forests, the waste of our top soil and our water supplies
and the dissipation of our oil reserves and mineral deposits. Theodore
Roosevelt, when I was a very young man, rose up and battled against
this squandering of our patrimony. He, for the first time, made the
people as a whole conscious that the great national domain and the
natural resources of the country were the property of the Nation itself
and not the property of any class, regardless of its privileged status.

Supported by an awakened country which by now is beginning to
realize the truth of the old warnings, we in these later days have devoted
our thoughts and energies to the conservation of that God-given wealth.
Employing every agency of Government to protect our birthright we
have in the past several years made advances far beyond the hopes of
earlier day conservationists. But the battle goes on and, as in the case
of other battles, it's a battle because there's still a lot of opposition. That
battle must be carried forward with renewed vigor if future generations
are to receive the full benefits that are their due.'

[RL RECORDINGS :52]

1 The text of this excerpt is that of the radio broadcast transcription; it represents
the first quarter of the speech. Roosevelt made a number of departures from his
reading copy (Speech File), none of them significant. The entire speech is printed
in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, V, 567-568; this combines elements of the pre-
pared text and the stenographic transcript.
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494 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JOSEPH W. BYRNS OF TEN-

NESSEE AND TO SENATOR JOSEPH T. ROBINSON OF ARKANSAS

WASHINGTON, April 20, 1936
Personal

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SPEAKER, SENATOR ROBINSON: Can you get

the National Resources Board bill out and put it through? I think it is
very important, in order to stop wild raids for Public Works at the next
session.1

F.D.R.
[13:oF I092:CT]

1The Copeland National Planning Board Bill (S. 2825), reported by the Senate
Commerce Committee on June 27, 1935, and thereafter on the Senate consent
calendar, was called up March 26 and May i 2, 1936. It was passed over both times
because of the objection of Senator King of Utah (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 1st sess.,
79:9, 10g41; 2d sess., 80:4, 4389; 80:7, 7051). Writing to Delano on March '9,
1936, Charles W. Eliot, executive officer of the National Resources Committee, said
that everything he heard from the Hill indicated that "a whisper from The President
to either Speaker Byrns or Senator Robinson would put the bill through" (OF 1092).

495 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Apr. 23, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: The Secretary of the Interior
has presented, for advice as to its relation to your program, a proposed
report on S. 2972, to extend the boundaries of the Grand Teton National
Park of Wyoming and to create the Jackson's Hole National Game
Refuge in the State of Wyoming.1

The Secretary of Agriculture was advised on July 3, 1935 that this bill
would not be in conflict with your financial program provided that there
be eliminated those sections of the bill providing compensation in lieu
of taxes to the County of Teton over a twenty-year period and authoriz-
ing an appropriation of $350,000 for the acquisition of lands for the es-
tablishment of the Jackson's Hole National Game Refuge. (This ap-
propriation authorization was considered unnecessary in view of the June
15, 1935 appropriation of $6,000,000 for the purchase of lands to be
provided for the restoration, rehabilitation, and protection of migratory
waterfowl and other wild life.)

The proposed report of the Secretary of the Interior recommends en-
actment of the bill provided it be amended as recommended in that
report. The major amendments recommended in the report are:

(I) Elimination of the authorization of $350,000 for acquisition of
land for the Jackson's Hole National Game Refuge. (This land has
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been or is being acquired from the appropriation of $6,000,000 referred
to above.)

(2) Addition of 70,000 acres (to make a total additional park area
of 21 6,000 acres), chiefly of National Forest lands.

() A different method of providing compensation in lieu of taxes
to the County of Teton.

The proposed report of the Secretary of the Interior was transmitted
by this office to the Secretary of Agriculture for the purpose of obtaining
the latter's view with respect to these proposed amendments. In reply,
the Secretary of Agriculture agrees with amendment No. i, makes no
comment with respect to amendment No. 3, and is opposed to amend-
ment No. 2. The Secretary's reply is devoted almost exclusively to the
argument that the purpose sought to be accomplished by the addition of
National Forest lands can be equally well or better accomplished by re-
taining suoh lands in their present status.

The question of whether these National Forest lands should be given
a park status or be retained in National Forest status is not so important
to me as is the question of providing compensation to the County of
Teton in lieu of taxes. The bill provides for a direct payment of not to
exceed $25,000 annually for ten years, with decreasing annual payments
which would terminate at the end of another ten-year period. The
proposed amendment, while not providing for a direct payment from the
Treasury in lieu of taxes, accomplishes the same purpose by providing
that receipts from leases, privileges, and permits shall not come into the
Treasury but be paid direct to the County of Teton, in the amount of
not less than $12,000 for each of the first five years, and of not to exceed
$i 6,000 for each year thereafter. Under the bill payments in lieu of
taxes would cease at the end of twenty years; under the proposed
amended form of the bill annual payments of not to exceed $ i 6,000
would, at the end of a five-year period, run indefinitely.

The reason for the tax provision in the bill lies in the expectation that
Mr. Rockefeller will donate to the park a large acreage of lands which
would then pass from the realm of county taxationin a county already
hard put to meet expenditure needs.

This general problem of compensation to states, counties, and munici-
palities in lieu of taxes on lands which have been and are being acquired
by the Federal Government, is now being made, as you know, the sub-
ject of a special study by this office.

In view of the contrary views of the Departments of Agriculture and
Interior with respect to the proposed addition to the park of National
Forest land, and, in particular, of the fact that a general tax study is
now under way, I think that this proposed legislation might well go

[509 j



over to the next session of Congress, and that I should be authorized to
advise the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior to that effect.

D. W. BELL
[Notation:As] D.W.B. OK FDR
[13:oF 79:TS]

This bill was introduced June 3, 1935, by Senators Carey and O'Mahoney of
Wyoming. It was referred to the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys
but was not reported and no further action was taken (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., I st
sess., 79:8, 8486).

496 ROOSEVELT TO C. R. D. MElEE, INTERNATIONAL PAPER
COMPANY, New York City

[WASHINGTON] April 24, 1936

DEAR CLEM: I am glad you are still interested in the work of the
Civilian Conservation Corps. I well remember your writing me after
the election in November, 1932, in regard to the thought of an "industrial
army" which would do similar work.1 During that campaign I stressed
the same thought in regard to reforestation, afforestation and soil erosion.
The objectives of the plans were essentially similar and I believe that the
results that have been obtained have been of enormous benefit to the
country.

Probably the work of the CCC will continue permanentlyto a less
degree in boom times and to a greater degree when the number of un-
employed increases.

I hope one of these days to see you again.
Always sincerely,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:PPF 2265:CTJ

'With this letter is a copy of one from Meier to Senator Robert Bulkley of Ohio,
May 13, 1935, enclosing copies of his (Meier's) letters to Roosevelt and Secretary of
Labor Frances Perkins of Nov. ,i and Dec. so, 1932, respectively, in which he out-
lined his plan for an industrial army to be recruited from the unemployed. Meier
asked Bulkley to get the President to acknowledge receipt of his 5935 letter.

497 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
April 28, 1936, 4:15P.M.

[Excerpt] The President: . . . I think there is a tendency perhaps
in the Senate Bill 1 to think of flood control in terms of what might be
called "Army engineering," which means that you think of flood waters
control as the building of sluiceways all the way down the rivers. Well,
if you build a high enough wall on each side of the sluiceway, obviously
the surrounding country is saved from floods but, at the same time, there
is damage going on up in the headwaters above that sluiceway and
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millions of dollars of soil is being carried down through the sluiceway to
the ocean. Therefore, you cannot think of it merely from the point
of view of saving the cities and communities on the banks of the river
from flood waters. You have got to think of it also from the point of view
of the damage to the farmer's field up in the creek. There are some
very interesting figures which you people can dig out. I think the
Department of Agriculture has them. I might tell you where most of
the tests were made; they were made up at Cornell. I cannot give
them to you and you cannot use these figures because they are not
accurate, only approximately correct.

What they did there was to take a field and a piece of woods right
next to that field. The two of them were on exactly the same slope and
right side by side, with the same soil, the same slope, and the same
run-off.

If, let us say, an inch of rain fell simultaneously on the woods and on
the field, seven-eighths of that inch of rain that fell on the field ran off
into the creek within an hour. In the case of the woods, next door,
seven-eighths of that inch of rain stayed in the woods and only one-
eighth ran off into the creek.

They have got some very interesting figures and if any of you are
interested in getting the story out on it, it would be of very great value.
In other words, they have definitely proven two things: The first is
that a plowed field, a cultivated field, furnishes the greatest immediate
run-off. Next, the pasture or field with grass on it holds two or three
times as much moisture as the plowed field does. Third, the woods
hold seven or eight times as much moisture as the field does and at least
twice as much as the pasture does.

Now, on the whole question of flood control, you cannot think of
it in terms of a sluiceway. You have to go back and stop the waters
from running off at the headwaters of every stream.

{ 13 :PRESIDENT'S PRESS C0NFERENCES:T]

'H. R. 8455, redrafted by the Senate Commerce Committee and reported on
April 27, 1936. See below.

498 FREDERIC A. DELANO, CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO
THE NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, TO HAROLD L. ICKES,
CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE

WASHINGTON, April 30, 1936
Personal

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY ICKES: I hand you herewith four
memoranda which I have marked for convenience in the right hand
corner (i), (2), (s), and (k).'
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The first is criticism by Eliot, Wolman and others of the Water Re-
sources Committee of the Copeland Bill. The second concerns alter-
native possibilities in dealing with it. The third is a possible way of
amending the Copeland Bill which will improve it but not be entirely
satisfactory.2 The fourth is a substitute Joint Resolution for the
Copeland Bill.3

1 am going to be in session in the Park and Planning Commission4
today until half past three. Could I see you about four o'clock? I have
a dinner at which I am presiding this evening and haven't much time.

I may add that I think the Copeland Bill is very bad, and that almost
everything the Resources Committee has done would be wrecked if
it passes. I realize that if I should go to The President with this matter,
even with your approval, I perhaps very properly would incur the hos-
tility of the rest of the Resources Committee. So the matter is very
serious.

FREDERIC A. DELANO
[13:oF 1092T5]

1 Memoranda (i)and (2) are printed below; () and (4) are described.
2 Section i of the Copeland Flood Control Bill as it was here proposed to be

amended was a declaration of policy; it declared flood control to be a Federal prob-
lem and listed in detail the specific remedial measures (control of grazing, reforesta-
tion, etc.) which the Federal Government might properly undertake in a watershed.
Section 2 authorized the carrying out of water conservation and control investiga-
tions by agencies other than the War Department, and section 6 provided for the
participation of agencies other than the War Department in surveys of the specific
watersheds covered by the bill. Section 9 allotted $5,000,000 of the total authoriza-
tion of the bill to the President for allocation to such agencies of the Government
as he might designate.

Section i of this proposed joint resolution was the same as section i of the
proposed amended bill described in the preceding note. Section 2 authorized the
President to designate an agency to act in an advisory capacity in coordinating land-
water use and control studies authorized either by him or Congress, and section
4 authorized an unstated amount for the use of the President in carrying out drain-
age surveys.

Capital Park and Planning Commission.

499 [Enclosure i] CHARLES W. ELIoT, EXECUTWE OFFICER,
NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, TO FREDERIC A. DELANO

WASHINGTON, April 29, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. DELANO: In accordance with your request,
the representatives of the Forest Service and the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice met with the Chairman of our Water Resources Committee, Mr.
Wolman, and with me this morning, and agreed on desirable changes
in wording in the Copeland Flood Control Bill, H. R. 8455, as shown
in the attached "draft amendments."
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Mr. Wolman and I wish to call your attention to the fact that these
amendments cover only those questions of cooperation among Federal
agencies for investigation and surveys. The remaining sections of the
proposed bill are open to very serious questions from the point of view of
the previous activities and interest of the National Resources Committee.

Section 3 sets forth a division of costs for flood control projects which
does not conform to the recommendations of the Mississippi Valley
Committee and the National Resources Board. It establishes for the
first time a basic philosophy of distribution of costs as between Federal
and State units without the amount of prior consideration which this
problem deserves.

Section 4 provides for consent by Congress to certain interstate com-
pacts but ties these compacts directly to approval by the Secretary of
War. In effect, it approves contracts for the specific "pork barrel"
projects listed in the bill, but even then only when all funds collected
under such compacts are expended through the Secretary of War. This
limitation on the consent of Congress to compacts and the intrusion of
the War Department into the picture seems likely to set a dangerous
precedent for other types of interstate cooperation.

Section 5 includes a great number of undertakings in areas which are
under study by a number of Federal agencies and the conclusions of
which will not be available for some months. It anticipates conclusions
and may be in many instances in conflict therewith.

Section 7 deals with investigations of certain hydro-electric projects
where you will be surprised to note the inclusion of the Savannah River-
Clark's Hill proposal, the Grand-Neosho, which was investigated by
the Water Section last year, and your old friend, the Denison Dam.1
Here again questions of relations to other interested Federal agencies
are not faced in the present draft of the bill.

In the summary, I think your advisers are all agreed that the bill is
thoroughly "rotten."

We are also submitting a draft Joint Resolution which we believe
should be substituted for the bill. The wording of this Joint Resolu-
tion was agreed to by Silcox and Bennett this morning. They, how-
ever, wish you to call the attention of the President to the possible danger
of introducing this draft resolution as giving an "out" to the Copeland
Committee and Army group to press their present bill without the
amendments which we all agree are needed. It is our hope that you
can get some action from the White House to secure support for the
Joint Resolution quite regardless of what happens to the Flood Control
Bill.

CHARLES W. ELIOT
{ 13:oF 1092:TS]

1 Respectively, the Clark Hill project on the Savannah River near Augusta, Georgia;
the Grand River project in northeastern Oklahoma; and the Red River project
near Denison, Texas,
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500 [Enclosure 2] CHARLES W. ELIOT TO FREDERIC A. DELANO

WASHINGTON, April 29, 1936

MEMORANDtJM FOR MR. DELANO:

Flood Study Situation
I have been over the various possibilities for next steps in the flood

study situation and have lined up something as follows:
i. Issuance of the Executive Memorandum requested by the Na-

tional Resources Committee.
Pressure from the White House to secure passage of National Re-

sources Board bill.
Amendment of Copeland Flood Bill or Substitute. Alternative A.
New Joint Resolution. Alternative B.'

The situation in the case of each of these possibilities is roughly:
i. Proposed Executive Memorandum: I have chased it through the

Budget and it is beyond my reach. If action is to be secured, I would
suggest an appeal to Secretary Ickes asking him to check with McIntyre
or Forster, and asking Burlew to check with Mr. Keen of the Budget
where the Memorandum was last reported as on the way back to The
President.

Resources Board Bill: As you know, I have never agreed with
you that we should not use pressure from the White House to get the
bill passed. Here is Copeland, who sponsored our bill, also sponsoring
the new flood control bill. It seems reasonable to suppose that a word
from The President to Vice President Garner and Senator Robinson
will clarify the situation. If our bill were passed, then there would be
no question of our right, even with the present wording of the flood
control bill, to go ahead with coordination of flood studies.

Amendment of Flood Control Bill: I have been over the draft
amendments submitted by the Department of Agriculture, and believe
that with the help of some of the members of our Water Committee
this morning, we can arrive at a modification of those amendments to
include such participation by all appropriate agencies dealing with
water problems in future flood studies. I am wording this re-drafted
amendment without specific reference to the N. R. C.

New Joint Resolution: A fourth method of handling the matter
was suggested in the conference with Bennett yesterdayto let the
Copeland Bill go, hoping it would be killed or vetoed, and to push for
a concurrent resolution of the House and Senate consisting of three
paragraphs-

(i) A statement of policy similar to that drafted by Bennett or
Barrows;
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(2) Granting authority to The President to designate a new or exist-
ing agency for coordination; and

() Authorizing and appropriating five million dollars for allocation
to appropriate bureaus through such agency as may be designated by
The President.

Copies of the revised amendment for the Copeland Bill and of the
possible Joint Resolution are attached.

CHARLES W. ELIOT

[13:OF 1092:TS]

The italicized words (in pencil) were apparently added by Delano. See below.

501 ROOSEVELT TO SENATOR JOSEPH T. RoBINsoN OF ARKANSAS

[WASHINGTON) May I, 1936
Confidential

MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR ROBINSON: You spoke to me about the
Copeland Flood Control Bill today. I have not finished examining it
yet but as far as I have gone I think the Bill is thoroughly unsound.

For example (and these are by no means all the objections):
Section 3, setting forth conditions of cost for flood control projects,

does not conform to regulations of Mississippi Valley Commission 1 or
National Resources Board. It establishes for the first time a distribution
of costs between Federal and State units without any of the prior con-
sideration which this problem deserves.

Section 4 ties interstate compacts to the approval of the Secretary of
War, approves contracts for specific projects, some of them "pork
barrel" and would expend funds collected under compacts through the
Secretary of War. This sets a dangerous precedent for other types of
interstate cooperation.

Section 5 includes a great number of undertakings in areas now under
study by several Federal agencies and anticipates conclusions, and may
be, in many cases, in conflict with other sound conclusions.

Section 7 deals with investigations of certain hydro-electric projects
in which questions of relations to other interested Federal agencies are
not covered in any adequate way.

It is my best judgment that the Copeland Bill should not be allowed
to go through and that in place of it we should all agree on a Joint
Resolution which would (a) state policy (b) grant authority to the
President to have a joint study made by the interested Departments to
coordinate the whole subject and report next January 3 (c) authorize
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and appropriate $5,000,000 for allocation to the appropriate Bureaus
to carry through this study and report.2

F.D.R.
[I3:oF 132:CT]

Mississippi River Commission is presumably meant.
Copeland bill originated as H. R. 8455, introduced in the previous session

(June 52, 1935) by Representative Wilson (La.). Passed by the House, it was
sent to the Senate where it was completely rewritten by the Commerce Committee
and reported April 27, 1936. As indicated by the preceding memoranda, the National
Resources Committee then offered objections and in consequence certain amend-
ments were made by the Senate committee. In explaining the bill, Senator Copeland
(N. Y.) said that there had been conferences of the committee members and the
White House:

"The fact has been brought home to those of us who were working on the bill
that it is very desirable that not alone should surveys be made of the rivers but also
of the watersheds, with a view to the ultimate control and prevention of soil erosion
and for the preservation of the forests."

The committee amendments were in the main adopted by the Senate, with the
important exception of one, offered by Copeland, that would have created a national
resources board. This proposed amendment was essentially the same as the bill
(S. 2825) which Copeland's committee (Commerce) had reported in the previous
session but which the Senate had not acted upon. Senator O'Mahoney (Wyo.)
at once called attention to the fact that the proposal had not been discussed and
moved that it be referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys; after some
debate this was done (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 2d sess., 8o:6, 6143-6144; 8o: 7,
7509-7550, 7573-7601, 7675-7690, 7690-7696, 7696-7710; 8o:8, 8636-8642,
8851-8863). The Copeland bill as passed was not satisfactory to the Water Re-
sources Committee of the National Resources Committee; a statement prepared on
May 29, 1936, by its subcommittee on flood control, for the Bureau of the Budget,
declared that the bill ignored the delicate interrelations among land use and water
flow and irrigation, power, pollution control and water supply factors (Arthur Maass,
Muddy Waters, Cambridge: Harvard University, 5955, pp. 84-86). (Further de-
tails on the history of the bill, drawn from National Resources Committee records,
may be found in Mr. Maass' book.)

The act as approved June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 5570), is noteworthy, however, in
that Congress for the first time recognized the complementary relations between
the improvement of waterways and the prevention of erosion on the watersheds.
It declared the policy of Congress to be that the improvement of watersheds, and
not of waterways alone, was a proper activity of the Federal Government; that
Federal investigations of watersheds and soil-erosion prevention on watersheds should
be under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture; and that the President, rather
than the Army Engineers, should determine the priority of flood control projects.

502 DANIEL W. BELL, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,

TO ROOSEVELT
[WASHINGTON] May 2, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: On April z6, 7936, OU referred
to me for recommendation a letter from the Chairman of the National
Resources Committee, dated April 73, 1936, in which he recommended
an allocation of $500,000 to that Committee for flood investigations, and
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the issuance of an Executive Order or Memorandum designating said
Committee a clearing house of information on flood studies.

The proposal to create a special force of thirty-five engineers and
thirty-five clerks to carry on studies in addition to those now being carried
on by existing agencies appears to be entirely unnecessary. Neither does
it appear desirable to have this Committee publish reports based on
reports already made by other agencies or based upon articles appearing
in newspapers.

A useful purpose can be served by making this Committee a clearing
house to which information should be submitted by Federal agencies
before undertaking flood investigations. It may be possible in this way
to avoid a certain amount of duplication, as has been the case with the
Coordinating Committee of the Central Statistical Board. Rather than
to issue a formal Executive Order on this subject, it might be preferable
to have a Budget Circular issued, approved by you, which would direct
the Federal agencies to advise the National Resources Committee of any
flood investigation they intend to undertake.

If you agree with the foregoing procedure, I will have such a Circular
prepared for your approval.'

I am returning herewith the correspondence you sent me, together
with a letter I received from the Acting Secretary of War, dated April
24, 1936, to which is attached a copy of a letter from the Secretary of
War to the Chairman of the National Resources Committee, dated
April I I, 1936, setting forth his views on this subject.2

[DANIEL W. BELL]

[Notation:A:LEHAND] DWB OK FDR 5/4/6
[13:oF 1o92:CT]

'This was issued as Budget Circular 338, May 24, 5936. Agencies proposing to
make flood or flood control investigations were directed to inform the National
Resources Committee of the nature of the investigation, whether it was required by
law, probable number of persons to be employed during the current fiscal year and
their salaries, an estimate of the current fiscal year cost and the probable total cost,
and an indication of the appropriation from which the expenditures were to be made.
(A copy is present with the letter here printed.)

2 The letter of April 24 is not present. In addition to the letter of April is, which
states the objections of the Secretary of War to the establishment of a permanent
national resources board, there is present a letter from Chief of Engineers E. M. Mark-
ham to McIntyre, April 23, 1936, explaining the dissent of the Secretary of War from
the National Resources Committee plan for the operation of Bonneville Dam.

503 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] May 4, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR I must say I
am inclined to agree with Rex Beach in regard to actual mining prospec-
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ting on your glaciers in Alaska. It seems to me a refinement of conserva-
tion to prevent mining on a glacier. Any scars on the face of nature
would be infinitesimal in comparison with the magnitude and grandeur
of the National Monument, and, in any event, nature would obliterate
mining scars up there in half a generation. To wait until the Bureau
makes a complete geological study and report may mean waiting until
everybody now alive is dead. The Bureau has no money or plans for
such a survey anyway. Let us cut red tape and get the thing started.

F.D.R.
P. S. In regard to the wild life in this Glacier Bay Monument, it is

probably true that it wifi be hard to prevent fish being taken by the
miners but as to land game, why not do what the Canadians have done
with complete success in several of their National Parks open to miners
forbid any firearms being taken in by miners? If the Canadians can en-
force this, why can't we?

[Notation:T] Let. from Rex Beach, Sebring, Fla., 4/28/36, re stimula-
tion of mining activity in Alaska; endorses Dimond bill and believes it
should be passed this session so that work can commence this summer;
Interior opposes.'

[13:oF 928:CT]

1 Beach's letter was sent to Ickes and was not returned to the White House. The
Dimond bill to permit prospecting and mining in Glacier Bay National Monument
was introduced in the House on Jan. 3, 1936, as H. R. 9275, and was referred to the
Committee on Public Lands (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., Qd sess., 8o: I, 32). The
committee took no action, apparently owing to objection by the Interior Department.
In a letter of June 5, 1936, to the chairman of the House committee, Acting Secretary
of Interior Charles West said that if prospecting and mining were to be permitted in
the monument the area should be brought under the protection of Interior Depart-
ment regulations (printed ibid., 8o: , 9864, as part of Senate Report 2408 on the
Senate bill). The House bill was redrafted by Interior and introduced in the Senate
on June i6 as S. 4784. It was approved by both houses without debate (ibid., 8o :,
9522, 9687, 9863-9864; 8o: 10, 50592). The act was approved (without comment)
June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1817).

Roosevelt's letter of March s8 (ante, 480), which was drafted by the Interior
Department, refers to "the integrity of our National Park System" in connection with
the mining proposal. No other defense of the principle of the inviolability of the
national parks appears to have been made, and no protests have been found in the
Roosevelt papers from the persons and organizations usually on the alert for pro-
posals of this sort. Apart, however, from the integrity of the national parks, there were
areas in Glacier Bay National Monument that could, conceivably, have been harmed
by mining operations. Muir Glacier, retreating since i 700, has laid bare remains of
ancient forests, and a new forest, "a luxuriant mossy growth of old trees," now
grows near the mouth of Glacier Bay (Freeman Tilden, The National Parks, New
York: Knopf, 5955, pp. 322-524). This phenomenon is, of course, of great
ecological interest.
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504 REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ADMINISTRATOR, RESETTLEMENT
ADMINISTRATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, May 4, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: During the past few months an unofficial
regional committee has been working on the wind erosion problem in
the "Dust Bowl" area.

I am enclosing two copies of the report of the committee's last meet-
ing.' It occurred to me that you might be interested in noting the pre-
liminary recommendations for a permanent program contained on pages
four and five.

Sincerely yours,
R. G. TUGWELL

[APS] This committee is beginning to function as a real protection to
us. Note that they advise against making loans where there is no chance
of a crop; also that they advise land retirement of devastated areas.
This is a real help. R.G.T.

[13:0F 1568:TS]

"Conference of Wind Erosion Committee, Dodge City, Kansas, April jois,
5936," a six-page mimeographed report. Answered post, 5o6.

505 ROOSEVELT TO MORRIS L. COOKE, ADMINISTRATOR, RURAL
ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

WASHINGTON, May 5, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. MORRIS L. COOKE: We should all work to
popularize those two words of yours "upstream engineering." I will
try to use them in a speech.

Your little map is fine. Even I can understand it.'
F. D. R.

[13:oF 1570:CT]

1 In a letter to Roosevelt of May 4, 5936 (OF 1570), Cooke said that the engineer-
ing profession had failed to recognize the principle of upstream water retardation,
and that perhaps the most important single step would be for the Administration
to provide favorable auspices for its study. The map shows upstream flood control
basins.

506 ROOSEVELT TO REXFORD G. TUGWELL, ADMINISTRATOR,
RESETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION

[WASHINGTON] May 6, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR REX TUGWELL: That report of the conference on
wind erosion committee which you sent me on May fourth should, I
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think, be sent to every member of the Senate and probably most of the
people in the House. It is of great interest.

F.D.R.
[13:OF I568:cT]

507 ROOSEVELT TO JOSEPH W. BYRNS, SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, May 13, 1936

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The House of Representatives in House Reso-
lution No. 296 dated August 7, 1935, requested me "to inform the House
of Representatives of the number and distribution of Federal institutions
and establishments of every kind and character which are depositing or
causing to be deposited raw, untreated sewage into navigable or non-
navigable waters of the United States, and to transmit to the House of
Representatives such recommendations with respect thereto as he deems
advisable and in the public interest."'

Pursuant thereto I requested the Secretary of War to have the Chief
of Engineers undertake the compilation of the necessary data for the
report. The report of the Chief of Engineers, with tabulated data, is
inclosed herewith. His investigation included a study of 2,486 Federal
institutions and establishments which now discharge raw untreated sew-
age into the waterways of the United States. Remedial measures will
be necessary in the near future for many of these projects. However,
present conditions would appear to require immediate corrective meas-
ures at only 103 of the institutions and establishments investigated. Suit-
able remedial measures for these establishments can be provided at an
approximate total cost of $1,000,000.

The several Departments and independent agencies responsible for
the establishments in which remedial works are now necessary have
been advised of the contents of the report and requested to include in
their budget estimates for the next fiscal year the funds necessary for
the installation of the recommended remedial works so that provision
of these funds may receive the consideration of Congress. The Secre-
tary of War and the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service have
been requested to revise the data contained in this report from time to
time in view of its general value.

I do not consider that any further legislative action is necessary at
this time. I recommend, however, that the report be printed in full
so that the information contained therein can be made readily avail-
able to the Departments concerned and to other interested parties.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

LDC : TMP

[I3:oF I14A:CT]
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1 Introduced by Representative Dingell (Mich.), the resolution was approved
without debate except that Rich (Pa.) wanted to know how the information called
for could be secured without cost, as Dingell had claimed. The latter replied that
the information was available in the departments, and that the resolution was
welcomed by the Rivers and Harbors Committee because it would aid in drawing
up necessary legislation (Cong. Rec., 74th Cchg., 1st sess., 79: 12, 12687).

2 Communication from the President of the United States Transmitting
Information Concerning the Number and Distribution of Federal Institutions
Which are Depositing . . . Raw, Untreated Sewage into Navigable or Nonnavi-
gable Waters of the United States . . . May 20, 1936, H. Doe. 495, 74th Cong.,
ad sess. (Washington, 1936).

Drafted in the Office of the Chief of Engineers and sent to the White House by
Acting Secretary of War Woodring in a letter of May 12, 1936 (OF 114A).

508 ROOSEVELT TO REBE E. HEATLEY, Defiance, Ohio

[WASHINGTON] May 15, 1936
Personal

M DEAR Miss HEATLEY: Thank you for your letter.1 There is, as
usual, not one iota of truth in the type of story you mention. Some
years ago I purchased over a thousand acres of second timber growth
mountain land at Warm Springs for the ultimate use of the Georgia
Warm Springs Foundation. Its average value is, I think, about three
dollars an acre and we are trying gradually to improve the small trees
on it.

In addition, and for the same objective, I purchased about two hun-
dred acres of mountain farm land but have withdrawn most of it from
cotton and am trying to improve it by turning it into pasture. We have
about one hundred head of cattle, seeking to improve the quality of
cattle in that part of Georgia. I might add that the farm has not yet
paid operating expenses but that like a number of other people down
there, we are trying to provide a better quality of meat than is now
available.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 3501:CT]

April 29, 1936 (PPF 3501), asking if it was true that Roosevelt had bought
thousands of acres of land in the South since becoming President, and had "used
the land to raise corn andother products . . . not needed in the South."

509 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JOSEPH P. MONAGHAN OP
MONTANA

WASHINGTON [May 19, 1936]

M DEAR MR. MONAGHAN: I have your letter of May i, enclosing
communications from Mr. C. W. Fowler, Deputy Administrator, Works
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Progress Administration, Montana, and Mr. Lyman H. Brooks, Jr.,
Acting Administrator, Works Progress Administration, Wyoming, re-
lating to the continuation and extension of the water conservation work
done by the Bureau of Reclamation.1

You ask just what is being done to carry on the work of the Bureau of
Reclamation undertaken by the late Dr. Elwood Mead.2 The construc-
tion program launched so effectively by Dr. Mead prior to his death in
January is going forward, and it is my hope that its progress may continue
without interruption to completion. The Bureau of Reclamation is now
in the charge of John C. Page, Acting Commissioner, and the expert staff
trained under Dr. Mead, and his chief engineer, Mr. R. F. Walter.
While the death of Dr. Mead was a loss, it adds lustre to his memory
when I assure you that those he trained with the Bureau of Reclamation
now are proving that they can carry on efficiently.

I realize the importance to the arid and semiarid west of conservation
of its waters, both large and small. Without protection and intelligent
development of this resource that vast area, and consequently the nation,
can never reach full maturity.

A review of the correspondence you transmit indicates that it soon
will be necessary to decide upon a definite policy regarding a compre-
hensive construction program for the conservation of the remaining
water resources of the west, and particularly with regard to construc-
tion of water storage projects that come within the moderate priced
class. Such a program, properly correlated with the larger construc-
tion projects already completed or now under way, would result in a
wide distribution of benefits.

The achievements of the Bureau of Reclamation indicate that it is
particularly well equipped to take up the problems connected with
projects of this class, and to carry on the construction that eventually
may be undertaken in this field.

It is not possible at this time to decide on the various matters that
would be involved in the institution of a comprehensive program of
construction of small dams for water conservation. I am, however,
requesting the Secretary of the Interior to give this matter consideration.
He will let me have his suggestions as to how the services of the Bureau
of Reclamation could best be used in advancing such a program.3

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation:A] May 19/36

[13:oF 402:CT]

OF 402.
2 Mead died Jan. 26, 1936.
'Drafted by the Interior Department.
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510 ATTORNEY GENERAL HOMER S. CUMMINGS TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 22, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have the honor to comply with your
confidential request of May 15, 1936, for my opinion as to whether you
are authorized to exclude certain lands from the Olympic National
Forest, in Washington, and include them in the Mt. Olympus National
Monument by executive order.1 You transmit with your request a
draft of a proclamation accomplishing such action, and a draft of a
letter to you from the Secretary of the Interior explanatory of the pro-
posed proclamation. You also transmit a memorandum of the Acting
Director of the National Park Service to the Secretary of the Interior
in which the view is expressed that the proposed proclamation is
authorized.2

Section 24 of the Act of March 3, i8i, Q6 Stat. 1095, 1103 (U. S. C.,
Title i 6, Sec. 471), provides that the President may declare the estab-
lishment of national forests by public proclamation. The Act of June
4, i87, 30 Stat. ii, 36, as incorporated into Section 473, Title i6,
U. S. Code, authorizes the President to revoke, modify, or suspend
executive orders and proclamations establishing forest reserves.

As stated in my opinion to you of May i, 1936, concerning the validity
of a proposed executive order enlarging the Nicolet National Forest, it
is my view that these provisions of law indicate that national forests may
be modified either by executive order or by proclamation. In that
opinion it was pointed out, also, that it has been the administrative
practice for many years to modify national forests by executive order
rather than by proclamation in case the land involved is a part of the
public domain. It thus appears that the land in question might be
excluded from the Olympic National Forest either by executive order
or by proclamation. The situation is different, however, in regard to
the inclusion of such lands in the Mt. Olympus National Monument.

That the President of the United States is hereby authorized, in his dis-
cretion, to declare by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic and
prehistoric structures, and other objects of historic or scientific interest that
are situated upon the lands owned or controlled by the Government of the
United States to be national monuments, and may reserve as a part thereof
parcels of land, the limits of which in all cases shall be confined to the
smallest area compatible with the proper care and management of the
objects to be protected.

Section 2 of the Act of June 8, igo6, C. 3060, 34 Stat. 225 (U. S. C.,
Title i 6, Sec. 43' ), provides, in part:

Since the Act expressly provides that national monuments shall be
declared such by public proclamation, and no authority is conferred to
establish or modify national monuments by executive order, it is my
opinion that modifications of national monuments should be made only
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by proclamation. Hence, if it is desired, in a proper case, to modify
both a national forest and a national monument by the same instrument,
the modification should be accomplished by proclamation.

Although you do not expressly so state, I assume from the circum-
stances that you also desire my opinion as to whether the proposed
proclamation is authorized.

It will be noted that under the above-quoted provisions of Section 2
of the Act of June 8, 1906, national monuments are restricted to "historic
landmarks, historic and prehistoric structures, and other objects of
historic or scientific interest." The proclamation recites that the in-
clusion of the land in the national monument is for the preservation of
certain objects of "unusual scientific interest, including various glaciers,
primeval stands of Sitka Spruce, and the region which from time im-
memorial has been the range and breeding grounds and is now the last
primitive refuge of the Olympic elk (Cervus roosevelti), a species practi-
cally extinct elsewhere." The draft of the letter of the Secretary of the
Interior states that the area to be added to the monument consists of
"unusual features of scenic, scientific, and educational interest, including
various glaciers, and primeval stands of Sitka Spruce." The letter
further states that such land is necessary to "round out the area re-
quired for the protection of the Olympic elk."

From the language of the proclamation and the letter it would seem
that the chief purpose of the proclamation is to protect and preserve
glaciers, Sitka Spruce, and Olympic elk. I seriously doubt whether the
whole of this purpose can be legally accomplished by the proposed
proclamation.

It is recognized that glaciers may be objects of historic or scientific in-
terest, and since they are located upon the land and have a high degree
of permanence they may be said to be "situated" upon the land within the
meaning of the statute. There is some doubt, however, as to whether
Sitka Spruce come within any of the classes of objects designated in the
statute for protection. It may be that such trees are of scientific interest
(as was apparently assumed in the establishment of the Muir Woods
National Monument, by proclamation of January 9, i go8, for the pro-
tection of a growth of redwood trees), but no facts are presented from
which this conclusion may be drawn. The doubt in this instance is made
more substantial by the fact that the Congress has provided for the es-
tablishment of national forests for the protection of trees.

I have more serious doubt whether any part of the land can properly
be made a part of the monument for the purpose of preserving Olympic
elk. Neither the region "which from time immemorial has been the
range and breeding grounds and is now the last primitive refuge of the
Olympic elk" nor the elk themselves can be said to be "objects" of
historic or scientific interest or objects "situated" upon the land. The
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statute can hardly be construed to authorize the establishment of na-
tional monuments for the protection of animals. It would seem, also,
that such purpose could be accomplished more appropriately by the es-
tablishment of wildlife refuges. For these reasons, it is my opinion that
unless the land considered necessary for the protection of Olympic elk
would serve some other purpose which is authorized by the statute, it is
quite doubtful whether it can properly be included in the monument.

I deem it advisable, also, to invite your attention to the statutory pro-
vision that the land reserved as a part of a monument shall in all cases
be confined "to the smallest area compatible with the proper care and
management of the objects to be protected." The area proposed to be
included in the national monument consists of approximately 429,630
acres. Although there is no statutory limit upon the size of national
monuments, the area in this instance is so extensive that it raises the ques-
tion whether, in any event, the whole of it is needed for the purposes
stated, particularly since the area is essentially forest land.

The papers accompanying your request are herewith returned.
Respectfully,

HOMER CUMMINGS
{13:oF 928:Ts]

1 A one-line note; about 429,630 acres were invo'ved (OF 928).
2 These enclosures, with a copy of Cummings' letter, were sent by Roosevelt to

Ickes with a memorandum of June i, 1936 (OF 928), reading, "For your infor-
mation."

511 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, AND STANLEY HIGH 1

WASHINGTON, May 27, 1936

MEMORANDUM . . . Do you think it would be worthwhile to dis-
tribute a lot of these pamphlets on soil through the agricultural dis-
tricts and, if so, how should it be done?

F.D.R.
[Notation: T] Let. from H. A. Morgan, Vice Chairman, TVA, 5/2 3,
enclosing pamphlet SoilThe Nation's Basic Heritage," with photo-
graphic chart.2 Papers sent to Secy. of Agriculture.

[13:or 1:CT]

'High was head of the Good Neighbor League, Inc., formed early in 1936 to
promote the re-election of Roosevelt. His connection with the organization is not
indicated in this memorandum but it was evidently being considered as a means
of distributing the pamphlet mentioned. The Good Neighbor League was Howe's
idea; an interesting statement of its organization is found in a memorandum to
McIntyre of Jan. 30, 1936, unsigned, but apparently from Margaret Durand,
Howe's secretary (PPF 3435).
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2 Published in 1936 by the land grant colleges of the Tennessee Valley in coopera-
tion with the Agriculture Department and the TVA. In response to Roosevelt's
suggestion, 25,000 additional copies of the pamphlet were sent to editors of rural
newspapers, farm journals and consumer groups (Wallace to Roosevelt, June 27,
1936, OFi).

512 GOVERNOR CHARLES H. MARTIN OF OREGON TO ROOSEVELT

SALEM, OREGON, May 27, 1936

DEAR PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: I am very much interested in seeing
favorable action taken on Senate Bill 4507 introduced by Senator Mc-
Nary (House Bill 12446 introduced by Representative Doxey) and now
referred to the Senate and House Committees on Agriculture and
Forestry.1

Approximately 65% of the direct industrial payroll in the State of
Oregon is dependent upon the utilization of forest resources. Oregon
is the only state in the Union where the stands of old growth timber are
adequate to permit immediate transition from liquidation cutting to a
sustained yield basis of operation. While a considerable percentage
of the total stand is in public ownership, practically all of the forest
areas now economically accessible for utilization are privately owned.
Private owners, on account of existing economic conditions, and for
other reasons, are liquidating their timber as rapidly as possible, even
sacrificing stumpage values.

Four counties in the northwest part of the state have up to the present
produced the major shares of Oregon's three to four billion board feet
of annual production. In this area, fires and cutting combined have
exhausted the original, stands to a degree which will only permit con-
tinuance of existing forest industrial operations for a period of ten to
fifteen years. Radical readjustments in the entire industrial fabric of
this area are now inevitable.

There are still considerable areas in the state where forest industries
can be placed on a permanent economic basis by the application of
sustained yield management. The bill introduced by Senator McNary
now pending before the Senate and House Committees on Agriculture
and Forestry will create conditions and provide Federal cooperation
which will permit and aid timber owners either individually or jointly
with the State and Federal Government, to convert their utilization of
forest resources to a permanent sustained yield basis, instead of the
drastic, wasteful liquidation basis now in progress.

During the meeting of the last legislature in the state, at your sug-
gestion various state measures were adopted designed to facilitate co-
operation with the Federal Government and to enable the state itself
to create conditions and extend cooperation which would secure appli-
cation of better forest practice on timber lands within the state. Aside
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from the Fulmer Bill nothing has been done by the Federal Government
to adopt a Federal policy which will encourage and aid application of
sustained yield management in the utilization of forest resources. Sen-

ate Bill 4507 attacks the heart of the program in a constructive manner,
and your support of this legislation is respectfully solicited.2

Cordially and sincerely,
CHARLES H. MARTIN

[13:or 149:TS]

'"A bill . . . to promote sustained yield forest management in order thereby
(a) to stabilize communities, forest industries, employment, and taxable forest
wealth; (b) to assure a Continuous and ample supply of forest products; and (c)
to secure the benefits of forests in regulation of water supply and stream flow, pre-
vention of soil erosion, amelioration of climate, and preservation of wildlife." The
Senate bill was introduced on April 21 and the House bill on April 23, 1936, but
neither was acted upon by the committee to which it was referred (Cong. Rec., 74th
Cong., 2d sess., 80:5, 5760; 8o:6, 6022). (A copy of the Senate bill is with Mar-
tin's letter.)

2 Answered post, 522.

513 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WASHINGTON] May 27, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The conferees on the agricultural appropria-
tion bill reduced the $i,000,000 for the Shelterbelt Project, by the fol-
lowing wording: "Provided that $170,000 of this appropriation shall
be available only for maintenance in nurseries of existing stocks and
for the free distribution thereof to farmers, in liquidation of the so-
called shelterbelt project of trees or shrubs in the plains region under-
taken heretofore pursuant to appropriations made for emergency pur-
poses." This action by the conferees practically eliminates the Shelter-
belt Project. The funds will be inadequate to produce planting stock
for the fiscal year 1938, and to take proper care after July I, 1936, of
the plantings made this spring. It means disbanding an organization
assembled and given intensive training for shelterbelt work during the
past eighteen months.

In my opinion, the best procedure to prevent wiping out the shelter-
belt, with the incidental loss of trained personnel and the disastrous ef-
fects on plantations already established, is to enact legislation authoriz-
ing general tree planting work under a cooperative plan in the Plains
States as a basis for the allotment of emergency funds to continue the
work during the fiscal year i and as a basis for appropriation esti-
mates for the fiscal year 1938, on which initial work must be started at
an early date.

In view of your deep interest in the Shelterbelt and the failure of the
Congress to pass an appropriation, I respectfully and earnestly suggest
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your consideration of the enclosed bill and action looking to its enact-
ment at this session of Congress.

Sincerely,
[HENRY A. WALLACE]

[Notations:A] President's notations on "H.A.W. Yesif you can put it
through. F.D.R." Sent to Agr. 5-27--36

[13:oF I-c:cT]

514 [Enclosure]

A Bill To Authorize Cooperation in the Establishment, Protection and
Care of Tree and Shrub Plantings in the Plains Region, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America, in Congress assembled, That, in order to aid agricul-
ture, conserve water resources, increase employment, and assist in pre-
venting dust storms and the control of flood, and in other ways improve
living conditions in the Plains Region, the Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized and directed, through the Forest Service, to produce tree and
shrub planting stock, to make necessary investigations, and to cooperate
with individuals, State and Federal agencies, organizations and institu-
tions, in the establishment, protection and care of tree and shrub plant-
ings within such region, and, whenever suitable Government-owned
lands are not available, to lease, purchase, or accept donations of land
and develop nursery sites for the production of planting stock. No co-
operation shall be undertaken pursuant to this Act unless the cooperator
makes available without charge the land to be planted and the Govern-
ment shall not contribute to the direct cost more than fifty per centum
of the estimated ultimate direct cost of establishing, protecting, and
caring for the tree or shrub plantations involved in accordance with the
requirements of the Forest Service. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated annually such amounts as may be necessary for carrying
out the purposes of this Act.'

[13:oF I-c:cT]

'The Agriculture Department appropriation bill discussed in the covering letter
was H. R. 11418. In reporting on it to the House for the conference committee,
Cannon (Mo.) said that it disposed "finally and completely" of the entire Shelterbelt
project. Ludlow (md.) congratulated the House on putting an end to a "wasteful
and impossible project" and said that it was "not given to men to so reverse the order
of Creation" by attempting to grow trees in desert places. The Senate accepted the
conference report, and the $170,000 liquidation appropriation remained in the bill as
approved June 4, 1936 (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 2d sess., 8o:8, 8338, 8339-8341,
8395; 49 Stat. 1438). Although the project was denounced in the House as chimeri-
cal, eighty-one percent of the approximately twenty-four million trees planted by the
end of June, 1936, survived (Report of the Chief of the Forest Service, 1937, Wash-
ington, 1937, p. 29).
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515 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON [June 1, 1936]

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: With reference to your comment on my memo-
randum of May 27 on Shelterbelt legislation, I shall be glad to make the
attempt to get organic legislation covering the Shelterbelt through the
present session of Congress.

Because of the antagonism to the Shelterbelt, further consideration
convinces me that the chances for success will be far greater with legisla-
tion framed along broad lines to cover the development of farm forestry
for the entire country and inclusive enough to provide for the Shelterbelt
Project. A bill drafted along these lines is attached.

A flank attack of the character indicated should make any opposition
constitute in reality oposition to a national development of farm forestry,
a subject in which the great majority of members of Congress have a
direct interest.

I hope that I may feel free to call on you for personal help if this
legislation reaches a critical stage.

Sincerely,
H. A. WALLACE

[Notation:A] File June 1/36

[13:oF I-C:TS]

516 {Enclosure]

A Bill to Authorize Cooperation in the Development of Farm Forestry
in the States and Territories, and for Other Purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America, in Congress assembled, That, in order to aid
agriculture, increase farm forest income, conserve water resources, in-
crease employment, and in other ways advance the general welfare and
improve living conditions on farms through reforestation and afforesta-
tion in the various States and Territories, the Secretary of Agriculture is
authorized, through the Forest Service, to produce, or procure, and dis-
tribute forest tree and shrub planting stock, to make necessary investiga-
tions, to advise farmers regarding the establishment, protection, and
care of forests and forest and shrub plantations and the harvesting,
utilization, and marketing of the products thereof, and to enter into co-
operative agreements with individuals, State and Federal agencies, organ-
izations and institutions, for the establishment, protection, and care of
farm forests or other rural tree and shrub plantings within such States
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and Territories, and, whenever suitable Government-owned lands are
not available, to lease, purchase, or accept donations of land and develop
nursery sites for the production of planting stock. No cooperation shall
be undertaken pursuant to this Act unless the cooperator makes available
without charge the land to be planted and the Government shall not con-
tribute to the direct cost more than fifty per centum of the estimated
ultimate direct cost of establishing, protecting, and caring for any such
forest or tree or shrub plantation in accordance with the conditions and
requirements of the Secretary of Agriculture. There is hereby authorized
to be appropriated annually such amounts as may be necessary for carry-
ing out the purposes of this Act. This Act shall be known as the Farm
Forestry Act.1

[13:oF I-c:T]

With minor changes in language, this bill was introduced in the Senate as S. 4723
on May 30, 1936, by Senator Norris (Nebr.), and in the House as H. R. isg °'
June i by Representative Jones (Texas). The Senate passed its bill and sent it to
the House on June 15. Here it was referred to the Agriculture Committee which
took no action (Cong. Rec., 74th Cong., 2d sess., 8o:8, 8366, 8622, 9020, 9169;
8o :, 9442). In the next session the bill was introduced as the Norris-Doxey Cooper-
ative Farm Forestry Bill (S. '504 and H. R. 4728); see post, 600.

517 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Vincennes, Indiana, June 14, 1936

[Excerpt] 1 GOVERNOR MCNUTT, GOVERNOR HORNER, MY FRIENDS

OF INDIANA: . . . During the past week I have travelled through many
states; and as I have looked out in the daylight hours upon the countryside
of Tennessee and Alabama and Arkansas and Texas and Oklahoma, I
have tried to visualize what that countryside looked like a short century
and a half ago. All of it was primeval forest or untilled prairie, in-
habited by an exceedingly small population of nomadic Indian tribes. It
was untouched by the civilization of the white man.

In most of this vast territory, as here a little further north in the Middle
West,2 nature gave her bounteous gifts to the new settlers,3 and for many
long years these gifts were received by them without thought of the
future. Here was an instance where the knowledge of the day was as
yet insufficient to see the dangers that lay ahead.

Who, for example, even among the second and third generation of
the settlers of this virgin land gave heed to the future results that attended
the cutting of the timber which denuded the greater part of the water-
sheds?

Who, among them, gave thought to the tragic extermination4 of the
wild life which formed the principal article of food of the pioneers?
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Who among them had ever heard the term "submarginal land" or
worried about what would happen when the original soil played out
or ran off to the ocean?

Who among them were concerned if the market price for livestock
for the moment justified the over-grazing of pastures, or a temporary
boom in the price of cotton or corn tempted men to forget that rotation
of crops was a farming maxim as far back as the days of ancient Babylon?

Who among them regarded floods as preventable? They were re-
ferred to as acts of God.

Who among them thought of the use of coal, of oil, or gas, or falling
as the means of turning their wheels and lighting their homes?

Who among them visualized the day when the sun would be dark-
ened as far east as the waters of the Atlantic by great clouds of top soil
borne by the wind from what used to be grassy and apparently imper-
ishable prairies?

Yes, my friends, because man did not have our knowledge 1 in those
older days, he wounded Nature and Nature has taken offense. It is
the task of us, the living, to restore to Nature many of the riches we have
taken from her in order that she may smile once more upon those who
follow after us.

George Rogers Clark did battle with the tomahawk and the rifle.
He saved for us the fair land that lay between the mountains and the
Father of Waters. His task is not done. Though we fight with weapons
unknown to him, it is still our duty to continue the saving of this fair
land. May the Americans who, a century and a half from now, cele-
brate at this spot the three hundredth Anniversary of the heroism of
Clark and his men, may they think kindly of us for the part we take to-
day in preserving the Nation of the United States.

[SPEECH FILE:T]

1 The occasion of this speech was the dedication of the George Rogers Clark
Memorial at Vincennes. The text of this excerpt is that of the stenographic tran-
script and comprises the latter half of the speech. The reading copy and five drafts
are present (Speech File), one of the latter being marked "From Governor Mc-
Nutt." Also present is a memorandum on the historical background and significance
of the Northwest Ordinance by Clarence E. Carter, editor of The Territorial Papers
of the United States, dated Jan. 35, 1936. A note with one of the drafts, Hassett
to Early, June 8, rg6, suggests that the final draft was prepared by Hassett. This
final draft contains a number of revisions in Roosevelt's hand; those occurring in
this excerpt are noted. With one exception, also noted, his departures from the
reading copy are unimportant variants in phrasing. The entire speech is printed
in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, V, 217-221; this combines elements of the pre-
pared text and the stenographic transcript.

The reading copy has, "as here in the Middle West."
'The draft has, "the white settlers."
'Draft, "the inevitable extermination."
'Draft, "market price for stQck."
dDraft, "use of coal or falling water."

Draft, "did not know."
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518 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] June i6, 1936

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Up-stream engineering will have a major
part in efforts to save the land and control floods, and for that reason
it offers a broad field of opportunity for the engineering profession. I
am therefore in hearty accord with your suggestion that there be held
an open conference on the subject in the early Fall. The date might
well be in proximity to that of the Third World Power Conference in
September, in the hope that some of the distinguished foreign engineers
attending the latter may be interested also in contributing to the pro-
posed conference.1

There are indications that a substantial body of technical informa-
lion on the control of little waters is now available in the scattered rec-
ords of American experienceFederal, State and professional. The
urgent problem is to bring these data together into a coordinated body
of engineering knowledge so that public officials and engineers may have
a more definite picture of up-stream engineering as an important field
of public and professional activity.

There is a wealth of experience and data as to down-stream engineer-
ing and works required for navigation, power development and flood
controllevees, large dams, great reservoirs and channel improvements
on major streams. But necessary as these are for the safeguarding of
those who live in areas subject to destructive floods and of property lo-
cated therein, it must be remembered that down-stream waters originate
largely in up-stream areas. The objects of up-stream engineering are
through forestry and land management to keep water out of our streams,
to control its action once in the stream and generally to retard the jour-
ney of the raindrop to the sea. Thus the crests of down-stream floods
are lowered.

In accordance with your further suggestion, I am appointing as a
committee to organize and promote such a conference or institute:
Hugh H. Bennett, Chief of the Soil Conservation Service, Department
of Agriculture; Morris L. Cooke, Administrator of Rural Electrification
Administration; and F. A. Silcox, Chief of the Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:0F 114:CT]
1

The World Power Conference was organized in 1923 to further study of tech-
nical, economic and social problems connected with power development. The first
plenary meeting was held in London in 5924; the second in Berlin in 5930.

'Drafted by Cooke, who had written to Roosevelt on April ii, 1936 (PPF 1820),
on the need of arousing the engineering profession to study flood control through
the control of "little waters."
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519 ROOSEVELT TO HUGH H. BENNETT, CHIEF, SOIL CONSERVA-
TION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] June z6, 1936

M DEAR MR. BENNETT: In accordance with my letter of this date
to the Secretary of Agriculture, expressing my hearty approval of his sug-
gestion that there be held early this Fall a conference on up-stream
engineering, I am asking you to serve with Morris L. Cooke, Administra-
tor of Rural Electrification, and F. A. Silcox, Chief of the Forest Service,
Department of Agriculture, as a committee to organize and direct the
suggested conference.

I am sure that you will find it a pleasure to bring into a coordinated
whole, through the medium of such a conference, the scientific and
engineering information pertinent to the up-stream field of engineering.

For your further information, I am enclosing herewith a copy of my
letter to Secretary Wallace.1

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 1I4:cT]

1 Above. Similar letters of appointment were also sent to Cooke and Silcox.

520 ROOSEVELT TO EDWARD M. MARKHAM, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS,

UNITED STATES ARMY
[WASHINGTON] June 20, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL MARKHAM: Sometime later on in the

summer, will you speak to me about the possibility of the erection, in
the distant future, of a low dam or dams across the upper Missouri in
the Dakotas. It has been suggested to me that by creating a series of
comparatively shallow lakes, a good deal of water could be backed up
and conserved, and that as in the case of the upper Mississippi, ex-
tremely attractive recreational areas thus developed.

You might have someone in your office try to work out on the contour
map one or two suggestions along this line, the idea being conservation
of water in lakes and development of recreational areas.1

F.D.R.
[I3:oF 1516:GT]

'Acting Chief of Engineers George P. Pillsbury replied Aug. 2, 1936 (OF 1516),
that the construction of low dams was impracticable because of the large silt content
of the Missouri.
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521 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, June 20, 1936
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: At a recent conference I mentioned a report

on The Western Range submitted by the Department in response to
Senate Resolution 289. In compliance with your request for a copy
when available, one is enclosed.'

The purpose of the report is to show what the present condition of
the western range is, how this compares with the original range, and
what factors have been responsible for the nearly universal depletion dis-
closed. It is to contrast the economic and social losses from depletion
with the benefits of good range management. It is to outline a broad,
constructive, and practical program which among other things will stop
range depletion and insure restoration. Finally, it is to obtain a general
public recognition of the true place of our western grasslands as a great
natural resource and to stimulate the action required for their conserva-
tion so that they will make their full contribution to western and national
welfare.

The Resumé, pages i to 69, summarizes the factual basis of the report
and of the recommendations and gives an idea of the scope of the whole
work, as does also in much briefer form my letter of transmittal, pages
iii to vi.

I hope that you may find the time at least to glance through these
summaries.

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF I:Ts]
1 The Western Range (74th Cong., Qd sess., S. Doc. 599, Washington, 5936). A

copy, leather.bound and inscribed by Roosevelt, is in the Franklin D. Roosevelt
Library and may be the one here mentioned.

522 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR CHARLES H. MARTIN, Salem,
Oregon

[WASHINGTON] June 22, 1936

DEAR GOVERNOR: Your letter of May twenty-seventh interests me
greatly. The conditions which you describe are a matter of grave na-
tional as well as local concern.

I am convinced that additional legislation is necessary to put the
forestry effort of the Federal Government in the Pacific Northwest and
elsewhere on a sound footing. In general Senate Bill 4507 strikes me as
good as far as it goes.' My chief question is whether it goes far enough to
meet either northwestern or national requirements satisfactorily. It is
obviously out of the question to get Senator McNary's bill through the
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present session of Congress. I have definitely in mind, however, the
necessity for additional forestry legislation during the next session of
Congress, and hope that it may be given a high priority in the legislative
program.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

RB/MM
[13:0F I49:cT]

'The McNary-Doxey Sustained Yield Forestry Bill.
by the Agriculture Department.

523 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] June 25, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: I have ap-
proved H. R. 10104, authorizing study of recreational-area programs
in the United States.1

The bill is too narrow.
A subject of such wide implications should have the benefit of the

knowledge of all government agencies interested, just as the bill itself
requires the cooperation of all agencies of States and political subdivi-
sions of States.

Therefore, I suggest that the preliminary work be done by the Na-
tional Park Service but that when this is done, the National Resources
Committee receive the preliminary report of the National Park Service
and invite the comment and suggestions of the Department of Agri-
culture and its several agencies, such as Forestry, Biological Survey, etc.;
the Bureau of Fisheries of the Department of Commerce, the War De-
partment, the Rural Resettlement Administration, the Youth Adminis-
tration and the Relief Administration. In this should be included, of
course, other divisions of the Interior Department, such as the Reclama-
tion Service and the Bureau of Public Lands.2

All of these can best be coordinated by the National Resources Com-
mittee. What I want, of course, is a completely comprehensive report
substantially approved by all Federal agencies having anything to do
with recreation.

I do not know whether this bill, before introduction, cleared through
the Director of the National Emergency Council. If not, it should have.3

F.D.R.
[13:oF 6P:cT]

1"The said study shall be such as . . . will provide data helpful in developing
a plan for coordinated and adequate public park, parkway and recreational-area
facilities for the people of the United States" (act approved June 23, 1936, 49 Stat.
1894).
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2 The General Land Office is meant.
8 Ickes replied July 9, 1936 (OF 6P), that the Interior Department intended

to cooperate fully with all Federal agencies in carrying out the provisions of the act,
and that the bill, as originally introduced, had been approved by the National
Emergency Council.

524 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHiNGTON, June 25, 1936
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In accordance with your memorandum of

June 22, I enclose draft of a reply, for your signature, to Congressman
Prentiss M. Brown, of Michigan.'

May I call attention to the factas indicated by the memorandum
also attached 2that with a regular appropriation of only $2,500,000
for forest land acquisition for the fiscal year 1937, this Department
now has five cases of highest priority and greatest urgency, with a total
cost of $2,627,578; that in 6 i established purchase units in which more
than 20% of the purchasable lands are now in federal ownership,
there still remain to be acquired more than i6 million acres valued at
$75,000,000; that in i i established purchase units in which no lands
have been acquired, and in i 6 within which the area acquired is less
than 20%, there are six million acres still to be purchased at an esti-
mated cost exceeding $42,000,000.

During the fiscal year 1937 a minimum of io to i 5 million dollars
would do little more than meet the most urgent situations. Even with
this amount available, acquisition of almost 20 million acres withIn exist-
ing purchase units must be postponed until later.

Sincerely,

H. A. WALLACE
[13:oF Ic:Ts]

1 Brown's letter to Roosevelt of June 19, 1936 (OF iC), noted that the 1936
Agriculture Department appropriation bill carried an item of only $2,500,000 for
the acquisition of national forest lands, and that the Forest Service had options
outstanding amounting to some $5,000,000. He urged that sufficient funds be
allocated from the relief appropriation to take up the options. Roosevelt's mem-
orandum, "For preparation of reply for my signature," was attached to Brown's
letter. See letter following.

2June 25, 1936, unsigned, listing the "Cases of Highest Priority and Greatest
Urgency in Program of Forest Land Purchase under the Weeks Law."

525 ROOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE PRENTISS M. BROWN OF
MICHIGAN

[WASHINGTON] June 26, 1936
DEAR MR. BROWN: I appreciate your letter of June nineteenth,

suggesting that additional funds be made available for the purchase
of lands for National Forest purposes.'
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As you know, the forest land acquisition program is one in which I
have a very definite personal interest. More than 45 million dollars
have been allotted to it during the past three years, and as a result there
have been approved for purchase I 1,400,952 acres. And although this
is almost two and one-half times as much as was approved during the
preceding twenty-two years, there is no question but that much more
must be purchased and put under administration in the public interest.

The Lake States have shared generously in this program Within
their limits, 3,839,000 acres valued at $9,362,000 have been approved
for purchase during this Administration. That is, of course, only a
part of the forest lands within those states which should ultimately be
under constructive and permanent Federal management. But condi-

tions similar to those in the Lake States exist with equal acuteness and
magnitude in other regions, and the Congress appropriated only
$2,500,000 for forest land acquisition during the coming fiscal year.

It is my feeling that public interest dictates a larger program than
can be financed by this appropriation, under which only partial and
inadequate progress evidently can be made; that a reasonably adequate
program, with that continuity which is so necessary to orderly progress,
may call for i o to I 5 million dollars annually.

I am, therefore, having the situation explored in the hope that addi-
tional funds can be made available so that forest land acquisition can
proceed with greater continuity and on a scale more adequate to the
requirements of the situation than will be possible under the terms of
the regular appropriation bill for the Department of Agriculture.

Very sincerely yours,

[13:oF Ic:cT]
1 See above.

526 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT AT THE DEDICATION OF SHENANDOAH

NATIONAL PARK, July 3, 1936

GOVERNOR PEERY, SECRETARY ICKES, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: I am
very glad to come back to Virginia.

The creation of this Park is one part of our great program of husban-
drythe joint husbandry of human resources and natural resources. In
every part of the country, local and state and federal authorities are en
gaged in preserving and developing our heritage of natural resources;
and in this work they are equally conserving our priceless heritage of
human values by giving to hundreds of thousands of men the opportunity
of making an honest living.

I have seen this work in progress, for I came here two years ago. I
have seen it in progress in many other parts of the land, and so I can say,

[537]

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]



I think, from first hand evidence, that the product of the labor of the
men of the Civilian Conservation Corps, who have opened up the Shen-
andoah National Park and other parks to the use and the enjoyment of
our citizens, that product is as significant as though instead of working
for the Government they had been working in a mill or in a factory.
They have a right to be as proud of their labor here as if they had been
engaged in private employment.

In by-gone years we have seen, even we of this generation have seen
the terrible tragedy of our agethe tragedy of waste. Waste of our
people, waste of our land. It was neither the will nor the destinyI
think that has been sufficiently provedneither the will nor the destiny
of our Nation that this waste of human and material resources should
continue any longer. That was the compelling reason that led us to put
our idle people to the task of ending the waste of our land.

Think of itthe thousands of young men, their involuntary idleness
three years agothat ended when they came here to the camps on the
Blue Ridge; and since then they have not been idle. Today they have
ended more than their own idleness, they have ended the idleness of the
Shenandoah National Park. It is going to be a busy and a useful place
in the years to come, just as the work of these young men will, I am very
confident, lead them to busy and useful lives in the years to come.

Our country is going to need many other young men as they come to
manhood, need them for work like thisfor other Shenandoahs.

Is it a dream? Or perhaps will I be accused of an exaggerated passion
for planning if I paint for you a picture? You who are here know of
the great usefulness to humanity which this Skyline Drive achieves from
now on and of the greater usefulness which its extension, south through
Virginia and North Carolina and Tennessee to the Great Smoky Moun-
tains National Parkwe know what that will achieve.

And in almost every other part of the Union there is a similar need for
recreational areas, for Parkways that will give men and women of
moderate means the opportunity, the invigoration and the luxury of tour-
ing and camping amid scenes of great natural beauty like this.

All across the nationand it's three thousand milesat this time of
the year, and in many parts of the nation at all times of the year, people
are starting out on their vacations, vacations to be spent in part or in
whole in National and State Parks. Those people will put up at roadside
camps or pitch their tents under the stars, with an open fire to cook by,
with the smell of the woods, and the wind in the trees. They will forget
the rush and the strain of all the other long weeks of the year, and for
a short time at least, the days will be good for their bodies and good for
their souls. Once more they will lay hold of the perspective that comes
to men and women who every morning and every night can lift up
their eyes to Mother Nature.
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There is merit for all of us in the ancient tale of mythology, the tale
of the Giant Antaeus, who every time that he touched his Mother Earth
arose with strength renewed a hundred fold.

This Park, therefore, together with its many sisters that are coming
to completion in every part of our land, is in the largest sense a work
of conservation. Through all of them, we are preserving the beauty
and the wealth of the hills, the mountains, the plains, the trees and the
streams. Through all of them we are maintaining useful work for our
young men. Through all of them we are enriching the character and
the happiness of our people.

We seek to pass on to our children a richer land and a stronger Nation.
And so my friends, I now take great pleasure in dedicating Shenandoah

National Park, of dedicating it to this and to succeeding generations
of Americans for the recreation, and for the re-creation which we find
here.1

[RL RECORDINGS : 65]

The time of this speech was 2 : 30 P. at.; the text is that of the radio broadcast
recording. The Roosevelt Library also has the reading copy, a copy of the mimeo-
graphed press release of the reading copy, and the stenographic transcript of the
speech as delivered. No drafts are present. The President made one change in
the reading copy, the substitution in the seventh paragraph of "Great Smoky Na-
tional Park" for "Big Smoky National Park." He completed his correction of this
title in making the speech by reading it "Great Smoky Mountains National Park."
He made a number of other changes in the text in reading it, none particularly
significant so far as meaning is concerned, but interesting as showing his sense of
precision and forcefulness in language. For example, after "Shenandoah National
Park" in the third paragraph he added "and other parks." In the seventh para-
graph he added "and Tennessee" and at the end of the eighth paragraph he added
"like this."

527 PRESS CONFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
July 7, 1936, 4:05 P. M.

[Excerpt] The President: We are not going to take them away at all
and nobody ever had any idea in their sane senses of depopulating the
country.' What we are going to change is what might be called the
economy of the country. The country is going to support a population.
As wheat land, no; it is not working because the water table drops down
8' a year. The result is the water runs off and the surface blows away.

We figure under a proper use of this country it will support perhaps
not quite as many people but very nearly. There are lots of human be-
ings today who can remain there if they Will do the right thing. For
instance, if we can get grass back there, it means that the acreage will be
used more and more for cattle. People have to look after cattle. There
are certain places out there, certain valleys, where the water table has
not disappeared, where you can grow vegetables, truck and small crops

{ 539]



that take human beings to look after them. There are certain areas
which can be and should be forested. It will take human beings to
look after that.

What we are working on is a plan to avoid a continuation of what
we have been through now for the last three or four years. We have
spent somewhere around $300,000,000, the Federal Government, and,
just so long as we do not change the economy, we are going to have
to spend money year after year unless the cycles change. We are going
to have to take care of people on relief if they keep on with their present
economy.

What we are trying to do is to work out a program that will keep
the great bulk of the population out in the same area and at the same
time make it unnecessary to spend each year millions of dollars to keep
them from starving.

[13 : PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES : T]

'Roosevelt had been discussing the relief problem caused by the drought in
Minnesota, the Dakotas, Montana and Wyoming.

528 ROOSEVELT TO A DELEGATION OF WESTERN CATTLEMEN, The
White House, July 8, 1936

It is good to see you all and I wish I could attend the conferences
you are having because I have been tremendously interested in the
problem of public lands, not only on the forestry end but especially
in the state of New York itself on the grazing end. I run into it on my
other farm down in Georgia where we have a good deal of that problem.

I am awfully glad that this cooperative movement is going so well
because it seems to me, under this Taylor Act, one of the essentials is to
have cooperation from the people who use the public land.

During the past two or three years we have made great progress along
that line and we have certainly learned a great deal in the past few years
about the use and care of land. We have had some pretty horrible ex-
amples during our lifetime of the misuse of land, and people who live
on the land are becoming more and more conscious of the misuse to
which the land has been put. We are learning each year about the
better use of land. Twenty-five or thirty years ago very few people
understood, for instance, what over-grazing really meant. We have
come to understand it better. We don't know about it fully. Nor do
we know what the final solution of the problem of drought is going to
be. We do know that in a great many parts of the country the water
table, as we call it, is dropping down pretty seriously and that in a
good many areas the top surface of the land is blowing away.
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We also know of a good many areas that used to be in trees are no
longer in trees. We haven't got the final answer and it is up to all of
you good people to help us to find the final answer. A lot of the work
is still experimental and that is why the interest of the local people is of
such great importance.

We are buying under this new Act, I think, sixty million acres more
to be added to the original acreage under the Taylor Act and we are
getting a national policy in regard to it which seems to be working out
pretty well.

I am awfully keen about the work you are doing. As I said, I wish I
could go to your own conferences and sit in with you because, like
everybody else, I have a good deal to learn.

It is good to see you.1

SPEECH FILE:T]

The occasion of these extemporaneous remarks was a meeting in Washington
of western cattlemen for the purpose of discussing the effects on their business
of the Taylor Grazing Act. The thirty stockmen addressed by Roosevelt were es-
corted to the White House by Secretary of Interior Ickes. Roosevelt spoke to them
at 12 noon. For a less optimistic estimate of the efficacy of the Taylor Grazing Act
as an instrument for the conservation and management of the public grazing lands,
see Mont H. Saunderson, Western Land and Water Use (Norman: University of
Oklahoma, 1950), pp. 107-121.

This text is that of the stenographic transcript.

529 ROOSEVELT TO MORRIS L. COOKE, ADMINISTRATOR, RutL
ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

[WASHINGTON, July iS, 1936]

M DEAR MR. COOKE: I am writing to ask you to serve as chairman
of a Great Plains Drought Area Committee to carry on a study looking
towards the most efficient utilization of the natural resources of the
Great Plains area, and especially towards practicable measures for
remedying the conditions which have brought widespread losses and
distress to so many inhabitants of the Missouri, Platte, and Arkansas
Valleys, the Panhandles of Oklahoma and Texas, and contiguous areas.

We have supposed that the modes of settlement and of development
which have been prevalent represented the ordinary course of civilization.
But perhaps in this area of relatively little rain, practices brought from the
more humid part of the country are not most suitable under the prevail-
ing natural conditions. At any rate circumstances make it obvious that
relief activities are not sufficient and that a competent study and recom-
mendations are desirable.
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I should like to have the Committee make an early study of the con-
ditions there, so that I may have the benefit of its views with respect to
them at a meeting which I will arrange to hold with the Committee at
some point within this area sometime in August.

To serve with you as the other members of this Committee, I have
designated the following Government representatives: Mr. John C.
Page, Acting Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Washington, D. C.;
Colonel Richard C. Moore, Division Engineer, Missouri River Division,
Corps of Engineers, United States Army, Kansas City, Missouri; Mr.
Frederick H. Fowler, Director, Drainage Basin Study, National Re-
sources Committee, Washington, D. C.; Mr. Rexford G. Tugwell, Ad-
ministrator, Resettlement Administration, Washington, D. C.; and Mr.
Harry L. Hopkins, Administrator, Works Progress Administration,
Washington, D. C.1

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation :A] 7/16/36
[Notations: AS] DWB 2

[13:oP 2285:CT]

Copies of the letters sent to the other members of the committee are present,
together with correspondence relating to additional appointments and plans for the
trip to the drought area. Added to the committee were Hugh H. Bennett, chief of
the Soil Conservation Service, Francis C. Harrington, chief engineer of the Works
Progress Administration, and Secretary of Agriculture Wallace.

Budget Director Daniel W. Bell, in whose agency this letter was drafted.

530 ROOSEVELT TO MONSON MORRIS, Smithtown, New York

SCHOONER "SEWANNA," AT SEA, July 20, 1936'

DEAR MoNsoN: Thank you very much for your letter of July ninth
including congratulations on the Soil Erosion work.2 We have waited
entirely too long to begin to reclaim nature's great gift to man which,
in a large measure, has been ruthlessly exploited and, in some cases,
almost entirely destroyed. I shall be greatly pleased if we can stop the
depletion of the soil so evident in all parts of the country.

Your thought of planting trees on all the poor and unproductive land
in Aiken County, South Carolina, is not only good for that county but
it would be an excellent thing to do on similar land throughout the coun-
try. Just how to accomplish it is a question for further study, since there
are so many difficult angles, perhaps the most outstanding of which are
financing and proper public administration of such an undertaking as
you suggest. There is no Federal money that could be made available
at this time for it, as much as I would like to assist you in solving a mutual
problem.
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I am wondering whether you are familiar with the Fulmer Act (copy
enclosed), which sets up a cooperative basis for developing a national
system of State Forests throughout the country. I have been interested
in that plan and incidentally, when it is possible to finance the work
contemplated by the Act, a State Forest in your county would demon-
strate the economic and social advantages of utilizing for the production
of valuable forest crops such lands in your county as are not profitable
for agriculture and perhaps aid materially in doing what you have in
mind.

I only wish I had time now to discuss with you the whole land con-
servation matter which has been a very definite part of my program.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:PPF 2637:cT]

1From July 15 to 27, Roosevelt, with his sons, was on a cruise off the New England
coast in the chartered schooner Sewanna.

2Morris described a plan whereby all unproductive land in Aiken County, South
Carolina, would be planted in pine and placed in charge of a county forestry asso-
ciation until the trees reached pulpwood size. The association would then thin the
trees and sell enough pulpwood to cover management expenses and the land would
then be returned to the owners. Morris wished to know if Roosevelt approved of the
plan and if the Government could advance funds to place it in operation (PPF 2637).

8 Drafted by the Forest Seswice.

531 PRESS CONFERENCE, on Board the Presidential Train, Return-
ing from Quebec, August I, 1936

[Excerpt] The President: Well, that is one phase of it; that is the
reservoir phase of it.'

In the meantime, between now and the time those legislatures act-
in other words, between now and the next springwe can probably find
enough money to do a small number, I suppose not more than four or
five, of W.P.A. projects under the Army Engineers' supervision for the
cleaning out of some of these stream beds in those places where the
stream bed is owned by the township or the municipality and where land
acquisitionnew land acquisitionis not involved.

I asked, both in Montpelier and in New Hampshire, about what the
states were doing in regard to what I call "upstream engineering"; in
other words, the putting back of steep upland pastures into trees and
putting the lower agricultural sloping land into pastures to prevent or
to slow up run-off. I was, frankly, a little disappointed because ap-
parently neither state is spending very much or doing very much towards
reforestation. Vermont is spending some money, but is spending it
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mostly for recreational parks and not for stopping run-off on the steep
slopes. I think there is a real chance for both Vermont and New
Hampshire to do a great deal more to retard run-off.

[13: PRESIDENT'S PRESS CONFERENCES: T]

Following his visit to Quebec of July 3', i 936, Roosevelt the next day visited
Waterbury and Wrightsville dams in Vermont and attended a flood control conference
in Montpelier. This press conference took place on the Presidential train en route
from Hanover, New Hampshire, to Springfield, Massachusetts. In the preceding
part of the press conference, Roosevelt had discussed the building of dams in New
England through interstate compacts.

532 HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, August 5, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have a letter from Earl H. Bell, Professor of
Anthropology at the University of Nebraska, who has been unearthing
the ancient Indian civilization in Boyd County, Nebraska, not far from
the banks of the Missouri where it flows between Nebraska and south-
eastern South Dakota about 550 miles northwest of Omaha.

Professor Bell writes:

Two or more thousand years ago this was the home of a large group of
Indians who lived largely by agriculture. The old fertile soil zone and
habitation stratum is very distinct. Then came a spell of dry weather.
The deposition of sand is very plain. For a long period the Indians stuck
it Out. Layer after layer of sand was deposited. Finally, it became so
severe that the inhabitants were forced to leave. After that for a period
of probably hundreds of years this whole region was a real desert of shifting
sands, with scarcely any vegetation, covering this ancient city for a depth
of from two to fifteen feet. At that time even Iowa and Illinois had a
desert vegetation. Then came another climatic change, more rain fell,
vegetation sprung up, and the fertile period was ushered in.

If it should happen that we have three years out of every seven seasons
like those of 1930, 1934, and 1936, a very considerable section of the
middle west would become within twenty years a semidesert and the
power of the federal government would not be sufficient to stop it unless
we shifted with very great skill to the appropriate types of grazing and
agriculture with emphasis on the right kind of drought resisting plants.
No one can say for certain whether we are having a real change in climate
and it is not a good thing to hold up to the public that we are having a
change in climate because no one knows definitely and because the public
can easily become unnecessarily alarmed. But the fact that there have
been real changes in the past in this territory, and the drought years of
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1930, 1934, and 1936 would suggest to any prudent government the
necessity of watching the Situation with the utmost care. .'

Respectfully yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[13:oF I:TS]

1 The omitted part relates to campaign plans. See Roosevelt's reply, post, 535.

533 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE
HYDE PARK, N. Y., August 8, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: In view of
the general drought and its continuance, I am inclined to think that
these proposed regulations should be immediately reconsidered with the
idea of further cutting down the shooting season. Will you let me have
something on this next Monday? 1

[13:oF 378:Ts]

This refers to a draft of a proclamation to amend the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Regulations, sent to Roosevelt by Wallace July 29, 1936 (OF 378). The National
Association of Audubon Societies and other conservationist groups had been vigor-
ously urging a closed season on ducks, on the ground that the drought had destroyed
many nesting places. The most important changes proposed in the draft mentioned
were the institution of three, rather than two, "latitudinal hunting zones" of thirty
days each, the placing of Atlantic Coast brant, redhead and canvasback ducks on the
completely protected list (with wood duck, ruddy duck and bufflehead duck), and
the strengthening of the prohibition against live decoys and certain other baiting
devices. The proposed regulations were explained in a memorandum from Biological
Survey Chief Gabrielson to Wallace, July TO, 1936 (enclosed with the draft proclama-
tion). Gabrielson believed they were "very fair" and that they would not admit of
an increased kill of waterfowl. A memorandum to Roosevelt on the proposed regu-
lations, prepared in the Bureau of Biological Survey for Acting Secretary Tugwell's
signature, undated, and sent to Kannee by Milo Perkins, assistant to Wallace, in a
letter of Aug. I 0, 1936 (OF 378), gives the Agriculture Department position in the
matter. This was that it was not believed "to be either practicable or in the interests
of conservation to shorten the season to less than one month in each of three zones,"
and that complete closure would be preferable to a reduction of the daily bag below
eight birds or a shortening of the season to less than thirty days. The proclamation
was issued Aug. 14, 1936.

534 MORRIS L. COOKE, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS DROUGHT AREA
COMMITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, August 9, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am hoping that it will be possible for
you to give me a bit of time tomorrow, Monday,1 particularly to discuss
two things:

FDR
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i. The procedure to be followed by the Great Plains Drought Area
Committee, and

2. The material requested for your talk before the World Power Con-
ference.2

With the consent of the Committee there has been drafted a report
along the lines of the one which you have requested us to present at our
meeting place in the West. While this draft has not as yet been approved
by the Committee, it is in such shape where I think you can readily say
how nearly it comes to being what you want.

It is our plan to illustrate the report in order to make it more usable by
the press. The drawings have advanced to the point where you can
quickly pass on their use.

Yours very sincerely,
[MORRIS L. CooKE]

[I3:oF 2285:T]

Cooke talked with Roosevelt for half an hour on Aug. xi, r936 (PPF rO).
2 See post, 553.

535 ROOSEVELT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF

AGRICULTURE

[WASHINGTON] August JO, 1936

DEAR HENRY: As you probably know, I reverted to the original plans
after talking with Tom Berry and several others and, therefore, I am
not leaving Washington until the twenty-fifth, going straight to the
Dakotas and working back from there.1

I shall hope to see you either in Washington early this week or possibly
at Hyde Park the week of the seventeenth. Couldn't you stop here on
your way back from Council Bluffs? I think it will be really helpful to
work out some kind of a statement on crop insurance.

Your friend, Professor Bell, who dug up the Indian cities, failed to
mention how many years it took to cover them with sand. I still believe
that even though we may be right about the climatic encroachment,
we cannot2 conquer the disaster.

As ever yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[I3:oF I:CT]

'Berry was governor of South Dakota. An itinerary of the Presidential trip to the
drought area was issued to the press for release Aug. 21, 1936.

2 "Cannot" is the word that appears in the letter but the form and sense of the
sentence lead one to expect "can."
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536 HENRY M. KANNEE, ASSISTANT TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, 8/i 1/36

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Baker, Executive Director
of the National Audubon Association, called at the White House offices
yesterday. He said:

I don't want to put this in writing but I talked to the Chief of the Bio-
logical Survey today and he told me that he would be entirely satisfied if
the season were closed although that is not the recommendation they sent
to Secretary Wallace a month or so ago.

Their feeling seems to be that the President, in a political year, might
be unwilling to do that. My own opinion is that the die-hard duck hunter
who is going to threaten political retribution in the event the season is closed
is going to vote against the President anyway for other reasons such as the
Security Act, etc. I don't think, from a political standpoint, there is any-
thing to lose.

We have developed this year the support of a number of national or-
ganizations as evidenced by telegrams, etc.we have a droughtwe have
fires after the droughtlet us prove whether or not the Conservation idea
works.

H.M.K.
[Notation : A: LEHAND] Mac OK

{13:oF378:T]

1 This indicated Roosevelt's willingness to see Baker who had called again at the
White House on August i r to ask for an appointment (Kannee to Roosevelt, Aug.
xi, 1936, OF 378). McIntyre was obliged to tell him, however, that because of
the press of official business, and because action had already been taken on migra-
tory bird regulations, the proposed appointment should be postponed (McIntyre to
Baker, Aug. 20, ig6, OF 378). Baker replied August 20 (OF 378) ihat he had
not wished to discuss migratory waterfowl hunting regulations but the larger sub-
ject of the Administration's record in wildlife conservation. He said that while
the President was known to be especially interested in conservation, Federal agen-
cies during his Administration had been "very destructive, on balance," to wildlife
resources, and he had hoped to discuss with him a means of placing him in a better
light before conservation-minded voters.

537 MEMORANDUM ON THE SHELTERBELT EY EARL W. TINKER,
ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE

[WASHINGTON] August 15, 1936

The Plains Shelterbelt

Description: The Plains Shelterbelt, as originally conceived, included
a strip one hundred miles wide from Canada to a line just north of
Abilene, Texas, following approximately the i ooth Meridian. The ter-
ritorial limitations were established to allow concentrated efforts to se-
cure the effects of mass tree growth, and for reasons of economy. The
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western limit is approximately the limit of effective moisturt conditions
to permit establishment of trees. Lands within the zone and to the east
are reasonably productive and will sustain a permanent agriculture.
Under the plan, approximately i6 acres out of each section of land with
favorable soil conditions (or approximately 25 acres per thousand),
would be planted. Four types of planting work are involved.

i. Strips. Strips of about 8 rods in width (132 feet) and of un-
determined length, oriented to protect the soil from blowing, and to
protect the crop-land from hot winds. 15 to 20 rows of trees and shrubs
are involved in these strips, the rows being planted from 4 to io feet
apart in the strip.

2. Farmstead Planting. Plantings of 6 to 12 rows of trees and shrubs
around farm buildings to protect the dwellings from high winds, both
summer and winter, and to provide shade.

. Woodland Planting Similar rows of solid plantings on areas
favorable to tree growth, to provide fuel, posts, poles and game cover.

4. Solid Block Planting. Plantings on relatively large areas of land
in public ownership, such as sand dunes and river breaks, where such
areas are submarginal for agriculture.

Benefits of Tree Planting in Prairie-Plains Region

The six States in which the Shelterbek Zone was located include
418,000,000 acres, and 1,156,000 farms. 325,000,000 acres are in-
cluded in these farms, giving an average farm. size of 281 acres.

The following benefits would accrue from the continuation of the
Shelterbelt program:

I. Soil blowing would be minimized. Scientific investigations indi-
cate a diminution of surface wind velocity extending from i to 20 times
the height of the barrier.

More even spreading of snow through prevention of drifting.
Modification of extremes in temperature which frequently may be

sufficient to prevent crop failures.
Records of farm experiment stations indicate shelterbelts may in-

crease grain yields as much as 25%.
Protection of livestock from excessive temperatures and winds.

Such protection means decreased feeding during winter.
Betterment of social conditions. Shelterbelts appreciably increase

farm tenure through making the farm a more attractive place on which
to live, breaking the monotony of the prairie landscape, furnishing shade,
and creating generally better living conditions.

Furnish cover for the natural propagation and protection of wild
life and game.

Provide supply of fence-post material, fuel-wood, etc. in a region
where an extreme scarcity of such material exists.
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The success of the Shelterbelt plantings, except under most abnormal
conditions, is assured through years of scientific investigation by the
Forest Service and the Bureau of Plant Industry, both of the Department
of Agriculture.

Accomplishments to Date in the Shelterbelt Project
In 1935 125 miles of field shelterbelt

1936 I, 156 miles of field shelterbelt

Total i, 281 miles of field shelterbelt

In 1935 5,015 acres of farmstead planting
1936 I, 400 acres of farmstead planting

Total 6,415 acres of farmstead planting

Total acreage planted (1935-1936) 32,035 acres
Total number of trees planted 23,771,000
Survival: The i 936 survival averaged on July I, 1936 for all trees

planted in 1935 and 1936 8i. 2%
Employment: During i 936-19,429 man-months of labor were provided.
Cost: Cost per tree plantedApproximately $0.07

Present Status

Action by the 74th Congress placed the Shelterbelt Project on a
liquidating basis. This means that as rapidly as the fifty to sixty million
trees now in the nurseries can be utilized through distribution, or other-
wise, the project is being terminated. However, the current relief pro-
gram is giving employment to thousands, and is demonstrating the need
for continuing the work on some basis.'

{ 13:OF IC:T]

memorandum bears no address; it was perhaps directed to Secretary of
Agriculture Wallace through Forest Service Chief Silcox. In addition to the part
here printed there is a section entitled, "A Farm Forestry Program." The Norris
Farm Forestry Bill (S. 4723), described earlier, was intended to give effect to this
program. For a review of the Shelterbelt from its inception to June 30, 5936, See
Report 0/the Chief of the Forest Service, 1936, pp. 4 1-44.

538 ROOSEVELT TO ERNEST C. OBERHOLTZER, EXECtJTIVE SECRE-
TARY, QIJETICO-SUPERIOR COMMITTEE, Rather, Minnesota

HYDE PK, NEW YORK, August 17, 1936

M DEAR MR. OBE.RHOLTZER: Your letter of July twenty-fourth and
the accompanying resolutions have been read with interest and apprecia-
tion.' The Quetico-Superior Committee appears to be progressing
toward the attainment of its objectives to a degree which justifies the
hope that the concept of a great international forest in the Rainy Lake
watershed will in time become a reality.
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I infer from your letter that the executive departments concerned are
cooperating with your committee in carrying out the several proposals
covered by the resolutions accompanying your letter, with the possible
exception of those which require further allotments of funds. You, of
course, are aware of my personal interest in all phases of forest conserva-
tion including the acquisition of additional lands for national forest pur-
poses, both in the Quetico-Superior region and elsewhere. At the
moment, the provision of additional funds for that purpose involves
difficult problems of law and financial management, but I am hopeful
they can be solved and the work carried forward on an adequate scale.2

With cordial good wishes, Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{ 13:OF 1119:CT]

Oberholtzer reported on the committee's efforts to secure a treaty with Canada for
the establishment of a ten-million acre international forest on the Minnesota-Ontario
boundary. The resolutions referred to are the instructions of the committee to its
members or agents and its recommendations to the agencies cooperating with it.

'Drafted by the Forest Service.

539 HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Aug. 19, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Transmitted herewith is a copy of a letter
of even date which I have addressed to the Honorable, The Secretary of
Agriculture, concerning a recently published report prepared by the
National Forest Service. This letter contains a review of the report
insofar as it concerns the Interior Department.

Information has reached me that the report is being used to antagonize
western livestock interests against your administration. At a recent
meeting of the Wyoming State Wool Growers' Association in Sheridan,
Wyoming, the report was severely condemned. I am informed that
Senator O'Mahoney advised the stockmen at this meeting that the report
is not representative of any policy of your administration.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[I3:or IC:TS]

540 [Enclosure] HAROLD L. ICKES TO HENRY A. WALLACE,
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

WASHINGTON [Aug. 19, 1936]

M DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Under date of April 29, 1936, the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry ordered printed as Senate
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Document No. 199, a report entitled The Western Range. This report
was submitted to you by the Chief of the Forest Service, ostensibly in
compliance with Senate Resolution 289, 74th Congress, 2nd Session.
This resolution requested the Secretary of Agriculture to transmit to the
Senate a report incorporating certain information accumulated as a
result of many years of research and administration of the national
forests, and in addition to transmit recommendations as to constructive
measures.

The report contains more than 600 pages of printed material, tables,
maps, and other illustrations. It was forwarded to the Senate four
days after approval of the resolution requesting the information pur-
ported to be contained therein. Obviously the report was prepared prior
to the resolution and I feel some justification in assuming that the resolu-
tion was introduced at the request of some member of your department.

The report sets forth recognized principles of conservation and reason-
ably well established facts, but intermingled therewith are expressions
of ill-considered opinions and discussions concerning matters within the
jurisdiction of the Interior Department. All of the report is given the
dignity of an authoritative pronouncement by a statement in a letter of
transmittal from the Chief of the Forest Service that the report contains
all pertinent information that could be obtained from any Federal
Agency. The Interior Department, however, a Federal agency more
definitely concerned with the western range than is the Forest Service,
was not called upon for information to be used in the report, was not
consulted as to its issue and had no part in its preparation.

The report covers an area of 728 million acres, about 39 per cent of
which is under Federal jurisdiction. A total of i 2 per cent of the land is
said to be under control of the Forest Service. The remaining 27 per
cent comprises land in which regulation of the range is, for the most
part, an Interior Department function. For this land, as well as for the
public land within national forests, the General Land Office, the Geo-
logical Survey, Office of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Reclamation, the
National Park Service, and the Division of Grazing, in connection with
their regularly assigned duties, have assembled a volume of factual ma-
terial that should be incorporated in any comprehensive report on the
western range region.

Failure to consult the Interior Department in the preparation of the
Western Range report has resulted in an incomplete and inaccurate
discussion, especially in outlining national land policies adopted in the
administration of the public domain. The administration of these
policies is a major Interior Department function and the report implies
throughout that outstanding leadership for the proper performance of
this function has been lacking. The report then offers as constructive
suggestions conservation measures for the public domain that comprise
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part of a program not only advocated by this department for more than
a half century but now rounded out by the enactment of the Taylor
Grazing Act of June 26, 1934, as amended June 26, 1936.

The report also insists that management of the public domain should
be centered in one department, and that, the Department of Agriculture.
Such activities as relate to power reserves, reservoir site reserves, irriga-
tion projects, recreation and scenic withdrawals, stock water reserves,
stock driveway withdrawals, mineral reservations, public range reserves,
grazing districts, leasing or other disposal of isolated tracts of public
lands, and various miscellaneous purpose reservations on the public do-
main are now largely centered in the Interior Department. They con-
template conservation of every natural resource on the Federal domain
except timber in national forests and wild life in Federal game reserva-
tions. These excepted activities are under the jurisdiction of your de-
partment but in the administration of the public domain not included
in forest and game refuges, conservation of timber and game is a function
of the Interior Department.

The Taylor Grazing Act under which range conservation on the
public domain is established as a function of the Interior Department
is made a topic of extensive discussion. Delay in enacting this legisla-
tion is given special emphasis in the report. It is strange that attention
should be invited to this delay by that agency in your department which
exerted every effort to secure the veto of the legislation. This same
agency for many years has interposed intangible but real obstructions to
such legislation mainly by attempting to incorporate in legislative pro-
posals for the public domain, inapplicable rules and regulations adopted
by your department for forest reservations. Apparently the assumption
that administration of grazing lands should be identical with the ad-
ministration of the national forests is now abandoned by a statement in
the report that the Forest Service and Grazing Service should be main-
tained as separate entities.

In a chapter headed "Unsuitable Land Policy" the report discloses
either a reckless disregard for accuracy, or lack of proper consideration
of opinions heretofore propounded by the best minds in the nation in-
cluding experts of your department. In discussing enlarged homesteads
the chapter states:

In spite of the growing appreciation that crop agriculture was unsuited
to most of the west and that economic range use must be substituted as the
basis for land disposal, laws continued to pass which encouraged passage of
title to private ownership with little regard to the area required, under
proper use, to support a family.

The enlarged homestead act of 1909, sometimes known as the dry
farm homestead law, is then described as among the "less wisely con-
ceived" enactments establishing a national land policy. The influence
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exerted by your department in the formulation of that national land
policy however is not mentioned, although the public records contain
abundant evidence of the exercise of that influence.

Early in this century the Department of Agriculture began a sys-
tematic study and promotion of dry-land farming and the annual report
of the department for i 908 states that a vast region formerly considered
as of little use for cultivation is rapidly becoming of considerable agri-
cultural importance under guidance of the department. Even in i 916
your department reported that it had introduced improved methods of
dry farming that had opened up "vast areas of semiarid country which
before were given over to sagebrush and cactus, the rattlesnake and the
prairie dog." Should not your department therefore accept basic re-
sponsibility for the subsequent economic distress of settlers on dry farm
homesteads in this area which contains most of the "abandoned shacks,"
"worn-out tractors" and "fallen-down barns," cited by the Forest Serv-
ice as witnesses of improper national land policies?

The stock raising homestead law is described in the report as the most
unfortunate of the land disposal laws and in a quoted statement by the
Assistant Chief of the Forest Service as an outstanding example of a
reasonably good law unwisely and improvidently administered. Ap-
parently the reader is supposed to select which of these two inconsistent
positions the report presumes to establish. Actual factual basis to sup-
port neither theory is submitted. Tables are copies from Interior De-
partment reports in support of the alleged unwise administration but the
discussion of these tables and their interpretation is erroneous. Whether
the stock raising homestead act was in fact mainly beneficial, or mainly
detrimental, to the West, is unknown and can be determined only by
exhaustive research studies.

The discussion also states that a procedure for making waterhole
withdrawals was not developed, while as a matter of fact since March
29, 1912, every application to appropriate land under the public land
laws has been examined to determine whether valuable public watering
places or key areas were involved. Where appropriate the involved
land has been included in a public water reserve and the application
rejected. In addition, since April 17, 1926, every applicant for public
lands has been required to submit an affidavit certifying that no springs
or waterholes needed for public purposes were involved therein.

The operation of the Mizpah-Pumpkin Creek grazing district, which
has been under Interior jurisdiction since its organization under the act
of March 29, 1928 ( Stat. 38o),1 is discussed in one chapter and it is
indicated that this district has been successful because of the counsel
and advice of the Forest Service. The plan followed in that area, how-
ever, contains the essential elements of a grazing plan proposed by the
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Interior Department long prior to the creation of the Forest Service and
is consistent with plans now being developed by this Department in
organizing grazing districts under the Taylor Grazing Act.

The report repeatedly urges transfer of administration of the Taylor
Grazing Act to the Department of Agriculture. Underlying this pro-
posal is the calm assumption that all competence in the administration
of grazing resides in the Department of Agriculture, and that the Interior
Department is entirely innocent of competence in this field. I shall not
comment further on such an assumption by one department of govern-
ment about another, or upon the propriety of thus seeking to create a
prejudice against this department.

The report is critical of several provisions of the Taylor Grazing law
based upon a legal construction of the act. Some of these criticisms are
a reiteration of objections that were urged upon the President in an effort
to secure a veto of the original law at the time of its passage by
the Congress. Others have been cured by the amendatory legislation
enacted June 26, 1936. The President referred the objections offered in
favor of a veto to the Attorney General who reported that in his opinion
they were without substance. Thereafter, on June 26, 1934, the Presi-
dent approved the Taylor Grazing Act and issued a statement from
which the following passage is quoted:

The passage of this act marks the culmination of years of effort to ob-
tain from Congress express authority for Federal regulation of grazing on
the Federal domain in the interests of conservation and the livestock in-
dustry. . . . The Federal Government by enacting this law has taken a
great forward step in the interest of conservation which will prove of benefit
not only to those engaged in the livestock industry but also to the nation as
a whole.

Repetition in this report of criticisms heretofore held inadequate to
justify a veto of the Taylor Act is a criticism of the President. Further-
more, under the guise of an objective technical document the report not
only contains propaganda by one department of the Federal Govern-
ment against another, but also attacks the private owners of western
range lands. The report gives the Forest Service alone a creditable
record. I am truly amazed that an organization composed of tech-
nically trained experts who have selected as a career the protection of
the public interest in a most valuable natural resource should sponsor a
report of this character. I am even more amazed at such sponsorship
in the light of the valuable help in organizing the administration of the
Taylor Grazing Act that has been afforded by many members of the
Forest Service other than those who contributed to the writing of this
report. The most astonishing thing of all is that one department, at
public expense and without presidential sanction, should issue what is a
thinly veiled attack upon a sister department. Such a report tends to
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create public prejudice against the good faith of all Federal agencies
and in my opinion is injurious to the public service and to the ad-
ministration.2

Sincerely yours,

[13:oF IC:T:COPY]

'This authorized the Secretary
Montana for grazing.

2 Answered post, 569.

541 ROOSEVELT TO GOVERNOR ROBERT L. COCHRAN, Lincoln,
Nebraska

WASHINGTON, August 21, 1936

[Telegram] As you probably know, I am coming West next week to
get at first hand all the information I can with respect to the Situation in
the drought area. We plan to arrive in Des Moines early morning
Tuesday September first and I would appreciate very much if you could
find it convenient to meet us there for a general discussion of the situa-
tion. To this conference I am also inviting Governors Herring, Park,
Marland and Landon. I am asking Governor Herring as our host to
advise you as to the detailed plans for the conference.1

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[HAROLD L. ICKES]

of the Interior to lease certain public lands in

[13:PPF 6642:T]

'Similar telegrams were sent to the governors and other officials of states in thedrought area. With the text of this telegram as published in Rosenman (ed.),
Public Papers, V2 293, is a lengthy note describing the conference and the stops made
en route to inspect drought conditions at first hand.

542 ROOSEVELT TO THOMAS D. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, CAMPBELL
FARMING CORPORATION, Hardin, Montana

[WASHINGTON] August 24, 1936

DEAR MR. CAMPBELL: Your letter of July twenty-seventh was
sent to Secretary Wallace for his information. I shall also refer to him
your later letter of August first.1

In considering the work needed on any particular tract of land or in
any particular region, we come quickly to many administrative problems.
Quite obviously, the Federal Government cannot provide all the funds
needed for carrying on extensive erosion-prevention and conservation
work on all of the privately owned lands in farms. It cannot do so even
for those areas most acutely in need of such work. Consequently, we
must first decide what things can be done by the Federal Government,
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with some uniformity, in different areas; secondly, we must decide on
principles under which the Federal Government can cooperate with
States and local associations in forwarding sound soil conservation
practices.

The Soil Conservation Service already has done vastly more control
work than ever before has been attempted in this country. But its funds
are limited. Its work has been chiefly of three kinds: first, on publicly-
owned lands, some quite intensive erosion-prevention work has been
done; secondly, more than one hundred and fifty demonstration projects
have been established so that farmers generally might become acquainted
with all of the various erosion-prevention and soil-conserving practices;
thirdly, through CCC camps both of these functions have been supple-
mented in places of most acute need, usually where there is a quasi-public
character to the tracts on which the work is done. A fourth type of
activity is just being started. This consists in cooperative arrangements
with locally formed soil conservation associations, where major respon-
sibility in initiating and carrying on the work rests with the association.
The Soil Conservation Service provides certain technical help, super-
vision, and such operating assistance as may be found feasible. Such
associations can be formed only under State law. Most of the States
have not yet enacted the necessary laws.

All of these activities of the Soil Conservation Service are now going
forward to the full limit of moneys appropriated, and have been ex-
panded throughout the country, but chiefly in the drought States, under
allotments of WPA funds. Just how much further this expansion can
be carried depends upon the availability of funds and of trained tech-
nicians. Federal and State agencies already are utilizing most of the
people who have been sufficiently trained for work of this kind.

Individual landowners, local communities, and the States must accept
the highest degree of responsibility possible. I think they will do this.
If they do, the resources of the Federal Government can be used on a
wide front to provide basic surveys, technical guidance, and other help.
I am most appreciative of your interest in this work. The Department
of Agriculture will do everything in Montana it consistently can.2

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: A] Pres' handwriting: "I hope to see you one of these days
soon."

[13: PPF 2533: CT]

Campbell was a farming engineer and at one time was a consultant to the U.S.S.R.
on agricultural matters. From i on he carried on an extensive correspondence
with Roosevelt. in his letter of July (PPF 2533) he urged erosion control and
water conservation in the drought areas rather than removal of the people. The other
letter is not present.

2 Drafted by the Agriculture Department.
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543 GREAT PLAINS DROUGHT AREA COMMITTEE REPORT

[WASHINGTON, August 27, 1936]

SUMMARY op CONCLUSIONS CONTAINED IN THE REPORT OF THE
GREAT PLAINS DROUGHT AREA COMMITTEE: 1 Arrest of the wastage of
soil by erosion and efficient use of the water resources of the region are
basic in any long range program for the Great Plains Drought Area.

Accomplishment of these two objectives involves engineering, proper
agricultural practices, financing and a revision of policies by all public
agencies concerned.

The region should be divided into sub-areas and studies should be
made to determine the kinds of agricultural practice and engineering
treatment required to fit each portion to its indicated use.

Certain submarginal lands should be taken permanently out of com-
mercial production.

Soil conserving practices should be followed on arable lands, such as
re-grassing, contour plowing, listing, terracing, strip-cropping and the
planting of trees. Grazing can often be benefitted by contour furrow-
ing and water spreading. Grazing and cropping should be carefully
integrated.

Water should never be allowed needlessly to go to waste. In addition
to the water conservation which is inherent in soil conserving practices,
thousands of small but substantial dams should be constructed. These
serve to hold back run-off for use in dry periods, provide a more adequate
water supply for stock and help to insure a feed supply by making small
irrigation systems for groups of families possible. In many places, flood
irrigation by water-spreading is feasible. Some readjustment of water
rights appears essential, since it is contrary to the principles of conserva-
tion to allow water to be diverted to poor lands when there is not enough
to supply neighboring lands of better quality.

The work relief program, the program of major public works and
action by farmers themselves, working in cooperating groups, can con-
tribute to the carrying out of this program. Long term credit must be
made available to farmers attempting to help themselves. In addition,
public acquisition of lands too seriously injured to warrant restoration
by private enterprise should be continued if the change which is urgently
needed in the land use patterns of the region is to be accomplished.
Federal, State, and County Governments should cooperate in this activity.

Land not too far depleted for restoration should be leased or optioned
by the Government with the stipulation that the owners carry on an
approved program of restoration to grass or forest.

City zoning ordinances should be studied for precedents for public
action to protect land against uses held to be harmful to the public
interest.
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Wherever possible the cooperative principle should be invoked and

encouraged. The Taylor Grazing Act and the grazing regulations in
the National Forests and on State lands should be administered with the

definite aim of stimulating cooperative grazing associations. Assistance

should be offered such grazing associations to prevent overgrazing of their

lands.
Local committees should be encouraged, to insure that the wishes

and interests of local people receive adequate expression. All govern-
mental agencies should consult and cooperate with these local com-

mittees.
All of the proposed activities should be coordinated parts of a well-

devised program envisaging the entire region. The emergency is a test
of the democratic system which can be met without any exercise of

arbitrary power by any agency.
We need to know approximately how many people the region should

be expected to support under conditions of scientific agriculture. We
need to know to what extent population could voluntarily be relocated

with advantage to itself. Aimless intra-regional migrations should not
be encouraged; yet in many cases a different grouping might produce
happier and more prosperous communities. At present it cannot finally
be said whether or not the region can support adequately the population
now residing within its limits. In the long run a change from cropping
to grazing would undeniably reduce the population of some areas.
Nevertheless, it is possible that a sounder agricultural economy, with
more opportunities for assured family incomes and higher living stand-
ards, might increase subsidiary opportunities for employment. The
fundamental purpose of any worthwhile program must be not to de-
populate the region but to make it permanently habitable. The drift
away from the Great Plains has already begun and is likely to continue
unless remedial measures are taken without delay.

The regional agriculture must rest on the development of holdings
which will actually support a family in independence and comfort. Un-
doubtedly these holdings must be larger than those now prevailing in
many parts of the Plains, while in other parts farmers are attempting
cultivation of too much land.

Since tenancy, imposing upon the tenant the necessity of "mining the

land" is peculiarly unfitted to conditions now existing on the Great
Plains, there would seem to be justification for the use of the public
credit to enable competent tenants to purchase and operate their own

farms.
We recommend thorough exploration of the possibilities of covering

the unavoidable risks resulting from the irregular alternation of good
years and bad by some form of insurance. A proposed solution, which
studies by the Department of Agriculture indicate may be actuarially
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sound, calls for the collection of a portion of the surplus in bumper years
with repayment in kind during years when crops fall below normal.

We are convinced that in many vital respects the initiative must be
taken by the Federal Government. We suggest a study to determine
what new Federal legislation, if any, may be necessary in order to permit
the central Government to promote the transfer from crop to grass farm-
ing where necessary.

We recommend the establishment of a Board, representative of perti-
nent Federal and State agencies, to integrate and implement the lines
of action suggested. The Board should suggest ways in which current
relief activities may in considerable measure be made the first steps in
the consummation of a long range program. The various agencies at
work in the field should have co-terminus areas and the unit should be
the County or District composed of several counties.

We endanger our Democracy if we allow the Great Plains or any other
section of the country to become an economic desert.

[13:oF 2285:T]

Report of the Great Plains Drought Area Committee, August, 5936 (Washing-
ton, 1936), a seventeen-page pamphlet. The summary here printed was issued as
a press release on Aug. 27, 1936.

544 PRESIDENTIAL DROUGHT CONFERENCE FOR MISSOURI, The
State House, Des Moines, Iowa, Thursday, September 3, 1936,
2:30 P.M.

[Excerpt] Present: Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United
States; Gov. Guy B. Park; Sen. Bennett Champ Clark; Sen. Harry S.
Truman; Mathew S. Murray, WPA; R. C. Smith and State Director
Nicholson, RA; F. W. Niemeyer and Walter Rust, FCA; Robert K.
Ryland, NEC; Secretary Wallace; Harry Hopkins and Howard Hunter;
Rexford Tugwell; Governor Myers; Robert Fechner, CCC; Commis-
sioner Goss; Eugene Leggett; Alfred Stedman. .

President Roosevelt: I just want to make a suggestionin going
through the country I have become more and more convinced that we
ought to have some form of a complete individual farm survey for the
whole of the drought area and probably eventually of the whole United
States. The insurance companies have been carrying on for a good
many years the same sort of idea. The card of the individual farm
borrower of the insurance company contains statistics as to the type of
land, as to the type of crop, and so forth and so on. Now if we had
and it probably is a matter that should be financed, at least in part, by
the federal governmenta complete survey of every farm we would be
able to know a great deal better what the chances are for a farmer to
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make good on his particular farm. There are obviously some on farms
today who should be told frankly that they never will come through if
they keep on where they are. There are others who can after a survey
of that kind, if it is explained to them they are going to lose their farm
unless they put in soil erosion prevention. And in that way we will know

a great deal better in the future what the individual needs of the indi-
vidual farm family are. It is a thing that will probably take a very long
time or a great deal of money. We have done it I think, Rex, in some
portions of the Dakotas.

Professor Tugwell: Yes, it has been done in industry with some Gov-
ernment Agencies working together, and if your state authorities would
work we could get legislation for that in January, do it in conjunction

with the state authorities.
President Roosevelt: If your state authorities could work for some

state legislation on that in January and do it in conjunction with your
agricultural colleges, and so forth and so on in the state, it seems to me
we will have a much better picture and a much better idea of what is
needed to avoid drouth conditions, soil erosion and lack of water in every
part of this drouth area, than if we go about it more or less hit or miss.

Governor Park: Of course, in Missouri we know what caused this
condition is, it has been cutting timber along the streams and hollows
letting the water rush out, and we have got to get back of that.

President Roosevelt: You have got to do a great deal of reforesting

on the top slopes.
Governor Park: Yes, no doubt about it.
President Roosevelt: Of course, it is a big program and it cannot be

done in two, three or five years, but will probably take twenty-five years
at least, to complete it but we can start it, and whatever we spend will

come back many times over.'

[13 :PSF:DROUGHT C0NFERENCET]

'The transcript of the proceedings of the several conferences, "Presidential
Drought Conference, Des Moines, Iowa, September 3, 1936," amounts to 100 typed

pages. This and the following selections comprise Roosevelt's comments on the long-

range conservation problem. The greater part of the conference was, of course,
devoted to the relief crisis resulting from the drought.

545 PRESIDENTIAL DROUGHT CONFERENCE FOR IOWA, The State
House, Des Moines, Iowa, Thursday, September 3, 1936,

3:20 P. M.

[Excerpt] Present: Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United
States; Gov. Clyde L. Herring; Sen. L. J. Dickinson; L. S. Hill and
George Keller, WPA; R. C. Smith and State Director Lodwick, RA;
Frank O'Connor and Mr. McCumsey, FCA; John J. Hughes, NEC;
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Secretary Wallace; Harry Hopkins and Howard Hunter; Rexford Tug-
well; Governor Myers; Robert Fechner, CCC; Commissioner Goss;
Eugene Leggett; and Alfred Stedman.

President Roosevelt: That brings up, what shall we do in the way
of these projects. Of course secondary road building is a very fine
thing, but secondary road building does not help the problem of the
drought in the years to come. Therefore it seems to me that we ought
to use our money that is spent on WPA just as much as we can in the
long range planning against drought. Now, you have in this state a
great deal of erosion. It seems to me that would be an extremely useful
project, a serious project for us to concentrate on in our WPA work.

Governor Herring: No doubt about that; that is of first importance
with us.

President Roosevelt: How about the building of ponds?
Governor Herring: That is all right in some counties. We have

some counties, of course, that will not hold water if you build the ponds;
after building your pond it will not hold the water. We have some soil
in which you just can't keep the water. Henry, you know that situation
in some of your counties down there.

Mr. Hill: Along that line, Mr. President, we think it would be very
helpful in the matter if you can find some manner of liming these counties
so they will produce leguminous crops, and under the WPA we can
do it on private property. Yesterday we had a meeting and drew a
resolution along that line that I suppose will meet the requirements you
are talking about.

President Roosevelt: And how will you get title to land that is over-
flowed by ponds?

Governor Herring: That would not affect us so very much. It is
rougher country in the south part. As I say, you go up in a plane and
you will think the whole southern part of Iowa is washing down into the
rivers.

President Roosevelt: Can you get title or an easement?
Governor Herring: If you are going to do that it has got to be done

on private property, that is the difficulty about it.
President Roosevelt: We find further west you can almost always get

the farmer or the school district or township to give an easement which
would allow his neighbors to come in and use his pond for stock.

Governor Herring: We don't have much of that. We don't need
the ponds. We have erosion of those rough lands washing down through
the muddy creeks.

President Roosevelt: What are the county commissioners doing? Are
they doing anything in the way they are doing it in the South, buying
terracing machines and then renting them out to the individual farmer?

Governor Herring: I don't think there is much of that being done.

[6i]



Mr. Hill: Very little. In southern Iowa, Appanoose.
President Roosevelt: Is that a possibility in the future?
Mr. Hill: It ought to be. Hasn't been to any great extent.
President Roosevelt: That has been a very substantial contribution to

a great part of the cotton land in the South. The county commissioners
buy the terracing machine and then rent it out. It terraces twenty to
thirty acres a day, at comparatively little cost. Do you know how much
it is an acre?

A Conferee: About $4,000.
President Roosevelt: I mean an acre.
Mr. Fechner: About $3.00 to $6.00 an acre, depending on the type

of terrace. They build them a little cheaper in the South because they
can get a little smaller terrace than we can in this section. In this region
it will run from $2.00 to $5.00 or $6.00 an acre, depending on the con-
dition of the land for building terraces.

Mr. Prior: I think some of that was done by voluntary association.
A Conferee: To a very limited extent. We want it more fundamental

than that. Here is the question of agriculture, to get more leguminous
crops going, hold the moisture.

President Roosevelt: Will that help stop erosion?
A Conferee: It will be following out better cropping perhaps. We

can raise more than at the present time in our eroded areas, and lime-
stone will make that possible too. There is little erosion on clover land
or grass. Of course we all know corn following clover or grass produces
much better than it does following corn, and erosion is about 1/5 as great.

President Roosevelt: What is being done in the state to take out of
cultivation some of the higher land and putting it in pasture or trees?

Governor Herring: There has been quite a bit done. The figures
show forty-five per cent increase in acreage of alfalfa in 1936, as con-
trasted with 1932. That is due to the AAA benefits, that forced it over
into that.

[13 : PSF : DROUGHT CONFERENCE: T]

546 PRESIDENTIAL DROUGHT CONFERENCE FOR KANSAS, The State
House, Des Moines, Iowa, Thursday, September 3, 1936,
3:50 P. M.

[Excerpt] Present: Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United
States; Gov. Alfred M. Landon; Sen. Arthur Capper; Dean Call; Dean
Umberger; Dr. Grimes, State Agricultural Commissioner; Mr. Knapp,
State Water Engineer; Evan Griffith, WPA; Walton Dodge, RA; Hugh
Harrell and Dave Mullendore, FCA; Jonas Graber, NEC; Secretary
Wallace; Harry Hopkins and Howard Hunter; Rexford Tugwell; Gov-
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ernor Myers; Robert Fechner, CCC; Commissioner Goss; Eugene
Leggett; Alfred Stedman.

President Roosevelt: That brings up the other factor, which is soil
erosion. There has been some done on it, not an awful lot. Of course,
as you know, I am very enthusiastic about tree planting. There are lots
of these higher lands that we can get trees on. It will take a long time.

Governor Landon: In this farm pond plan, I will have to refer to Mr.
Knapp to know how it is followed out. It was the idea that trees be
planted around these farm ponds. Was that carried out?

Mr. Knapp: I think something has been done. Not as much as
might be done.

President Roosevelt: Then on the erosion itself. I think, of course,
you have got some erosion problem in Kansas. Not as much as in some
states.

Governor Landon: We have quite an erosion problem. I would like
to have Dean Call speak on that.

Dean Call: In the northeastern part of the state we have a very
serious problem. In other sections it is also serious. Of course, as com-
pared with more rolling states you wouldn't say our problem is serious,
but we have localities in Kansas where it is an exceedingly serious
problem.

President Roosevelt: What are we doing on that at the present time?
Dean Call: We are working, of course, with the soil conservation

service.
President Roosevelt: How many CCC camps are working on erosion?
Mr. Fechner: Nearly all on these big dams, Mr. President.
Dean Call: We have several camps on erosion. I should judge at the

present time probably six or eight, not more than that, probably six or
eight.

President Roosevelt: What are they doing?
Dean Call: Doing various types of work. We have not proceeded

as rapidly in Kansas with the construction of terraces as they have in
some sections. We feel the need of feeling our way somewhat in the
use of terraces.

President Roosevelt: Is there much interest in them?
Dean Call: There is great interest in them, Mr. President, yes. Great

interest in them. They have done some work of that character, doing
excellent work in cleaning up pastures of undergrowth so that the grass
can come in. That will help control erosion. In the western part of
the state they have been cleaning cactus out of pastures. That has been
helpful in improving the grass cover and in that way reduces erosion.
The program is going forward very satisfactorily, I should say, in our
state, and considerable relief labor is being used; not only CCC camp
labor but other relief labor, on these projects.
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President Roosevelt: They have done a good deal more in the South-
eastern states on terracing than we have in the North and Middle West.

Governor Landon: As the Dean says, our agricultural college people
wanted to go a little slow on the terracing, for technical reasons, until
it is developed a little more, from experience, what to expect from it.

President Roosevelt: In the South they are using two methods. One
in the purchase of the terracing machine through cooperatives, and the
other, the purchase of the machine through the county commissioners,
and then renting it out at so much an acre or so much a day, depending
on the county or the land.

Dean Call: Mr. President, we feel that most of our terrace work should
be done with the equipment that the farmer has on the farm or can
secure from the township trustees or the county commissioners. We
believe we should make our terraces somewhat smaller than they have
done in the South. And that is one reason why we want to feel our
way. Another reason is, there are certain insect problems that may de-
velop. You take the terrace line running through a field, uncultivated,
furnishes a place for grasshoppers to deposit eggs. We do not know but
what we will have more insect trouble where those terraces cross our
fields than we would have with them not present. There are a number
of things we feel we want to know about those possibilities.

[13 : PSF : DROUGHT CONFERENCE : T]

547 PRESIDENTIAL DROUGHT CONFERENCE FOR OKLAHOMA, The
State House, Des Moines, Iowa, Thursday, September 3, 1936,
4:35 p. M.

[Excerpt] Present: Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United
States; Gov. E. W. Marland; Sen. Thomas P. Gore; Sen. Elmer Thomas;
State Sen. Al. Nichols; State Sen. James Nance; State Sen. Ed. King;
Col. W. S. Key, WPA; D. P. Trent, RA; Hugh Harrell and Dave Mul-
lendore, FCA; Forrest Parrott, NEC; Secretary Wallace; Harry
Hopkins and Howard Hunter; Rexford Tugwell; Governor Myers;
Robert Fechner, CCC; Commissioner Goss; Eugene Leggett; Alfred
Stedman. .

A Conferee: But have you considered irrigation? To any extent?
President Roosevelt: I was going to come to that. In talking with

the people in the upper Missouri valley, there is a great deal of bottom
land where probably by the establishment of a reservoir and pumping
station where you have got a constant river flow, you can put a good
many acres under cultivation. You have got some of that in Oklahoma.
Have you got any irrigation plans?

Governor Marland: We have plenty of plans but we haven't any work
going on.
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A Conferee: In Oklahoma they investigated and surveyed about
twenty-five years ago and about the time they got the survey completed
and ready to build a flood came and washed the dam and the engine
they had for pumping water away and everything else.

President Roosevelt: Youin other words, you have got to have
stream regulation first before you can put in large irrigation projects.
There is a very important thing on that I have been worried about going
through these different states, it depends somewhat on the Federal law
the same as on the state law, and as a general proposition on the estab-
lishment of an irrigation district. It ought to be undertaken not for the
benefit of the man who happens to own the land at the time, but rather
with the idea that we will provide comparatively small irrigated tracts
which we can offer for settlement to people who are taken off the sub-
marginal land, and give them some place to go. One thing that dis-
turbed me yesterday out in Nebraska's projects is that under this au-

thority, whatever they call it that is building it, the existing landowner
in this district that is to be irrigated will get the first whack at it and there
is nothing to prevent the individual from accumulating 500, 1,000 to
1,500 acres of irrigated land provided he has enough capital to carry it.
It doesn't guarantee a subdivision of that irrigated land into 50 or 6o
acre tracts where an individual can make a living. It seems to me that
if you go into a fairly good sized irrigation project, I mean anything
from a couple of thousand acres or up, we ought to really get the title to
the land in the first instance and then subdivide it for the use of the
people who come off of the submarginal land or farms.

Governor Marland: I think the big landowner in Oklahoma is some-
think you don't need to fear. We have exempted the homestead up to
$1500.00 and we are going to force the large landholders to subdivide.
There is no need to worry about the big landowner in Oklahoma after
the next legislature.

A Conferee: Will your ad valorem tax credit be on that in the higher
acres?

Governor Marland: If a man has a little farm and has an exemption
of $ioo.00, the value above the $ioo.00 will have to carry the tax
burden for the county, you see, if you only exempt $ioo.00 on the
homestead. Mr. President, your agricultural agency proposed this some
years ago, there is a typical farm pond I would like to see.

President Roosevelt: Your soil taking it by and large will hold water?
Governor Marland: Yes.
President Roosevelt: I mean these ponds won't seep out in a drouth

or dry time of year?
A Conferee: A pretty high grade soil, impervious.

[13: PSF : DROUGHT CONFERENCE: T]
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548 PRESIDENTIAL DROUGHT CONFERENCE FOR NEBRASKA, The
State House, Des Moines, Iowa, Thursday, September 3, 193,
5:20 P.M.

[Excerpt] Present: Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United
States; Gov. Roy L. Cochran; 1 A. D. Morrell, WPA; D. P. Trent, RA;
Hugh Harrell and Dave Mullendore, FCA; Forrest Parrott, NEC;
Secretary Wallace; Harry Hopkins and Howard Hunter; Rexford Tug-
well; Governor Myers; Robert Fechner, CCC; Commissioner Goss;
Eugene Leggett; Alfred Stedman....

President Roosevelt: I would say if there is any one of the professions
in which there is a great dearth, it is farm engineering and forestry; a
real dearth of trained personnel. How about the forestry end of it?
What are we doing in the state? I know we are not doing enough.

Governor Cochran: We have lost thousands of trees this year. We
have one active forester in Nebraska, out in the sand hills.

President Roosevelt: Have you any state nurseries?
Governor Cochran: No, sir.
President Roosevelt: They don't cost much. I recommend state

nurseries very highly. After you get them started they pay for them-
selves.

Governor Cochran: We are doing a great deal of planning incident to
road construction use.

President Roosevelt: Yes. And using trees as snow fences.
Governor Cochran: Yes.
President Roosevelt: I think that is a very important thing in a lot

of this snow territory. Instead of a snow fence a line of trees will do
exactly the same thing if they will grow.

Governor Cochran: I think it is in prairie country where you can get
the right-of-way.

A Conferee: We have a white-collared project for forestry research,
which, at least in my own opinion, has increased the interest in tree
planting in Nebraska. For instance, we drew a model plan for planting
trees around school houses. When that was given publicity we had a
number of requests. I have that plan so far worked out, and it was
going to be presented to the next legislature, whereby those trees will be
planted around rural schools and the children brought up inside of those
wooded enclosures where they have protection from the wind and that
sort of thing, on a long time scale.

President Roosevelt: It is a fine thing from an educational point of
view. After all, going through all this country, I mean to say, western
Nebraska, western Dakotas, eastern Colorado, eastern Wyoming, I don't
get very much of a kick out of seeing a dozen trees around a farm house,
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or a dozen trees around a school house. It is fine, educational; but to
get any real results from trees you have to plant them along section lines,
along highways or in clumps, real clumps. I am inclined to think, from
what I have seen, that the section line windbreak and the highway wind
or snow break, is the most practical thing for us to go after.

[13 : PSF : DROUGHT CONFERENCE: T]

'Robert Le Roy Cochran.

549 HAROLD L. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Sept. 5, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The report of the Great Plains Drought
Area Committee, dated August i 936, proposes on page 16 thereof a
program for integration of land and water resources activities by a board
of representatives of pertinent Federal and State agencies.

The establishment of such a board would parallel both in personnel
and in structure existing land and water resources committees of the
National Resources Committee. These existing coordinating agencies
comprise the same membership of the various Federal and State agen-
cies, concerned with problems of land and water, as would the proposed
new coordinating groups.

These committees of the National Resources Committee have been
functioning for several years with considerable success in coordinating
and integrating the objectives and activities of the various Federal agen-
cies. Supplementing their activities are the State and regional planning
groups which have been functioning in most instances for several years
in the areas now under discussion by the Great Plains Drought Area
Committee.

The aforesaid machinery has already produced the only concrete water
program available in the drought area, namely, the program for the
Drainage Basin of the Red River of the North. This report represents
the coordinated accomplishments of State and Federal groups under the
technical guidance of a consultant appointed by the Water Resources
Committee. This process is being repeated in other areas, and the results
thereof will be available from time to time. It is exactly what is pro-
posed by the Great Plains Drought Area Committee, but under new and
duplicating auspices.

The Drainage Basin Study now under way under the auspices of the
Water Resources Committee also includes the same territory.

It seems to me that the creation of new coordinating committees con-
sisting of the same agencies and with the same objectives as those of the
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National Resources Committee and duly constituted state planning and
other boards would only result in confusion.

These matters are called to your attention in the hope that further
problems of land and water utilization and conservation in the Great
Plains Drought Area will be assigned for study and ultimate solution
to existing national coordinating groups. These latter have had the
benefit of several years' experience and contact with the problems in-
volved. Aside from their availability for such functions as outlined
above, no permanent and real value could be attained by the development
of parallel and perhaps contradictory programs by new agencies.

Sincerely yours,
[HAROLD L. IcKEs]

[13:oF 2285:CT]

550 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, Washington, September 6, 1936

[Excerpt] M FRIENDS: I have been on a journey of husbandry.
I went primarily to see at first hand conditions in the drought states;
to see how effectively Federal and local authorities are taking care of
pressing problems of relief and also how they are to work together to
defend the people of this country against the effects of future droughts.

I saw drought devastation in nine states.
I talked with families who had lost their wheat crop, lost their corn

crop, lost their livestock, lost the water in their well, lost their garden
and come through to the end of the summer without one dollar of cash
resources, facing a winter without feed or foodfacing a planting season
without seed to put in the ground.

That was the extreme case, but there are thousands and thousands
of families on western farms who share the same difficulties.

I saw cattlemen who because of lack of grass or lack of winter feed
have been compelled to sell all but their breeding stock and will need
help to carry even these through the coming winter. I saw livestock
kept alive only because water had been brought to them long distances
in tank cars. I saw other farm families who have not lost everything
but who, because they have made only partial crops, must have some
form of help if they are to continue farming next spring.

I shall never forget the fields of wheat so blasted by heat that they
cannot be harvested. I shall never forget field after field of corn,
stunted, earless, stripped of leaves, for what the sun left the grasshoppers
took. I saw brown pasture that would not keep a cow on fifty acres.

Yet I would not have you think for a single minute that there is
permanent disaster in these drought regions, or that the picture I saw
meant depopulating these areas. No cracked earth, no blistering sun,
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no burning wind, no grasshoppers, are a permanent match for the in-
domitable American farmers and stockmen and their wives and children
who have carried on through desperate days, and inspire us with their
self-reliance, their tenacity and their courage. It was their fathers' task
to make homes; it is their task to keep these homes; and it is our task
to help them win their fight.

First let me talk for a minute about this autumn and the coming
winter. We have the option, in the case of families who need actual
subsistence, of putting them on the dole or putting them to work. They
do not want to go on the dole and they are one thousand percent right.
We agree, therefore, that we must put them to work, work for a decent
wage; and when we reach that decision we kill two birds with one stone,
because these families will earn enough by working, not only to subsist
themselves, but to buy food for their stock, and seed for next year's
planting. And into this scheme of things there fit of course the govern-
ment lending agencies which next year, as in the past, will help with pro-
duction loans.

Every Governor with whom I have talked is in full accord with this
program of providing work for these farm families, just as every Gov-
ernor agrees that the individual states will take care of their unemploy-
ables but that the cost of employing those who are entirely able and
willing to work must be borne by the Federal Government.

If then we know, as we do today, the approximate number of farm
families who will require some form of work relief from now on through
the winter, we face the question of what kind of work they ought to do.
Let me make it clear that this is not a new question because it has already
been answered to a greater or less extent in every one of the drought com-
munities. Beginning in 1934, when we also had a serious drought con-
dition, the state and Federal governments cooperated in planning a
large number of projectsmany of them directly aimed at the alleviation
of future drought conditions. In accordance with that program, for
example, literally thousands of ponds or small reservoirs have been built
in order to supply water for stock and to lift the level of the underground
water to protect wells from going dry. Thousands of wells have been
drilled or deepened; community lakes have been created and irrigation
projects are being pushed.

Water conservation by means such as these is being expanded as a
result of this new drought all through the Great Plains area, the western
corn belt and in the states that lie further south. In the Middle West
water conservation is not so pressing a problem, and here the work
projects run more to soil erosion control and the building of farm-to-
market roads.

Spending like this is not waste. It would spell future waste if we
did not spend for such things now. These emergency work projects
provide money to buy food and clothing for the winter; they keep the
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livestock on the farm; they provide seed for a new crop, and, best of all,
they will conserve soil and water in the future in those areas that are
most frequently hit by drought.

If, for example, in some local place the water table continues to drop
and the top soil to blow away, the land values will disappear with the
water and the soil. People on the farms will drift into the nearby cities;
the cities will have no farm trade and the workers in the city factories
and stores will have no jobs. Property values in those cities will decline.
If, on the other hand, the farms within that area remain as farms with
better water supply and no erosion, the farm population will stay on the
land and prosper and the nearby cities will prosper too. Property values
will increase instead of disappearing. That is why it is worth our while
as a nation to spend money in order to save money. . . . I want to make
it clear that no simple panacea can be applied to the drought problem
in the whole of the drought area. Plans have to depend on local con-
ditions, for these vary with all kinds of things, like annual rainfall, soil
characteristics, altitude and topography. Water and soil conservation
methods may differ in one county from those in an adjoining county.
Work to be done in the cattle and sheep country differs, of course, in
type from work in the wheat country or work in the corn belt.

The Great Plains Drought Area Committee has given me its pre-
liminary recommendations for a long-time program for the Great Plains
region. Using that report as a basis we are cooperating successfully
and in entire accord with the Governors and state planning boards. As
we get this program into operation the people more and more will be
able to maintain themselves securely on the land. That will mean a
steady decline in the relief burdens that the Federal Government and the
states have had to assume in time of drought; but, more important, it
will mean a greater contribution to general national prosperity by these
regions that have been hit by drought. It will conserve and improve not
only property values, but human values. The people in the drought
area do not want to be dependent on Federal, or state or any other kind
of charity. They want for themselves and their families an opportunity
to share fairly by their own efforts in the progress of America....

In the drought area people are not afraid to use new methods to meet
changes in Nature, and to correct mistakes of the past. If over-grazing
has injured range lands, they are willing to reduce the grazing. If cer-
tain wheat lands should be returned to pasture they are willing to
cooperate. If trees should be planted as wind-breaks or to stop erosion
they will work with us. If terracing or summer fallowing or crop rota-
tion is called for, they will carry them out. They stand ready to fit, and
not to fight, the ways of Nature.

We are helping, and shall continue to help the farmer to do those
things, through local soil conservation committees and other cooperative
local, state and federal agencies of government.
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I wish I had time tonight to deal with other and more comprehensive
agricultural policies. But that must wait till a later time.

With this fine help we are tiding over the present emergency. We are
going to conserve soil, conserve water and conserve life. We are going
to have long-time defenses against both low prices and drought. We
are going to have a farm policy that will serve the national welfare.
That is our hope for the future.1

[RL RECORDINGS: 70-7 i]

1 These excerpts are from the first one of the 1936 "Fireside Chats"; somewhat less
than half of the speech is here printed. Omitted are paragraphs dealing with the
relief problem (as such) in the drought area, a statement of what the Government was
doing to provide employment, and a statement on the meaning of Labor Day. This
text is that of the radio broadcast transcription. Departures from the prepared text
are unimportant; cf. Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, V, 33i-39, which follows the
reading copy. In addition to the reading copy, two drafts are present; the one used
as the basis of Roosevelt's speech bears numerous revisions in his hand.

551 ROOSEVELT TO FREDERIC A. DELANO, VICE CHAIRMAN,
NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE

WASHINGTON, September 9, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR HON. FREDERIC A. DELANO: I have been im-
pressed with the desirability of opening up certain sections of Idaho into
which no wagon or automobile trail now exists. These sections con-
tain many possibilities for gold prospecting and also for forest improve-
ment and fire prevention.

Is it within the province of the National Resources Committee to
conduct some kind of survey to recommend for or against road building
into these areas? If so, perhaps the Committee could send out someone
accompanied by (a) a representative of the Bureau of Mines and (b) a
representative of the Bureau of Forestry. Such a group of three ought
to be sufficient to make a recommendation.

Will you let me know your views? 1
F.D.R.

[13:oF 289:T]
1 Answered post, 555.

552 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT AT THE GREEN PASTURES RALLY,
Charlotte, North Carolina, September 10, 1936

[Excerpt] GOVERNOR EHRINGHAUS, MR. MAYOR, MY FRIENDS OF
CHARLOTTE: . . . A recent writer has suggested that the present Presi-
dent of the United States, because perhaps of where he was born and
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where he was trained and perhaps because of his natural proclivity, he
inevitably reverts to terms of land and water in his approach to any great
problem. I fear that I must plead guilty to that chargethough I do so
with the reservation that this is in spite of the fact that during the greater
part of my life I have been in far closer contact with the more exciting
and more highly competitive give and take of the profession of the law,
the practice of business and the exactions of public service.

Green pastures! Millions of our fellow Americans) with whom I have
been associating in the past two weeks, out on the Great Plains of Amer-
ica, live with prayers and hopes for the fulfillment of what those words
imply. Still waters! Millions of other Americans, with whom I also
have been associated of late, living with prayers and hopes either that
the floods may be stilledfloods that bring with them destruction and
disaster to fields and flocks, to homesteads and citiesor else they look
for the Heaven-sent rains that will fill their wells, their ponds and their
peaceful streams.

Many years ago, I talked with a learned man about this continent
about what North America was like when the white man came. I asked
him if the Great Plains, which extend hundreds and hundreds of miles
from the Mississippi to the Rockies were always bare of trees, always the
pasturage of buffalo and antelope.

"Yes," he said, "for many hundreds of years before the white man
came, but it is my belief that trees could have grown and still could grow
on those plains, but that they have been prevented from growing by the
constant succession of prairie fires, set either by the lightning or the
red men."

I asked him whether the streams of the Southland were always brown
and full of silt before our white ancestors moved in. "No," he said, "in
those earlier days, during the greater part of the year, the Southern rivers
were clear streams, except perhaps for a week or so in the Springtime,
when they had moderate freshets, small floods, and when they occur,
some soil but very little soil was washed from the uplands, from the
mountains of the South into the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf, but be-
cause these were seasonal only in their effect, and small in volume, the
natural accretion of new top soil took the place of that which had run
off to the sea."

If history gives a name to the day and age we are living in, I hope it
will call this the era of rebuildingfor it is my firm conviction that unless
we, in our generation, start to rebuild, the Americans of a century hence
will have lost the greater part of their natural and national heritage.

My friends, it is because I have spent these latter years so much in this
Southland, and because I have come to know its fine people, its brave
history, its many problems, that I speak not as a stranger to you who are
gathered here from seven states.
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I have seen the denuding of your forests; I have seen the washing away
of your top soil; I have slid into the ditch from your red clay highways;
and I have taken part in your splendid efforts to save your forests, to
terrace your lands, to harness your streams and to push hard-surfaced
roads into every county in every state. I have even assumed the amazing
role of a columnist for a Georgia newspaper in order that I might write
powerful pieces against burning over the farm woodlot and in favor of
the cow, hog and hen program.'

Again, long before I went to Washington, I was convinced that
the long road that leads to green pastures and still waters had to begin
with reasonable prosperity. It seemed axiomatic to me that a cotton
farmer who could get only five cents a pound for his crop could not be
in a position properly to fertilize his land, or to terrace it, or to plant a
little orchard, or to cultivate a gardenin other words, to work out for
himself and his family a well-rounded, reasonably secure life that would
tide him over a lean year of drought.

The same thing held true, I thought, in the case of the farmer whose
principal crop was tobacco or whose principal crop was peaches or
whose principal crop was corn or wheat or cattle or hogs.

In other words, we could not go ahead to the next step of prevention
of soil erosion throughout the South and indeed throughout the Nation,
we could not go ahead to the transfer of thin pastures into forests and
the transfer of submarginal plowed land into pastures and trees, we
could not go ahead to the use of many modern methods to stop soil
erosion and to prevent floods until and unless the farmers of the South-
land were able to make a reasonably decent living out of their farms.2

[SPEECH FILE:T]

1 The Macon Daily Telegraph. Roosevelt's articles, written for this newspaper in
5925 and for the Beacon (New York) Standard in 1928, have been compiled by
Donald S. Carmichael in F.D.R. Columnist (Chicago: Pellegrini and Cudahy, 1947).

The text of this excerpt is that of the official stenographic transcript and is from
the first part of the speech. Roosevelt went on to describe what the Government had
done to restore wages and property values in the South. Also present (Speech File)
are a draft, the reading copy, and a copy of the press release of the reading copy, the
latter containing Kannee's shorthand notations of the changes made by Roosevelt in
reading the address. Authorship of the draft is not indicated. It contains a number
of revisions, some of them in Roosevelt's hand in the excerpt here printed changes
made by him are not significant. The entire speech is printed in Rosenman (ed.),
Public Papers, V, 345-348; with a few exceptions, this follows the stenographic
transcript.

553 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT, THIRD WORLD POWER CONFERENCE,
Constitution Hall, Washington, September i r, 1936

[Excerpt] This matter of economic security, I take it, is not to be
achieved by aiming for restriction of national incomereal national
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incomebut by aiming for more abundant and more widely distributed
national income. A satisfying standard of living and security, for a
national household of nearly 130 million people, is to be realized only
by high productivity, broadly and equitably distributed, and wisely pro-
portioned with respect to its drain on national natural resources and to
the variety of human wants that it is destined to satisfy.

It is for such reasons that your deliberations are of significance to me,
and will be followed with minute attention. Your scientific and engi-
neering genius is destroying one worldthe world of relative scarcity
but has it yet undertaken to create the new world of abundance which
is potential in your command over natural energies? Is creation of
greater abundance dependent on further scientific and engineering
achievements so much as on suitably organizing and utilizing the engi-
neering already incorporated into your technique?

These two questions, more simply stated, resolve themselves into this:
Are you and I paying enough attention to "human engineering?"

Granted, there are many aspects of the problem. For example, it is
possible to conceivefor us to conceive at leastthat the conversion and
application of energy, in the coming generation, will be so directed that
half of the population can provide the basic machine-made products
necessary for the welfare of the whole of the population. We can con-
ceive that this would mean that the people between 20 and 50 years of
age may be able to produce the basic commodities for themselves and also
for all others below and above those ages.

If that condition should arise, it is the duty of you who would be so
greatly responsible for it to think what would be the effect on our leisure,
our culture and our way of life. May I respectfully suggest that the
answer should not be left wholly in the hands of bankers, government
officials or demagogues.

In anticipation of all manner of possibilities and simultaneously with
the study of their far-reaching results, we can and must take every pre-
paratory step now within our power.

Fundamental among these is conservation of resources; their evalua-
tion in terms of the services they may render, including the conditions
under which these may be rendered, and their utilization in the light of
such evaluation. Although it is a principle of physics that energy can-
not be destroyed, it has been revealed by experience that man can de-
stroy those particular forms of energy in which energy is usable by him.
In such an evaluation the physical and mental energies of human beings
must be included with coal, petroleum, gas, electricity and many other
forms.

To make such an evaluation, a higher form of accounting than any
yet developed by commerce and industry appears to be essential. It
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must be a form of accounting that takes social values, now left to mere
assumption, into its calculations. If a nation were to establish in its
social balance sheet a capital account for its energy assets, and were to
charge against that account the 'water that it permits to go unused, as
well as the coal and the oil that are used; or if the petroleum industry
were charged with the gas that it permits to go to wastea quantity
by the way that is enormous in these United States; then perhaps all
citizens would perceive that public policy and private conduct in respect
of our natural resources should be quite different from what they
now are.'

[SPEECH FILE:T]

' Third World Power Conference was held in Washington, D. C., Sept. 7
to 52, 1936. The speech in general dealt with the implications to American society
of the advent of the power age; for the entire text see Rosenman (ed), Public Papers,
V, 4g-5. It is based on a draft bearing the note: "From: Mr. Cooke by author
of 'Little Waters,' Harlow S. Pearson [sic]." Presumably, therefore, Person, at this
time economic consultant to the National Resources Committee and the Rural Electri-
fication Administration, was author of the draft. Roosevelt made extensive changes
in Person's draft and replaced about a third of it with his own material. In this
excerpt (about a third of the speech), paragraphs 3 to 6 are by Roosevelt. The
text here printed is that of the stenographic transcript; Rosenman's text also follows
this for the most part. At the conclusion of the speech Roosevelt closed a switch
that started the first generator at Boulder Dam.

554 ROOSEVELT TO MORRIS L. COOKE, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS
DROUGHT AREA COMMITTEE

[WASHINGTON] September 17, 1936

DEAR MR. COOKE: I am writing to ask you to serve as chairman
of a special committee whose duty it will be to make a report to me not
later than January I on a long term program for the efficient utilization
of the resources of the Great Plains area. I am anxious that we leave
no stone unturned in exploring and reporting on all the possibilities of
this region, as one in which reasonable standards of living can be main-
tained by the largest possible population. We should face the fact
that the climatic conditions make special safeguards absolutely neces-
sary. I would like your report to include such recommendations for
legislation as you may deem necessary. The report now called for is
an amplification of the recommendations presented to me at Bismarck.

In the letter appointing the earlier committee I said:

We have supposed that the modes of settlement and of development
which have been prevalent represented the ordinary course of civilization.
But perhaps in this area of relatively little rain, practices brought from the
more humid part of the country are not most suitable under the prevailing
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natural conditions. At any rate circumstances make it obvious that relief
activities are not sufficient and that a competent study and recommenda-
tions are desirable.

You are advised that I am appointing another committee to report
on the crop insurance feature of this general problem. After consulting
with the heads of their several Departments I have designated the fol-
lowing to serve with you on this committee: Prof. Harlan H. Barrows,
member Water Resources Committee, National Resources Committee,
Chicago, Illinois; Dr. H. H. Bennett, Chief of Soil Conservation Service,
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.; Dr. L. C. Gray, Chief,
Division of Land Economics, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.; Col. F. C. Harrington, Assistant
Administrator, Works Progress Administration, Washington, D. C.; Col.
Richard C. Moore, Division Engineer, Missouri River Division, Corps
of Engineers, United States Anny, Kansas City, Missouri; Mr. John C.
Page, Acting Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Washington, D. C. and
Dr. Harlow S. Person of the Rural Electrification Administration, Wash-
ington, D. C.1

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

MLC:TF
[I3:oF 2285:cr]

'Copies of letters to the other committee members are present (OF 2285). The
letter was drafted by Morris L. Cooke.

555 FREDERIC A. DELANO, VICE CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, September 17, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your memorandum concerning the de-
sirability of opening up certain sections of Idaho into which no wagon or
automobile trails now exist,1 recalled conversations which we have had
in this office with Congressman Compton I. White. Accordingly, I
have reviewed that correspondence and have communicated with the
Forest Service and Bureau of Mines concerning actions which they have
taken on Mr. White's request for mine-to-market roads in the national
forests or public domain in Idaho.

The National Resources Committee has provided consultant services
to the State Planning Board of Idaho as in other States, and our Con-
sultant there has written reports and statements most favorable to the
development of forest roads and trails which might be valuable for min-
ing development by improving access by prospectors.
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The Forest Service, through its regional foresters, has already de-
veloped a ten-year program or plan for forest roads and trails in Idaho
and is proceeding with construction under an appropriation provided in
accordance with Section 23 of the Federal Highways Act.2 This year
the appropriation amounts to $4,300,000 proportioned among the vari-
ous States in accordance with a system of priorities related to fire protec-
tion and other needs. Appropriations for this purpose have been sup-
plemented by allocations to the Works Progress Administration and the
Civilian Conservation Corps in some States. A considerable propor-
tion of the work proposed under this program in Idaho might be useful
for the development of mining properties by giving better access to job-
bing centers near mineral deposits. However, it is the policy of the
Forest Service that "public monies may not be expended for the con-
struction of roads which tend primarily to develop private property."

In another connection, the Forest Service has informed us that "the
present situation with respect to mineral development within the na-
tional forests is far from a happy one . . . The present mining laws
were evolved during the early pioneer stages of the West and in a large
part are inappropriate to current and prospective conditions of natural
resource utilization." They find that "promiscuous and uncontrolled
mineral resource exploitation inevitably will be a disturbing element in
any plan for natural resource utilization which may be evolved."

The Bureau of Public Roads is now engaged in a major survey of
transportation facilities in Idaho in cooperation with State Highway
officials and the Idaho State Planning Board. This survey is proposed
to extend over the greater part of this fiscal year and will result in data
on condition of existing roads, local finances in relation to needed high-
ways, traffic counts, etc.

The Bureau of Mines is thoroughly conversant with the problem re-
ferred to in your memorandum and is now engaged in correlating its
material for our use.

In view of the above, I would hesitate to recommend any special in-
vestigation in the field. Within the next few weeks, we should be able
to bring together material already available in Washington, which I hope
will be sufficient to make clear any relations to general policy which may
be involved in the special situation in Idaho. At that time I hope we
can present a more specific recommendation for your consideration, but
we await your command if more immediate action is desired.

Respectfully,
FREDERIC A. DELANO

[13:oF 289:TS]

1Ante, 551.
2Approved Nov.g, 1921 (42 Stat. 212).
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556 ROOSEVELT TO AUBREY WILLIAMS, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR,
WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION

[WASHINGTON] September 21, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR AUBREY WILLIAMS: I am told that Oklahoma
needs: i. ponds, 2. community wells, 3. seed wheat, 4. feed for milk
cows, 5. care for Indians

On the first, it would not be a bad idea for our people to start the
slogan: "A Pond For Every Farmer."

F.D.R.
[13:oF 987:CT]

557 H. P. SHELDON, CHIEF, DIVISION OF PUBLIC RELATIONS,
BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, TO WILLIAM D. HAS SETT,
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO STEPHEN T. EARLY

WASHINGTON, D. C., September 26, 1936

DEAR MR. HASSETT: With reference to your request for information
concerning the progress of wildlife conservation under President Roose-
velt's administration,1 I am pleased to submit the following:

Appointment of Committee on Wildlife Restoration

The President, on January 6, 1934, appointed a special committee to
investigate the national wildlife problem, and to draw up a national
plan and policy to provide for the restoration and maintenance of this
valuable renewable resource. There had been in the past a very notable
lack of any such plan. "Wildlife," as J. N. Darling phrased it, "was
a stepchild," depending most precariously upon scanty and uncertain
donations. Several plans for a unified, coordinated program had been
drawn from time to time, but they had largely been ignored, and none
of them adopted.

The President's committee, it may be pointed out, was non-partisan
as to membership. The members were Mr. Thomas Beck, Mr. J. N.
Darling, and Mr. Aldo Leopoldall of them being men who had en-
joyed exceptional opportunities to familiarize themselves with wildlife
conditions and problems.

The report of the committee outlined a wildlife restoration program
based on the acquisition of land and restoration of environmental condi-
tions favorable to the production of wildlife.

The Waterfowl and Wildlife Restoration Program

On March 19, 1934, the President appointed Mr. J. N. Darling chief
of the U.S. Bureau of Biological Survey, which is the wildlife service of
the Federal Government, and authorized him to put the recommended
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program into effect, insofar as it was practicable to do so. The person-
nel of the Survey was greatly increased in order to facilitate the work.

At (it is understood) the personal instance of the President, allotments
totaling $14,700,000 were made from current emergency funds to sup-
port the wildlife restoration programan amount greater than the total
of all funds previously appropriated for the specific purpose of acquiring
and improving land for the production and preservation of American
wildlife. In addition, the President approved, on June i , 1935, an act
continuing an appropriation of $6,000,000 of emergency funds for the
acquisition and development of refuge areas.2 Of these allotted and
appropriated funds aggregating approximately $20,700,000, there was
expended and obligated to June 30, 1936, a total of $15,318,036 in
improving conditions for the waterfowl and other game birds, game
animals, and useful wildlife, and in the control of species endangering
man's economic welfare or his health. These emergency allotments and
appropriations were in addition to funds available through Congressional
appropriations and revenues from the Migratory Bird Hunting stamps.

The funds expended under this program by the Survey during the
fiscal years i '35, and '36 are summarized as follows:

Regular,
including
hunting

stamp re-
Emergency ceipts

With these funds nearly i ,578,000 acres have been acquired and are
in process of acquisition for refuge areas strategically located in breeding
and wintering grounds, and along the principal routes of waterfowl mi-
gration. With existing and available allotments it is expected to re-
habilitate approximately 3,000,000 acres of land, or land and water,
primarily for purposes of wildlife restoration.

During the same period, 3,278,830 acres of lands for wildlife refuge
purposes were set aside by Executive Order.

The grand total of wildlife refuge lands acquired by Executive Order
and purchased thus far, and to be acquired by purchase, amounts to ap-
proximately 4,857,830 acres. In addition, approximately $3,000,000
of the $6,000,000 made available by Act of Congress approved June 15,
1935, is still available for land acquisition and development purposes.
The total acreage acquired or set aside for such uses by the Biological
Survey in all previous years was 1,805,572.

3959G0°-57--38 [ 579 1

Acquisition of land for refuges $10,449,404 $20,409
Development and improvement of refuges. . 5,158,632 213,877

$15,3o8,o36[sic] $234,286



Coordination of Federal Activities

The lack of coordination among various Federal agencies having to
do with organic and renewable resources has long been the despair of
the wildlife conservationists of America, who were forced to witness one
great national project after another being developed without regard to
what its effect would be upon animals, birds, and fishes, and without
benefit of advice or consultation with the biological experts of the Gov-
ernment. In past years enormous damage has been done to the wildlife
of the country through failure to consider the biological aspects of great
public works involving drainage, the impounding of water, and the use
of public lands. Inmost instances such damage could have been averted
or reduced without detriment to the primary purpose of the work had
such coordination among the agencies been provided for.

To correct this damaging situation the President appointed the Water
Resources Committee for the explicit purpose of providing for such
coordination among these agencies. The Biological Survey, the Bureau
of Fisheries, and the Forest Service, among others, are represented on
this committee. The creation of this committee is, in effect, an Execu-
tive Order directing that in all undertakings likely to affect wildlife and
its habitat, these interests shall have due and proper consideration. The
results of this action are already apparent.

The Wildlife Conference

The President called a Wildlife Conference to meet at Washington
on February 3 to 7, 1936, at which were represented all Federal and State
agencies, all national conservation organizations, and representatives of
the Governments of Canada and Mexico. It was the most important
conference of its kind ever assembled. Its purpose, which it successfully
accomplished, was to promote a conservation program of national and
international character, in support of which all these interests could
unite. Its further purpose was to organize The American Wildlife
Federationa permanent organization representing all conservation
interests, to support and promote the progress of national and State
programs, and to insure that in the future the wildlife resources should
not be neglected by the several legislative bodies.

Wildlife Treaty with Mexico

Federal authority over the migratory birds will be reinforced and
extended by the treaty with Mexico, which was ratified by the Senate
on April 30, 1936, and by the Act of Congress to give effect to this treaty,
which was approved by the President on June 20, 1936. Ratification
by Mexico is expected to follow. Federal authority over migratory birds
has heretofore depended upon the Migratory Bird Treaty with Great
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Britain. The new treaty will reinforce this authority by providing a
dual basis for the Federal regulations concerning ducks, geese, and other
migrants, and also for game mammals.

Federal Cooperation with States in Wildlife Research and Management

In June, 1935, the Federal Government, through the Bureau of
Biological Survey, completed agreements with nine States to cooperate
in investigations to learn how to increase, maintain, and use wildlife
resources, and to show on trial areas how facts found in research can be
applied in a practical way. The States were selected with a view to
carrying on research on a regional basis without duplication of effort.
Each State program is arranged so that the practical information ob-
tained may be applied to a larger area. The units are established in
the Land Grant Colleges and administered under the direction of the
U.S. Bureau of Biological Survey. This is undoubtedly the most im-
portant project ever undertaken to collect, analyze, and disseminate
useful information concerning the nation's wildlife resources, and to
train and equip competent administrators and technicians.

Waterfowl Emergency Protection

Drought and overshooting having greatly decreased the numbers of
waterfowl, the President, in 1934, 1935, and 1936, approved regulations
drastically reducing the open shooting seasons and bag limits. These
regulations also prohibited the use of certain devices used in hunting
which were known to be unduly destructive. As a result of these re-
strictions it is now believed that fewer birds are taken annually by the
gunners than are being produced, and in consequence these species are
gradually returning to normal abundance.

Summarization

The period beginning March 4, 1933, and extending to the present
date, is notable in that:

i. A National Plan and Policy for the protection, restoration and
maintenance of American wildlife resources was promulgated and
adopted.

Allotments and appropriations amounting to approximately
$20,700,000 were made to put the wildlife restoration plan into effect.

Land has been acquired, or set aside for the protection and produc-
tion of wildlife amounting to more than two-and-a-half times that which
had been set aside for this purpose in all previous years.

Coordination between Federal agencies, and Federal and State
agencies, engaged in activities affecting wildlife, reached its highest point
of efficiency due to action by the President and his administration.
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Ratification of a treaty with Mexico for the protection of migra-
tory birds and other wildlife, and the passage and approval of an Act of
Congress to give it effect.

The establishment, with Federal support and direction, of nine
ecological units in Land Grant Colleges for research and the demonstra-
tion of practical wildlife methods, and to train and equip students to
administer those resources.

Competent and drastic regulation to reduce the annual kill of
waterfowl during the drought emergency in order to conserve a necessary
breeding supply.

The above statement is respectfully submitted.
Very truly yours,

H. P. SHELDON
[13:0F 378:TS]

1 Hassett's request apparently had its origin in a memorandum from Roosevelt to
Early, Sept. i4, 1936 (PPF 1820), which reads, "Will you prepare reply and try to
work out a short speech on 'Wild Life' for me which would be, in effect, an answer
to Ding?" "Ding" was Jay Darling who had been making speeches that were ex-
tremely critical of the Administration's wildlife conservation program, particularly
its decision to restrict somewhat the i 936 duck hunting season rather than, as de-
sired by the Audubon Society and other conservationist groups, to stop hunting com-
pletely for a year. The speech Roosevelt had reference to may have been Darling's
speech for Landon of Aug. 24, 1936; see post, 56!.

2 the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of 1934.

558 ROOSEVELT TO Gu W. BAILEY, PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF
VERMONT, Burlington

HYDE PARK, NEW YORK, September 28, 1936

MY DEAR DR. BAILEY: I have your letter of September x i with which
you transmitted a brief proposing the Allen Memorial National Monu-
ment in northern Vermont, to commemorate Ethan Allen and Ira
Allen.1

This proposal interests me and, in accordance with your suggestion,
I have requested the Secretary of the Interior to have the National Park
Service study the matter and make a report as soon as possible.

Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 6P:cT]
1 Bailey, referring to Roosevelt's recent visit to Vermont, said he was "particularly

impressed" with the President's interest in reforestation matters and in the preserva-
tion of natural resources (OF 6P).
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559 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. IcKEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

HYDE PARK, NEW YORK, September 28, 1936

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR I am attach-
ing correspondence and a brief concerning the proposed Allen Memorial
National Monument, Vermont. Will you please have the National Park
Service of your Department study this matter and report on its possi-
bilities.1

F.D.R.
[13:oF 6P:CT]

'The National Park Service recommended establishment of a national park rather
than a national monument. The area proposed included about 124,000 acres of
the mountain range from Mount Ellen to the Lamoille Valley and a right-of-way
of about 6,600 acres along the proposed Green Mountain parkway line to give access
to the park (Ickes to Roosevelt, March i, 1937, OF 6P).

560 ROOSEVELT TO MORRIS L. COOKE, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS
COMMITTEE

WASHINGTON, September 30, 1936

M DEAR MR. COOKE: In order to implement the Great Plains
Drought Area Committee set up by my letter of September i ,

1936,1

I am asking the National Resources Committee to bring together ma-
terial which is available to that Committee or to the State Planning
Boards in two groups of reports to be available to the Drought Area
Committee on December i, 1936.

Through the Drainage Basin Study undertaken by the Water Re-
sources Committee of the National Resources Committee in cooperation
with the State Planning Boards, a great quantity of material and recom-
mendations have been and are being assembled in the Washington office.
The National Resources Committee will recast the material concerning
the Great Plains area after November i.

For other studies, and particularly to secure the advice and recom-
mendations of the State Planning Boards concerned, the National Re-
sources Committee is prepared to request two regional planning groups
to prepare and submit reports and recommendations for review by suit-
able subcommittees of the National Resources organization. The four
northern States of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyo-
ming have already organized the Central Northwest Regional Planning
Commission, and a similar grouping of State Planning representatives
will be arranged for the organization of needed material involving Ne-
braska, Kansas, Colorado, Oklahoma and Texas.

The National Resources Committee is communicating with its con-
sultants assigned to these State Planning Boards and through its usual
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channels with the chairmen and officials concerned with a view to the
immediate inauguration of these additional studies.

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation :AS] Eliot Delano Eckes
[Notation: T] Chas W Eliot dj Nat Resources Corn 9-29-36 2

[13:oF 2285:cT]

Roosevelt meant the Great Plains Committee, which on this date superseded the
Great Plains Drought Area Committee.

2 Presumably the drafter of this letter.

561 SPEECH BY ROOSEVELT AT THE MOUNTAIN STATE FOREST
FESTIVAL, Elkins, West Virginia, October I, 1936

The setting in which we are gathered today for this Forest Festival
turns our thoughts toward conservation.1

This wonderland of natural beauty is at one and the same time a
challenge and a justification. It demonstrates what can be done in the
way of conservation of our resources. It shows us how prodigal nature
is in her gifts while at the same time it emphasizes the necessity for men
to supplement nature's work in order that the rich gifts which are ours
may be brought to their fullest usefulness in the service of all mankind.

The State of West Virginia is rightly proud of its glorious natural
scenery, but the State also shows to us what happens when man flies in
the face of nature. Today I have seen many square miles of splendid
mountains which have been denuded of timber. I have seen yellow
streams carrying eroded silt and soil from the steep slopes.

In this State, as in many others, we are proud of the growing con-
sciousness of the people themselves that man's errors in the past must be
corrected by man in the future. In this worthwhile effort the State
and the Federal Government are working hand in hand.

Here and hereabouts you see what can be done through the National
Forest Service in cooperation with the work of the State Conservation
Preserves; you have an opportunity to see at first hand the practical
contribution that is being made by our CCC camps and all of the other
agencies whose activities are directed to the preservation of our matchless
resources here at the gateway to the Monongahela National Forest.

No part of our conservation work is more important than the pro-
tection of our wild life. It is a work into which we can all enter heart
and soul, because there is no political partisanship in an activity whose
object is to preserve and restore the life of our great out-of-doors.

I am sure that those in this audience who are devotees of outdoor life,
whether fishermen, hunters, naturalists, campers or hikers, will rejoice
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to know what has been done during the last three and one-half years
to protect and perpetuate our wild life. In the past it had been shame-
fully neglected and exploited. One of the earliest concerns of my Ad-
ministration on assuming office was to provide a national wild life
restoration program and a policy that would make certain that the con-
servation of our wild animals, birds and fishes would thereafter take
rank with the conservation of the other great renewable resources of the
Nation. Plans to accomplish this had been available for years but, I am
sorry to say, they had been in great part ignored.

We evolved a wild life conservation program which proposed, largely
in conjunction with giving work to the unemployed,2 to provide abun-
dantly for the needs of wild life by purchase and retirement of agricul-
tural lands that were submarginal in character, by the purchase of other
suitable lands, and by making generous allocations of public lands, all
to be set aside as sanctuaries.

Allotments totalling nearly fifteen million dollars have been made from
current emergency funds to support this great programan amount
greater than all the total of all funds that have previously been appro-
priated for that specific purpose in all our American history. In addi-
tion, I approved an Act of Congress continuing an appropriation of
$6,000,000 of emergency funds for the same kind of purposes, making
altogether nearly twenty-one million dollars for the conservation of
waterfowl, birds and other valuable forms of American wild life.

We outlined in those days, three years ago, a legislative program to
give effect to our policy and it has been carried into effect.

(x) The Duck Stamp Bill, which has raised about $700,000 a year
for the protection of migratory birds.

(2) The Coordination Bill, requiring active cooperative of each de-
partment of the Administration and Cabinet officers in the enforcement
of game laws.

() The Robinson Bill, creating game sanctuaries on all public prop-
ertiesa big step forward.

And besides that we went further afield, we completed the Migratory
Bird Treaty with Mexico, a treaty which had hung fire and gotten no-
where for nearly twenty years. That treaty supplements a similar
treaty with our neighbor, Canada, which gives protection to birds on
their southern flight. By the terms of the treaty with Mexico, protection
is given migratory birds on the northern flight.

I cite these facts because critics of this Administration have lately been
engaged in expressing dissatisfaction with the progress of wild life
restoration by the Federal Government during the past three years. Ap-
parently, while they want us to save money, they don't think we spent
enough money.3 And yet, in pursuance of our program, the Nation has
acquired in these past three years and set aside some 4,800,000 acres of
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land and dedicated it to the restoration and perpetuation of valuable
wild life. Many of the refuges have been located on the principal rest-
ing and breeding grounds of wild fowl of all kinds; others are placed
along the main migratory flight lanes, while still others afiord rest and
food and safety to the birds in their winter quarters.

Out in the western country great ranges have been established to
perpetuate the big game specieselk, antelope, mountain sheep and
deer. Of course, before the white man came to what is the State of
West Virginia, we had here in the East great numbers of animals which
are today becoming more and more rare.4 All these sanctuaries afford
shelter and security to hosts of song and insectivorous birds and to a
great variety of other wild creatures. The total area of Federal wild
life sanctuaries that had been acquired in all previous years before 1933
amounted to only i,800,000 acres. And so since the beginning of 1934
more than two and one-half times as much wild life sanctuary area has
been acquired or is now being acquired than in all the preceding years
in the history of our Government. The work is going on and I believe
that for the next four years it is going to be continued with the same
vigor.

It is pertinent to remind you here that seven million of our citizens take
out fishing licenses each year and that six million more take out annual
hunting licenses, a total of thirteen milliona veritable aniy to uphold
the banner of conservation.

You know, this touches into the lives and the homes of an enormous
number of Americans. Just think of it, seven millions of our citizens
took out fishing licenses last year. Six millions took out annual hunting
licenses. It is an army of thirteen million upholding the banner of
conservation.5

Drainage and drought and overshooting have greatly decreased the
numbers of our waterfowl and other types of our wild life. For three
consecutive years at the cost of much bitter criticism, I have approved
regulations drastically reducing the open shooting seasons and the bag
limits and prohibiting the use of certain devices known to be unduly
destructive. But as a consequence we are informed that there is evi-
dence that these species have shown some increase in numbers, and it
is believed that through our action they may now survive the disasters
and the killings of former years.

Such, my friends, is a brief and very incomplete statement of the ways
and means by which this Administration has made effective its recogni-
tion of the fact that the wild life in our fields and woods and waters
constitutes a resource of vital importance to all Americans and that it is
the responsibility of the Federal Government in cooperation with the
States to safeguard it for future generations. At last we are making
definite progress.
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Governor Kump, Senator Neely and Congressman Randolph have
been strong supporters of all of this work. The State of West Virginia
understands it. You have not only vast natural resources but you have
vast human resources. And I am thinking not only of the birds and
the beasts and the fishes, but I am thinking of the necessity of keeping
them from becoming extinct in order that the human resources, our
children and our grandchildren, may have them here.6

[SPEECH FILE:T]

1 This speech, intended as a reply to critics of the Administration's wildlife con-
servation program, was delivered (at i 2 noon) before a crowd of several thousand
people on the campus of Davis-Elkins College. The text here printed is that of the
stenographic transcript; also present are a draft, with a number of revisions in
Roosevelt's hand, and the reading copy. (Authorship of the draft is not given but
cf. ante, 557.) Other drafts have not been found but a comparison of the revised
draft with the reading copy shows that paragraphs 3 and of the text (as here
printed) were subsequently added, almost certainly by Roosevelt. In reading the
speech Roosevelt made a number of changes, including the addition of two entire
paragraphs; the more important of these last-minute revisions are noted below.
The text as printed in Rosenman (ed.), Public Papers, V, 396-400, follows the
stenographic transcript for the most part; cf. the speech as printed in the New York
Times, Oct. 2, 5936, p. 2.

2 "Largely . . . unemployed" was added by Roosevelt in making the speech.
This sentence was added.

& This sentence was added.
This paragraph was added.
This paragraph was added.

562 ROOSEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WASHINGTON] October 6, 1936

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On September thirtieth I wrote to Mr.
Cooke, Rural Electrification Administrator, and Chairman of the Great
Plains Drought Area Committee, that I was asking the National Re-
sources Committee to bring together material available to that Com-
mittee or to the State Planning Boards in two groups of reports to be
available to the Drought Area Committee on December i, 1936.1

On further consideration of this procedure, I have concluded that it
goes around two legs of a triangle instead of using a direct course. In
other words, material, gathered either by letters and reports or by hear-
ings, would go to the National Resources Committee to be digested and
prepared in the form of reports and then the material thus digested
would go to the Drought Area Committee.

This is not the right way of doing it. The Drought Area Committee
is charged with a specific task relating to one specific problem and only
one. They should receive information and data at first-hand instead
of second-hand.

[587]



It seems to me best, therefore, to change the procedure outlined in my
letter of September thirtieth and to ask the National Resources Com-
mittee to cooperate with the Drought Area Committee on their request.
If any hearings are to be held, they should be held by the Drought Area
Committee and not by the National Resources Committee. The
Drought Area Committee will, of course, ask for such material and engi-
neering data as they consider necessary.

It is my thought that after the report of the Drought Area Committee
has been tentatively drafted, I would discuss the recommendations with
you and Mr. Delano before the final report is made.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

{ 13:OF 2285:CT]

The Great Plains Drought Area Committee made its report Aug. 27, 1936, and
was replaced by the Great Plains Committee on Sept. 17, 5936 (ante, 54). In this
letter Roosevelt is apparently referring to the Great Plains Committee.

563 ROOSEVELT TO GLENN FRANK, PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF

WISCONSIN, Madison
[WASHINGTON] October 7, 1936

M DEAR PRESIDENT FRANK: Events of recent years have brought
into clearer perspective the social responsibility of engineering.

In respect of wise use of natural resources such reports as those of the
Mississippi Valley Committee, the National Resources Committee and
the Great Plains Drought Area Committee have brought out the facts
impressively. The enclosed report, "Little Waters," presents in minia-
ture many of the social-engineering problems of soil and water con-
servation.

In respect of the impact of science and engineering upon human life
social and economic dislocations as well as advance in productive
powerthe facts are revealed with distressing clearness in public records
of unemployment, bankruptcies and relief. The responsibility of scien-
tists has been analyzed in noteworthy addresses such as, among the most
recent, those presented at the Tercentenary Celebration of Harvard
University and the meeting of the British Association for the Advance-
ment of Science.

The design and construction of specific civil engineering works or of
instruments for production represent only one part of the responsibility
of engineering. It must also consider social processes and problems,
and modes of more perfect adjustment to environment, and must coop-
erate in designing accommodating mechanisms to absorb the shocks of
the impact of science.

This raises the question whether the curricula of engineering schools
are so balanced as to give coming generations of engineers the vision and
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flexible technical capacity necessary to meet the full range of engineering
responsibility.

I am calling this matter to the attention of educators of high adminis-
trative authority in the hope that it may be thoroughly explored in
faculty discussions and in meetings of engineering, educational and other
pertinent professional associations.'

Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:oF 2450: CT]
1 Drafted by Morris L. Cooke, head of the Rural Electrification Administration.

Writing to Roosevelt Oct. 5, 1936, enclosing the draft letter (OF 2450), Cooke said:
"Some days ago you asked me to prepare a letter which you might send to the presi-
dents of colleges having technical courses suggesting that certain of their curricula
might be amended so as to cover conservation." Letters were sent to the heads of
140 colleges and universities. (The replies were referred to Cooke and are not in the
Roosevelt Library.) Writing to Early Oct. 29, 1936 (OF 2450), Cooke said: ". . . a
good many replies have been received. Most of these are quite complimentary to
the President's point of view." On Cooke's advice Roosevelt answered "one or two";
see post, 593.

564 HENRY, A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON [October 7, 1936] 1

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: May I suggest that during the trip you are
about to make 2 you give some attention to the program of forest land
purchase work conducted by this Department under the Weeks Law;
so that you may obtain first hand information as to the desirability of
providing for the continuation of the work on an adequate scale in the
budget for the fiscal year 1938. All information available to this De-
partment indicates that in the main the program commands wide ap-
proval and support, and that its abrupt cessation or curtailment would
engender a great deal of dissatisfaction and disappointment. It is now
operative in 30 of the States and Puerto Rico, and the wide extent and
distribution of its benefits may be measured by the fact that the estab-
lished purchase units are situated in 84 Congressional districts.

The program has been continuously conducted for a quarter of a
century, and was greatly enlarged at the beginning of your administra-
tion as a major feature of the emergency relief program. At the close
of the fiscal year 1932, the number of units in which lands were being
purchased was 42, situated in 20 of the States; and the area approved for
purchase was 4,727,690 acres. At the close of the fiscal year 1936, the
number of units was 88, in 30 of the States and Puerto Rico and the
total acreage approved for purchase was 15,746,371; so that during your
administration the number of purchase units was more than doubled,
the number of participating States increased by fifty per cent, and the
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acreage approved for purchase was almost two and one-half times as
great as the total for the preceding 22 years.

But a program so hastily expanded, and based wholly on voluntary
sales by landowners, necessarily is incomplete. Much privately owned
land remains interspersed among the lands acquired or in course of
acquisition by the Government. In some of the established purchase
units lack of funds has prevented effective progress. Cessation of the
program at this time would have many negative consequences. Much
of the data accumulated at considerable expense would lose its value.
The widely interspersed private lands would add greatly to the cost and
difficulty of effectively managing the public properties. The States,
counties and private landowners which have modified their plans to
conform to what they believed to be a permanent program of public
action will be confused and uncertain as to their future courses. The
technically qualified and experienced organization developed to handle
the purchase work during the past three and one-half years, if disbanded,
can be rebuilt only with great delay and expense if, or when, the program
is resumed, and the vast fund of information possessed by the present
personnel largely will be lost.

Possibly these adverse consequences may be unavoidable; but it seems
worth while to bring the subject to your attention so that you may look
into it during your tour. The Departmental estimates include an item
of $io,000,000 for acquisition of national forest lands during the coming
fiscal year. If, in your opinion, the facts as determined by you justify
inclusion of that item in the budget for next year, its studied considera-
tion by the Congress would thus be obtainable and the desirability of a
continuation of the work, or its cessation, would be authoritatively estab-
lished. A considerable number of the members of Congress have ex-
pressed favorable opinions regarding continuation of the work.3

Very sincerely yours,
H. A. WALLACE

[I3:oF IC:TS]

is a supplied and approximate date.
Roosevelt's western trip of Oct. 8i 7, 1936, is presumably meant.

'The Agriculture Department Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1937 appro-
priated $3,000,000 for the acquisition of additional national forest lands (50 Stat.
395).

565 MEMORANDUM BY ROOSEVELT FOR SPEECH AT DODGE CITY,
KANSAS

DODGE CITY, KANSAS, October 12, 1936

[Excerpt] 4. I have just passed through the dust bowl area. An
example of soil erosion is the Purgatoire (locally pronounced "picket
wire") River in Colorado. In 1900 that river was fifty feet wide. The
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soil has been eroded by it so that it is now 800 feet wide. Although the
river seems far away from Dodge City, remember that it flows into the
Arkansas River where Dodge City is. That is due to over-grazing.
This is what man has done in 35 years by shortsightedness. It is time
for us to cooperate with nature. Mention the drought area plan.1

[13:PPF 182o:T]
1 This is an example of the brief memoranda prepared by Roosevelt for his ex-

temporaneous campaign speeches. In this case, however, the notes were not used
for the Dodge City speech. This was largely concerned with the nation's rising
prosperity.

566 ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY CONSERVATION
WORK, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, D. C., October 24, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am sure you will be interested in the results
of a recent survey undertaken at my request by the Department of
Agriculture and the Department of the Interior to determine the future
work opportunities available in our forests, parks, and on other lands
for a permanent Civilian Conservation Corps. These departments have
reported, following an extensive inquiry covering all sections of the
nation, that there is sufficient urgently needed conservation work still to
be done to furnish profitable employment for a Civilian Conservation
Corps of between 300,000 and 350,000 for many years to come. The
departments advised me that notwithstanding the tremendous amount
of reforestation, erosion control, and other conservation work accom-
plished by the CCC during the last three and a half years, much work
remains to be completed before our forests, parks, agricultural lands, and
grazing areas will have been afforded adequate protection and develop-
ment.

The survey indicated that the annual work load ahead for a permanent
CCC will increase rather than diminish during the next few years.
This will be due largely to the gradual increase in national forest holdings,
the acquisition of new forest lands by the states under the Fulmer Act,
the expansion of state-owned parks, a growing appreciation of the need
for erosion control operations on agricultural lands, and an expanded
demand for CCC man-power on flood control projects, for wild life con-
servation and in the rehabilitation of grazing lands, irrigation systems
and drainage projects. Available and planned work for the next several
years, as set forth in the survey, may be broadly divided into such clas-
sifications as forestry, park development, erosion control, stream, pond
and lake improvement, flood control, water conservation, range develop-
ment, reclamation, wild life protection, rehabilitation of drainage projects
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and other types of projects having as their objective the further preserva-
tion, improvement and increase in our natural resources.

Our records show that during the last few years the Civilian Con-
servation Corps has launched the nation on its first broad-gage and
effective conservation program. The Civilian Conservation Corps has
added enormous tangible values to the country's physical resources
through the construction of roads, communication lines and fire detec-
tion facilities; through control of insect and disease pests, fire and rodents
that injure and destroy natural resources on federal, state and privately
owned lands; through the development of new recreational opportuni-
ties; through protection of forests, watersheds, agricultural lands and
communities against flood and soil erosion; through projects conserving
water and improving land drainage; through the protection and in-
creased propagation of game animals and birds; through the planting
of nearly one billion trees; through improving range conditions for live-
stock; through aid to land reclamation projects; through physical im-
provements to Indian, military and naval reservations; and through
many other types of projects of public interest and utility which are non-
competitive with private industry.

The reports from cooperating federal and state agencies indicate that
probably the CCC's greatest contribution to conservation has come in
the nation-wide defense of our forests and parks from such destructive
enemies as forest fires, insects and tree attacking diseases and the pro-
tection of agricultural lands from soil wastage due to water and wind
erosion. The large quantitative additions made to our natural resources
through the CCC are indicated in the table below:

Civilian Conservation Corps

Selected List of Types of Work Completed (i)

(April, 1933JUne 30, 1936)
Description Unit New Work

Fighting Forest Fires Man-days 2, 761, 8i8
Fire Breaks Miles 50, 344
Fire Hazard Reduction Miles 53, oi8
Fire Prey. & Presup. [sis] Man-days 2, 533, 483
Disease & Pest Control Acres 53, 539, 272
Forest Trees Planted Number 766, 177, 000
Tree Nursery Work Man-days i, 625, 193
Forest Stand Imprvmt Acres 2, 457, 359
Roads (4 Major Types) Miles 76, 256
Trails (Foot & Horse) Miles i8, 325
Telephone Lines Miles 48, 624
Bridges (4 Major Types) Number 36, 761
Buildings (x6 Maj. Types) Number 34, 992
Fences & Guard Rails Rods 6, 555, 853
Water Sources (2) Number i6, 398
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(r) Even by combining certain items, as has been done, there are I 19
additional major types of work done by the CCC, but not shown in this
table, nor are the large amounts of maintenance done on more than 150
major types of work shown here.

(2) Includes wells, springs, water holes, small reservoirs.
() Maintenance included in this item.
The past three and one-half years have shown that the continuance

of the CCC will be of permanent value to the nation. Public attention
has been focused on the need for all types of conservation. The need
has long been recognized by conservationists, but now with floods, dust
storms and widespread erosion, public insistence on corrective conserva-
tion measures is much more widespread. This is particularly true, due
to the fact that the effectiveness of corrective measures has been re-
peatedly demonstrated by CCC accomplishments. A permanent work
force, which can carry out the programs of the various agencies in-
terested in the wise use of natural resources, will enable the United States
to obtain greater benefits from our heritage of natural resources which
has depreciated through carelessness and misuse.

As long as there are young men eager to work, yet idle through no
fault of their own, the CCC can continue to be an effective part of our
national policy.

I am calling the past record of the CCC, as well as the survey showing
future work possibilities for such an organization, to your attention at
this time because I desire to express my conviction that steps may well be
taken to make the CCC a permanent organization. I, therefore,
recommend that this program of conservation work among men and
natural resources be adopted as a permanent part of our national govern-
mental activities, the size and extent of the work to be governed by the
dual factors of employment conditions among young men and the
urgency of the conservation work to be accomplished.

Sincerely yours,
ROBT. FECHNER

[ 3:oF 268:TS]

{ 593 1

Description Unit J1ew Work
Large Dams Number 2, 409
Erosion Check Dams
Eros. Control Planting
Channel Clearing (3)
Channel Excavation
Emerg. Work (floods, etc.)

Number
Sq. Yds
Sq. Yds
Cu. Yds
Man-days

I,
2,

765,
138,

5,

439, 8o8
983, 485
234, 253
369, 078
707, 545

Fish Rearing Ponds Number 3, 754
Fish Stocked
Rodent Control
Timber Estimating

Number
Acres
Acres

189,
2!,
27,

314, 245
507, 889
717, 729



ture, and of supplemental production of game animals and birds for the
sport, recreation, and education of the people of America.

Unquestionably that is an agricultural objective. The Bureau of
Plant Industry, the Bureau of Animal Industry, the Bureau of Dairy
Industry, the Bureau of Biological Survey, the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils, the Soil Conservation
Service, the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, and the Forest
Service are all assigned by law to this Department. The technical
activities of these several bureaus cover the entire field of problems re-
lating to the western ranges, save and except administrative jurisdiction
over that part of the western grazing lands which is vested in your De-
partment. Even the administration of that land ramifies into the entire
field of animal husbandry, since the whole western range is and must
continue to be closely integrated with crop agriculture, and the live-
stock it produces influences major sectors of the economic structure of
agriculture. It thus is evident that in bringing together the material
published in the report The Western Range this Department did not go
outside of its clearly defined functional fields.

The broad scope of the functions of the Department of Agriculture,
in matters of the open range, is defined in such legislation as our organic
act; the National Forest Administration Act of 1897 as interpreted by
the Supreme Court, where the impact of various problems of outside
range lands is frequently such as to compel consideration in national
forest supervision; the McSweeney-McNary Act of May 22, 1928; and
the Agricultural Research Act of June 29, 1935.

But had this Department gone beyond its statutorily defined field,
ample justification for such a course could be found in your own activities
in promoting the proposed Department of Conservation. If correctly
understood, your concept of such a Department would undoubtedly in-
clude a series of agricultural functions of which range management,
with its tie-in to crop agriculture, is one; could be given reality only by
impairment of the structure now established for the conduct of Federal
activities relating to agriculture. Consequently it would constitute a
major attack on American agriculture; since distribution of agricultural
functions of the Federal Government between two executive depart-
ments inevitably would result in duplications, overlappings, conflicts in
policies, philosophies, etc., so that the net effect would be a curtailment
rather than an increase of the constructive contributions to agricultural
progress and welfare by the Federal Government. Placing agricultural
functions in an agency not primarily agricultural, when an agricultural
agency exists, would only make for inexpert handling from an agricul-
tural point of view, and for administrative confusion.

Denial of a long-standing divergence of the philosophies of the Dc-
partment of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture in the
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discharge of their respective functions in matters fundamentally agricul-
tural in character would, of course, be futile. So far as the public
interest is concerned, it makes no difference whether these agricultural
functions relate to privately owned lands or to publicly owned lands,
whether forest or range. National agricultural economy is affected by
the one as well as by the other. Deterioration of western ranges ad-
versely affects the livestock industry and interdependent crOp agriculture
generally. Lack of correlation in principles of range management which
influence livestock production and marketing many cause serious and
widespread economic disturbances and heavy losses. So long as Federal
functions of such vital importance continue to be exercised by two
separate executive departments of the Federal Government, important
problems of agricultural and range economy will continue without effec-
tive solution. A lasting and adequate adjustment of this situation can
be made only by placing in the Department of Agriculture the agricul-
tural functions now discharged by the Department of the Interior. Such
unification of Federal administration of agriculture as an important and
closely integrated phase of conservation has greater support in logic,
economy, and efficiency of Federal action, than can be found in the
proposed division of Federal agricultural functions between two execu-
tive departments in the name of conservation.

If the report states or construes the national land policies adopted
in the administration of the public domain in ways differing from the
views of your Department, the explanation may lie in the fact that this
Department has formed its views of such policies in the light of their
practical application and consequences rather than on the basis of their
textual presentations. During the past half century particularly, those
policies have vitally affected many phases of agricultural economy, which
fact has brought this Department into close association with them and
has caused its members to observe their practical application and results
with direct technical interest, and with grave concern. The physical,
economic, and social consequencies of such policies are readily apparent.
They are also demonstrable and measurable. They speak for them-
selves. Admitting all the beneficial results of public land policies and
laws, the fact remains that human occupancy of the western range
country has been characterized by a tremendous wastage of human
values, of hopes and creative effort, of soil values, of forage resources,
of wildlife and scenic values, and of capital. This waste might have
been minimized or largely averted if the policies governing the use and
disposal of the public domain had been more constructive and farseeing,
and more effectively applied. No other conclusion is tenable. Pub-
lished statements by your Department place responsibility for the existing
deplorable conditions at the door of the Congress. They do not deny
that the conditions exist.
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lightenn-ient of the public as to the necessity that corrective action be
taken before it was too late. These were matters in which the Depart-
ment of Agriculture was directly and vitally interested, since the basic
conditions fundamentally affected a wide array of agricultural interests.
My natural desire, therefore, was that the Department of Agriculture
should take an aggressive and constructive part in meeting the situation
and should have available, in properly correlated and understandable
form, the vast amount of factual data bearing on the situation which it
had accumulated over the years through its research and administrative
activities.

Of the several bureaus of the Department of Agriculture, the Forest
Service was perhaps most intimately in touch with the situation and its
requirements. For almost thirty years it had successfully administered
the grazing use of approximately 8o million acres of national forest land.
Additionally, and under direct authority of Congress, it had conducted
an extensive program of range research applicable not only to national
forest ranges but to foothill and desert ranges as well. The Jornado and
Santa Rita Experimental Ranges had contributed data for nearly 20
years; those near Miles City (Montana), Dubois (Idaho), Milford
(Utah), and that in the San Joaquin Valley (California) for shorter
periods. Forest Service contacts with the range livestock industry were
close, constructive, and characterized by mutual confidence and under-
standing. Its field organization, consisting of men with wide experience
and knowledge of western range conditions, had accumulated a vast
store of information vitally essential to the treatment of the existing
problems. Only three years previous to the range report, the Forest
Service had prepared "A National Plan for American Forestry," and
during the preceding year it had collaborated with the National Re-
sources Committee in a study of the forest and range lands of the United
States. Both of these studies necessarily impinged upon the western
range problem. In effect, then, in relation to a situation of truly
national proportions and pregnant with tragic consequences, there ex-
isted a wide array of scientifically determined facts, an extensive ad-
ministrative knowledge, and an organization qualified by experience
and accomplishment to assemble the essential information. This De-
partment would have been remiss in its duties and obligations if it had
failed to take advantage of this obvious requirement of public service.

In order that every bit of information in the Agriculture Department
might be brought together, correlated, and analyzed, I requested prep-
aration for my information of a report on the past, present, and potential
carrying capacity of the western range by seasonal zones and forage
types, with such supplemental comment on land policy, economic in-
fluences and other factors as might add to the value of the basic informa-
tion. Many persons worked on the study. Many persons in other
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bureaus and in Land Grant Colleges were consulted and, of course,
knew of the work. That Congress also knew of it, and that one of its
members should ask that the material be printed as a Senate Document,
is not at all surprising. Although submitted as a report of the Forest
Service, subsequent study of it caused me to accept it as a Departmental
statement, and I feel that even though it had not been made public at
the time it was, it should soon thereafter have been made public in any
case. Under such circumstances, it would have been distinctly regret-
table if information of such vital necessity and great public value should
have been withheld from Congress and the people of the United States
who directly and indirectly are vitally interested in the subject.

Your letter refers to "a program not only advocated by this (the
Interior) Department for more than half a century but now rounded
out by the enactment of the Taylor Grazing Act, June 26, 1934, as
amended June 26, 1936," and implies in one place that the delay in
enacting legislation to regulate the use and conserve the resources of the
public domain was due to efforts of the Department of Agriculture to
impose impracticable conditions. One specific citation of delay is the
effort exerted to secure the veto of the Grazing Act. Reference is made
to "intangible but real bbstructions" which "this same agency (meaning,
of course, the Forest Service) for many years has interposed * * * mainly
by attempting to incorporate in legislative proposals for the public do-
main, inapplicable rules and regulations adopted by your Department
for forest reservations."

A review of the history of the public domain legislation will demon-
strate that these are not fair statements. It is true that as early as 1878
Major Powell of your Department made recommendations for a western
land policy that was surprisingly sound and farsighted for that day.
But nothing was ever done about them. For more than thirty years
the Department of Agriculture has repeatedly recommended that sound
legislation be enacted. In this connection the following quotation from
an address by former Secretary Houston before the American National
Livestock Association, held in Denver, Colorado, January 2 I, 22, and
23, 1919, is of interest:

The Department of Agriculture has been urging this (improving of
grazing on public lands) for fifteen years. The Department of Agriculture
has been urging classification of public landsnot that there should be a
rigid classification which could not be changed, but one which might be
reconsidered at frequent intervals. Clearly, grazing should be regulated on
the public lands so that they may support many more animals. I was glad
to hear a representative of the Department of the Interior say yesterday that
he is now in favor of this policy. I have been surprised that he has not been
in favor of it from the outset. We tried to get the Kent Bill through.7 It
might have gone through if there had been a favorable report on it from
both departments. Now comes the suggestion, at this late day, from the In-
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tenor Department, that there should be regulated grazing on the public
domain. .

If it is a fact that "inapplicable rules and regulations" were a cause of
delay, the Department of the Interior must share the blame equally with
the Department of Agriculture. The original Taylor Act, H. R. 2835,
introduced during the first session of the 7 3rd Congress, was the out-
growth of a measure which was drafted and agreed to by members of
the Forest Service, representing the Department of Agriculture, and
representatives of the Department of the Interior, working together in
entire harmony. This bill, with minor exceptions, was approved by
both Departments. It was the type of bill long recommended by the
Department of Agriculture. It had also been approved by both Depart-
ments when introduced in the 72nd Congress by Mr. Colton. Early in
the second session of the 73rd Congress, a new bill, H. R. 6462, was
introduced as a substitute for H. R. 2835, and this also received the ap-
proval of both Departments. It was only the amendments made in the
House and Senate Committees to which this Department objected.

I opposed the approval of the Taylor Grazing Act as finally passed by
Congress for reasons with which you are familiar and which I still hold
valid. Postponement of action another year until Congress could have
had opportunity more carefully to consider the bill, to my mind, would
have been of far less serious consequence than accepting the Act as it
was passed. The fact that the criticisms of the Taylor Act by the De-
partment of Agriculture were held by the Attorney General as inade-
quate to justify a veto does not imply that the Act is satisfactory. Nor
does it remove the necessity for desirable amendments of the Act.
Weakness in the Act are set forth in the range report as a basis for the
amendments recommended in that report. Serious imperfections in the
Act are recognized in your letter (of January 3, 1935, to the Chairman
of the Committee on the Public Lands in the House of Representatives)
which transmitted the draft of a bill that proposed to amend Sections i,
3, and 15. Some of the obvious imperfections received further recog-
nition in amendments passed by Congress and approved June 26, 1936.
I am confident time will show other features that should be corrected.
Many stockmen already claim that the law gives them vested rights
which, once established, will be almost impossible to remove.

The fundamental difference between your Department and mine in
relation to the legislation for regulating grazing on the public domain
has centered largely around the question of the degree to which that
legislation will permit establishment of vested or prescriptive rights under
which public interests in a vast empire legally will be subordinated to
interests of a comparatively small number of livestock growers and
owners of range lands. If you had had time to familiarize yourself
with the long history of unfortunate results which have grown out of
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the establishment of prescriptive rights, you would understand the view-
point of this Department in relation to the subject. It would seem to be
rather an unsound principle of public economy to concede that fortuitous
circumstances of landownership, and grazing use in relation thereto,
should enable individuals to establish definite property rights in large
related acreages of public land. It is by no means clear, even yet, that the
Taylor Act will not ultimately have such a result. It was because of
this possibility, rather than any question of departmental jurisdiction,
that this Department so strongly counseled the President to withhold
approval of the Taylor Bill until it was so revised as to eliminate its
potentialities for consequencies adverse to the general public interest.

The part the Department of Agriculture has played in the dry-land
farming movement in this country is perhaps not fully known to you.
Actually the Department of Agriculture has always maintained, and still
does, that dry-land farming has a definite place in our agricultural pat-
tern. However, in the past as now, we have insisted that the use of
land for this purpose should be based on sound, scientific soil surveys
and adequate land classification. Your reference to the i 908 Yearbook
was taken from a treatise on soil surveys and the importance of this work
to dry-land agriculture. Since your reference to the 1916 Yearbook
was not complete, the excerpt is given in full below in order that you
may see that the Agriculture Department was even then displaying a
danger sign against the promiscuous use of dry land for cropping. The
complete quotation follows:

Moreover, many improved farm methods have been introduced by the de-
partment. "Dry farming," for example in spite of the fact that it has not
realized the early expectations of its advocates, has opened up to agriculture
vast areas of semiarid country which before were given over to the sage-
brush and cactus, the rattlesnake, and the prairie dog.

In a sense, the term "dry farming," is somewhat misleading The De-
partment of Agriculture is teaching farmers how successfully to conserve the
moisture in the soil, and it has introduced various crops which do well with a
minimum of moisture. Further than that it has been unable to go without
having recourse to irrigation. The present position of the department with
regard to dry farming is somewhat analogous to that of a member of the
Illinois Legislature, who, on being asked by a committee of the Anti-Saloon
League whether he was "wet" or "dry," replied that they could put him down
as moist." In other words, the best dry farming is in reality moist farming.

As a matter of fact, bomesteading in the Great Plains area, and else-
where in semiarid territory, was far advanced before any research work
on crop production was done by the Department of Agriculture. Es-
tablishment of dry-land experimental farms by the Department and
State Experiment Stations came about because of the strong demand
from settlers already in the territory for assistance in meeting their farm-
ing problems. The desire of the American people to own land, high-
pressure salesmanship of railroads and land locators, and other factors,
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primarily were responsible for resettlement and cultivation of the semi-
arid lands. Efforts of this Department and the State Experiment Sta-
tions primarily have been directed toward the development of cultiva-
tion methods and crop varieties adapted to dry-land farming conditions
in order to lessen as much as possible the hazards of farming such types
of land.

In the light of present circumstances, it seems evident that the De-
partment of Agriculture should have more strongly opposed the land
disposal policy which permitted the selection, without classification, of
land for such use, just as it now opposes the improper use of forage,
another agricultural crop, on range lands. In the final analysis the
responsibility for aggressive, constructive leadership in matters of land
disposal policy rests in the Department having jurisdiction.

The report of this Department does not differ markedly from your
own statement relative to regulations and legal provisions for the pro-
tection of water holes and other such key tracts. Yet, in spite of legal
provisions and regulations calling for affidavits, many key tracts and
water holes controlling large forage resources have passed to private
ownership If the report implies that this was due to poor administra-
tion of the law, the inference seems logical.

Our impression has been that there is now no question as to whether
the "Stock Raising Homestead Law" was or was not beneficial to the
West.8 No person who has made a factual and realistic study of the
subject seems to have such doubts. Secretary Work, in his Report for
1924, covered this situation quite conclusively when he said:

Stock raising on a tract limited to 640 acres is not practicable and horn-
steads for stock raising are rapidly reverting to the open range. The Gov-
ernment has been criticized because it invites its citizens to enter public lands
of this character, invest their small savings in an effort to develop them, only
to find that they have wasted their time and capital in a fruitless struggle
against insurmountable difficulties. The attention of Congress is called to
this phase of the public land situation in the hope that consideration would
be given to the repeal of the stock-raising homestead act. The remaining
grazing lands can be otherwise administered with greater advantage to the
Government and the stockmen.

If subsequent developments have modified the above clear-cut and
unequivocal statement, they have escaped the attention of this Depart-
ment. Dr. Sherman, on pages 222 and 223 of The Western Range,
covers the history very well indeed.

When this stock-raising homestead law was promulgated and initiated
by the Department of the Interior, sound and constructive principles of
classification and administration were formulated and applied for per-
haps the first year or two of the life of the act. If those principles had
been adhered to consistently, consequences of the act would have been
much less harmful. It was later liberalization of the principles of classi-
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fication and administration which gave rise to the conditions which have
since led the Department of the Interior to advocate the repeal of the law.

The history of the Pumpkin-Mizpah Creek District in Montana de-
serves factual clarification. The idea back of this experiment belongs
neither to Agriculture nor Interior, but to Mr. Evan W. Hall, then Agri-
cultural Agent for the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad.
After conferences with local stockmen, he proposed the idea to Scott
Leavitt, then Congressman from Montana, previously a Forest Super-
visor in Montana. Conferences attended by Mr. Leavitt, interested
stockmen, and representatives of the Department of Interior and Agri-
culture were held. Suitable legislation sponsored by Leavitt was passed.
The then Secretary of Interior, Hubert Work, requested that Forest
Supervisor Simpson, whose headquarters were at Miles City, help or-
ganize the unit on a sound basis. The Forest Service conducted and
paid for the partial range survey used to determine proper stocking.
Mr. Simpson helped draft many of the preliminary rules and regulations.
Clearly the Forest Service did have a major part in outlining this project.
this project.

The inference that the report attacks private owners of range lands
is noted. What the report has to say regarding private range lands
is no more an attack than is calling to public attention the wastes from
erosion on farm lands, from improper handling of private oil lands, from
pollution of streams, or from that human waste which inevitably accom-
panied the destruction of our natural resources. It is, I take it, appro-
priate to direct attention to facts needed to formulate sound practices
for the welfare of individual owners and community interests.

Characterization of the report as "a thinly veiled attack upon a sister
department" has no greater justification than exists for similar characteri-
zation of reports in support of a proposed Department of Conservation.
In urging the grouping of Governmental work on range and forest lands
in the Department of Agriculture, the report follows logical reasoning by
placing in that Department the functions of Government having to do
with agriculture on range and crop lands alike. I recall your own
public advocacy of legislation which would eventuate in the transfer of
agricultural functions from the Department of Agriculture to a renamed
Department of Interior. Certainly you would not deny this Depart-
ment privileges which you yourself feel are wholly ethical and appro-
priate in similar circumstances. Certainly I have never publicly made
as biting criticisms of Interior as I can cite in printed records of your
remarks about Agriculture. As a matter of fact, this Department has
consciously refrained from making public replies to such remarks. Only
reluctantly, after you had made the subject one of open controversy,
have we carried on any public discussion of the issues, and then
impersonally.
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The alleged existence of "the calm assumption that all competence
in the administration of grazing resides in the Department of Agriculture,
and that the Interior Department is entirely innocent of competence in
this field" lacks substantiation. The report states that "Action has been
started in the grazing districts * * * under the Department of the In-
terior." And it gives full credit to progress under way on Indian grazing
lands, and to existing instances where private owners have made credit-
able accomplishments. One can not be unmindful, however, that the
Forest Service has the largest group of men with training and experience
in range management; that this Service has had thirty years of ex-
perience in this field; that it has maintained leadership in research in
range land problems; and that elsewhere in the Department of Agricul-
ture is found the technical assistance range management must have in
plant industry, animal industry, wildlife, soil technology, plant disease
and insects, agricultural economics and a wide field of other services.
A review of the extensive literature on the subject shows that most of it
has been prepared by the Department of Agriculture or by the State
Agricultural Colleges, in part with the aid of the Department of Agricul-
ture; relatively little by the Department of the Interior. This is merely
a statement of a situation, not an attack.

In the report The Western Range this Department has endeavored to
view the whole range situation, and to present the facts regarding it
impartially and fearlessly in order to obtain for a great natural resource
the public interest and support needed for its conservation. In that
process it has been necessary to emphasize certain of the causes of exist-
ing conditions. Regardless of how carefully it is presented, the truth
sometimes hurts. But if real progress is to be made, the truth must be
known and faced. Specious and unfair criticism will, of course, con-
tribute nothing to the solution of a problem which challenges the in-
telligence of the American people and menaces their future security
and progress. Each executive department must scrutinize its past record
in so realistic a way that the truth will be known and faced. It is my
desire that the Department of Agriculture shall do just that. I assume
it to be your desire that the Deparment of the Interior shall act in a
similar way.'°

Sincerely,
(Signed) H. A. WALLACE

[i 3: PSF: AGRICULTURE: T COPY]

'Roland R. Renne, economist, president of Montana State College.
2 Benjamin H. Hibbard, author of A History of the Public Land Policies (New York:

P. Smith, 5939).
John Ise, author of United States Forest Policy (New Haven: Yale University,

1920).
Frank K. Cameron, author of numerous studies of soil solutions.

'John Wesley Powell, director of the U. S. Geological Survey, 1880-94.
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° Frederick H. Newell (1862-1932), director of the U. S. Geological Survey,
1907-14.

'In 1916, Rep. William Kent of California introduced H.R. 52040, a bill to
classify the public lands. It was not reported from committee (Cong. Rec., 64th
Cong., 1st 5C55., 533, 2958).

8 The Stock-Raising (or Stock-Grazing) Homestead Act of 1916 (39 Stat. 862)
permitted entry on homesteads of 640 acres on "non-irrigable, non-timbered land
chiefly valuable for grazing and raising forage crops."

° Edward A. Sherman, assistant chief of the Forest Service.
° This letter forms part of a transcript of the Ickes-Wallace correspondence on the

Forest service report, The Western Range. The transcript, sent by Wallace to Roose-
velt, is undated and unaddressed. It begins with a reference by Wallace to "a very
frank talk" he had had with Ickes on Jan. 7, 1937, presumably on their differences
over the report.

570 ERNEST C. OBERHOLTZER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, QuETIC0-
SUPERIOR COMMITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

CHICAGO, ILL., December 19, 1936

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Quetico-Superior Committee, cre-
ated by Executive Order of June 30, 1934 (No. 6783), has been seeking,
in acordance with your instructions, to facilitate the earliest possible
attainment of a Vast international peace memorial among the border
lakes of Minnesota and Ontario. To this end all the departments of
the government have been cooperating loyally with the recommendations
of your Committee.

The Committee has sought above all to keep uninhabited wilderness
sections of the lakeland free from occupancy and invading highways.
In accordance with that purpose, after most thorough study of the prob-
lem, the Committee unanimously disapproved a proposed re-location of
a main trunk highway, which would traverse the Indian Reservation of
Grand Portage and the rugged wilderness area to the east, forming the
easternmost tip of Minnesota. The Committee has again and again
reaffirmed its position against this proposed relocation, believing it un-
necessary uneconomic, and inimical to the larger public objectives of
the Quetico-Superior program. It would mean abandoning a route
through the only country that is now settled for a more expensive route
through an uninhabited country, where great damage would be done
to scenic and wild life values. In our judgment the proposed road, by
diverting through traffic through the undisturbed historic area of Grand
Portage, would largely destroy the usefulness of that location as the
eastern gateway to the Quetico-Superior lakeland and as the nearest
entrance to the Isle Royale National Park.

I am glad to report moreover that the Indian Office, because of its
own plans and necessities, has concurred in these views and that the
Bureau of Public Roads in accordance has served notice upon the High-
way Department of Minnesota that no federal funds will be available
for construction of the highway, so long as the Indian Office objects.
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The Highway Department of Minnesota, nevertheless, is trying to
break down this position. Condemnation proceedings have already
been begun in the federal courts against the Indian Office. Moreover,
pending decision by the judge, the Highway Department now has a
delegation in Washington to force a surrender by the federal agencies
that have opposed. Their move has been so unexpected that we have
found it impossible in the time available to reach and to inform all
the senators and officials whose aid is being enlisted. It is our under-
standing that the Highway Department will seek your own personal
intervention.

Under the circumstances we have felt in duty bound to remind you
of the action already taken by your Committee and by the government
agencies involved and to express the earnest hope that nothing may
occur to jeopardize complete fulfillment of your Quetico-Superior pro-
gram. The public stake is very large.'

Respectfully yours.
ERNEST C. OBERHOLTZER

[I3:oF 1I19:TS]

Answered post, 572.

571 MORRIS L. COOKE, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS COMMITTEE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, December 29, 1936

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your Great Plains Committee has fin-
ished the drafting of its report. It was unanimously arrived at and
this without important compromises. Drafts of two sections (Sum-
mary Introduction and Chapter 6 containing our specific recommenda-
tions) are handed you herewith. Unless you instruct us to the contrary
the report will be turned over to the Government Printing Office at once
with the expectation that 500 complete copies can be put in your hands
during January.'

The necessity for Federal leadership was recognized in the appoint-
ment of the Committee and is re-affirmed in the Committee's recom-
mendations. Obviously it is neither possible nor desirable that the
Federal Government should do all that needs to be done. Therefore the
Committee has attempted to analyze the task, recommending action
by the Federal Government, suggesting action by State, local and private
agencies and emphasizing the necessity for a unified program which all
agencies will be willing to accept.

The Committee recommends that the Federal Government: (I) make
or complete intensive surveys of the land and other resources of the
Great Plains; (2) acquire certain lands in range areas for controlled
sale or lease; (3) encourage by extensions of credit and by demonstra-
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tions the formation of farms large enough to provide a secure and ade-
quate living for an average-sized American family; (4) encourage small-
sized irrigation systems and the use of known measures for developing
and conserving the available water supply; (5) establish a continuing co-
ordinating territorial agency to ensure the best use of the resources of all
Federal agencies concerned in the Great Plains, to bring together all
pertinent information, and to furnish all proper advice and assistance
that may be requested by non-Federal agencies.

It is suggested that the States revise and codify laws relating to ten-
ancy, water use and conservation; that they examine the possibility of
zoning to ensure the best uses of rural land and water; that they promote
and supervise grazing associations; that they form districts for the con-
trol of erosion on arable lands; that they retain control of tax-delinquent
range lands; that they make possible the consolidation of uneconomical
local governments and the revision of local tax systems to bring them
into harmony with the earning power of the land; that they systematize
their efforts to develop water resources and prevent the waste of water;
and that they stimulate by new laws the giving of more equitable leases
and the acquisition of land by permanent, competent and non-specula-
tive operators.

It is suggested that every proper means be used to educate local com-
munities and individuals in the proven principles of land and water
conservation, including shifts of farm practice to reduce dependence on
the "cash crop," the creation of feed reserves for use in dry years, methods
of cultivation which reduce evaporation and erosion, flexible cropping
plans to conform to the amount of moisture in the soil at seeding time,
and the planting of trees and shrubs in practicable locations.

All reference to costs and appropriations have been excluded from the
report. Generally speaking we have interpreted long term program as
one requiring say twenty years for its execution. In addition to the re-
port properrunning 40,000 wordsthere will be Supplements and
Appendices, but all popularly presented.

The Committee believes that the preservation and enhancement of
human and natural resources in the Great Plains area is possible, that
it can rest on the democratic basis of general consent secured by educa-
tion and conference, but that to be wholly successful the program must
be initiated by the Federal Government and without unnecessary delay.2

Yours very sincerely,
MoRRIs L. COOKE

[Notation :A] Message to Cong 2/10/37

[13:oF 2285:TS]

The Future of the Great Plains, Report of the Great Plains Committee (Wash-
ington, 1936).

2 Answered post, 573.
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572 ROOSEVELT TO ERNEST C. OBERHOLTZER, EXECUTIVE SECRE-
TARY, QUETICO-SUPERIOR COMMITTEE, Minneapolis

WASHINGTON, January 7, 1937

M DEAR MR. OBERHOLTZER: Your letter of December 19 has been
received.

I find that representation has been made to Secretary Ickes of the
desire of the State of Minnesota to locate a road through the eastern
boundary of the Grand Portage Indian Reservation. He is going into
the question thoroughly, and I am sure that he will not take any action
inimical to the preservation of the wilderness area on the eastern point
of the State. As you know, I have a good deal of interest in the ob-
jectives of the Quetico-Superior Committee, and I am glad to be in-
formed of this situation.'

Very sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[I3:oF 1I19:CT]

Drafted by the Interior Department.

573 ROOSEVELT TO MORRIS L. COOKE, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS
COMMITTEE

[WASHINGTON] January 7, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR MORRIS L. CooKE: I have read the "Foreword
and Summary" of the report of the Great Plains Committee with the
greatest interest. It is my thought that I shall send the whole thing to
Congress immediately after January twentieth.

Will you please prepare for me a very short message to Congress which
I can use in transmitting it.1

F.D.R.
[I3:oF 2285:CT]

'This is in reply to Cooke's letter sending the report, Dec. 29, 1936, ante, 571.
Cooke submitted three drafts with a letter to Roosevelt of Jan. 22, '937 (OF 2285).
See post, 588.

574 HAROLD L. ICKES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Jan. 14, 1937

M DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I appreciate the opportunity to review
the Report of the Great Plains Committee in advance of your approval.

The recomendations in the report indicate a gratifying endorsement
and extension of the previous proposals of the National Resources Com-
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mittee and of the suggestions submitted by State and regional planning
agencies in the Great Plains area. There is real need for a continuing
regional planning agency operating in cooperation with State Planning
Boards and under the general guidance of the permanent National Re-
sources Board proposed in your message to Congress on administrative
management. To be consistent with your previous recommendations, it
should, of course, report through the permanent National Resources
Board and not be a separate governmental agency.'

The attached brief review of the specific recommendations in the
report shows a number of points which would seem to require further
study of clearer orientation in relations to the reorganization of the
Government and policies for cooperation with State and local agencies.
Presumably, when the general recommendations in the report are crystal-
lized into specific plans for action by the proposed continuing regional
planning agency, these questions will be answered through the perma-
rient National Resources Board.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD L. ICKES

[13:oF 2285:TS]
1 Cooke had learned that the Great Plains Committee report had been reviewed

by Ickes and Delano of the National Resources Committee. In a letter to Rudolph
Forster, Executive Clerk of the White House Office, Jan. 25, 5937 (OF 2285), he
said that he did not know what objections had been raised but that they might
have to do with the agency proposed to effect coordination in the field, and that
Ickes and Delano might be afraid that this plan would conflict with the pending
reorganization of the National Resources Committee. Cooke said that the Great
Plains Committee had been "careful to use wording which would not conflict with
any such reorganization however comprehensive and radical it might be," but that it
believed the need of coordination in the Great Plains area was so great that it could
not be allowed to wait.

575 [Enclosure] FREDERICK A. DELANO, CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY
COMMITTEE TO THE NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, TO
HAROLD L. ICKES

WASHINGTON, January 13, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN: Under date of October 6, 1936,
The President wrote to you, "It is my thought that after the report of
the Drought Area Committee has been tentatively drafted, I would
discuss the recommendations with you and Mr. Delano before the final
report is made."

Late yesterday afternoon Mr. Forster sent for Mr. Eliot to come over
to the White House and gave him Mr. Cooke's copy of the report with
the covering letter which indicates that the report is due for delivery
from the printer January 22 and that Mr. Cooke is advocating trans-
mittal to Congress on the 26th.



The report of the Great Plains Committee follows quite closely the
previous recommendations of the National Resources Committee and
its precedessors. The principal recommendations for further investi-
gations, purchase of submarginal land, increasing the size of farms, water
development, rural zoning, erosion control measures, blocking up
tax delinquent lands, and finally for a continuing regional planning
organization are all direct follow-ups or repetitions of our previous
proposals.

The deficiencies and doubtful points in the report which after a single
reading of the document appear important are, as follows:

General questions concerning the attitude displayed by the report;
Major questions of policy;
Detailed references to pages and specific phraseology; and
Miscellaneousin the supplement.
General: Without wishing to make petty criticisms, the report

appears to me to show the result of haste and to miss a great opportunity
in ignoring any previous report or recommendation on any of the sub-
jects discussed. There is little continuity and no connection or mention
of the previous work of the National Resources Committee from one end
of the report to the other, except in connection with the Drainage Basin
Study. This avoidance of mention of our Land Report is both pointed
and odd, considering that they repeat most of our recommendations.

There is an attitude throughout the report of telling the States where
to "get off." It gives the impression in reading it that here is a group
of Federal officials telling the poor misguided brethren where they got
off and what they ought to do. It is also typical of the report that there
is no mention throughout of State Planning, and in that way undoes some
of our most important work.

If The President proposes to transmit this report with any kind of
special message it would seem to me very important to cover the two
foregoing points so as to avoid as much as possible a wrong impression.

Major Questions: (i) The report proposes a new agency (pages
XXXII and i 47i 48). Congressional sanctions and appropriations
are involved in carrying out the recommendations for a new agency.
This new agency is recommended either in connection with a permanent
National Resources activity or separately. In view of The President's
reorganization message I think the Great Plains Committee should be
asked by The President to make its recommendations conform with his
announced policy. It would be entirely proper to have a regional plan-
ning commission in the Great Plains reporting through a permanent
Resources or Planning agency, but it should not be established by sep-
arate act of Congress, nor should it be a separate agency reporting either
to Congress or to The President.
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(2) The report advocates compensation to local governments in lieu
of taxes for lands acquired by the Federal Government, although there
is a warning in the report as to the possible danger of this device in per-
petuating improper county organization. The whole principle is highly
debatable in its effect on Government activities of all sorts throughout
the country.

() The report recommends reorganization of the tax policy of the
several States to provide assessment and rates of taxation based on income
from land. It is argued that this revision will assist in preventing or
reducing speculation. As you know, there is much to say in favor of
reorganizing our real property taxes on this basis, but only if this revision
of policy is accompanied by other methods of taxation to secure to the
public the unearned increment of advance in land prices or speculation.
Unless such a change in tax policy is accompanied by stronger controls
over private gain at the public expense, it is likely to lead to more specula-
tion rather than less. Again, while the group making the recommenda-
tion may be on the right track, there has hardly been time to study all of
its implications and adequately appraise them.

Specific Statements: Pages 94-98recommended investiga-
tions: No reference to the percentage of these investigations already done
or possible. No reference to possible use of State or local planning agen-
cies for cooperation in investigations. Who is to decide which investi-
gations come first?

Pages 98 I 02Purchase of submarginal land: Who is to determine
what land is submarginal and which of these areas should be acquired
first? There is apparently no provision in the report for indication of
State desires or cooperation, and the whole matter would be determined
from Washington.

Pages 102-105Control of range: There is a recommendation for
cooperation among agencies; in other words, that the new land pur-
chased will not be turned over to the Grazing Division of the Interior but
kept by some other agency operated under a cooperative agreement.
Just why it is necessary to have two agencies doing the same job in the
same field is not explained.

Page i 24Zoning: It is recommended that county zoning be au-
thorized. There is no reference in the report to the related problem
of whether or not the country or groups of counties would make a better
unit. In the Wisconsin experience it is clear that rural zoning cannot
go ahead with any success unless guidance and leadership are provided
by some State planning agency.

Miscellaneous: In the supplement or memoranda on various
subjects attached to the report: there is no indication of authors or the
degree of the Committee's responsibility for the statements contained
therein. There is much more doubt about some of the statements in the
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supplement than in the report proper. It was my understanding from
Doctor Barrows before he left at Christmas time that the supplement
was to be definitely the responsibility of the authors of the several
memoranda and not of the Committee. In this section, I noted the
following in reading it:

Page 200: Who determines what should be bought as submarginal
land? See previous comment on pages 98-1o2.

Page 207, beginning of the long description of the Taylor Grazing
Act: Apparently nobody in the Grazing Division has been consulted.
I wonder if they are agreeable to the statement of what they are trying
to do? There is also a strong endorsement of the Montana grazing
associations. Does the Grazing Division approve of this method, or have
they been consulted?

Page 237, begins a discussion of education for conservation: In every
case the contributions to conservation from the Department of Agricul-
ture are placed before the discussion of any corresponding activity in
Interior; whereas all of the agencies in Agriculture dealing with conserva-
tion are set out in detail, there is no mention in this section of Parks,
Grazing or Reclamation activities in Interior. In view of The Presi-
dent's recommendation for a Conservation Department, there is a serious
question of whether this section should be included in the report.

FREDERIC A. DELANO

[13:oF 2285:TS]
1 The Report of the Land Planning Committee was issued as part a of the National

Resources Board's Report on National Planning and Public Works in Relation to
Natural Resources and Including Land Use and Water Resources . . (Washington,
5934). The committee issued a supplementary report (in eleven parts) in 1935:
Report on Land Planning. The Land Planning Committee originated under the
National Planning Board. When the latter agency was abolished in 1934 the com-
mittee became the Land Section of the Technical Committee of the National Re-
sources Board but the former name continued to be used.
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