CHAPTER NINETEEN

Federal

Legislative
Jurisdiction
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT exercises
exclusive governmental powers in the District

THE
of Columbia, and in more than 5,000 other
places within the various states. They embrace
almost six million acres of land, much of which
is public land as defined in this Commission's Organic Act. Nearly one million people live in these
areas and, together with millions of seasonal occupants and visitors, have a vital interest in the rules of
law which govern them during their periods of residence or visitation on the public lands.
As detailed below, the Commission is concerned
with this subject and about the lack of legal certainty

regarding the rights of the people who inhabit or
visit the public lands.

The "Jurisdiction Clause" of the Federal Constitution' provides that the Federal Government shall
have exclusive jurisdiction over such area, not exceeding 10 miles square, as may become the seat of
government, and similar authority over all places
acquired by the Federal Government, with the consent of the state involved, for Federal works.
A Federal statute enacted in 1841 required states
to consent to exclusive Federal legislative jurisdiction
over properties acquired by the Federal Government
on which it would place improvements.2 Anxious to

have Federal installations, such as post offices and
arsenals within their boundaries, the state governments responded by enacting general consent statutes
which were applicable to all land thereafter acquired
by the Federal Government.

Through reservations in Statehood Acts and by
outright cessions, the Federal Government has also
acquired legislative jurisdiction over substantial acreages of public domain land to which the 1841 statute
1 Art. I, § 9.
2 40 U.S.C. § 255 (1964).

never applied. Th Supreme Court held such reservations and cessions to be constitutional, even though
they were not covered by the "Jurisdiction Clause."
There are in the National Park System, for instance,
over 11 million acres of public domain land concern-

ing which some legislative jurisdiction has been
reserved in Statehood Acts or ceded by the states.

The courts held that the state consent statutes
conferred a benefit upon the United States which
was presumed to be accepted unless specifically
rejected by legislative action, or otherwise. It was
held that it was unnecessary for the United States to
request exclusive jurisdiction in order to obtain it.
Federal administrators were reluctant to suggest
that the United States not accept exclusive jurisdiclion over lands to which the state consent statutes

were applicable. And, although most of the state
consent statutes were amended over a period of
time to provide for the reservation of some measure

of jurisdiction, the result was that for a period of
almost 100 years the United States obtained more
than proprietorial jurisdiction over most of the lands
acquired by it. At the same time, paradoxically, state
jurisdiction continued to extend to the bulk of lands
that had never left Federal ownership.
In 1940, the 1841 statute was amended by Congress to eliminate the presumption of Federal acceptance and to make acquisition of exclusive jurisdiction discretionary with Federal administrators.5 The
amendment served to retard the acquisition of exclu-

sive jurisdiction by the Federal Government on
acquired properties. But it did not entirely eliminate
the practice, since some Federal administrators,
perhaps from force of habit, failed to take affirmative
Fort Leavenworth Railroad Co. v. Lowe, 114 U. S. 525
(1885).
ibid.
54 Stat. 19.
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action to refuse to accept the jurisdiction which
automatically attached under the state statutes.
As a result of acquisitions under the 1841 Act, the
1940 amendment, the status of public domain lands,
and varied reservations by the states, there is now a
hodgepodge of diverse shades of legislative jurisdic-

tion over Federal lands. There have evolved four
general categories of Federal jurisdiction:

Exclusivethe Federal Government possesses
all of the authority of the state, the only reservation
being the right of the state to serve criminal and civil
process in the area for activities occurring outside
the area;

Concurrentthe state grants to the Federal
Government what would otherwise be exclusive
jurisdiction, but reserves to itself the right to exercise
concurrently the same powers;

Pariialthe Federal Government has been
granted the right to exercise certain of the state's
authority, with the state reserving the right to exercise by itself, or concurrently, other authority beyond
the mere right to serve process;

Pro prieiorialthe United States has acquired
some right or title to an area within a state but no
measure of the state's authority over the area.
Where there has been piecemeal acquisition, more
than one category of jurisdiction may be applicable
in the same area.
Two other provisions of the Constitution are ger-

mane to the power which the Federal Government
may exercise over its lands, the 'Property" and
"Supremacy" clauses.6

While the Property Clause was originally thought

to apply only to federally held lands outside the
boundaries of any state, later judicial decisions leave

no doubt that plenary authority is vested by this
provision in Congress as to the protection, manage-

ment, and disposition of Federal lands within the
states.

The Constitution, laws of the United States, and

treaties made under its authority are declared to
be the supreme law of the land in the Supremacy
Clause. Conflicting state law must yield to Federal
law, and a state cannot interfere with an agency or
instrumentality of the United States engaged in a
lawfully authorized activity, without the consent of
Congress.
Congress, therefore, is authorized to pass laws with

respect to the administration of the property of the
United States, and no state may interfere with the

A Jumbled Condition
Difficulty in determining the precise jurisdictional

status of an area is one problem occasioned by the
mixture of legislative authority applicable to Federal
lands. Frequently this has resulted in accommodations between state and Federal entities which ignore
the legal niceties created by Federal jurisdiction. If,
for example, Federal law enforcement is not avail-

able, state and local police may well lend a hand.
The dangers of these extra-legal arrangements are
apparent.
Congress has provided a criminal code for Federal

enclaves by adopting the laws of the host state for
acts not otherwise punishable under Federal law.7
Periodic changes in the state criminal code are made
applicable to the Federal enclave. No similar civil
law has been enacted for these areas, however, and
to fill the vacuwn the courts have applied a rule of
international law. Thereby the civil law, in force in
each area when Federal jurisdiction attached to it,
has become the law for the area, Subsequent changes

made in the host state law are inapplicable and, as
a result, much of the civil law governing Federal
enclaves is obsolete and archaic. Furthermore, under
this rule the civil law for areas within the same state
may vary to a marked degree.

An incident to the exercise of exclusive Federal
legislative jurisdiction may be the denial to residents

of a Federal enclave of many of the rights and
privileges to which they would otherwise be entitled
except for their place of residence.
It is settled, for example, that when a state chooses

to do so, it may and does deny the right to vote to
residents of a Federal enclave. Other important
privileges may be denied, such as the right of children to attend local public schools, state supported
welfare services, qualifications for access to the civil
courts in domestic relations matters, and the right to
be treated as residents of the state for such purposes

as college scholarships or tuition, and hunting and
fishing licenses.

And, although arrangements for such services are
often made, in areas of exclusive Federal jurisdiction

there is no obligation of the. state to provide such
governmental services as sewage disposal, trash
removal, fire protection, and the like.

The jumbled condition of rights, privileges and
obligations created by the confusion of jurisdiction
over federally owned properties cannot be corrected
under existing legislation.

exercise of that power by the United States. The only

Limitation on Exclusive Jurisdiction
Recommendation 129: Exclusive Federal leg-

limitations on this authority are those contained in

islative jurisdiction should be obtained, or

the Bill of Rights.
6

Art. IV, § 3; Art. VI.
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18 U.S.C. § 13 (1964),
'See, e.g., Herken v. Glynn, 151 Kan. 855, 101 P 2d 946
(1940).

retained, only in those uncommon instances
where it is absolutely necessary to the Federal Government, and in such instances the
United States should provide a statutory or
regulatory code to govern the areas.

local property taxes cannot be imposed in such areas
even upon privately owned property.11 Although the
amount of privately owned personal property exempt
from taxation varies from time to time and at most is
sizable in only relatively few in stances, we recommend that provision be made to permit the imposition

In many cases the Federal Government needs to
have something more than a proprietorial jurisdiction over its properties. Generally, these are areas
which, because of their immense size, large popula-

and collection of state and local property lazes in

tions, remote locations, or peculiar use requirements,
are beyond the capabilities of state and local governments to service. The seasonal demands of policing
and servicing national park lands are one example.

On the other hand, many of the arguments advanced in favor of exclusive Federal jurisdiction fail,

since the umbrella of constitutional immunity protects the Federal Government from state interference

order to insure equal treatment for businesses operating within or outside of Federal enclaves in the same
general region.
Retrocession of Jurisdiction

Recommendation 130: Federal departments

and agencies should have the authority to
retrocede exclusive Federal legislative jurisdiction to the states, with the consent of the
states.

in carrying on its legitimate functions, including those

of security.
For the most part, therefore, the Commission finds

that, as to lands for which it has responsibility, there
is little need for more than proprietorial jurisdiction
in the Federal Government, and where any greater

degree of jurisdiction does exist, unless a clear
requirement for retention can be demonstrated,
jurisdiction should be retroceded to the state.9

Despite the fact that the United States has some
legislative jurisdiction over these large areas, it has
failed to fulfill its responsibility and obligation to
the people living in or visiting such areas.
Instead of tryng to establish and maintain a body
of statute law governing the areas, we submit that
where exclusive jurisdiction is required, Congress
should provide the Federal management agency with
the power, and impose the duty upon it, to establish

the highest regulatory standards of those of the

There is no general statute authorizing retrocession of jurisdiction to the states, and in less than 40
instances in the history of the Nation has Congress
enacted specific statutes of retrocession. Many of

these have been in the last decade, as Federal
administrators recognized the absence of need for

Federal jurisdiction, or complex situations induced
state officials to reassert jurisdiction. To implement
the Commission's first recommendation, an orderly
review of the jurisdictional status of all federally
owned lands should be undertaken. Retrocession of
jurisdiction should be accomplished as quickly as
possible where indicated by such a review.

Obviously, to require legislation for each area
is desirable would impose an
unnecessary burden upon Congress and result in
undue delay. Therefore, in addition to requiring a
where retrocession

Under existing law, local and state income, motor
fuel, sales and uses taxes apply to businesses operating in areas over which the Federal Government has
exclusive legislative jurisdiction.'0 However, state and

review of all cases in which jurisdiction was ceded
to the Federal Government, Congress should also
authorize the land managing agencies to retrocede
jurisdiction by administrative action.
The Commission is convinced that there would be
no detriment to either the Federal Government or

Similar recommendations were made by the Interdepartmental Committee for the Study of Jurisdiction over
Federal Lands Within the States in their report of April,

any of its citizens if such retrocessions were to occur,
while at the same time there would be great benefits
resulting from uniformity and efficiency.

adjoining state in matters of health, safety, and
similar activities.

1956.

'°4 U.S.C.

104-106 (1964).

"Surplus Trading Co. v. Cook, 281 U. S. 647 (1930).
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BUREAU OF
SPORT FISHERIES & WILDLIFE
I

CHAPTER TWENTY

Organization,
Administration,

and Budgeting
Policy
HISTORY of public land programs, policies, and organizational structure has been a

THE
series of responses to changing social and political needs.1

The Ordinance of 1785 authorized the public land
survey system which was to be the key to an orderly

disposal program, but it was not until 1796 that
Congress took positive action to implement the
program by establishing the Office of Surveyor General in the Department of the Treasury.2

The first land offices were set up at Marietta,
Chillicothe, Steubenville, and Cincinnati in 1800.
Rising activity in land sales led to the creation of

efforts of Gifford Pinchot in the first great political
conservation battle, the Bureau of Forestry in the
Department of Agriculture, whose initial function
was to encourage good forestry practices by private

landowners and states, was re-designated as the
Forest Service and assigned responsibility for management of the national forests in 1905.
Until 1916, Yellowstone, Yosemite, Sequoia, Mesa
Verde, and the other national parks were administered as independent units without a working organization at the national level to direct their operations
and management. The 1916 Act created the National

Park Service in the Department of the Interior to

the General Land Office in the Treasury Department
to assume the increasing volume of administrative
action handled by the Secretary up to that time.
This established the basic organizational machin-

perform this function.

ery that was to be responsible for the survey and

the Department of Agriculture. After transfer of
this function to the Department of the Interior in
1939,6 the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 established the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife,

disposal of a billion and a half acres of land through

land offices and survey teams spread through 30
states. When the Department of the Interior was
created in 1849 to administer the home affairs of the
Nation, the General Land Office was transferred to
the new Department and became its most important
operating bureau.3

With the establishment of the national forest
reserves at the end of the 19th century, their manage-

ment was made the responsibility of the General
Land Office. However, largely as the result of the
1 Paul Wallace Gates and Robert W. Swenson, History
of Public Land Law Development, PLLRC Study Report,
1968.

2 Act of May 18, 1796, 1 Stat. 464.
Act of March 3, 1849, 9 Stat. 395.

The first wildlife refuge, on Pelican Island in
Florida, was established in 1903, and its management
was assigned to the Bureau of Biological Survey in

which is responsible for refuge management within
the Fish and Wildlife Service.

The passage of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934 8
initiated a new conservation era with respect to the
remaining unappropriated, unreserved public domain
lands. The Grazing Service was created to manage
the grazing districts authorized under that act. The
16 U.S.C. § 472 (1964).
16 U.S.C. § 1(1964).
6 Reorg. Plan No. II, July 1, 1939, 5 U.S.C.A. app., p. 142
(1967).
16 U.S.C. §742b (1964).
843 U.S.C. § 315 et seq. (1964).
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General Land Office continued to have responsibility

We believe that the following recommendations

for the public domain lands, mostly in Alaska, that

are essential for the successful implementation of the

were not withdrawn from appropriation. Although by

Commission's other recommendations for major

this time it was no longer doing "a land office

changes in public land laws and policies.

business," the land office continued its responsibilities

for surveying and disposing of the public domain
lands until 1946, when it was merged with the

A New Department of Natural Resources

Grazing Service to form the present Bureau of Land
Management.'°

Recommendation 131: The Forest Service

Some withdrawn public domain lands are, of

Interior into a new department of natural

course, administered by the Department of Defense,
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Federal Power
Commission, and other Federal agencies in support

of their specific programs The responsibilities of
these agencies with respect to lands are relatively
limited except as required for their missions. Accordingly major changes in their organizational
structures are not warranted for this purpose. Nevertheless, the fact that each of them has a role in the
administration of the public lands was a consideration in reviewing the structure and practices of the
major public land agencies.
The Commission has found that the organization
of public land programs is much more complex and
confusing than is suggested by the existence of only

four major public land bureaus." The policies and
practices of these agencies differ significantly in
management programs affecting the same resources
(e.g., timber, forage, and recreation), requiring con-

should be merged with the Department of the
resources.

The Forest Service is the only major public land
agency not now in the Department of the Interior.
We believe the fact that the Forest Service is not
under the same policy direction as the other public
land agencies has led to unnecessary differences in
policies between the Forest Service and bureaus
within Interior; to conflicts between them, particularly over the use of national forest lands for national
parks, that have been a source of embarrassment to

national administrations; to confusion on the part
of the using public; and to expensive duplication of
staff, offices, programs, and facilities.
The original reasons for placing the administration

of the national forests in the Department of Agricul-

ture may have been sound. But the uses of the
national forests have changed in recent years with
increasing emphasis being placed on outdoor recrea-

tinuing efforts to achieve uniformity and promote the

tion and environmental quality. We think these

coordination of such programs. Their lands are intermingled and arrangements for coordinating their

changes justify separating the administration of the
national forests from the farm enterprise orientation
of the Department of Agriculture and placing it in
a closer relationship to the public land functions of
the Department of the Interior.
Since 1934, the programs of the Bureau of Land
Management and the Forest Service have moved
almost irresistably toward similar objectives for the
management of comparable lands. The Multiple Use
Acts of 1960 12 for the Forest Service and 1964 for
the Bureau of Land Management ' underscore the
reality of this development. Both the national forests

activities on the ground are not well structured.
Responsibilities for some programs are divided
among several agencies. Geographic boundaries of
their regional organizations are different, and provisions for their coordinated administration and for
working with states and local governments are piecemeal or nonexistent. Although the public land man-

agement agencies may find that they are, able to
adjust programs to minimize the impact of these
problems on themselves, the Commission firmly be-

lieves that organization must be viewed in terms

and the Bureau of Land Management lands are

of how well it serves the public, rather than how well
it serves the agencies.

multiple-use authorities.

Reorg. Plan No. 3, July 16, 1946, 5 U.S.C.A. app., p.
185 (1967).
o This consolidation also included responsibilities for the
administration of the Oregon and California revested lands
and Coos Bay Wagon Road lands, whose administration had

been placed in an office of the Director of Forests in the
Department of the Interior in 1938. Paul Wallace Gates and
Robert W. Swenson, History of Public Land Law Development, Ch. XX. PLLRC Study Report, 1968.
"The Forest Service; the Bureau of Land Management;

the National Park Service; the Bureau of Sport Fisheries
and Wildlife.
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managed for the same products and under similar
Although there are still program differences between the two bureaus, caused in large part because
of their historical development, the actual uses of
these lands are almost identical. We see no differences

in the timber that is harvested or the grass that is
grazed on national forests or Bureau of Land Management lands.
12 16 U.S.C. § 528-531 (1964).

1343 U.S.C. §1411-1418 (1964), as amended, (Supp.
IV, 1969).

In light of the Commission recommendations that
a major part of the remaining unappropriated public

domain lands be retained in Federal ownership,
Forest Service programs should be under the same
policy direction as the other major class of multipleuse lands.

Other aspects of public land administration also
support this position. The Bureau of Land Management administers mineral and surveying programs
on the national forests and, under present policies,
the Secretary of the Interior is responsible for the
operation of the withdrawals program on national

forests reserved from the public domain. Direct
program relationships such as these provide a strong

rationale for merging the Forest Service with the
Department of the Interior.

Another good reason for this merger is that the
Forest Service would make a substantial contribution to Interior programs. Along with its outstanding skills in effective administrative management of
a large institution involved in public land management, the Forest Service would bring a long history of

research and cooperative programs with states and
private landowners. Interior is not strong in either
area in relation to public land programs.
The overall strength of the public land programs
in the Department would be increased if it had a solid
program in land management research. Elsewhere in
this report we have recommended that research on

environmental quality management of the public
lands be intensified. The existing Forest Service
research program, if merged with Department of
the Interior public land programs, would be the
logical place to assign these new research activities.
In a similar manner, the cooperative forestry programs of the Forest Service could serve as a focal
point for effecting the kind of cooperation with the
states that the Commission recommends. For example, we have recommended that Congress provide

financial assistance to public land states to aid in
planning. The experience gained in cooperative
forestry programs that have involved financial assist-

ance to the states for forest fire control and forest
management could be helpful in initiating a program
of assistance in planning.

After the merger of the Forest Service with the
Department of the Interior, we recommend that the
Secretary review public land programs of the Department and report to Congress on organizational
consolidations that can be made for their admiñistration.

We have noted the many differences in policies
and practices among public land programs and the
inefficiencies that arise because of them. Merger of
the Forest Service with the Department of the Interior opens the door to shifts in responsibilities
within the new Department in the interest of greater

program efficiency. For example, cnanges in management responsibility for some lands and the assignment

of major responsibility for particular kinds of programs would be possible.

Many of the needed changes can be made by the
Secretary of the new department, but some would
require congressional action. In any case the Con-

gress should be kept informed of proposed and
actual changes because of its overall responsibility
for the public lands. The Secretary should give particular attention to the opportunities for consolidating

in a single bureau the management of lands not
designated by law for a primary use. Such a consolidation would minimize the need for other adjustments
in responsibilities such as the transfer of lands among
agencies that is now needed to simplify land management.

The Secretary should also give consideration to
providing to the greatest possible extent an organizational focus for public land programs within the new
department. At the present time, in the Department
of the Interior, responsibilities for public land programs are spread among three assistant secretaries.
We believe that some consolidation is possible in the

assignment of these responsibilities. Furthermore,
responsibility for mineral programs is now scattered
within the Department. In Chapter Eleven we
recommend that programs for regulating activities
on the Outer Continental Shelf be consolidated to the
maximum extent feasible. Within the Department of
the Interior, OCS minerals functions are now divided
primarily between the Geological Survey, the Bureau

of Land Management, and the Federal Water Pollution Control Administration. Until such time as'
Outer Continental Shelf programs government-wide
are consolidated in a single agency, we believe consideration should be given to consolidating existing
Interior programs within the new department of
natural resources. This would bring together the
responsibility for supervision of mineral production
operation with those for mineral leasing and environmental management on the Shelf.
Policies and practices for the management and use
of the public lands should generally be the same for
all lands and agencies. We believe that, to the extent
possible, the policies and practices guiding the management and use of commodities on the public lands

and the administration of public land programs
should be the same, regardless of the origin of the

class of lands in Federal ownership or agencies
involved. Throughout this report, we recommend
changes in specific policies and practices that we
think will make public land policy more consistent

and relevant to modern conditions. Flexibility is
important, of course, and the desire for consistency
should not stand in the way of needed change. But
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we see no reason why the best practices should not
generally be adopted by all agencies.

The Bureau of the Budget has made strenuous
efforts over the past years to have the different agen-

cies adopt similar practices in selling public land
timber. We commend these efforts, and others of a
similar nature with respect to the public lands. The
results of different practices are most confusing to

the users of the public lands. We do not think
people should be subjected to confusing differences
that have no overriding reason to be maintained.

within the new Department, we recommend that
consideration be given by the Secretary to transferring lands among public land agencies whereever this can lead to a reduction in required facilities
or would simplify the administration of public lands.
Greater consistency could also be provided in regional
boundaries of the different public land agencies. This

would not only simplify the coordinated planning
process we are recommending, but could lead to
opportunities for consolidating field offices and sewice functions. For example, specialized staffs for such

Regional Administration
Recommendation

agencies and remember their program differences and
distinctions in their lands.
Pending the possibility of consolidation of agencies

132:

Greater

emphasis

functions as recreation planning or timber sales

should be placed on regional administration
of public land programs.

preparation could be used to service all public land
agencies in a region. Certainly there should be no

In the Chapter Three we recommend that compre-

forming common functions, primarily those of a staff

hensive land use planning be encouraged through
regional commissions along the lines of the river
basin commissions created under the Water Resources Planning Act. This reflects our conclusion
that greater consideration must be given to regional
and local impacts in the formulation of public land
programs than is done at present.
Throughout its review, the Commission has noticed
a tendency for each public land agency to manage its
lands as though they were independent of other lands.
Federal agencies conduct programs and make investments that sometimes duplicate those on other public
lands nearby and, for that matter, some on state and

local government or private lands. Coordination at
the regional level among the public land agencies and
between them and the non-Federal entities is neces-

sary if the program duplication is to be minimized
and programs run efficiently.

The regional commissions will provide coordination, but will have no authority to direct the course
of Federal program actions. Even after implementa-

tion of our recommendation to merge the Forest
Service with the Department of the Interior, there
will be a need for regional administration of public
land programs. Until that merger takes place, however, there is an even greater need for such regional
administration. We recognize that after the merger
there may be consolidations of public land manage-

reason why at the regional and local level there
should not be interchangeability of personnel peror service nature, among the Bureau of Land Man-

agement, the Forest Service, the National Park
Service,
Wildlife.

or the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and

Beyond these largely administrative changes, we
propose that the Secretary give particular attention
to the consolidation of public land functions at the
regional level to achieve unification of program
administration for all classes of public land within a
region. This would also provide a single focal point
for Federal representation in land use planning at the
regional level. Such unification of public land programs would not lead to regional organizations that
are wholly autonomous or independent of the national public land agencies. Nor would it eliminate
the distinctions between classes of public lands. It
would, however, provide for greater consistency
among agencies in the regional application of public
land policies.
Congressional Committee Consolidation
Recommendation 133: The recommended
consolidation of public land programs should
be accompanied by a consolidation of congressional committee jurisdiction over public

land programs into a single committee in
each House of Congress.

ment agencies, but this is uncertain.

We propose that, pending the merger recom-

The existing divisions in congressional committee

mended previously, there be increased joint action

jurisdiction over public lands and other natural
resource programs have their basis in distinctions
between programs that were made long ago. The

among all land management agencies. In addition, we
recommend that the Secretary of the new Department

consider organization changes that should be made
to assure -ihat public land programs reflect regional
needs and relieve the individuai citizen from having

to work with several different land management
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Commission's recommendations will go far toward
eliminating many of these distinctions in the future.
Therefore, we believe it to be in the interest of good
government to consolidate, to the extent possible,

in a single committee in each House of the Congress
jurisdiction over public land programs involving the

major public land management agencies, i.e., the
Bureau of Land Management, the Forest Service, the

National Park Service, and the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife. This recommendation of the

Commission will not require a major overhaul of
congressional operations and will help reduce the
burden on Congress.

Fragmentation of Committee jurisdiction in Con-

gress has, in our opinion, been a major cause of
public land laws not being fully correlated with each
other. The Nation cannot afford such fragmentation
in the future.
Budgeting, Financing, and Pricing Policies

The key to having laws and policies operate effectively lies in the budgeting and appropriations proc-

ess. Public land programs account for direct and
indirect Federal expenditures of close to a billion
dollars annually. The whole process, starting with
budget formulation and ending with congressional
appropriations, determines which programs are
financed and which are not.
The procedure of developing an annual budget and

obtaining appropriations to support Federal programs typically extends over about 18 months. It
starts with broad planning guidelines supplied by the

Bureau of the Budget and proceeds through the
assembling of field estimates into bureau-level budgets, bureau budgets into departmental budgets, and
those budgets into the President's budget. The latter
budget is the basis for congressional appropriation
hearings and actions which determine the amount of
money that is spent on various programs.
Not all program funds come through the appropriation process. Because many public land programs
are economic in character and result in substantial
receipts, practices have developed in some cases for
making funds available without going through the
normal budgeting and appropriation process. Under
the Knutson-Vandenberg Act, for example, timber

operators in both cases reduces the Federal receipts
from timber sales that would otherwise go into the
General Fund.
The various practices that have grown up around
the budget and appropriation process are so complex
as to defy a simple description. We do not believe that
the whole process should be changed just to ease the

problems we see with respect to public land pro-

grams. On the other hand, we think that some
changes can be made in connection with public land
budgets that will result in better allocations of
Federal funds to public land programs and in more
accountability for funds that are expended.
Consolidated Budget
Recommendation 134: The President's budget should include a consolidated budget for
public land programs that shows the relation-

ship between costs and benefits of each
program.

At present, budgets for public land programs are

scattered throughout the President's budget. The
Forest Service budget appears as part of the ])epartment of Agriculture's larger budget, while the
budgets for other public land agencies appear as parts
of the Department of the Interior budget. Even within
that Department's budget, the Bureau of Land Man-

agement budget is separated from those of the
National Park Service and the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife. Within the budgets for each
of these bureaus, the portion attributable to public
land programs is often not identifiable.

We propose that the budgets for the major public
land agencies be presented as a consolidated budget
within the President's budget to facilitate comparisons
among agency programs and to provide a basis for
developing regional budget information for public
land programs.
The present method of structuring the President's

budget and compiling the budget estimates for

operators can be required to pay for activities
related to reforestation and improvement of sales

public land programs almost assUres that both similar
programs in different agencies and different programs

areas.14 These funds are spent by the Forest Service
without going through the appropriation process. In
a different sense, a considerable part of the national

Timber management programs of the Forest
Service, for example, are treated by the Bureau of
the Budget as part of the Department of Agriculture
budget, while timber management programs of the
Bureau of Land Management are treated as part of

forest road system is built by loggers as a part of
their agreement to purchase timber; this, too,
amounts to program financing outside of the appropriation process.15 The requirements placed on timber
1416 U.S.C. § 576b (1964).
15 For example, in fiscal year 1968, direct appropriations
for roads and trails on the national forests was $110 million.

In that same year, an additional $17.6 million was appropriated from the roads and trails fund, which is made up of

within an agency will be treated unevenly.

the much smaller Department of the Interior budget.

There is no point at which they are compared ex10 percent of the receipts from national forest activities and

timber purchaser built roads amounted to $69.3 million.
George Banzhaf & Company, Public Land Timber Policy,
App. E. PLLRC Study Report, 1969.
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before becoming part of the President's

agencies. The President, through the Bureau of the

We find that generally there is no close relationship between the process of legislating substantive
laws and approving appropriations to implement
these laws. We do not believe that Congress should
go back to having a number of standing legislative

Budget, and the Congress never have a real chance to

committees also responsible for appropriations, which

consider regional allocations in the context of the
budget process. We have found that there are great
regional variations in what a dollar of Federal program expenditures will buy. We believe Congress
should be given the specific opportunity to make
choices on regional expenditures as part of the ap-

was the case prior to 1920. But the authorization of
periodic regional public land programs, based on
comprehensive regional public land use plans would
provide a guide to the Appropriations Committees;
and would narrow the gap between program legislation and appropriations. It would require the President and the Congress to consider from time to time
the full implications of regional programs and the
relationship between program authorization and ap-

plicitly

budget.16

In addition, the present method leaves decisions
of budget allocations among regions to the individual

propriation process.
Even within an agency budget, comparisons among
programs are very difficult. The budgets do not pre-

sent reliable information on investments and administrative expenditures on, for example, range
management. And within that category, there is no
satisfactory information for comparing various kinds
of range management programs. This kind of information is being developed by the public land management agencies. Past research has provided a basic
fund of knowledge for collecting information, while
the recent efforts to develop program analyses have
translated some of this information into meaningful
framework for presenting budget information.
Improvements in the method of presenting budgets,

so that the expected results of programs could be
compared with the proposed costs, have long been
recommended. This Commission believes it is time
that this proposal be implemented for public land
programs.17

We recognize that public land programs are only a
small part of the whole budget. But these programs

can be treated in a cost-benefit framework in the
same way that proposals for major water development projects have been treated for years. Techniques and competence are available, and this is a
good place to take the next step toward budgets
designed for making decisions.

Periodic Program Authorization
Recommendation 135: Periodic regional pub-

lic land programs should be authorized by
statute as a basis for annual budgets and for
appropriation of funds.
16 We recognize that at a later date the Forest Service
budget becomes part of the Interior and Related Agencies
appropriation. Even then there is no attempt to compare the
Forest Service and BLM programs; but our emphasis here

is on the fact that there is no joinder that would permit
comparison before the President's budget is submitted to
the Congress.

17 The budget analyses made in the public land agencies
as part of the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Sys-

tem have been useful in guiding program decisions, but
have never been made available outside of the executive
branch in support of budget requests.
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propriations.

It would provide an opportunity for Congress to
see how the public land policies provided by statute
are applied to different kinds of public lands in different regions; to examine the flow of benefits that

will be produced by a particular combination of
planned land uses; and to determine whether the
proposed levels and schedules of program financing
are appropriate to the suggested plan of land use and
development.
Although the worldoad would be heavy, we believe
that authorizing regional land use programs by statute

on, say a 5- or 7-year basis would force the development and presentation of information that is not now
available. In fact, the budget process can be used as a

key lever in forcing the development of such information.
Consistent

standards for program

evaluation

should be established by statute. The requirement
to use benefit-cost analysis and a specified interest
rate in evaluating Federal water development projects
is well established. Benefit-cost ratios as defined for

water development projects may not be the best
standards for use in evaluating public land programs.
But this, or a similar, approach to establish standards
should be adopted.
It is our conclusion that the public land agencies
should start immediately to review the existing approaches that are being used in light of the kinds of
programs on public lands. The agencies should then

recommend the most appropriate approach to the
Congress for consideration and possible inclusion in
law.

Save where the Commission has made an exception, the earmarking of receipts for public land programs should be abolished. There are a number of
program areas where receipts are automatically returned to the land management agencies for spending
on specific programs. Included are the Forest Service
roads and trails fund, the Knutson-Vandenberg fund
for reforestation and, in effect, the Bureau of Land
Management's range improvement funds. Congress

can, and does, supplement these funds with direct
appropriations. But the funds generated by these

have been considered in each of the chapters of this
report dealing with a land use or commodity, it seems

receipts are essentially free of congressional control.
We have recommended that receipts from timber
sales, on lands classified for timber as the dominant
use, be placed in a separate fund. But monies would
not be available for spending until appropriated by

desirable to set forth the premises and standards
which underlie our specific recommendations.
All those who use the public lands for any purpose
should pay a fee for this privilege. There were valid

reasons at various stages in the Nation's growth to

the Congress.18

grant privileges and to offer incentives in the form of

Except where special conditions warrantand we
believe this to be the case with respect to timber
programs on timber dominant areasthe earmarking of receipts for financing particular governmental
programs is not consistent with good governmental

price or fee subsidies to different classes of public
land users. We believe those reasons have largely
disappeared, or are outweighed by other considerations. The pressure to satisfy needs for every type
of land use is increasing. Favored price treatment of
any class of public land user is inequitable for other
users and results in inefficient use of valuable re-

practices.

We also note that such earmarking after a few
years usually results in either too much or too little
money being available. Too much money often leads
to needless expenditures of public funds in the hope
that the level of earmarking will not be cut back in

the future. And too little money may prevent the
expenditure of needed funds on a program. We have
also found that earmarking funds for one program
may limit funds or expenditures in other areas.

Uniform Basis for Pricing
Recommendation 136: There should be a
uniform, statutory basis for pricing goods
and services furnished from the public lands.

A primary objective of our review has been to examine public land laws and policies for their consistency with each other. Where a principle is common to a number of different land uses or programs,
we have attempted to determine whether there are
differences in the basic premise applicable to this
common area of policy from law to law and from
one use to another; whether these differences, if they
exist, are valid today and for the future; and what
single or uniform premise, if appropriate, should be
adopted.

Pricingthe charging and setting of fees for the
use of various public lands goods and services, and
for land itselfis a subject common to every area of
public land use and management we have considered.

But there is great diversity from law to law in the
principles upon which pricing policies are based,
as well as from agency to agency, among different
uses and among different classes of public lands.
Standards and methods for determining price levels
are different, even where the principles may be
identical. While specific pricing methods and policies
18

See recommendation in Chapter Five, Timber Re-

sources.

sources.

The United States should obtain fair-market value
for the goods and services it furnishes from all classes

of public land. The national public, as owners in
common of the public lands, and the United States
as a landowner, have a legitimate right to this expectation. Substantial amounts of taxpayer dollars
have been spent on the protection, development, and
maintenance of public lands. We believe that pay-

ment of fair value for goods and services from the
public lands is equitable to the taxpayers who have
financed their administration and management.
We also believe that the best standard in a market
economy for pricing goods and services from the
public lands is the price that is set or would be set
by the operation of market forces. Specifically, we
recommend that the standard adopted be fair-market
value as that term is generally defined in common
economic and legal usage.
In practice, we believe this standard translates into

variable prices for goods and services as market
prices vary with local conditions. This means that
national uniform fee schedules are not generally de-

sirable for goods and services for which a market
price otherwise exists. There has been a tendency,
in the interest of simplicity of administration, to
adopt uniform fee schedules for public land goods
and services which vary widely in quality from place
to place, even if a well established regional or local

market price structure exists. This is undesirable.
To the extent possible, therefore, prices should be
set by competitive methods for goods and services
that have a market price structure. Where other
aspects of policy do not permit the operation of
market forces to establish price, minimum acceptable
value to the United States should be determined by
appraisal. Competitive conditions do not always exist.
The normal operation of the market will not, therefore, establish the price of a given transaction.

There are certain public land services, most notably outdoor recreation use of public lands, for which
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well established market systems and prices do not
exist. As a result, prices for public land goods and
services in this category must be uniform and be
set at levels that do not discriminate against users
in terms of their economic status and ability to pay.
Generally, the cost of public land administration
and management should not be used a the basis for
determining price to be paid for public land goods
and services. This standard has at times been used
as the basis for pricing. Since the cost of processing

time on, the boards were to be consulted on all graz-

a permit or lease bears no relation to the value

We recognize that citizen participation in an advisory role is necessary to the smooth functioning of
public land programs. The individual citizen, brought
into a continuing and formal contact with public land

received, it results in inequitable treatment of users
and should not be used for price setting.
Deviations from fair-value return pricing objectives
and equal treatment of all classes of users should be
allowed only when explicitly authorized by statute.

We believe the principles and guidelines offered
above should, in the absence of statutory exception,
be used by administrators in pricing public land goods

and services. We have, elsewhere in this report,
recommended deviations from these standards in
some cases. However, such exceptions may involve

the attainment of social and economic objectives
unrelated to public land administration and must be
carefully enunciated. The value judgments inherent

in such deviations must be arrived at through the
legislative process.

We recommend that there be statutory guidelines

adopted for deviations from the market-pricing
standards, which we think should include, as a
minimum, the following:
Free use of public land and its resources should
be allowed only in circumstances where the value of
goods received is clearly less than the administrative
cost of collecting the charge and such use is deemed

appropriate as a means of promoting another objective of national policy.
Prices for public lands conveyed or made available only for public purposes, to states, local govern-

ment, other public and quasi-public entities, and
nonprofit organizations should be at less than fullmarket value.
Citizen Advisory Boards
Recommendation 137: Statutory authority
should be provided for public land citizen advisory boards and guidelines for their operation should be established by statute.

ing matters. The Forest Service has had grazing
boards authorized by statute since 1950.21 These
boards are much like the Taylor Act district boards.

With a few limited exceptions, the other advisory
boards for public land agencies have been established
administratively. There are numerous national forest

multiple-use boards, and the Bureau of Land Management has multiple-use boards for each of its state
offices.22

administrators as a member of a citizens advisory
board, can serve the goals of good government in a
number of ways. He can advise on policy matters, on

continuing programs and land use plans, and on
specific problems that arise from time to time. Administrators also use advisory boards as a means of
testing ideas before implementing them, and as a
means of communicating their ideas and proposals to
the public. Citizen advisory boards can truly serve
as two-way channels of communication.
We note that there are some disadvantages to the
use of advisory boards. It has been alleged that advisory boards in some cases have "controlled" Fed-

eral programs on the public lands. And advisory
board meetings can impose a real burden on the
limited time of both members and administrators.
We believe that the advantages of citizen advisory
boards outweigh the possible disadvantages, but that

some controls on the operation of such boards are
necessary. To give advisory boards the stature and
role that they deserve, we propose that the public land
management agencies be given clear statutory authority to use them at all levels. We recommend that they
be established in all instances where they can make

a contribution. In Chapter Sixteen we recommend
use of boards at the national policy making level.
In addition, Congress should specify any other boards

that would be required and allow the departments
and agencies discretion in establishing others. All
advisory boards would be controlled by the provisions of the statute authorizing use of the boards.
Once established, the advisory boards should be

Advisory boards have been used in public land
matters for years. After the Taylor Grazing Act 19
was passed in 1934 to regulate grazing on the public

utilized by public land agencies as frequently as may
be necessary to fulfill their functions. If an advisory
board is not going to be used, it should be disbanded
or, if established by statute, its abolition recommended to the Congress. In this connection, we note

domain, an amendment to that act established district

that the National Advisory Board Council, estab-

citizen boards made up of ranchers to develop the
regulations for using the public range.2° From that

21 16 U.S.C. § 580k (1964).

19 n. 8, supra.

22 Commission staff with consultants, Organization, Administration, and Budgetary Policy. PLLRC Study Report,

2043 U.S.C. § 3150-1 (1964).

1970.
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lished administratively to advise on the administration of Bureau of Land Management lands, has not
met since December 1968. Although we recognize
that major changes in policy, other than those of an
emergency or urgent nature, generally have been deferred until the recommendations of this Commission

To be consistent with the broad roles of the public
land agencies, we recommend that members of each
citizen advisory board be chosen to represent a broad

could be reviewed, there are many aspects of the

limited interests or uses, even though many uses of
the land may actually be affected by recommendations of the board. These charges have been aimed
mainly at the district grazing advisory boards, whose
membership is limited by statute primarily to grazing

on-going programs of the Bureau of Land Management that could have been discussed with the National Advisory Board Council if it is to remain a vital

element in the administration of the public lands.
We see the fundamental problem in the use of advisory boards as being one of a lack of a clearly defined and appropriately limited function. An Executive order,23 issued in 1962, now provides guidelines
for the operation of advisory boards and places limits
on their functions. This Executive order gives the
Federal agencies clear control over the operation of
the boards. We believe that Congress should set forth
in law a clear expression of congressional intent with
respect to the purpose, composition, and operation
of citizen boards for public land matters.
23 Exec. Order No. 11007, February 26, 1962, 3 C.F.R.
1959-1963 Comp., p. 573.

range of interests. One of the chief charges levied
against advisory boards is that they tend to be domi-

nated by members representing only one or two

permittees.

The growing recognition that public lands can
serve a variety of uses provides a basis for our conclusion that membership on advisory boards should
be chosen to represent a range of interests, and that
representation should change as interest in, and uses

of, the lands change. We believe the appropriate
range of representation includes not just the obvious
direct interests, such as grazing, recreation, mining,
fish and wildlife, and wilderness, but the professor,
the laborer, the townsman, the environmentalist and
the poet as well.
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APPENDIX A

The Commission's Organic Act

Public Law 88-606

88th Congress, H. R. 8070
September 19, 1964
n

t

78 STAT. 982

For the establishinent of a Public Land Law Review Commission to study existing laws and procedures relating to the administration of the public lands of
the United States, and for other purposes.

Be it enaeted by the Senate and House of Representative8 o/ the
United State8 o/ America in Congre8s a8sembled, That
DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEcTIoN 1. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress that Publio Land
the public lands of the United States shall be (a) retained and man- Law Review
aged or (b) disposed of, all in a manner to provide the maximum Commission.
Establislinent.
benefit for the general public.
DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

SEC. 2. Because the public land laws of the United States have
developed over a long period of years through a series of Acts of
Congress which are not fully correlated with each other and because
those laws, or some of them, may be inadequate to meet the current
and future needs of the American people and because administration
of the public lands and the laws relating thereto has been divided
among several agencies of the Federal Government, it is necessary to
have a comprehensive review of those laws and the rules and regulations I)roflhlllgated thereunder and to determine whether and to what
extent revisions thereof are necessary.
COMMISSION ON PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW

SEC. 3. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the policy and purpose Canposiblon.
set forth in sections 1 and 2 of this Act, there is hereby established a
commission to be known as the Public Land Law Review Commission,
hereinafter referred to as "the Commission."
(b) The Commission shall be composed of nineteen members, as
follows:
Three majority and three minority members of the Senate
Committee oii Interior and Insular Affairs to be appointed by the
President of the Senate;
Three majority and three minority members of the House
Committee on Interior ajid Insular Affairs to be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives;
Six persons to be appointed by the President of the United
States from among persons -ho at the time appointment is to

be made hereunder are not, and within a period of one year
immediately preceding that time have not been, officers or

employees of the United States; but, the foregoing or anjy other
provision of law notwithstanding, there may be appointed, under
this paragraph, any person who is retained, designated, appointed,
or employed by arty instrumentality of the executive branch of
the Government or by any independent agency of the United

States to perform, with or without compensation, temporary

duties on either a full-time or intermittent basis for not to exceed
one hundred and thirty days during any period of three hundred

and sixty-five consecutive days; and
One person, elected by majority vote of the other eighteen, Chairman.
who shall be the Chairman of the Commission.

50-081 0
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Vacancies.
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Any vacancy which may occur on the Commission shall not
affect its powers or functions but shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.
The organization meeting of the Commission shall be held at
such time and place as may be specified in a call issued jointly by the
senior member appointed by the President of the Senate and the senior
member appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Ten members of the Commission shall constitute a quorum, but
a smaller number, as determined by the Commission, may conduct
hearings.
Members of Congress who are members of the Commission shall

serve without, compensation in addition to that received for their
services as Members of Congress; but they shall be reimbursed for

travel, subsisience, and other necessary expenses incurred by them in
the performance of the duties vested in the Commission.
The members appointed by the President shall each receive $50
per diem when engaged in the actual performance of duties vested
in the Commission, plus reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred by them in the performance of such
duties.
DtTTIES OF THE COMMISSION

SEc. 4. (a) The Commission shall (i) study existing statutes and
regulations governing the retention, management, and disposition of
the public lands; (ii) review the policies and practices of the Federal
agencies charged with administrative jurisdiction over such lands insofar as such policies and practices relate to the retention, management,
and disposition of those lands; (iii) compile data necessary to understand and determine the various demands on the public lands which
now exist and which are likely to exist within the foreseeable future.;
and (iv) recommend such modifications in existing laws, regulations,
policies, and practices as will, in the judgment of the Commission,
best serve to carry out the policy set forth in section 1 of this Act.
Report to Presi(b) The Commission shall, not later than December 31, 1968, subdent and Conmit to the President and the Congress its final report. It shall cease
gress.
to exist six months after submission of said report or on June 30, 1969,
whichever is earlier. All records and papers of the Commission shall
thereupon be delivered to the Administrator of General Services for
deposit in the Archives of the United States.
DEPARThfENTAL LIAISON OFFICERS

Sio. 5. The Chairman of the Commission shall request the head of
each Federal department or independent agency which has an interest

in or responsibility with respect to the retention, management, or
disposition of the public lands to appoint, and the head of such department or agency shall appoint, a liaison officer who shall work closely

with the Commission and its staff in matters pertaining to this Act.
ADVISORY OOtTNCIL

SEc. 6. (a) There is hereby established an Advisory Council, which
shall consist of the liaison officers appointed under section 5 of this
Act, together with 25 additional members appointed by the Commission who shall be representative of the various major citizens' groups
interested in problems relating to the retention, management, and
disposition of the public lands, including the following: Organizations
representative of State and local government, private organizations
working inthe field of public land management and outdoor recreation
resources and opportunities, landowners, forestry interests, livestock

292

September 19, 1964

-3-

Pub. Law 88-606

78 STAT. 984.

iiiterests, mining interests, oil and gas interests, commercial and sport
fishing interests, commercial outdoor recreation interests, industry,
education, labor, and public utilities. Any vacancy occurring on the
Advisory Council shall be filled in the same manner as the original
appointment.
The Advisory Council shall advise and counsel the Commission concerning matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission.
Members of the Advisory Council shall serve without compensation, but shall be entitled to reimbursement for actual travel and
subsistence expenses incurred in attending meetings of the Council
called or approved by the Chairman of the Commission or in carrying
out duties assigned by the Chairman.
The Chairman of the Commission shall call an organization
meeting of the Advisory Council as soon as practicable, a meeting of
such council each six months thereafter, and a final meeting prior to
approval of the final report by the Commission.
GOVERNORS' REPRESENTATIVES

SEC. 7. The Chairman of the Commission shall invite the Governor
of each State to designate a representative to work closelr with the
Commission and its staff and with the advisory council m matters
pertaining to this Act.
POwERS OP THE COMMI5SION

Szc. 8. (a) The Commission or, on authorization of the Commission, any committee of two or more members, at least one of whom
shall be of each major political party, may, for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act, hold such hearings and sit and
act at such times and places as the Commission or such authorized
committee may deem advisable. Subpenas for the attendance and
testimony of witnesses or the production of written or other matter
be
may be issued only on the authority of the Commission and shall
Chairman
of
the
Commission.
served by anyone designated by the
The Commission shall not issue any subpena for the attendance and
testimony of witnesses or for the production of written or other matters
which would require the presence of the parties subpenaed at a hearing to be held outside of the State wherein the witness is found or
resides or transacts business.
of
A witness may submit material on a confidential basis for the use
make
the
Commission
shall
not
the Commission and, if so submitted,
of
t.he material public. The provisions of sections 102-104, mclusive,
the Revised Statutes (2 U.S.C. 192-194) shall apply in case of any
failure of any witness to comply with any subpena or testimony when
summoned under this section.
The Commission is authorized to secure from any department,

branch of the
agency, or individual instrumentality of the executive
Government any information it deems necessary to carry out its functions under this Act and each such department, agency, and mstrumentality is authorized and directed to furnish such information to the
Commission upon request made by the Chairman or the Vice Chairman
when acting as Chairman.
If the Commission requires of any witness or of any governhave theretofore
mental agency production of any materials which
been submitted to a government agency on a confidential basis, and
the confidentiality of those materials is protected by statute, the
material so produced shall be held confidential by the Commission.
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APPROPRIATIONS, EXPENSES, AND PERSONNEL

SEC. 9. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such
the provisions of this Act and such moneys as may be appropriated
shall be available to the Commission until expended.
The Commission is authorized, without
to the civil
5 tC 1071 note. service laws and regulations and without regard regard
to the Classification
Arrte, p. 400.
Act of 1949 as amended, to fix the compensation of its Chairman and
appoint and fix the compensation of its staff director, and such additional personnel as may be necessary to enable it to carry out its functions except that any Federal employees subject to the civil service
laws and regulations who may be employed by the Commission shall
retain civil service status without interruption or loss of status or
privilege.
sums, but not more than $4,000,000, as may be necessary to carry out

18 USC 201 et

The Commission is authorized to enter into contracts or agreements for studies and surveys with public and private organizations
and, if necessary, to transfer funds to Federal agencies from sums
appropriated pursuant to this Act to carry out such aspects of the
review as the Commission determines can best be carried out in that
manner.
Service of an individual as a member of the Advisory Council,
as the representative of a Governor, or employment by the Commission
of an attorney or expert in any job or professional field on a part-time
or full-time basis with or without compensation shall not be considered
as service or employment bringing such individuals within the provisions of the Act of October 23, 1962 (76 Stat. 111).

DEFiNITION OF "PUBLIC LANDS"

SEC. 10. As used in this Act, the term "public lands" includes (a)
the public domain of the United States, (b) reservations, other than
Indian reservations, created from the public domain, (c) lands permanently or temporarily withdrawn, reserveti, or withheld from
private appropriation and disposal under th public land laws, including the mining laws, (d) outstanding interests of the United States
in lands patented, conveyed in fee or otherwise, under the public land
laws, (e) national forests, (f) wildlife refuges and ranges, and (g)
the surface and subsurface resources of all such lands, including the
disposition or restriction on disposition of the mineral resources m
lands defined by appropriate statute, treaty, or judicial determination
as being under the control of the United States in the Outer Continental
Shelf.

Approved September 19, 1964.

LEGISLATIVE HIST0RY

HOUSE REPORT No. 1008 (Comm. on Interior & Insular Affairs).
SENATE REPORT No. 1444 (Comm. on Irrterjor & Insular Affairs).
CONGRFSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 110 (1964):

Mar. 10: Considered and passed House.
Sept. 3: Considered and passed Senate, amended.
Sept. 4: House agreed to Senate anendments.
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Public Law 90-213
90th Congress, H. R. 12121
December 18, 1967
R

Ct

81 STAT, 660

To amend the Act of September 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 083), establishing the Public
Land Law Rdview Commission, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houee of Repre8en2ative8 of the
..and Law
limited 8ta2e9 of America in Congrese asseimbed, That the Act of
COMflIS
September 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 983), establishing the Public Land Law Review
Si Ofl
Review Commission is amended
by striking, in section 4(b), "December 31, 1968" and E-4rrisiom.
Appropriati or,
substituting therefor "June 30, 1970".
inorease
by striking, in section 4(b) "June 30, 1969" and substitut- 78 Stat-. 083ing therefor "December 31? 1910".

by striking, in section 9(a), "$4,000,000" and substituting
therefor "$7,390,000".

4

a3

USC 1394

C i399

by substituting for the present text of the first sentence of
section 8 (a) the following: "The Commission or, on authoriza- +3 l.0 £398
tion of the Commission, any committee of two or more members,
at least one of whom shall be of each major political party, may,
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act, hold
such hearings, take testimony or recaive evidence under oath, and
sit and act at such times and places as the Commission or such
authorized committee may deem advisable. The member of the
Commission presiding at any such hearing is authorized to administer the oath to witnesses."
SEC. 2. Section 8 of the Act of September 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 986), is 43 L3C 1418.
amended to read as follows:
"SEC 8. The authorizations and requirements of this Act shall expire
six months after the final report of the Public Land Law Review Coinmission has been submitted to Congress, except that any segregation
prior to such time of any public lands from settlement, location, sale,
selection, entry, lease, or other form of disposal under the public land
laws shall continue for the period of time allowed by this Act."
Sac. 3. Section 1 of the Act of September 19, 1964 (78 Stat. 988), is 43 USC 14.i.7,
amended to read as follows:
"Sac. 7. The authority granted by this Act shall expire six months
after the final report of the Public Land Law Review Commission has
been submitted to Congress, except that sales concerning which notice
has been given in accordance with section 3 hereof prior to such time
may be consummated and patents issued in connection therewith after
such time."

Approved December 18, 1967.

IEGISLk'lLVE HISTORY

}J3USE REPORT No. 561 (CoMe. on Interior & Insular Affairs).
SENATE REPOWP No. 820 (Comm. on Interior & Insujar Affairs).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 113 (1967)1

Lug. 21: Considored and passed HouSe.
Nyu. 301 Considered and passed Senate, amended.
Deo

6: Hue conourred in Sete amendment.
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September 1969

PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW COMMISSION

TOP ROW LEFT TO RIGHT: Fannin, Arizona; Rockefeller, New York; Allott, Colorado; Vice Chairman Mock, Utah;
Chairman Aspinall, Colorado; Anderson, New Mexico; Bible, Nevada; Baring, Nevada; KyI, Iowa.
BOTTOM ROW LEFT TO RIGHT: Director Pearl; Taylor, North Carolina; Burton, Utah; Mrs. Smith, California;
Clark, Arizona; Udall, Arizona; Jordan, Idaho; Goddard, Pennsylvania.
MEMBERS ABSENT: Hoff, Vermont; Jackson, Washington; Saylor, Pennsylvania.
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APPENDIX B

The Commission
Following its organizational meeting July 14, 1965,

the Commission next met on August 18, 1965, at
which time it appointed the 25 members to be selected by it for membership on the Advisory Council.

The Commission met againMarch 24, 1966for
the organization meeting of the Advisory Council.
The Governors' Representatives participated in the
meeting. All of these meetings were held in Washington, D.C.

As part of the factfinding process, a series of
meetings was held to obtain the views of interested
persons and groups.' In conjunction with some of
the meetings at which testimony was taken, the Commission also had business sessions, some with the Ad-

visory Council and some in executive session.
In addition to the 10 regional meetings at which
testimony was taken, the Commission met 27 times
for a total of 37 meetings, of which the Advisory
Council and Governors' Representatives participated
in 24. All meetings of the Advisory Council with the
Governors' Representatives participating were open
to the public.2 The Commission met a total of 102
days, of which 33 days were devoted to taking testimony.

The members of the Commission are:
CHAIRMAN: WAYNE NORVIEL ASPINALL,
Colorado. Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives since 1960;
Member House of Representatives since 1949. A.B.

University of Denver, 1919; LL.B. Denver Law
School, 1925; School teacher, President School
Board, and Member of Town of Palisades Board of
Trustees, 1919-34; Colorado House of Representa-

tives, 1931-38, Colorado State Senate, 1939-48.
Alumnus member, Phi Beta Kappa, 1968.
Appointed by the President:
ROBERT EMMET CLARK, Professor of Law,

University of Arizona. B.A. University of New
Mexico, 1944; LL.B. University of Arizona, 1946;
S.J.D. Yale University, 1960. Sterling Fellow, Yale
Law School, 1955-56; Ford Foundation Law Fellow, 196 1-62 (Middle East and Europe); FulbrightHayes award for Spain, 1966-67. Member of the
1See Attachment No. 3, Appendix D.
2
record of attendance of the members of the Commission and Advisory Council is part of the Commission

file with the minutes of the meetings which will be deposited
with the National Archives.

National Advisory Council for the Natural Resources
Journal.
MAURICE K. GODDARD, Secretary of Forests
and Waters, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania since

1955; Chairman Pennsylvania State Water and
Power Resources Board. B.S. University of Maine,
1935; MS. University of California, 1938; D.Sci.
(Hon.) Waynesburg College, 1959; D.Sci. (Hon.)
University of Maine, 1966. Instructor, Pennsylvania
State College, 1935; Director, Mont Alto Branch

School of Forestry from 1946; named Director,
School of Forestry, 1952. Former member Federal
Water Pollution Control Advisory Board.
PHILIP H. HOFF, Attorney, Burlington, Vermont; Governor Vermont, 1963-69. A.B. Williams
College, 1948; LL.B. Cornell University, 1951.
Member, Vermont General Assembly, 1961-3. Director, Vermont Children's Aid Society and Greater
Burlington Industrial Corporation.

VICE CHAIRMAN: H. BYRON MOCK, Attorney, Salt Lake City, Utah. A.B. University of
Arizona, 1933; LL.B. Georgetown University, 1939.
Employed successively with Congresswoman Greenway, Works Project Administration, and President's
Advisory Commission on Education, 1934-39; As-

sistant Solicitor, Department of the Interior, 193941; Chief Counsel, U.S. Grazing Service, 1941-42;
Regional Administrator, 1947-54, and Area Administrator, 1954-55, Bureau of Land Management.
LAURANCE S. ROCKEFELLER, Chairman,
Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc., New York City.
A.B. Princeton University, 1932. Chairman, Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission; Chairman, White House Conference on Natural Beauty,
1965; Chairman, Citizens Advisory Committee on
Natural Beauty; Chairman, Advisory Committee on
Environmental Quality; Member of the Board, National Park Foundation; Chairman, New York State
Council of Parks.

NANCY E. SMITH, County Supervisor, San
Bernardino County, California, since 1956 and former Chairman of the Board; former President of the
County Supervisors Association of California. Attended Chicago Teachers College and University of
Southern California. Served on the California State
Welfare Commission; Member of Santa Ana Regional Water Pollution Control Board.
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Appointed by the President of the Senate:
(All are members of the Committee on Interior

tional Development Advisory

and Insular Affairs)

Appointed by the Speaker of the House of Repre-

GORDON L. ALLOTT, Colorado. Member
United States Senate since 1955. A.B. University of
Colorado, 1927; LL.B. 1929. Lieutenant Governor,
Colorado, 1950-54; County attorney, Prowers
County, 1934 and 1940-46; District attorney,
1946-48. United States Congressional Representa-

tive to United Nations, 1962.
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, New Mexico. Mem-

ber, United States Senate since 1949; Chairman,
Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sciences;
Chairman, Subcommittee on Water and Power Re-

sources and former Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. Member, House of Representatives, 1941-45; Secretary of Agriculture,
1945-48; Executive Director, New Mexico Unemployment Compensation Commission, 1936-38;
Treasurer, State of New Mexico, 1933-34.
ALAN BIBLE, Nevada. Member, United States
Senate since 1954. Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations; Chair-

man, Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation and
former Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands,
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. A.B. Uni-

versity of Nevada, 1930; LL.B. Georgetown University, 1934. Attorney General of Nevada, 1942-50.

PAUL J. FANNIN, Arizona. Member, United
States Senate since 1965. Governor of Arizona,
1958-64. A.B. Stanford University, 1930. Chairman,
Western Governors' Conference, 1963. Member of
President's Civil Defense Advisory Council, 1963-64.

HENRY M. JACKSON, Washington. Member,
United States Senate since January 1953; Chairman,
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Legislative Oversight.
Member, House of Representatives, 1941-53. LL.B.
University of Washington, 1935. Chairman, Democratic National Committee, 1960-61.

LEN B. JORDAN, Idaho. Appointed to the
Senate 1962 to fill a vacancy; elected same year for
remainder of term and has been member continuously since. A.B. University of Oregon, 1923. Member, Phi Beta Kappa. Governor of Idaho, 1951-55;
Member, Idaho Legislature, 1947; Member of In-

ternational Joint Commission,. 1955-57; Interna-
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Board, 1958-59;
Member, Lewis and Clark Trail Commission.
sentatives:

(All are Members of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs)
WALTER S. BARING, Nevada. Member, House

of Representatives, 1949-1952, and continuously
since 1956; Chairman Public Lands Subcommittee,

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. B.S.,
A.B. University of Nevada, 1934. Elected to Nevada
State Legislature in 1936 and 1942.
LAURENCE J. BURTON, Utah. Member, House

of Representatives since 1963. B.S. University of
Utah, 1951; M.S. Utah State University, 1956. Regional Director, American College Public Relations
Association, 1954-55; Legislative Assistant to Congressman Henry Dixon, 1957-58; Assistant Professor of Political Science, Weber State College
1958-60; Administrative Assistant to Governor of
Utah, 1960-62.
JOHN H. KYL, Iowa. Member, House of Representatives, 1959-64, and continuously since 1967.
A.B. Nebraska State Teachers College at Wayne;
M.A. University of Nebraska. Member of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission;
Lewis and Clark Trail Commission.
JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania. Member,
House of Representatives since 1949. A. B. Franklin and Marshall College, 1929; LL.B. Dickson
Law School, 1933. Member, Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission; National Forest Reservation Commission; American Revolution Bicentennial Commission.

ROY A. TAYLOR, North Carolina. Member,
House of Representatives since 1960; Chairman Sub-

committee on National Parks and Recreation. A.B.
Maryville College, 1931; Attended Asheville Uni-

versity Law School and was admitted to the Bar
in 1936. Member, North Carolina General Assembly,

1947-53; County Attorney, Buncombe County,
North Carolina, 1949-60.
MORRIS K. UDALL, Arizona. Member, House
of Representatives since 1961. LL.B. University of
Arizona, 1949. County Attorney, Pima County,
Arizona, 1952-54. Lecturer on labor law, University
of Arizona, 1955-56.

APPENDIX C

Governors' Representatives
At the request of the Commission, the Governors of the 50 states appointed representatives to provide
an orderly and effective means of cooperation. The following are the persons who served in this capacity
during the work of the Commission In cases where more than one representative is listed, the first is the
one serving at the time of publication of this report.
Alabama

Joe W. Graham
Director
Department of Conservation
State of Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Claude D. Kelley
Director
Department of Conservation
Alaska

Robert L. Hartig
Assistant Attorney General
State of Alaska
Anchorage, Alaska
Roscoe E. Bell
Director
Division of Lands
Department of Natural Resources
State of Alaska
Edgar P. Boyko
Attorney General
State of Alaska
Donald A. Burr
Attorney General
State of Alaska
Warren C. Colver
Attorney General
State of Alaska
Arizona

Floyd N. Smith
Vice President
Salt River Project
Phoenix, Arizona
Arkansas

H. Y. Rowe
Practicing Attorney
El Dorado, Arkansas

California

Norman B. Livermore, Jr.
Administrator
The Resources Agency of California
Sacramento, California
Sherman Chickering
Practicing Attorney
San Francisco, California
Hugo Fisher
Administrator
The Resources Agency of California
Colorado

Stephen H. Hart
Practicing Attorney
Denver, Colorado
Connecticut

Joseph N. Gill
Commissioner
Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources
Hartford, Connecticut
Delaware

Rudolph Jass
Director
Delaware State Planning Office
Dover, Delaware
Robert Thurston Barrett
Administrative Assistant to the Governor
William T. Quillen
Administrative Assistant to the Governor
Theodore S. Sandstrom
Administrative Assistant to the Governor
Florida

Ney Landrum
Associate Director
Division of Recreation and Parks
State of Florida
Tallahassee, Florida
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Robert C. Parker
Director
Trustees of Internal Improvement Fund
Tallahassee, Florida
Nathaniel P. Reed

Administrative Assistant to the Governor
Georgia

H. Oliver Welch
State Planning Officer
Atlanta, Georgia
Horace G. Caldwell
Director
Department of State Parks
Hawaii

Sunao Kido
Chairman

State Board of Land and Natural Resources
State of Hawaii
Honolulu, Hawaii
Jim P. Ferry
Chairman

State Board of Land and Natural Resources
Idaho

Gordon Trombley
State Land Commissioner
Boise, Idaho
Donald R. Theophilus
Retired president of University of Idaho
Moscow, Idaho
Illinois
Dan Malkovich
Acting Director
Department of Conservation
State of Illinois
Springfield, Illinois
William T. Lodge
Director
Department of Conservation
I nd ía na

Perley H. Provost, Jr.
Director
Department of Natural Resources
State of Indiana
Indianapolis, Indiana
Iowa

Everett B. Speaker
Director
State Conservation Commission
Des Moines, Iowa
Lawrence Scalise
Attorney General
State of Iowa
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Kansas

Newell A. George
Practicing Attorney
Kansas City, Kansas
Ronald H. Baxter
Legal Assistant
Office of the Governor
Leland E. Nordling
Practicing Attorney
Hugoton, Kansas
Kentucky
Joseph C. DeWeese
Director
Washington Office
Commonwealth of Kentucky
Washington, D. C.
L. Felix Joyner
Commissioner of Finance
Commonwealth of Kentucky
Frankfort, Kentucky
Louisiana

Ellen Bryan Moore (Mrs.)
Register of Lands
State of Louisiana
Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Maine

Lawrence Stuart
Director
State Park and Recreation Commission
Augusta, Maine
Richard J. Dubord
Attorney General
State of Maine
Maryland
Spencer P. Effis

Director
Department of Forests and Parks
State of Maryland
Annapolis, Maryland
Massachusetts

Robert L. Yasi
Chief Secretary to the Governor
Executive Department
Boston, Massachusetts
Raymond M. Trudel
Coordinator of Intergovernmental Affairs
State of Massachusetts
Michigan

Joseph D. Stephansky
Chief, Lands Section
Department of Natural Resources
State of Michigan
Lansing, Michigan

Minnesota

Clarence Buckman
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Conservation
St. Paul, Minnesota
Wayne H. Olson
Commissioner of Conservation
Robert L. Herbst

Assistant Commissioner of Conservation
Mississippi
John Land McDavid
Practicing Attorney
Jackson, Mississippi
Missouri

Robert L. Dunkeson
Executive Secretary
Inter-Agency Council for Outdoor Recreation
State of Missouri
Jefferson City, Missouri
Joseph Jaeger, Jr.
Executive Secretary

Inter-Agency Council for Outdoor Recreation
Montana

Ted Schwinden
Commissioner
State Lands and Investments
State of Montana
Helena, Montana
Mons L. Teigeii
Commissioner
State Lands and Investments
Nebraska

M. 0. Steen
Director
Game, Forestation, and Parks Commission
State of Nebra&ka

Lincoln, Nebraska
Nevada

Elmo J. DeRicco
Director

Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources
State of Nevada
Carson City, Nevada
New Hampshire
J. Wilcox Brown

R.F.D. #2
Concord, New Hampshire

New Jersey

Joseph T. Barber
Acting Commissioner
Department of Conservation and Economic
Development
State of New Jersey
Trenton, New Jersey
Robert A. Roe
Commissioner
Department of Conservation and Economic
Development
New Mexico
Reuben Pankey

P.O. Box 672
Truth or Consequences, New Mexico
James E. Sperling
Practicing Attorney
Albuquerque, New Mexico
New York
Charles LaBelle
Counsel
Department of Conservation
State of New York
Albany, New York

North Carolina
Ralph C. Winkworth
State Forester

Department of Conservation and Development
State of North Carolina
Raleigh, North Carolina
Fred H. Claridge
State Forester
North Dakota
Clifford M. Jochim
Special Assistant
State Water Commission
Bismarck, North Dakota
Ohio

Fred E. Morr
Director
Department of Natural Resources
State of Ohio
Columbus, Ohio
Oklahoma

Bill Sharp
do Commissioners of the Land Office
State of Oklahoma
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
Wendell Bever
Director
Department of Wildlife Conservation
State of Oklahoma
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Oregon

Robert F. Smith
Member
House of Representatives
State of Oregon
Salem, Oregon
Pennsylvania

Irving Hand
Executive Director
State Planning Board
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Adolph T. Schmidt
Director
Rhode Island Development Council
Providence, Rhode Island

South Carolina
Daniel R. McLeod
Attorney General
State of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina
South Dakota
Ingebert Fauske
Quinn, South Dakota
Tennessee

William Slayden (Col.) (USA-Ret.)
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Conservation
State of Tennessee
Nashville, Tennessee
Roy S. Hicks
Special Assistant to the Governor
Texas

Jerry Sadler
Land Commissioner
General Land Office
State of Texas
Austin, Texas

Donald Schwinn
General Counsel
Kennecott Copper Corporation
Salt Lake City, Utah
Vermont

Belmont Pitkin
Coordinator of Land Use
Goddard College
Plainfield, Vermont
Virginia
Marvin M. Sutherland
Director

Department of Conservation and Economic
Development
Commonwealth of Virginia
Richmond, Virginia
Washington

Bert L. Cole
Commissioner of Public Lands
State of Washington
Olympia, Washington
West Virginia
T. R. Samsell
Director
Department of Natural Resources
State of West Virginia
Charleston, West Virginia
Darrell V. McGraw, Jr.

Administrative Assistant to the Governor
Wisconsin

Robert W. Warren
Attorney General
State of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin
Bronson C. LaFollette
Attorney General
State of Wisconsin

Utah

Glen M. Hatch
Counsel
Mountain Fuel Supply Company
Salt Lake City, Utah
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Wyoming

Frank C. Mockler
Practicing Attorney
Lander, Wyoming

IDENTICAL LETTER TO:

CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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APPENDIX D

How the Work Was Accomplished
PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW COMMISSION
1730 K STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006

April 22, 1970
Honorable Henry M. Jackson
Chairman, Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:
In accordance with our commitment to advise the legislative committees having jurisdiction
over the activities of this Commission, I am pleased to furnish this report on the manner in which
the review of the public land laws and the rules, regulations, policies, and practices governing
their administration was conducted.
Following the Commission's organization meeting on July 14, 1965, office space was obtained

as promptly as possible, and I assumed full-time work for the Commission on August 2, 1965.
It was not until 5 months later, at the beginning of January 1966, that we were able to fill the
major staff positions. Although we were authorized 54 personnel through the appropriation
process, we never were able to obtain all of the skills required. The maximum number on the
staff at any one time was 48.
During the course of the work effort, there were many personnel changes. However, most
of the senior staff that started with us, have been with us right up to the end. We were fortunate
in having obtained initially, and later as replacements, individuals who were qualified technically
for the type of policy study and analysis required. For the information of your Committee,
Attachment No. 1 sets forth the background of each of the senior staff personnel who have been
preparing material for consideration by the Commission during the critical time in which the
Commission made its recommendations and approved its final report.
Even before the basic staff organization was completed, we started work on the design of a
research program in order to provide for the Commission the necessary background law and
facts. The underlying concepts were that every aspect of public land policy must be examined
so that no myths would be enshrined and that we must prepare the specifications for all studies
so that we would be assured of usable products.
As part of our effort to identify problem areas, we asked the members of the Advisory
Council for their views, and also asked them to set forth their thoughts on the role of the public
lands. These subjects were then discussed by the Commission at the Advisory Council meeting
with the Governors' Representatives participating, in March 1966. A program setting forth
the overall objectives, functions, and operations of the Commission was being developed during
this period. The senior staff met with the Chairman and Vice Chairman and several consultants
in April 1966, at Camp Hoover in the Shenandoah National Park. That weekend the group
spent its entire time focusing on the subject and how the Commission should accomplish its tasks.
The program paper was circulated and views obtained from the members of the Commission,
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the Advisory Council, and the Representatives of the 50 Governors. Completed in May as
blueprint for the accomplishment of the Commission's task, it was transmitted to you by letter
dated June 1, 1966. A copy is attached for ready reference as Attachment No. 2.
In May 1966, plans were completed for the first of a series of meetings throughout the
country designed to hear from people who live in and near public land areas in order to obtain
their suggestions as to specific matters that required Commission attention. That meeting was
held in Salt Lake City, Utah, June 7 and 8, 1966. It was followed by meetings throughout the
country in 9 additional regions, as listed on Attachment No. 3.
In conjunction with these regional meetings, tours of public land areas were arranged for
Commissioners and members of the official family in attendance, so that we could see on the
ground different types of areas and how they were utilized by people who live there. The diversity
in type and use of the public lands was thus demonstrated. During the course of these meetings,
suggestions were obtained from over 900 witnesses whose ideas concerning matters that required
attention were made part of our research program for study and Commission consideration.
Although the scope of the subjects to be included in the research program had not yet been

made final, the first formal study was undertaken in June 1966, when Professor Paul Wallace
Gates of Cornell University was retained as a consultant to prepare a History of Public Land
Law Development. Subsequently, we retained Professor Robert W. Swenson of the University
of Utah to prepare the chapter on mineral law development.
At the meeting of the Advisory Council in Albuquerque, New Mexico, on November 10,
1966, we announced 25 individual studies on public lands and their resources. This list was
later expanded to 34 and then, after two were combined, resulted in a list of 33 subjects concerning which separate manuscripts were being written. It was always our idea that most of the
individual studies would be accomplished under contract and this was done, but several were
accomplished in-house by our own staff, some with consultant assistance. Attachment No. 4 lists
all of the subjects together with statements concerning the Commission's policy relative to access
to and publication of these manuscripts, indicating those that are available for purchase by the
public at this time. It is planned that all manuscripts will be available.
Identifying individual subjects for studies did not mean that we lost sight of the basic concept

of the Commission, i.e., the necessity for one group at one time and place to review all of the
public land laws and their administration. It was merely as a matter of convenience that these
individual subjects were identified. While contractors focused on the narrow subject of a particular
study, the staff had the continuing responsibility of identifying for the Commission's consideration

the interrelationships among the various subjects. In order to accomplish our end, we had to
make some arbitrary decisions to avoid, or minimize, duplication which should be kept in mind
when individual manuscripts are examined For example, hunting and fishing for study purposes
was included in the examination of the subject of Fish and Wildlife, rather than in the manuscript
on Outdoor Recreation.
A combination of factors, including the fact that the work of the Commission did not get
underway until almost a year after its Organic Act became law and that the scope of the study
program was larger than had been envisioned, necessitated the Commission to request an extension
of the date by which its report should be submitted from December 31, 1968, to June 30, 1970,
and to increase the funds authorized for the entire review from $4 million to $7.39 million. The

Act of December 18, 1967 (PL 90-213; 81 Stat. 660) authorized these modifications in the
Organic Act.
In addition to designing specifications for studies, the staff engaged in work on some studies
and supervised those being accomplished under contract.
Following the meeting of the Advisory Council in Tucson, Arizona, the Commission met

in executive session on November 10, 1968, and considered the first subject to come before
it for decisionmaking. Under the procedure adopted, the staff prepared a policy evaluation paper
for each subject which outlines the problems as discerned from the study report, material submitted by members of the Advisory Council and the Governors' Representatives, testimony of
witnesses, and comments from the Federal departments and agencies. The paper then presented
to the Commission the analysis of the problems, stated the matters of policy that required consideration, and discussed these matters of policy in the light of the contractor's report and the
discussion with the Advisory Council and the recommendations submitted by the public. Alterna306

tives were then offered for consideration by the Commission on these policy matters, together
with the pros and cons of each.
In its discussions, the members of the Commission questioned the study project officer who
had either prepared or supervised preparation of the report involved, and also questioned and
discussed the issues with members of the senior staff.
Necessarily, as each subject was taken up, the Commission could only arrive at tentative
positions because of the interrelationship among subjects and the bearing that a later subject
might have on the one being considered at any particular time. In the policy evaluation papers
and in the discussions reference was continually made to tentative positions taken previously
so that the Commission could examine the interrelationships and consistencies.
From January 1969 through April 1970, the Commission met once a month, except that
there were no meetings in March or November 1969, while there were two in each September
and October, 1969, and March and April, 1970. The 33 subjects were considered individually
and collectively at these 19 meetings in these 16 months.
Our next task was to prepare draft material for the final report based on the tentative positions taken previously. In order to maintain the schedule necessary to complete the work on
time, the Commission reviewed the first draft text material at its meeting December 12, 1969,
before it had completed the review of individual subjects. During the review of draft material,
some of the tentative positions were reconsidered and new positions taken. Subsequently, on
some matters, the Commission asked that material be rewritten and brought back for its further
examination of language. But for all subjects, the Commission had a third opportunity to make
new decisions and recommendations when the draft was rewritten in final form after taking into
consideration the consensus views expressed during review of the draft chapters which were read
aloud with each member having a copy before him. The Director presented the draft material
and was questioned by the members who discussed the subject among themselves. Members of
the senior staff were called upon as necessary to provide detailed information.
The Commission concluded its series of meetings on April 18, 1970, after completing a
review of inconsistencies and gaps among the individual subjects.
In order to assure that copies of the report are available to all members of Congress and
the public when it is submitted to the President, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives not later than June 30, 1970, in accordance with law, it is
necessary to deliver the manuscript of the report to the Government Printing Office April 23,
1970.

Between now and December 1970, when the Commission must go out of existence, our
first major effort will be in seeking the settlement of claims presented by contractors for additional compensation. Simultaneously, we will be planning a series of meetings of opinionmakers
to be held after the report is submitted for the purpose of conveying the importance of the public

lands to the people of the United States and the potential significance of the Commission's
recommendations. This should enable opinionmakers who were not represented on the Commission's Advisory Council, to interpret for their members or audiences the Commission's report,
regardless of whether they concur or disagree. It is planned that one meeting will be held for

leaders of the news mediaas distinguished from the working press for whom we will have a
conference at the time the report is submittedwith other meetings to be held to the extent
that our funds will allow, in the East, the Midwest, the Rocky Mountain West, and the far West.
In addition to the Advisory Council, the Governors' Representatives and the contractors
who prepared most of the studies, we called on many individuals as consultants. Some served
without compensation. To all of them we express our thanks for their advice and counsel. A
listing of these consultants is contained in Attachment No. 5.
Except for the work that remains, as outlined above, the Commission's tasks are virtually
completed. In addition to the fact that the work is being accomplished within the time schedule
established by us, we also note for the record that if our budget request for the 6 months of the
next fiscal year is acted on favorably, there will remain $286,000 authorized but unappropriated.
The only thing that might upset this favorable condition would be the settlement of claims from
contractors for additional compensation. We have some contingency funds, but do not know at

this time whether they will be adequate to settle the 6 pending claims from contractors that
aggregate $231,000.
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Should there be any additional information or data that would be helpful to your Committee,
we will be happy to furnish it on request.
mcereIy,

Milton A. Pearl
Director
Attachments

Attachment No. 1
Letter to Chairman,
Senate Interior Committee,
dated April 22, 1970
THE SENIOR STAFF
MILTON A. PEARL, Director. A.B. New York
University 1934; J.D. 1936. Member professional
staff Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
House of Representatives, 196 1-65.
ELMER F. BENNETT, Assistant to the Director
and General Counsel. A.B., Colorado State College
of Education, 1938; LL.B., Stanford University,
1941. Partner, Ely, Duncan & Bennett, Washington,
D. C., 1961-65. Undersecretary, Department of the
Interior, 1958-61, after serving in other capacities
in the Department from 1953.
DENNIS A. RAPP, Chief, Resources and Evalua-

tion Group. B.S., University of Minnesota, 1952;
Master of Public Administration, Harvard University, 1958. Senior Budget Analyst, Bureau of
the Budget, 1961-65; Research Analyst, Outdoor
Recreation Review Commission, 1960-61.
JEROME C. MUYS, Chief, Legal Group, and
Assistant General Counsel. A.B. Princeton University, 1954; LL.B., Stanford University, 1957.
Partner, Ely, Duncan & Bennett, Washington, D. C.
1958-65.

CHARLES CONKLIN, Assistant Director. B.A.,
Harvard University, 1948; LL.B., 1951. Member,
Phi Beta Kappa. General practice of law, Colorado,
1953-67. Member, Colorado General Assembly, and
Speaker, House of Representatives, 1957-60.
PERRY R. HAGENSTEIN, Assistant Chief, Resources and Evaluation Group. B.S., University of
Minnesota, 1952; M.A. (Forestry) Yale University,
1953; Ph.D., University of Michigan, 1963. Acting
Assistant Director and Principal Economist, U.S.
Forest Service, Upper Darby, Pa., 1965-66.
ARTHUR B. MEYER, Editor. B.S., Michigan
State University, 1938. Editor, Journal of Forestry,
official publication of the Society of American Foresters, 195 3-68. Co-author, The World of the Forest;
co-editor, Forestry Handbook and Forestry Terminology.

THOMAS J. CAVANAUGH, Assistant to the
General Counsel. LL.B. University of Montana,
1949. Associate Solicitor for Public Lands, Department of the Interior, 196 1-69. General practice of
law, Montana, 1949-61.

Attachment No. 2
Letter to Chairman
Senate Interior Committee
dated April 22, 1970

PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW COMMISSION
OBJECTIVE, FUNCTIONS,
AND OPERATIONS
INTRODUCTION

This paper sets forth the overall program for the
accomplishment of the tasks assigned to the Public
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Land Law Review Commission. It will provide
guidance in identifying and conducting specific
studies. It provides the Commission, the Advisory

Council, and the Governors' Representatives with a
guide to the planned activities of the Commission
staff.

The plan contains, first, a statement and discussion of the Commission's objective; second, a descrip.-

tion of the methods of operation and general procedures to be followed by the Commission and its
staff; and third, a general description of the study
program and the way in which it will be organized.
It does not contain a list of individual studies or
specific issues that will be considered; the approach
to these will, however, follow logically from the program. All studies will be based on the reasoning of,
and follow the procedures indicated in, the program.

The program provides a set of guidelines to be
used by the staff to develop detailed study plans. All
major studies of the Commission are visualized as
being a part of this overall plan.
The design and conduct of individual studies will
be the work of the Legal and Resources Groups in

their respective areas. Where appropriate, the two
groups will act jointly on a single study with one
being given primary responsibility. The results of

the studies will be correlated by the third of the
groups into which the professional staff is organized,
i.e., the Evaluation Group.

For the purposes of our program, the following
definitions apply:

Program:
A comprehensive statement of the objective, functions, and operations of the Public Land Law Review

Commission and its staff, including a listing of the
major fields of study into which the overall program
is divided. Unless specifically indicated, the sequence

(3) a summarization of the issues relating to the
subject; (4) factors involved in the issues; (5) a
statement of types of facts necessary to review in
order to make recommendations concerning such
issues; (6) the studies deemed necessary; and (7)
recommendations on how such studies should best
be accomplished.

Study Plan:
An outline, narrative, or graphic, setting forth the

content required of an individual study, together
with the establishment of procedures by which the
study should be accomplished.
Study:

The activity or series of activities that result in a
study report.

Study Report:
A document, prepared after a thorough examination and analysis of a subject, presenting in logical
format and sequence, pertinent factors concerning the
subject which may be a commodity, law, regulation,
rule, practice, procedure, or groupings thereof, including, where appropriate, presentation of reasonable alternative actions for the future, with probable
consequences of each but without incorporating conclusions or recommendations.
Commodity:

Any good or service, free or economic, tangible,
or intangible, which is produced by, extractable from,
or available from the use of, or represented by land,
and has utility value.

in which fields of study are listed does not indicate

Budget:

priority or relative importance.

The application of costs in terms of dollars and
manpower, supplies and equipment, required to

Study Program:
An overall, broad outline indicating the scope of
the studies to be accomplished.

Field of Study:
Subject matter that forms a logical segment within
which several individual studies would be made.
Profile:

An analysis, which may be in narrative, outline,
list, or graphic form. It shows the types of information necessary to consider in making a study, permit

evaluation of past and present public policy, and
permit recommendations to be made concerning
future policy guidelines relative to a single subject.

In addition, it will include, as a minimum (1) a
summarization of study suggestions submitted to the
Commission with regard to the subject; (2) a state-

ment of types of background facts to be collected;

execute the program or a segment of the program for
a specified time period.

PUBLIC LAND LAW REVIEW COMMISSION
I. OBJECTIVE

The Commission's objectiveits reason for being
is the central point in designing the overall program, or any portion of it, and determining staff
operations which will best serve the Commission's
needs in pursuing this objective. This objective is
found in Public Law 8 8-606, hereinafter referred to
as the Act, and is restated here for ready and constant
reference:
Report to the President and the Congress with recommendations of those actions, administrative or legislative,
which should be taken to assure 'that the public lands of
the United States shall be (a) retained and managed or
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(b) disposed of, all in a manner to provide the maximum
benefit for the general public."

Comment.It is recognized that the spirit of the

foregoing objective and the tenor of the Act,2
necessitate seeking to assure fairness and equity in

the administration of the public lands, including
both (1) disposition of lands or their resources,

and (2) the management of lands and their
resources when lands are retained in Federal
Government ownership.
II. METHODS OF OPERATION

The Act sets forth some of the means by which the
Commission is to accomplish its objective. For convenience, these are broken down into two categories:

(1) the broad overall requirements that the Commission must fulfill before formulating its recommen-

dations; and (2) the specific actions required to be
taken in carrying out the overall mandate.
In addition, we have other actions, not specifically

set forth in the law, that are necessary for the
comprehensive review essential for the foundation
on which the Commission's conclusions and recommendations will be based.
A. OVERALL REQUIREMENTS

Review each of the public land laws now in
existence and the relationship of each to the others.
The Declaration of Purpose of the Act cites as a
basic reason for the establishment of the Commission
the fact that, "the public land laws of the United States
have developed over a long period of years through

a series of Acts of Congress which are not fully
correlated with each other . . ." Now, for the first

3 below), "it is necessary to have a comprehensive
review of the public land laws."
Identify and evaluate the division of the administration of public lands and the laws relating thereto
among several agencies of the Federal Government.

The Act states this is one of the reasons for the
review being undertaken by the Public Land Law
Review Commission.

Comment.Now, for the first time, there has
been established an organizational structure, with
participation from both the legislative and executive branches, that will be in a position to review
the administration by the various departments and
agencies involved, and the rules and regulations

promulgated under the public land laws, as
opposed to the usual procedure where the practices
of each department and agency are reviewed without regard to another's.
Having reviewed differing administrative practices and procedures, the Commission must then
evaluate them to determine whether maintenance

of divided administrative authority is structured
to accomplish the policy declaration of the Act
that the public lands of the United States shall be
either retained and managed or disposed of in a
manner to provide maximum benefit for the general public.

Determine, on the basis of all the studies,
whether and to what extent revisions are necessary
in the public land laws and the rules and regulations
promulgated thereunder.
B. CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUIREMENTS

1. The foregoing requirements of the Act must

time, all the acts that comprise the public land laws
of the United States will be brought before one group

be fulfilled in a manner to assure a complete under-

for review.

Commission and the members of the staff as to how
the Commission's objective will be attained. We must
further assure:
Total coverage of all essential factors; and

Review the public land laws to determine
their adequacy to meet the current and future needs

of the American people in terms of the policy
declaration in the Act, that the public lands of the
United States shall be retained and managed or disposed of in a manner to provide maximum benefit
for the general public.

Comment.The Declaration of Purpose " of the
Act states that the public land laws, "or some of
them, may be inadequate to meet the current and
future needs of the American people," and that
for this and other reasons stated therein (and set
forth in subparagraph 1 above and subparagraph
'Sections 1 and 4(a).
2 Sections 2 and 4.
Section 2.
Ibid.
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standing at all times among the members of the

That all factors are approached and considered with objectivity.

2. The theme that runs through each of the individual requirements leading to the final report of

the Commission relates to the policy declaration
that the public lands must service the maximum benefit for the general public. It is, accordingly, essential
to establish a framework within which:

Required and other necessary actions and
studies leading to the final report can be taken;
and

Results of these actions and studies can be
Section 2.

measured to determine what does and what does

not contribute to the maximum benefit for the
general public.
3. Our studies, among other things, should, there-

fore, be aimed at examining these aspects of the
public lands concerning which the Commission must
make recommendations:

The purposes that the public lands serve
in contributing to "the maximum benefit for the
general public," to permit ultimately an evaluation
of whether these purposes should be reaffirmed or
redefined.

The existing policies and practices in the
broadest sense, including statute law and judicial
and administrative interpretations applicable to
the public lands, to determine whether they are so
designed as to give reasonable assurance that "the
maximum benefit for the general public" is being
or can and will be attained.
C. REQUIRED ACTIONS

1. To make a comprehensive review of the public
land laws and the rules and regulations promulgated
thereunder applicable to the lands concerning which
the Commission must make its recommendations.

Comment.( 1) The Declarition of Purpose
of the Act6 states that such reiiew is necessary.
The Act further elaborates on how this review is
to be accomplished by requiring the Commission
to:

"Study existing statutes and regulations
governing the retention, management, and dis-

position of the public lands"; and
"Review the policies and practices of
the Federal agencies charged with administrative jurisdiction over such lands insofar as such

policies and practices relate to the retention,
management, and disposition of those lands."
(2) The accomplishment of this comprehensive
review must be in two stages:

An examination of the laws, rules, and
regulations to determine "where we are" and
"how we got here"; and

An evaluation of those laws, rules, and
regulations.

2. To "compile data necessary to understand and
determine the various demands on the public lands
which now exist and which are likely to exist within
the foreseeable future." 8

Comment .The data so compiled are necessary
to permit the Commission to determine whether
6 Section 2.

Section 4(a).
8 Ibid.

present laws are "inadequate to meet the current
and future needs of the American people," one

of the main overall requirements of the Commission (II. A. 2., above). These data will reflect
current and future commodity use from the public

lands with relationship to national and regional
economic demands for the commodities. Development of the data will entail projecting technological
improvement in resource extraction practices.

3. To evaluate the capacity of the public lands
concerning which the Commission must make its
recommendations, to determine in what circumstances those lands "provide the maximum benefit
for the general public" when retained and managed
under Federal ownership, and in what circumstances
"they provide the maximum benefit for the general
public" in non-Federal ownership.
Comment.This requirement serves to develop
the basis for the Commission's recommendations.
Accordingly, most, if not all, studies must be so
structured as to permit analysis as to whether, and
under what circumstances, retention or disposition
provides maximum benefit for the general public.
D. OTHER NECESSARY ACTIONS

1. To review the authorities exercised by the
legislative and executive branches with regard to the
public lands concerning which the Commission is
required to make recommendations.

Comment.( 1) Consideration of many individual pieces of legislation, testimony, and dis-

cussion have revolved around the degree of
responsibility and authority to be exercised by the
legislative branch and the degree to be delegated
by it to the executive branch.

The legislative history of the Act, and
much of the dialogue in support of the legislation
for establishment of the Public Land Law Review
Commission, indicate that significant inpetus for

the Commission study caine from the belief by
many that Congress was not fulfilling its constitutional responsibility to make rules governing
the use and disposition of public lands. This, they

maintained, left the executive branch with inadequate legislative guidelines, and resulted in
the assertion of executive authority to fill the void.

It is, therefore, necessary to undertake
studies to indicate:

the extent, if any, to which Congress
has abdicated its authority;
the extent, if any, to which the Executive

has filled the gap by assuming policy-making
with regard to the use and disposition of the
public lands; and
the extent, if any, to which the Executive
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has altered congressionally established policy
through the assumption of policy-making authority or interpretation of Acts of Congress.
(4) Where appropriate, in the review of laws,

rules, and regulations, these factors must constantly be kept in mind in order to permit eventual
conclusions by the Commission and recommen-

dations for future division of responsibility and
authority.

To gather definitive data relative to the public
lands concerning which the Commission must submit
recommendations.

Comment.Relying to the extent possible on

to examine the practices and procedures of only
those parks or national monuments that have been
carved out of the public domain and not compare
them with procedures and practices in effect at
other parks and monuments.

To review laws, rules, regulations, practices,
and procedures for the acquisition by the Federal
Government of land and interests in land.

Comment .Even if construed narrowly, the
Act would require a review of land acquisition for
national forests and wildlife refuges and ranges.

In addition, the legislative history is clear that
attention must be given to the possible acquisition

existing data, it is essential, before making recommendations, that the Commission have the closest

of non-Federal lands intermingled with public
lands, thereby indicating the necessity to review

insight possible into the characteristics of these

acquisition procedures.
In order to measure the adequacy of acquisition

lands. These characteristics should include physical
and locational as well as economic considerations
that will stem from the compilation of data relative

to the demands. In addition, statistical data by
states and agencies must be presented in such

methods in these areas, it is necessary to make
comparative reviews of other acquisition laws,
rules, regulations, practices, and procedures.

manner as to identify these characteristics readily.
These data differ from those relating to commodity

III. METHOD OF PROCEDURE

demands (II. C. 2., above) by being concerned
primarily with a description of the lands under

A. IDENTIFYING THE SUBJECTS FOR STUDY

study. These data will present a general statistical

1. To assure identification of all significant subjects
warranting study to fulfill the Commission's objective

"picture" of the lands, not a measure of their
productivity, nor a measure of the productivity
of federally-owned lands and aspects of the Outer

and to carry out the required and necessary actions
set forth above, a concerted effort has been made,
and must be continued, to obtain views and suggestions not only from members of the Commission,

Continental Shelf concerning which the Commission
is not required to make recommendations but which

sentatives, and Commission staff, but also from

as compared with the Nation's needs.
To review management practices and utilization

have characteristics similar to, or are managed in
conjunction with, those lands concerning which the
Commission is required to submit recommendations.
Comment.( 1) Such study is essential, on the

one hand, to assure that all criteria for use and
management are taken into consideration before
the Commission makes its recommendations. On
the other hand, some of our studies may develop
data as to whether other federally-owned or controlled lands or resources should be retained in a
category or categories separate and apart from

lands and the resources defined in the Act, in
which event the Commission's recommendations
may also be found to be applicable to such other
lands or resources.
(2) Laws, rules, regulations, practices, and

procedures will be studied in this context as they
relate to the management, use, and disposition of,
for example, national grasslands and LU lands.
Likewise, if management practices are reviewed
for the purpose of determining (a) objectives of
the National Park System, and (b) whether these
objectives are being achieved, it would be illogical
312

members of the Advisory Council, Governors' Repre-

interested individuals and groups. This will be accomplished by:

Continuing to invite such suggestions when
members of the Commission and members of the
staff appear before interested groups.

Holding regional meetings to permit individuals who do not belong to organized groups
to come in and be given the opportunity to tell of
their experience in the actual use of lands and the
administration of the public land laws.
B. APPROACHING THE STUDY
1. It is important to develop and fulfill a series
of study plans designed to carry out the actions

detailed above as required and necessary to achieve
the Commission's objective. These study plans must

either be integrated to embody both the legal and
non-legal aspects, or must be so structured as to
provide legal and non-legal studies that are com-

plementary each to the other except where an
affirmative determination is made that no complementary study is necessary.

2. In order further to structure

study plans

directed at the objective of the Commission's study
program, it is necessary to provide a frame of reference within which to judge whether specific uses
or actions with relation to the public lands "provide

Conduct the hearings or meetings referred to above.

Identify sample cases and carry out the
case studies referred to above.

(i) These case analyses would be the

the maximum benefit for the general public." Broadly

primary responsibility of the staff. Comments

speaking, we will consider uses and actions in two

as appropriate would also be invited from
members of the Advisory Council and the

categories:

The interest of the United States as the owner
of the public lands; and

The contribution that the public lands can
make to the Nation's economy and to the people.
3. For the purpose of obtaining information on
specific matters that have presented bothersome or
troublesome situations to the users or prospective
users of the public lands, it is necessary to conduct
a series of hearings or meetings.

4. To serve as a check against the studies carried
out under subparagraph 1 above, it is necessary to
review and analyze in depth selected cases in which
individuals or groups have been granted or denied
interests or privileges that they had sought on the
public lands concerning which the Commission must
make recommendations.

Comment .Some of these cases will be selected

from among those that have been or will be
referred to the Commission from various sources,
others will be identified from departmental records
studied during the review of the administration of
the laws, and still others will be highlighted in the
meetings and hearings referred to above.
IV. SEQUENCE OF OPERATIONS

A. THE BASIC STUDIES (PHASE 1)

A series of study plans, the development of which
is discussed below, will be designed and the studies
completed to determine:
The state of the law;
The facts concerning the resources; and

Factors related to the land and resources
necessary for a full understanding of the facts, all

upon which the staff and the Commission can
make judgments or draw conclusions.

Comment.( 1) The actions in this phase of
the operations will, to the extent possible, be
accomplished under contract or through the use
of consultants and experts. In the development of
study plans, the staff will consult with members of
the Advisory Council and the Governors' Representatives as necessary to obtain technical advice
or background information.

(2) During this phase the Commission and its
staff will:

Governors' Representatives.
B. EVALUATING THE STUDIES (PHASE 2)

The second phase will evaluate material brought

out in Phase 1. It will be initiated before the first
phase is fully accomplished.

Comment.Actions in this phase will be the
primary responsibility of the staff. The staff will
consult with members of the Advisory Council and

Governors' Representatives. However, it may be
necessary to bring in consultants to assist.
C. POLICY DETERMINATIONS (PHASE 3)

In this stage, the Commission will make determinations concerning the general direction of the
policy guidelines to be recommended. These determinations will be based on the background and
evaluation studies completed in Phases 1 and 2.
D. SPECIAL STUDIES (PHASE 4)

Study plans may be required in specific areas to
provide additional information before recommen-

dations can be made on the means by which to
accomplish the policy guideline directions agreed
upon in Phase 3.
Comment .These study plans will be developed

by the staff after coordination with members of
the Advisory Council. These for the most part will
involve in-house staff studies which will also be

carried out in coordination with members of the
Advisory Council. The Governors' Representatives

will be consulted as appropriate on matters in
which a particular state has a vital concern.
E. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS (PHASE 5)

The Commission, after consultation with the Advisory Council and the Governors' Representatives,
will formulate its recommendations and final report.
V. THE STUDY PROGRAM
A. STRUCTURING THE STUDY PLANS

1. Study plans should be so structured as to bring

out a comprehensive picture of the subject matter
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so fully that there will be a complete understanding
of it.

Comment.This will permit the Commission to
make its decisions in the context of what is the
maximum benefit for the general public against the
set of criteria adopted by the Commission
2. With respect to each field of study, study plans

must be prepared so that, as a minimum, the Commission will be provided with a statement of:
The statutes in effect;

Interpretations of such statutes reflected in
regulations and judicial or administrative opinions;
and

Agency practices under such statutes- and
regulations as reflected in agency manuals or
directives.

Comment.Studies must include a review of
agency procedures relating to (1) the extent to
which effective citizen participation is allowed in
the initial decision-making process, and (2) procedures for judicial and administrative hearings
and appeals with respect to decisions adversely
affecting particular persons.
B. FIELDS OF STUDY

The public lands and their products are viewed
as serving some purpose for the public good. The
Commission's study program is, therefore, structured
around:

1. Commodities (Includes all land uses.)
Timber and other non-forage vegetation.
Forage and browse. (Includes all vegetation
used for animal feed.)

Energy fuels. (Includes oil, gas, coal, uranium, oil shale, bitumen, tar sands, geothermal
steam.)
Non-fuel minerals.
Water. (While confined to water originating
on or flowing across public lands concerning which

the Commission is required to make recommendations, it will include use, manipulation, and
appropriation of water for all purposes.)
Intensive agriculture. (Includes all nongrazing agriculture, e.g., homesteading, irrigation
development, use of arid and semi-arid lands, etc.)
Wildlife production and harvesting.
Fish production and harvesting.

Outdoor recreation. (Includes both (1) intensive uses requiring facilities or major development, -including camping, picnicking, ski tows,
resort development, etc.; and (2) passive use such
as preservation attended by little or no development, including wilderness and primitive areas.)
Occupancy of land. (Includes military and
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scientific use, disposal of land or interests in land
for rights-of-way, residential, industrial, and commercial development, as well as incidental uses
such as trailer courts, billboards, and road signs.)
2. Intergovernmental transfers and transactions.
(Encompasses land grants to states and all the related
policy, including uses to which land grants may be
devoted; in-lieu taxes and revenue-sharing; Federalstate-local interrelationships affected by or affecting
public lands.)

3. Regional and local lands use and patterns of
growth. (Includes joint land-use planning; the place
of public lands and their use in regional and local
development and the use of space.)
4. Governmental control and administration.
Extent of need for Federal or state legislative
jurisdiction.
Organizational structure necessary to manage
the lands. (Includes, i addition to administrative

structure, investment and budgetary practices and
policies, personnel and manpower policy, delegations of authority, and division or joint jurisdiction (Federal agency or otherwise) over specific
lands or aspects of administration.)
Procedures to permit citizen participation in
initial decision-making. (Includes the advisory

board systems, announcements of proposed actions, and procedures, for hearings on proposed
actions.)

Procedures to permit appeal from initial
decisions. (Includes administrative as well as
judicial remedies.)

Policies and practices in support of governmental activities or programs. (Includes acquisition of land or interests in land by exchange or
otherwise, withdrawals and reservations, surveys,
management guidelines to permit use of land to

provide the maximum benefit for the general
public, and classification of lands.)
5. Historical development.
C. CRITERIA TO JUDGE THE FACTS

If our study program is to provide the means
whereby the Commission can make judgments on
how to "provide the maximum benefit for the general
public," it is necessary to establish criteria as to what

constitutes the maximum benefit for the general
public. This study will be initiated during Phase 1 of
the study program.

Comment.( 1) It is not necessary that these
criteria be established in advance, and it might
even be prejudicial if this were done. The criteria,

therefore, will be developed in a separate study
initiated during Phase 1 of the Commission's
operations.

In developing and accomplishing this study,

the views and comments of the members of the
Advisory Council and the Governors' Representatives will be obtained, as well as the views
and comments of Government officials and persons
outside of Government, including economists, historians, scientists, and members of the academic
community.
The study would be completed by the staff

and presented to the Commission to permit the
Commission to adopt its criteria.
VI. STUDY PLAN OBJECTIVES
A. FACTUAL AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In order to make judgments about existing policies

and practices in making public, lands goods and
services available, we need to assemble and analyze
material about each subject which will answer the
following questions:

What is the law pertaining to a particular
commodity, taking into consideration judicial and
administrative interpretations, as well as statute law?
Has statutory law been administered in accordance with the expressed intent of the law?
What objective was sought with regard to the
commodity by the enactment of statutes involving the
commodity?

To the extent possible to make an analysis,
have the objectives that Congress sought to attain
with regard to the commodity been attained in the
administration of the law?

In what ways do present or prospective changes
in technology, utilization, costs, prices, demand, and

supply for the product, service, or land use call
for changes in public land policy and practice to
assure that the commodity will be available in the
best manner possible to serve future national needs?
Have past and current application of the laws,
regulations, rules, policies, and practices caused signi-

ficant difficulty or raised issues with respect to production, extraction, harvesting, in-place use, or other
means of realizing the value of the commodity?
Has Federal budgetary or investment policy
had a noticeable effect on the production or use of
this commodity to serve national, regional, or local
needs?

How does a commodity benefit the local and
regional areas where it is produced, and what is the
relationship of such benefits to the benefits for the
general (national) public?
In what way does the production and/or use
of the commodity under present law, regulation, and
practice detract from other values or commodities
also produced or created by the land?
Under what variable circumstances could output of the commodity be increased?

What is the potential productivity of the
public lands for this commodity?

Which policies, practices, and rules, directed
primarily at or dictated by considerations related to
the needs of the physical or biological resources of
the land, modify the conditions bearing on production
of the commodity?

If one or more agency has had responsibility
B. DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARDS

for management or disposal of the commodity, what

different approaches have been utilized in administration?

a. Which approach was closer to (1) fulfilling
the congressional objective, and (2) providing the
maximum benefit for the general public?

How much of the total national consumption
or demand for the commodity do the public lands
now produce?
a. What is the relative significance of the public
lands production?
How do present policies and practices affect the

manner in which the commodity or service is produced and consumed or the use made available, as

compared with production and consumption of
similar goods, services, and uses from the non-public
land sector?

It is also essential that study plans be so designed
as to produce data and information that will permit
full evaluation of all alternatives. By checking information, to be obtained by a study, against the following standards and supplementary questions, we wifi
assure obtaining the necessary data:
1. Economic efficiency

How do alternatives affect net revenues to
the Federal Government? to industry? to individuals?

What will the cost to the Federal Government be if the same objective is reached through
alternative means? What factors increase Government cost? What factors decrease Government
cost?

What particular characteristics (organization,
income, investment, etc.) of the initial consumer of
the goods or services (industry, individual user, etc.)
exert a controffing influence on the conditions under

a. How do alternatives affect the amount of
investment needed by the Federal Government?

which one may extract or use the commodity or

3. Income distribution

service?

2. Investment levels
by industry? by individuals?

a. How do alternatives affect the income re315

ceived by individuals in different income classes?
How do alternatives affect gross income dis-

tribution patterns by regions, states, and local
areas?
How do alternatives affect revenues to states?
tojocal governments?

4. Land values
a. How do alternatives affect the value of land
owned or controlled by the Federal Government?
industry? individuals?

5. Employment
a. How do alternatives affect employment levels
by region, state, and local areas?

6. Use
a. How do alternatives affect level of use of
public lands for the Nation as a whole? by region?
by states? by local area?
7. Stability

a. How do alternatives affect the rate of use
of commodities over time by region and state?
8. Technology
Will technological developments affect alternatives?

What technological developments, if any,
will be necessary to make alternatives feasible?
9. Availability
a. How do alternatives affect the availability of
resources for rapid short-term increases in use?
for rapid long-term increases?
10. Economic Growth

How do alternatives stimulate economic
growth of the area? region? the Nation as a whole?
What contributions over and above increased
income levels, employment and investment do
alternatives provide to foster growth? utilize local

labor force? provide for an upgrading of labor
skills? improve the overall quality of labor force
in the long run?
What effects do alternatives have on diversification vs. concentration of industries? on distribution and transportation costs? on management cost
of industries? community? the individual?
11. Amenities

How do alternatives affect the quality of the
environment, e.g., pollution, open space, etc.?
How do alternatives affect use for other pur-

poses on same or adjacent lands? for recreation
opportunities?
12. National emergencies

C. SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS

While the foregoing lists of questions are believed

to be all-inclusive and are applicable to all commodities, it is recognized that there will undoubtedly
be other questions that will be required with respect
to individual commodities. These will be developed
within the individual study plans. In the development
of study plans, it will, therefore, be necessary for the
person drawing the plan to utilize the following tests
in order to determine to what extent additional questions should be asked:
Will the plan as designed meet one or more of

the required or necessary actions detailed in this
paper?
What other required or necessary actions could
be fitted into this study plan?

Will the information sought be adequate to
answer all questions that may be raised relative to
this subject? If not, what other questions should be
asked?
Is there a more efficient way to get the required
information?

Comment.It is contemplated that each study
plan will initially be drafted as comprehensively
as possible. Therefore, before it is put out for
contract or the work started in-house, it will be

reviewed to see whether and to what extent it
should be cut down.
VII. INDIVIDUAL STUDIES

It is proposed to produce the smallest number of
individual studies that can be used to analyze the
greatest number and variety of subjects and contribute to the fulfillment of the maximum number of
required or necessary actions.
A. GROUPINGS

The various fields of study provide the general
framework for the design of the Commission studies
by subject as listed above. However, there may be

a need for material in connection with one subject that is relevant to other subjects or even in other
fields. In these instances, it will be necessary to determine whether one study will suffice to cover more
than one subject or whether two or more studies will
be necessary.

How do alternatives affect resource availability in case of war or other national emergency?

B. PROFILES

How do alternatives effect the reservoir of
resources for timely development and use in
emergencies?
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In order to assure consideration of all suggestions
received from members of the Advisory Council, the

Governors' Representatives, and from other sources,
and also to assure a review of all possible aspects of
each of the individual subjects, we will first prepare
an analysis of each subject, which, for convenience,

we will designate as a profile, consisting of the
following:

Brief summary of all study suggestions related
to the subject.

Identification of the issues relating to the subject.

Identification of the factors involved in the
issues, including areas of law, practice, procedure,
resource characteristic, user characteristic, and economic considerations.

Enumeration of type of facts and data deemed
necessary as a base for evaluation of past and present
public policy, or to permit judgements to be made
concerning future policy guidelines, for each field of

study and each subject within the fields of study.

VIII. COORDINATION WITH ADVISORY COUNCIL
AND GOVERNORS' REPRESENTATIVES

There will be constant liaison to keep the Commission fully informed of staff activity and to assure
that the staff is aware of the Commission's views.
There will be recurring coordination with the
members of the Advisory Council and the Governors'
Representatives in order to permit consideration of
their views by both the staff and the Commission at
each step of the program.

a. The specific means of coordination by the
staff at any particular phase of operation will
depend upon circumstances. However, aside from
giving to Advisory Council members and Gover-

nors' Representatives a reasonable time within
which to express their views on matters to be
referred to them, as indicated above, actions will

not be withheld solely because an inquiry to a
member of the Advisory Council or Governors'
Representative has remained unanswered.

Attachment No. 3
Letter to Chairman

Senate Interior Committee
dated April 22, 1970
REGIONAL PUBLIC MEETINGS
Those interested in the retention, management, and disposition of the public lands were urged to submit
their views for inclusion in the research program. In order to provide the greatest possible opportunity to
the people, meetings were held in each region of the country and testimony was heard from over 900 witnesses.
The meetings were held at the following times and places:
Rocky Mountain Region
Salt Lake City, Utah
June 7-8, 1966
Alaska
Juneau, Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Kotzebue
(Informal meetings at Nome and Kodiak)

July 1-11, 1966
Northeastern
Boston, Massachusetts
August 1 8-19, 1966
Southwestern
Albuquerque, New Mexico
November 10-11, 1966
South Pacific
Fresno and Palm Springs, California
February 14-18, 1967

Southern

New Orleans, Louisiana and Asheville,
North Carolina
May 26-30, 1967
Northwest
Billings, Montana
July 13-14, 1967
Pacific Northwest
Seattle and Spokane, Washington
September 1-2, 1967
Midwest
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
October 6-7, 1967
Middle Atlantic
Washington, D.C.
January 11-12, 1968
Washington, D.C.
April 5-6, 1968
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Attachment No. 4
Letter to Chairman,
Senate Interior Comniittee
dated April 22, 1970

THE RESEARCH PROGRAM
Manuscripts were prepared on 33 individual subjects as one of a number of sources of information
utilized by the Commission in its overall review. The
opinions, findings, conclusions and data expressed in

these manuscripts are those of the authors and not
necessarily those of the Public Land Law Review
Commission.

Public Access to Reports
All reports are available for examination, and it is
planned to have all of them published and available
for purchase by the public. However, the initial

manuscripts could not be obtained in sufficient
quantity to permit distribution to the public, and
they have been undergoing review for correction
before publication.

The reports may be examined at the Commission
office, 1730 K Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, until the Commission ceases to exist
not later than six months after submission of final
report Members of the Advisory Council and the
representatives of the Governors of the 50 states also
have copies that can be examined on any basis that
is agreeable to them.
Copies of all reports are and will remain available
for inspection at the National Archives in Washing-

ton, D.C., and its Federal Records Centers in Waltham, Massachusetts; New York, New York; East
Point, Georgia; Kansas City, Missouri; Chicago,
Illinois; Fort Worth, Texas; Denver, Colorado; San
Francisco, California; and Seattle, Washington. In
addition, a set of reports is deposited with the Conservation Library, located in the Central Library
Building of the City and County of Denver.

Publication Information

The "Digest of Public Land Laws" and the "History of Public Land Law Development" are available

for purchase from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. The Commission's final report
will also be on sale by the Superintendent of Documents.

All other reports are being published by the
Clearinghouse for Federal Scientific and Technical
Information of the Department of Commerce, Springfield, Virginia 22151. As manuscripts are published,
announcements are made of their availability.
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Order for copies must specifically refer to order
numbers indicated, and be sent directly to the Clearinghouse. Unless specified otherwise, prices per
volume of Clearinghouse publications are $3.00 per
paper copy and $0.65 for microfiche.
Manuscripts Published to Date
Digest of Public Land Laws. Prepared by Shepard's
Citations, Inc., of Colorado Springs, Colorado. $6.50.
History of Public Land Law Development. Written
by Professor Paul Wallace Gates of Cornell Univer-

sity with a chapter by Robert W. Swenson of the
University of Utah. $8.25.
Federal Legislative Jurisdiction. Prepared by Land
and Natural Resources Division, U.S. Department
of Justice. No. PB 185 920.

Withdrawals and Reservations of Public Domain
Lands. By Charles F. Wheatley, Jr., Washington,
D.C., published in 3 volumes, Nos. PB 187 002, 187

003,187004.
Administrative Procedures and the Public Lands.
By the University of Virginia. No. PB 187 205.

Fish and Wildlife Resources on the Public Lands.
By Colorado State University. Published in two
volumes, Nos. PB 187 246 and 187 247.
Public Land Timber Policy. By George Banzhaf &
Company, Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Published in four
volumes, Nos. PB 187 728, 187 729, 187 730, 187
731.
Federal Public Land Laws and Policies Relating to
Intensive Agriculture. Resources portion by South
Dakota State University. Legal portion by Kronick,
Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard, Sacramento, Cali-

fornia. Published in four volumes. Legal portion,
Volume I, No. PB 188 071; resources portion, Volumes II, III, and IV, Nos. PB 188 061, 188 062, 188
063, and 188 064.
Development, Management and Use of Water Resources on the Public Lands. By Charles F. Wheatley,

Jr., Washington, D.C., Charles E. Corker of the
University of Washington, Thomas M. Stetson, San

Francisco, California, and Daniel J. Reed, Los
Angeles, California. Published in two volumes, Nos.
PB 188 065 and 188 066.
Outer Continental Shelf Lands of the United States.

By Nossaman, Waters, Scott, Krueger & Riordan,

Los Angeles, California. Published in six volumes,
Nos. PB 188 714, 188 715, 188 716, 188 717, 188
718, and 188 719.
Forage Resource of the Public Lands. By the University of Idaho. Published in 4 volumes, Nos. PB
189 249, 189 250, 189 251, and 189 252.
Regional and Local Land Use Planning. By Herman
D. Ruth + Associates, Berkeley, California. Published in 4 volumes, Nos. PB 189 410, 189 411, 189
412, 189 413.
Manuscripts to be Published 1

Revenue Sharing and Payments in Lieu of Taxes.
By EBS Management Consultants, Inc., Washington,
D.C.

Federal Land Laws and Policies in Alaska. By the
University of Wisconsin.

Land Grants to States. Prepared by the Commission
staff.

Impact of Public Lands on Selected Regional Economies. By Consulting Services Corporation, Seattle,
Washington.

Trespass and Unauthorized Use of the Public Lands.

By Ireland, Stapleton, Pryor & Holmes, Denver,
Colorado.
Nonfuel Minerals. Resources portion by the University of Arizona, Legal portion by Twitty, Sievwright
& Mills, Phoenix, Arizona.

Energy Fuel Minerals. Resources portion by Abt
Associates, Inc., Cambridge, Massachusetts. Legal
portions accomplished as follows:
Federal Competitive and Noncompetitive Oil and
Gas Leasing Systems, by Rocky Mountain Mineral

Law Foundation, Boulder, Colorado.
Oil Shale on Public Lands, by University of Den-

User Fees and Charges for Public Lands and Resources, by the Commission staff.
Adjustment of Use Rights, by the Commission staff.

Appraisal Techniques and Procedures Utilized in
Connection with Actions Related to Federal Public
Lands, by Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard,
Sacramento, California.
Organization, Administration, and Budgeting Policy.
Accomplished in-house with consultants.
Inventory In formation on Public Lands, by the Commission staff.
State Land Policies, by the Commission staff.

Future Demands on the Public Lands
Policy Impacts of Future Demands. Staff analysis
with consultant assistant.
Projections of the Consumption of Commodities

Producible on the Public Lands of the United
States 1980-2000. By Robert R. Nathan Associates, Washington, D. C.

Probable Future Demands on Public Lands. By
Robert S. Manthy, East Lansing, Michigan.
Probable Future Demands on the Public Lands
for New Cities and Urban Expansion. Papers by
Urban America, Inc., Daniel W. Cooke and two
consultants.

Disposal Techniques and Procedures. By Raleigh
Barlowe, East Lansing, Michigan.

Public Land Policy and the Environ,nent
Parts 1 and 5. Accomplished in-house with assistance of contractors for Parts 2, 3, and 4.
Part 2, Legal and Administrative Framework for
Environmental Management of the Public Lands.
By Ira Michael Heyman and Robert H. Twiss,
Berkeley, California.

ver School of Law.

Part 3, Environmental Problems on the Public
Land. By Rocky Mountain Center of Environ-

Coal Resources on Public Lands, by University

ment, Denver, Colorado.

of Utah.
Geothermal Steam Resources on the Public Lands,
by the Commission staff.

Part 4, Environmental Quality and the Public

Outdoor Recreation Use of the Public Lands'. By
Herman D. Ruth + Associates, Berkeley, California.
Federal Public Land Laws and Policies Relating to
Use and Occupancy. By Daniel, Mann, Johnson &
Mendenhall, Los Angeles, California.
It is not known in which order the manuscripts will be
published. They are in various stages of review and cor1

rection.

Lands, by Landscapes, Inc., Madison, Wisconsin;

and A General System for Environmental Resource Analysis, by Steinitz Rogers Associates,
Inc., Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Federal Public Land Laws and Policies Relating to
Multiple Use of Public Lands, by staff consultants.
Land Acquisitions and Exchanges. By Charles F.
Wheatley, Jr., Washington, D. C.
Criteria to Judge Facts to Help Determine Maximum

Ienefit for the General Public. In-house study.
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Attachment No. 5
Letter to Chairman
Senate Interior Comniittee
dated April 22, 1970
CONSLI LTANTS

The following persons were consulted in various phases of the research program. In addition, there
were many others, too numerous to enumerate, from whom we received advice and counsel. In this latter
category we recognize particularly congressional staff members, staff members of the Legislative Reference
Service, Library of Congress, and personnel throughout the executive branch of the Government.
Donald G. Balmer
Lewis & Clark College
Portland, Oregon
John W. Boatwright
Williamsburg, Virginia
E. J. Bofferding
New York, New York

Larry Burke
Phoenix, Arizona
Wesley Calef
University of Chicago
Chicago, Illinois

Paul N. Carlin
Washington, D. C.
Vernon Carstensen
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington
David Chadwick-Brown
University of California
Berkeley, California

Ibrohim Clark
University of California
Irvine, California
Marion Clawson
Washington, D. C.
Gordon C. Culp
Seattle, Washington
Hugh C. Davis
University of Massachusetts
Amherst, Massachusetts
Kenneth P. Davis
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut

Albert M. Day
Camp Hill, Pennsylvania
Harold J. Duncan
Alexandria, Virginia
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Victor Fischer
University of Alaska
College, Alaska
Joseph Fisher
Washington, D. C.
Roy R. Fisher, Jr.
Davenport, Iowa
Richard L. Gordon
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, Pennsylvania
Ernest M. Gould, Jr.
Harvard University
Petersham, Massachusetts
James M. Gray
New Mexico State University
Las Cruces, New Mexico
George Hager
Indianhead, Maryland
Frank Harding
Washington, D. C.
Jack H. Hooper
Utah State University
Logan, Utah
Edward B. Horton, Jr.
Denver, Colorado
Thomas B Jones
Cornell University
Ithaca, New York
Alvin M. Josephy, Jr.
New York, New York
S. Edwin Kazdin
New York, New York
James M. Kittleman
Chicago, illinois
Joseph Kuehnle
Chicago, Illinois
William E. Martin
The University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

Robert J. Marty
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan
Dorothy M. Mason
Washington, D. C.
Jeanne 0. Nienaber
University of California
Berkeley, California
Harold C. Nygren
Bainbridge, New York
Yasuo Okada
Cornell University
Ithaca, New York
Howard E. Paine
Washington, D. C.
E. Louise Peffer
Stanford University
Stanford, California
Leland J. Prater
Falls Church, Virginia
Robert E. Pullman
Washington, D. C.
Daniel I. Rasmussen
Ogden, Utah
James P. Rogers
Portland, Oregon
Olaf N. Rove
Riverside, Connecticut
John Schneider
Atlanta, Georgia
Henry Eldon Smith
University of Montana
Bozeman, Montana
Raymond M. Smith
Reno, Nevada

Stephen C. Smith
Colorado State University
Fort Collins, Colorado

Ralph E. Spear
Washington, D. C.
Owen S. Stratton
Wellesley College
Wellesley, Massachusetts
Stephen F. Strausberg
Cornell University
Ithaca, New York
Kenneth C. Tollenaar
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon

Frank J. Trelease
University of Wyoming
Laramie, Wyoming
Bernard Udis
University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

Kenneth E. Watt
University of California
Davis, California
Ross Whaley
Colorado State University
Fort Collins, Colorado

Aaron B. Wildavsky
University of California
Berkeley, California
Seth P. Woltz
Seminole, Texas

John A. Zivnuska
University of California
Berkeley, California
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APPENDIX E

Functions of the
Public Land Management Agencies
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management

The Bureau of Land Management was created on
July 16, 1946, through a Reorganization Plan by consolidation of the General Land Office and the Grazing Service.

The Bureau has exclusive jurisdiction for the management of the lands and resources of some 457 million acres of public land and additional responsibility
for administration of mineral resources on approximately 313 million acres where surface administra-

tion is in another agency, or the land surface has
been transferred to private ownership with a reserva-

tion of minerals to the Government.
The Bureau performs functions concerned with
the identification, classification, use and disposal of
public lands and the development, conservation and
utilization of mineral resources. It has responsibility
for mineral leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf
and the administration of the mining laws on all
public lands.

The Bureau acts upon applications and claims
for the use of or title to public lands. It administers

grazing on the lands under its jurisdiction and is
responsible for the survey of all public lands.
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation was created
April 2, 1962. It has responsibility for promoting co-

ordination and development of effective programs
relating to outdoor recreation.
The Bureau is responsible for preparing and maintaining a continuing inventory and evaluation of the
outdoor recreation needs and resources of the United
States; formulating and maintaining a comprehensive

nationwide outdoor recreation plan; promoting coordination of Federal plans and activities relating to
outdoor recreation; cooperating and providing technical assistance to nonfederal entities; cooperating
with and providing technical assistance to Federal
departments and agencies; and, under the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 administers a

program of financial assistance grants to states for
the purpose of facilitating outdoor recreation planning, acquisition, and development activities.
Geological SurveyConservaiion Division
The Conservation Division of the Geological Sur-

vey classifies Federal land as to water storage,
waterpower, and mineral value.

The Division supervises mining operations and
oil and gas operations on Federal lands, the Outer
Continental Shelf, and several Naval Petroleum Reserve lands. It provides the Bureau of Land Management and other Federal agencies with geologic
and engineering advice and services for the management and disposition of public domain lands.
The Division maintains production accounts and
collects royalties from Federal land mineral leases.

National Park Service

The fundamental objective of the National Park
Service, created in 1916, is to promote and regulate
the use of national parks, monuments and similar

reservations in order to conserve the scenery and
the natural and historic objects and the wildlife
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same
in a manner which will leave them unimpaired for
the enjoyment of future generations.
The National Park Service also provides assistance
to the states in the management, operation and de-

velopment of public parks and recreational-area
facilities.

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife

The objective of this Bureau is to insure the
conservation of the Nation's wild birds, mammals,
and sport fish, for both their recreational and economic values.

The primary public land related activities of the
Bureau consist of stocking public waters, promoting
the best methods of managing wildlife in their natural

habitat, the supervision and control of predatory
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animals, and the management of approximately 321
national wildlife refuge areas encompassing about

In addition, the Department of the Navy administers the Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale Re-

28.5 million acres.

serves.

Bureau of Reclamation
The principal function of the Bureau of Reclama-

program, for the administration of a number of

tion is to construct, locate, operate, and maintain
works for the storage, diversion, and development
of waters for the reclamation of arid and semiarid
lands in the Western states.
The Bureau's primary public land related function
is to provide for the settlement of public and acquired
lands within Bureau project areas.

Separately, the Corps of Engineers has responsibility, through the Department of the Army civil works
federally owned areas. Its activities include waterway

improvement, flood control, river flow regulation,
shore protection and recreation development at civil
works projects. It regulates the use of navigable
waters of the United States, including the regulation
of the construction of objects which might affect
navigation on the Outer Continental Shelf.
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTLIRE

Forest Service

The Forest Service is responsible for promoting
the conservation and best use of the Nation's forest
lands. The Service administers 154 national forests,
together with 19 national grasslands, land utilization
projects, experimental forests, and other lands aggregating about 186,500,000 acres.
The Forest Service manages the lands under its
jurisdiction for orderly and continuous service and
for the maintenance of stable economic conditions
in national forest communities. Under the principles
enunciated in the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield
Act of 1960, the National Forest lands are administered for their several basic products and services
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, fish
and wildlife.

The Forest Service also carries on a forest research program and provides assistance to small
plants in marketing and efficient processing of forest
products.
Soil Conservation Service

The Soil Conservation Service has responsibility
for developing and carrying on a national soil and
water conservation program in cooperation with land-

owners and operators and with other agencies of
GovernmentFederal, state, and local.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The Department of Defense through the three
military departments, Army, Navy, and Air Force,
manages substantial areas of withdrawn and reserved

federally owned lands. While these lands are primarily managed for defense purposes, nondefense
activities such as grazing, timber production and
wildlife management are permitted in some areas.
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The General Services Administration is responsible
for the disposal, by donation, sale, and other methods
authorized by legislation, of real property determined
to be surplus to the needs of the Federal Government.
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

In connection with its research and development
programs, the Atomic Energy Commission administers a number of substantial areas of withdrawn
public domain land. It also provides technical advice

and assistance to land management agencies in experimental programs to increase mineral production
through the use of atomic devices and controls the
use of such devices for this purpose.
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

The Federal Power Commission is an independent

regulatory agency. Among other things, it issues
licenses for the construction and operation of nonfederal hydroelectric power projects on Federal
lands or on the navigable waters of the United States.
Whenever an application for a license to construct
a project is filed with the Commission, any Federal
lands included in the proposed project are reserved,

as of the date of the filing of the application, from
entry, location or other disposal until otherwise directed by the Commission or Congress (permits or
valid existing rights of way granted prior to June 30,
1910 are, however, preserved).
When the Commission determines that the value
of any lands reserved for or classified as power sites
will not be injured or destroyed for power development by location, entry or selection under the public
land laws, the Secretary of the Interior, upon notifica-

tion of such determination may open the lands to
location, entry, or selection under such restrictions
as the Commission may determine and subject to a
reservation in the United States to enter upon, occupy, and use the land if necessary, in the judgment
of the Commission, to a project.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration
The Federal Highway Administration is responsi-

ble for matters relating generally to the highway
mode of transportation.
The Administration administers Federal legislation

providing for highway beautification and scenic enhancement on the Federal-aid highway systems. The

Administration provides for the survey and construction of forest highway system roads, defense
highway and access roads, parkways, and roads in
national parks and in other federally administered
areas.
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APPENDIX F

Federal Land Acreages
COMPARISON OF TOTAL FEDERALLY OWNED LAND Wmi TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS, AND Acis BY AGENCY, 1968 a
Federally Owned Land Administered by Agencies

Department of the Interior
Total ederaIIy Owned Land
(All Agencies Combined)
Total State
Land Area
State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

california
Colorado
i.Connecticut
e1aware

1st.ofCol.
Florida

Gorgia
41awaii
Idaho
illinois
L.Thdiana

Acres

Percent
of State

(4)

(5)

(6)

32,678,400
365,481,600
72,688,000
33,599,360
100,206,720

1,097,317
348,467,343
32,432,513
3,155,407
44,393,881

3.4
95.3

44.6
9.4
44.3

636
295,445,187
12,787,929
2,309
15,192,493

9,047
18,622,726
1,526,977
125,870
65,678

5,068
6,911,397
1,565,873
5,547
4,110,281

66,485,760
3,135,360
1,265,920
39,040
34,721,280

24,152,057
9,303
38,256
11,085
3,392,455

36.3
0.3
3.0
28.4
9.8

8,443,254

33,359
6
21,467

526,601

1,093

122,761

37,295,360
4,105,600
52,933,120
35,795,200
23,158,400

2,074,160
397,279
33,848,735
523,994
424,863

5.6
9.7
63.9
1.5
1.8

0.6

189,700
70,102
3,316,286
3,408,549
1,569,320

3.0

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
.1'Jew Hampshire

44,248,320
93,271,040
49,031,680
70,264,320
5,768,960

1,882,360
27,654,289
728,260
60,725,334
705,689

4.3
29.6

vNewJersey

4,813,440
77,766,400
30,680,960
31,402,880
44,452,480

112,032
26,388,272
232,626
1,937,618
2,119,375

2.3
33.9
0.8
6.2
4.8

26,222,080
44,087,680
61,598,720
28,804,480
677,120

263,134
1,423,669
32,179,932
597,758
7,888

1.0
3.2

4aryland
'Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

New Mexico
New York

North Carolina

NorthDakota
rA$hio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

thode Island
ftouth carolina
South Dakota
'énnessee
Texas
Utah
Y'ermont
t4Tirginia
Washington
t.West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U. S. Total

19,374,080
48,881,920
26,727,680
168,217,600
52,696,960

1,128,720
3,408,408
1,699,438
3,003,996
35,060,194

258,546
5,936,640
25,496,320
2,192,116
12,570,384
42,693,760
987,811
15,410,560
1,785,830
35,011,200
30,059,522
62,343,040
2,271,343,360 755,368,055

1.3

4.8
3.6
0.7
1.4
9.1
6.7

5.2

1.5

86.4
12.2

52.2
2.1
1.2

5.8
7.0
6.4
1.8

66.5

4.4
8.6
29.4
6.4
5.1

48.2
33.3

-----

12,132,718

388,448
1,767
23,025
53,186
1,891

1,515

3,089

3,249
43,882
1,237

-----

-

8,217,414
7,923
48,067,092

13,269,085

75,120

8,190
15,669,216

26,076
21,902
61,761
231,266
24,117

22,994,581

273,505
14

17,464,699
470,383,264

7,709
1,373,472
15,480
218,318
85,045

229

1,384
680
62,152
111

32,265

21,058
9,963
104,583
283,181
60,277

21,415
15,607
539,785

43,163
497,370
145,227
2,185,228
39

28,220
1,154,766
4,341
254,358

22,513
89,858
17,166
109,634
280,719

4,562
240,738
5,277
333,753
69,034

7,479
79,653
456,333
5,291

89
912
160,895
7,097

3

277,834

--

-

138,051
56,408
10,430
131,620
98,553

4,715
16,688
119,861
215
166,804
35,825

26,559,238

Bureau
of Reclarnation

------

591
28,401

83

-

3,983
135,260
252,863
840,139
561,972

-

5,373 b

Affairs

-----

1,389,920

4,064,579
90,425

1,089,037

220

479,703

452,980

63

94,085

-

571

333

41,355

321

44

4,016
28,643
229

302,546
67,564
1,170,549

125,473
170
7,811

--

-

197,262

384,595

18,930

6,394

----

58,158
236,639

----

139

29,159
1,153

45,808

120,862

61,583
1,512,960

433

266,105
1,137,868
562

446,537

2,309,609
23,299,897

1,055,808
8,685,549

-

Bureau
of Indian
(8)

(7)

(3)

6,319,360
5,034,880
36,492,160
51,205,760
30,222,720

Louisiana
Maine

Service

(2)

211,960
666,874
1,230,727
1,042,410
130,278

Centucky

National
Park

jsh
and
Wildlife

(1)

35,860,480
52,510,720
25,512,320
28,867,840
19,847,680

Iowa
Kansas

Bureau of
Land
Management

119

39,417
1,076
4,947,493
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COMPARISON OF TOTAL FEDEL4LLY OWNED LAND Wim TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS, AND Acs BY AGENCY,

1968 a (C0N'r'D)
Federally Owned Land Administered by Agencies

Department of the Interior
Bureau of
Mines
State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Col.
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. Total

328

(9)

Office of
Saline

Department of Agriculture

Water d

Bonneville
Power Administration

(10)

(11)

3

2

-

36c

---

-115

---

Me
3

-23

5

12

-

201
47
248

12,409
12

-

27e
45
2
13,254

48d
40

-----

------

96d

7

25

--

7Ød

1

8d

295

-19-w

-

81-B

-

5-w
15-w
13-w

118-B

--

2-w

6-w
26-w
3,856-B-w

--

7-w

10-c

7,829-B
24-c

--

12,011

Forest

Agricultural
Research
Service

Soil Conservation
Service

Commodity
Credit
Corp.

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

Service

20

631,317
20,734,673
11,429,833
2,442,924
19,994,773

16
38

46

564

60

14,319,757

14,671

-

-

1,075,712

412
5,468

182

806,063

2,441

341

20,347,244
229,248
146,169

32,744

360
107,708
538,893
593,416
50,016

364

10

-

-

2,633,127
2,784,143
1,134,495

1,400,811
16,669,099
349,543
5,073,657
678,807

-

21

12

161
6

-

10,381

50
15

388
10

72,310
55,606

--

28

9,153,364
13,779
1,127,418
1,104,958

200,445

127,381
287,119
15,471,213

632
11,534
14,608
32

-

479,762
588,928
1,982,433603,601
775,375
8,000,169
235,558
1,495,080
9,710,815
920,212
1,478,984
9,165,186
186,893,133

1,075
12

1,130

-

468
370
554
4,185

1

4,136

173
1

435,082

2

-1

-

25

4

182
4

----------

263

4

203

2

221

14

1,525

---------2

17

4

28

22

7
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COMPARISON OF TOTAL FEbERALLY OwN

rw AcREs BY AGENCY,

Lin Wim TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS,
1968 a (C0NT'n)

Federally Owned Land Administered by Agencies
Department of Defense

Department of
Air Force

Department of
Army

Corps of
Engineers
(Civil Works)

Department
of
Navy

Atomic
Energy
Commission

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

----

7,640
134,159
2,570,855
9,378
472,871

170,231
2,266,175
1,030843
86,066
979,089

57,824
52,791
32,418
482,640
82,391

2,382,310

7,606

26,950

181,946
210
437
246
1,757

28,338
7,175
12,806
333
18,944

60,241
1,137
626
688
67,237

30,199

524,987
106,651
3,182
44,913
116,954

303,448
37
42,501
182,353
87,627

10,707
62,532
22
2,932
62,841

19,682
126,623
169,377
116,530
1,093

163,439
267,960
298,218
61,845

1,953
139
7,379

14

7,594

96,991
13,992
16,376
3,335
4,470

4,924
16,847
1,773
258,786
291,581

22,935
4,367
627

10,174
6,033
6,619
2,926,492
7,878

65,218
6,660
33,275
7,554

331,915
601,908
57,502

-

3,791
96,459
14,326
3,329
12,023

42,359
2,659,735
138,119
143,057

14,554
9,818
998
488
45

24,743
128,076
17,475
26,992
230

71,855
761,879
96,452
67,051

12,335
247,589
42,939
75,329
924,377

53,698
21,289
105,877
371,863
872,621

99,938
519,857
187,658
631,846

131

12,054
158,906
350,057
340
67,971
9,625
11,400,109

5,982
108,273
101,358
60,443
30,873

115

2,807
625
633,008
11,578
6,057
115,225

4,996
5,194
197

-

42,431

24,178
14,129

7,007
7,619
9,214
1,801

6,210

7,172
18,837
50

352
7,217
8,563,599

149

10

3,250
107,004
3,194
119

7

57

79

10,172
15,851
13,387
46,737
550,854

19,380

-

7,148,150

-

22
572,267
3,740

---

3,668

101

16
1

9,651
142,488

-

--

79,438a

63

2,289

640
322

-

191

791

1,640

(21)

-

695

334
182
3

4
921
2,632

-

487
270

-1

502
2,967

11,253

212,052

-

99

175

671
18,614

61

10

Department
of
Justice

--

30

817,659
15

66,110
12,208

-

--

1,377

--

22

4
1

34
1

3
3

2
2,446
463

658

397

240

13

10
8

93

305

163"

591
1,815

245

26
12

--7

16

1,602

8

12

70
423
28
854

754
11

2
254
43

210
17
18

535
995
121

70
40
390
41

1,827
163
62
85
60

5

681
155
16

2,159
20

13
11

6,025
399
306

997
124
1,513

2
223

28

314

824"

767
27
876

128

162

30,159

-

200,831

3,630
22,702
89,067

37,523
10,177
3,241

---

2,601

369,002

874
4,418

4

511

2,139,676

18

1,012

--

490

124

155

5,171

9,483
3,601,425

77

1

1,212

(24)

1,337

200

1

--

34,242
2,306

tration

3,67O

1,550
3,595

--

148

Servzces

1

4,964

2

-

(23)

(22)

General
AdniinS-

770

409
44,965
47,590
4,080
7,396

107,969
26,796
2,183

Department of
Transportation
Federal
Aviation
Coast
Agency
h
Guard c

31,709

55

80

-

-

-

1,877

27
28
47
1,751
204

12,489h
18"

28
2,806
951

4
92
167

7

119
7

977
1,548
4

-

869

101,409

9

18
61

-

3

1

109
10

544
65,234

5
18,643
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COMPARISON OF TOTAL FEDERALLY OWNED LMD Wim TOTAL STATE LD AREAS. AND Acis BY AGENCY,
1968 a (CONT'D)
Federally Owned Land Administered by Agencies

istration

Department
of
Commerce

Department
of Health
Education
and
Welfare

Communication Cornmission

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

Veterans
Admin-

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

-

477

74

4

131

680

349
448
1,356

173

49

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of CoL
Florida

653

3,346

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

360

91
31

47
574

-

76
815
285

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

222

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

632

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

280

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

476

730
275
203
508

498
827
752
490
149
124
12

35
201
1,466

North Carolina
North Dakota

390

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

998
24
422
957
40

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U. S. Total

71

113

585
686
1,419
121

64
483
353
340

498
421
21,427

11
3

--------69

185

164

14

2

24

40
7

54

74
244

37

336
16

2

-

60

1,033
367
7

1,174
19
7
4
1
1

33

-5

57
32
1

12
15

230
1

2

7,496

69

184

9

1,146
5

209

161

5

53

4
455

-21

27

4,962

-------------

211

209

200

260

322

520

39

2,691

See Footnotes on Page 335
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Other

Depart-

Treasury
Depart-

(29)

(30)

(31)

Office

Agencies 1

--

2

-

Post

175
132

210

1,005

716

Federal

1,797
8,523
27

-----

8,080

83,783

---

905

inentj

4

18

80
16

25
3

7
18

30
1

8

96
45
37
27

24
17

20

554

20

9

57
49

20,986

--------

13,970

6,330

58,737

7,154

210,855

23

27
21
35
5
17

4
10

52

4
108
32
6

75
26
15
83

6

mentj

--------

Other

Agencies k
(32)

209,634-t

1

3-n

4

2,245-u, c, i

2

15

75

4

6

--

566-n
lO-p, h, i

4,797-t
9,477-t
944

-----

94,788-t

96c

9,197-t

5

1

5

22

1

--

28,169-t, i
760-i
6-u

13

14
38
63
5

5
32

20
16

35
8

1,400

453,563-t

4

--145

312n

--

1,8054, c
2,753-n

818,275

PuBuc LAND AS DEFINED BY SECTION 10, PUBLIC LAw 88-606, Wmi TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS,

Acis BY AGENCY, 1968 a
AM Agencies Combined

Total Pubhc Land

State

Total
State
Land Area

Public
Domahi

(1)

(2)

Acquired
(3)

32,678,400
365,481,600
72,688,000
33,599,360
100,206,720

26,832
348,450,430
32,129,982b
1,073,715
41,905,064

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Col.
Florida

66,485,760
3,135,360
1,265,920
39,040
34,721,280

23,120,200

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
illinois
Indiana

37,295,360
4,105,600
52,933,120
35,795,200
23,158,400

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

35,860,480
52,510,720
25,512,320
28,867,840
19,847,680

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

6,319,360
5,034,880
36,492,160
51,205,760
30,222,720

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

44,248,320
93,271,040
49,031,680
70,264,320
5,768,960

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

4,813,440
77,766,400
30,680,960
31,402,880
44,452,480

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

26,222,080
44,087,680
61,598,720
28,804,480
677,120

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U. S. Total

19,374,080
48,881,920
26,727,680
168,217,600
52,696,960

5,936,640
25,496,320
42,693,760
15,410,560
35,011,200
62,343,040
2,271,343,360

614,812
14

2,187
1,529,389
367,598

Acres

Percent
of State

(4)

(5)

641,644
348,450,444
32,1 32, 169 b

2,603,104
42,272,662

2.0
95.3
44.2
7.7
42.2

49,824

23,170,024

21,467

21,467

1.7

1,030,790

-

34.8

322,354

-

1,353,144

4.0

1,184,922
1,765
33,461,313
282,434
147,157

3.2

33,071,381
448
440

1,184,922
1,765
389,932
281,986
146,717

25,577
21,180
600,540
813,248
73,468

25,918
48,476
600,540
834,654
73,468

0.1
0.1

18,347
9,564
2,448,487
1,866,617
1,189,401

18,347
9,564
2,745,084
3,264,284
1,195,691

0.3
0.2
7.5
6.4

4.0

1,428,750
112,503
178,532
57,563
678,807

1,431,469
25,303,471
440,080
60,626,130b
678,807

3.2
27.1
0.9
86.3
11.8

22,513
375,357
17,030
1,230,838
268,104

22,513
25,188,154
17,030
1,230,838
481,113

0.5
32.4
0.1

85

134,513

150,388
28,831,196

242,006
897,557
484,665

134,598
392,394
29,728,753
484,665

0.5
0.9
48.3
1.7

680,265
56,933
612,761
789,282
261,504

680,265
1,651,160
612,761
789,282
34,813,044

3.5
3.4

240,238
1,510,861
343,131
920,212
1,579,020
37,518
25,848,295

240,238
1,510,861
11,421,488
920,212
1,588,516
29,474,939

---

341
27,296

--

21,406

296,597
1,397,667
6,290

2,719
25,190,968
261,548
60,568,567b

--

24,812,797
213,009

--

---

1,594,227

34,551,540

11,078,357

9,496
29,437,421
698,552,761

-

-

724,401,056

-

63.2
0.8
0.6

2.4
2.9
0.4

3.9
1.1

-

2.3

0.5
66.1

4.0
5.9
26.8
5.9
4.5
47.3
31.9
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PUBLIC LAND AS DEFINED BY SECTIoN 10, PUBLIC LAW 88-606, Wmi TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS,
AN) ACRES BY AGENCY, 1968 a (C0N'r'D)
Department of Interior

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Col.
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U. S. Total

332

Fish and Wildlife Service

Bureau
of Land
Management

Public
Domain

(6)

(7)

636

295,444,942
12,750,681
2,309
15,192,489

-----

8,405,721

1,093

12,059,257

1,515

3,089

3,249
43,882
1,237

---

6,324,495
7,923
48,063,798

-

18,622,712
1,526,976 b
4,822
1,720

------

4,935

4,974

9,054
65

334

10,800

2,801
288
3,278

398,932
15,317
2,148,658b

13,036,237

12,536

75,120

12,476

8,190
13,441,001 c

82
77,806
246,213

-

---

277,834

1,168

22,973,519

67,452

-

273,505

14

17,454,822
465,846,558

40,213

427
12,483
23,226,522b

Acquired
(8)

National
Park
Service

Bureau
of Reclamation d

Bureau of
Indian Affairs

Other
Bureaus

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

6,910,496
1,465,257
892
3,863,707

5,211
1,315,579

4,064,579
89,375

-

423,746

8,383
120,586
63,900

-

27,985
21,467
117,277

388,199
1,765
13,667
53,121
1,838

503,718

--

89

83,899

2e

872,918

--

326,592

-

---

--

-

2

25,577
21.180
61,647
220,369
23,917
18,347
9,564
101,576
200,976
56,646

42,869
98,074
129,905
36,546

-

10,442
276

--

-

1,126,892
2,003
254,073

192,043
7,805
1,099,971

1,647

216,950

88,998

48,680

10,445

---

907

376

158,303

509
200,928

78,737

19,269

523,230

1,399,663

78,179

1,082,733

128,941

108,299
22,618
3,123,174

2,271,937
18,564,079

--

869,345
6,952,425

-

22,513
76,605
17,030
103,428
267,584

7,132
1,645
209,994
5,012

-

91,337
55,229
10,372
131,176
29,179

4,680
15,781

-

----

----

18e

52

--4,204,657

---

3f

77

PUBLIC LAND AS DEFINED BY SECTION 10, PuBLIc LAw 88-606, Wrrii TOTAL STAm LAND AREAS,
AND ACRES BY AGENCY, 1968 a (C0Nr'D)
Department of Defense

Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Col.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico

NewYork
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. Total

Public
Domain

Acquired

(13)

(14)

24,888
20,734,659
11,427,646
1,034,121
19,671,909

---

--

913,513

238

-

796,723

376,265
228,865
144,879

--

2,346,911
1,665,641
1,132,755

1,834
16,654,670
207,219
5,052,639

1,385,881
14,429
48,627
21,017
678,807

8,635,017

298,752

103,530

1,127,410
520

-

836
14,692,316

127,381
240,361
687,563
479,653

--

588,928
1,704
602,389
658,106
232,325

1,205,030

7,767,844

--

9,445,138

8,033
8,804,982
160,657,810

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

1,160
2,259,888
969,795
320
679,545

52,580
23,610
31,251
14,679

1,514,446

3,133

432

56,408

14

137

17,225

3,171

--

128,221
2,557,661 b
89,631

-

--

28,643

-

235,558
1,495,080
264,952
920,212
1,470,721
14,900
22,725,121

135,461

---

112,821

-

538,893
592,879
49,551

279,017
1,118,502
1,740

---

(15)

2,187
1,408,803
303,698

162,199

-

Corps of
Engineers
(Civil Works)

Department

of
Army

14

21,839

360

Department

Service

Department
of
Air Force

606,429

13,696,799

19,925,821
383
440

Agricultural
Research

-

71,878
21,251

------

160

290

2,918,453b

-

200,120

6,694
14,594

---

360

160

343,702

83,402

--------

8,588

7

24,934

35

7,051

75

421,429

7,150

466

2,477,783

5,481

10

--

10,155

--

650

1,201

9,518

905,546

820,066

964

27,677

3,861

9,624
7,345,932

6,937,474

----

234,709

138
20

553

10

--

1,473
30,724

----

106,165

207

51,285
8,440

353

of
Navy

8,564

861,146

--------

202,269

37,320

89,066

9,481
2,032,390
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PuBuc L

AS DEFINED BY SECTIoN 10, PuBuc LAW 88-606, Wim TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS,
Acis BY AGENCY, 1968 a (C0NT'D)
Department of Transportation

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Col.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U. S. Total

Atomic
Energy
Commission

Department
of
Justice

(20)

(21)

24,2Q0

-------

513,239

817,597

2,120

---

--

695

--------

487

810

-

----

1,429,521

5,591

3,169

69,196

3,595

4

General
Services
Adminis-

Veterans
Adminis-

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

34,030
2,286

62
209

9,450
192

1,115

22

Coast
Guard h

Federal
Aviation
Agency

(22)

148

-

77,431"
1,172

1,162

----

-

490

--

218

10

---

tration

Other

Agencies

1,711

618

76

228

721
10

-3

130

1,087

469
82,561

-

200

1

1,828

293

----

-

15

5,165

822

1,864

544
43,690

See Foolnotes on Page 335
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tration

460

----

95

121

---

172

342
2,013

----

16,518

I

FOOTNOTES

COMPARISON OF TOTAL FEDERALLY OWNED LAN]) WITH TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS, AND ACRES BY AGENCY, 1968
'Dept. o State, International Boundaxy and Water Commission,
Data from GSA real property inventory records or agencies as
United States and Mexico administers 68,189 acres 27 m Arizona,
of June 30, 1968, with minor adjustments.
11,181 in New Mexico and 56,980 in Texas. National Aeronautics
b Except that Alaska Power Administration administers the 5,373
and Space Administration administers the remaining 142 666 acres.
acres in Alaska.
J Agencies that have no public land as defined by ection 10,
Except that Geological Survey administers 12 acres in California,
P.L. 88-606.
1 acre in Minnesota and the 6 acres hi Washington.
k Agencies and acres administered by each are:
d Except that Southwestern Power Administration administers the
Tennessee Valley Authority, 805,080 acres, including 21,988
48 acres in Arkansas, the 96 acres in Missouri, the 70 acres in
in North Carolina and 1,636 in Virginia.
Oklahoma and the 3 acres in Texas.
n: National Science Foundation, 3,634 acres.
Agencies and acres administered by each:
Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 9 acres; includhig
Bonneville Power (11,864)
3 in California.
Coal Research (34)
c:
Central
Intelligence Agency, 748 acres, hicluding 483 in Caliw: Federal Water Pollution Control (113)
fornia and 169 in Virginia.
Except that Farmers Home Administration administers the 28
U.
S.
Information
Agency, 8,794 acres, including 1,759 in
i:
acres in North Carolina.
California and 6,181 in North Carolina.
g Except that Federal Railway Administration (Alaska Railroad)
p: Government Printing Office, 6 acres.
administers 38,234 acres in Alaska and St. Lawrence Seaway Developh: National Capital Housing Authority, 2 acres.
ment Corporation administers 2,960 acres in New York.
I: Dept. of Labor, 2 acres.
h Except that Federal Highway Administration administers 833

acres including the 163 acres in Maryland, 2 acres in Oregon, 633
acres in Virginia and 5 acres in Washington.

FooTNoTEs

PUBLIC LAND AS DEFINED BY SECTION 10, PUBLIC LAW 88-606, WITH TOTAL STATE LAND AREAS,
AND ACRES BY AGENCY, 1968
.1 Except that Alaska Power Administration administers 5,211 acres
"For text of Section 10, see Appendix A. Data for column 1 are
in Alaska.
from Public Land Statistics, 1968, exclusive of inland water; for
The Bureau of Mines administers the 20 acres in Alaska and
columns 7, 8, 13 and 14 are from the agencies; other data are from
GSA real property inventory records for agencies as of June 30, 1968,
Nevada.
Bonneville Power Administration administers the 57 acres in
with minor adjustments.
bTotal for public domain (columns 2, 4, and 7 or 16) each conIdaho, Oregon and Washington.
g
Except that Soil Conservation Service administers the 2 acres in
tains an excess of approximately 1,878,970 acres because of duplicate
reporting as follows:
Alaska.
h Except that 36,248 acres in Alaska are in Federal Railway Admin(I) Approximately 1,053,530 acres in Arizona administered by
istration (Alaska Railroad).
Fish and Wildlife Service in Cabeza Prieta Game Range and
1 Includes: NASA, 12,964 acres (Alaska, 8,500; California, 1,675;
also used by the military are reported for both agencies (col.
acres; New Mexico, 2,789); State Dept., International Boundary and
7 and 16).
Water Commission, U. S. and Mexico, 2,395 acres (Arizona, 19; New
(2) Approximately 825,440 acres in Nevada administered by Fish
Mexico, 2,376); HEW, Public Health Service, 685 acres (Alaska, 649;
and Wildlife Service in the Desert Game Range and also
California, 36); Commerce Department, 301 acres (Alaska, 128, Ariused by the military are reported for both agencies (columns
zona, 173); Federal Communications Commission, 173 acres in Alaska.
7 and 16).
Excludes 2.071,434 acres of Oregon and California Railroad and
74,547 acres of Coos Bay Wagon Road lands which are included for
BLM in GSA data.

335

APPENDIX G

Credits For Photographs
Appreciation is expressed to the following for furnishing the photographs used in this report:
American Forest Institute
American Mining Congress
Atlantic-Richfield Company
Blue Ridge Aerial Surveys
Coeur D'Alene Press

Colorado Division of Game, Fish and Parks
Drake Well Museum
National Association of Counties

National Association of State Universities and
Land Grant Colleges
National Coal Association
National Council on Marine Resources and Engineering Development
Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation
Reynolds Aluminum Company
Southern California Edison Company

Tennessee Valley Authority
Weyerhaeuser Timber Company
U. S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Office of Information
Soil Conservation Service

U. S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare

National Air Pollution Control Administration
U. S. Department of the Interior
Geological Survey
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Mines
National Park Service
Bureau of Reclamation

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife
U. S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
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INDEX

Access roads, timber, 97, 99
Accommodations, public, Federally financed, 208, 209-211
Acquired lands, 5-6
Acquired Lands Leasing Act, 130

Adjudication procedures, 147-148, 251, 253-257
Administrative Procedure Act, 252
Adverse possession, 260-262
Advisory boards, 57, 60, 252, 288-289
Agreements, cooperative, see cooperative agreements
Alaska, 64-65, 98, 182
joint planning commission, establishment of, 64-65
land claims, natives, 248-249
land grants, Federal, 199, 248-249
Alaska Statehood Act, 65, 249
Allocations, land, 108, 112
Allowable cut, timber, 97-98
Appeals procedures, 2-3, 253, 254-256
Appraisal, land, 272-274
See also Land valuation
Arizona v. Ca/ijornia, 144, 146-147, 149
Atomic Energy Commission, 282

Authority, delegated by Congress, 2, 54, 55, 56-57

Concessioners, 208, 211
Concessioner Act, 209, 211
Concessions, price controls, 209, 211
state and local priority, 213
Conflicts, land use, see Land use conflicts
Congressional Committees
Consolidation, 284
Divided Jurisdiction, 158, 160
Conservation practices, 187
Conservation regulations, 188-189
Consolidation, administration, 190, 283, 284
policies, 6, 219, 283-284
See also Department of Natural Resources
Contractors, 318
Consultants, 320
Cooperative agreements, 159-160
Coos Bay-Wagon Road Grant lands, 240
Corporate fanning,. 184
Corps of Engineers, 153, 154-155
Cost-sharing, individuals, 85, 114
state, 173-174, 199, 200
Council on Environmental Quality, 68, 203

Availability of PLLRC study reports, 318
Balance of interests, 7
Base property requirements, 105, 106, 108, 109
Bid rejection, 133, 192
Bidding, competitive, 100-101, 124, 130, 132, 187, 191, 195,
272

Board of Forest Appeals, 254-255
Budget, 285
consolidation of public land items, 285-286
cost-benefit analysis, 286
determination, for recreation, 213-214
Bureau of Biological Survey, 281
Bureau of Budget, 62, 93, 284

Bureau of Land Management, 20-21, 50, 53, 98, 180, 216,
255, 271

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, 197, 202-203, 213, 214, 268
Bureau of Public Roads, 230
Bureau of Reclamation, 153, 154-155
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, 21, 271, 281
Carey Act, 177
Cash bonus, 192
Cities, new, 5, 226, 227
Claims, native Alaskans', 248-249

Classification and Multiple Use Act, 43, 45, 46, 50, 52, 53,
57, 151, 252
Coal, 121, 135-136
Color of Title Act, 262
Commission on Marine Science, Engineering, and Resources,
194-195
Common materials disposal, 124
Communities dependent on public land, 99
See also Economy
Community expansion, 5, 220, 226-228
See also Cities
Compensation, cancelled permits, 4, 109, 112-114, 205, 211,
222-224
loss of water rights, 149

Dams and reservoirs, 153-155
Department of Defense, 282
See also Corps of Engineers

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 227
Department of the Interior, 283
See also Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, Bureau of Reclamation, Bureau of Sports
Fisheries and Wildlife, Fish and Wildlife Service,
Geologic Survey, National Park Service
Department of Natural Resources, 282
Desert Land Act, 177, 178

Dominant use, 2, 3, 42, 48-50, 51, 92, 112, 116, 168, 169,
205, 219

Easements 82-83, 268
Economy, local and regional, and public lands, 7, 46-47, 91,
93, 106, 180, 182, 220, 270
Endangered species, 10, 169
Endangered Species Act, 160

Environment, protection of, on Federal lands, 3, 7, 68-70,
81, 82, 127, 190-191, 266-267
private land, Federal role on, 8 1-82, 102-103
Environment, rehabilitation of, 83-87
Environmental control, authority for, 81

Environmental impact, 67, 80, 83-85, 91-92, 101-103, 123
Equitable estoppel, 260-262
Farm subsidies, 178-179
Farms, small, 183
Federal Extension Service, 180
Federal migratory waterfowl stamp, 172
Federal Power Act, 149, 154, 155, 220, 256
Federal Power Commission, 153, 154, 256, 282
Federal timber corporation, 93, 95
Federalism, 7, 201
Fees, 3, 105, 117-118, 169-172, 203-205, 211
non-resident, 174-175
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Fees

uniformity, 287
See also Patent fees
Fish and wildlife coordinating committee, 159-160
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 154, 155, 281
Fish and wildlife harvesting, 158, 159, 164
in areas closed to public, 164

Fish and wildlife management guidelines, 158, 159, 164168

Fish and Wildlife Service, 154, 281
Fishing stamps, 172
Foreign Aid Act, 99

Forest Service, 21, 45, 50, 75, 98, 106, 109, 222, 228, 271,
282-283
cooperative programs, 283
research, 77-8 1, 149, 283
Forfeiture, land, see Reversion of title
Frail land, 108, 114, 116
Gas, see Oil
General Exchange Act, 224, 228
General Land Office, 281
General Mining Law, 45, 121, 124
General public, 6-7, 33-34, 46, 48
General Railroad Right-of-Way Act, 230
General Services Administration, 240, 241, 273
General use fees, see Fees
Geological Survey, 283
Geothermal resource, 136
Golden Eagle, 203-204
Grant-in-aid programs, 239-240
Grazing allocations, 108, 112
Grazing permits, 105, 106, 108, 109, 112
Grazing Service, 281-282
Gross National Product, 121

Guidelines for management, see Fish and wildlife management, Land acquisition, Land occupancy, Land use
planning, Recreation, withdrawals.
Gulf of Mexico, 191

Habitat protection, fish and wildlife, 172-173
Highway benefits program, 240
History, public lands, 27-28, 42-43
Homestead Act, 177, 178, 182
Housing Act, 64

Hunting and fishing licenses, non-resident discrimination,
174-175
Hunting and fishing stamps, 172

Indian homestead and allotment acts, 178
Information dissemination, 193-194
Interagency Land Acquisition Conference, 273-274
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, 61-62
Interstate compacts, 64
Interstate Oil Compact to Conserve Oil and Gas, 189
Judicial review, 192, 256-257
Jurisdiction, 277-278
Jurisdiction
exclusive, 188, 193, 278-279
retrocession to states, 279
Knutson-Vandenberg Act, 95, 285

Laches, 260-262
Land acquisition, 215
Land acquisition
authority for, 267-268
centralization of program, 273
guidelines, 267, 269-270
state or local consent, 269, 270
techniques, 267, 268-269
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Land allocation, 108, 112
Land appraisal, 272-274
Land claims, Alaskan, 248-249

Land classification, 2, 51, 53-54, 161, 168, 180-182, 206,
213, 219-220
for environmental quality, 73-77
Land disposal, 1, 4, 5, 42-43, 48
restrictions, 265, 266
See also, Land exchange, Land sale, Land transfers
Land exchanges, 270-272
Land forfeiture, see Reversion of title
Land grants, abolition, 243-245
Alaskan, 248-249
outstanding, 246-247
state indemnity, 245-246
Land grant limitations, 247-248
Land inventory, 2, 115, 198
Land occupancy, 220
Land rehabilitation, see Rehabilitation

Land, sale of, 4-5, 115, 178, 179, 180, 199-201, 220-221,
265

preferred purchase rights, 115, 221, 222, 265
restrictions, 182-184
Land speculation, 116
See also Reversion of title
Land transfers, 5
Land use conflicts, 7, 116-117
Land use conflicts
guidelines for resolving, 47-48, 93, 205-208
Land use, nonconforming, 205
Land use planning, 7, 45, 52
Land use planning
environmental factors, 73-74, 77
guidelines, 3, 42, 45-46
Land Utilization Project lands, 106, 179, 180
Land valuation, 240-241
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, 197, 215-216, 268,
271

Lands of "national significance," 197, 198, 249
Leaseholds, 180
Leasing, Federal facilities, 208, 209-211
land, 192, 199-201, 202, 221
mineral rights, 124, 130-134, 187
See also Mineral Leasing Act
Licenses, hunting and fishing, 174-175

Location patent system, mining claims, 124-126, 128-130,
134, 194-195
Lode claims, 127
Log exports, 91, 100

Management guidelines, see Fish and wildlife management,

Land acquisition, Land use planning, Occupancy,
Recreation, Withdrawals
Market value, 3
Market value
land disposal, 115, 128, 179-180, 201, 221, 266, 272-273

for land use, 117-118, 128, 202, 287-288

for resource sales, 98
Materials Act, 124, 128, 134
Metallic minerals, 121
Midwest Oil Co.
See U.S. v. Midwest Oil Co.
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission, 269-270
Migratory Waterfowl Refuge System, 169
Mineral collecting, hobby, 134
Mineral development rights, 127-128
Mineral exploration, 121, 122, 124, 125-126
Mineral Leasing Act, 130, 235, 241
Mineral rights, reserved, 136-138, 245
Mineral surveys, 123

Mining Claim Occupancy Act, 262
Mining claims, dormant, 130
Mining contract, 126

Multiple use, 42, 44-45, 50-51, 91, 160, 201, 202, 206
See also Dominant use
Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act,, 43, 45, 50, 97, 151,
282

National Environmental Policy Act, 67, 68, 77, 81, 154
National Forest Reservation Commission, 269, 270
National Park Service, 21, 223-224, 281
National Park System, 236
National Park, 44, 48, 206
National Recreation Area System, 44, 197, 202
National Seashores, 197
National Trails System, 197
National Water Commission, 141, 179
National Wilderness Preservation System, 197, 199, 206-207
Natural areas, 87-88
Natural wonders, 197
Objective, Functions, and Operations of Commission, 308
Occupancy guidelines, 220
Office of Surveyor General, 281
Ohio Enabling Act, 245
Oil, 130, 188, 194
Oil exploration, 189, 193-194
Oil leaks, 190-191
Oil shale, 130, 134-135
Open Space Act, 197
Ordinance of 1785, 243, 281
Organic Act of 1897, Forest Service, 93, 151
Outer Continental Shelf Land Act, 187, 188, 193
Outdoor Recreation Resource Review Commission, 197, 213
Over population, fish and wildlife, 160-161
Ownership restrictions, mineral, 135, 136
Patent fees, 126, 129
Patent location system, mining claims
See Location-patent

Payments to States in lieu of taxes, 4, 193, 236-240, 241
Pelton Dam decision, 142, 144
Permit limitations, 222
Permit tenure, 4, 109-1 12, 133, 202, 221-223
Permits, grazing, See grazing
mineral exploration, 126, 131-133
oil exploration, 189, 193-194
special use, 208-209
Pesticides and herbicides, 70, 83
Phosphate, 121, 130
Pickett Act, 42, 44, 54, 55
Pinchot, Gifford, 281
Placer claims, 127
Planning, public agency coordination, 42, 52, 57, 60-63, 189,
206, 270, 284
Policing, 86, 207, 259-260
Pollution, 70, 77, 82, 141, 191
Population, 3, 226
Possessory interest taxes, 193, 240
Powell, John Wesley, 177
Predator control, 168
Preference rights
exploration, 194
land sales, 115, 221, 222, 265
occupancy uses, 220
Pricing, uniformity, 287
Primary use, land, see Dominant use
Primitive areas, 197
Private enterprise, recreation, 197, 209, 211-213
Prorationing oil, 134, 188-189
Prospecting permits, see Mineral exploration

Public access, see Rights-of-way
Public Domain, 5, 52, 179, 236
Public hearings, 55, 57, 60, 81, 19 1-192, 252
Public interests, categories of, 6-7, 34-38
Public, general, 6-7, 33-34, 46, 48

Public Land Sale Act, 4, 137, 178, 179-180, 182, 227, 262
Public land use, 2, 28-30, 198
Public lands, area, 19
defined for Commission study, ix-x
effect on local and regional economy, see Economy
location, 22
Public notice, 55, 57, 60, 19 1-192, 252, 254

Public participation, 55, 57, 251, 252, 253-254, 256-257,
272

Railroad rights-of-way, 230-232
Rare and endangered species, 160, 169
Real Property Report, 241
Receipt earmarking, 114, 287
Reclamation Act, 149, 177, 179, 183, 241
Reclamation fund, 241
Recreation budgeting, 213-214
Recreation guidelines, 213-214
Recreation land, 5, 198
regulated use, 206-208
Recreation Land Price Escalation, report, 268
Recreation, multiple use lands, 202
Recreation and Public Act, 200-201, 227
Regional commissions, 64, 284
Regional programs, 64, 286-287
Regulated recreation use, 206-208
Regulations, agency, 2-3, 251-252
Rehabilitation, land, 106-108, 114, 127, 133
Reorganization, Department of the Interior, 283
Research, 80-8 1, 86, 193-194
See also Forest Service, research
Research Program (commission studies), 318
Reservations, See Withdrawals
Reserved mineral rights, 136-138, 245
Reservoirs and dams, 153-155
Residences, See Vacation homes
Revenue, resources, 96-97
Revenue sharing, 4, 193, 235-236, 237-239, 241
Reversion of title, 116, 201, 221, 230, 265-266
Revolving fund, timber, 95-96
Right-of-way reciprocity, 214-215, 224-226
Rights of individuals, 7
Rights-of-way
electric power, 229
public access, for, 115- 116,214-215
railroad, 230-232
River Basin Commissions, 62, 64
Roads, public access, see rights-of-way
Royalties, 126, 128-129, 132, 192
Rules and regulations, agency, 2-3, 251-252
Ruskin, John, 19
Sale, public land, see Land, sale

Sand and gravel, see Common materials disposal
Santa Barbara, 191
Scenic areas, 197
Scenic values, 92, 101, 102
Secondary use, land, 42, 48, 93
Separate views
Baring, Walter, 5., 245
Bible, Alan, 245
Clark, Robert Emmet, 2, 130-132, 133, 180
Goddard, Maurice, K., 130-132, 133
Hoff, Philip, H., 130-132, 133
Udall, Morris, K., 130-132
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Small Business Administration, 100, 211
Small farms, 183
Small Tract Act, 222, 223, 227
Soil Conservation Service, 180
Special-use permits, 208-209
Speculation, see Reversion of title
Squatters rights, See Adverse possession
Staff, senior members, 308
Stamps, hunting-fishing, 172

Standards, environmental quality, 70-73, 75-77, 82
National Parks, 213-214
wilderness, 213-214
State indemnity land grants, 245-246
State recreation plans, 197-198, 199, 200, 211-213
State zoning, 61, 63, 180, 182, 266
States
aid to, 63, 175, 193
cooperation with, 61, 74-75, 144, 159, 180, 183, 188, 199,
214, 247
Stockraising Homestead Act, 137, 177
Submerged Lands Act, 187, 193
Subsidy payments, farm, 178-179
Sulfur, 130, 187, 194
Summer homes
See Vacation homes
Surface rights, 126, 128
Survey: boundary, 260
land grants, 247
mineral, 123
Sustained yield, 45
Sustained Yield Unit Act, 99
Taxes, possessory interest, 193, 240
Taylor Grazing Act, 43, 54, 106, 109, 117, 182, 288
Technical assistance, 229-230
Tenure, permits, See Permit tenure
Timber, allowable cut, 97-98
no-cut zones, 92
Timber management practices, 92
Timber production units, 93, 95, 96
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Timber quotas, 99-100

Timber sales, cruise estimate_lump sum payment, 98
cruise estimate-lump sum payment, 98
policies, 92, 100-101
procedures, 98
Timberland, commercial, 91, 93
Townsite Laws, 5, 222, 226

Unique areas, 198-199
U.S. v. Midwest Oil Co., 44
Urban expansion, 5, 220, 226-228
See also Cities
User compensation, See Compensation
Vacation homes, 222-224
Valuation, land, 240-24 1
Water development projects, 153-155
Water quality, 101, 102
Water Quality Improvement Act, 67
Water requirements, 146-149
Water Resources Planning Act, 62, 64, 153
Water rights, Federal, 14 1-149
Watershed protection, 92, 141, 149-153
Weeks Act, 151
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 197
Wilderness Act, 44, 57, 199, 206
Wilderness standards, 213-214
Wildlife forage, 108

Wildilfe, management guidelines, 158, 159, 164-168
Wildlife Refuge System, 44, 236
Withdrawals, authority for, 2
Withdrawals, Congressional, 44, 54, 249

Withdrawals, executive, 1-2, 42, 43-44, 52, 54-55, 56
Withdrawal guidelines, 55-56, 123
Withdrawal review, 52-53, 56
Zoning, 42, 45, 51, 205-206
state, 61, 63, 180, 182, 266
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