CHAPTER THREE

Planning
Future Public
Land Use
PUBLIC LANDS are a vast storehouse of
potential resource benefits to the American

THE
people. Determining how these benefits can best
be realized has been the task of this Commission.
Our starting point is the recognition of the need for
a cooperative effort between Congress, which has
been charged with the Constitutional responsibility
over the public lands, and the executive branch,
through which the necessary implementing, "on the
ground" actions must occur. Through the legislative
process Congress should establish policies and goals

for the public lands and provide the management
agencies with authority for carrying out the programs

necessary to implement the policies and attain the
goals. The land use planning process determines how
congressional policies and programs will be translated
into specific management actions for individual land

units. In its broadest terms, planning is preparation
for informed decisionmaking by the Executive.

No matter what planning may mean in local or

state governments, or, for that matter, in other
aspects of Federal activity, we view planning in a
simple context: It is the first step in translating statutory policies and programs into specific actions and,
ultimately, into determinations whether individual

land units will be managed or disposed ofand, if
retained, the purposes for which they will be managed
and used. Further, in this chapter, we are concerned

only with land use planning and not with program
planning, which treats with the timing and size of
investments.

The recommendations contained in this chapter
provide a foundation for those that follow throughout
the report. The implementation of policies concerning
timber, minerals, outdoor recreation, maintenance of

environmental quality, and all of the other various
aspects of public land policy is vitally dependent on
the planning process and how well it works. When

resources were abundant and demands upon them
were relatively free of conflict, the nation may have
been able to afford the luxury of an unplanned, crisis-

oriented public land policy. But those days are far
behind us. We are convinced that effective land use
planning is essential to rational programs for the use

and development of the public lands and their
resources.

Planning is done at the national, regional, and
local levels. It is intended to provide a guide for
future decisions. Thus, plans developed by the
public land agencies at the national level provide
guidance for decisions at all levels, and those developed at the regional and local levels provide guidance
for decisions at those levels. Our interest focuses on
planning land uses at the regional and local levels
because the effects of public land programs are felt
most strongly there. And it is at those levels that the
Commission noted the greatest public concern with
the manner in which public land programs are being
implemented.

The Commission is not satisfied with the manner
in which land use planning is being carried out for
the public lands. We find that many of the individual
problems that led to the creation of this Commission

and which emerged from our study program have
their roots in an inadequate planning process.
We are concerned, first of all, that the Congress
has not established a clear set of goals for the management and use of public lands. This is particularly
true for the national forests and lands administered
by the Bureau of Land Management.
Congress has also failed, in many cases, to provide

a positive mandate to the agencies to engage in
land use planning or to provide guidance concerning
the matters which they should consider in determining whether or not to dispose of, or retain, Federal
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lands and in deciding on uses of lands that remain in
Federal ownership.
Further, we found a lack of coordination among
Federal public land management agencies at the regional and local levels, between the Federal agencies
and other units of government, and between Federal
agencies and the owners of adjacent private lands.
We discovered problems caused by the lack of co-

quate goals for lands not having a clearly defined

ordination between public land agencies in nearly
every aspect of public land policy that we reviewed.

own goals. This has occurred not only when policy

Finally, we are concerned by the fact that the
relative roles of Congress and the executive branch
have not been clearly defined in determining land
uses. The essence of land use planning is found in
the classification or zoning of lands for particular
uses. Congress has, in many cases, set aside large
areas of public lands for parks or for other purposes.
But the administering agencies also determine or limit

land uses through withdrawals and land classifications. We believe that the roles of both Congress and
the administrative agencies must be more clearly
defined so that the limits of the discretionary powers
are understood by the administrators and the public.
Goals for Public Land Use Planning
Recommendation 1: Goals should be established by statute for a continuing, dynamic
program of land use planning. These should
include:

Use of all public lands in a manner that
will result in the maximum net public benefit.
Disposal of those lands identified in land

primary purpose. It is on these lands, primarily those
managed by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management, that absence of statutory goals has led
to major problems.
In the absence of legislative statements of policy

objectives and appropriate priority rankings, the
land management agencies have formulated their
objectives have not been provided by Congress,
but also when the objectives have been stated in very
general terms.

The reasons for the lack of statutory guidance
lie in the historic pattern of development of public
land policies and goals. For many years our national
policy was to make public lands generally available
for disposalfor agricultural settlement, for mineral
development, as grants to the states for various purposes, and to entrepreneurs willing to provide the
public improvements to develop the West. The withdrawal or reservation of public lands was the only
way in which land disposals could be controlled in
a planned way.'
During the 19th century Congress enacted many
statutes authorizing the withdrawal of specific lands
from the operation of these disposal laws. Additionally, many other withdrawals and reservations were
consummated by the Executive both with and without explicit statutory authorization.

Around the turn of the century our disposaloriented policy began to change. It was evidenced
by the extensive forest withdrawals by Presidents

use plans as being able to maximize net

Harrison, Cleveland, McKinley, Roosevelt, and Taft,

public benefit only if they are transferred to
private or state or local government ownership, as specified in other Commission

and by sweeping mineral withdrawals as a prelude to
revisions of the mineral laws that provided a leasing

recommendations.

Management of primary use lands for
secondary uses where they are compatible
with the primary purpose for which the lands
were designated.

Management of all lands not having a
statutory primary use for such uses as they

by the emergence of a National Park System,
system for oil and gas and certain other minerals.
As a result of the controversy generated by the extensive forest and other withdrawals, Congress in
1910 had enacted the Pickett Act2 authorizing the
President to make temporary withdrawals of public
land for certain purposes, but prohibiting the closing

of such withdrawn land to metalliferous mining.

are capable of sustaining.

Disposition or retention and management

'To "withdraw" public lands means to withhold them

of public lands in a manner that complements uses and patterns of use on other

from settlement, sale, or entry under some or all of the general land laws for the purpose of maintaining the status quo
because of some exigency or emergency, to prevent fraud,

ownership in the locality and the region.

A congressional statement of policy goals and
objectives for the management and use of public
lands is needed to give focus and direction to the
planning process. Although Congress has established

goals in the statutes setting aside and providing
for the administration of national parks, wilderness
areas, and wildlife refuges, it has not provided ade42

to correct surveys or boundaries, to dedicate the lands to
an immediate or prospective public use, or to hold the land
for certain future action by the executive or legislative
branch of government. For example, a withdrawal "in aid of
legislation" might suspend the operation of the public land
laws with respect to specified lands until Congress could act
on legislative proposals to include them in a national park
or a reclamation project. A "reservation" is the immediate
dedication of lands to a predetermined purpose and includes,
in effect, a withdrawal.
243 U.S.C. § 141-143 (1964).

Management goals were not established for most of
the withdrawn lands other than the national forests
and national parks, and those that were established
were broad and general.
Finally, in 1934, the Taylor Grazing Act ended
the era of unrestricted entry of the remaining unappropriated public domain and provided a classification authority to enable the Secretary of the In-

terior to determine how those public lands might
best serve the public interest. Thus, by 1934, although numerous disposal laws remained on the
statute books, Congress had armed the Secretary
with broad authority to preclude the operations of
all of them except the mining law, which had been

Secretary with a broad planning charter with direc-

tions to identify those factors which ought to be
considered in determining whether lands should be
disposed of or retained in Federal ownership. Moreover, it gave him a broader authority to suspend the
operation of the public land laws in aid of his clas-

function than he possesses under the
authority conferred on him by the Pickett Act
or the Taylor Grazing Act. However, the act did
sification

not provide goals for either disposal or retention

excluded from the withdrawal and classification au-

and, with respect to retained lands, the multiple use
authority which it conferred suffered from the same
vice as its 1960 predecessor for the national forests
failure to specify or provide standards for determining priorities of use or guidelines for resolving

thority conferred in the Pickett and Taylor acts.

conflicts.

Nevertheless, the Secretary continued to make withdrawals suspending the operation of the mining laws

in certain situations without express statutory authority.

With increasing use pressures on all the public
lands in the post-World War II period, Congress in

1960 and 1964 set forth broad public land management goals for the national forests and the
unappropriated public domain administered by BLM.
The Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960

The lack of clear statutory direction for the use of

the public lands has been the cause of problems
ever since Congress started to provide for the retention of some of the public domain in permanent
Federal ownership. The relative roles of the Congress
and the Executive in giving needed direction to public

land policy have never been carefully defined, and

this has been a source of friction throughout the
years. As related to land use planning, the use of
the executive withdrawal power has long been a

declared that the national forests are established
and "shall be administered for outdoor recreation,

problem; and in recent years administrative actions
under the multiple use acts have created new prob-

range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes," and directed the Secretary of Agriculture to
develop and administer the renewable surface resources of the national forests for "multiple use" and

lems.

"sustained yield."
The Classification and Multiple Use Act of 1964

provided similar temporary authority for BLM administered lands and, in addition, directed the Secre-

tary of the Interior to develop criteria to be used
in determining which of those public lands should be
disposed of and which should be retained in Federal

ownership for multiple use management. But the
basic thrust of both of these acts relative to the
management of public lands was to give the agencies

authority to manage the lands for recreation and
other purposes for which prior authority was lacking
or unclear.
The 1964 act was a recognition by Congress that

the existing pattern, by which the old goals of the
traditional disposal laws had generally been subordinated to broad Secretarial discretion to nullify
them on a case-by-case basis in response to individual
applications, was no longer an acceptable public land

policy. Hence, it provided a new approach on an
interim basis until this Commission could submit its
recommendations. The new authority provided the
343 U.S.C. §* 315 et seq. (1964).
16 U.S.C. § 528-531 (1964).
543 U.S.C. § 1411-1418 (1964).

The 1960 and 1964 acts were primitive first steps
toward sound public land management, and as such
they take on an historical significance because the
start had to be slow. If viewed nonetheless as being

"late" for their purposes, we must remember that
both the Executive and Congress share the responsibility for failure to anticipate the needs of the public
that dictated a form of management guide for these
lands.
The Withdrawals Problem

Concern about problems associated with the "with-

drawal" and "reservation" of public domain lands
was strongly voiced in the deliberations which led to
the creation of the Commission, and was a recurring

subject of complaint in the Commission's public
meetings. The contractor study of withdrawals indi-

cates that they have been used by the Executive
in an uncontrolled and haphazard manner.6
Withdrawals have been used since the earliest days
of the Republic when the President was given statutory authority to set aside land for public purposes
such as military reservations, Indian trading posts,
lighthouses, and townsites. During the 19th century
6 Charles F. Wheatley, Jr., Withdrawals and Reservations

of Public Domain Lands, Ch. XI. PLLRC Study Report,
1969.
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the process was used to keep land available for disposition under various grants. Eventually, the process
began to be used for land and resource preservation
programs. The extensive forest and mineral reservations referred to above were related to congressional
action providing for the management of those resources. This was also a method to allocate public
domain lands among various Federal agencies for the
conduct of their programs.
Recent criticism of withdrawal policies has come

primarily from economic user groups, such as the
timber and mining industries, since many withdrawals

curtail economic uses of the public lands to favor
recreation or noneconomic values. Also, concern has
been expressed by some members of Congress about
some Executive withdrawals on the ground that the
actions should be taken by Congress or were in disregard of statutory limitations. In short, the excessive
use of Executive withdrawals has become a source of
increasing controversy.
The Commission has considered this problem in
all its dimensions, looking beyond the traditional

legal arguments over the respective roles of the legislative and executive branches in this field. We find the

problem rooted in shortcomings of both branches.
It seems clear that the Executive's liberal use of the
withdrawal power stemmed from a necessity to meet

public land management needs for which existing
public land laws were either inadequate or nonexistent.

Congress, on the other hand, did relatively little
to remedy the statutory deficiencies which spawned
the liberal use of the withdrawal technique, nor did it
attempt any restraint through legislation other than
on a piecemeal basis.

Following enactment of the Pickett Act noted

At present Congress exercises the exclusive power
over withdrawals for some single use purposes, such
as national parks and wilderness areas. But with the

exception of requiring congressional sanction for
defense withdrawals in excess of 5,000 acres,9 there
is no statutory restriction on the asserted permanent

withdrawal authority of the Executive. The only
existing supervisory control is through an informal
agreement of the Department of the Interior to notify
the concerned committees of Congress of proposed
withdrawals for nondefense purposes in excess of
5,000 acres.
As indicated by the preceding discussion, the use
of the withdrawal power as a tool for land planning
by the administrative agencies is ambiguous because

are unclear. The continuing, and
proper, concern of Congress limits the manner in
its limitations

which this tool is used, but congressional concern is
uneven from time to time and place to place.

The "Multiple Use" Problem

Congressional actions setting aside some public
domain lands for parks recognized that these areas
could produce more than one kind of value, but had
to be protected to assure that the primary value was
not lost because of other uses of these areas.
Congress has established national parks "to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects
and the wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such
means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations." 10 To accomplish this
objective, most nonrecreational uses are prohibited
or sharply limited. Use of wilderness areas established by the 1964 Act are restricted in much the

above, in United States v. Midwest Oil Co.,7 a 1915

same way.

case challenging the validity of a prePickett Act

A somewhat different concept has been used for
wildlife refuges and ranges, and for national recreation areas. These areas are designated for a primary
use, but other uses are permitted to the extent that
they are compatible with the primary use.
On the remaining public lands, the national forests
and the Bureau of Land Management public domain,
Congress has not defined the primary purpose of use

withdrawal, the Supreme Court interpreted the failure
of Congress to object to the practices of the executive
branch prior to 1910 as acquiescence equivalent to an

implied grant of power to make temporary withdrawals. The court did not then or since then rule
whether the act imposed a limitation on the inherent
withdrawal power asserted by the Executive.
It may be argued that Congress intended to circumscribe all preexisting withdrawal power of the
Executive. However, the Attorney General in 1941
held that the Pickett Act limited the President's asserted nonstatutory power only with regard to
temporary withdrawals, and that he could continue
to make permanent withdrawals without statutory
authorization.8 Congress has not acted to modify that
interpretation.
236 U. S. 459 (1915).
40 Op. Atty. Gen. 73 (1941).
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of the lands, but rather has provided the broad
"multiple use" authority referred to above with only
very general statutory guidelines. However, because

of their ambiguity, these acts have failed in some
ways to provide adequate guidance.
Arguments have also arisen over the application of
the term "multiple use" to lands that are set aside for

specific purposes, such as the national parks and
943 U.S.C. § 155-158 (1964).
10 16 U.S.C. § 1(1964).
16 U.S.C. § 1131-1136 (1964).

wilderness areas. On the one hand, some say that
these cannot be multiple use areas because statutes
designate them as being set aside for a particular use.
On the other hand, a variety of values flow from these
lands.
"Multiple use" is not a precise concept. It is
given different meanings by different people, as well
as different meanings in different situations. We have
listened to statements from diverse interests who all
commended the idea of multiple use, but it was apparent that they were supporting different basic positions. This confusion permeates public land policy.
The 1897 Act 12 providing for the administration

of the national forests provided the genesis of the
term. This act provided that the Secretary "may
make such rules and regulations and establish such
service as will insure the objects of such reservations,

namely, to regulate their occupancy and use and to
preserve the forests thereon from destruction." This
authority enabled the Forest Service to regulate a
wide range of uses on the national forests and over a
period of time the Forest Service came to describe
its activities as multiple use management.
The 1960 Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act13

for the national forests provides that decisions be
made ". . with consideration being given to the
relative values of the various resources, and not
necessarily the combination of uses that will give the

greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output."
The act goes on to define sustained yield as ". . the
achievement and maintenance of a high-level annual

or regular periodic output of the various renewable
resources . . without impairment of the productivity of the land." Thus, it is clear that some noneconomic factors are to be considered, although they
are not specified, and that the future is to be considered along with the present. Beyond this, there is
no statutory guidance except that the range of choice

is limited in some cases by the operation of the
General Mining Law under which a mineral interest
may be initiated without a prior administrative use
decision.

The Commission believes that the meaning of the
term "multiple use" as a general expression of land
use policy should be distinguished from the manner
in which land use and management actually occur
in a particular area.14 We recognize that nearly all
public lands are capable of producing a variety of

values, but we do not believe that this means that
these lands are necessarily managed for multiple purposes. It is also our belief that multiple use has little
practical meaning as a planning concept or principle.
12 16 U.S.C. § 551 (1964).
13 n. 3, supra.
14 See commission \staff with consultants, Federal Public

Land Laws and Policies Relating to Multiple Use of
Public Lands. PLLRC Study Report, 1970.

We do, however, believe that the term can be used

meaningfully in a descriptive sense to describe the
operation of present public land policy under which
(1) national forest and unreserved public domain
lands are managed for a variety of goods and services,
and (2) the administrative agencies determine which
use shall be made of the lands in each situation, since
no statutory preference is specified.
We believe that our recommended goals for public

land use planning, which summarize many of the
specific recommendations of the Commission in this
chapter and elsewhere in the report, will, when implemented, provide the public land management agencies with a sense of direction that is now lacking in
their planning efforts. Further, these goals will com-

municate Federal intention and provide the public
with a clearer idea of the basic policy framework
under which each major class of lands is to be administered and the kinds of uses that can be made
of each class of lands.

Land Use Plans
Recommendation 2: Public land agencies
should be required to plan land uses to obtain the greatest net public benefit. Congress
should specify the factors to be considered
by the agencies in making these determina-

tions, and an analytical system should be
developed for their application.

Congress has not provided the agencies with
clear policy objectives, directives to engage in land
use planning to accomplish those objectives, nor gen-

eral guidance as to the kinds of factors to take into
account in the land planning process. Nevertheless,
the agencies have not carried out their planning and
decisionmaking in a vacuum. They have recognized,
generally in an uneven and less than comprehensive
fashion, the necessity to consider various factors and
viewpoints relevant to their land use decisions.

The Forest Service has employed a rudimentary

zoning system on the national forests for many
years. However, the recently adopted Bureau of
Land Management planning system appears to be
more sophisticated, although it has not yet been
fully implemented'5 In the Classification and Mul-

tiple Use Act of 1964 16 Congress directed the
Secretary of the Interior to determine which of
the public lands should be "classified" as suitable

for either disposal or retention for multiple use
management. This planning directive was to be
implemented pursuant to "criteria" to be developed
15 Herman D. Ruth & Associates, Regional and Local
Land Use Planning, Ch. IV. PLLRC Study Report, 1970.
16 n. 4, supra.
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by the Secretary and issued as regulations. In making
his determinations, the Secretary was to give "due
consideration to all pertinent factors including, but

process, and many of our recommendations else-

not limited to, ecology, priorities of use, and the

forms of outdoor recreation, are directed to this

relative values of the various resources in particular
areas." The Secretary has published "criteria," and
BLM has issued additional detailed instructions to its
field personnel specifying the factors to be considered
in making land use planning decisions.
BLM's recent efforts appear to require consideration of the following general categories of factors
in varying degrees: physical and locational suitability
of the lands or resources for obvious purposes; supply
of resources and demand for resource products; com-

munities and users dependent on the public lands
and resources; environmental factors; impact on state
and local governments; efficiency of resource use and
sustained yield of renewable resources; and regional
economic growth.

We have profited by this implementation of the
Classification and Multiple Use Act and endorse the

general planning approach embodied in that system. It is now time for Congress to rely on this
experience by establishing legislatively those factors

that should be considered in all Federal land use
planning. The factors identified in the preceding para-

graph provide an adequate starting point. While we
recognize differences in the goals being pursued by
some of the public land agencies, we believe that
these factors can serve all of the agencies equally. To
be meaningful, this process should be standardized
with common units of measurement and a system
for the comprehensive analysis of the factors considered, so that a more consistent effort among the
agencies will result.

We believe maximization of net public benefits to
be a suitable overall objective for public land man-

agement and disposition. It is clear to us that this
objective can be served in some cases by retention of
public lands and in other cases by disposition of public

lands into non-Federal ownership. We also note that
the concept of net benefits implies a comparison of
the benefits of a possible course of action with the
costs of following this course. "Public benefits" includes all segments of the public and their interests as
defined in Chapter Two. This standard would measure the overall primary and secondary benefits that
are generated by a particular mix of uses against the

primary and secondary costs. The Federal land
administering agencies do not attempt this type of
analysis in public land administration today. We
recognize that the terms "benefits" and "costs" have
a decidedly economic ring, but we do not intend by

where in this report, particularly in connection with
environmental quality, fish and wildlife, and some
important end.

Decisions on the use of public lands that will
maximize the "net public benefit" require considerable

information, often of a sophisticated nature, and a
framework for using the information. We have reviewed the efforts of the executive branch to institute
its Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Systems

approach (PPBS) to program decisions for public
lands, and we recognize that problems have been
encountered in developing a framework.'7 We also
note the problems we have had in obtaining some
data relating to public land programs. While it is
easy to get information in almost unlimited quantities, it is difficult to get information that is truly
of value in making many kinds of decisions. We
have found that it is especially difficult to get information for use in weighing choices between economic

uses of the public lands, such as timber and forage
production, and other uses, or protection of environmental values.

As set forth in the Preface, the Commission was
required by law to "compile data necessary to under-

stand and determine" both current and future demands on the public lands. In meeting this statutory
requirement, we examined in great detail both the
present uses of the public lands and possible changes
in these uses based on projected increases in the nation's consumption of commodities that are produced
in part on the public lands.

We approached this task with an open-minded,
yet somewhat skeptical, attitude. It seemed possible
that direct comparison of probable future national
demands for various commodities might provide a
basis for establishing priorities among uses of the
public lands. However, our review of the work that
had been done by others in projecting demands for
natural resources indicated that the results were almost always disappointing if judged on this basis.
We found that projections of national demands are

useful primarily as they provide a framework for
considering likely regional demands. At the regional

level, good information on the current demands
being placed on public lands and the probable
changes that will take place are vitally important to
making good land use decisions.
We also reviewed an analysis prepared for us of the
impacts of various uses of the public lands on regional

economies.'8 This is another area that has long been

the use of these terms to place emphasis on economic
uses in resource allocation planning to the exclusion

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

of other uses and values. It is essential to give full

'8
part of the review program, the Commission staff
designed a number of studies to provide information relevant

consideration to noneconomic factors in this planning
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1970.

of concern in public land decisions, particularly

the country, the capabilities of the public lands to

where the decision involves a change in land use from

meet these needs, and the relationship of these capabilities to the potential of the non-Federal land base.

an extensive use to an intensive use or from an
economic use to a noneconomic use. In the past, this
has also been a matter of concern when the change
in land use would have affected direct payments to
state and local government.
We found it impossible to make a comprehensive
analysis of the regional and local economic impacts
of public land uses. The techniques for such analyses,

which are comparable to those used by the Department of Commerce in preparing the national inputoutput tables associated with its national income
measurements,

are expensive

and require

vast

amounts of data. But a good deal of work has been
done by universities and other research organizations
that can provide a basis for regional analyses in a
number of areas.
Our approach to this matter was to have analyses

prepared for us on the regional economic impacts

This would be an exceedingly complex task. It is
unlikely that a consensus could be reached as to
what constitutes a reasonable set of priorities that
could be applied uniformly throughout the country,
under a variety of specific resource and needs conditions, and over a reasonable period of time.
Another approach would be to establish statutory

standards reflecting value judgments as to the prevailing importance of various broad objectives served

by the public lands that are not already designated

for a primary use. We considered three possible
general standards that could be used.

First, a preference could be stated for uses that
contribute most to regional economic growth. Most
of the classes of land to which this guideline would
apply have never been designated as serving a spe-

cific national purpose that would be predominate

for two areas, the upper Colorado River Basin and
the State of Washington. The technique that was

over a regional or local economic objective. Consequently, it could be concluded that, even though they
are retained in Federal ownership, the use of such

used is regional input-output analysis, which we have
found to be the only approach that provides a reliable
basis for making comparisons of economic impacts
for different land uses. We considered the results of

gional development needs. Application of this standard would not necessarily mean that economic uses
such as timber harvesting or mining or grazing would

of public land uses and possible changes in such uses

these analyses at various points in our review, and

believe that this technique has a proper place in
land use planning.

We intend the factors and procedures suggested
above to be the primary basis for land use decisions
generally. These decisions should in all cases be made

at the local level and in most cases should lead to
clear choices among alternative land uses.
However, for those limited situations where choices
among conflicting uses cannot clearly be made after

application of this system, Congress should attempt
to provide guidelines that could be used to resolve
such conflicts. This would give the agencies the backing of Congress in making these "ultimate" decisions.
We examined several possibilities. One approach
would be to establish firm preferences among uses
such as mineral development, timber harvesting, and

outdoor recreation. This technique is used for resolving conflicts among uses of water under state
water codes. This would require that Congress examine at the national level the various needs of
to these areas of Commission consideration: Consulting Serv-

ices Corporation, Impact of Public Lands on Selected Regional Economies. PLLRC Study Report, 1970; Robert S.
Manthy, Probable Future Demands on Public Lands. PLLRC
Study Report, 1970; Robert R. Nathan Associates, Projections of the Consumption of Commodities Producible on the
Public Lands of the United States 1980-2000. PLLRC Study
Report, 1970; Commission Staff, Inventory In formation on
Public Lands. PLLRC Study Report, 1970.

lands should be directed primarily at meeting re-

always be favored over other land uses such as
recreation. Recreation may in fact generate greater
economic benefits to the particular locality in some
circumstances than any market-oriented resource use.
The agencies would probably have to work with well
developed input-output models, such as we have just
discussed, to have the necessary information for making resource use choices based on this guideline. This
standard, of course, does not imply decisions by the
administrator that would ignore environmental values
and acceptable standards of resource use and treatment.

Second, nonmarket values, e.g., fish and wildlife,
and watershed protection, might be favored over eco-

nomic values. This standard would reflect a value
judgment that: (1) the primary reason for continued
Federal control of these lands is to see to it that such
uses are always given full consideration along with
logging, mining, and other market uses of land; and
(2) since there is no well-established market mechanism to allocate land resources to these uses in the
private sector, the fact of Federal ownership must be
recognized as a necessary substitution for the imperfection in the market.

Finally, a third standard would favor uses that
appear likely to generate the lowest degree of environmental degradation, or contribute most to

environmental enhancement. This standard would
avoid the question of what specific uses are more
important than others. Although it might tend to
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favor nonmarket uses, this would not be true in all
cases. Within either use class, it would prefer those

under the improved land use planning procedures we
recommend in this chapter.

with the most favorable impact on the environment.

We are not able to endorse any of the three approaches, nor do we suggest that others might not
be devised to be used individually or in combination.

Much more refinement and consideration of such
preferences is necessary before Congress can establish, if at all, national guidelines for use in cases of
otherwise irreconcilable conificts in land use plan-

Management

Recommendation 4: Management of public
lands should recognize the highest and best
use of particular areas of land as dominant
over other authorized uses.

ning and decisionmaking.

Existing law governing the allocation of public
Disposals

Recommendation 3: Public lands should be
classified for transfer from Federal owner-

ship when net public benefits would be
maximized by disposal.

We have approached the issue of whether public
lands should be retained and managed not as a question of public land policy objectives, but rather as

a matter of means to accomplish "the maximum
benefit for the general public." Early in our deliberations we reached agreement that we were opposed
to wholesale disposal of the unappropriated public
domain, as had been recommended by the Garfield
Committee in 1930.19 Rather, we determined that

our recommendations for disposal would be on a
seiective basis, keyed to the highest and best use of
the lands and the private or state and local governmental need for them. Similarly, we decided that
wholesale retention in Federal ownership for its own
sake or for historic reasons was not a sound policy.
In line with that policy, and while recognizing that

the National Forest System is in the forefront of
exemplary public land management in many ways,

we concluded that limited disposals of national
forest lands would be appropriate in certain circumstances.

Throughout this report we are recommending that
public lands chiefly valuable for specified purposes
be made available for disposition on certain conditions and to a limited extent, particularly for grazing
domestic livestock, intensive agriculture, mining,

some occupancy uses, and the provision of outdoor
recreation opportunities by state and local govern-

ments. The case by case decisions as to whether
particular public lands will be disposed of or retained

to meet public land policy objectives will be made
19 The Garfield Committee, a Presidential study commission, recommended that the remaining unappropriated public domain lands be turned over to the states in which they

are located, but that the mineral rights on these lands be
retained by the Federal Government.
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lands among their many possible uses is deficient in
two principal respects. First, the laws providing for

use of lands designated by Congress for primary
uses leave the relationship between the primary use
and other possible uses uncertain. Second, although
the multiple use acts provide clear authority for the
Forest Service and BLM to consider and permit any
and all of a number of possible uses, they provide
little guidance as to how the public lands should be
allocated to various uses.

As to lands set aside for primary uses, Congress
should direct the agencies to manage them for second-

ary uses that are compatible with the primary purpose. National parks are generally established to
provide for the preservation of their natural conditions and to provide for the enjoyment of the people.

Wilderness areas are established to preserve the
existing wilderness conditions. Other uses of these
areas are not specifically provided for by law. Wildlife refuges and national recreation areas are estab-

lished to provide for a single dominant use, but
other uses are permitted where compatible with the
dominant use. However, the status of these secondary
uses, in the national parks and wilderness areas, is
not wholly clear.

As a matter of fact, many uses other than the
primary uses occur on all of these categories of land.
General protection of the land results in the protection of watershed lands and of wildlife habitat, even

if the lands are not managed specifically for these
uses. Grazing of domestic livestock and mineral
operations also occur in some cases on national park
and wilderness area lands. And permitted secondary
uses of national recreation areas and wildlife refuges
are quite common now.
Inasmuch as all of these wildlands are potentially
capable of providing a variety of goods and services,
we believe the agencies should be given clear direction to manage primary use lands for such secondary
uses as are compatible. As long as this can be done
without impairing the area for its primary purpose,

this directive will result in the efficient use of our
limited land base. With careful control over land
uses we believe that there will be little conifict with
the basic concept of establishing primary use areas.

P DESIGNATE PUBLIC LANDS FOR DOMINANT USE
MANAGE FOR COMPATIBLE SECONDARY USES
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With respect to lands administered by BLM and
the Forest Service, we recommend that: (1) authorized uses be clarified; (2) statutory multiple use
authority be provided to manage unreserved public
domain lands for a Variety of uses; and (3) a formal
system of classitying for dominant uses, keyed to the
highest and best uses of particular areas, be provided.

The Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of

196020

of 1964

and the Classi6cation and Multiple Use Act
2)
specify a number of uses that can be made

of the national forests and the unteserved public
domain lands administered by BLM, respectively.
The 1960 Act for the national forests specifies outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish. This act was far renewable resources
but was not to affect the use or administration of
mineral resources, and wilderness areas were defined

in the act as consistent with its purposes. The 1964
Act for the unreserved public domain named industrial development, mineral production, occupancy,
and wilderness preservation in addition to the list in
the 1960 Act. The Commission recommends (hat
authority for management of both classes of land
should include all renewable and nonrenewable resources and uses, including but not limited to those
specified in the 1964 Act.

In this connection, the Commission also believes
that management must be responsive to changing
demands on (he public lands and not arbitrarily
exclude some uses. Outdoor recreation use of the
20
21

50

n. 4, supra
n. 5, supra.

Provisions for multiple-use of the public lands

should be strengthened

in

the statutes by

providing guidelines for their administration.

national forests is a case in point. Lands originally
acquired for other purposes were made available
and properly sofor various kinds of winter sports
developments. However, there must be flexibility so
that, where possible, operators of winter sport facilities can also use the land in other seasons for other
sports such as golf. We think that this approach is
proper and should be extended to all nonspectator
outdoor recreation activities. There should not be
preconceived ideas or arbitrary limitations on the
type of activities. Similarly, arbitrary limitations

should not be placed on the kind of timber, for
example, or livestock to be produced or grazed on the

to become involved in land use planning for areas of
less than national significance.

The agencies in fact use primary use designation

as a matter of course now. Not all of a national
forest, for example, will be subject to a number or
a combination of uses. Instead, within the total area
of a national forest, there are established zones, each
designated, in effect, for a dominant use to the total
or partial exclusion of other uses. The result is that,
while there may be a multiplicity of land uses within
the boundaries of a national forest, its whole area is
by no means subject to multiple use. If, for example,
recreation is the dominant use in one zone, grazing

public lands. We see no reason, for example, why
the Federal Government should assign the public
lands the role of meeting national needs for saw-

may be excluded in the zone as well as all other

Rather, the agencies should be responsive to local,

other uses, the objective of multiple use is achieved
under Forest Service practice, even in the unlikely

timber rather than some other class of timber.

regional, and national needs in making land available
for various uses.
The 1964 Act is a temporary multiple use management authorization which is scheduled to expire six

months after the submission of this report. We
believe those lands that, as a result of the review
and classification we recommend in this chapter, remain in Federal ownership under BLM administration, should be managed for the broadest range of
values they can produce, consistent with the goals
and objectives outlined in this chapter and elsewhere
in the report. Consequently, we further recommend
that BLM be provided permanent multiple use management authority.
The Commission has found that existing land use
planning procedures are to a large extent informal
and, therefore, fail to provide users and others in-

terested in public lands with assurance that plans
will not be changed casually in response to what may

happen to be the strongest pressures in a particular
case. We recognize the need for a degree of flexibility

in land use plans. But we also recognize that planning can be used to avoid irrevocable decisions that
limit flexibility. If the public land agencies do not
develop formal zoning where values are high and
conflicts are likely, the public is likely to lose confidence in land use plans.

To provide the positive statutory direction and
strengthening for "multiple use" management which
we now find to be seriously lacking, we recommend
that Congress provide for a "dominant use" zoning

system. This would extend to some of the lands
administered by BLM and the Forest Service the
principle which Congress has already applied to the
public lands generally in establishing certain areas for
primary uses of national significance.
However, granting this kind of zoning authority to

the agencies would eliminate the need for Congress

uses considered to be incompatible with recreation.

If this results in a single use of a given area, but
other areas within the same forest are subject to
case that each subdivision within the forest were
zoned for a dominant but different use.
Our recommendation would give not only statutory

recognition to the foregoing technique, but also
direction to its use. Areas of national forest and unreserved public domain lands would be classified to
identify those areas that have a clearly identifiable
highest use. These would be specified as "dominant
use" areas; other uses would be allowed where compatible. Thus, the same sort of relationship between
dominant and secondary uses would exist on these
lands as now exists, for example, between the dominant and secondary uses of national wildlife refuges
and national recreation areas.
We are not suggesting that the dominant use zones
be established by Congress. It should be clear that
establishment of these zones on the ground is to be
a function of the administrative agencies, arrived at
through the improved comprehensive land use planning process we recommend in this chapter. However, we do believe that legislative endorsement of
this technique is necessary to make it fully effective.
As a practical matter, all public lands will not be
placed in one dominant use zone or another. It should
be clearly established that only those areas that have

an identifiable highest primary use at the time of
classification should be placed in a dominant use
category. The remaining lands would remain in a
category where all uses are considered equal until
such time as a dominant use becomes apparent.

This approach to providing for multiple uses on
the ground will provide a sense of stability to those

users of the public lands who fear a constant encroachment on lands devoted primarily to their use.
It will reinforce the actions of the administrators so
that they will not be subject to a barrage of claims
from all sides that a particular use ought to be permitted or barred, all in the name of "multiple use."
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It will also provide a guide for investment of Federal
funds in management practices. For example, investments in timber management should be directed primarily to timber dominant areas, while investments
in recreation should be directed primarily to recreation dominant areas, as we recommend elsewhere.
Comprehensive Land Use Plans
Recommendation 5: All public land agencies
should be required to formulate long range,
comprehensive land use plans for each state

or region, relating such plans not only to
internal agency programs but also to land
use plans and attendant management programs of other agencies. Specific findings
should be provided in their plans, indicating
how various factors were taken into account.

Legislative direction for land use planning by the
Federal agencies is virtually absent. Nevertheless, as

we have pointed out previously, the agencies do,
in varying degrees, develop land use plans, and we

Land Classification and Withdrawals in Land Use
Planning
The basic concept of classifying land for particular

uses is an old one that is well recognized in zoning
practices by local governments. It also has been used
for years in public land management in the form of
legislative and executive withdrawals and reservations of public domain lands for specific purposes.
We have previously endorsed the principle of desig-

nating or classifying lands for primary or dominant
uses in this fashion as an appropriate and orderly
means of planning for public land use. However,
there is an urgent need to make a new start in the
overall planning process on the public lands under
better Congressional guidelines and with new administrative tools.

Review of Withdrawals and Classifications
Recommendation 6: As an essential first step
to the planning system we recommend, Congress should provide for a careful review of
(1) all Executive withdrawals and reserva-

tions, and (2) BLM retention and disposal
classifications under the Classification and

commend them for their efforts. However, a statutory
requirement to prepare such plans would give them
greater credence and support and would assure that
they are prepared in all cases as a matter of course.

Further, formal plans will facilitate congressional
oversight of the land use planning process and public
scrutiny of the plans, as necessary ingredients of the

planning coordination we recommend later in this
chapter.

The plans, as part of a dynamic process, should
not be inflexible, but subject to modification as conditions change. The lessons of city planning, which
have long been preoccupied with "comprehensive"
land use plans, demonstrate that static, fixed-

arrangement plans are virtually useless to rapidly
developing communities and areas with changing
economic and social composition and, especially,
changing values. Schematic land use plans are useful
for crystallizing opinions and influencing expectations, but should be understood to be impermanent.

The procedures by which they may be changed
should be well known public information.
Agencies should provide specific findings in their
plans which will clearly reveal how the general factors Congress has specified for consideration were

treated. In this way other agencies and the public
will not only be aware of the basis for the planning,
but will also know what factors will influence changes
in the original land use plan. Further, the information
will be useful in determining whether the policy objectives and guidelines established by Congress have

been properly and fully considered in the planning
process.
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Multiple Use Act of 1964.22

At present virtually all of the public domain
in all 50 states has been withdrawn from entry under
one or more of the public land laws. Approximately
264 million acres are withdrawn under specific orders
for particular purposes. Some 163 million acres were

withdrawn in 1934 and 1935 in the 11 contiguous
western states to implement the Taylor Grazing Act.
Early in 1969 entries and state selection of the public
lands in Alaska were suspended for a period of two
years to enable Congress to consider legislation to
resolve the problem of native claims.
We experienced great difficulty in trying to determine with any precision the extent of existing Executive withdrawals and the degree to which withdrawals
overlap each other. We have found that the agencies
do not have accurate records that show the purposes
for which specific areas have been withdrawn and the
uses that can be made of such areas under the public
land laws.

A complete review of all existing withdrawals
should be undertaken immediately to provide a basis

for eliminating those that no longer serve a useful
purpose, and for modifying those that are unnecessarily large in scope and area. This is a necessary
step to "free" the public lands of encumbrances to
effective land use planning for the future. It should
be carried out as the initial effort under the formal
withdrawal review program we recommend later in
22

n. 5, supra.

this chapter. In the opinion of the Commission 10

power by the public land agencies. In less than four

years is a reasonable time for a review of all existing
withdrawals and rejustification for renewal of those
found to be required. Consequently, we recommend
that all existing withdrawals terminate at the end of

years, under the 1964 Act, as of April 1, 1970, it

a 10-year period unless expressly effected as new

withdrawals under the laws and procedures we
recommend.

Reclamation and Petroleum Withdrawals

In order to carry out the recommendations we
make in Chapter Ten relative to the retention
and management or disposition of public lands
for intensive agriculture use, we recommend that
priority be given to the review of reclamation withdrawals in situations where land may be needed for

intensive agriculture and the land is arable under
existing physical and hydrological conditions.

The Bureau of Reclamation conducts many programs in the western states to bring supplemental
water supplies to private lands already farmed and,

classified 154 4 million acres of public land for reten-

tion and either classified or "identified" about 4.5
million acres for disposal. These classifications have
a very substantial effect on land uses in the future.
Despite the obvious need for careful planning, it is

apparent that they were made in a hurried manner
on the basis of inadequate information.
It was found that, for various reasons of expediency, the Bureau concentrated on large scale reten-

tion with little land use planning on its part and
virtually none on the part of local and state planning
authorities (although coordination was effected with
them). Thus, the classifications were not preceded by
necessary comprehensive efforts to gather information
pertinent to resource capabilities and future development probabilities or by systematic attempts to state

alternative uses within the context of regional or
state development goals.

The Commission recognizes that BLM acted

to a limited extent, to develop Federal lands not

under a congressional mandate to make its classifications "as soon as possible," pursuant to an authority

currently under cultivation.
Some of the lands withdrawn for proposed reclamation projects may be desired now for private development with existing water supplies. A choice must

of temporary duration. Moreover, the agency was
attempting to develop a comprehensive planning
approach, which it previously lacked, concurrently
with its disposal-retention classifications. Further-

be made between developing the lands at public

more, the Bureau did consult with local interests and

expense in the future or making them available for
private development and use at private expense now.
If all such withdrawn lands are made available
for immediate private development only the best
lands might be used and the remaining inferior lands
may make the proposed reclamation project eco-

was, at least to some extent, responsive to the immediate desires of local agencies and inhabitants.

nomically infeasible. These conflicting factors should

be evaluated by an accelerated withdrawal review
program. This would guard against extended withdrawals of land for proposed projects whose possible
benefits cannot be realized, if at all, until so far into
the future that they cannot match the benefits readily
available from disposal of selected lands to private
agricultural development.

Nevertheless, the extensive acreage classified for retention within the relatively short time involved is

in itself evidence that the classifications were not
preceded by comprehensive land use planning.
Fortunately, such classifications are not irrevocable. They can and should be changed as BLM's
planning system becomes more refined and extensive

and new development pressures arise. Moreover,

In the process of reviewing all existing withdrawals, attention will be given, of course, to a

Congress can change them anytime it sees fit. In any
event, as an initial and necessary step in the implementation of the Commission recommendations on
land use planning, the classifications under the 1964
Act should be carefully reviewed by both the Congress and executive branch.

review of the need for the naval petroleum reserves.
We believe, however, that early consideration should

Classification of National Forest and BLM Lands

be given to a review of Naval Petroleum Reserve
No. 4 on the North Slope of Alaska under the same
procedures that are established for reviewing other
withdrawals.

Recommendation 7: Congress should provide

authority to classify national forest and
Bureau of Land Management lands, including

the authority to suspend or limit the operation of any public land laws in specified areas.

BLM Classification

Withdrawal authority should no longer be

We have also found that the actions of the Bureau
of Land Management under the Classification and
Multiple Use Act of 1964 have paralleled to a con-

used for such purpose.

siderable extent the liberal use of the withdrawal

Land use "classifications" are currently a confusing amalgam of: (1) legislative and executive
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"withdrawals and reservations" of widely differing
categories; (2) "secondary" executive withdrawals
within areas already set aside for particular uses by
Congress or the Executive; (3) special purpose restricted use "designations" within withdrawn areas;
and (4) Secretarial "classifications" of the unappropriated public domain lands for either disposal or
retention and, for the lands proposed for retention,
various provisions for limitation or exclusion of the
operation of certain public land laws. We are con-

vinced that this complex and confusing array of
planning tools must be replaced with a simpler
system.

As an integral part of the Commission's recommended land use planning and zoning system, the
Forest Service and the BLM will need an effective
classification authority. The kind of temporary
authority provided the Secretary of the Interior in
the Classification and Multiple Use Act of 1964
seems most appropriate for this purpose. To date it
has been used primarily in a defensive manner to
segregate large blocks of land from the operation of
specified public land laws, usually without adequate
information and planning, as we have pointed out.

We believe it can and should be used in a more
positive fashion, after adequate planning, to classify
lands for disposal or retention and to designate re-

tained lands for appropriate dominant uses, in the
manner of present national forest zoning. In no event
should it be used in the way that withdrawal authority
has been traditionally employed by the Executive.
Since the 1964 Act applies only to BLM lands, the
Forest Service must prevail upon the Secretary of the
Interior to make a withdrawal of specified national

forest lands when it wants to restrict the operation
of any public land laws with respect to which it lacks
final decisional authority. Our recommendation would

give the administrators of both classes of multiple
use lands similar authority. It also would provide
a broader authority than is available under existing
law to "segregate" lands from the operation of the
public land laws. The Pickett Act23 does not authorize the use of temporary withdrawals to preclude the
operation of the mining law. Under the Taylor Grazing Act 24 and the blanket withdrawals made in 1934

classification, when made, obviously operates with
like segregative effect. Since the act provides that the
segregative effect applies to all public land laws,

including the mining law, it is broader than the
authority conferred on the Secretary in both the
Pickett and Taylor Acts in 1910 and 1934.
Under the planning system we recommend, execu-

tive withdrawals would play a very limited role. If
our system is properly implemented, particularly its
public participation aspects, arguments would be
shifted from the fruitless controversy over whether
the Secretary possesses legal authority to suspend
the operation of certain laws to discussions on the
merits of particular planning actions.

Future Withdrawals Policy
Recommendation 8: Large scale limited or

single use withdrawals of a permanent or
indefinite term should be accomplished only
by act of Congress. All other withdrawal
authority should be expressly delegated with
statutory guidelines to insure proper justification for proposed withdrawals, provide for

public participation in their consideration,
and establish criteria for Executive action.
The withdrawal process involves a complex inter-

relationship between the legislative and executive
branches of the Government as discussed earlier
in this chapter. Under the Constitution Congress
is given the exclusive authority for the disposition
and regulation of Federal properties,2° including the
public lands. As indicated earlier, there are conflict-

ing views on the limit of the Executive authority;
Congress has delegated some of its authority; and
Congress has exercised the withdrawal authority directly in many instances. We think it essential for
Congress to specify clearly those kinds of withdrawals which should require legislative action and
those which should be made by the Executive.
The Commission recommends that large scale
withdrawals and reservations for the purpose of

the land laws, except the mining law, is suspended

establishing or enlarging any of the following should
be reserved to congressional action: national parks,
national monuments, national historic sites, national
seashores, national recreation areas and other units
of the National Park System looking toward perma-

unless the Secretary "classifies" the requested land as
suitable for the use applied for. The temporary 1964

scenic rivers, national trails, units of the wilderness

and 1935 to implement it, the operation of all of

Act,25 however, provides that the notice of a proposed classification will segregate the subject lands
from all forms of disposal except to the extent it
"specifies that the land shall remain open for one

or more of such forms of disposal." The actual
23 n. 2, supra.
24 n. 3, supra.
25 n. 5, supra.
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nent use, national forests, national riverways and

system, other areas set aside for preservation or
protection of natural phenomena or for scientific
purposes, units of the national wildlife refuge and
game range system, other areas set aside for protection of birds or animals, and reservations for defense
purposes.
We recognize the need for some continuing with26 U.S. Const., Art. IV, § 3.

drawal authority to be lodged in the executive branch.
However, this authority should be limited and exercised only within prescribed statutory guidelines. In
the exercise of its land management functions, the

executive branch is an agent of Congress and, as
with any other agent, the extent of its power and
authority should be clearly defined.

Delegation of the congressional authority should
be specific, not implied, and should be made through

the enactment of a single statute which clearly replaces all existing authority expressly or impliedly
delegated.

We think that the Executive's use of withdrawals
should generally be confined to the following broad
purposes:
Allocation of public lands to nonresource use
by other agencies, e.g., relatively small areas for defense purposes.

Withdrawals in aid of legislation, such as for
setting aside those areas of national significance mentioned above, water resource development projects,

or special purpose legislation such as the Alaska
native claims settlement legislation.

Emergency situations to preserve values that
would otherwise be lost pending administrative or
legislative action.

Executive withdrawals should be limited to a
period of ten years duration, other than those in aid
of legislation or for emergency purposes which should

not exceed five years, subject to the provisions for
review and renewal, where appropriate, discussed
later in this chapter.

Agency standards are not definitive either in selecting land for new withdrawals or reviewing the
status of past withdrawals. Although advisory services from other agencies may be available, qualified
expertise to weigh conificting resource benefits are

often limited in the agency for whose benefit land
may be withdrawn. The evidence available also indi-

cates that little attention is paid to selecting areas
from among alternative sites so as to minimize resource losses when public land is requested for exclu-

sive agency use. Rather than be concerned with
problems of multiple use benefits or resource devel-

opment measures, Federal agencies obtain withdrawals which are far more restrictive than they need
to be. These practices prevent the withdrawal system

from being what it might otherwise bean effective
tool for proper land allocation.

An agency applying for a withdrawal should be
required to establish the need for and effect of the
withdrawal, particularly with respect to such matters
as location, acreage required, intended duration, restrictions on use, and an evaluation of the impact on
present and future uses and users and on the environment.

Mandatory legislative guidelines should require

evaluation of the merits of proposed withdrawals and
reservations, including express consideration of the

relative value of conflicting uses, and all pertinent
economic, environmental and social impacts. These
are essential steps if the withdrawal process is to be
consistent with sound land use planning.
Public notice of proposed withdrawals and partic-

ipation of the public and state and local governments, at least through invitation to comment and
through hearings in apprépriate cases, should be
assured.

Effective planning requires that all citizen interests have an opportunity to be heard and considered. Similarly, state and local governments are
directly concerned with the withdrawal process. It
affords an available tool to accomplish a segregation
of public lands for necessary local facilities and is,
therefore, a vital part of local and regional land use
planning. Moreover, restriction on various kinds of
uses can have a serious impact on the regional economy. Consideration of these interests, along with
others, should be mandatory in the withdrawal
process.
Regulations now provide for notice to the public of

proposed withdrawals, opportunity to submit comments, and a discretionary hearing. However, hearings are seldom held. We recommend that. they be
required upon request of a state.
The officer exercising delegated authority should
be required to state his findings with respect to justification for each withdrawal. The officer who makes

the final decision on the application for withdrawal
is now under no requirement to explain his action.
Thus, the adequacy of the justification furnished by

the applicant and the extent to which important
factors have actually been considered are not matters
of public knowledge. Meaningful judicial review or
congressional oversight is dependent upon such dis-

closure. Furthermore, the lack of adequate public
accountability has led to problems such as exôessive
size, indefiniteness of boundaries, lack of uniformity,

and interminable "temporary" withdrawals. At a
minimum these findings should speak to (1) alterna-

tive sites, (2) weighted evaluation of existing and
potential resource uses, including effect on the environment, (3) effects on present users, (4) effects
on regional economy, (5) effects on state and local
government interests, and (6) an explanation of the
reasons for the duration of the proposed withdrawal
as related to the purpose specified.
The Pickett Act 27 delegated authority to the Presi-

dent to temporarily withdraw lands, but does not
set any time limit on such withdrawals. Some temporary withdrawals made under the Act have remained in effect for almost sixty years. Other tem27

n. 2, supra.

55

porary withdrawals in aid of legislation have remained
in effect although (1) the legislation was never intro-

duced; or (2) it was rejected by Congress; or (3) the
purpose of the proposed legislation could no longer
be realized.

With increasing pressure for the highest and best

use of the nation's resources, time limits on the
duration of temporary withdrawals should not only

be imposed as previously recommended, but the
duration of proposed withdrawals within the manda-

tory time limits should be explained and clearly
justified.

Current uncertainty as to the effective date of

withdrawals should be remedied by requiring that a
withdrawal order be published within a definite time
and specifically state its effective date.28 This would
conform withdrawal practice to that with respect to
classifications under the Classification and Multiple
Use Act and eliminate uncertainty about the validity
of entries made before the specified date.
Knowledge that an application for withdrawal does
segregate the covered lands from entry has frequently
led to administrative inertia in completing action on
the proposed withdrawal. The Commission is aware
of the need for immediate segregation of lands for
Federal programs in some circumstances. However,
there appears to be no valid reason for substantial
delay in completing action once an application has
been filed. We, therefore, recommend that a time
limit of not more than 6 months be imposed upon
the segregative effect of withdrawal applications and
that safeguards be imposed against multiple application renewals.
Review Program
Recommendation 9: Congress should estab-

lish a formal program by which withdrawals
would be periodically reviewed and either
rejustified or modified.

With nearly all public domain land now subject
to some form of withdrawal, a continuation of these
withdrawals in their existing form could defeat the
purpose of the Commission recommendations. There-

fore, it is essential to the operation of a new withdrawal system that existing withdrawals be phased
28 Under present practice, the filing of a notice of a proposed withdrawal with the appropriate land office and the
notation thereof on the land office records is deemed the
effective date of withdrawal. Although the notice of a proposed withdrawal is published in the Federal Register, the
publication date is not construed as the effective date of the
segregative effect of the notice. This position may well be
inconsistent with sections 5(a) and 7 of the Federal Register

Act which appear to require publication in the Federal
Register as the effective date of a notice to the public.
44 U.S.C. § 305(a), 307 (1964).
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out and reinstated where warranted under the new
system.

Only in one period of time-1956-1961has

there been a vigorous program of withdrawal review.
This did produce a relatively significant number of
revocations or downward adjustments in the size of
outstanding withdrawals while it was operative. How-

ever, the authority of the Secretary of the Interior

to effect modifications or revocations of withdrawals
of lands administered by an agency outside the De-

partment of the Interior is limited. Existing procedures give the administering agency a veto power
over any modifications or changes in a withdrawal
made for its benefit. Thus, the effectiveness of any
agency review is dubious unless legislation is enacted
requiring mandatory reconsideration on a periodic
basis. The responsibility for review and, where required, the modification and termination of with-

drawals, should rest with the same officer who is
given the delegated authority to effect withdrawals.
Agencies having the administrative jurisdiction over
withdrawn lands should be required to supply information periodically, at least once every 5 years, concerning land uses and a justification for continuance
of each withdrawal. A comprehensive periodic report
of the findings made by the reviewing agency in respect to continuances and renewals should be submitted to Congress.
If any agency desires to renew a withdrawal for

a period of more than ten years from the date of

the initial withdrawal, renewal should be subject to
legislative approval. This could be done either by
Act of Congresspossibly an annual omnibus actor by allowing the officer executing the delegated
power to renew such withdrawals, subject to reporting the action to Congress with detailed justification,
and neither house disapproving within a specified
period of time.

Executive Withdrawal Authority
Recommendation 10: All Executive withdrawal authority, without limitation, should

be delegated to the Secretary of the Interior,
subject to the continuing limitation of

existing law that the Secretary cannot re-

delegate to anyone other than an official of
the Department appointed by the President,
thereby making the exercise of this authority
wholly independent of public land management operating agency heads.

In 1952 29 the President delegated all of his withdrawal authority from all sources to the Secretary of
the Interior, but with certain limitations. The delega29 Exec. Order No. 10355, May 26, 1952, 3 C.F.R.,
1949-1953 Comp., p. 873.
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tion provides that no order affecting land under the
administrative jurisdiction of another executive department or agency may be issued without the consent of the head of the department or agency concerned. Although any disagreement concerning the
proposed order may be referred to the Director of
the Bureau of the Budget for settlement, or, in his
discretion, to the President, this has never been done

planning activities of all Federal agencies within a
geographic region. While the planning and program
decisions of one Federal land management agency
obviously affect the plans and programs of other
Federal agencies in the same region, there appears
to be little meaningful coordination among them.5°
The third facet of coordination relates to the need

in a formal manner. The President, in whom the

of Federal land use policy on the regions to which
the policies apply. Federal land use decisions obviously affect a wide variety of institutions outside
the Federal agencies, particularly state and local
governments. Thus, we believe that it is essential to
bring these institutions into the land use planning
process so that they will have a voice in decisions

existing powers are vested, cannot personally resolve

these problems. The lack of final authority in such
cases discourages a vigorous review policy by the
Secretary. An exception to the Secretary's withdrawal
authority is the Federal Power Act, under which the

filing of an application for a preliminary permit or
license for a hydroelectric project automatically with-

draws all public land described in the application if
within the purview of the Act. As a practical matter,
these self-initiated withdrawals are subject to no preliminary review whatsoever, Our recommendation
would remedy these problems. However, the centralization of the withdrawal power in the Department of the Interior raises several practical problems.
The Department itself contains 1andusing program
agencies, which expose it to complaints of a lack of
objectivity when it reviews their individual withdrawals. Hence we recommend that such authority
continue in a presidentially appointed official of the
Department removed from the operating aspects of
the Department's programs.

Coordination and Public Review of Public Land
Plans and Programs
We have pointed out our concern with the lack of
coordination in land use planning among the Federal
agencies and between the Federal agencies and those
of other units of government, as well as the general

public. The failure to coordinate plans, and the resultant actions, leads to program duplication and to
inefficient accomplishment of Federal and other governmental programs.
Our earlier recommendations to require the public
land agencies to prepare comprehensive regional land

use plans, and to specify the factors that were considered in preparing the plans) provide a basis on
which land use planning can be coordinated. How-

ever, to assure that the agencies do, in fact, coordinate their planning, it is our belief that statutory
direction is necessary.

The problem of coordination in ]and use planning
has three closely related facets. First is the need to
assure public consideration of proposed Federal

land use plans by providing for effective public
participation in the planning process before final
land use decisions are made, The second concerns

the need to bring together the separate land use

to encourage full consideration of the external effects

that affect their interests.
Public Participation

Recommendation 11: Provision should be
made for public participation in land use
planning, incruding public hearings on proposed Federal land use plans) as an initial
step in a regional coordination process.

One of the frequently voiced complaints at the
Commission's public meetings was that the public has

been largely excluded from the land management
agencies' land use planning activities. Our contractor's study confirmed this deficiency, finding that
most agency contacts with the public concerning
land use planning are of an "after the fact" informational nature.'
We believe that the expression of multiple views

and interests and their impact on Federal land use
plans is fundamental to a democratic and meaningful

planning process. It is essential to provide a direct
avenue for citizen participation in the planning
process, through the use of both public hearings and
citizen advisory boards.
State and local governments have long recognized

the importance and utility of public hearings, and
have required them in connection with adoption or
amendments of comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances. Congress and the land management
agencies have not been particularly concerned about
this problem, although the public hearings required
by statute in connection with wilderness proposals
under the Wilderness Act of 1964,2 and the Bureau
of Land Management's public meetings in connection
with its classification program under the Classifica(Texi coniinued on page 60-)

° Herman 0. Ruth & Associates, Regional and Local
Land Use Planning. PLLRC Study Report, 1970,
' Ibid., Ch. ITT.
L2 n. 10, supra.
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Organizations Involved in Natural Resources and Land Use Planning in a Portion of Southeastern Idaho.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Soil Conservation ServiceU.S.D.A. Work Units:
Burley

Idaho Falls
Preston
Rupert
Shelley
Malad

Shoshone
Blackfoot

Halley
Aberdeen

American Falls

Arco
Pocatello

U. S. Forest ServiceNational Forests:
Caribou
Challis
Sawtooth
Salmon
Farmers Home Administration
Rural Development Council
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Rural Electric Adrnin is: ration

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife: Wildlife Refuges
Minidoka
Camas

National Park Service: Craters of Moon National Monument
Bureau of Land Management: Grazing Districts:

Burley District
Idaho Falls District
Shoshone District
Bureau of Reclamation
Bureau of Indian A flairs (Fort Hall Indian Reservation)
Federal Water Pollution Control Administration
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Bonneville Power Administration
Geological Survey
Bureau of Mines

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
National Reactor Testing Station

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Department of Public Lands
Fish and Game Department
Depart,nent of Reclamation
Water Resources Board
Department of Highways
Cooperative Area Manpower Planning
Cooperative Health Planning
State Planning and Community A flairs
Department of Parks
Department of Aeronautics

COUNTIES ENGAGED IN LAND MANAGEMENT
PLANNING IN IDAHO QUADRANGLE
Board of County Commissionersone in each of 9 counties
Planning or Zoning Commissions
Bannock County Development Council
Bannock County Zoning Commission
Eingham County Planning and Zoning Commission
Blame County Planning Committee
Bonneville County Zoniig Commission
Caribou County Planning and Zoning Commission
Cassia County Planning Commission
Jefferson County Planning Commission
Minidoka County P!aji.ning Commission
Minidoka County Zoning Commission
Oneida County Planning Commission

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL UNITS ENGAGED ll'
LAND MANAGEMENT PLANNING IN IDAHO
QUADRANGLE
Soil Conservation Districts
West Cassia
Butte
North Bingham
Blame
East Side
Pox-tneuf
West Side
South Bingham Power
Central Bingham Oneida
Wood River
F ran kJ in
Minidoka
Jefferson
East Cassia
Mud Lake

Ditch, Canal, and Irrigation Districts and Corn psnies
Aberdeen-Springfield, Alliance, Big Lost River, Blackfoot,

Economic Development Administration

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highways Administration
Federal Aviation Administration

Blame County, Burgess, Burley, Butler Island, Butte and
Market Lake, Centerville, Corbett Slough, Danskin, Deep
Creek, Dilts, Enterprise, Falls, Farmers Friend, Harrison,
Idaho, Island, LaBelle, Long Island, Lowder Slough,

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

Martin, McCammon, Miners, Minidoka, New Lava.side,
New Sweden, Osgood (U-I Sugar CO.), Owners Mutual,
Owsley, Parks & Lewisville, Parsons, Peoples, PortneufMarsh Valley, Progressive, Rigby, Riverside, Roberts
Bench, Rockford, Rudy, Samaria Lake, Shattuck, Snake
River Valley, Toponce, Trego, Watson Slough (two com-

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND

Wilkins, and Woodvilfe.

Federal Housing Administration
Office of Intergovernmental Administration and Planning

WELFARE
Public Health

panies), Wearyrick, West Labelle, West Side Mutual,
Flood Control Districts

#1Idaho Falls (Bonner, Bingham and Jefferson Coun-

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

ties)

Corps of Engineers
Coast Guard

#7Blackfoot and Bingham County

# 5RigbyJefferson County

STATE AGENCIES
University of idaho Coo peratile Extension Service Offices:
Cassia
lefferson
Power

Lincoln

Blame

Minidoka Bingham
Franklin Oneida

Bonneville
Power

Butte
Bannock

Local Highway Districts
Cassia County
Downey-Swan Lake
Lincoln County
Minidoka County
Power County
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are notable

derived objectives for each agency and with no congressional directive to coordinate either land use

Explicit proposed land use plans, designed in
part to make them available for public scrutiny,
should be supplemented by a requirement for increased use of public meetings or hearings where
land use plans would be explained and public reaction determined. Public notice of such meetings

planning procedures, or operational programs in
furtherance of the objectives. In many instances,

tion and Multiple Use Act of 1964,
exceptions.

and notification by mail to interested groups, includ-

ing local governments in the planning area, should
be made a preliminary condition to public hearings.
The follow-up to public hearings could occur at
several levels. Individuals and interest groups, of
course, could present their views, including alternatives and counter-proposals, directly to the agencies
as well as to Congress. Beyond this, however, state
and local government planning officials would be
available to pursue the interest ot the local and state
individuals and organizations they represent.
We also believe formally constituted advisory
boards, on which we submit recommendations in
Chapter Twenty, can serve a vital role in the planning

process. Since they will be comprised of people in
the region or locality for which the land use plans
are being developed and will represent all of the
principal interests affected by the decisions flowing
from the planning process, we think it particularly
appropriate for Federal land administrators to seek
their advice on planning proposals, and we recommend that consultation with advisory boards be required by statute.

The role of these boards will be to advise the
officials who are engaged in land use planning on the
probable impact of the proposed land use decisions

on the locality, to suggest viable alternatives that
should be considered, and to provide the administra-

tor with opinions, views, and information that

is

relevant to the planning operation. They should func-

tion actively from the inception of the planning
process, starting before any plans have been developed, and should have a continuing role.

there is not only duplication of services and facilities,

but lack of concern for and the impact of one
agency's program on those of other Federal agencies.

Opportunities for using different classes of public
lands for a specific purpose cannot be fully examined
because the agencies plan independently.

Effective coordination requires that the agencies

speak the same language and that there be a free
interchange of proposed plans. When modifications
are suggested by one agency to another, the suggestion should not require translation. Therefore, there
should be common definitions, units of measurement,
systems of classification, sources of information, and
procedures for the collection and dissemination of
information. This would provide a common language
for land use planning among Federal agencies, and
would facilitate external review and understanding
of these plans. Discrepancies in, and inadequacies of,

data would be more easily isolated, and program
planning would be improved accordingly.
While a policy requiring circulation of proposed
land use plans developed by individual agencies to

each other may appear to satisfy the need for coordination, we believe this approach embodies the
major weakness, that the various classes of Federal
land involved have not been considered together from
the inception of the planning process. Generally, the
field administrator for each agency is working with a
different set of program and policy assumptions, and

he views his unit of Federal property largely as an
entity isolated from surrounding private and other
Federal land for policy and program planning
purposes.

Unified planning for all Federal lands in a region
or similar large area would permit coordinated ap-

plication of policies and practices, as well as the
synchronization of program action schedules that
flow from these land use plans. Opportunities for
coordinated development of different forms of recrea-

Federal Interagency Coordination
Recommendation 12: Land use planning
among Federal agencies should be systematically coordinated.

The case for effective interagency coordination
is simple the Federal left hand should know what
the Federal right hand is doing. We have found that
there has been little regional coordination among

Federal agencies. The agencies compete with each
other in managing the Federal lands to meet the needs

of the public in a broad sense, but with no given or
33
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n. 5, supra.

tion opportunity between adjacent or intermingled
national park, national forest, wildlife refuge and
BLM lands could be examined. Habitat management
planning and population level decisions for big game
species that migrate among parks, forests, and grazing land can be synchronized with the other land use
objectives for these different Federal lands. Seasonal
shifting of livestock use between adjacent national
forest and BLM grazing lands could be more effectively scheduled. Routing and construction scheduling o highways, and general access to and through
intermingled Federal lands, could be accomplished
more effectively.

Controversies between land administering agencies

that arise over differences of opinion concerning
desirable land use, such as occurred in the case of
the North Cascades and Mineral King proposals involving national forests and national parks, would
be minimized by more effective cooperation in land
use planning from the outset.

Congress should require and make provision for
the creation of new arrangements and procedures
for unifying planning for different kinds of Federal

lands in a region. While our study shows that a
variety of approaches, such as regional interagency
committees or river basin commissions, may offer
some possibilities for improved coordination, it is

clear that all existing techniques need substantial
refinement and strengthening. Eoth the field committee system used for 20 years by the Department
of the Interior, and the interagency committee systern employed by the Federal Government to coordinate Federal natural resource program activity
on a regional scale have significant weaknesses. They
have no staff capacity for independent planning and,

more importantly, their authority to reconcile the
divergent plans and programs of their member agen-

cies is nonexistent. These organizations engage in
resource use analysis and planning much less than
they do in exchanging and reviewing their program
plans and budgets to carry out resource plans already decided upon.
We think that the Secretary of the new department
we recommend in Chapter Twenty should give consideration to possible organizational unification at the

regional level under the policy direction of a single
administrator, in order to provide the opportunity
to plan effectively for all classes of public land in a
region. It is quite possible that a successful mechanism may only evolve through extensive trial and
error experimentation. Recognition of the need is of
paramount importance, however.

State and Local Roles
Recommendation 13: State and local govern-

ments should be given an effective role in
Federal agency land use planning. Federal
land use plans should be developed in con
sultation with these governments, circulated
to them for comments, and should conform
to state or local zoning to the maximum ex-

tent feasible. As a general rule, no use of

For example, disposal of land to private ownership
may involve substantial service burdens to state and
local government, such as education and highway
costs, which are not matched by a corresponding
increase in taxes.

Secondly, the objectives of land use planning
can be frustrated unless all land within the planning
area is included, regardless of ownership. Land use

decisions often have important economic and environmental impacts at the regional, state, or local
level. A decision by the Forest Service to facilitate
the construction of a pulp and paper plant by making

national forest timber available to a proposed mill
will have a significant economic impact, but it can
also have a serious external effect on the surrounding community in the form of air and water pollution.

The Commission recognizes that there is a wide
variation in the quality of the planning process as
it exists at the level of state and local governments.
In many public land areas, there is neither comprehensive planning nor zoning at the state or local level.

Where either does exist, no attempt has been made

to extend state or local zoning to cover Federal
lands. One of the historical reasons for this disinterest has been that the local authorities had little
reason to believe that they would influence the land
planning of Federal agencies, although in more
recent years some progressive local authorities have
affirmatively zoned Federal lands with the cooperation of Federal agencies.

Involving state and local planning groups in joint

land use planning efforts with Federal agencies
could have a significant effect in promoting a more

active interest in land use planning by state and
local governments. To us, broad gauged land use
planning at all levels is vital if our nation is to meet
the challenge of the next three decades to meet our
increasing resource and environmental needs from a
fixed land base.

Awareness of the necessity for more aggressive

land use planning and zoning in the states has
changed significantly within a very few years. Some
states have enacted statewide zoning and land plan-

ning laws, embracing rural and urban areas alike,
and are committing funds and political action to
undertake the complex task called for by these laws.
We foresee a rapid change in their interest and ca-

public land should be permitted which is prohibited by state or local zoning.

pability to bring all the area within their borders

There are two basic reasons for involving state

posal, and acquisition planning for Federal lands be
an integral part of this effort, and that the institutions

under a comprehensive planning effort.

It is imperative that the use, development, disand local governments in Federal land use planning.

First, these governments represent the people and
institutions that will be most directly affected by
Federal programs growing out of land use planning.

and procedures that control planning for Federal
lands be adapted to facilitate the effort.

Until enactment of the Intergovernmental Co
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The public affected by land-use planning deserves a voice in such procedures. Federal
administrators should hold public hearings
(left), consult state and local government

operation Act of l968,

statutory requirements to
coordinate the planning and design of direct Federal
programs that have a significant state, local, or
regional influence were unevenly developed. Federal
water resources project proposals formulated by the
Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, and the
Soil Conservation Service were sent to the states for

comments and views but, before enactment of the
Water Resources Planning Act in l965, project
coordination was little more than after-the-fact action. The states seldom had an opportunity to participate in project formulation. The 1965 Act provided the legal basis and organizational arrangements

the joint river basin planning commissionfor
states to participate with Federal agencies in water
resources planning each step of the way from assessment of needs to rnultiproject design and analysis.
Statutory requirements for coordinating Federal
public land acfivty with states and local government

have been conned primarily to notification and
soliciting of state views on proposed Federal land
acquisition, with state approval required for some
kinds of purchases. Beyond this, there has been little

exposure of the Federal comprehensive land use
planning process or the plans themselves to state
and local government.

officials

(center), and seek the counsel of

advisory boards (right) as a vital part o the
planning process.

establish rules and regulations governing the
.
formulation, evaluation, and review of Federal programs and projects having a significant impact on
area and community development." The implementing regulations issued by the Bureau of the Budget
call for the establishment of procedures by Federal
agencies administering programs for construction
of Federal buildings and installations or other Federal
public works, or for the acquisition, use, and disposal
of Federal land and real property to assure:
Consultation with Governors, regional and
metropolitan comprehensive planning agencies, and
local elected officials at the earliest practicable stage
in project planning in the relationship of any project
to the development plans and programs of the state,
".

.

region, or locality.

Consistency and compatibility of any such
Federal project with state, regional, and local de-

Title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation
Act of 1968 36 provides, in part, that the President

velopment plans and programs.

40 U.S.C., § 53 1-535; 42 U.S.C. § 4201, 4211-4214,
4221-4225, 423 1-4233, 4241-4244 (Supp. IV, 1969).
42 u.s.c. §1 1962-1962d-3 (Supp. IV, 1969).
42 U.S.C. §14231-33 (Supp. IV, 1969).

planning and development clearinghouses that have
been established as part of the recent efforts to im-
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The Bureau of the Budget regulations also call
state, regional, and metropolitan

for use of the

Bureau of the Budget Circ. No. A-95, July 24, 1969.

prove intergovernmental coordination in planning,
particularly for Federal grant-in-aid programs

Commission's reconimendations are adopted is so
basic and essential to effective public land use plan-

We fully endorse the intent of these efforts as they

nin that it should be mandatory. Procedural require-

apply to intergovernmental coordination in public
land use planning. However, there are several steps
that can be taken to further the 1968 Act with regard to public lands that would assure early fruition
of its intent with regard to bringing state and local
government into the planning process.
To encourage state and local government involvement in the planning process in a meaningful way,
as well as to avoid conflict and assure the cooperation
necessary to effective regional and local planning, the
Commission believes that consideration of state and

local impacts should be mandatory. To accomplish
this, Federal agencies should be required to submit
their plans to state or local government agencies.
State and local zoning usually specifies uses permitted in designated areas. However, such zoning
does not require any land owner to put his land into

one of these uses against his interest or personal

ments which are of sufficient importance to be digni-

fied by statutory enactment should not be a matter
of choice with the administering agency. If the
adoption of such procedures is discretionary, and an
agency chooses to ignore them, even the ability of
the courts to intervene will be severely limited. The
Commission recommends, there lore, that Congress
provide by statute that Federal action programs may
be invalidated by court orders upon adequate proof
that procedural requirements for planning coordination have not been observed.
Financial Assistance to States
Recommendation 14: Congress should provide additional financial assistance to public
land states to facilitate better and more comprehensive land use planning.

desire. Similarly, federal land agencies should not be

required to permit a given use merely because the
area has been so zoned by state or local authority.
On the other hand, federal agencies, as a general
rule, should not allow uses on public land which are
classified as undesirable under state or local zoning.
There may be exceptions, however, and the federal
agency should be authorized to allow such a use, but
only when the agency makes a finding that overriding
national interest requires the use.

The coordination which will be required if the

If the public land states and local governments are

to play a significant role with respect to Federal
land use planning, their planning will have to be far
better than it is today. The Commission study found
an uneven performance by state and local governments in conducting their own planning programs.
The nonexistence or low calibre of some state and
local planning may be attributed among other things
to budgetary problems. While some funds are made
available to encourage planning activities by state
63

arid local government under the Housing Act of
the availability of these funds is limited, and
the Commission believes that, to the extent required,
additional funds should be made available for plan1954,

ning encouragement in areas where Federal lands
constitute a large part of the state and local land
base. Federal funds should be available on a matching basis, with a major part contributed by the Federal Government.
Regional Commissions
Recommendation 15: Comprehensive land
use planning should be encouraged through
regional commissions along the lines of the
river basin commissions created under the
Water Resources Planning Act of 1965. Such
commissions should come into existence only
with the consent of the states involved, with

regional coordination being initiated when
possible within the context of existing state
and local political boundaries.

At present there is little comprehensive regional
or area wide planning. Except for a few county and
regional efforts, no agency or combination of agen-

ciesFederal, state or localhas developed broad
plans integrating regional needs, land and resource
use, public facilities, and development projects for
both public and private lands within logical planning
areas. Without such information and guidelines, there
is no adequate way to determine the extent to which

public lands can be used for the maximum public
benefit. Therefore, regional coordination within the
context of existing state and local political boundaries
must be encouraged.

We believe the information clearinghouses that
have been established in each state are not designed,

staffed, or otherwise equipped to participate with
Federal agencies in land use planning on the scale
necessary to give adequate representation to state
and local impacts and needs as they may be afected
by public land use. While they could well provide
the nucleus of a statewide land use planning effort
that could speak with certainty for the state on the
proposed plans for public land use, we believe a
legally sanctioned institutional arrangement is neces-

sary where the Federal-state-local interface can be
brought into phase in public land use planning. Regional commissions created to facilitate continuous
joint participation in land use planning would bring
state and local planning and zoning for private and

non-Federal public lands into a continuum with
Federal land use planning, on a regional scale.
Although such an arrangement would not assure
38 68 Stat. 590, codified in scattered sections in Titles 12,
18, 20, 31, 38, 40, and 42 U.s.c. (1964).
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genuine integration of planning for different classes
of Federal lands in the region as long as their regional
administration remains organizationally separated,
the regional commission arrangement would at least
provide a single point of contact for states with the
different Federal agencies engaged in planning. As

long as the agencies remain separated at the field
level, involvement of the state may, in fact, provide
a point for bringing their diverse objectives in focus
in public land use decisionmaking.
The river basin commissions created pursuant

to the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 as
serve as the principal agencies for the coordination
of Federal, state, interstate, local and nongovernmental plans for the development of water and related land resources in an area. Water resource development has predominated in the deliberations of
the commissions established to date, and responsibility for related land resources has been narrowly interpreted.

Recognition of the regional nature of resources
problems is of major importance in the land use
planning process. The Commission recommends that

regional commissions along the lines of the river
basin commissions established under the 1965 Act be
created, with the consent of the affected states, to en-

courage comprehensive land use planning on a regional basis.

The key element in the transition from an intrastate to an interstate regional planning organization will be provided by the recognized interdepen-

dence among state planning organizations. Thus,
creation oI interstate regional planning commissions
must be timed to the needs of the various geographi-

cal regions as the states of the regions become
aware of the need for multistate organizations. There-

fore, such regional commissions should come into

existence only as the states find a need for such
organizations.

We also note favorably the use of the interstate
compact as a device to permit planning and action on

an integrated basis as in the case of the Regional
Planning Agency established by California and
Nevada to protect the rare beauty and environment
at Lake Tahoe. Such compacts will be strengthened
if formal coordination also takes place with Federal
land management agencies, although we are pleased
that information developed as part of the staff research program demonstrates a high degree of such
voluntary coordination at the present time at Lake
Tahoe.
Alaska
A joint Federal-state natural resources and regional planning commission should in any event be
n. 35, supra.

established for Alaska. We have concluded that
generally the public land laws dealing with the

roads, port developments, and, ultimately, schools,

retention and management or disposition of public
lands and their resources should apply equally in all
states where the public lands are located, including
Alaska. In that state, however, the situation is en-

people. It is essential, in furtherance of the objectives
of the Statehood Act, to allow the Alaskan people to
determine the patterns of geographic growth and development within the state through the process of the

tirely different with regard to planning for the future.4°
In Chapter Fifteen, we discuss the land grants made

state selection program. Approximately 98 percent
of the state is now federally owned; but, we must
never lose sight of the fact that even after the selection process has been completed, the Federal Government will still own approximately two-thirds of

by the Alaska Statehood Act 41 to that state. There

is a program for the state to select certain public
lands until 1984. It is essential that, during the period

the selection process continues, there be carefully
coordinated planning between the Federal Government and the state, a fact to which we also give
recognition in Chapter Twenty dealing with organization, administration, and budgeting.

We note these facts here in order to indicate that

the general recommendation for coordination by
Federal land management agencies with local and
state governments must be strengthened and the
State of Alaska given a greater role in planning the
future uses of the public land base, since a significant
part of that land base will belong to the state in the
future.
The State of Alaska needs many facilities, such as
40 University

of Wisconsin, Federal Land Laws and

Policies in Alaska, Ch. VII. PLLRC Study Report, 1970.
72 Stat. 339, as amended by 74 Stat 1024, 78 Stat. 168.

hospitals, and all the other facilities that service

the state.
The emphasis given to the state's desires and needs
underscores the Federal responsibility to plan for the
retention and management or disposition of the lands

that it will have after the selection process is completed, in a manner not to thwart the state's effort to
chart its own destiny. Planning of this type requires
close coordination with the state in order to assure
that no undue burdens are placed on the state for the
construction of facilities in areas where the state is
not ready to proceed with development. We have a
unique opportunity, while state selections are being

made, to make joint plans with the state for the
proper development of the state consistent with the
maximum safeguards for the environment that exists
there.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Public Land
Policy and the
Environ ment
THE START of our review, we have
examined, in connection with each topic or subFROM
ject, the impact of particular public land uses on

the environment. This Commission shares today's
increasing national concern for the quality of our
environment. The survival of human civilization, if
not of man himself, may well depend on the measures

the nations of the world are willing to take in order
to preserve and enhance the quality of the environment.

These problems, which are related to the public
lands in varying degrees, stem from many causes,
most of them resulting from the growing population
and the rapid rate of technological progress. As our
national living standards improve and our numbers
increase, we have come to demand, among other
things, more food, more fiber, more minerals, more

energy, more wood products, and more outdoor
recreation. The painful experience of crowding, so

common now, comes not alone from population
density, but from the greater impact on the environ-

The environmental hazards have had impacts in
many ways on our public lands. The vast extent of
those lands establishes that they are at the heart of
maintaining environmental quality in large areas of
the United States.

The variety of characteristics of our public lands
requires flexibility in the methods used to achieve
quality objectives. Environmental conditions differ
greatly among regions, areas, and localities. The
problems of environmental management are as complex as the differences in the factors of topography,
geology, soil, hydrology, vegetation, wildiife, climate,
and visual-spatial form.

As the owner of the public lands, the Federal
Government has many Jaws on the books indicating
an interest in the environmental impacts of the use of
those lands. Most of these laws provide little statutory guidance and leave the development of standards
and procedures to the individual Federal land management agencies. The obvious exceptions are the
preservation-oriented statutes relating to such areas

ment by modern man with his automobiles, his

as national parks, wilderness areas, and wild and

gadgets of all descriptions, and his insatiable demand
for more and more of everything. At the same time,
our technology has developed artificial products of

sccniC rivers.

all kinds which do not disintegrate through natural
processes. These solid wastes, the junk of modern
life, may bury us if the technology that created them
does not find a suitable way to reuse or dispose of
them. Persistent insecticides, herbicides, and detergents also constitute threats derived from our rapid
industrial development.
We, however, express a cautious optimism, arising
from our confidence that America's growing aware-

ness of the danger, and the taking of appropriate
steps to protect and enhance our environment, will
combine to bring about the necessary corrective
processes.

Under general constitutional authority there are
Federal laws concerning air and water pollution,2
as well as environmental impacts of highways constructed with Federal financial assistance.2 These are

across-the-board laws, i.e., not limited to Federal
lands.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
and the Water Quality Improvement Act of 1970
apply to all Federal agencies in the performance of
any of their responsibilities which may have an impact
1

42 U.S.C. 11857 et. seq. and 33 U.S.C. §1 466 et. seq.

(Supp. IV, 1969).
223 U.S.C. § 131 (Supp. IV, 1969).
P.L. 91-190,42 U.S.C.A. § 4331 (1970 supp.)
4 Act of April 3, 1970, 84 stat. 91.
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"on man's environment." Thus, they provide

a

statutory basis to bring environmental quality into
planning and decisionmaking wherever gaps exist
in previous laws, even though an agency may have

ditions, the variation in regional desires concerning
environmental quality, and the realities of management programs. Many of the effects of good, or bad,
public land management are quite localized, although

to obtain additional legislative authority before taking
final action.
As studies prepared for the Commission have re-

some environmental effects occur far from their
origin. In another sense, however, the public lands

vealed, land management agencies have little, if

degradation, regardless of the specific local conditions. It is in this latter sense that the need for

any, statutory guidance, but have developed administratively a plethora of objectives and directives to
promote consideration of esthetics, wildlife, and
related values. Even so, definitions, criteria, and
standards for environmental quality lack operational

meaning. Air and water quality standards, where
applicable, appear to be the only standards that have
been defined specifically enough to be reviewed and
monitored. Others often must be identified and defined at the lowest level of management and applied
on an ad hoc basis.

Our recommendations are based on a comprehensive review of existing Federal laws and administrative practices affecting environmental quality in
the management of public lands. The President has
required that a review and report from public land
agencies on the environmental aspects of their programs be completed and submitted to the Council of
Environmental Quality by September 1, 1970. To-

are great national assets that deserve protection from

national goals and standards becomes apparent. We
believe that the existing uncertainty as to the long
term effects of land use on the ability of the ecosystem

to meet future demands is of national importance.
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
cited above, establishes highly desirable national goals

for environmental quality. It establishes a national
policy to "encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote
efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment and biosphere and stimulate the health
and welfare of man to enrich the understanding of the
ecological systems and natural resources important to
the Nation . ." In addition, it makes it the responsibility of the Federal Government to take certain actions so as to meet a set of six general goals.e
.

But this Act does not provide goals that are

goals and guidelines of the recent environmental

sufficiently specific as guides for action on public
lands. The Federal Government, after all, does have
direct control over the public lands and their use.
The people of the country should be given a clear
idea of the kind of environment to be maintained or'
these lands, and the Federal actions proposed to

policy acts, we recommend specific environmental

assure that environment.

goals for the public lands and, in addition to authority necessary to implement them, improved

The Federal policy structure for maintaining and
enhancing environmental quality on the public lands
is uneven and contains broad gaps. We have found

gether with our report, this action should provide
a fully adequate basis for early implementation of
needed changes.
Within the general framework of the broad policy

planning directives and mechanisms and stricter control techniques over various land uses.
In this chapter we treat generally with the broader
principles underlying our recommendations on environmental matters. More specific implementing recommendations are contained in subsequent chapters
that deal with individual subjects and commodities,
and that provide a more meaningful context for their
understanding.
Environmental Goals

Recommendation 16: Environmental quality
should be recognized by law as an important

objective of public land management, and
public land policy should be designed to
enhance and maintain a high quality environment both on and off the public lands.

In one sense, broad administrative discretion for
environ mental management recognizes the great
variation from place to place in environmental con68

that the clearest expressions of policy concern the
national parks and wilderness areas, which are set
aside to protect an existing environment. For other
kinds of lands, where various uses of the land and its
resources are permitted, we have generally found a
lack of clear policy direction.5

We have also noted that much of the concern
expressed in the existing environmental policies for
public lands deals with scenery and the protection of
certain kinds of ecosystems. The recent laws providIn addition we note that the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act declares its purpose to be "to enhance the
quality and value of our water resources and to establish a
national policy for the prevention, control, and abatement
of water pollution." 33 U.S.C. § 466 (a) (Supp. IV, 1969).
The Air Quality Act of 1967 states as its objectives, among
others, "to protect and enhance the quality of the Nation's
air resources so as to promote the public health and welfare
and the productive capacity of its population." 42 U.S.C.
§ 1857(b(1)) (Supp. IV, 1969).
6 Ira M. Heyman and Robert H. Twiss, Legal and Administralive Framework for Environmental Management of the
Public Lands, chs. 111 and IV. PLLRC Study Report, 1970.

Improper Fogging practices destroy stream values and spoil the esthetic environment o a sorest. Slash burning
is a contributor to air pollution.

ing for water and air quality programs, and the concern over the use of pesticides and herbicides, have
not been expressed in statutory public land policy
and generally have not been translated into specific
administrative guides.
The multiple use acts, which provide the broadest
expressions of policy for the lands managed by both
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management require that these lands be managed and uses
be permitted "without impairment of the productivity

of the land." The act applying to BLM also requires
that "consideration be given to all pertinent factors,
including, but not limited to, ecology, . ." We
believe these are necessary and important expressions
of concern for some aspects of environmental quality.

But we also believe that public land laws should
require the consideration of all such aspects and that
environmental quality on public lands be enhanced
or maintained to the maximum feasible extent.
We believe that such physical and biological effects
as air and water pollution, esthetic and scenic effects,
and all impacts on the ecosystem, whether immediate

or secondary, short-term or long-term, including
those resulting from the use of pesticides, herbicides,

dispersants, and other chemicals, must all be considered as significant environmental effects. We are
concerned that the current aroused interest in environmental matters not be dissipated by "fads" for
one or another aspect of the environment. All of them
are important, and all should be considered in public

land decisions. Nor should any lessening of public
popularity for the issue be permitted to relegate such
consideration to minor significance.

To assure that environmental quality be given the
attention it deserves on the public lands, we propose
that the enhancement and maintenance of the environment, with rehabilitation where necessary, be defined

as objectives for all classes of public lands. This
proposal goes beyond the existing statutes by giving

environmental quality a status equivalent to those
uses of the public lands which now have exp]icit
recognition, and by indicating that through design
and management, environmental quality can be improved as well as preserved.

Environmental Standards

Recommendation 17: Federal standards for
environmental quality should be established
for public lands to the extent possible, except
that, where state standards have been
adopted under Federal law, state standards
should be utilized.
16 U.S.C. § 528-531 (1964).
843 U.S.C. § 1411-1418 (1964).
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A pattern of Federal-state cooperation has emerged
in some of the recent legislation dealing with environmental quality. Under the air and water pollution control laws, matching funds are provided for programs
that can be initiated once a state plan is approved by

the Federal Government. Tn this way, the local interest in air and water pollution effects is recognized,

while the Federal interest in these programs is also
recognized by requiring that standards suggested
by the states be subject to Federal approval. With
respect to other environmental quality standards, we
believe the states should have a reasonable time in
which to develop statewide measures.

We also believe that programs on public lands
should be subject to federally approved state stand-

ards as long as these standards reflect reasonable
objectives for regional and local areas. It would be
highly inappropriate for the Federal Government to
adopt, for example, standards not consistent with
state standards approved by the Federal Government
for waters flowing across public lands. The lack of
Federal programs encouraging the establishment of
state standards for environmental quality, and the

failure of the state to act on its own, should not
stand in the way of the establishment of Federal
standards for the public lands wherever possible.
We recommend the enactment of Federal legislation

for that purpose. In the interim, where states have

adopted standards, we recommend that Federal
administrators require adherence to those standards.9
It wilt be quite difficult to establish standards for
some aspects of environmental quality, such as scenic

beauty, which is valued in subjective terms and is
not susceptible to measurement. But it is important to
make an effort to establish at least relative goals and

standards, to the extent possible, for all aspects of
environmental quality on public lands. The Federal
Government should not allow itself to be placed
in a position where it can be said that it is asking
others to do what it is not willing to do itself.

Federal land and resources should be retained
and managed or disposed of so as to support Federal,

state, and local programs for the maintenance and
enhancement of environmental quality. Actions on
retained lands should generally be coordinated with
other levels of government so that public land programs do not conflict with those of other governmental levels. Similarly, when public lands and
resources are sold or otherwise transferred into nonFederal ownership, the Federal Government has an
Opportunity to aid its efforts and those of state and
local governments to improve environmental quality.

Such transfer can be conditioned on the recipient
complying with established standards for pollution
° An example is the enactment of state laws governing
strip mine reclamation.

Mining operations on the public lands, as all
other activities, should cause the minimum
disruption possible to environmental values.
Statutes should provide for reclamation provisions,

Though an accepted forestry practice for the
regeneration of forests, patch cutting presents
an eyesore to the passing motorist.
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control or other Uspecs of environmental quality,
both on and ofi the public lands.
Planning Guidelines and Mechanisms

The recommendations we make in the preceding
chapter concerning land use planning by the public
land management agencies are broadly applicable to
the environmental considerations which must be incorporated as an important aspect of the planning
process. Thus, implementation of our proposals requiring: (1) The development of meaningful land
use plans; (2) specification of the factors to be
considered in developing such plans and how they are

taken into account; (3) better coordination among
the Federal agencies and broader intergovernmental
coordination; (4) the development of regional plan-

ning mechanisms; and (5) greater public participation, will promote better consideration of environmental factors in public land use planning.
Several points require particular emphasis, however, since it is evident that the public land agencies

have not responded in all cases to the needs of

w

Litter and vandalism on the pub'ic lands cause expensive maintenance problems and call for more
progressive management and enforcement efforts (top and above). The entrance to a small.tract
development, carved from the public lands, warns the visitor of worse things to come (right).
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environmental quality in their planning procedures.
We believe this is due in part to a lack of statutory

guidance, and in part to a failure by the agencies
to classify their lands in advance for environmental
quality management.

Classification for Environmental Quality

Recommendation 18: Congress should require classification of the public lands for
environmental quality enhancement and
maintenance.

In our recommendations on land use planning,
we would require environmental factors as an element

to be fully considered in land use plans. In this
portion of the report, we detail the manner in which
attention should be given to these factors.

Environmental conditions differ greatly, not only
between regions, but often because of minor differences in elevation or location. Each environmental
factortopogtaphy, geology, soil, hydrology, vegeta-

II

tion, wildlife, climate, and visual and spatial form
has various responses to, or capacity for, a particular
use or development. Thus, the ability to predict or
control the impact of a particular use on the environment will require detailed information on the com-

position of the environment with respect to those
factors. The development of knowledge about the
tolerance of particular environments to various uses
at an early stage is essential, both to meaningful plan-

different degrees of environmental quality would
provide guidance for controlling the location of
activities, so as to minimize their impacts. This
approacha systematic classification and inventory
of important environmental considerations on each
area of public lands as part of the agencies' land
use decisionmakingwill give assurance that environmental effects will be taken into account in public
land decisions.

fling for land uses in a particular area and to the

We propose that the system of environmental

development of appropriate operating rules and controls for permitted uses. Although such an approach

quality classification be based on desirable levels of
quality to be maintained in each area for the major
components of the environment, such as water, air,

is being followed by some of the agencies in a
rudimentary fashion, studies prepared for us show
that much useful knowledge about the basic environment and the effects of various uses is lacking.

Classification of the public lands to provide for
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esthetics or scenery, and composition of the ecosystem. This should be done in close cooperation with
the states, and where the states or local governments
have developed satisfactory classifications, as, for

TIlJlIljii

Disruption of the permafrost in Alaska causes serious erosion problems. This is a tractor
trail near Canning River, Alaska (left). Above is a view of the Santa Barbara oil spill.

example, in connection with water quality standards,
these would be incorporated in the public land classifications.

The management zones identified in multiple-use
planning by the Forest Service evidence a sensitivity
to environmental factors, particularly those related to
scenery and vegetative cover.'0 However, this does
not go far enough.
We recommend that a standard system of environmental quality classification should be developed and,
alter congressional approval, employed by the Federal
land administering agencies in classifying the public
lands for environmental management. As indicated
above, there is an urgent need for workable guidelines
for administering the public lands for environmental
10 n. 6, supra.

quality control. We recognize that no single standard
can be promulgated and applied to the diverse conditions found throughout the public land regions. Yet,
we believe the many unclear standards and guides to
environmental management in the various manuals

and regulations of the administering agencies are
incomplete as to their coverage of major components
of the environment and so general and vague as to be
of little value in program operations.

We believe it is possible to devise and apply a
framework of standards for use in environmental
management of public lands that is clear and practical, and also flexible enough to be applied in
diverse circumstances arid localities. A possible

approach is to establish a hierarchy of classes for
categorizing each major component of the environment.
75

Land and water quality control
-

I

should be among the primary
goals of public land management.

In this approach the entire environment can be

advocated, or what constraints must be placed on

viewed as having four major components or elements:
water, air, quality experience and the biosystem.
Water and air, as fundamental elements of the
natural environment need no definition. We suggest a

uses, in order to achieve a desired level of environmental quality. The desired level of environmental
quality and the specific use constraints that are
necessary for each area of public lands will be determined by topography, soils) vegetative cover, climate,
and the whole calculus of variables peculiar to different public land locations. The area managed need not

separate category of "quality of experience" that
embraces all those intangible visual and aural attributes of our surroundings. This category includes the
often overlooked need to reduce noise pollution
Included also is the qualitative effect on the psyche

of litter, refuse, overcrowding, and the form and

be designated by size but may be zoned to assure
a given level of quality maintenance within each
major component of the environment.'2

location of constructed works, such as roads, dams,
buildings, and powerlines.
The fourth category of biosysteni is concerned pri-

manly with the living elements of the environment,
the vegetation and animal life including their different
associations and interrelationships in various locales

Land Use Planning Includes Environmental Factors
Recommendation 19: Congress should spec-

ify the kinds of environmental factors to be
considered in land use planning and decisionmaking, and require the agencies to indicate

It is possible to specify two or more levels of
quality for which each of these major components of

the environment can and should be maintained or
managed. Each quality level could be defined in
terms of a purpose or an end to be served by maintaining the particular quality level.
To insure continuing quality levels so defined, the

desired condition for the four basic categories, i.e.,
water, biosystem, quality of experience and air must
be specified and maintained. The technical conditions

suggested as possible guidelines to maintain each
quality level might provide the basis for completing
the description of each zoning or subcategory. The
constraints to be imposed on each type of land use
that occurs or is contemplated in each zone would
be specified.

In sum, the zoning analogy is to be applied. Each
major component of the environment would offer
variable levels of quality to be maintained for each
important environmental element. This in turn would
lead to the specification of a set of different degrees

clearly how they were taken into account.
The National Environmental Policy Act ia does
not define the term "environment," nor is it defined
in any other Federal statute, although there are many
of them that are addressed to environmental matters.

We think that clarification of the term would be
desirable as a general principle, and would be particu-

larly appropriate in setting forth the environmental
factors to be considered in Federal land use planning.

Thus, in such planning, the public land agencies
should consider the impact of possible uses of land
on the land itself, as well as on air, water, climate,

vegetation, wildlife, and man, the latter from the
viewpoint of his health and safety, his economic wellbeing, and his esthetic sense.

The National Environmental Policy Act requires

a "detailed staten nt" on the
''I,

of land use constraint for all types of land and

m

resource use for each category.
An example of how environmental quality zoning
classes could be used in public land administration is
set forth in the accompanying table and illustration."

qu

Any viable system must remain flexible and subject
to change and refinement lest it become, like some
city zoning measures, a procrustean bed.
The utility of this appmach lies in the classification
of public lands for environmental management using
a verifiable method for determining what uses can be

in:
::iani

1

j

Dr.:se

ild

I

'i

I

oni

fl
O

U

I

Wi

av1i

(I
w
nvirflnincnt."
lo ev;. wL
:Iiat pr.nciplc;. Jd:wi

t

o all public tand use p
to
:: those deemed 1y the
"flaj(r."
ccr There should be a
it

SC)
-

lull

impact
-s ''in

ionvS significantly affeci

I-

-y

nc and dC;-,
nT i;oluI
:'rk plai.

S(JLh

I

determined the extent to which environ-

which ca

mental factors were considered. This should be accepted as a normal process in Jand management(Text continued on poge 80.)
f

"The table thows an example of one possib[e approach
to a classi.flcation system far environmental management of
public lands. The illustration portrays graphically how the
classification 1stemn might appear if applied to an area of
public lands. The Commission is not recommending that this
table be adopted without consideration being given to possible alternative approaches.

r"
.1

environmental

ICI
Li-L:stc-. ,proposed a.:;
rnavt' legislatior: at
r Dp;s91s for

-

- l-I

Fl

ic

'

'

Li

:

TIC

-

.1'
C.,
['LtR' SLICIv R rI. 107
A (j,.iical ' SLi.LLL ft E
I

I

I.

L1.

IL'.

jv

/ifli

FlI

I

IC L

dC

I-,

PLLRC Study Report, .)7.
12 n. 3, supra.

77

-4

00

nSThIfcSMponeñs

cool______

I

Major modification to maximize out-

B-S

(single specieS management-;
mercial timber productio'
management for elk).

"ary

com-

put of a particular product or use

Limited modification of biosystern to
produce specific goods or services
(native range management. selective
cutting in mixed hardwoods).

entific study.

Perpetuation of full natural biosystcmfor recreation, education, sd-

lag waiec.

Irrigated agriculture, indust

Water.

Domestic water supply, swimming, industrial uses requiring high quality

biotic system.

Cb,

Quality Related to Purpose

8-2

B-i

W-3

W-2

Environmental
Category

EXAMPLE

level of dissolved oxygen.

Permit moderate disturbances (prohibited above),

view and impact studies prove that stringent measures can keep changes to environmental attributes
within tolerances.

burning, mining, exccpt where environmental re-

salts and toxic
-

-

I

.

Large scale vegetative type
change of habitat for prefer

rsions. Major

species. Some alteration of wildlife populations.

Minor changes in plant and animal species coatposition. Minor changes in habitat for preferred

rtaxnics.

to leaching of:

-sriet controls on

s that disturb soils and
r ticw of acidic or other-

and services.

cate biosystern los

-

.-' --. by value of g;

if environm4ntal review and impact studies indi-

Intensive uses or developments normally permitted

agement plans for timber, recreation. etc.

Alter natural system only when environmental review and impact studies allow full prediction and
control over specific changes. Mitigative and corrective measures to be specilicd in resource man-

tern processes or manage
Perpetuate natural
to compensate. Lo
thining, and construction,
etc. normally excluded.

-_'I_knmtcrials

Is,

Minimum of man-induced changes in species composition, biomass, food chains, habitat conditions,
predator-prey relationships, and population dy-

SIOSYSTEM MAINTENAICE

Control ofW

hut only upon determination of each developstream or lake's budget for sediment, etc.

Low silt md organic

ments' disturbance factors and contribution to the

.

a run$e of tolerances related to resource uses.

.

PrOh Wit land grading, landlillic, vegetative clearing.

Management Actions

High to moderate levels of dissolved otygcn. Modcrate temperature fluctuation. Limits on trace
minerals, pH. toxic chemicals and nutrients over

chemicals, nutrients,
matter.

toxic

,g toter-

anccs (or temperature, trace miri-.':.-.

ij'

Environmental Attributec to be Monitored and Managed

POSSIBLE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM FOR ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Lti,tcjC

spii
'esr?a.

A-4
A-4

iti tlOfl(haze; odors).
Esthetics pro1clC

ing; stain)

.LLLL'-ALE (r.orrosion, etchaterials protectbr

(

[enica-

A-3

1oliag hur).

pi(i:..
rcwvton

nd ph55ic1tI
ztrd

Natural biosy.stem pf)rotecuon (carboni-I
dioxde-oxygen exchange balance.

ILJIt. skin).
Il(
skin j
tion; sight:

Human he.:t['h
7th

(LI

Natiiiai
i"lo[ogiLI
'ifli,tI b.ib8icJ

noiSe

from

cc fr
Person
tc
PnnzaI andsocial
;a1 cxicerieI1o?$
ati.
&;lopment, and
crowding. devl

tional purpo5es.

tia.. informational
Cultural, historical , and
tional and
values for rccrea1ct
tW. educadJ;.r

ad travel rposei
pr:z.

-. eal ii
residentiaL
rncrwinaI,
rC1.t.

ironments is
ual and
Viar:'
anj es thetkc eflVkW.Cit'3t

relatec i

1

A-2

A-i

F-4
3..4

E-2
$4

E-1

--

I[V

ude.

1fl I45
mautennce
on both ta24 hour Iand annuat basis.
51;Mainaain natural background levels of particle
..Iy. i.0 the extcnt
matter IIn ambient air in rura..iareas
I: maintained
il
po&b!e. °.pecitic conditiots to be
depend on different meteorological conditions, climate (wet. dry) topography, and latitude-longi-

1'

c-c of
quired to supportc:ih
ea! purpn.
ef at'

4

'''I'ir
It sj,Jf'.r
,L1itLlr
oxkics
3r1c cc.4nbaations
of
:u½t of
ci .iild
HiLi ' eve
phIQl4IChCfl1LLI
and ;arbon, VdIIIIL.
nyrcrarp:,
pacLoh!rica) 4\
oiIL)ojoicrances
id
dc (soAk!)
dents, air1
partik
matt'r
WI *nrr FeU

AIR QUALITY
A1
)U t:

ity for oflentaLion as with Landmarks). Rare or
especially archetypal geologic formations.

necessarily of biological importance). High capac-

Unique or dramatic landfornts or features (not

national environment. Minimum intrusion of man.
made structures and facilities and man-induced
changes. Low artificial noise levels (vehicles, aircraft, radios),

High capacity for isolation and interaclion with

Unique. archetypal. rare, or transitory artifacts or
locations relative to the environmental context.

mental design studies indicate that intentionaL dis-

Lion, and unity.

-

I

-:

I

and off.site pulp and paper mills, concentrate mills,
crgan!c
i. ftielea power geritrating plants, and other
ndustria plart iLl hc!1
particle matter and
lU
gaseous pollutants to necessary levels. Btrnng cf
logging waste and contro]led burning of forest anu
rangelands for management purposes to be reguasonally ; meet necessary air
ated daily a
uaIity requirements.

S

11c
t'ehicles and togging and
ore trucks traveling on
unpaved land. Control stack emissions from on

tE

15
LL1CtItU1Iti
loRgir
j by
ated by mining danti
lcig, and
rc'etk'tzd

rI;(,1 use
I:, of irwrnal
flt
!c..Oi1SiiDO
cnmbwW': engineas On
(Cnncroi
:.rb:::: :td
.riie
old bydrocacbon
ptthlk
'ear to tiuld
aci pactidt
iII.: !end :4L
gergrLciI V tevels. Ccnrnl du
maur he!
-itece;rr;
-

Modify resource management practices to enhance
such features. Prohibit or restrict extractive or
product-oriented uses except as they may be shown
to complement feature-oriented uses.

mum disturbance.

Limit number of recreation visitors through rationing of physical design. Prohibit or minimize noise
producing intnisions. Prohibit development of
structures except where design studies show mini-

and collectors.

Preservation or restoration. Prohibit competing
land uses. Protect from overuse by recreationists

scenic management objectives.

play of resource management is consistent with

trusions of logging, mining, intensive recreation,
roads, power lines, etc., except insofar as environ-

Avoid disturbance of natural pattern. Prohibit in-

I

enory inHigh capacity for direct and dai1ed ircnn':
volvement. Natural dominance of form, le, and
id
image erea
proportion. Hig.Ii constraint, viv:Jness.

RIENCE
QUALiTY OF EXPEJtW

HOW PUBLIC LANDS MIGHT BE CLASSIFIED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
MANAGEMENT

'd

Quality of Exporience
..,iosystem Maintenance

.1j '
:-.lt OuaIity
Air

Studies of Environmental Impacts

Recommendation 20: Congress should provide for greater use o studies of environmental impacts as a precondition to certain
kinds of uses.
Beyond the consideration given to the environment
in general land use planning, as well as the likely
effect of certain kinds of uses, some uses, entailing
severe, often irreversible, impacts, should be permitted only if a decision is based on a detaiJed study
of their potential impact on the environment. The

currently with the implementation of the project.'4
Unless the agencies are brought in at an early stage,
these studies can at best serve a limited function, i.e..
mitigation of adverse impacts. They cannot be used,
as may be appropriate in some cases, to provide the
basis for a decision to select alternative sites, routes,

etc.: or even not to proceed with the project at all.
Expanded Research

Recommendation 21: Existing research programs related to the public lands should be
expanded for greater emphasis on environ
mental quality.

kinds of uses that should require impact studies
because of the severity of their effect, include transmission lines: roads, dams, open-pit mining operations, timber harvesting, extensive chemical control

programs, mineral operations on the Outer Continental Shelf, and high density recreational developments. The need for and depth of such studies would

vary directly with the nature of the proposed use
and the sensitivity of the environment upon which it
would operate.
The agencies are now doing this administratively,

particularly with respect to use of national forest
lands for transmission lines, dams, and roads. However, the principal problem in many cases appears to
be one of timing, in that the public land agencies are
brought into the picture at so late a date that when
impact studies are made: they are often done con80

Such an expanded research effort is required in
order to provide the information and expertise

necessary to give proper attention to the environmental aspects of public land management.

This would not necessitate a new program, but
simply an extension of existing programs under
several statutes,' which form the basis of Forest Serv-

ice and independent grant research programs, The
Commission's recommendation to merge the Forest

Service with the Department of the Interior, made
elsewhere in this report, would make the Forest
" n. 6, supra.
See 16 U.S.0 § 581-5811 and 16 U.S.C. §* 582a582a-7 (1964) as to the Forest Service and 42 U.S.C.
§

196 lb (Supp. 1V, 1969) as to water resources.

Service research program more responsive to re-

employ a wide range of control techniques to prevent

search needs on national parks, refuges, and Bureau

or minimize the adverse environmental impacts of

of Land Management lands. Greater emphasis on

various lands.

environmental quality research should include efforts
to provide better measurements, to the extent possi-

ble, of esthetic factors and other nonquantiflable
amenities.

Mandatory Public Hearings
Recommendation 22: Public hearings with
respect to environmental considerations
should be mandatory on proposed public land

projcts or decisions when requested by the
states or by the Council on Environmental
Quality.

Under the contractual and licensing authority
which governs most uses of the public lands, there is
ample authority to include protective provisions in
such control instruments as timber sale contracts,
mineral leases, grazing permits, and recreational and
other special use permits. The major exceptions to
this general situation under the existing system, which
would be rectified under recommendations we make

in this report, concern recreation activities by the
general public on multiple use areas, mining activity

under the Mining Law of l872,' and certain

occupancy uses, particularly road construction and
utilization. The failure of the agencies, particularly

the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest
An Executive order 16 implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act directs all Federal agencies
to "develop procedures to ensure the fullest practicable provision of timely public information and
understanding of Federal plans and programs with
environmental impact in order to obtain the views of
interested parties," including "whenever appropriate,

provision for public hearings" (emphasis added).

Service, to make greater use of such authority as they
have, emphasizes the need for explicit statutory guidelines. Such guidelines for protection of the public
lands are recommended elsewhere in this report.
Control of Offsite Impacts
Recommendation 23: Congress should au-

We believe that this does not go far enough.
In our general land use planning recommendations,
we suggest, among other things, mandatory public
hearings at an appropriate stage in the planning process. This will permit public participation in developing information on all relevant subjects, including

thorize and require the public land agencies
to condition the granting of rights or privileges to the public lands or their resources

environmental factors.
While we have generally favored leaving the use of
public hearings to agency discretion in specific land
actions, in situations where significant environmental
considerations are involved, we recommend manda-

right or privilege granted.

tory public hearings. As the best indication of the
"significance" of particular environmental situations,

we think a request by either a state or the Council
on Environmental Quality I? is of appropriate dignity
to require a hearing. Individuals or groups that may

have particular concerns would not be precluded
from urging the agencies to hold a discretionary hear-

ing, but when a state or the Council on Environmental Quality are convinced of the importance of
their cause, a hearing would then become mandatory.

on compliance with applicable environmental

control measures governing operations off
public lands which are closely related to the

Because there is often a direct connection between
public land resource rights and privileges granted to
various industrial users and later environmental
impacts caused by the utilization of the resource off
the public lands,'9 the agencies should be authorized
and directed to control the adverse environmental
impacts of activities off the public lands as well as on
them caused by those using public land resources.

For example, public land timber may supply a
woodpuJp mill causing air and water pollution and
the degradation of landscape esthetics. Smelters proc-

essing public land minerals may cause similar adverse environmental impacts.

Adequacy of Existing Control Authority

With certain exceptions, our review of the statutory authority of the land administering agencies
shows that it is satisfactoryeven though no ade-

quate guidelines existto permit the agencies to
16 Executive Order No. 11514, March 7, 1970, 35 Fed.

This recommendation is premised on the conviction that the granting of public land rights and
privileges can and should be used, under clear congressional guidelines, as leverage to accomplish
broader enviromnental goals off the public lands.

However, we recognize that considerable restraint

Reg. 4247.

"See, for example, case study 5, Rocky Mountain Center
on Environment, Environmental Problems on the Public

1969, n. 3, supra.

Land. PLLRC Study Report, 1970.

' Created by National Environmental Quality Act of
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violation, in addition to other applicable penalties
under Federal, state, or local law.

We believe that this policy would not be unduly
intrusive as long as it is restricted to the stages of
processing that involve the use of resources in
essentially the same form as they leave the public
lands, and to violations of clearly established environ-

mental standards by the particular plant processing
the resources. In other words, we do not propose that
a Federal public land lease be denied a company in
Utah or Alaska because that company's unrelated
activity in a manufacturing plant is accused of polluting the Hudson River in New York.
In the preceding discussion, it is demonstrated
how the recommendation we make permits the United

States to use its licensing power to protect adverse
environmental impacts off the public lands. Similarly,
the Federal Government should at all times manage

its public lands so that its own actions will not
degrade the surrounding environment. To sup port
this conclusion, we recommend that the land manage-

ment agencies should be required by statute to
control fire, insect, and disease outbreaks on public
lands, including wilderness areas, to assure that

there is no adverse impact on any adjacent area.
Covenants and Easements
Recommendation 24: Federal land admin-

istering agencies should be authorized to
protect the public land environment by (1)
Fires in the lorest, whether wild or employed
as a silvicultural tool, are another source of air
pollution.

must be used in implementing this recommendation.
We recommend that the activities against which such
indirect leverages should be employed ought generally
to be limited to those that bear a close relationship

to the use of the public lands and that would have
an adverse effect on the environment off the public
lands.

Where Federal, state, or local environmental
quality standards have been established, firms that are
violating these standards would be identified by the
applicable level of government. Such firms should not
be eligible for obtaining public land resources for use
in the plant where violations occur. Federal privileges
granted should be conditioned on continued compliance, and should be subject to termination for
'S

A major deficiency is contained in 43 U.S.C. § 932, an

imposing protective covenants in disposals
of public lands, and (2) acquiring easements
on non-Federal lands adjacent to public
lands.

Activities carried out on non-Federal lands in
proximity to public lands can and do adversely affect

the environment of the public lands. In addition to
degrading the scenic values of the public lands,
adjacent or nearby land uses can cause air and water
pollution with attendant impacts upon the natural
biosystems and the health of public land users.
We have confidence that, because of their mutual
concern, such activities in the vicinity of the public
lands will be appropriately regulated by state and
local authorities in close cooperation with the Fed-

eral agencies. But we must not risk failure, and,
therefore, recommend that if cooperation is not
prompt and successful, the agencies should be empowered to take direct action in furtherance of the
preservation of the public land environment.

Although some of our contract studies suggest

1866 act grantmg rights of way for the construction of

that direct Federal regulation or zoning, in the limited

highways over the unreserved public lands which may be
initiated and constructed without federal approval. This
precludes meaningful federal control over the location and
design of such highways to protect environmental values.
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situations with which we are concerned, would be
appropriate and constitutionally permissible, we do
not favor such an approach. Rather, we recommend

action through the use of traditional public land
acquisition and disposal techniques: The agencies
should be authorized arid directed to (1) include in
patents and leases of public lands covenants to preserve environmental values on adjacent or nearby
federally owned lands; and (2) acquire easements
over lands in non-Federal ownership when necessary
to protect environmental values on the public lands
they manage.

Improved Control Techniques
We have found in our review that, although there
are provisions in regulations and other administrative
directives to prevent or minimize environmental

abuses of the public lands, there are important gaps
in authority and practice.2°

The public land agencies must be in a position,
and have controls available, to respond to adverse
environmental impacts as their nature becomes

known. For example, the use of pesticides and
herbicides grew rapidly after World War II, but
knowledge of the possible adverse consequences of
such chemicals lagged until recently.
Not only must the Federal agencies have statutory

authority for controlling uses of the public lands in
the interests of environmental quality, but they must
have programs for monitoring activities on the public
lands. Recent examples of failure to maintain proper
and authorized controls over oil drilling on the Outer
Continental Shelf have, for example, resulted in
major adverse environmental impacts. To some extent, these resulted from a lack of personnel and an

occasional laxity on the part of the public land
agencies as well as avoidance of controls by users.
In this context we note, as we do in Chapter Eleven,
that public notice should not only be given of "opera-

tional orders," but waivers of such orders or regulations should also be publicized. Sometimes the
waiver of an order is more significant than the regu-

Industrial pollution should be controlled by
public rand laws if the industry's raw material
originates on public lands.

lation, and the public should be informed.
We believe it is important that public land agencies

develop regular procedures for monitoring all activities and adherence to regulations where ignorance,

negligence, or violation could result in adverse environmental impacts. We recognize that there is a

need for an environmental monitoring system to
observe generally and evaluate modifications in the
environment. However, where environmental effects

are generally widespread, as with air and water
quality, we do not believe there should be an extensive monitoring system established just for the pub-

lic lands. We do recommend that when and if a
nationwide monitoring system is established, the
public land management agencies should participate
20See, e.g., n. 19 supra; case studies 4, 9, 11, and 16.

in it and make certain that the specific requirements
for knowledge concerning the public lands are met.
Responsibilities of Users
Recommendation 25: Those who use the pub-

lic lands and resources should, in each instance, be required by statute to conduct
their activities in a manner that avoids or
minimizes adverse environmental impacts,
and should be responsible for restoring areas

to an acceptable standard where their use
has an adverse impact on the environment.
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Natural areas should be given recognition as a proper use of the public rands in the statutes immediately, so
they can be protected from other uses.

Many uses of the public lands are not controlled
by permit or contract. And even if the recommendations of this Commission are adopted to require percnits for additional uses, some, such as permits for
general recreation use or for hunting and fishing, will
riot create a relationship between the United States

and the user that will permit the establishment of
specific control measures to protect the environment.
Where public lands and resources are used or ob-

tained under a contract or permit issued for a specific purpose, the situation is quite different.
In such cases, the Federal Government is able to,
and to some extent does, establish environment conditions that must be maintained in connection with
the use. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Manage-

ment timber sale contracts require that the contractor build roads in a specified manner, remove
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obstacles to the normal flow of water, remove slash
from some areas, and so on. These and similar requirements imposed on operators holding mineral
leases place the burden and cost of meeting the requirements directly on the operators. They must take
the estimated costs of all contractual obligatiolls into
consideration when obtaining the contract.

A major difficulty is that the requirements are
uneven and will remain so in the absence of a statutory foundation. Where the casual user has caused
damage, or where there has been a failure to have a
proper requirement in a lease, the Federal Government must bear the cost of restoration, rehabilitation,
or the minimum cleanup of the area. We recommend
that there be a s/a utory requirement that all users be
made responsible for maintaining or restoring en-

vironmental quality to an acceptable level at their
own expense.

Flexibility must be given to the administrators
to include specific reasonable conditions in permits

and contracts. In other chapters of this report we
recommend means of implementing this recommen-

dation with respect to uses that are known to have
potential impact on the environment, Furthermore,

finding that there is an urgent requirement for the
pro posed use, and that the level of rehabilitation
should be higher than could reasonably be expected
from private enterprise alone a.s in the case of oil
shale development (see Chapter Seven).
In the situations not controlled by contractual rela-

tionships, we recognize that there will be greater

we emphasize that the measures required of the user,

difficulty of enforcement. Nonetheless, we believe
statutory liability of the user must be established and

and the type of rehabilitation required, be made

some efforts be made to shift from the Federal

known before the user enters into a contract with the
government, and that they then be made part of the
agreement so that the user has a clear understanding
of what is expected of him before he initiates his use
of the public lands.

Government at least some of the cost of restoring

The cost of maintaining a quality environment

almost 8 percent of the total allocated for the maintenance of recreation areasto undo what is termed
vandalism damage. Nationwide, throughout the
Forest Service, over $2 million of such damage was
caused in fiscal year 1969.
As more and more people utilize the open multiple-

thereby becomes an element in determining the economic feasibility of an enterprise. In some instances,

where the production of a commodity or the furnishing of a service is desirable to meet a national
need, it may not be possible for private enterprise
to undertake the activity if the full cost of avoiding
adverse impact or of subsequent rehabilitation is
charged to the user. We, therefore, recommen4 that
on a pilot basis, Federal departments and agencies
be authorized to share in those costs after a formal

damage caused by noneconomic users. Excluding the

cost of cleaning up litter and garbage, the Intermountain Region 21 of the National Forest Service

alone spent over $220,000 in fiscal year 1969

use lands under the management of the Bureau of
Land Management for picniking, camping, hunting,
21

The Intermountain Region encompasses all of Ulah and

Nevada, a portion of western Wyoming and southern and
central Idaho.

Off-road vehicular use must be controlled in public land areas that are easily erodible.
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Spraying for insect control could have serious consequences, from the standpoint of ecological balance and
adverse effect on animals and the human population.
fishing, and other leisure time pursuits, there will be
increased threats to the environment unless we take

strong steps now to avoid them. Elsewhere in this
report, we have pointed out the fact that trespass
control has been difficult, and we recommend that
statutory authority for policing Federal lands be
granted to those agencies, such as the Forest Service
and Bureau of Land Management, not now having
such authority. We believe that the knowledge that

the law makes the user liable to restore damaged
areas, and that the agency having responsibility has
policing authority, will in itself act to curb abuse of

the environment. In any event, the new policing
authority will provide the United States with a tool

that it does not now have in the apprehension of
vandals and others who cause environmental disturbance.

Environmental Rehabilitation

Recommendation 26: Public land areas in
need of environmental rehabilitation should
be inventoried and the Federal Government
should undertake such rehabilitation. Funds
should be appropriated as soon as practical
86

for environmental management and rehabilitation research.

Past activities on the public lands have resulted
in lowered environmental quality in many places.
As indicated above, there have been many causes
for the degradation. It is impracticable, except where
contract provisions have been violated, to try now to

seek out those responsible and ask them to effect
rehabilitation. Nonetheless, it is essential that damage
to the environment be corrected, and we recommend

that actions be taken to restore or rehabilitate such
areas. The first step in this direction is an inventory
of all instances of lowered environmental quality
generated by past uses of the public lands.
Concurrently with the inventory, we recommend an

immediate accelerated program of research into the
procedures and methods of maintaining and restoring
environmental quality on the public lands. We found
that such efforts have been virtually nonexistent in
the past. Because some adverse impacts have occurred, and more will occur if management practices
are not improved, research is essential without delay.
In considering legislation for this purpose, Con-

gress should keep in mind the considerable receipts
generated from the sale and use of the public lands
and their resources.

We see no alternative to making the Federal
Government responsible for rehabilitating areas that
were abused in past years. Where those whose actions
resulted in lowered environmental conditions can be
identified, and the terms under which they were using
the public lands made them responsible for maintaining high quality environmental conditions, they should
be required to fulfill their obligation. Generally, however, there were no such conditions, and to impose
this responsibility on them now would, in our opinion,
be unfair.
Natural Areas

Recommendation 27: Congress should pro-

vide for the creation and preservation of a
natural area system for scientific and educational purposes.
By 1968 Federal agencies had designated nearly
900,000 acres of public lands as natural areas, the

individual units ranging in size from a few acres to
134,000. Similar preservation efforts have been
undertaken on private and state owned land by states,
educational institutions, and private organizations.
Natural areas are protected to permit natural
biological and physical processes to take place with
a minimum of interference. The preservation of such
areas is for the primary purposes of research and
education. As the need to understand the ecological
consequences of man's activities has become more
evident, the preservation of examples of all significant
types of ecosystems has become important to provide

a basis for comparisons in the study of the natural
environment. It appears that these requirements can
be met with a relatively small amount of land. We

I

approve preservation measures of this kind.

The Federal land-managing agencies have proceeded quite independently in establishing natural
areas, with no uniform guidelines for agency designations. We believe Congress should give formal
Status to the natural area program and provide for
coordination to assure that all essential scientific and
educational needs are met. The coordination we urge,
perhaps by the Office of Science and Technology in
the Executive Office of the President, would provide
an inventory of sites valuable for ecological study, a
plan to assure representation of all important natural
situations, and the avoidance of duplication of effort.
We also propose that educational institutions be
encouraged to assume administrative responsibility

1r

I

for federally-owned natural areas under permit or
lease arrangements with the Federal land agencies.
Such arrangements offer assurance that other use's,

Tests by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
show the effect of urban pollution on white
pines. Tree above was grown free of polluted
air. The culprit is either sulfur dioxide, ozone,
or an interacting mixture of both, which are

such as recreation, would not be allowed to interfere

primary ingredients in the urban pollution mix.
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with the educational and scientific purposes of these
natural areas, will place administrative responsibility
with those who will be conducting research and, at

the same time, will lessen the cost borne by the
Federal Government.

Summary

The sum total of the recommendations in this
chapter is to make the public lands of the United
States examples for the rest of the country in how
to manage and use lands and resources with due
regard for the environment. It is essential that this be
done if we are to hope that citizens will engage in the
practices that government urges.

By expressing our concern for what happens in
lands adjacent to the public lands, as well as the
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environment on the public lands, we give recognition
to the central factors of ecology which has been re-

peated many times, but of which we must not lose
sight: Everything is connected to everything else.
It is this fact that may make effective environmental
quality goals and controls on the remote public lands
meaningful in fighting the environmental degradation
that has already occured in the highly industrialized
and urbanized areas of the country. The immediate,
more direct benefit, of course, will be that we pro-

tect the public land areas from being subjected to
pollution and other forms of blight that plague so
much of the Nation.
We submit that the recommendations we make in
this report will accomplish the objectives we believe
to be so essential.

