


Chapter VI. 

RESOURCESIN ACTION 

In its last weeks, the 90th Congress passed and the President 

approved several pieces of conservation legislation which had been 

strongly contested by special interest groups. 1m. act to provide for a 

comprehensive review of national water resources problems and programs 

by a National Water Commission was approved on September 26, 1968. 1/ 

The Wilderness system was expanded by the law, approved September 28, 

1968, designating certain lands in the Great Swamps National Wildlife 

Refuge, in New Jersey, as wilderness. g/ The act to establish the 

Flaming Gorge Recreation Area in Utah and Wyoming was approved on 

October l, 1968. :J On October 2, 1968, President Johnson signed three 

very significant conservation acts. The Act to Establish a Nationwide 

System of Trails; '!±/the Wild Rivers Act; 'if and the Act Establishing 

the Redwoods National Park. §.I 

The question of grazing fees on public lands had been under 

study by the Departments of Agriculture and Interior for more than two 

years. On November 14, 1968, Secretary Freeman and Secretary Udall 

i/ Public Law 90-515. 

g/ Public Law 90-532. 

:J Public Law 90-540. 

'!±./ Public Law 90-543. 

2/ Public Law 90-542. 

§./ Public Law 90-545. 
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jointly announced a proposed upward revision of fees for grazing live­

stock on the National Forests and public lands to bring these fees into 

line with the fees charged for grazing on private lands. 1/ This action 

would end an advantage accruing to a small percentage of livestock 

grazers at the expense of the national government. 

On December 23, 1968, the Secretary of Agriculture sent Joseph 

Califano of the White House staff a proposed Presidential statement on 

"People and Space." The statement concluded: 

I propose that we launch a total national effort 
to examine carefully and thoroughly what is the 
proper relationship between man and his work and 
his home and geographic space. 

Such an effort should include massive citizen 
participation all over the Nation from the 
private sector and at every level of government 
It should bring to bear the new tools of systems 
analysis and computer technology which make 
possible the handling of huge masses of informa­
tion and the systematic comparison of the results 
that will flow from different courses of action. 

The end product of such a national effort could 
well be a near consensus as to what the people of 
this Nation would like it to be in the year 2000. 
Should such a consensus result, we could then use 
the technology and science that has taken us into 
space and around the moon to shape this great 
democratic iand to satisfy the aspiration of her 
people. 

Early in December 1968, the Economic Research Service released 

a report on open space. After considering the importance of 

1./ USDA Press Release 3589-68, Nov. 14, 1968. 
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preserving open space, the authors pointed out that techniques of keep­

ing land in open space included outright purchase, purchase of partial 

rights, tax policies, and land-use controls such as zoning. 1/ 

A related aspect of maintaining open spaces and making efficient 

use of land is in highwey location and design. Secretary Freeman in a 

statement on procedures for locating highweys, called attention to these 

problems. g/ 

The Advisory Committee on Multiple Use of the National Forests, 

meeting on December 9-10, 1968, recommended the wise, harmonious, 

esthetic and beneficial uses of forest land. Among other specific 

recommendations, the Committee urged retention of the Job Corps Conser­

vation Centers. :J 
A specific aspect of resource use as represented by river 

valley development got under wey when the Department of Agriculture, 

the Department of the Interior, and the Army Corps of Engineers with 

the appointment of an Interagency Committee to review and prepare 

1f Jeanne M. Davis and Peter House, Open Space; Its Use and Preserva­
tion, U.S. Department of Agriculture Miscellaneous Publication JJ21, 
Nov. 1968. 

g/ "Secretary's Statement on Procedures for Highway Location and 
Design Approval," Dec. 16, 1968. 

:JU. S. Department of Agriculture, Press Release 3851-68, Dec. 10, 
1968. 



- 4 -

resource plans for the Big South Fork of the Cumberland River in 

Kentucky and Tennessee. Congress had directed in the 1968 Rivers and 

Harbors Act that consideration be given to the "recreational, conser­

vation, or preservation uses" of the area. 1/ 

In his last annual report to the President, Secretary Freeman 

called for a national policy on resource management and environmental 

control saying: 

Our environment can sustain our growth and 
nourish our future. How well it does so will 
be determined in part by how well we heed the 
warning sounded by Theodore Roosevelt more 
than half a century ago: "To skin and exhaust 
the land instead of using it so as to increase 
its usefulness, will result in undermining in 
the days of our children the very prosperity 
which we ought by right to hand down to them 
amplified and developed." 

1f U.S. Department of Agriculture, Press Release 3698-68, Nov. 25, 
1968. 
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I.ee 343-5717 Washington, Nov. 14, 1968 

For A.M. Release Friday, Nov. 15 

Adjustment of Grazing Fees on National Forests and Public Iands Proposed: 

Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman and Secretary of the Interior 

Stewart L. Udall announced tcx:lay proposed changes in current methods of determining 

fees for livestock grazing on National Forests and public lands under their 

administration. 

This action is in accordance with the instructions contained in the Bureau 

of the Budget's Circular No. A-25 of September 23, 1959. Circular A-25 

established general governmental policy for all Federal activities. It called 

for fair market value to be obtained for all serivces and resources provided 

the public through the establishment of a system of reasonable fee charges. 

Fees charged livestock.men who graze their cattle and sheep under permit on 

oublic land managed by Interior's Bureau of Land Management and Agriculture's 

Forest Service have been under intensive study for two years. The proposal 

for changing fees has resulted :from a study using data :from a survey designed 

and conducted for the land management agencies by the Departioont of Agriculture's 

Statistical Reporting Service (SRS). The results of the SRS survey indicate 

grazing fees are below the market value for the forage. 

About 47,000 grazing permits are issued to farmers and ranchers by the two 

agencies. 

The purpose of the study was to compare charges or values or grazing on 

similar private and Federal holdings. The intensive SRS survey produced data 

needed to estimate the grazing values on 98 National Forests, 19-National Grass­

lands and 48 BI.M Districts in 17 Western States. Some 10,000 individual ranchers 

were interviewed in the survey and more than 14,oooquestionnaires were collected. 

Information was obtained :from the ranchers on 13 non-fee costs of using public 

nd private lands and lease rates on private grazing lands for both cattle and 

sheep. Cost factors include such items as cost of handling, trucking, feeding 

and animal loss. 
5136 (more) 
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A common base of $1.23 per animal unit month, adjusted by the annual .'orage 

•value index, would be used to calculate grazing fees for livestock using the 

National Forests and the public lands. The new base, which is considered the 

current fair market value, would be reached in even increments over a 10-year 

period, starting in 1969. 

For the public lands, the 1969 f'ee, including a private f'orage value index 

of' 2 cents, is estimated at 44 cents per animal unit month. The current grazing 

fee on the public lands is 33 cents. 

Although using the same camnon base and annual forage index factors, Forest 

Service f,ees will vary by ea.ch National Forest according to long existing fee 

bases. For cattle, the new fees are estimated to range f'rom $0. 31 to $1.25 per 

cow month; sheep fees are estimted to vary f'ram $o.o6 to $0.25 per sheep month. 

The new Forest Service fees will be applicable in 1969 to the National Forests 

in 11 Western States. Changes in fees for grazing on other National Forests 

and on the National Grasslands will be determined in 1970. 

"We want full industry and public review prior to putting these regulations 

into effect," Secretaries Freeman and Udall stated. "When these regulations 

are approved, both agencies will use graduated increases over a period of time 

to reach the fair market value of the forage. This will give the livestock 

operators an opportunity to adjust their operations to ~et the increased fees 

·without undue impact. 11 

The proposed changes in calculation of BIM grazing fees will be published 

by the Secretary of the Interior in the Federal Register. Proposed changes in 

National Forest grazing fees will be announced by the Forest Service. A 45-day 

period will be given to interested parties in submitting their comments to 

both Secretaries before a final decision is made by- the two Departments. 

USDA3589-68 
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SUMMARY 

In an increasingly urbanizing world, the multiple benefits of open space 
are becoming more important. Yet, despite this importance and many people's 
recognition of it, efforts to preserve land in open-space uses often fail. 
Two main reasons for this are misuse or lack of understanding of the term 
"open space" and choice of the wrong method for keeping the land open. 

Open space is a term that means many things to many people. For this 
reason, there is often difficulty in planning for the location, acquisition, 
and maintenance of land in various types of open-space uses. Open space needs 
to be defined each time the term is used in order to convey a particular con­
cept of open space to the audience. Definition may seem unnecessary when one 
begins work toward acquisition, for example, of land for a green strip to 
buffer the sight and sound of an intensive-use recreation area from nearby 
housing. But if the owners of adjacent land believe the tract is being 
acquired for a buffer, and proponents of recreation visualize the tract as an 
expansion area for active recreation, conflict may well arise at the most 
awkward time in the transaction. 

The distinguishing characteristics of open-space lands are the following: 

- Open space can, in part, be defined by its function--that of 
serving esthetics, mental and emotional well-being, the structuring of devel­
opment, or air and water management. 

- Open space may vary in size according to its uses, its location, 
and the density of development and intensity of use of nearby land areas. 

- Open space may be provided, either primarily or incidentally, by 
areas devoted to farm, forest, recreation, or institution use. 

- Most important, to be classed as open space, a parcel of land must 
be relatively free from development, have a low percentage of surface covered 
by buildings and other impermeable surfaces, have a low permanent population 
density, have vegetation, provide a visual contrast to manmade environment, 
and provide significant, identifiable social benefits in excess of social 
costs resulting from all uses of the land. 

'Dle benefits of open space are certainly not limited to people on the 
site; significant public or social benefits accrue in large measure to people 
who live or work near the site and to others who are miles away. The many 
social benefits of open space include air "recharged" because of the presence 
of trees and green plants, underground water reservoirs recharged by rainwater 
entering ground not covered by buildings or other impermeable surfaces, the 
creation or preservation of scenic areas, and the conservation of soil--which 
in turn reduces silt pollution of streams and rivers and the hazard of 
flooding. 

Open-space programs sometimes fail because their proponents neglected to 
stress·, or even to mention, some of the less obvious reasons for keeping land 
in open-space uses. Other attempts to preserve open space get little public 
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support because the selected method for keeping the land open was inappropriate 
or too expensive for a particular use, place, or point in time. 

Land may be kept in open-space uses by methods ranging from those costing 
the taxpayer little or nothing to others that require large amounts of money. 

Methods include purchase in fee simple, purchaee of partial rights, tax 
policies, and land-use controls such as zoning. Land also may be given to a 
government agency or to a tax-exempt private trust established to preserve 
and maintain open-space lands for various uses. 

State and local governing bodies might also use information and education 
programs as a tool to preserve open space. For example, cost-benefit studies 
can be made to show developers ways to reduce costs by better land-use planning. 
Information programs to provide developers and the general public with examples 
of good and bad development at scales ranging from a few houses to entire towns, 
cities, and regions also would point up the many benefits of keeping an 
adequate portion of our total land supply in open-space uses. 

OPEN SPACE: ITS USE AND PRESERVATION 

by 1/ 
Jeanne M. Davis and Peter House-

INTRODUCTION 

America is a country richly endowed with natural resources. However, 
these resources are not unlimited, and some are presently in danger of being 
depleted or permanently spoiled. In recent years, there has been an in­
creasing 
one of 
housing 

awareness of the need for judicious use 
which is open space. As the late President 

message to Congress: 

of our supply 
Kennedy said 

of 
in 

resources, 
his 1961 

Land is the most precious resource of the 
metropolitan area. 'The present patterns of haphazard 
suburban development are contributing to a tragic 
waste in the use of a vital resource now being con­
sumed at an alarming rate. 

Open space must be reserved to provide parks and 
recreation, conserve water and other natural resources, 
prevent building in undesirable locations, prevent 
erosion and floods, and avoid the rasteful extension 
of public services (2, pp. 6-7).~ 

The loss of our open space to urban and related uses is substantial. 
Each year, the amount of land converted to intensive urban uses is greater 
than the total acreage of the State of Rhode Island. Once large open spaces 
are absorbed for other purposes, it is likely that few--except for the 
relatively small proportion kept in such uses as parks and recreation areas-­
will be returned to open space. It is less costly to save adequate open­
space areas now than to reconvert built-up land to open space later. 

Recognizing the concern about the loss of needed open space, Congress 
provided for an Open-Space Land Program in the Housing Act of 1961. By 
June 30, 1968, 1,393 grants--totaling nearly $172 million--had been made 

1/ Jeanne M. Davis, Urban Planner, Natural Resource Economics Division, 
Econ~ic Research Service, and Peter House, formerly Economist, Economic 
Development Division, Economic Research Service. 

2/ Underscored numbers in parentheses refer to items in the Literature 
Cited-:- p. 18. 
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under this program to communities in 45 States for acquiring and developing 
land for open-space recreational use.ii In addition, the Food and Agriculture 
Act of 1965 provided for assistance to public bodies, whether local, State, 
or Federal, that wished to obtain farmland for permanent conversion from pro­
duction of crops in plentiful supply to other open-space uses (Greenspan 
projects). Between May 1966, when the first project was approved, and 
June 1967, grants were approved for 139 projects in 27 States, and Federal 
grants for land acquisition and cost-sharing assistance to establish conserva­
tion practices were approved for $1.5 million. No funds were available for 
additional agreements under this program in fiscal years 1968 or 1969.i/ 

Despite the growing interest at Federal, State, and local levels in 
questions of open space, there is still little agreement on certain aspects of 
the subject. For one thing, open -space has no generally accepted, clear defi­
nition. Also, answers are needed to such fundamental questions as: Why have 
open space at all? What purposes should open space serve? What are appropri­
ate methods for retaining open space? The focus of this paper will be on these 
questions. The answers are basic to rational decisionmaking about which lands 
to retain in open-space uses. 

CONCEPTSOF OPEN SPACE 

The generality of the term assures widespread support for any program 
labeled "open space." To many people, the term suggests something that is 
good; because of this, the idea of preserving open space has broad appeal. 

On the negative side, the term is so all-encompassing that a general 
plea to preserve open space may engender support from diverse groups having 
disparate ideas about the use of open space. Recreationists, farmers, and 
conservationists may all want open space--but for different purposes. Clashes 
between such groups may delay or prevent implementation of plans for open­
space preservation. 

Many laws have been i~troduced and some enacted by State legislatures, 
study conmittees formed, and research papers written on the subjec·t of open 
space, but the term generally is not defined. To some people, the definition 
hinges on use. But even those who agree that use is the major criterion 
differ about the type of use which may be included. Some consider large lots 
around suburban homes to be open space; others exclude lawns but include the 
conaon recreation area of a cluster of houses. Some consider farmland as open 
space, while many others include only parks or recreation areas. 

Some consider open space to be either land or water; however, usually 
only land is included. Some say the land must be green, while others include 
stretches of brush or desert, and still others include areas of gravel, asphalt, 
or concrete. 

~/ Conversation with Director, Community Development Information Center, 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, August 8, 1968. 

4/ Conversation with information specialist, Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Service, u. s. Department of Agriculture, May 13, 1968. 

2 

Writers too often assume that the reader will understand what is meant 
by "open space" from the context of the article or paper in which the term 
appears. The frame of reference of the writer and the reader are usually not 
the same, however, and misinterpretation may result. Even a cursory review of 
publications on this topic reveals a great variety of reasons given in support 
of the preservation of open space. In general, these arguments for (or implied 
definitions of) open space take one of two distinct approaches. One develops 
reasons for retaining any and all open-space land uses; the other develops 
specific reasons for retaining each particular open-space use. The one is 
concerned with the functions served by open space, the other with land uses 
that provide open space, either as their primary purpose or incidentally. 

FUNCTIONSOF OPEN SPACE 

The benefits of and reasons for preserving open space per se, that is, 
unrelated to specific type of use, can be divided into four separate categories. 
These range from the esthetic to the utilitarian. 

Esthetics 

The first group of reasons for preserving open space is concerned with 
esthetics. 'nlis includes natural beauty, freedom from disturbing noise or 
unpleasant odors, and readily available escape, if only for a short while, from 
the ·city and a 11 its rea 1 or imagined discomforts. Some urbanites (and non­
urban dwellers, too) apparently want open, uncluttered land to walk through, to 
admire while on a drive, or to photograph. In discussing the demand for outdoor 
recreation, the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Connnission stated that: 

At present, it is the simple pleasures Americans 
seek most. By far the most popular are pleasure driving and 

·walking; together, they account for 42 percent of the total 
annual activity .... The Sunday drive through the country­
side is one of the great experiences that families share, 
and for those who live in the city it is anything but 
passive; they will often put up with an extraordinary 
amount of intervening traffic to break their way out 
(.!!, pp. 25-26). 

Others see open space as a major means of providing visual relief from 
manmade cityscapes and comment on the usefulness of open spaces within a built­
up area to provide a change from the usually harsh lines and hardness of mate­
rials in buildings and streets. 

Men ta 1 and Emotions 1 We 11-Be ing_ 

Open space has a role in maintaining mental and emotional well-being. 
Dr. Karl Menninger, the noted psychiatrist, has stated that among the essential 
human needs-are the needs for air--preferably unpolluted, for exercise, and for 
contact with nature. Dr. Menninger commented that one way in which the latter 
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can be achieved is through "the somewhat artificial but pleasant provisions in 
an accessible and properly maintained park--trees, flowers, shrubs, lawns, lakes 
and streams." He further stated, "In my opinion, we must add to this a prox­
imity to larger non-urban areas of farm or wilderness or near-wilderness as 
essential to the mental health of both child and adult" (10~ p. 198). 

The noted English historian, George Macaulay Trevelyan, commenting on our 
need for open space, said: "All of us have deep emotional drives which impel 
us whenever possible to seek the open sky, open spaces, open land" (13, p. 1). 
And: -

The need to preserve natural beauty is not merely a 
question of preserving holiday grounds for masses of people 
from the town. It is also a matter of preserving a main 
source of spiritual well-being and inspiration on which 
our ancestors throve, and which we are now in danger of 
losing forever. We are literally "children of the earth," 
and removed from her spirit wither or run to various forms 
of insanity. Unless we can refresh ourselves at least by 
intermittent contact with Nature, we grow awry (!1, p. 11). 

Structuring Development 

Open space can serve as a buffer between disparate and conflicting types 
of development. A strip park along a highway reduces noise and dirt that 
would adversely affect the livability of nearby residential developments. Crop­
land or other open-space uses adjacent to an airport can insulate approach and 
takeoff zones. 

A planning report of the County of Santa Clara, California, equates the 
loss of open space with the loss of cormnunity form and community identity. 
With maps and legends, the startling change due to urbanization in the county 
is shown. Th!_ ma.e_ for 1940 shows "scattered communities set in an agricultural 
landscape ... /with/ geographica 1 identity clearly defined." The map for 1950 
indicates that "the highway is the artery encouraging communities to spread into 
the countryside." The map for 1960 shows the huge, amorphous, s pr aw ling form 
of the county's urbanization, with: 

... open space, which defines and gives form to communities, 
gradually losing out to all the land-occupying activities 
that make up the total urban pattern .... (~, p. 5). 

A number of planners have visualized using large amounts of open space to. 
separate densely developed urban places. This would make it possible for 
people living in built-up areas to have the best of both worlds--to live where 
there are urban facilities and services while, at the same time, being near the 
open spaces so many long for. Concentrating development, they assert, would 
reduce the cost of providing streets and utilities significantly below the cost 
of providing them in areas of sprawling, scattered development. The cost of 
providing some of the necessary conununity services--such as school bus trans­
portation, police and fire protection, trash collection, and street cleaning--
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also could be reduced by clustering, rather than sprawling, development, since 
travel times and distances would be shortened. 

In addition, development with 
by land in permanent open-space uses 
premature disruption of agricultural 

planned clusters 
might preclude 
activities in 

of c
the 

areas 

oncentration separated 
unnecessary and often 
where urbanization is 

characterized by numerous scattered subdivisions leaping beyond the suburbs-­
leaving undeveloped vacant land behind. 

Examples of the use of open space to define developed areas include (1) 
open space to give visible form to neighborhoods (as in the plan for the new 
city of Columbia, Maryland), (2) open-space wedges to distinguish corridors of 
development strung along transportation arteries leading to the central city 
(The Year 2000 Plan for the National Capital Region), and (3) large areas of 
land in open-space uses such as farms, forests, parks, and institutions to 
define and separate towns, cities, and metropolitan areas. The latter use of 
open space to structure development is recommended in the Baltimore Regional 
Planning Council's report, Metrotowns for the Baltimore Region, which suggests 
that provision be made to accODBDodate the accelerated growth of population 
expected in the next few decades in ''metrotowns," each having concentrations 
of population of 100,000 to 200,000 people. 

Metrotowns should be defined at their outer limits 
and separated from each other by open spaces. These would 
identify the physical features of the metrotowns, channel 
growth into designated areas through pre-empting land from 
unplanned development, and conserve land for parks and 
recreation, agriculture and conservation, public and 
institutional use close to each metrotown (!, p. 3). 

In addition to its usefulness in structuring or channeling development, 
retention of large open spaces adjacent to built-up areas would provide flexi­
bility for future development. 

Air and Water Management 

This fourth category of reasons for preserving open space relates to our 
very existence. Adequate amounts of open space, carefully located, are vital 
to improved management and use of our most necessary natural resources--air and 
water. They suggest that large amounts of open land near cities are needed to 
act as air recharge or ''mixing" areas where the noxious air of the cities can 
be diluted with fresher air. The preservation of large agricultural areas as 
"ventilating green spaces" was one of the three major ways to help alleviate or 
prevent air pollution proposed in the Santa Clara County, California, General 
Plan (1 p. 13). Actually, forests, parks, or other green space also serve this 
purpose. 

With urbanization, land previously in such open-space uses as agriculture 
and forests has been covered with impermeable surfaces. This increases the 
amount and speed of rainwater runoff. One immediate consequence is the increase 
in flood potential in those same urban areas as well as in others downstream. 
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Perhaps an even more important, although less apparent, result is the decrease 
in percolation of water into underground streams and reservoirs--the source of 
much of our fresh water supply. In Santa Clara County, where there is serious 
overdraft of the area's natural underground reservoir, planners comment that, 
''We are further closing the lid on the underground reservoir by urbanizing 
the areas which permit percolation into this reservoir"(~, p. 23). 

A number of other important considerations regarding water, open space, 
and urbanization are well summarized in the report, Open Spaces and Our Cities, 
prepared ~y The Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies. 

The principal need for open spaces in metropolitan areas 
is to assist in maintaining the balance of nature. Not only 
stream flow and water. tables must be considered, both as.• they 
relate to water supply and to the disposal of sanitary wastes, 
but as they interact with plant life, the soil, and human 
activity as well .... 

Closely related to water and to soil is the preservation 
of the natural cover of trees and grass. The extensive 
replacement of such natural absorbents of moisture by con­
crete pavements and roofs have tremendously accelerated run­
off and greatly complicated problems of flood control. In 
many suburban jurisd.ictions the most serious problem result­
ing from previous failure to attend to these considerations 
is the growing need to provide storm water drainage (14, 
pp. 7-8). -

USES '111AT PROVIDE OPEN SPACE 

Open-space lands should be identified according to the major use of the 
land, not merely as "open space." This is essential in order to identify and 
classify the on-site and off-site social benefits or gains and the public costs 
of keeping these lands in open-space uses. 

The major specific land uses that provide open space can be divided into 
four categories: farm, forest, recreation, and institution.5/ These are not 
mutually exclusive. For example, there may be farm, forest,-and recreation 
areas within the boundaries of a large institution. Similarly, although the 
primary purpose of a farm may be to produce food, and the primary purpose of a 
forest to produce timber and wood products, both may provide recreation oppor­
tunities. 

5/ Each of these can be further divided in various ways--for example, by 
type of ownership (that is, whether public or private) or specific use (dairy 
farm or orange grove, connnunity college or chronic disease hospital). 
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Farm 

The need to keep large areas of open space in farm use can be classified 
along two main lines: The need for farmland to produce food and fiber, and 
the usefulness of farmland to meet other needs. 

The open space report of the Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies 
calls attention to some of the areas where agricultural open-space uses are 
vanishing. 

. .. There is a growing recognition among agriculturists of 
all sorts of the impact of the city upon their work. This 
is true particularly in the Soil Conservation Service and 
among men in agriculture concerned with marketing. The 
loss of uniquely rich trucking areas of Long Island and New 
Jersey; of valuable dairying areas in the vicinity of 
Philadelphia, Washington, and Chicago; of richly developed 
orchards in the Santa Clara and the San Fernando Valleys 
of California are widely appreciated as evidences of 
waste .... (14, p. 9). 

'nle dwindling supply of land for certain specialty crops is held to be 
an especially acute problem. S. Goldweber has written about the change in the 
production of tropical and subtropical fruits in Dade County, Florida. 

Urbanization is taking its toll of fruit production 
through: (1) elimination of old established groves by 
housing developments; (2) discouragement of new plantings as 
a result of increasing land prices; and (3) increased tax­
ation of most agricultural lands. 

Within the continental United States, only a few 
counties of Florida can successfully produce many of these 
tropical fruits. California produces an avocado, but it is 
a type that is distinctly different than those produced in 
Florida, and is grown during a different season. 

Much land now producing fruit is owned by speculators 
who are waiting for the expanding housing developments to 
reach their land. Many of these areas are located in or 
near highly desirable residential areas and will soon be 
used for housing developments (~, p. 46). 

Arguments concerning the usefulness of farmland to meet nonagricultural 
needs are its scenic appeal to the urbanite, and its potential use as park or 
development land. Farming also may be the cheapest method of keeping land in 
an open-space use. 
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Forest 

Reasons for retaining large tracts of forested land parallel the reasons 
for including farms as an open-space use: 'nle need for forested land to pro­
duce timber and other forest products, and the usefulness of forested land to 
meet other needs. 

Projections made by the U.S. Forest Service indicate that the demand for 
timber products will nearly double by the year 2000. Despite this, the Forest 
Service expects that the anticipated timber demand can be met without any 
increase in area if there is more intensive forest management and utilization 
(6_, pp. 2-4). However, the projected amount of timber and forest products 
required probably could not be supplied if there were a significant decrease 
in the amount of forest land. 

. Multiple use of forest lands makes it possible to provide for other needs, 
too--recreation, water supply, soil conservation, wildlife habitat, and many 
others. 'nle usefulness of forest lands to meet these needs is well documented. 
A Forest Service publication calls attention to the fact that: 

Grassland adjacent to forest or brush cover is the 
preferred habitat of many wild animals. A common practice 
is to clear relatively small openings in timber stands or 
brush fields, and establish good forage in such openings. 
Wildlife habitat is thus greatly improved .... Openings 
also provide pleasing variations in unbroken expanses of 
vegetation as well as better opportunities to observe the 
wildlife .... (L, p. 16). 

American Forest Products Industries, Inc., also indicates the need for 
forests for uses other than growing timber. This associa~ion states that: 

... forests provide far more benefits than wood alone, and 
the demands for other uses of the forests are growing by 
leaps and bounds. In particular, the question of how to 
meet the outdoor recreational needs of the nation is one 
that also must be answered (!, p. 8). 

Recreation 

F.mphasis on the need for land for recreation has been particularly strong 
since the inception of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission in 
1958. The Cormnission's report to the President and Congress, published in 
1962, provided a great deal of information about the need for outdoor recre­
ation, data concerning the types of outdoor recreation activity people are 
interested in, and projections of demand. 

The Commission estimated that the demand for outdoor recreation activity 
will triple by the year 2000 (11, p. 47). If this demand is to be met, some 
recreation lands will have to be developed for more intensive use, new ways of 
providing recreation opportunities will need to be devised, and thousands of 
acres of additional land will be needed for a variety of recreation uses. 
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Reasons for keeping large quantities of open-space land include: The 
need for land for recreation, per se, and the usefulness of recreation space 
to meet other open-space needs. 

The problem of providing adequate quantities of open space for recreation 
use, both now and in the future, is becoming increasingly difficult. 11le 
California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan states: 

Particularly noticeable is the loss of recreation and 
open space about cities and towns. Where once there was

.1 countryside, there are now housing and industrial develop­
ments. In some places, governmental jurisdictions have 
been able to acquire 
far too many areas, 

This report further states 

11le problem of 
aspect of recreation. 

or reserve open "breathing" spaces; in 
they have failed (1, p. 17). 

that: 

land and space permeates almost every 
Not only must there be.sufficient 

space to acconunodate the necessary developments for recre­
ation, and to hold all the people who wish to use them, 
but there must be ample space surrounding each and every 
sort of recreation area to provide elbow-room and to retain 
the feeling of freedom of the outdoors (.i, p. 19). 

Most of the land required for future recreational purposes would also meet 
other open-space needs. Statements concerning the usefulness of park and recre­
ation.areas for other open-space purposes include primarily those which stress 
the importance of park and extensive recreation spaces as open-space buffers 
between various other land uses, and those which include recreation space as a 
land bank for future development . 

In common usage, there is considerable overlap in the use of the terms 
"open space." and "outdoor recreation." Care should be taken to maintain their 
separate identities as concepts. Areas of intensively developed outdoor recre­
ation facilities may produce more adverse offsite effects in terms of esthetics 
than would, for example, a well-landscaped plant engaged in light industry. 

Institution 

Little has been written about the need and usefulness of open space for 
various public and semipublic institutions. However, several studies for 
planning conunissions have included this category·as an open-space use. 

} 
The reasons stated for keeping existing institutional lands and acquiring

\ other fairly large amounts of land for instit.utional uses can be classified 
as: 11le need for space for various types of institutions, and the usefulness 
of in·stitutiona 1 lands to serve other open-space needs. 

In its 1961 report, Open Space in Cuyahoga County, An Introduction, the 
Regional Planning Commission of Cleveland, Ohio, included in its categories 
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of open space.the following institutions: Academic, correctional, hospitals, 
residential, and other (which included military facilities) (_!!, p. 4). 

In the course of a study in 1960, the Baltimore Regional Planning Council 
inventoried the types of institutions needing open-space land, and, as a result 
of the inventory, was able to distinguish between those institutions requiring 
large areas of land and those needing little. For the former, suggested work­
ing standards of acres needed per 1,000 people were evolved and projections of 
open-space land needs made for 1980 and the year 2000. 

The Council inventory included hospitals, homes for the aged, orphanages, 
sanitariums, military installations, facilities owned by religious orders 
(other than churches, schools, cemeteries, and recreation areas, each of which 
was inventoried separately under its own heading), facilities owned by frater­
nal organizations, organized camps (such as the Boy Scouts' camps), golf and 
country clubs, and colleges and other institutions of higher education (1, 
p. 44). 'The study demonstrated that many of the lands of these institutions 
are open space and, in addition to their primary function, can be quite useful 
to structure development at the regional, city, and even neighborhood level. 

OTIIER ASPECTS TO CONSIDER 
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Size--Absolute and Relative 

Size of area has assumed importance in definitions of open space. Minimum 
size of an area to be classed as open space varies in relation to both density 
of development and intensity of use of nearby land. For example, small open 
spaces in a city's center, where most land is in streets or medium-to-high-rise 
buildings and the intensity of use is great, might be as small as one-tenth of 
an acre yet still be effective. Center city open spaces might include a park­
let around a fountain, a square or mall, or a landscaped area around a build­
ing. Larger open spaces are needed for park and recreation uses in residential 
areas. It may also be desirable to have large parks--suc~ as New York's 
Central Park--to serve the entire city. 

In the suburbs, where land is less intensely used, -the scale of open space 
generally is larger than in the city center, but still is small in comparison 
with that in the rural-urban fringe or in predominantly rural areas. Because 
density of development and intensity of land use are less than in the city, it 
is unlikely that any parcel of less than an acre would be an effective open 
space in the suburbs; most lands in open-space uses would be considerably 
larger. Examples of open spaces in the suburbs might include hospitals and 
nursing homes for the chronics lly ill, "parks" for light industry, and community 
colleges (if other conditions of open space are met), as well as neighborhood 
parks, someschool recreation areas, and golf and country clubs. 
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In rural-urban fringe areas, open spaces are usually larger in scale than 
those in suburban or city areas. lbat any parcel of less than 50 acres would 
be considered as open space is unlikely; most would be much larger. These 
large-scale open spaces include the four major use groups discussed earlier: 
Farm, forest, recreation, and institution. In all areas, but particularly in 
rural-urban fri~ge areas, several small open-space uses can be grouped to create 
a more effective open space. 

In predominantly rural areas, open spaces are largest in scale. In fact, 
one could consider that predominantly rural areas (such as the Great Plains) 
are vast areas of open space containing relatively small pockets of urban, 
nonurban industrial, and transportation development. Because there are rela­
tively few people living in the rural areas, there is little public pressure 
to identify and preserve rural open spaces other than wilderness areas, nation­
al parks, national forests, and other areas of scenic or historic value.6/ 

Open--But Is It Open Space? 

Some land that is "open"--not built upon--should not be classed as open 
space. The widely diffused social costs of air and sound pollution in the 
vicinity of airports, for example, are likely to be greater than the social 
benefits of the airport as an open area. 

Areas allocated for vehicular use--expressways, streets, parking lots, 
railroad yards, for example--should not be classed as open space. Vehicular 
areas exhibit many qualities that are undesirable for an open-space use: air 
pollution, noise, high population density, large proportion of site covered 
by impermeable surface, lack of vegetation to contrast with manmade environment. 

Over time, a particular site may shift from one class to another within 
the open-space category or may shift in and out of the category. For example, 
land now in open-space use as an undeveloped park on the fringe of an expanding 
city may be planned for temporary removal next year from the open-space cate­
gory for use as a landfill area. Plans might also designate this site's return 
to open-space use three years hence as an improved park and recreation area-­
with a new forest planted on manmade hills of compacted trash. 

Socia 1 Benefits 

The benefits of open space are certainly not limited to people on the site· 
significant public or social benefits accrue in large measure to people who ' 
live or work near the site and to others who are miles away.7/ Benefits include 
enhancement of real estate values of property adjacent to land in open-space 
uses (and additional tax revenues stemming from this higher value, air 

.6/ p
reserving the large rural open spaces is a problem for State and 

Federal agencies and various conservation groups; it is not considered in this 
paper. 
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"recharged" due to presence of trees and green plants, underground wat~r 
reservoirs recharged by rainwater entering ground not covered by buildings or 
other impermeable surfaces, the creation or preservation of scenic areas, and 
the conservation of soil--which in turn reduces silt pollution of streams and 
rivers, the hazard of flooding, and the loss of capacity in manmade water 
reservoirs through siltation. 

When the social benefits of open-space land uses are greater than the 
social costs, land in such uses should be considered for long-term retention 
as open space. Whether land is classified as open space or not hinges on 
realizable public or social benefits. The rolling wheat fields of the Midwest 
provide a variety of open-space benefits to the few who live in the area, as 
well as directly and indirectly to others in the Nation, but large public 
expenditures for their preservation as open space per se would not be justified 
at the local or regional level. These, and other well-managed large farm and 
forest areas, are open-space uses on a national scale. They have little value 
as regional or local open space, because almost all environment in the locale 
is natural and there is no nearby man-created environment to contrast with 
these open areas. 

A WORKING DEFINITION OF OPEN SPACE 

The distinguishing characteristics of open-space lands, derived from the 
preceding discussion, are as follows. 

- Open space can, in part, be defined by its function--that of serving 
esthetics, mental and emotional well-being, the structuring of development, or 
air and water management. 

- Open space may vary in size according to its uses, its location, and the 
density of development and intensity of use of nearby land· areas. 

- Open space may be provided, either primarily or incidentally, by areas 
devoted to farm, forest, recreation, or institution use. 

- Most important, to be classed as open space, a parcel of land must be 
relatively free from development, have a low percentage of surface covered by 
buildings and other impermeable surfaces, have a low permanent population 
density, have vegetation, .provide a visual contrast to manmade environment, 
and provide significant, identifiable social benefits in excess of social costs 
resulting from all uses of the land. 

METIIODSFOR PRESERVING OPEN SPACE 

So far, the discussion has concerned the growing realization that open 
space is a necessity if we are to maintain and enhance the quality of our 
environment. Many aspects of open space have been considered. A working 
definition of this multifaceted term has been suggested. Given the desirabil­
ity of preserving open space, what are some of the methods to achieve this 
goal? 
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The following list of methods for keeping land in open space is not 
meant to be exhaustive, but rather to be representative of the range of methods 
that have been suggested or employed. These possibilities vary from methods 
costing the taxpayer little or nothing to others that require large amounts of 
money to implement. 

Purchase 2 Fee Simple 

The first and most often used method is outright purchase of the land. 
Many private groups are deeply interested in maintaining open space for one 
reason or a~other, and spend much effort and money toward this end. A number 
of these groups buy land for open-space uses. Examples include the areas 
bought for conservation purposes by the Audubon Society, the Izaak Walton 
League, and the Nature Conservancy; those acquired by golf and country clubs 
for the members' recreational use; and sites bought for ski area developments 
or hunting preserves where use of the space and a specialized recreational 
service is sold to the public. 

Governments, at any level, can purchase land in fee simple. This method 
is most often used to acquire park and recreation areas, which remain in the 
ownership of the jurisdiction buying them.~/ 

There are a number of variations in the use of purchase in fee simple. 
Those used by individuals, firms, groups, and governments interested in keep­
ing land in open-space uses include advance acquisition, purchase and lease­
back or purchase and sellback, and purchase at a tax foreclosure. In addition, 
Federal, State, and many local governments can use the right of eminent domain 
and condemn land for a public purpose.2/ 

Advance acquisition--Buying land in advance of the time it is required is 
as useful for governments acquiring land for open-space uses as it is for pri­
vate industry buying sites for future growth. This method keeps land open 
until construction ~f the project for which the land was bought actually begins. 
It also helps agencies reduce the cost of public facilities by buying before 
the price of land increases due to inflation or population growth. 

8/ Money for this purpose--as loans or grants--is available to local 
government agencies from the Open Space Program of the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development; from the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
through the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, U.S. Department of the Interior; from 
a number of other Federal programs; and from the programs of various States. 
(The Greenspan Program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture was not funded in 
Fiscal 1968 or 1969.) 

9/ Eminent domain is the right of a government to take private property 
for public use. Condemnation in this sense is the declaration that the property 
is being legally appropriated for a public purpose; the owner is paid the fair 
market value of the property. 
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Purchase and leaseback, or purchase and sellback--These arrangements can 
be useful for keeping land in such open-space uses as farming and forestry. 
Whether the land is leased or sold, restrictions upon the use of the land 
preserve its usefulness as open space. 

Condemnation and excess condemnation are methods available only to govern­
ments. There is a constitutional requirement that land be take~ only for 
public purposes. Recent court decisions have expanded the public purpose con­
cept from only the lam actually needed for roadbeds and building sites to that 
land plus adjacent land which enhances the beauty of these types of public 
projects. Condemnation can be used to acquire land for a park. Excess con­
demnation can be used to acquire land for such purposes as small parks along a 
highway, a neighborhood park adjacent to a school, or a buffer between an 
airport and adjacent residential areas. 

Purchase of Partial Rights 

Property ownership, in a legal or an economic sense, is the_proprietorship 
of a bundle of rights. Typically, these rights, to name a few, include the 
ownership of any minerals on the property, water rights, the right to sell the 
property or transmit it to heirs, and the right to use the land. Recent 
attention has been given to public acquisition of partial rights as a means of 
retaining land as open space. 

For example, public acquisition of a scenic easement along a highway would 
permit the owner to use his land for any purpose except one that would obscure 
or mar the view from the highway. As another example, a conservation or 
natural resources easement would limit the land to such uses as farms and 
forests. These limiting or negative easements usually do not include the right 
of public access to the property. 

Tax Policies 

One of the principal reasons cited by many for the loss of open space on 
the rural-urban fringe, particularly farmland, is that real property taxes 
based on the value of this land in areas that are growing through suburban 
development are too high for the owners to pay unless they change the use of 
the land. At least three methods have been devised to deal specifically with 
this problem: 

_ Preferential assessment is a departure from the standard ad valorem 
assessment of real property. It consists of the outright forgiveness of part 
of the real property taxes which would have been levied on a parcel of property 
had market value been used as the standard for assessment rather than use 
value. Such laws usually require the assessment of farmland and other land_ 
(such as golf courses) on the rural-urban fringe on the basis of its value 1n 
its current use regardless of its potential value in any other use. 
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- Tax deferral is also a departure from ad valorem assessment of real 
property. This plan is much the same as preferential assessment, except that 
the real property taxes which would have been levied on the basis of potential 
suburban use are not forgiven outright but are deferred until the land is 
actually converted to a higher use. Variations of this plan provide for dif­
ferent periods of deferral, and some provide that interest should be paid on 
the property taxes deferred. 

- Grants to pay property taxes--Some people believe that the city, State> 
or Federal Government ought to give a direct grant to the owners of open space 
near a growing city. These people hold that the real property tax should not 
be further changed; instead, if taxes on real property are truly a significant 
factor in an owner's decision to sell land on the urban fringe, then the 
Government could subsidize the owners of such land directly. The amount of the 

grant could be exactly enough to cover the cost of the higher property taxes 
(for example, the difference between the property taxes in the current use and 
in the potential use), or the grant could be somewhat higher, thus providing 
an incentive for the owner to keep the land open. Such grants could be thought 
of as rental payments by the public to keep the land as open space. 

Land-Use Control 

Zoning is probably the best known method of land-use control. Natural 
resource or conservation zoning may be used to keep land in open-space uses in 
rural and rural-urban fringe areas by designating zones for such purposes as 
conservation, flood plain, agriculture, forestry; or other low-intensity uses. 
Such zoning is of limited usefulness in places where pressures for development 
are strong. 

Zoning in cities and on the fringe of urban areas is usually classified 
by type of use (e.g., industrial, commercial, residential) and, if residential, 
by density (the number of people, or more usually, the number o-f dwe 11 ing units 
permitted on a given acreage). Density zoning may ~e used to keep land open 
in urbanizing areas by permitting the developer to build at higher densities on 
part of the site, thus requiring him to keep part of the site open in order to 
stay within the maximum allowable density for the entire site. 

Recent variations of density zoning are cluster zones, planned unit dev­
elopment zones, and new town zones. Cluster zoning allows the developer to 
reduce the size of the permitted number of lots and group or cluster them pro­
vided that the land saved by this method be kept as open space. Planned unit 
development and new-town zoning permit variations in density and in land use. 
These new types of zoning encourage a more creative approach to land develop­
ment which can result in more rational use of available space, including
reservation of land for various open-space uses. 

The subdivision regulation is another form of land-use cont·rol often 
used in connection with zoning. Subdivision regulations can require the devel­
oper
such 

to 
as 
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a certain percentage of the total tract to open-spac~ use, 
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Gift of Land for Parks, Recreation, and Other Open-Space Uses 

Land may be given to a government agency or to a tax-exempt private trust 
established to preserve and maintain open-space lands for various uses. 
Similarly, the landowner's right to develop his land may also be given to 
agencies of the above types, thereby assuring that the land will remain as open 
space. This could reduce the owner's property taxes (because the value of his 
property would be reduced by the amount of the dedicated property rights) and 
the land would remain in private ownership. 

Incorporation of Lands 

Landowners in some States are able to combine and incorporate their lands 
as a separate municipality. This device relieves pressures to change the land 
from its agricultural use. The tax burden can be stabilized and, often, future 
tax increases can be avoided because the services required in the agricultural 
area are minimal. The few services needed, such as schools, can be obtained 
on a contract basis. Also, the farm municipality is freed of the threat that 
its open land will be condemned for intensive public use. The preservation of 
this open space depends upon the desires of the incorporated landowners. 

Information and Education 

State and local governing bodies might also use information and education 
programs as a tool to preserve open space. 'nlese might include: 

- Preparing and disseminating to developers cost-benefit studies that 
show ways to reduce costs by better land-use planning and the inclusion of open­
space lands in developments of all sizes. 

- Sending to developers, and to the general public, literature stating 
the many reasons for preserving open space--and how this can be assisted by 
developers. 

- Working with radio, television, newspaper, and magazine writers and 
photographers to show developers and the public examples of good and bad types 
of development at scales ranging from a few houses to entire towns, cities, 
and regions. 

Not all of these methods could be used to preserve a particula~ type of 
open space, nor would all of these tools be equally appealing to all local 
government officials. In some cases, combinations of two or more of these tools 
might be more workable than any one of them alone. 

CONCLUDINGRP.MARKS 

To prepare and implement plans for retaining open space, people in each 
State, region, county, city, and town will have to decide for themselves what 
concepts and definitions of open space apply to their particular situation. 
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They will need to determine answers to many questions, if the plans for open­
space preservation are to be effective. Questions such as the following should 
be considered: 

- What are the open-space uses in the area? What purposes do the open 
spaces serve? Where are they located? How large are they? Are they linked, 
or discontinuous? 

- Where should open space be retained? What functions should these open 
spaces serve? What are the most suitable locations for each of these specific 
uses? Which general purposes are to be fulfilled by each specific open-space 
use suggested for various sites? 

- What are the monetary and nonmonetary public or social benefits of the 
various areas proposed for retention as open space? What is the distributio 
off-site as well as on-site, of these benefits? What are the public costs 0 ;' 

these open-space areas? What is their distribution? Do the public benefits of 
retaining each proposed open-space area outweigh the public costs? 

- Which methods of open-space land acquisition and/or retention are least 
expensive for the community? Which are the most feasible politically? Which 
have the greatest chance of keeping the land in open-space uses for long periods 
of time, if this is an objective? Should the method adopted provide for per­
manent preservation in a particular open-space use, or should conversion from 
one open-space use to another--or to a use other than as open space--be permitted 
at some time ~n the future? Which method or combination of methods provides the 
best opportunity for beneficial development of the area? 

'nlese and many other questions will need to be considered. nie first 
problem is to define and identify the type of open space being discussed. The 
te~ needs to connote the same thing to the public, the planners, and the 
dec~sionmakers each time the question of retaining land in open-space uses is 
raised. 
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u,s. Departmentof Agriculture 
Office of Secretary Orville L. Freeman 

Secretary's Statement at Public Hearing December 16, 1968 
on Procedures for Highway Location and Design Approval, 
at 9 a.m. at the Department of Transportation, Wash., D.C. 

I am glad of this chance to comment on the proposed new highway 

hearing procedures published by the Department of Transporation in the 

Federal Register October 21. 

The Department of Agriculture is heartily in favor of the concept 

of the two-step hearing and appeals procedure for the location e.nd design 

of Federal Aid highways. 

Growing populations and willy-nilly expansion of technology, 

industry and communities have put a strain on the American environment that 

is injurious to the quality of American life. 

The new procedure should result in more effective resolution of 

the many problems which result from the total impact of highways on this 

environment -- and it is a tremendous impact in this motorized age. 

The Department of Agriculture is especially concerned with the 

impact of highways on agricultural land and on the development of rural 

areas. 

The many ways in which highways can affect the environmental 

quality of rural as well as urban or suburban areas need to be carefully 

explored and considered in highway location. 

Because we feel that the interests of rural areas are not 

adequately protected· in some of the sections of the proposed regulation, we 

have suggested a few changes. They are briefly outlined as follows: 
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1. We have suggested that farms and forests and other important 

aspects of rural areas be included in the list of items in Section 

3.3(c) to be considered in studying the social, economic, and 

environmental effects of highways. 

2. We have suggested that item ( 3) in Section 3. 5(b), which 

pennits a single hearing if no communities of more than 5,000 

population are involved, be deleted. In a great measure the 

development of rural areas will depend upon adequate access by 

highways to the natural resources, the new towns, and the old 

towns of whatever size which neeci. renewal and revitalization. 

Moreover, highways must be planned as part of any multicounty 

district to be assisted under the recently amended Section 701 of 

the Housing Act of 1954 (Sec. 6ol, P.L. 90-448). • These districts 

will include towns of whatever size outside of standard metropoli-' 

tan statistical areas. The impact of the corridor on these may 

be as great · or greater than on urban centers of more than 5,000. 

3. Section 3.ll(b) provides that copies of the notices of public 

hearings be sent to the appropriate representatives of the 

Departments of Interior and HUD. In view of the substantial 

interest of.this Department in highways going through rural areas, 

we have asked that this Department be included in the distribution 

·of such notices~ 
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4. Section 3.17(b) provides for appeal.ing the decisions of the 

division engineer. We appreciate the complex problems involved 

in the appeal.a procedure, but we feel that opening it up to "any 

interested person" as now provided in the proposed regulation may 

be unwise. We would prefer to have the appeals procedure limited 

to "persons and. organizations adversely affected." 

5. It is not clear to me why Forest Highways have been included 

under this proposed regulation. If there is a need to prescribe 

for hearings and for appeal procedures here, we in the Department 

of Agriculture will be glad to consider the need and join with 

you to include them under Part 15 of the Code of Federal Regula­

tions which sets forth the regulations for administering Forest 

Highways. This is in accordance with Section 204(d) of Title 23 

of the United States Code. 

Forest Highways must serve to meet the resource management 

objectives of the National Forests as well as provide a route for 

general public travel. 

Since both the Department of Transportation and the Department of 

Agriculture are involved in determining the need for and the. 

selection of routes for Forest Highways, it is proper that 

presently existing legislation does provide for joint decision-

• making. 

I recommend that the applicability of this Rule to Forest Highways 

be eliminated. 
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The location and design of highways is one. of the most difficult 

and complicated environmental problems which we face today. It is a problem 

which will be even more serious in the future as the many environmental 

pressures increase. It is therefore urgent that steps be taken now to 

assure that all relevant factors and·opinions are taken into consideration. 

We believe that the two-step hearing and appeals procedures out­

lined in the proposed regulation is a constructive and forward-looking 

approach. It is important that the environmental considerations affecting 

highway location apply to rural areas as well as urban areas. We hope that 

the procedures with the changes which I have suggested will be adopted. 



ADVISORYC(M(ITTEE Olf MULTIPLE USE or '!'BE llATIOKAL FCRBS'l'S 

(Iaeued through tacilitiea 
ot U.S. Department of Agriculture) Washington, Dec. 10, 1968 

Ca1tillo 
McDa.vid 

lfational Forest Advisory Ccamittee Lauds Conservation Centers: 

A cabinet-level citizens' advisory committee today ~rged retention of 

the Nation's Job Corps Conservation Centers as one of a list of recommenda­

tions involving National Foresta administered by the Forest Service, U.S. 

Department of Agriculture. 

The recommendations were made by Secretary of Agriculture Orville 

Freeman's 15-member Advisory Committee on Multiple Use of the National 

Forests following a two-day meeting n Waehington~ D.C . 

. The committee members, representing a wide range of interests and geo­

graphical areas of the Nation, gave strong commendation to the Conservation 

Center phase of Job Corps for its effectiveness as a "contribution to human 

ieaources." All 45 Job Corps centers administerad by the Forest Service are 

conservation centers in which young men combine form~l education with work 

training in improvement of National Forest lands. 

In other action, the committee suggested both a "new look" in forestry 

practices on National Forest lands and some restrictions on the use of motor 

vehicles and guns in the forestaG 

The coumittee said it felt greater public understanding could be 

achieved for the National Forest program if increasing emphaaia were made on 

eathetics and landscape architecture in timber management. The recommendation 

focused considerable attention on logging, calling for neater disposal of 

waste after logging, lifting of logs out of the woods by meana designed to 

avoid destruction of ground cover, and elimination of "block clear-cutting." 
(more) 
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It suggested harvesting of trees in small patches, rather than in large 

blocks. The committee also asked that roads built primarily or solely for 

logging be either closed or limited in use after the logging work is com­

pleted. The comnittee said public relations could be improved by displays 

and other connnunications to rev•al the "wise, harmonious, esthetic and 

beneficial uses" of forest land. 

Turning to the matters of safety and security in the National Forests, 

the conmittee made these recommendations: 

1. Each of the 154 National Forests should develop plans for regulation 
of power wheeled vehicles and snowmobiles to avert permanent damage to land 
resources and insure safety of forest users. Restrictions should be estab­
lished only if problems are evident. 

2. Cooperation for protection of forest users and federal property in 
National Forests with State and local law-enforcement authorities should be 
stepped up through cooperative efforts, including means not yet available. 
This should be coupled with research and a "positive education program" to 
get at the roots of the growing problems of vandalism and crime, the comnitt 
said. One phase of that program, the conmittee suggested, should include 
education on the use of firearms in the forests, including establishment of 
firing ranges and firearm-use training. Also suggested was a restriction of 
gun-use in certain heavy use areas of the forest. In these areas, guns would 
have to be cased and could not be fired indiscriminately. 

The coumittee also paid homage to its chairman, Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture John A. Baker, who is expected to leave his post at the end of 
the present administration. He was commended for "relating human needs to 
total environment." 

Members of the co111Dittee are: Dr. Frederick S. Barkalow, Jr., of 
Raleigh, N.C.; Philip R. Bradley, Jr., of Berkeley, Calif.; Gene c. Brewer 
of New York City; Dr. John Hernandez of Las Cruces, N.M.; Clair A. Hill of 
Redding, Calif.; Leonard Horn of Wolcott, Colo.; Mrs. Maxine C. Johnson of 
Missoula, Mont.; Mrs. Garland D. Kyle of Pine Bluff, Ark.; James P. Paul of 
Scottsdale, Ariz.; Mrs. E. D. Pearce of Miami, Fla.; William L. Putnam 
of Springfield, Mass.; A~thur Temple, Jr., of Diboll, Tex.; Gordon Van Vleck 
of Plymouth, Calif.; Lester P. Voigt of Madison, Wis.; and Dr. Gilbert F. 
White, Chicago, Ill. 

USDA 3851-68 



UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUIJruRE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Mouton 695-3109 
O'Neal 388-3709 
-Wallace 343-5726 Washington, Nov. 25, 1968 

F,or A.M. Release Wednesday1 Nov. 27 

Interagency Committee to Study Cumberland River in Kentucky and Tennessee: 

An Interagency Study Committee composed of representatives of the U. S. 

Army Corps of Engineers, Depart~nt of Agriculture, arxl Department of the 

Interior has been ~d to review and prepare resource plans for the entire 

Big South Fork of the Cumberland River in Kentucky anl Tennessee. 

other interested Federal agencies and the States of Kentucky and 

Tennessee have been asked to participate in the study. 

Section 218 of the 1968 Rivers and Haroors Act directed the Chief of 

Engineers, the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior to 

"review and prepare such alternative plans as they may determine feasible 

and appropriate for the use of the Big South Fork of the Cumberland River and 

its recreational, conservation, or preservation uses of such area and report 

to the Congress no later than December 31, 1969." 

The Act also directed the Chief of Engineers to review the proposed 

Devils Jumps Dam and Reservoir, Big South Fork of the Cumberland in Kentucky 

and Tennessee and report to Congress on the feasibility of the project no 

later than December 31, 1969. The Congress will use these reports on the 

Big South Fork of the Cumberlam River to evaluate resource development 

programs which will best meet the needs of the area and the Nation. 

{more) 
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Camnittee members include Ronen H. Koenings, Regional Director of the 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation's Iake Central Office at Ann Arbor, Mi.ch., 

for Interior; Colonel John Bell, District Engineer, Nashville, Tenn., for 

the Corps of Engineers, and J. R. Sasser, State Conservationist, Soil Conser­

vation Service, Nashville, Tenn.,· for Agriculture, with H. c. Eriksson, 

Associate Regional Forester, Forest Service, Atlanta, Ga., as Alternate. 

Objectives of the alternative study are to: 

1. Evaluate resource uses or develop~nt, both existing and potential, 

of the Big South Fork of the Cumberland River in Kentucky and Tennessee, its 

tributaries, ani necessary contiguous areas for recreations, conservation 

or preservation purposes. 

2. Identify those uses which will provide optimum benefit, both 

tangible and intangible, to the public am local economy. 

3. Propose programs to make best use of the identified benefits. 

The Interagency Cammittee is expected to evaluate the extent to which 

each proposed program would enhance, foreclose or curtail potential uses 

of the resources in the study area. 

For A.M. Release Wednesday, Nov. 27 
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