

































































bureaus and in Land Grant Colleges were consulted and, of course,
knew of the work. That Congress also knew of it, and that one of its
members should ask that the material be printed as a Senate Document,
is not at all surprising. Although submitted as a report of the Forest
Service, subsequent study of it caused me to accept it as a Departmental
statement, and I feel that even though it had not been made public at
the time it was, it should soon thereafter have been made public in any
case. Under such circumstances, it would have been distinctly regret-
table if information of such vital necessity and great public value should
have been withheld from Congress and the people of the United States
who directly and indirectly are vitally interested in the subject.

Your letter refers to “a program not only advocated by this (the
Interior) Department for more than half a century but now rounded
out by the enactment of the Taylor Grazing Act, June 26, 1934, as
amended June 26, 1936,” and implies in one place that the delay in
enacting legislation to regulate the use and conserve the resources of the
public domain was due to efforts of the Department of Agriculture to
impose impracticable conditions. One specific citation of delay is the
effort exerted to secure the veto of the Grazing Act. Reference is made
to “intangible but real obstructions” which “this same agency (meaning,
of course, the Forest Service) for many years has interposed * * ¥ mainly
by attempting to incorporate in legislative proposals for the public do-
main, inapplicable rules and regulations adopted by your Department
for forest reservations.”

A review of the history of the public domain legislation will demon-
strate that these are not fair statements. It is true that as early as 1878
Major Powell of your Department made recommendations for a western
land policy that was surprisingly sound and farsighted for that day.
But nothing was ever done about them. For more than thirty years
the Department of Agriculture has repeatedly recommended that sound
legislation be enacted. In this connection the following quotation from
an address by former Secretary Houston before the American National
Livestock Association, held in Denver, Colorado, January 21, 22, and
23, 1910, is of interest:

The Department of Agriculture has been urging this (improving of
grazing on public lands) for fifteen years. The Department of Agriculture
has been urging classification of public lands—not that there should be a
rigid classification which could not be changed, but one which might be
reconsidered at frequent intervals. Clearly, grazing should be regulated on
the public lands so that they may support many more animals. I was glad
to hear a representative of the Department of the Interior say yesterday that
he is now in favor of this policy. I have been surprised that he has not been
in favor of it from the outset. We tried to get the Kent Bill through.” It

might have gone through if there had been a favorable report on it from
both departments. Now comes the suggestion, at this late day, from the In-

[ 6o1 ]



terior Department, that there should be regulated grazing on the public
domain. . . .

If it is a fact that “inapplicable rules and regulations” were a cause of
delay, the Department of the Interior must share the blame equally with
the Department of Agriculture. The original Taylor Act, H. R. 2835,
introduced during the first session of the 73rd Congress, was the out-
growth of a measure which was drafted and agreed to by members of
the Forest Service, representing the Department of Agriculture, and
representatives of the Department of the Interior, working together in
entire harmony. This bill, with minor exceptions, was approved by
both Departments. It was the type of bill long recommended by the
Department of Agriculture. It had also been approved by both Depart-
ments when introduced in the 72nd Congress by Mr. Colton. Early in
the second session of the 73rd Congress, a new bill, H. R. 6462, was
introduced as a substitute for H. R. 2835, and this also received the ap-
proval of both Departments. It was only the amendments made in the
House and Senate Committees to which this Department objected.

I opposed the approval of the Taylor Grazing Act as finally passed by
Congress for reasons with which you are familiar and which I still hold
valid. Postponement of action another year until Congress could have
had opportunity more carefully to consider the bill, to my mind, would
have been of far less serious consequence than accepting the Act as it
was passed. The fact that the criticisms of the Taylor Act by the De-
partment of Agriculture were held by the Attorney General as inade-
quate to justify a veto does not imply that the Act is satisfactory. Nor
does it remove the necessity for desirable amendments of the Act.
Weakness in the Act are set forth in the range report as a basis for the
amendments recommended in that report. ~Serious imperfections in the
Act are recognized in your letter (of January g, 1935, to the Chairman
of the Committee on the Public Lands in the House of Representatives)
which transmitted the draft of a bill that proposed to amend Sections 1,
3, and 15. Some of the obvious imperfections received further recog-
nition in amendments passed by Congress and approved June 26, 1936.
I am confident time will show other features that should be corrected.
Many stockmen already claim that the law gives them vested rights
which, once established, will be almost impossible to remove.

The fundamental difference between your Department and mine in
relation to the legislation for regulating grazing on the public domain
has centered largely around the question of the degree to which that
legislation will permit establishment of vested or prescriptive rights under
which public interests in a vast empire legally will be subordinated to
interests of a comparatively small number of livestock growers and
owners of range lands. If you had had time to familiarize yourself
with the long history of unfortunate results which have grown out of

[ 602 ]



the establishment of prescriptive rights, you would understand the view-
point of this Department in relation to the subject. It would seem to be
rather an unsound principle of public economy to concede that fortuitous
circumstances of landownership, and grazing use in relation thereto,
should enable individuals to establish definite property rights in large
related acreages of public land. It is by no means clear, even yet, that the
Taylor Act will not ultimately have such a result. It was because of
this possibility, rather than any question of departmental jurisdiction,
that this Department so strongly counseled the President to withhold
approval of the Taylor Bill until it was so revised as to eliminate its
potentialities for consequencies adverse to the general public interest.

The part the Department of Agriculture has played in the dry-land
farming movement in this country is perhaps not fully known to you.
Actually the Department of Agriculture has always maintained, and still
does, that dry-land farming has a definite place in our agricultural pat-
tern. However, in the past as now, we have insisted that the use of
land for this purpose should be based on sound, scientific soil surveys
and adequate land classification. Your reference to the 1908 Yearbook
was taken from a treatise on soil surveys and the importance of this work
to dry-land agriculture. Since your reference to the 1916 Yearbook
was not complete, the excerpt is given in full below in order that you
may see that the Agriculture Department was even then displaying a
danger sign against the promiscuous use of dry land for cropping. The
complete quotation follows:

Moreover, many improved farm methods have been introduced by the de-
partment. “Dry farming,” for example in spite of the fact that it has not
realized the early expectations of its advocates, has opened up to agriculture
vast arecas of semiarid country which before were given over to the sage-
brush and cactus, the rattlesnake, and the prairie dog.

In a sense, the term “dry farming,” is somewhat misleading. The De-
partment of Agriculture is teaching farmers how successfully to conserve the
moisture in the soil, and it has introduced various crops which do well with a
minimum of moisture. Further than that it has been unable to go without
having recourse to irrigation. The present position of the department with
regard to dry farming is somewhat analogous to that of a member of the
Illinois Legislature, who, on being asked by a committee of the Anti-Saloon
League whether he was “wet” or “dry,” replied that they could put him down
asmoist.” In other words, the best dry farming is in reality moist farming.

As a matter of fact, homesteading in the Great Plains area, and else-
where in semiarid territory, was far advanced before any research work
on crop production was done by the Department of Agriculture. Es-
tablishment of dry-land experimental farms by the Department and
State Experiment Stations came about because of the strong demand
from settlers already in the territory for assistance in meeting their farm-
ing problems. The desire of the American people to own land, high-
pressure salesmanship of railroads and land locators, and other factors,
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primarily were responsible for resettlement and cultivation of the semi-
arid lands. Efforts of this Department and the State Experiment Sta-
tions primarily have been directed toward the development of cultiva-
tion methods and crop varieties adapted to dry-land farming conditions
in order to lessen as much as possible the hazards of farming such types
of land.

In the light of present circumstances, it seems evident that the De-
partment of Agriculture should have more strongly opposed the land
disposal policy which permitted the selection, without classification, of
land for such use, just as it now opposes the improper use of forage,
another agricultural crop, on range lands. In the final analysis the
responsibility for aggressive, constructive leadership in matters of land
disposal policy rests in the Department having jurisdiction.

The report of this Department does not differ markedly from your
own statement relative to regulations and legal provisions for the pro-
tection of water holes and other such key tracts. Yet, in spite of legal
provisions and regulations calling for affidavits, many key tracts and
water holes controlling large forage resources have passed to private
ownership. If the report implies that this was due to poor administra-
tion of the law, the inference seems logical.

Our impression has been that there is now no question as to whether
the “Stock Raising Homestead Law” was or was not beneficial to the
West.® No person who has made a factual and realistic study of the
subject seems to have such doubts. Secretary Work, in his Report for
1924, covered this situation quite conclusively when he said :

Stock raising on a tract limited to 640 acres is not practicable and hom-
steads for stock raising are rapidly reverting to the open range. The Gov-
ernment has been criticized because it invites its citizens to enter public lands
of this character, invest their small savings in an effort to develop them, only
to find that they have wasted their time and capital in a fruitless struggle
against insurmountable difficulties. The attention of Congress is called to
this phase of the public land situation in the hope that consideration would
be given to the repeal of the stock-raising homestead act. The remaining
grazing lands can be otherwise administered with greater advantage to the
Government and the stockmen.

If subsequent developments have modified the above clear-cut and
unequivocal statement, they have escaped the attention of this Depart-
ment. Dr. Sherman,” on pages 222 and 223 of The Western Range,
covers the history very well indeed.

When this stock-raising homestead law was promulgated and initiated
by the Department of the Interior, sound and constructive principles of
classification and administration were formulated and applied for per-
haps the first year or two of the life of the act. If those principles had
been adhered to consistently, consequences of the act would have been
much less harmful. It was later liberalization of the principles of classi-
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fication and administration which gave rise to the conditions which have
since led the Department of the Interior to advocate the repeal of the law.

The history of the Pumpkin-Mizpah Creek District in Montana de-
serves factual clarification. The idea back of this experiment belongs
neither to Agriculture nor Interior, but to Mr. Evan W. Hall, then Agri-
cultural Agent for the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad.
After conferences with local stockmen, he proposed the idea to Scott
Leavitt, then Congressman from Montana, previously a Forest Super-
visor in Montana. Conferences attended by Mr. Leavitt, interested
stockmen, and representatives of the Department of Interior and Agri-
culture were held.  Suitable legislation sponsored by Leavitt was passed.
The then Secretary of Interior, Hubert Work, requested that Forest
Supervisor Simpson, whose headquarters were at Miles City, help or-
ganize the unit on a sound basis. The Forest Service conducted and
paid for the partial range survey used to determine proper stocking.
Mr. Simpson helped draft many of the preliminary rules and regulations.
Clearly the Forest Service did have a major part in outlining this project.
this project.

The inference that the report attacks private owners of range lands
is noted. What the report has to say regarding private range lands
is no more an attack than is calling to public attention the wastes from
erosion on farm lands, from improper handling of private oil lands, from
pollution of streams, or from that human waste which inevitably accom-
panied the destruction of our natural resources. It is, I take it, appro-
priate to direct attention to facts needed to formulate sound practices
for the welfare of individual owners and community interests.

Characterization of the report as “a thinly veiled attack upon a sister
department” has no greater justification than exists for similar characteri-
zation of reports in support of a proposed Department of Conservation.
In urging the grouping of Governmental work on range and forest lands
in the Department of Agriculture, the report follows logical reasoning by
placing in that Department the functions of Government having to do
with agriculture on range and crop lands alike. I recall your own
public advocacy of legislation which would eventuate in the transfer of
agricultural functions from the Department of Agriculture to a renamed
Department of Interior. Certainly you would not deny this Depart-
ment privileges which you yourself feel are wholly ethical and appro-
priate in similar circumstances. Certainly I have never publicly made
as biting criticisms of Interior as I can cite in printed records of your
remarks about Agriculture. As a matter of fact, this Department has
consciously refrained from making public replies to such remarks. Only
reluctantly, after you had made the subject one of open controversy,
have we carried on any public discussion of the issues, and then
impersonally.
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The alleged existence of “the calm assumption that all competence
in the administration of grazing resides in the Department of Agriculture,
and that the Interior Department is entirely innocent of competence in
this field” lacks substantiation. The report states that “Action has been
started in the grazing districts ¥ * * under the Department of the In-
terior.”  And it gives full credit to progress under way on Indian grazing
lands, and to existing instances where private owners have made credit-
able accomplishments. One can not be unmindful, however, that the
Forest Service has the largest group of men with training and experience
in range management; that this Service has had thirty years of ex-
perience in this field; that it has maintained leadership in research in
range land problems; and that elsewhere in the Department of Agricul-
ture is found the technical assistance range management must have in
plant industry, animal industry, wildlife, soil technology, plant disease
and insects, agricultural economics and a wide field of other services.
A review of the extensive literature on the subject shows that most of it
has been prepared by the Department of Agriculture or by the State
Agricultural Colleges, in part with the aid of the Department of Agricul-
ture; relatively little by the Department of the Interior. This is merely
a statement of a situation, not an attack.

In the report The Western Range this Department has endeavored to
view the whole range situation, and to present the facts regarding it
impartially and fearlessly in order to obtain for a great natural resource
the public interest and support needed for its conservation. In that
process it has been necessary to emphasize certain of the causes of exist-
ing conditions. Regardless of how carefully it is presented, the truth
sometimes hurts. But if real progress is to be made, the truth must be
known and faced. Specious and unfair criticism will, of course, con-
tribute nothing to the solution of a problem which challenges the in-
telligence of the American people and menaces their future security
and progress. Each executive department must scrutinize its past record
in so realistic a way that the truth will be known and faced. It is my
desire that the Department of Agriculture shall do just that. I assume
it to be your desire that the Deparment of the Interior shall act in a
similar way."

Sincerely,

(Signed) H. A. WALLACE
[13:PSF: AGRICULTURE:T: COPY]

1 Roland R. Renne, economist, president of Montana State College.
* Benjamin H. Hibbard, author of A4 History of the Public Land Policies (New York:
P. Smith, 1939).
3 John Ise, author of United States Forest Policy (New Haven: Yale University,
1920).
% Fiank K. Cameron, author of numerous studies of soil solutions.
® John Wesley Powell, director of the U. S. Geological Survey, 1880-94.
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® Frederick H. Newell (1862-1932), director of the U. S. Geological Survey,
1907—14.

"In 1916, Rep. William Kent of California introduced H.R. 12040, a bill to
classify the public lands. It was not reported from committee (Cong. Rec., 64th
Cong., 1st sess., 53:3, 2958).

8 The Stock-Raising (or Stock-Grazing) Homestead Act of 1916 (39 Stat. 862)
permitted entry on homesteads of 640 acres on “non-irrigable, non-timbered land
chiefly valuable for grazing and raising forage crops.”

? Edward A. Sherman, assistant chief of the Forest Service.

* This letter forms part of a transcript of the Ickes-Wallace correspondence on the
Forest service report, The Western Range. The transcript, sent by Wallace to Roose-
velt, is undated and unaddressed. It begins with a reference by Wallace to “a very
frank talk” he had had with Ickes on Jan. 7, 1937, presumably on their differences
over the report.

570 ErnesT C. OBERHOLTZER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, QUETICO-
SuPERIOR COMMITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

Cuicaco, ILL., December 19, 1936

My pEAR MR. PresmeNT: The Quetico-Superior Committee, cre-
ated by Executive Order of June g0, 1934 (No. 6783), has been seeking,
in acordance with your instructions, to facilitate the earliest possible
attainment of a vast international peace memorial among the border
lakes of Minnesota and Ontario. To this end all the departments of
the government have been cooperating loyally with the recommendations
of your Committee.

The Committee has sought above all to keep uninhabited wilderness
sections of the lakeland free from occupancy and invading highways.
In accordance with that purpose, after most thorough study of the prob-
lem, the Committee unanimously disapproved a proposed re-location of
a main trunk highway, which would traverse the Indian Reservation of
Grand Portage and the rugged wilderness area to the east, forming the
easternmost tip of Minnesota. The Committee has again and again
reaffirmed its position against this proposed relocation, believing it un-
necessary uneconomic, and inimical to the larger public objectives of
the Quetico-Superior program. It would mean abandoning a route
through the only country that is now settled for a more expensive route
through an uninhabited country, where great damage would be done
to scenic and wild life values. In our judgment the proposed road, by
diverting through traffic through the undisturbed historic area of Grand
Portage, would largely destroy the usefulness of that location as the
eastern gateway to the Quetico-Superior lakeland and as the nearest
entrance to the Isle Royale National Park.

I am glad to report moreover that the Indian Office, because of its
own plans and necessities, has concurred in these views and that the
Bureau of Public Roads in accordance has served notice upon the High-
way Department of Minnesota that no federal funds will be available
for construction of the highway, so long as the Indian Office objects.
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The Highway Department of Minnesota, nevertheless, is trying to
break down this position. Condemnation proceedings have already
been begun in the federal courts against the Indian Office. Moreover,
pending decision by the judge, the Highway Department now has a
delegation in Washington to force a surrender by the federal agencies
that have opposed. Their move has been so unexpected that we have
found it impossible in the time available to reach and to inform all
the senators and officials whose aid is being enlisted. It is our under-
standing that the Highway Department will seek your own personal
intervention.

Under the circumstances we have felt in duty bound to remind you
of the action already taken by your Committee and by the government
agencies involved and to express the earnest hope that nothing may
occur to jeopardize complete fulfillment of your Quetico-Superior pro-
gram. The public stake is very large.!

Respectfully yours,

ErNEST C. OBERHOLTZER
[13:0F 1119:TS]

* Answered post, 572.

571 Morris L. Cooke, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS COMMITTEE, TO
ROOSEVELT
WasHINGTON, December 29, 1936

My peEAR MR. PrReESIDENT: Your Great Plains Committee has fin-
ished the drafting of its report. It was unanimously arrived at and
this without important compromises. Drafts of two sections (Sum-
mary Introduction and Chapter 6 containing our specific recommenda-
tions) are handed you herewith. Unless you instruct us to the contrary
the report will be turned over to the Government Printing Office at once
with the expectation that 500 complete copies can be put in your hands
during January.*

The necessity for Federal leadership was recognized in the appoint-
ment of the Committee and is re-affirmed in the Committee’s recom-
mendations. Obviously it is neither possible nor desirable that the
Federal Government should do all that needs to be done. Therefore the
Committee has attempted to analyze the task, recommending action
by the Federal Government, suggesting action by State, local and private
agencies and emphasizing the necessity for a unified program which all
agencies will be willing to accept.

The Committee recommends that the Federal Government: (1) make
or complete intensive surveys of the land and other resources of the
Great Plains; (2) acquire certain lands in range areas for controlled
sale or lease; (3) encourage by extensions of credit and by demonstra-
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tions the formation of farms large enough to provide a secure and ade-
quate living for an average-sized American family; (4) encourage small-
sized irrigation systems and the use of known measures for developing
and conserving the available water supply; (5) establish a continuing co-
ordinating territorial agency to ensure the best use of the resources of all
Federal agencies concerned in the Great Plains, to bring together all
pertinent information, and to furnish all proper advice and assistance
that may be requested by non-Federal agencies.

It is suggested that the States revise and codify laws relating to ten-
ancy, water use and conservation; that they examine the possibility of
zoning to ensure the best uses of rural land and water; that they promote
and supervise grazing associations; that they form districts for the con-
trol of erosion on arable lands; that they retain control of tax-delinquent
range lands; that they make possible the consolidation of uneconomical
local governments and the revision of local tax systems to bring them
into harmony with the earning power of the land; that they systematize
their efforts to develop water resources and prevent the waste of water;
and that they stimulate by new laws the giving of more equitable leases
and the acquisition of land by permanent, competent and non-specula-
tive operators.

It is suggested that every proper means be used to educate local com-
munities and individuals in the proven principles of land and water
conservation, including shifts of farm practice to reduce dependence on
the ““cash crop,” the creation of feed reserves for use in dry years, methods
of cultivation which reduce evaporation and erosion, flexible cropping
plans to conform to the amount of moisture in the soil at seeding time,
and the planting of trees and shrubs in practicable locations.

All reference to costs and appropriations have been excluded from the
report. Generally speaking we have interpreted long term program as
one requiring say twenty years for its execution. In addition to the re-
port proper—running 40,000 words—there will be Supplements and
Appendices, but all popularly presented.

The Committee believes that the preservation and enhancement of
human and natural resources in the Great Plains area is possible, that
it can rest on the democratic basis of general consent secured by educa-
tion and conference, but that to be wholly successful the program must
be initiated by the Federal Government and without unnecessary delay.?

Yours very sincerely,

Morris L. CookE
[Notation:a] Message to Cong 2/10/37

[13:0F 2285:Ts]

*The Future of the Great Plains, Report of the Great Plains Committee (Wash-
ington, 1936).
? Answered post, 573.
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572 RooseveELT To ERNEST C. OBERHOLTZER, EXECUTIVE SECRE-
TARY, QUETICO-SUPERIOR CoMMITTEE, Minneapolis

WasHINGTON, January 7, 1937

My pEAR MRr. OBERHOLTZER: Your letter of December 19 has been
received.

I find that representation has been made to Secretary Ickes of the
desire of the State of Minnesota to locate a road through the eastern
boundary of the Grand Portage Indian Reservation. He is going into
the question thoroughly, and I am sure that he will not take any action
inimical to the preservation of the wilderness area on the eastern point
of the State. As you know, I have a good deal of interest in the ob-
jectives of the Quetico-Superior Committee, and I am glad to be in-
formed of this situation.*

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 1119:CT]

* Drafted by the Interior Department.

573 RooseEVELT To Morris L. Cooke, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PLAINS
COMMITTEE

[WasHINGTON] January 7, 1937

MEeMORANDUM FOR MoORRIs L. Cookk: I have read the “Foreword
and Summary” of the report of the Great Plains Committee with the
greatest interest. It is my thought that I shall send the whole thing to
Congress immediately after January twentieth.

Will you please prepare for me a very short message to Congress which
I can use in transmitting it.*

F. D. R.
[13:0F 2285:cCT]

*This is in reply to Cooke’s letter sending the report, Dec. 29, 1936, ante, 571.
Cooke submitted three drafts with a letter to Roosevelt of Jan. 22, 1937 (OF 2285).
See post, 588.

574 Harorp L. Ickes, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL REsources CoM-
MITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, Jan. 14, 1937
My pEAR MR. PrReESIDENT: I appreciate the opportunity to review
the Report of the Great Plains Committee in advance of your approval.
The recomendations in the report indicate a gratifying endorsement
and extension of the previous proposals of the National Resources Com-
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mittee and of the suggestions submitted by State and regional planning
agencies in the Great Plains area. There is real need for a continuing
regional planning agency operating in cooperation with State Planning
Boards and under the general guidance of the permanent National Re-
sources Board proposed in your message to Congress on administrative
management. To be consistent with your previous recommendations, it
should, of course, report through the permanent National Resources
Board and not be a separate governmental agency.

The attached brief review of the specific recommendations in the
report shows a number of points which would seem to require further
study of clearer orientation in relations to the reorganization of the
Government and policies for cooperation with State and local agencies.
Presumably, when the general recommendations in the report are crystal-
lized into specific plans for action by the proposed continuing regional
planning agency, these questions will be answered through the perma-
nent National Resources Board.

Sincerely yours,

Harorp L. Ickes
[13:0F 2285:7TS]

* Cooke had learned that the Great Plains Committee report had been reviewed
by Ickes and Delano of the National Resources Committee. In a letter to Rudolph
Forster, Executive Clerk of the White House Office, Jan. 25, 1937 (OF 2285), he
said that he did not know what objections had been raised but that they might
have to do with the agency proposed to effect coordination in the field, and that
Ickes and Delano might be afraid that this plan would conflict with the pending
reorganization of the National Resources Committee. Cooke said that the Great
Plains Committee had been “careful to use wording which would not conflict with
any such reorganization however comprehensive and radical it might be,” but that it

believed the need of coordination in the Great Plains area was so great that it could
not be allowed to wait.

575 [Enclosure] FrEpERICK A. DELANO, CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY
CoMMITTEE TO THE NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, TO
Harovrp L. IckEs

WASHINGTON, January 13, 1937

MEemorANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN: Under date of October 6, 1936,
The President wrote to you, “It is my thought that after the report of
the Drought Area Committee has been tentatively drafted, I would
discuss the recommendations with you and Mr. Delano before the final
report is made.”

Late yesterday afternoon Mr. Forster sent for Mr. Eliot to come over
to the White House and gave him Mr. Cooke’s copy of the report with
the covering letter which indicates that the report is due for delivery
from the printer January 22 and that Mr. Cooke is advocating trans-
mittal to Congress on the 26th.
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The report of the Great Plains Committee follows quite closely the
previous recommendations of the National Resources Committee and
its precedessors. The principal recommendations for further investi-
gations, purchase of submarginal land, increasing the size of farms, water
development, rural zoning, erosion control measures, blocking up
tax delinquent lands, and finally for a continuing regional planning
organization are all direct follow-ups or repetitions of our previous
proposals.

The deficiencies and doubtful points in the report which after a single
reading of the document appear important are, as follows:

(a) General questions concerning the attitude displayed by the report;

(b) Major questions of policy;

(c) Detailed references to pages and specific phraseology; and

(d) Miscellaneous—in the supplement.

(a) General: Without wishing to make petty criticisms, the report
appears to me to show the result of haste and to miss a great opportunity
in ignoring any previous report or recommendation on any of the sub-
jects discussed. There is little continuity and no connection or mention
of the previous work of the National Resources Committee from one end
of the report to the other, except in connection with the Drainage Basin
Study. This avoidance of mention of our Land Report * is both pointed
and odd, considering that they repeat most of our recommendations.

There is an attitude throughout the report of telling the States where
to “get off.” It gives the impression in reading it that here is a group
of Federal officials telling the poor misguided brethren where they got
off and what they ought to do. It is also typical of the report that there
is no mention throughout of State Planning, and in that way undoes some
of our most important work.

If The President proposes to transmit this report with any kind of
special message it would seem to me very important to cover the two
foregoing points so as to avoid as much as possible a wrong impression.

(b) Major Questions: (1) The report proposes a new agency (pages
XXXII and 147-148). Congressional sanctions and appropriations
are involved in carrying out the recommendations for a new agency.
This new agency is recommended either in connection with a permanent
National Resources activity or separately. In view of The President’s
reorganization message I think the Great Plains Committee should be
asked by The President to make its recommendations conform with his
announced policy. It would be entirely proper to have a regional plan-
ning commission in the Great Plains reporting through a permanent
Resources or Planning agency, but it should not be established by sep-
arate act of Congress, nor should it be a separate agency reporting either
to Congress or to The President.
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(2) The report advocates compensation to local governments in lieu
of taxes for lands acquired by the Federal Government, although there
is a warning in the report as to the possible danger of this device in per-
petuating improper county organization. The whole principle is highly
debatable in its effect on Government activities of all sorts throughout
the country.

(3) The report recommends reorganization of the tax policy of the
several States to provide assessment and rates of taxation based on income
from land. It is argued that this revision will assist in preventing or
reducing speculation. As you know, there is much to say in favor of
reorganizing our real property taxes on this basis, but only if this revision
of policy is accompanied by other methods of taxation to secure to the
public the unearned increment of advance in land prices or speculation.
Unless such a change in tax policy is accompanied by stronger controls
over private gain at the public expense, it is likely to lead to more specula-
tion rather than less. Again, while the group making the recommenda-
tion may be on the right track, there has hardly been time to study all of
its implications and adequately appraise them.

(c) Specific Statements: Pages 94-98—recommended investiga-
tions: No reference to the percentage of these investigations already done
or possible. No reference to possible use of State or local planning agen-
cies for cooperation in investigations. Who is to decide which investi-
gations come first?

Pages g8—102—Purchase of submarginal land: Who is to determine
what land is submarginal and which of these areas should be acquired
first? There is apparently no provision in the report for indication of
State desires or cooperation, and the whole matter would be determined
from Washington.

Pages 102—105—Control of range: There is a recommendation for
cooperation among agencies; in other words, that the new land pur-
chased will not be turned over to the Grazing Division of the Interior but
kept by some other agency operated under a cooperative agreement.
Just why it is necessary to have two agencies doing the same job in the
same field is not explained.

Page 124—Zoning: It is recommended that county zoning be au-
thorized. There is no reference in the report to the related problem
of whether or not the country or groups of counties would make a better
unit. In the Wisconsin experience it is clear that rural zoning cannot
go ahead with any success unless guidance and leadership are provided
by some State planning agency.

(d) Miscellaneous: In the supplement or memoranda on various
subjects attached to the report: there is no indication of authors or the
degree of the Committee’s responsibility for the statements contained
therein. There is much more doubt about some of the statements in the
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supplement than in the report proper. It was my understanding from
Doctor Barrows before he left at Christmas time that the supplement
was to be definitely the responsibility of the authors of the several
memoranda and not of the Committee. In this section, I noted the
following in reading it:

Page 200: Who determines what should be bought as submarginal
land? See previous comment on pages 98—r102.

Page 207, beginning of the long description of the Taylor Grazing
Act: Apparently nobody in the Grazing Division has been consulted.
I wonder if they are agreeable to the statement of what they are trying
to do? 'There is also a strong endorsement of the Montana grazing
associations.  Does the Grazing Division approve of this method, or have
they been consulted?

Page 237, begins a discussion of education for conservation: In every
case the contributions to conservation from the Department of Agricul-
ture are placed before the discussion of any corresponding activity in
Interior; whereas all of the agencies in Agriculture dealing with conserva-
tion are set out in detail, there is no mention in this section of Parks,
Grazing or Reclamation activities in Interior. In view of The Presi-
dent’s recommendation for a Conservation Department, there is a serious
question of whether this section should be included in the report.

FrEDERIC A. DELANO
[13:0F 2285:Ts]

*The Report of the Land Planning Committee was issued as part 2 of the National
Resources Board’s Report on National Planning and Public Works in Relation to
Natural Resources and Including Land Use and Water Resources . . . (Washington,
1934). The committee issued a supplementary report (in eleven parts) in 1935:
Report on Land Planning. The Land Planning Committee originated under the
National Planning Board. When the latter agency was abolished in 1934 the com-
mittee became the Land Section of the Technical Committee of the National Re-
sources Board but the former name continued to be used.
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