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We Americans have mixed feelings about our public lands. Some of
us wish to preserve them untouched by human hands. Others of us want
to transfer all of them to private ownership and operation. Most of
us, if we think about the public lands at all, develop views somewhere
between the extremes but related to some particular purpose. We look
at the situation from different viewpoints and we seek various objec-
tives.

We have somewhere between 2,500,000 and 33,000,000 acres of public
lands suitable for intensive agriculture, the amount depending upon
one's definitions of "suitability" and "availability." About one million
of these acres are being farmed by private operators under federal
leases or permits. Some people would expand this agricultural use of
public lands, others would ban it. Mamy would like to change the per-
tinent laws or regulations.

None of this is new although some aspects of the situation receive
more or less attention now than once was true. When our nation was
young and struggling to survive between the Atlantic Ocean and a wild
continent most of the known public lands were considered suitable for
farming., A family with strength ani determination could develop both
a home and a farm on such lands and many families did so. As the
settlers pushed westward for about a thousand miles--and a hundred
years-~these opportunities continued to exist.

With the successive waves of land seekers varying patterns of
settlement, land use, and farm organization emerged in response to
physical, economic, political and legal conditions. These legal
conditions developed into an elaborate pattern of laws and procedures
relating to settlement and use of federal public lands. For the most
part this pattern was intended to bring about the transfer of these
lands into private ownership and into intensive agriculture under
independent farm family operation.

As time went on and the frontier moved westward, the nature of the
encountered lands changed. These were less suitable for intensive
farming on relatively small acreages unless irrigated, and water
resources were less plentiful. Development became more difficult and
costly. A grazing agricalture requiring larger units of land became
more necessary. Minerals, forests, and scenery grew relatively more
important. Some reservations of public land for public purposes were
made, but the feasibility of joint uses brought about leases and permits

Max Myers, Project Coordinator; Russell Berry, Deputy Coordinator.
(This Brief Summary is included also in Volume I, Final Revort.)
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for private operators. However, the patterns of laws and procedures,
although enlarged and changed somewhat, still reflected the earlier
emphasis on disposals for intensive agricultural use by family farmers
even though fewer such opportunities remained.

The most recent comprehensive effort to evaluate this situation
and recommend any necessary modifications in our laws and procedures
relative to federal public lands was initiated with the creation of the
Public Land Law Review Commission.

The Commission's responsibility is to (1) "study existing statutes
and regulations governing the retention, management, and disposition of
the public lands"; (2) "review the policies and practices of the federal
agencies charged with administrative jurisdiction over such lands insofar
as such policies and practices relate to the retention, management, and
disposition of these lands"; and (3) "compile data necessary to understand
and determine the various demands on the public lands which now exist and
which are likely to exist within the foreseeable future."

The Commission outlined a series of studies, including this one, to
provide a basis for carrying out the directive that it recommend to the
President and the Congress "such modifications in existing laws, regula-
tions, policies, and practices as will, in the judgment of the Commission,
best serve to carry out the policy" that "the public lands of the United
States shall be (a) retained and managed or (b) disposed of, all in a
manner to provide the maximum benefit for the general public."

Intensive agriculture has more importance in any study of public
land laws than seems justifigd by the relatively small amounts of federal
lands curreatly in such use. There are several reasons for this
importance. Historically, the theme of the disposition of the public
domain was its development as privately owned and operated farms. A
ma jor part of land law legislation and regulations related to this aim,
Currently, some of the more challenging questions and controversies
concern the development of public lands for intensive agriculture,
usually through irrigation. Costs of development are rising sharply,
economies of scale are becoming more important, and laws such as the
160-~acre limitation are attacked in some areas.

We are concerned here with people as well as with lands, policy
decisions, and laws. People make the public land problems as well as
the policies and the laws. They sometimes act ahead of the policies
and the laws. They demand that their representatives in government
evaluate the situation and do something about it.

4The Commission defined intensive agriculture as "the production
of crops other than range forage, including small grains and hay." In
this report the terms "intensive agricultural lands" and "arable lands"
are used interchangeably.

S 3



Who are these people that influence actions and policies regarding
public lands suitable for farming? For purposes of simplification we
can divide them into three loose groupings: the users, the administrators,
and other publics. The users are those who farm the arable public lands,
or would like to do so, and any others who use these lands for various
purposes or would like to do so., The administrators are the federal
officials in the agencies which supervise the lands. The other publics
may be sorted out in various ways--geographically, as taxpayers, as
consumers, or as voters.

What do these people in these various groups want from the public
lands? Each major interest group has its own goals and objectives.
These are not always consistent even within the group, and they some-
times conflict with those of other groups. Conflicts between groups
over objectives and alternatives give rise to issues.

Most of the user groups tend to stress economic goals and objec-
tives. These people want to make a living and they want to use the
public lands, or former public lands, profitably. User groups interested
in sport or recreation, however, may emphasize other types of objectives.

The administrative agencies tend to seek such objectives as:

More efficient or more economical ways of carrying out
assignad responsibilities. ;

More (or less) personnel and funds (as current policies dictate).

More (or less) lands to administer (as current policies dictate).

More (or less) control over the lands and users thereof (as
current policies dictate).

More (or less) revenue from the lands (as current policies
dictate).

Public recognition for their efforts.

Conservation or preservation of the lands and features thereof.

Various other public groups may have such diverse objectives as:

Economic development and better business in an area or region.

Obtaining more revenue from public lands or lowering public
costs to maintain such lands.

Placing of public lands on tax rolls through putting them in
private hands (or obtaining this result by federal payments
to lower governments),

Obtaining more food or other products from public lands.

Conservation or preservation of the lands and features thereof.

Development or continuation of some selected pattern of settle-
ment or of society.

S 4



Each of these groups with its objectives tends to consider, select,
and support courses of action to attain those objectives. These alter-
native courses of action usually concern utilization of lands, the form
of tenure, the time element, or some combination of these. Utilization
as used here includes the purpose (or purposes) to which the land is put
such as crop production. Tenure includes the terms of ownership,
supervision, and operating control of the land. These functions all may
be performed by one person or agency, or divided among several. The
time element refers to present versus future development, use, or tenure.

When the chosen course of action of a group conflicts with the
existing system of laws and regulations or with the courses of other
groups, there are problems (or policy issues) for everyone concerned.
Then by some process the issues must be resolved. This leads to study,
discussion, negotiation, or legislation. Quite often some sort of com-
promise solution is developed.

There are many ways in which current major issues relating to
public lands can be described, divided, and analyzed. For purposes
of this report a very simple and practical approach is used; major
issues are grouped under the following three policy questions with
various subordinate questions:

Should federal public lands suitable for intensive agriculture
be used for that purpose?

If such lands are to be so used, how should this be accomplished?

If such lands are not to be so used, how should this be
accomplished?

In this brief summary these three questions are treated in the
order listed with the relevant data and evaluations presented as needed.
In other portions of the Final Report and in the Working Papers there
are more complete presentations of data and analyses.

Should federal public lands suitable for intensive agriculture be used
for that purpose? Why? s

A number of reasons have been advanced to support the agricultural
use of these lands. These reasons include:

Production of food and fiber for the nation and the world.

Economic development of specific regions, States, and communities.
Settlement (occupancy) of the lands.

Establishment of proprietorships (or family farms) on the lands.
Supplementation of some other use.

Provision of government revenues from these lands.

S 5



Do we need these lands in order to produce foods or fiber? Shall
we need them by 19807 By 20007 Answers to these questions depend upon
the amounts and types of suitable and available public lands as well as
the overall demand for and the supplies of food and fiber.

This study tabulated the acreages of public lands suitable for
intensive agriculture and supervised by seven federal agencies in the 17
contiguous Western States in three categories:

Dryland: 1,995,604
Irrigation (water available): 1,312,639
Irrigation (water not available): 35,068,041

Some of these lands are in parks and forests and not likely to be
available for cultivation. A more limited tabulation of suitable and
potentially available lands under control of the Department of Defense,
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation and the Forest Service
(L. U. lands only) shows:

Dryland: 1,166,000 acres
Irrigation (water available): 1,041,000 acres

These arable lands are scattered widely over the Western States, and
about 1,010,000 acres are now being cultivated by private operators
under lease or permit.

The quantities of land considered suitable and available are
relatively small when compared with the total of 371,000,000 acres
administered by federal agencies, or the total of 130,000,000 acres of
private croplands in the 17 Western States.

Data and estimates on current and projected demands for food and
fiber for the United States and the world were studied. The years 1980
and 2000 were used as future reference points. In addition, information
on amounts and productivity of cropland in the United States was analyzed.
Particular attention was paid to privately owned but unused or under-
developed arable lands.

The conclusions reached were as follows:

1. While world population is expected to double by the year 2000
and thus create unprecedented demands for food, demands in the under-
developed countries must be met, except in time of drought or diaster,
by local production.

2. The U,S. contribution to food and fiber needs of other countries

will be maximized by providing fertilizers, insecticides and other
chemicals, seeds, tools, and technical help rather than food.
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3. The demand for U.S. agricultural production will continue to
be largely limited to the needs of the domestic population and the
developed countries that find it profitable to import our foods, feeds,
and fibers.

L, The U.S. population is expected to increase about 25 percent
by 1980 and 75 percent by 2000.

5. A study made for the National Advisory Commission on Food and
Fiber by Professors Earl Heady and Leo Mayer of Iowa State University
indicates that, despite expected rises in population and foreign demand,
the increase in yields and efficiency will be so great that no more than
20 million of the 60 million acres of idle cropland will be called back
into production by 1980.

6. A survey by the Soil Conservation Service indicates that out of
the 638 million acres of land suited for regular crop production in the
United States in 1958, 373 million acres were in cropland. Currently
only 300 million acres of cropland are being harvested, and 60 million
acres have been retired from production by government programs.

7. Even if there were little or no increase in yields and
technology, U.S. food and fiber needs of the year 2000 could be easily
met by increasing crop acreage from 300 million to 600 million.

8. Of the 371 million acres of federal public lands, only 3.3
million acres are deemed arable or suitable for crop production by the
seven federal agencies that now administer these lands; only 705,000
acres suited for dryland crop production and 941,000 acres suited for
irrigation are likely to be available. These are lands held by the
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of
Engineers. The contribution of these 1.6 million acres of federal
lands to food and fiber production needs would be very small indeed.

9. The Bureau of Reclamation estimated the cost of future federal
irrigation projects at $921 an acre and non-federal projects at $313 an
acre. Both these costs exceed clearing and draining costs for millions
of acres of land in humid areas of the United States. The latter would
seldom exceed $200 an acre.

10. The evidence indicates that U.S. agriculture can easily meet
food and fiber needs for both 1980 and 2000 without the use of the 1.6
million acres of federal lands considered suitable and available for
crop production.,

Although the foregoing information provides no Jjustification from

the national, economic viewpoint, there remain questions concerning
specific major crops, specialty crops with local demand, and public
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lands already in production. None of these alter significantly the
conclusions already listed, but they do pose possible, localized
exceptions to the general conclusions.

The second justification listed for development of these public
arable lands is to aid in the economic development of specific regions,
States, or communities, Such justification has some basis in the
obvious fact that any development which brings in outside capital and
additional people will create some business activity at least in the

short run.

The real questions in this subject area concern the amount, geo-
graphic distribution, and duration of such benefits as related to
available and suitable federal lands. Will such development, presumably
with federal investments in selected localities, be of such value as to
serve the national interest? Or will it provide such local and area
benefits as to justify efforts to accomplish it even though it may not
be in the national interest?

Several input-output studies in 11 Western States suggest that for
every $100 of new crops produced there would be $30 to $40 indirect
benefits or total effects of $130 to $140 (See Part IV).~ Thus if the
1.5 million acres of arable public lands were brought into production
at present yields and prices, the direct output effect would be $85
million. If the indirect effect multiplier were $1.36, the total
effect would be $115 million. Large as this is, it would be only a 2.0
percent increase in the value of all crops presently harvested in these
11 States.

Similar results could be expected in local communities. For example,
if in. Phillips County, Montana, 23,500 acres of arable federal lands could
be brought into production,the direct effect at current yields and prices
would be $352,000 or a 3.9 percent increase over current agricultural
sales. If the indirect effect multiplier were 1.30,the total effect would
be $458,000 a year.

If 30,000 acres of new federal lands were brought into irrigated
production in Cassia County, Idaho, the direct effect would be about
$5 million increase as compared with $33 million presently produced. If
the 1.30 multiplier were used for the indirect effects, the total effect
would be about $6.5 million. Obviously this would have an important
impact on the local community. But such an analysis gives at best only
a partial answer. What would be the effects of similar development in
other parts' of the country if<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>