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Events Leading to the Passage of the Clarke-McNary Act

The enlarged program for cooperative fire control under the Clarke-
McNary Act evolved largely from the active controversy in the early
twenties over what type of public control of timber cutting on privately
owned forest lands, if any, should be included in a broad forest policy
for the Nation. The developments and the various legislative proposals
which led up to and finally culminated in the passapge of the Clarke-
McNary Act in 1924 will be briefly sketched,

A more adequate national forestry policy became a prominent subjeet
of public concern and political discussion almost immediately follow-
ing the end of World War I. Col. Henry 8. Graves, Forester, who had
only recently returned from Europe where he commanded the 10th
Engineers (Forest Regiment), struck the clarion note in an address
made at Boston in February 1919 before a New England Forestry Confer-
ence, Thereafter he made many speeches throughout that year in all
parts of the country, at gatherings of forester, timberland owmer,
and operators. @Graves believed it was high time that further devasta-
tion of the Wation's forests be stopped and that practical forest
management measures should be applied to all forest lands, both
private and public, in order to keep them productive. A part of his
proposed program and its most controversial phase related to his
suggested Federal-State cooperative approach to the problem. His
views aroused much interest and considerable controversy even among
foresters who, although concurring in principle as to the need for
better forest practices, were unable to agree among themselves as to
the best means of bringing it about. The proposals met considerable
opposition from timberland owners, due partly to uncertainty as to
the extent and method of public control contemplated,

In the spring of 1919 the Society of American Foresters appointed a
committee for the "application of forestry" whose chairman and most
vigorous member was Gifford Pinchot. This committee prepared and,

near the end of the year, widely circularized an elaborate report to
the Society membership. 1In it was outlined a proposal which includeds.
as a major provigion direct Federal control over the management of
privately owned timberlands. Since this reflected the well-known
viewpoint of Pinchot the committee was commonly called the "Pinchot
Committee' and the program the "Pinchot Plan."

&

In the meantime other agencies had become interested in a national ?
timberland program. In November 1919 the Committee on Forest Congerva-
tion of the American Paper and Pulp Association formulated “Suggestion%i”
For a National Forest Policy With Especial Reference to the Pulp and ¥ -
Paper Industry" which was given wide publicity. Amorg its recommenda-
tions was one that the Federal annual appropriation for cooperation

with the States in fire control be increased to at least $1,000,000/

Its most significant difference from the Pinchot Plan was in its
elimination of any public regulation. With respect to cutting

practices on private lands it favored voluntary cooperation with the
States, but with some Federal assistance and cooperation. It provided
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"that the State, upon request, shall assist the private owners of
forest lands to make them continually productive through the prepara-
tion of werking plans, supplying of printed material and supervision
of silvicultural operations free of charge, or at cost."

The National Lumber Manufacturers Association had also drawn up a
proposed forestry program, which was being aggressively sponsored by

E. T. Allen, who, in April 1920, had become Forester for that associa~
tion. Allen had been active in the Western Forestry and Conservation
Association and for a long time had been advocating better protection
against fires, especially in the Pacific Northwest. The NLMA program was
very similar to that proposed by APPA but, in a measure at least, It was
more mandatory. It favored the proposition that any regulatory legisla-
tion should originate with and be administered by the States rather than
by the Federal Government. It contained some other less controversial
features which were more or less common to all the plans then being
advanced,

William B. Greeley succeeded Henry S. Graves as Chief Forester of the
U. 8. Forest Service on April 15, 1920, and he actively followed up
the educational campaign which his predecessor had started. Like
Graves, but unlike Gifford Pinchot, he believed any initial program
involving public control over timber cutting practices on private
lands should be a joint Federal-State cooperative undertaking. This
fundamental difference in opinion between the three men who, up to
that time, had headed the Federal Forest Service no doubt played a
large part in the controversy with respect to public regulation which
became especially acute over the next four years.

Senate Resolution 311 (66th Congress, 2nd Session)

This resolution, introduced by Senator Arthur Capper of Kansas and
approved by the Senate on February 21, 1920, directed the Secretary
of Agriculture to make a comprehensive investigation and report of the
férest situation of the Nation. The resolution read: e

Resgolved, that théméecretary of Agriculture be, and he is

hereby directed to report to the Senate on or before June 1, f
1920, on the following matters, using what information the ’
Forest: Service now has available, or what may be obtained
readily with its existing organization; (1) the facts as to B
the depletion of timber, pulpwood, and other forest rescurces
in the U. 8., (2) whether, and to what extent, this affects 5
the present high cost of materials, (3) whether the export of i .
timber, especially of hardwoods, Jeopardizes our domestic
industries, (4) whether this reported depletion tends to

increase the concentration of ownership in timberlands and the
manufacture of lumber, and to what extent; and if such concen-
tration exists, how it affects or may affect the public walfare.

%

The Forest Service made its report on June 1, 1920, which became
popularly known as the "Capper Report.' The publication of this docu-
ment gave the Forest Service an excellent opportunity to get the timber
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supply situation before the public in an authoritative way and to.
suggest a concrete program for Federal forestry legislation. ThlS
report consisted of two parts. The larger edition covering 73 o
printed pages entitled "Timber Depletion, Lumber Prrces, Lumber
Exports, and foncentration of Timber Ownership.' Its dlStrlbuthn
was rather limited and free copies were furnished malnly on, spec1f1c
requests but anyone could obtain a copy from the Government Printing
Office for 25¢. The smaller edition {USDA Circular 112 :”Tlmber
Depletion and the Answer') was very widely dlstrrbuted durlng the.
summer of 1920. This circular concluded with an outllnejof a proposed
. forest. program which represented the Forest Serv1ce'vje point. .. The
' flrst recommendation concerned cooperatlon w1th the Statee and read

'”Leglslatron is needed as an extensron of sectlon 2 of.the act of
March 1, 1911 (Weeks Law), which will enable ‘the Forest. Servrce to
assist. the respective States in fire protectlon, methods of cutting
forests, reforestation, and the classification of land “as between
timber production and agriculture. It should carry an 1n1t1a1 annual
appropriation of not less than $1,000,000, expendabl . cooperation
‘with the States,_w1th a proviso that the amount expended in any State
"durlng any yearshall not exceed the expendltures of ‘the. State for the
same purposes. The Secretary of Agrlculture should be. euthorlzed

in maklng such expenditures, to require reasonable'eta:dards in the
disposal of slashlngs, the protection of tlmbered and cutover lands
from fire, and the enforcement of equitable requlreme ts in cutting
or extracting forest products which he deems necessary., ‘to prevent
forest devastation in the region concerned, and to w1thh01d coopera-
tion, in whole or in part, from States which do not comply with these
standards in their legislative or administrative measurés. Federal
activities under this law should not be restricted to.the watersheds,
of navigable streams but should embrace any class of forest lands

in the cooperatlng States, :

”Thls Iaw, greatly extendlng the very llmlted Federal ald now g1ven

to the States in fire protection, will enable the Foreet Serv1ce to ¥
organize and carry forwawdma Nationwide drive agalnst the chief
caugse of devastation--forest fires; and to secure adoptlon of sueh
other measures as may be needed in particular forest.. regions, to stop
denudation. It will also aid States and private owners_1n.restock1ng3§
lands already’denuded, where tree growth will not come back. of itself."

g

With respect to needed State legisletien it recommended{

"State laws should provide for the organized proteCtionfef ellfforest
lands in the State, during periods of fire hazard, the protected areas
to include all cutover and unimproved land as well as bodies of timber.
The protective system should include patrols during dry weathet, lookou:
stations, fire breaks and roads where effective, and organized fire-
fighting forces. Every forest owner, large or small, shduld bear his
proportionate share of its cost, about half of which may be properly
borne by the State itself with the aid of the Federal: Government.;
Policy regulations for the control of fire during dry periods in
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"”fconnectlon w1th rellroad ot 1nduetr1a1 operatlons ‘near ferest 1and

'~,1and cleerlng or. slash dlsposal huntlng, ety and for the control

',ffof 1ncend1arlsm,_form.an essentlel feeture of th ’protective syst

"“=nava1 stores or pulpwood and such other equltabl_f
the authorized State: agency shelldetermlne -upon - as. nec
-~ devastation. ‘All- timber: and cutover land in. Stat :
3sh1p, whlch 1s eot_no'

“of! receded tex lands to segregate areas whlch shou

'Q;_ln State: forests.; It should unify’ in’one body allt
'rjgof the State.:‘The makeup of this' comm1551on snoul

' 1ts forest owners, lts Wood-u51ng

f"fThe:recommendatlons quoted above ‘weré supported 1n
= Greeley durlng the' summer“it varlous meetlngs throug o)
'*:In general the Forest Serv1ce program was not mater
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- of forest products from prlvately ownied commerclai forest 1ands.;'”'
'adiltlon to a $5 OOO flne for Vloletlon of the comm1331on s orders

_ of costs._ There was to be an’ approprlatlon of $1
purpose.]fa_io--;._..: _ Sk i

The perlod f0110w1ng World War I and up to th fpa
'McNary Act in 1924 was’ characterlzed by espee1311
- between’ the U: 5. Forest Service and: 1mp0rtant me
:ulndustry and 1ead1ng foresters and forestry as

'ood-u51ng;.--:_-,.
There Were -q.ﬁ-"”

leglslatlon 31tuet10n and’ to attempt to reac
“would enllst the general support of. the 1andown :
large consumers of forest products, wvarious fores Ty associ or STt
and the general publici The outgroqth of this mésring played & szgn1f1«
cant part in the formulation and the ultimate adoptlon"
tials of a natlonal forestry pollcy._ Those_lﬂ attemdanee at-thig meet='f
ing were : . : o S

'-'OrgeniZation i j;*3-'_.-;§-7 Rebréseﬁtefivee7
American Forestry Association ==~
C ‘c-é_ L

.:American Newspaper Publlshers

Amerlcan Paper and Pulp Assoc1at10n George W Slsson Jr 5
i . A : S DEAL Crocker,
W.CE. Haskall
R. §. Kellogg
C. H. Worcester:

'-:_Assoc1at10n of WOod—u51ng Industrles John Feley *
'T:U S hamber of Commerce :'; Z,ZE;eﬁftMedelieﬁéhP

~ Nat' 1. Lumber M&nﬂfacturers Assoc. George EH LOng, Chalrman,

Forestry
Commlttee __-' e o]

'he'flrst asgen= &



' fOfganizatidhaJ-,mff ff3*f-n Repreaentat1ves

Western Forestry and Conservanz'iﬁf E T Ailen, Forester
thH Assoc1atlon ;;ﬁ ; BRI :

”Natlonal Wholesale Lumber . i_ .5  E F Perry, _
Dealers A35001at10n i B : ;

"ﬂ..S. FdfeSt*SeEVice1~.: 

r_consulflng
ollcy for '

- 2L;=A-3urVey_tpbobtain necessary infbrméfioﬁ 4s to forest.
g'fOIESt'ptoduction,'and forest-rEquiremeﬁtsFQfﬁthe i

:ﬂgrow1ng of tlmber._
=losses by flre..z.ﬁ”

Also of methods of 1nsur1ng g_'nst forest

S lands Wlthln the’ NatLOnal Forests._f_'

6;£:Appropr1at10n of 10 m11110n dollars a year for 5;years-fcr the
" purchase of lands’ which should bé added to the National Forest.
'system, whether ox not on the headwaters of the naVLgable'streams.-'

71-'Author1ty to acqulre forest 1ands by exchanges ofuland or tlmber:.
't’when clearly 1n ‘the- publlc 1nterest. PR A :
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.8 Authorlty to add to Natlonal Forests Iends now. in. other forms offff'
‘ Government ownership whlch are. chlefly su1tab1e for permanent*
forest productlon._l ;

'At thls meetlng or soon afterwards representatlves'o the'fore t_ _-

o of APPA

S Other members were~ R

".' E T Allen
"-rr}Elbert H. Bakerfrrij?
:¥ erW11son ComptOn 3 ; #ET

i ?__“'_':_Hugh B. _-_Baker e

:.Lr_P S Rlsdale *f[,fﬂ~

”Phlllp w Ayres*kfr

o John Foley

'.'J Randall Wllllans' Netlonal whelesale Lum_er Dea

ThIS cammLEtee, and espec1a11y its chalrman dld.- j
instrumental in promoting Federal forestry- leglslatloL '
;flncludlng passage of the Clarke McNary Act.f ;;

Q The prlmary 1nterest of the forest 1ndustr1es was_
© Federal: funds for fire. control ‘the. forest. survey

hfforEStry, and:: other forestry measures which did: not"”

: controls over prlvate tlmber cuttlng operatlons,gr

Cmembers of. the commlttee were: present at thzs meet;ng and
'frepresented the Forest Service, < The Chamber of Commerce’ la
" in part with this request and submitted to. its’ membershl
‘'which its own National Forestry Pollcy COmmlttee had endor
"whlch was essentlally 31m113r to that of the NFPG i




::The Snell 8111 H R 15327 (66th Congress 3rd SeSSlon)

l'fOn December 22 1920 Congressman Bertrand Ha Snell (N Y ) 1ntroduced

. Bill H,R: 15327 “ This proposed leglslatlon put in: legel form' £

' program advocated by the u. s. ‘Forest Service and endorsed’ by the
Nat10na1 Forestry Program Commlttee of forest 1ndustr1es 3
tial features of the Bill were based ot cooperatlv i

R the Federal and State Governments and the prrvate-

:;'A Blll to prov1de through cooperatlon between
: Government, the States, and owners of tlmberl

__-Jof Agrlculture Tthrough the Forest Servrce
U End directed; in cooperatlon ‘with approprlate
_r'ﬁvarlous States or: other suitable agencies,-t
*'_forest reglon of the Unlted States the essent

'lfcuttlng and remov1ng of tlmber crops by suchrmethods'as w11" S
prcmote contlnuous productron of timber on" lands chiefly. su1tab1e g
therefor' and the Secretary of Agriculture. is. ‘further authorized
" on such’ CDndltlonS as: he may determlne to be fair and reasonable -
“in each State to. cooperate w1th the various Stat nd through
o them wrth prlvate ‘and other agencles w1th1n the States 'in brlng—-
. ing into effect such essent1a1 requ1rements favo ab e for. forest
'protectlon and: renewal with a view to furnlshing ontlnuous
supply of tlmber for the use. and nece331t1es of he peop e of
' the Unlted States.-~;s- :

#

1nvest1gat10nsi
'any State*

__Sec. , That in no case other than for prelrmlna”
- shall the amount expended by the Federal Governmef

: authorlzed to w1thhold cooperatlon in whole or: in. part
'States Whlch do not comply in leglslat1on or 1n admln

'protectlon of the Watersheds of nav1gab1e streams“__ :
cooperatlon may, in the ‘discretion of the Secretary of Ag
ba extended to any forest lands w1th1n the cooperatlng”St'

ke



Section 3. Authorlze a survey of forest resources and tlmber.u?
requ1rements of the Nation._.'- e -:.--;, e el

 Sect10n 4. Approprlate $2 OGO OOO yearly for 5 years to carry :
‘out Sections 1, 2; and 3, of whlch not less” than $1 mllllon must f,-.'

bd for forest protectlon. E
i :

Settion 5. Approprlate $1 mllilon yearly for 5 years for fo est
regearch and anestlgatlons in wood utlllzatlon,.
' 'study of forest taxatlon : :

Section 6._ Approprlate $1 mllllon yearly for 5 years for.reforebtav;
tlon of denuded 1ands 1n Natlsnal Forests,ﬁjg_-' ik

Sectlon ?.; Approprlate $10 nllllon yearly for or é§Quire_-
1ng add1t10na1 land for Natlonal ForestS'- : R

K __.Secthn 8L 'Define-procedure for a;quiring,iaﬁ& 
L Forestséi' BT e BT LR R R

ffSectlon 9 Authorlze acqu131t101 cf 51mllar '
- :0£ land or tlmber when cleariy in the publl

B Sect1on 10 12 Prov;de for c1a551f1cat10n of publ :
valuable chlefly ‘for timber productlon or watér rotection, | .
appropriate $250 OOO annually for 5 years, ahdero ide. procedure'-

":for thls purpose. '; : o : ' :

" The House Commzttee on Agrlculture held publlc hearlngs on January 26
~and 27; 1921, on the snell Bill.: COﬁgressman Gilbert N Haugen (1a.)
who had long been a mhmber of the commlttee had become_lts chalrman-;
with the openlng of the o6th Congress 1n 1919 : ' B :

Congressman Snell 1n explalnlng hlS blll to the commltte 'safﬁyiﬁaba?t{;

needs of the country. i - T want you to know the people i

are back of this bill and fully endorse its main’ pr0v131on :
include the U. §. Forest Serv1ce, ‘nearly all State fores
departments, the National Inmrer Manufacturers Asgoc1at10 ST
the American Paper and Pulp Association; the’ Natienal Whole__-.“'
‘sale Lumber Dealers Association; the Assoeciation of Wood- Using _
Industrles, the American Forestty Assoc1at10n, ané the Amerlcan ;;'“
Newspaper Publlshers Assoc1at10n.::' S :

e o T RN T O | )




'in supply of timber . . . Effectlve protectlon of these 325 m111
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This group comprises landowners, manufacturers, consumers, cand
public forest authorities from every part of the U.S. This . '
- is the first:time in the history of forest: Ieglslatlon tha
L representatlves of all these groups have: gotten together and
37unen1mously asked Congress for con51derat10nf :
measure. : :

' Those who personally appeared before the COmmlttE
Blll Were‘;- -
Cbl' W. B Greeley, Chref i S Forest Servrce
Alfred Gasklll State Forester of New - Jersey
.. E. T. Allen, Western Forestry and Conservatlon
S Natlonal Lumber Manufacturers Association
. R.S, Kellogg, Ghairman,_the Natlonal Forestry
o Henry 5..Graves, Consultlng Forester (former ch
L Serv1ce) :
’f__Phlllp W Ayres, 5001ety for Protectlon of New

sociation and.

ertten endorsements of the b111 were flled with th

'J Randall W1111ams, Jr., Natlonal Wholesale Lumbe”
Assoc1at10n SRR :
' Wllll&m L. Hall, Consultlng Forester of Ghlcago_
UL 8. Forest Service from 1911 to 1918)
'Edward E. Parsonage Presldent Assoc1at10n of W

Industrles.; - -- -

"forest flres He sald in part-

' requ1r1ng protectlon from‘flre.-

of forest land: 11es at the bottom of any national’ reforestatlon pollcy.
Once this vast area of land is really protected from: forest”flres,_; _
__three-fourths of our tlmber supply problem is solved'””' )




”The cost of protectlng these forest 1ands fromxflre,.as reported by
' 26 States; averages 2 12¢ per acre.’ A forest” protectlon budget for the
United, States excludlng the Federal holdlngs_would thus aggregate
48, 125 000 a year. As agalnst thet requirement the sums reguiarly
available’ aggregate $1,885,000, of which ‘State and county appr
. priationg represent $1,060,000 private expendltures $700 OOO an
. the Federal approprzatlon but §125, OOO In other word

ftboth reasonable and necessary that the Natlonal Gove
'1ead in meklng good this defLCIt._ In vrew of’ the: vi
1nterest in an assured supply of timber for the: fu
 ture of oneé million (§1,000, 000) dollars a year fo
ooof forest flres,_or 12 percent of the total “cost’
‘small: item.  The cost of forest Drotectlon should b
publle and the prlvate owner : L

'-;"I am satlsfled that a pollcy of cooperat1on rep
“of the whole subJect for several years, wrth'dlscuss
.”praetlcally every reglon and group of people 1nter'

. tlon w1th States for nine years. T am satlsfled
ﬁ”sectlons of the blll now before th1s commlttee

”jthe polley for meetlng the forest situatlon 1n thls
- myself. proposed durlng my service as Ch1ef Forester :
S e£ 1918 1 gset forth in var&ous publlc speeches and inp
".pamphlets what I believea to be e very urgent s1tua

E proposed certain principles whlch seemed to m i"J
'_adequate natioral Forest policy.j I propose we: shoulu
' matter up prlmarlly from the standpornt of 1and utll

' publlc concern. | I d1d not. 1ntroduce 1nto thlS questlon'of the
- forest policy the questlons of any publlc control over the
1ndustry or the dlstrlbutlon of lumber.a i

ﬂgproductlon of tlmber on the 1and whlch 1s best sulte ;"
purpose, to keep such land productlve in’ order to prov1de fores
products for the needs of our people, to protect our waterSheds, RO
.'and 1n other Ways to meet the very v1ta1 publlc 1nterest in: forests "




o Nat10na1 Forestry Program Commlttee, sparked by 1ts Cha11man,'~“

' mong the more actlve agen01es workrng for the Sne11 Bill were theﬁh:

'_R S- Kellogg and it Secretary, W. B. Bullock ‘the’ Forestry,:Com

" mittee of the Natlonal Lumber Manufacturers Assocratlon,_headed hyl..'t__
:u~W1lson,Compton the Américéan Worestry Assocratlon and ‘the Chamber;??_;

'”*7P011cy Commlttee of the U S Chamber of Commer

_h];was too broad and 1ndef1n1te and mlght be used t
']1ndustry unduly..

.":Snell) dlffered w1de1y in their approach to the ‘mai

'lh problem that it could hardly be expected that the cong

:'of Comnerce of the Unlted States, malnly through thegefforts of R
D. L. Goodwillie, Chairman of its Forestry Commlttee. "AmOng other;_;_:_”
“_organlzatlons whlch supported the Snell 3111 and were more or lessyp_“'

=fapproved the measure.

s that the authority whlch the Snell Blll would co

lproduct1v1ty of private tlmberlands.“ There was: thu ttle chance of
resolvement, - Furthermore, some of’ the best-known foresters were. 80

far apart in thelr viewpoints as to the best " solutlo the forest :
sSional comﬂ%
mittees would agree on either bill. Consequently, ‘th '6th Congress _
'ended w1th the forest bllls st111 in thelr respectlve comm1ttees,;j;:ff'“

Snell 5111 H R, 129 67th cgngress L
| On the openlng day Of the 67th COngress Apr11 11 11921 'COngressmaﬂ e
'Snell relntroduced hls b1f1 (H R. 129) in- the House ; 11 essentlals

.__B111 he dld not at the tlme want to sponsor a 31m11ar propoéa'_f'-

"' Senate ‘chiefly because it involved large Federal: approprlatlons

:hﬂ'for economy "in Government. expendltures. Furthermore, he stated that
...the present worklng of; sectlon 1 and 2 of the snell Bill was too

814 million for F.Y. 1921 ‘=="and this dld not: square with his: positlon T;

“and indefinite.  He believed that before the Secretary{should_b L
'W_authorlzed to spend large sums of Federal money there should




0 e
be greater assurance that the States would impose reasenable reetric—ff":

tions on the cutting of timber o prlvate holdings. He made concret
suggeetlons as to how these two sectlons shculd be rev1sed

Capper 3111 S, 1435 67th Congrese:;__ffﬁ

‘them with prlvate or other agen01es,-1n forest protec
further dlrected the Secretary ”to w1thh01d cooperat1o

'pay or rruly
account for and’ pay’ any’ taxes meosed by the blllﬁ ffor flre B
- control the provisions of the bill concerned ‘merch timbexr’ only,
- which reflected Plnchot e 1deas as to whet constltuted e:magor forest
“problem of the country. Tt did not ecover other 1mportant needs, such
. as’ reforestlng denuded lands, forest resedrch, a surve‘
‘resources, and acqulsltlon of lands for Mational Forest: perpoees =
all of which were included in the Snell Bill and some of whlch Were
embraeed in the or1g1na1 Capper Blll A SRR - '

nfluentlal
1n:an effart'-"

Both before and after the electlons in 1920 a’ numoer'of-
N proponents of the Snell Bill contacted Pre51dent Hardln
- to’enlist his support for the measure. He publlcly:exp

'agreement w1th its obJectlve and in general w1th 1t C g

Hear1ngs on Snell Blll H R 129 67th Congress, an Ség

'An effort to have congressronal hearlnge held on the Snel Iy
Bills prlor to'.the ad;ournment ‘of the first se331on “of the 67th Congres,
in the early summer 0f 1921, failed, so the: matter was: carrled over to
the second session, OnJanuary 9-12, 1922, the House Commltte Lon
Agriculture held’ publlc ‘Hearings on the new Snell Bill, H: R.
Gilbert N. Haugen (Ia.) was chairman, Other members of th:
who took an actlve part in the hearlngs were'-3" S

James c. McLaughlln (Mlch ) J,.';..: ' John D Clarke (N Yoy
Melvin 0. McLaughlino (Nebr ) v .1.Peter G. Teneyck (N Y )'
James B. Aswell (La.) . - S S TN Tlncher (Kan ¥
Davis H. Kincheloe (Ky. ) N _--.;:John W Ralney (111 }
Fred §. Purnell (Ind.) . . oo 0 Marv1n Jones (Tex )
Edward Voigt (Wis.) : ) : . FE
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The testlmony in the main was a repetrtion of the hearlngs on the

first Smell Bill of the year beforeal The proposed. 1eglslat10n was .

~again strongly supported by the Forest’ Service,’ forestry assoc1atlons,:}. .

. and’ most of the organlzed forest industries.: The contrary v1ewp01nt SRR
was conflned chlefly to Glfford Plnchot,; RN o Tk o

' Congressman Snell and U 5. Forester Greeley gave_m __testlmony
in explanation and in support of the 5111 chersww

l:testlfled for the measure were--

-"Alfred Gask111 State Forrster ‘of New Jersey
B Ph111p W Ayres, Forester Socrety for the Protec
o Hampshlre Forests ' N : R
':_'Ray E. Danaher, Pre31dent Callfornla Whrte ‘and: ngar:Plne Manufao-..'
£ turers A55001at10n'-member Callfornra State Boa '
_LJ W Toumey, Dean, Yale Forest School
g'Henry C. Campbell Chalrman
'lelllam A. Babbite, Chalrman, Commitiee of Sta
Assoclatlon of WOod Using: Industries, General

s Natlonal Assoc1atlon of Wood Turners
":;George W. Slsson
Pottsdam, New York . :

, 'E A Sherman, Ass001ate Foresterz U S Fores

' :Elbert H. Baker, Publisher of the Cleveland Plal
gy 1ng Amertcan Newspaper Publlshers Assoolatlon

Secreterwareasurer Coeur d'Alene Tlmber Proteoti'

..o Idaho:
'Q;Mr Bennett, ch1ef legal adv1sor for Park Falls GH'_
-~ Company and Edward Hines Yellow Pine Trustees,: Mlssrs51pp1
Vlrglnla and - Ralney Lake Company, Minnesocta.
_Charles Lathrop Pack, Pre31dent "American Forestry _
“Joseph Hyde. Pratt Dlrector North Carol1na Geologrca"
o Survey R e : .
*{_Henry S: Graves, Consultlng Forester, Washlngton
e approval - opposed present wordlng of Sect1onsf
offered substltute phraseology) ERESRRS

~ John H, Klrby, Presidenty NLMA Houston, Texas (qua11f1e _ ’
' as belng the 1esser of two ev1ls, referrlng to: the tw b111s then

_ before Congress) -
R S. Kellogg, Chalrman Nat10na1 Forestry Program Com
RS T Allen Western Forestry and Conservat1on Assoclatio

_alsoﬂ :

There were wrrtten statements supportlng the blll from SR

_ Samuel T Dana Fore t Commlssloner of Malne_j7ﬁ-ﬂ'-- - - :
“A. L. Osborn; Northern Hemlock and Hardwood ManufacturlngpAssoelatlon"
-~ C. M. Taylor, Pre31dent Amerlcan Wood Preservers Assoc1atlon B
J V Norcross, Union League Club of Chlcago s

M51462l;




.3-Because of the confllctlng Vlewpﬂlntsn.both in and e

oo for Federal cooperation. should Federal as31staneef_
U one the adoptlon by the States of 'a form of taxatlon;f
“';'deter the grow1ng of tlmber crops? Does ‘the blll g

o of Agrlculture too much or not’ eanough control over

. States would enact and endorse’ adequate’ Taws’ govern

_7jf,to conflne it to a few ba31c forestry measures,-
“F'whlch are most urgently needed7' SRR

'“_survey and prOVllen for reforestation of denuded- 1ands

42;_~3

' Except for the obJectron of H S Graves wlth respect to sectlons 1
and 2 of the bill the only person who opposed the ineasure was ‘..
- Gifford Plnchot._ There were however several opp031t10n statements'
.:flled with the commlttee from-: S - :

) C R Barrett Pre31dent Natlonal Farmers Unron
Lew1s F. Hart, Governor of Waahxngton A
F E Papes Superv1sor of Forestry, Washrngton i

oﬁgCongress,f'”

 the committea understandably found it dlfflcult o agree'd' 'the_form' o

of national forestry p011Cy 1t shouid approve.;_fjr
.“ﬁ Development 3d.

'Interestlng questlons began to be ralsed concernlng

g“of fire control? Will it permlt ‘the' Government £O d"
g;Forestry Departments? ‘Does" the’ bill: ‘go far: nough t_

ulng practrces?
'”not be better
3re contr01

.. Does it try to ‘cover too. ek terrltory? if, so, would

7;gBoth srdes of tbese questlons had outspoken champlon nqmber of
"suggested changes were advocated in meetings and thro_g_ rrespondenee,_f
Some add1t10na1 items were suggested for 1nc1u510n, ‘such as’ the’ forest

'Forests._ To meet opp051t10n on grounds of economy 1t ‘was suggested

_reforestatlon and cuttlng practlces.
or’ act1v1ty meant opp081tlan to the whole sectlon-g

. each 1tem be dealt w1th in a separate sectlon.a

: COmmlttee to con31der only such of the three act1v1t1e
deemed approprlate.- te
1-4, inclusive, of the Snell Bill was furnished the commltte
February 3 1922 sectlon 1 deelt excluslvely w1th flre con

_There was’ also developlng a feellng that 1t would be 1mpossrb1e tor obtaln

at the tlme all the forestry measures proposed 1n the b111 and that it
Zthe; :

s wag:

f;__f1rst expressed 1n a 1etter of Aprll 22 1922 from.the Secretar
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Agrlculture Henry C, haliaee to Chelrman George W. Norrls of the Senate -
' Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, in response to a request from.
hlm for a report on the Cspper Blll In thls Ittter the Secretary seld

"Wlth regard to thlS blll (s, 1435) 1ts ob;ectlves are undoubtedly

. desirable and have my hearty support.; I do not undertake to
" discuss the matter of constitutionality, 1t the methods proposed
by thlS measure are found to be 1n advanee of wha '

for plantlng
',"t3}' Exten51on of the Natlonai Forests, o
nder date of June 8 1922 Secretary Wallace w:_t Pre t&eﬁtfﬂerding;;.-
: enc1051ng a copy of hls 1etter to: Senstor Norrrs, sta - RN

T think it is qurte evrdent that nerther the Sne Bil1 nor the
- Capper Bill has much prospect of passage,. but I_be feve that
S program which includes the basic prop051t10ns the three
mentioned in the letter to Senator Norrls plus an eddltlooal
item for forest research) would recelve quite gen_
both from the people who are most urgent in the conservetlon
and development of ouy forest resources, nd from a’ very large 3

"In an effort to resolve the differences of oplnlon wh_ch i Lock- .

Codng the adoption of any public forest program and, if posslble to ffhd a
. commort ground on which alkcadvocates of such a policy could sgree R
Chairman Norris sppornted in mid-July 1922 a subcommittee: on forestry.s
it was reported that this action resulted from a conf rence between
Congressman Snell == considered the forestry expert f the House“'

" members of the House Agricultural Committee, Dr. WllSOn ComptOn,
Executive Secretary of the National Lumber Manufacturers Assocrstlon,
and sevéral other forest rndustry representatrves._ Members of the

'sub-commlttee were: ..

' G. N. Haugen (Ia.), Chairman . -
J. G. McLaughlin (Mich.)
John D, Clarke (N.Y.)

J. W. Rainey (Il11. )
Marv1n Jones (Tex )

It Was however, too close to the adJournment date for the Congress to
take any further action durlng the 3rd Session of the 67th Congress.

M—'l_&_éz' ol



 *'jad0pt a ‘sound “and’ feasxble forest’ pollcy.- Howev
"Y.before it differed 50 widely in their: approach that

._44:e £a_3.; ,e:i'f.aa;a'ﬂ:*“'flf' e,f.

As the 67th Congress opened 1ts &th Se5310n in January of" 1923 there
were two forestry bills for the Senate COmmlttee on’ Agrlculture and

_ Forestry to Con31der <= the amended ‘Capper Bill and the McCormlck
' Blll a companlon to the Snell Blll then pendlng in: the House :

On February 7 1923 Congressman Johﬂ D. Clarke (L Y ) 1ntroduced__ﬁ*
Bill H.R. 14241 (67th Cong., 4th Sess. Y, an’ abbrev1ated”form of the:
- gsecond Snell Bill: on WH1ch hearings had been held th' prev1ous;year,

: The main dlfference was in- the elimination’ of prOV131 :
survey and for reforestatlon on. Nat10nal Forests “Als
: the former preposal for- removxng the Weeks Law 11m1t

-wCharIes L McNary (Oreg ) had Gome’ to the Ui s,
- his keen’ interest in land and farming placed hi
_-_on AgrlCulture where he soon became ltS Chalrman

' '1eglslatlon. He and hls commlttee were anxxous ;
1y propcsalq
mmlttee felt:

hand 1nforma-

ﬂg”that in, order to act 1nt9111gently it must have mor
‘tion on just what the’ major forest problems of thf
how they could best be met natlonallya.'j;

" .Senate Report 28 68th Congress, Flrst Session

:.In order to obtaln the essentlal facts Senater McNar
January 22, 1923 and the Senate approved Resolutlo

. Resolved That the Presldent of the Senate app01nt a commlttee o
o con315t of five members of the Senate, three fre_fthe majorlty
B partyand two from the mlnority party, to 1nvest1gat_ prob}ems
 :re1at1ng to refcrestat10n,'w1th ‘@ viey to estab g a compren-_'
'V”hen51ve natlonal pollcy for 1ands chlefly sulte o

+’.

:ecommendatlons to the” §Enate not 1ater than Apr_
" the purpose of this resolution, the committees i
"”31t and’ act at sueh tlmes durlng the sesalons fs}

such ﬁiacesw"”“
and to employ
'essary.ﬁ_

©within the Unlted States, to hold such hearlngs
~‘such clerlcal and stenographic assistants as it seems
The' commlttee is further authorized’ to’ sénd for person bo
and papers, to administer oaths, and to take ‘testimony _HTHe;f}-__
expenses of the commlttee shall be pald from the contlngent S
fund of the Senate. ' i o s

Pursuant to thlS resolut:on a ”Select Senate Commlttee on Reforestat1on
was promptly app01nted, con315t1ng of: - '

M-1462



'73Uh1ted States -- brass-tack discussions with lumberm

. were 24 hearlngs in. 16 States and in the Dlstrle
. "ft'Hearings were held durlng 1923 at: Washlngton,.

'f“}New Orleens, Le., March 24-26; Washlngton, D
" Mich.,: May 8; Grand Raplds, Mlch., May: 9; Ch1
- Madison; Wis., May 11 ' Cloquet, Mich:’ May 12 - Sa

s : :.

o Charies . McNary (Oreg ), Chalrmanj

. George H. Moseés (N.H. ) S
o James: Couzens (Mlch ). IR
_Duncan V! Fletcher (Colo.)- A
'“:fPat Herrlson (MLSS ) e

'The commlttee held hearlngs in every 1mportant for'
'State and Federal foresters, and forest educator

e:the words of’ the Chlef ForESter ”It was: the £i
taken off 1ts coat and’ dug into the roots of ‘the

_'JacksonV111e Fla., ,March 20; Pensacola, Fla.
March 2273 Hattlesburg, MlSS., Mazrch: 22 Bogalusa

:g

September 6 Portland Oregon, September 8 Oly

’:jSeptember 14 Mlssoula, Mont September 17
i-”ber 215 Boston,_Mass., September 225 Bangor, Me
o Harrlsburg, Pa., November 19 Washington D_C*

:fForester Greeley accompanled the commlttee'o”h'”
part1c1pated actlvely in: ity meetlngs )

5 Washlngton for the final hearlngs and. ”to dlscuss
“._what he: thought the G0vernment could do to ald31n

1447 pages.;
o subJects.:

roster 1nc1uded also a number of governors and man
off1c1als ' : : o

The commlttee s flnal report, S Report 28 (68th Cong. :
tpubllshed January 10, 1924, In its pages it ‘summarized: theuforest

situation and needs of the: country by important forest" reglono_ nd
'outllned its key recommendatlons for a natlonal forestry progra




B havigable riversi 'and also where the naLural d1fficu1t

'Zgof publlc forest ownershlp are regarded as essent1a1

Conclusions of the Committeef _

"The immediate aim of the forest pol 1cy of the UnlLed States should
be to increase as rapidly as possible the rate at whlch tlmber 1S
produced on the land suited to this form of tse. The' commlttee .
believes that the main lines of attack in accompllshlng thls purpose
should be. : SR

.f”(l) To extend nubllc forest ownershlp in areas where spe lalzpublic
intarest or respon51b111t1es are involved;: like the pr B

" and hazards attendlng reforestatlon render it 1mpra't;
as a prlvate undertaking : :

" thé committee wrote,. "While the proposals 100k1ng to

'ald as “offer the greatest promise of reduc1ng the-
- 11m1tat10ns upon the prlvate growing of tlmber, w1th ] R
"'g1v1ng commEfc1a1 reforestatlon the greatest poss1b1 mo entum;Jg'-

'Foremost among such practlcable forms of a531stance . the. ﬂxten51on :

" of Federal aid in the protectlon ‘of forested and cutover 1ands from R
fire.,  If the hazard of loss from this sgurce can he reducad Lo an’
insurable risk, a 1arge part of the forest problem of the Unlted States
will be. solved, Not only will many owners of forest: land be encouraged

. in the systematlc use of their properties for the product;on of tlmber,__'
on: vast arcas a new forest growth will be establlshed SAE
purpose ox’ design of the. owner, whlch u1tlmate1y w111

'the tlmber needs of the ccuntry :

ELs %

”The 11m1ted cooperatlon tbus far offered b] the Natlon' _
to the States in the protect1on of forested 1ands on’ the Watersheds of
nav1gab1e streams has been exceedlngly frultful in extend ng ‘the H:L__’
acreage receiving systematlc protection and in- enllstlﬁg both State-
and private interest' and organlzed effort. It is 1mp0331b1e to. L
define an exact proportion of the cost of protectlng the prlvate ”_f
forest lands in the United States which may properly be borné b

the Federal Government._ It is the belief of the committee, howevs
'that for the purposes of a natioral pollcy durlng the- formatlv PO
perlod while' the commercial grow1ng of timber is becomlng establlshed _
it is equitable that national agencies contribute not over. one—fourth_'
" of the cost; provided that the remalnlng funds needed are furnlshed '
by the cooperating States and the owners of forest land. To . carcry.,

out such a policy would require a maximum authorlzatlon for annua_ff
expendltures of $2 500 OOO, w1th the current approprlatlons adjusted

G 20
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~in accord Wlth the funds contrlbuted by eooperatlng agenc1es and
‘the practlcablllty of adequate Federal supervision. . An 1mmed1ate
approprlatlon of $1,000,000 annually will meet these requ1rements,
with the ‘anticipation that the Federal quota should be- 1ncreased 3
the fac111t1es for eooperatlon are extended T

”Cooperatlon in the proteatlon of forest 1ends 1n prlvate ownershlp

promotlng ‘the’ growth of tlmber.' It should be. condltlon
approprlatlonby the. cooperatlng States of sums: not Ies
‘advanced by the Netlonal Government, 1nc1ud1ng the exp
private forest owners made 1n accordance w1th the requ

: tlons by all ‘the’ States whlch contaln 1mportant are
3'along 11nes whlch promote stablllty and effectlvene

hp purposes ‘set forth 1n the 1aw,_:;

“Probably the second development of general 1mportance:'.
prlvate product1on of tlmber is en ad}ustment of the methods 0 F[

'only by State leglslatlon.f The subject is, however of suchf
lmportance 1n all’ of the forest reglons of the Uhlted States

| thlS study should be to dlsclose the present methods.end practlces
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in the taxation of timber and forest growing land and their actual -
: effect upon the use of land for the growth ‘of tlmber.. The: 1nvest1ga—-f71
tion should be conducted, as far asg pract1ceb1e in cooperatlon with™
the States and other suitable local agencies; and the’ Federal repre-*ﬁ-f
sentatlves should be authorlzed to coliaborate w1th the States'ln i

 but. in the 1ong run it should prove an 1mportant fec
T ing obstacles which’ now stand in: the way of prlvate
Reforms in forést ‘taxation can only be- brought abou
‘process’ of: public education, first, Jds to the presen
their effect upon timber growth and _second 'as to-e qu
”of modlfylng the EXlStlng condltlons. The 1mportanc

7;planted with forest trees before e valuable growt
'reestabllshed

_'tun1t1es for profltable farm enterprlses but 1n th
"supply a substant1a1 part of the natlonal tlmber requi R
Torest planting in the United States is now curtalledf'y"the scar~ L
city of planting stock’ avallable at a cost’ sufflclently_low to
justify its use on an extended scale. The committee advocates
“meeting this situation by authorlzlng the: Department: £ “riculture'

to cooperate ‘with the States, under such’ condltlons as S I
equ1tab1e and w1se, in procurlng, grow1ng, and dlstrlb_

'ng*forest

- planting. materlal The effect of this prov151on shoul be"to

'mater1a11y lncrease “the extent to ‘which land now 1d1e _
employed 1n the productlon of tlmber. 2 Wy

el

o T

”The commlttee also advocates a prov151on whlch w111 enable the _
t_Department of Agrlculture to cooperate with the States _educatlonal
-activities which seek to encourage the’ grow1ng of timber by farmers -
and’ other owners of su1tab1e land,  In many parts of the United: SLates

where timber grow1ng 1s profitable 1t lS not nearly as exten51ve an}_‘_%
it should be fgo i
'applies_w;th

" lands in the

. tive thrOhgh

'”In order to

which has proven so effectlve in agrlculture and- llvestock prod_ctlon.__;

The Federal Government may w1se1y take the 1n1tlat1ve,:as ‘in the
extension work in agriculture, by cooperatlng with the Statés i
educational and demonstration work in the practlce of forestry by
farmers and other owners of su1tab1e Iend S :

;{”Mrlgﬁgf




fd*Agrlculture to cooperate w1th the: States 1n the prot
" lands from: flre 1In the’ Judgment of the Commlttee

'Vﬂ;outbreaks of these pests.p It also favors Ilbera

. in many of its prov151ons to the second Snell Bill: and th'
" Clarke Bill of the previous Congress.. Where varlatlons oc

'"A b111 has been drafted by the commlttee and heretofore 1ntroduoed BT
known. as §. 1182 whlch covers the’ proposale enumerated for the encourage~d:"
_"ment of t1mber grow1ng by prlvate agen01es and for ‘the exten51on-of
i Natlonal Forests, ‘The bill contalns authorlty for current approprl'

gL prlatlon for thlS purpose under sectlon 2 of the Wee:
”ﬂelnoreased from.$400 OOO to $1 000, 000 w1th the exp

”State and. other 1oca1 agenc1es 1n ‘the control 0

8 for research to promote the growth of tlmber and

. be’ atqulred It is the Judgment of the commlttee
_ less than $3 000 OOO should be prov1ded annually fo

i'Development of the Clarke—MbNary Act -

TB111 S 1182 referred to by the Select Senate Commlttee,_
'in the Senate by Senator McNary on December 15, 1923, '

g'-reflected the comprehen51ve study of the forestry 51tuat10 b

D welaez



Sf namely, the" protection’ of forests and water: reSOurce

50 - -:_~;_.:r_.f_ vEL L
Senate Select Committee on Reforestation. Tha first two sectlons of
the McNary Bill, like the two former bills mentloned prov1ded for :
expansron of cooperatlon between the Federal Government and: the States
in proteetlon from forest flres " These’ sections dealt solely w1th e
fire control and did not enter the" controversial field of publ ;
control of timber harvestlng Whlch was included: in the correspo_dlng
portions of the: Snell Bill. Protectlon of forests and water. IES0UrCes.
was mentloned ag an obJectlve ag well as’ ‘the. continoous'production of
tlmber.; Section 2 defined more def1n1te1y the prereq -
: cooperat1on w1th the States in flre control

(a) That the Secretary must flrst have found that th
practice of forest fire’ preventlon ‘and: suppre5510n pr
State. substantlally promotes ‘the obgects mentioned i

Scontlnuous productlon of tlmber on 1ands chlefly su

'(b) The maximum expendlture by the Federel Governme
L for prellmlnary 1nvest1gat10ns,-must ‘not” exceed t
L by the State for the ame purpose durlng the same _

_'ﬂ(c) In computlng the State expendltures,.those.of e
{”operators which dre requlred by State law or which ar
' pursuance ‘of the: forest protéction system ‘of the Sta
 included if that system is under State- supervision an
' 'renders a satlsfactory accountlng for 1ts expendrtur

f the Stategzﬁ

3”Sect10n 3 authorlzed the use of a part of the $2 500 OOO to. be appr0w3.
priated: annually for ‘cooperation with the States to: study the: effects’
of local tax laws, methods, and practices upon foreSt” erpetuatlon,,n-'
- ta cooperate with the States or other sulfable agencies in dev151ng
tax laws de51gned o encourage “the conservation and’ w1ng of . tlmber
and’ to investigate and promote pract1ca1 methods of:; :
tlmber agalnst 1osses by fire and ether causes.-a e

Slmllar 1anguage was carrled in the Clarke Blll but 1t contalned a i,
stipulation that the’ Secretary would be authorlzed o thhold cooperaﬂ-
‘tion in fire control in whole or in part from States whoSe'prevalling
tax 1aws,_methods, or practices prevent or retard: the gro 1
The omission of this restriction in §, 1182 removed what mlgh well
have proved to, bé an undesirable barrier to cooperatlon in cont_dlllng
" fires pendingiaction by a State to change its tax laws,: The Snell Bill &
'__authorlzed taxatlon studles and 1nsurance 1nvest1gat10ns as_sp_éxflc-jﬂ

_the States in the dlstrlbutlon of forest planting stock to'pr“ 3t
owners "under such conditions and requirements as the Secretarmiay
'prescribe” and ‘authorized an appropriation of $1OO DOO:annually for

-~ that purpose. ~Again it eliminated the correspondlng prov131on:of the _
= Clarke Blll whlch authorlzed the Secretary "to w1thh01d coopera lon_from'

o mle2



': THe: Snell B111 did not include any prov131on for: cooperatlon i
'f'grow1ng young forest: trees.f Sectlon 5 of the’ McNary Blll prov1ded
. for’ cooperatlon w1th the States or other sultable agen

=  forest lands.I:It was: s;mllar to’ the correspondlng se

ﬁVVfln the annual supply bllls under a general authorlzat“

i .mllllon for continulng land- parchases under ‘the

 j; navigable
- 'of suech lands by the Federal Government would promote

50 .

"any State which does not! comply in 1eg131at10n or in admlnlstratlvei;f_;':-o

'practlce with such condltlons and requirements. ds he 'shall prescrlb

0T prlvate, in a531st1ng prlvate owners 1n the manag'

“tion since’ approprlatlons for land purchases were 7

'nav1gat10n llmltatlon,_ The Snell Blll authorlze

'respect to Watersheds of nav1gab1e streams.; In othe'”_'
first Clarke Bill would hdve authorized the pruchase
su1table for forest production Wherever 1ocated the

streams and then only if it was determlned"

_j'nav1gat10n of streams or promote the productlon of:
- Inboth bills the: facts necessary to such’ determr
"ascertained by the Secretary of Agrlculture,

"Section 7' of. the McNary Br&l had not appeared in any"
U bill heretofore.:
"lands chiefly valuable for. the. gr0w1ng of tlmber wher
'10cated as to. be econom1cally admlnlstered as. Natlona

Sectlon 8 of the same b111 authorlzed the Pres1dent to add publlc
'iands’ to existing National Forests. Corresponding . 1anguage_d1d not
'appear in the Clarke Bill but was 1nc1uded in the Snell 311 L
some modlflcatlons,,g]:;

Sectlon 9 of the MCNary 3111 authorlzed the Pre51dent'to establlsh'as:
"_Natlonal Forests or parts thereof any 1ands Wlthln the boundar“es“ K
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 of the Deparfment now administering the area and the Secretary of
. Agriculture, are suitable for the production of’ t1mber.- The substance
- of this section did not appear in the Clarke Bill but somewhat sem‘lar L
' language was 1nc1uded in sectlon ll of the Snell Blll

' The McNary Blll dld not 1nclude a prov131on for forest research;_as'
did the Clarke and: Snell Bills, since this work was belng{conducred'W"
“under; the authorlty of existing law" and’ prov1510n forii _
inm the current: supply bills. . Consequently, new authorlty;
gllt was con31dered to be unnecessary ' o S

o conduct'

"Representatzve Clarke had taken an active part in seve
*"hearlngs of ‘the: Senate Select COmmlttee and he. had bee
“'in the preparatlon of ‘the Committee’s report He: rev1
" he. had 1ntroduced‘1n 1923 to conform to tha McNary
¥v1t in the House on'February 7y 1924 (H R 4830 2

lntrodoeed
y 1st Sess )

flThe House Committee on Agrlculture held publlc hear
x> Clarke Blll o March 25= 27, 1924, Gllbert N Haugen
;_man'*:Other actlve members of the commlttee WerE'"

“OTL: the rev1sed
Iah}gwas chalr-ﬂ_-

-'fﬂf_'John D.. Clarke (N Y )_.,
S James. B.o Aswell (La: }
3. N. Tincher: (Kan. )
s David H Kincheloe: (Ky ):

- George W s Johnson. (W.Va.}
L John' G Ketcham Gﬂ1ch )
L John McSweeney (Chio)
" Thomas L. Rubey (Mo.)
"Fred §. Purnell (Ind. )
Edward V01ght Oﬁls )

On March 25 aod 26 arguments for the b111 Were made b

'iCongressman Clarke _ g S R :

R. 8. Rellogg, Chairman, The Natlonal Forestry Comm ttee”
__'George D. Pratt, Conserwatlon Comm13510n, New Yor S
© Philip W. Ayres, Society: for the Protection of New Hampshlre Forest%
" Harris A. Reynolds, Secretary, Massachusetts Forestry ‘Association

'Major Gardner S. Wllllams,_V1cewPres1dent Federated Englneerlng
_ Socxety, ‘Ann Arbor, Michigan g

" John 8§, Holmes, State Foreéster of North Carollna S

- Hon. Henry C. Wallace, Secretary of Agrlculture-_*:“”“”
o Hon Wlllls Cy Hawley, Congressman (Oreg )

- :ﬁs‘x

ertten Statements 1n favor of the b111 were subm1tted to thejCOmmlttee -
from' L c . S ]

g The Boston Chamber of Commerce S TR : S
The Plttsburgh Flood Comm1531on and the Merchants As3001at1on of
P1ttsburgh R S - : :

Charles L Pack Pres1dent Anerlcan Tree Assoc1at10n
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Wllson Compton, Secretary Manager NLMA}. :
_ Chamber of Commerce: of U, 8. . : ST ST
",Warren B, Bullock representlng Amerlcan Paper and rulp Assoelatlon-
~'J. R Bibbins, Amerlcan 8001ety of Mechanlcal Engxneers,
’ Washlngton D C T '

Congressman Clarke in explalnlng hls blll stated_tha
- 3 are based on the assumptlon of the fullest cooperatl
State agenc1es, but w1th prlvate owners as well.f

' 'that section 6 authorlzes the Secretary, subje
_leforestation commlttee to’ take over cutover.
_.'Wlthln the watersheds of nav1gab1e streams wh

. is necessary for the’ regulation of the flow
.o or for the productlon of" tlmber.' Tt 51mply enl
'jjffunder the Weeks Acti - ‘You have: got to keephFede
of lands’ w1th1n the constltutlonal authorlt
”ZAct.,_ Thls b111 contemplates: giving such addex

. can, and that has been‘ery carefully con51dere
in the Forest Serv1Ce,¢:

o Secretary Wallace told the commlttee

Thls b111 modzfles the Weeks Law 50, that forest lands may:be o
acqulred not only on the headwaters ‘of navigab _ i
where a forest cover ‘exerts a clearly demonstrabl
upon nav1gab111ty but also on their 1ower ‘rea ORI
'restoratlon of producLive Eorests is extremel_-urgent 1n meetf"”
ing the general situation. T favor a pelicy under which. key
areas, or areas adequate to afford an effectlve demonstratlun,'_
can be acqulred by the Fedaral Government :made lonal Forests
v be needed;
11 of these

;'benefltted by such a program, no questlon app a
as to the constltutgeaal ground for this propo
'_letter dated February 12 1924 addressed to't

Blll 4830. In my- Judgment the bill does not necessarll
all the matters that ultlmately may be de51rab1e featu
National Forest pollcy., It does not attempt to: settl
versial question as to what extent publlc authorlty sho
the methods of cutting tlmber in private ownership Wlth§
to assurlng reforestatlon._ I belleve that _sooner. or 1ate

: publlc opinion on this subject before 1eg151at10n deailag'w1th
it can w1se1y be attempted I am’ im agreemEnt w1th the p ¥ i
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of this b111,'Wh1eh provides for the most obvious and urgent .

steps which are needed and’ regarding which publlc opinidn'iS’°”zf
”rpraetlcally unanlmeus ... I'do not want to take’ up any more
- of your: tlme.j I want to just say. in br1ef that I
- committed to this bill,
" would like to Have it,

go if I had authorlty, in regard to controlllng”_
i 1ng, yet 1t goes perhaps as far as pract1ca1 at the

: f_prlvately owned 1and

: Kellogg stated

p;ﬂ;50 years
'-_Forest pollcy for the Unlted States.;

'.:have to: do. The flrst step is effectlve five
7 boths the publlc and prlvately owned forest: 1ands i
".:”COuntry . It makes no dlfference who owns: 1t The flrst
'thlng is flre preventlon. :

:f{At thlS p01nt Congressman Tlncher asked whether the bl_l hed been

"-.submltted to his’ frlend Glfford Pinchot. M. Clarke}rep1led '"Yes

: pas Mr. Pinchot thlnks~:we ought’ to go but he approve

Mr - Pinchot~ approves 1t., “ Greeley added "that it does not go. ‘as far f_py
__'part1a1 step ! "A statement by Mr. Elbert H. Baker, ¢h frma
'_Commlttee on Conservatlon of Natural Resources of the
paper Publlshers Assoc1at1en gaid in pert-' : -

Our organlzatlon has contlnually advocated

. 1leadership-and cooperatlon with the: States
“as the orly pract1ca1 and reasonable bas15
the problem of a future timber supply.~ It is therefo
“special grat1f1eat10n that we note the approval of thi
in. the recent referendum of the Chamber of Commerce of t

_.uthe Senate, ‘and the’ proposed appllcatlon of thls princ1p1_

the Clarke Bill. We earnestly urge you to make an: early and

f"favoreble report on this bill ‘and’ that you press Forits enact-l*-
-_f{ment durlng the present se551on of Congress.:L-- '




:fgwatersheds of nav1gab1e streams. He had” espec1a11y in: mlnd'
. cutover areas’ in' the Southern’ States and in the Lake Stat

'Ayres said in part‘

I thlnk there is no opp051t10n in New England to thls blllr*'

Among the lumbermen, among the manufacturers,.among the
foresters, and among the commerc1al organlzations:1t_1s
generally and altOgether approved :

- Mr; P&Ck 1n hlS written statement Sald

:fThe Amerlcan Tree Assoc1at10n w1th a membershrp of 80
."throughout the United States: is active in supp
.;;Clarke 3111 It represented the sentlment of

500

"It presented to Congress a report whlch sh ws
. 'that we:are’ usrng our forest assets far faste
'ffbulldlng them up, that we’ ‘are a110w1ng mor )
% aeres of natural: forest 1and to exist ag-a-liab
ljcally, that fires. are exactlng an enormous
_*Hjconslderatlon must” be’ given to ‘encouraging ti
"njby revigion of taxatlon asg’ applred o fores, _
___T_research in wood utllizatlon and other phases'o:
ﬂ";essentlal._fj;_ LR

BE R The contemplated exten51on of forest flre 14
4 the Clarke Bill is. perhaps 1ts most important: feature S
“ Pablic sentlment is aroused in support of the’ forestry move—~”ﬁ
“ment,  Progress has been made by the Federal Government and .
' the maJorlty of our States. L :

34'_The last day of the House Commlttee hearlngs ct
:;wholly taken up. by the testlmony of Chlef Foreste'

'::11mlt8d by ‘the wording of that act.. Greeley emphasl ed thei'
whlch the Clarke Bill recognized, for extendlng cooperatlon*h_.._”
protectlon to. the large areas of forest land not located ont'

‘whether there was: any questlon ‘a8 to’ the authority: of COn“' ;
outsrde of the headwaters of nav1gab1e streams Greeley'replled

ﬂ I thlnk'nOt.' I see no dlstlnctlon between approprlatlons'by
" ‘the Federal Government to cooperate w1th the States inpro
motlng the growth of tlmber and approprlatlons to cooperate
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"w1th the States in promotlng the growth of farm crops fuf*".
The authority of Congress to enter many of these flelds hes
been sustalned by the Supreme Court over and over agaln.“

The Chlef Forester p01nted out the 1mportant dlfferences between;:ﬁh, B

the provisions of the Clarke Bill and the existing system unde G
the Weeks Law. With. reference to State and 1oca1 met'hlng funds
he remarked : : : :

follow in prov1d1ng the funds for Federal coop :
State wishes to do it in its own way . . ., but we ¢

© any’ expendltures on the part. of forest owners wh ¢
‘by State law;’ whrch are under State superv13'
jfa State. renders a. setlsfactory accounting, . sho ineg,
cinthe cooperatlve budget.  The policy of the'Fo est d” vi
‘from the outset hag been to encourage State 1 o e
‘which the forest owners of the State are requl
::-to the cost of protect1on In order to encou

:feel that :
_re requ1red

-_.'forthcomlng from’ the Prlvate owners under le
'_3 quota under the cooperatlve budget e

We have in the Unlted States about 370 mllllon_aeres of: forest;
land in private ownership. Only 20 percent: of: that | iand stlll']'
contains vizgin forests. The rest lS in verlou_ £ S
cutovey land, land
moré or less young
- growth, that ig now
protectlon problem
th1s 80 percent of

1s ‘the protectlon “of thls cutove"
UL prlvately owned forest area

requlrements,T
'problem of protectlng ‘the cvtover 1and
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amount that the Federal Government contrlbutes must be devoted
to the protection of cutover lands in those States... . We. tell
them it is their respon51b111ty and the: responslblllty ofnthe
private owners to protect the valuabie commercial stumpage
" that the Federal G0vernment 15 ‘not going to contrlbute
- materlelly to the protectlon of that’ commerc1a1 stumpage
which would be equivalent to protectlng a valuable ‘building .
in a’‘ecity, but that what the Federal Government LS 1nterested
in prlmarlly is the protectlon of these. enormous areas oE cut= j
over land’ where we have got: to get a new crop RO
o g01ng to have forest products in the future

: 'a year, ‘as compared Wlth the 83 % m11110n whic
. being’ spent for thet purpose. - We: be11eve ihHat
f-the enormous problem of; protectlng the cut

_ is a matter of very great publlc 1nterest,_
Cdsta: pollcy ‘thHat. the Federal Government - shoul
: :contrlbute ; of the total cost of adequate for

pf@feet;qﬁﬁ;:
'In thls connectlon Congressman Klncheloe remarked-

1an not in favor of a dollar of thls Federal money g01ng
Cto protect from fire the assets of big corporatlons that
- own hundreds of thousands of acres of virgin: timber,.
because I think they ought to protect their: tlmber Just
- as you have to protect your homes, by*lnsurance' ' :

Greeley, in reply to an 1nqu1ry whether the Secretary,would have'_
the right to make regulations over cuttlng pract1ces a: prerequlslte S
c'for securlng Federal cooperatlon, replled A R

_ Not under this blll,., the questlon of regule 'y“methods of
©cutting have been left out of: thls bill:  That 1s_enother :
story which should be taken up separately on: 1Es own: merlts.vnﬁ%
: We' should deal flrst with the problem of protect oni i My EERE
_personal ideas are that we ought to provide. re: nable requlre--"
ments and regulations with regard to the methods_of cutting b
but that question has created a great deal offcontroversy and
because. of the controversial phase of it I advised Mr..Clarke
to keep it out of this bill in order that we ‘might: secure thls
- obvious necessity of forest protectlon flrst and then_teke up '
the other one later. - R

Some members of the commlttee were’ afrald that under the current

wordlng of section 5—-prov1d1ng for advice to woodland owners'-all _

the funds might be used to give assistance to large tlmberland owners.’
After cons1derab1e discussion the concensus was to’ ellmlnate the phrase_
"lands suitable for timber productlon- 50 as’ to 11m1t the beneflts

under thls sectlon to farmers.-' R S '
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o controversy and no constitutional issue..’ He p01nted ou

58

The testlmony presented at the hearlng oceupled the full sesszon ;f:_'hn
of the committee and there was no opportunlty for the members to f;;"“
take up the b111 ln executlve sess10n.. S R :

'On March 28 and’ 29 1924 the Senate Commlttee on Agrlculture and-* s
Forestry held hearlngs ofi the McNaxy Bill (8. 1182) " Chairman. of . ”L'”
the Committee was Senator Georg W. Norris (Nebr.).: Other commlttee
members who took an actlve part in these hearlngs were

:5 Charles L McNery (Oreg )'
7 Arthur: Capper (Kan ) RS
* Samual M. Ralston (Ind ):3
a Ellison D, Smith- (S C.) .
" John B. Kendrick (Wyo:) -
" Joseph E. ‘Ransdell (La.}
T Magnus Johnson (Mlnn );ﬁ
S Henry W. Keys (N H )

No- testlmony 1n actual opp031t10n ‘to the b111 Wag.
"Greeley, who as before, carrled the maJor share ofgt
. took: the: p051t10n that' the McNary Bill covered the juls)
'._urgent forestry steps,'regardlng whlch there wash pra

- tial extent" to whlch economic forces’ Would i his op:
- to the need for tlmber productlon,-lf the handlcap
'and tax burdens could be removed or allev1ated

by the: adherents of theJCapper Bill,  In hrs words,-uPubllc regulatlonji
must come slowly and gradually after the essentlals of f1re protec~-'

‘the Capper Bill and eonsequently he urged the eommltt
: out the McNary 3111 as. 1t stood w1thout blocklng 1ts

: would ralse very serlous constltutlonal objeotlons, U
_; had o mind & recent. rullng of the' Suprewe. Court im the so-calledV@:fﬂl-x”
' Chlld Labor Law whlch 1t Was generally be11eved Would D ohlbit thejb'~3ﬂ.

'Glfford Plnchot, then Governor of Pennsylvania, palnted a ve
plcture of the nece551ty for immediate  and positive action.
- premise that ”half a cake is better than rio. cake at all'’ he,sal
would not oppose Bill §. 1182 as He had all former forestry bill
of the same general type but added "the McNary Bill is good agt
‘as it goes but it/ 'does not get to the heart of the problem wbi"
“can’ only be’ solved by Federal: regulatlon of timber: cuttlng - '
"advocated the Capper Blll as a necessary supplement to the McNa
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. Blll Plnchot dld not spec1f1ca11y urge that the two blllsﬁb_.
SR COmblned but’ stated very. positively to the’ committee that the: forest
*: program (under'the McNary Blll alone) would be bucnpartlal and

; Qby Geoige W Woodruff and.Phlllp P, Wells Attorney Ge
,:_Deputy Attorney General of Pennsylvan1a,respecti'e1
T*;formerly 1aw offlcers_ln the Department ofi Agri

3nisevera1 members of the commlttee, among them S
:_']_and Johnson (Mlnn ) and of cOurse Senator Cappe
the b111._- el o

_..Others who testlfled in favor of the McNar Bitl
'Executlve Secretary, “American. Englneerlng Counc_
';:and Dav1d T Mason, Consultlng Forest Englneer e

ﬂ'fThe House Commlttee on Agrlculture made_a favofaf
";Clarke B111 on April 3, 1924 (H. Rept. No, .
'Several mlnor amendments 1n 1anguage of sectlon"

.5e:the prov151ons of the b111

On APl”11 23 1924 the Clarke 3111 was called up 1n,the€Ho_
'Representatlves for debate. N :

”ﬂ_man Blanton (Tex ) concurred but the chalrman ruled th
- '“change was not germane to. the b111.¢ Congressman snell,
'f_1ng the b111 Sald : AR _ :

' I have been 1nterested 1n general reforestat“

' for the last 25 yeats' 3 ‘I believe: T. 1ntroduced
. one of the flrst general measures lntroduced on this subj ct.



Gc”f_'ff RS

L My proposed b111 was’ glven exten51ve hearlngs by the Commlttee
U on’Agriculture in the 66th and 67th Congresses..~,5. Whlle"'
* the present: bill does not go qu1te as far as the bill

_ 'orlglnally lntroduced I thlnk 1t embodles its ma1n pr1nc1p1e
+and I shall support the present b111 although 1t doés no
_bear my ndme . .. I amsure. that’ the bill:as" a whole'is a
“start in the’ rlght dlrectlon..”kﬁ?'It"egtablishes ] '
. gane forest pollcy for the Unlted States and I
o be passed '

';' The'aﬁendment:was agreed toqﬁ Congressman McLaughllnf Mlch > ob3

and the word_"adv1se” ieft 1n.

3;~Jud1c1ary came in: for con31derab1e dlscu551on.” In thls conn“ t“

”; *The word "forest“ was“put back in: thlS géetion by Publlc La
'(Slst Cong B 1st Sess ), approved October 26 1949 T
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- Congressman Snell expressed the oplnlon that almost all of the 1and
" which would be purchased under gsection 6 of the Clarke Bill would
‘come within the watersheds of nav1gab1e streams CongreSSmanf
McLaugb11n dld not agree and belleved - :

"-'sources of such streams. IE would mean purchas
' 'areas of cutover lands 1n the Lake States..:»'

Mr Snell asked the Congressman from'Mlch1gan' fe“e
_ : and reforestatlon help some. streams in that 1oca11t
”a replled ' i

ffCongressman Clarkenlnswered'

':f_In the flrst pIace, the gentleman-from Oreg
. who'ig a member of: the Natlonal Forest Reservat
':mlss1on came before: the committee and strongly*

the bill and this: partlcular paragraph
'regardlng the supplementlng of the Weeks Ac

'28011c1t0r of the Forest Serv1ce who has glven
thought to this question and he’ says there 1s no
to! the constitutlonality of the paragraph '

f'Mr._McLaughlln replled
T'am pleased €6 have ‘the 1nformat10n, 

_ “the bill; but I thought the questlo
'ﬂ;fanswered ANy _ o

 'annua1 congre351ona1 approval of purchases, etc., b
_reJected Congressman Box (Tex) stated that althoug

amendments were offered, hav1ng to do malnly w1th's
'resulted in more or 1ess debate. A few amendments ED

. changes in phraseology were agreed to, Representatl

'_-stated he was in favor of thlS 1eglslat10'ﬁ"__;
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f”pollcy of the Government but he obJected to sectlon 8 Whlch he belleveé_fr
- would” destroy the pollcy adopted by Congress nearly 20 years ago.}prov1d-'ﬂ“
. ing that new réservés or additions to existing réserves should not be o
'ffmade by Executlve Order but by dlrect authorlty of Congress.:~e

f'He added

,_?"when the forest pollcy was f1rst edopted:'ln 1891
o Pre51dent was glven authorlty to w1thdraw publl 1

5-Nat10na1 Forests.- A great quantlty of 1and'”
odst forest reserves in all publlc Tand State:
in some States, ‘notably Idaho, nearly 59% of ‘the
_gdomaln ‘was: Wlthdrawn from the eppllcatlon i th”'
:"and placed in Natlonal Forests '

_:any addltlons be made to’ one heretofore cre
.. the: 11m1ts of the States of Oregon, Washlng
1LMontana, Colorado ’or Wyom1ng, except by' C

. :;On August 24 1912; Callfornla was also protec
“'there were b1115 pending in the publlc lands committ
that. thlS act be. applied to other States. A motion
,l;{Box to recommlt the b111 ton the Commlttee on Agrlcul
o 1nstruct10ns to report the b111 w1th an amended sect'_
'Q“rejected ) a vote ¢
*Ly“(H R. 4830 68th Cong..lst

Sess )

:Senator McNary descrlbed 1n con51derab1e detall the 0
' rov151ons of this blll He seld ;1n part




63 .

. differences between the tWo'billsg'thé moSt'impbftaﬁt'bﬁéé'wéf
'restrlctlng cooperatlon under sectlons 4 and 5 to farmers.

take away taxes from the countlesr
o eliminate ‘section 7 was reJected “The" Senate_thew

'vote the Clarke: Blll © The measure ‘was signed b e ; .
© on June 7, 1924, and became Public Law No._270 {68th Cong )fmore_f'ﬂf-'
'”f common1y known as the Clarke-McNary Act o

Clm



Isfipollcy of acqu151t10n of forest reserves by. purchase
7. tion with the States in controlllng forest. f1IESg

'fjprrvate tlmber gr0w1ng, as far asg’ practlcable,

7_:_Mbre speczfleally tne prov151ons of the orlglnal Cl_

 be éxténded to any timbered or forést produc1ng 1ands,
in Federal ownershlp. Federal funds used in any Stat: mIst at least

6k

PART III

FORTY YEARS OF COOPERATIVE FIRE CONTROL UNDER _:j

HE CLARKE MCNARY ACT

. The ClarkechNary Act opened a new era 1n natlonal fore try:pollcy,g

It was hailed-as the third mllestone in. the progress of fo estr'zggf
The other two were' (1) the act of: March 3, 1891;-whic authorized . -
the Presxdent £o create forest reserves from public’
the Weeks Law of 1911,; whrch commltted the Federal Gove

.. acts. were prlmarlly concerned with' publlc forest .own,
the chief purpose of the Clarke-McNary Act was: enc
f_prlvate timbe¥ growing,. although it provided als"ﬁ
'publlciy owned forests,, The card1na1 feature of th

r§the heart of the Natlon s forest problem
S to) cooperate w1th States in: remov1ng the’ rlsks

Nar&LAchWere:

Sectlon 1 authorlzed the Secretary of Agrlculture to 'operate w1th _
the States in dev1s1ng and recommendlng efficient: systems ror protect—
1ng non-federally owned forest lands agalnst flre ' N

' Sectlon 2 authorlzed the Secretary of Agrlculture to expend Federai o
aid to the States in carrying out their protection: systems.f It removed
‘the former Weeks Law restrlctlon that Federal cooperaj’ve fire control
funds could be used. only on forested watersheds of navy gable streams..
Under the new act con51derat10n was to be given to the'protectlon of

j watersheds of nav1gab1e streams, whether forested orinot, S but: Federal
fcooperatlon mlght, in: the glscretlon of the. Secretary of Agrleulture, ‘
ther than thosek

be matched with State expenditures, including (for the flrst tlme)
‘certain expendrtures of private landowners for the protectlon'of thelr
forest lands,"- ' S : :

'Sectlon 3 authorlzed an snnual approprlatlon of §2% mllllon fo :
cooperation in carrying out this nationwide system.of forest protectLOn.
In addition the Secretary of Agriculture might expend such portions of

the appropriation as he deemed advisable for a study: of. the tax laws a
applicable to land growing timber crops and for developlng method Cof
1nsuring standlng tlmber and grow1ng forests. L RS IR
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'f!rSectlon 8 authorlzed a survey and classrflcatlo

S order to make such addltlons effectlve.'_',:;

'55'”

Section &4 authorlzed Federal cooperatlon w1th the States in’ the procure«_
ment and distribution of forest tree seeds and plants for the'purpose '
of reforestlng denuded Iands on farms. :

Sectlon 5 authorlzed cooperatron w1th the States in adv1slng and as51st-
ing farmers in establishing, imoroving, nd renewlng woodlot i
' belts,'and other valuable ferest growth '

?_Sectlon 15 amended the Weeks Law of 1911 by authorlzlng the'purchase of .
" forest lands for the productlon of timber as well : r
”tlon of navrgable rivers, but it still requlred that the Iand be on
"the watershed of a navigable stream. o '

cc_pt glfts of
to: certa1n condltlons

:' Sectlon 7 authorlzed the Secretary of - Agrlcult'
v land chlefly Valueble for tlmber crops,_subgec
"fand reservatlons._ _'. : ' -

: 'ryacant publlc'
. lands whlch should be 1ncorporated in g sound program of National- _
v Forests.1 ‘Approval by the President ‘and Congress necessary 1n :

'Sectlon 9 authorlzed the Pre51dent to create Natlonal Forests from :
military and othex public reservatrons whlch are uitable for: tlmber
production, where this form’ of uge w111 not confllct ‘with the’ needs
of national defense or other purposes ‘for whlch the reservation was’
'establlshed It d1d not’ apply to Natlonal Parks Natlonal Mbnuments,
ox Indlan Reservatlons._ S : -

Wlth respect to cooperatlve flre protectlon the new act'dlffered from
the old Weeks Law in a number of significant ways7-'31de from the
_contemplated increase in Federal finaneial partici tl'on¢ Federal

" cooperation under the new leglslatlon could be ex snded to any non—.'

. federally owned timbered and forest grow1ng lands which are 1ncluded

-~ under the State s flre control program.-

' Another srgnlflcant adé&tlon was to allow the State' to_lnclude certaln
private fire control expenditures for matching Federal relmbursemene.to
the State. It should be noted, however, that in order to so- quallfy
the private expenditureés must (a) be" requ1red by State Iaw,or (b)' .
'be made in pursuance of the protectlen system of the State under St te
supervrslon. : e Eeo

Early in the 11fe of the Act several amendments were' found £o. be Lk
advisable or necessary. The flrst one concerned nontlmbere water- g
shed 1ands.: : LR .

There are large areas’ of brush and’ grasslands in’ the Weste
_and especially in southern Callfornla, which’ Heed to be protected from

W;.flre in order to safeguard high watershed values.. Water from these

" areas is 1n great demand for'mun1c1pa1 and domestlc uses, for 1rr1gat10n,
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..ﬂ:extremely helpful to the- State and local agen01es'

'hH3Agrlcu1ture had 1nforma11y held that under the"

'.ijo correct thlS 31tuat1on Senator Shortrldge of Ca

";hwould lnclude lands of this character in. ‘the act.

.'jdAct the’ f0110w1ng phrase'-

Cof cooperatlon with the States under the flrst flve ‘sections

[ covered by each 1nd1v1dua1 clalm.- In complylng with elther o

'fh;?M%iégzhh'fffh;::_;"'

_ and in the development of hydroelectrlc power._ The streams onor
orlglnatlng in the areas are not navigable. _The chaparral ground- i
‘cover cannot’ be classed as’ tlmber although 1t may be used: locally ']gﬂ
- for fuel wood, “thasé a o
watershed protectlon purposes,_however, can scarcely ;
Agrlcultural development of most 1ntensrve character

JIadgacent watersheds.;
. increased on burned-over dralnages
"difficult because of the steep slopes and the h1g

oo of the thlck brush and heavy grass cover, coupled
L of drought.d Some parts of the reglon have experle

T”Although Federal asslstance under the Clarke— - d . :
ntrolllng flres_'u-
whether the 1aw'
the De artment of '

. on_these private brush and grass lands it was di
‘authorized: sich aid.’, In fact, the Sollc1tor fo

_to;lands ‘on

‘ Secretary is w1th0ut authorlty ‘to apply its: prov _
'ducrng 1ands. .

S the watersheds of unnav1gab1e streams ot nont”

nia 1ntroduced

CUBilL g 3922 (68th Congress, 2nd’’ Se3310n) on" Jan 3 1925 whlch

Hhowever

_an:Frederlcks '
'he quallfy--”i

"or Watersheds from which '
for dOmEStlc use or 1rr1gat10n.V R o

”nontlmbered Watershed amendment” became law on Marc '3

:,19255(43 sta
1127).. e

"The second amendment was de51gned to faCIIitate the f1nanc1a'fhand11n :

Prev1ously the COmptroller General had ruled that the- orlgln' _
of section 2 of the Act required as a’ precondltlon of relmbursements £o "
the States either (1) a full audit of each claim by: the Stat audltlng
. officer’ in advance of subm1381on to the Department of Agrlc'  for -

'settlement, or (2), the submlss10n by the State of'a complet schedule -

“of expendltures both by the State and’ prlvate agenc1es§for the eric




. The States encountered delays in submlttlng vouchers for Federal

':d:In endor51ng thls b111 Actlng Secretary of Agrlcult_‘ “R;:W Dunlep

.;-removed

67 S e e

. requlrements the States were put to a great deal of extra work and
- in some 1nstances, notably in the case of private expenditures in tbe -
Northwestern States, " either method was found to be 1mpract1cab1e'

d_“relmbursement whlch worked a hardship upon them, ‘and the: ‘cost of
‘the addttlonal work 1n complylng with the Comptroller'GeneralT

'the cooperatlve work for the State that State an
n:tures as prov1ded for 1n thls act have been mad

. wrote Senator. Norris. as Chalrman, Senate Commit ! Agr1cu1ture and - _
'3f.Forestry,_On February 6, 1926 concluding w1th the follow1ng statement'

For flfteen years prlor to July 1 1925 the Department of :
_Agriculture cooperated with the States in fore flreaprotec—*'
 ~'tion under the Act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. ), known as |
. the Weeks Act,:and found: that it was entlrely, _tlsfactory
‘. for the Scate Forester or correspondlng off1c1al_to certify:
that expenditures had been made as provided for in ttatAct._]
':_'In addition to such certification, the Departmentnlnspected the
[Qcooperatlve work from time to tlme not only in. the office of
"the State forestry department examlnlng the ac urit books,_but :

: . u},
State ‘s fire proteqtlve work Such’ 1nspectlon'” '
course are contlnued under the Clarke McNary

of the cooperative work than any mere office: audlt ofmexpendl
tures could possibly accompllsh The proposed blllzamendlng '
'Sectlon 2 of the Clarke-MeNary Act would ‘enable the Department

to follow the procedure which proved so successful*und””

Weeks Act.::__n

' This 5111 was enacted Aprll 13 1926 and became Publlc.Law_102 (69th
Congress) Thus dlrect responslblllty was placed on- the S '

‘M-1462



S of operatlon under the new: act (F Y. 1926), and it re

"-frfrom $1,874,894 in 1926 to $6,616,909 in 1939.

o mllltary 51gn1f1cance,_ This intensified protectlo"

':i'S&P 1ands on a matchlng ba51s._.,

68 .__:::._::_iizéi_air_ f_’

Jn the same day, April 13 1926 Public Resolutlon No. 13 (44 Stat.._
- 250) was approved This amendment which was 1n1t1a11y 1ntroduced-}¥"”“
Cin the first session of the 69th Congress as House ' Joint Resolut1ons:

52 and’ as Senate Joint Resolution 27, extended ccoperatlon under e
" gsections 3, 4, and 5 of the ClarkenMcNery Act to terrltorles and

posse351ons of the Unlted States,-' o

"Extent of Federal Financ1a1 Ald to the States

The expanded scope of Federal cooperatlon authorlzed by the Clarke?"zz_
McNary Actr encouraged the States already cooperatlng the Weeks AT
Law to: 1ntens1fy thelr protectlon efforts and stlmula ther States_'
tO enter the pIOgram. : - : : SRR Yo

 .The former Federal appropr1at10n for cooperatlve Te cont
ﬁ'1ncreased by $260 000 to a total of $660,000 dur1n

-:;$1 000 000 mark 1n the third year.' Durlng the nex

_ did the approprlatiOn reach §2, 000 000 ~In the-s
. ‘control’ expendltures made by the State and prlvatJ

funds were prov1ded for 1nten31f1ed protectlon

Wartlme problems was successfully establlshed in:

@
© the military. These were roughly all forested areas in a 3~m11e
'strlp along the seacoast. c o . :

F, Y 1942 - $1 OOO 000 approprlated for both Natlonal Forests and
and prlvate lands.f 0f this total $445,605 was used on State. and prlv_
lands, The approprlatlon act requlred matchlng by the Stat's. RERRRE

F.Y. 1943 - $1,500,000 - AL for &P lands on matchlng b $5'oooxﬁooy~
Sixth Supplewental Appropriation for both National Forests: and~S&P 1aﬁds.
'Of this total $2,295,000 was allotted for 1nten51f1ed'protectlon_of_ '

F Y 1944 - $2 300 000 approprlated for S&P 1ands on a.non—matchlng.ba31s.

o F. Y 1945 - $1 000 000 approprlated for S&P landsvon a nonnmatchlng ba51s.r}

Cowuse2



':;:prOJect

L four annual progre551ve steps._ A survey a
i reasonable satlsfaetory protectlon job ou all. Stat
"'No. 296 (78th ‘Cotrigress) on May 5, 1944 ~In’ confor

- amount of $6,300,000 for F.¥. 1945; $7,300,000 for

The above wartime emergency funds were 1n addltlon to the regular _
Clarke McNary approprlatlons for thegée same years. (See Table 2 follow*
ing, ). it was of course recognlzed by the Congress1onal approprlatlon '
commlttees ‘which- approved these emergency fire control funds:
~they were added to rhe regular approprlatlons the! aggregate amounts for
- 1943 and- 1944 exaeeded the $2 5 mllllon authorlzatlon then’ spec1f1ed
in the act ' S . : S

_ Effectlve use was made of these supplemental wantlm'
o protectlon agencies successfully suppressed many
o mllltary establlshments, ammunition depots, trainin
" the like,. The mllltary authorltles Were 11bera1

i{ Senate 3111 1ntroduced on June 28 1943,'1n rhe 1
_”Q?Sth Congress Dby Senator MCNery of Oregon propo
L Federal authorization from. $2 5'million to 89 mill

o'perform a

pr1vate lands- )

ved ‘ag’ Publlc Law.

- with the provi--

full authorlzed

. ; 1946 168,300,000
Cfor F.Y. 1947'3and $9 000 000 for F.Y. 1948 In_ he bsence of further

-hfamendment Federal approprlatlons remarned at the full euthorlzatlon of -
"$9 OOO 000 for the followrng two years. e N s S

 that it would ¢ost each yeatr approx1mate1y $21 mil
' in need of organlzed protection, This. b111 ‘was

'5510ns of this amendment the Congress approprlat

"Durlng 1945 and early 1946 a new survey was made of the flre control

" job. on non-Federal lands which resulted in a total: estlmated annual
cost of $31 442 ,000, exclusive of Federal admlnlstratlon.. Tn 1949 -
sample checks of the increased cost of major fire rol: 1tems durlng
the last’ three years indicated that the work contemplated 1n the

L estimate. completed in 1946 would cost at least. $40,000, GOO at 1949

prlces.' On a 50-50 matchlng basis the Federal shar

o of thls emount
- Would therefore be $20 000 OOO : S

| _'On October 26, 1949, ‘Public Law 392 (8lst Congres_s as approved .wh:ii. @
swg'agaln 1ncreased the authorlzatlon by 52 million’ ann"l steps from-
-'$9 m11110n to $20 m11110n for F.Y. 1955 and thereafter-' :

The trend in Federal approprletions for cooperatlve forest flre contrbl
"and the amounts made available to the States for the perlod 1926 to
'1964 1nc1usive, are’ shown on Table 2 -

.'Total expendltures in F Y 1963 amounted to $65 828 266 The Federal
funds made available to the States “amounted to.an: 18 percent sharlng -
of the expendltures for the entire program, - The amounts: expej:
" the Federal—State-pr1vate cooperators in’ the’ cooperatlve_for st:flre
: control program for 1926 to 1963 1nclu51ve rare shown ‘on: Tabln 3.

M-1462.



'?abie 2

Federal Approprlatlons i

(For Cooperative Forest Fire. Control under Clarkeu eﬁ.~
McNary Act show1ng admlnlstratlve d15tr1but10n )

Fiscal .

Yea

I

' Total,

Aﬁprépriationﬁ.i“"

Allotted

to States

1926

1927
1928

1929

1930

1931

1932
1933

1934

1937

1938
1939
1940
1941
1942

: 1943_:”“
1944 -
1945

1946

1947
1948
1949
1950

1951

;31952>J“-5

1953
1954 .

S1955°
21956
1957

1 1958
1959 . -
1960

1961

L1962
1963 -
1964

.1965-'“"'-'

. $0.660,000 0
710,000 -

e1 000,000
1,200,000

1,400,000 " -
1,700,000

1,775,000

7,300,000

8,300,000

1,611,580
. 1,587,51%
1,573,619
1,578,632
1,655,007
1,655,007
© 2,000,000
112,200,000

2,200,000
2,870,605
. 6,295,000 2
. 6,300,000
6,300,000

9,000,000

9,000,000

19,000,000
9,500,000 -

. e Re01s10n under Sec
' 9 449 500

9,449,500

9,449,500“
9,449,500
10,000,000,
10,025,000

10,043,000

10,043,000
10,085,000

"33"]

10,120,000 -

12,465,500

12,465,500 . .

12,514,500

12,758,000

1,448,328
1,446,487
1,430,020
-'1:4603911

g 575,885 .
607,670

876,911
1,045,800
1,237,203
1,531,000

1,585,800
1,458,125

1,458,417

© 01,793,410
1,986, 790;
1,980,059
2,610,870
5,944,172
5,860,259

5,794,787

6,929,750
7,895,000
8,590,000 .
895753000?_52Q
8,550,000 ‘.

9,025,000 . -

1214 -':-:_ :

8,948,000

8,940,000 '

8,940,000

8:940:000f:f:

9,485,000 "

7ﬁ259 7355J'

439,741

410,000

9,480,000 .
9,440,000 i

9,410,000

9,400,000 o

9,375,000
11,654,000
11,634,000

11,600,000 -

11,853,650

750,828

505,213 -
370,250
405,000 -

425,000 . ¢
450,000

'TGTALS

_”Includes
t.includes
. Suppl.
Irhcludes
Includes
~ Includes

$246 689 463-:-; $230 395, 310;-.;_ $16 290 153‘”'
$445,605. War Emergency Approp..
$1,500,000 Special C-M Emergency Approp
Nat'l Def. Approp.: ' . -
$2,300,000 War Emergency APpDrop.
$1,000,000 Wartime Forest Fire Coop. Approp
$1,000, 000 Wartime Forest Fire Coop. Approp_.

'and sz 295 000 6th




‘Iabled S S T

: ?Xpendltures _ :
: {On Cooperative Forest Fire Control Program AR TER I
'r}._: by Cooperators under Ciarke McNary Act ) Ay

:ﬂj_Flscal Federal Funds . T R
S Yagyl 'fiﬂ “to States | State Funds'
1926 . 585,375 . 1,611 3815._.;_,
1927 “"607 154 1,852, 787&ij'.J.--_;g
x_1928y;;_'  867,955 . 2,074,706 997
' L 1,068 847 - . 2,119,657
1,252, 445f;x%*;_hﬁz 885,724
1,536,903 3, 910_310r -_-_
1,572,829 0 0 3,276,329 1,
1,452,108 0 2,492,520 1 G4l
1,468,315 '2;965 991 .k 83
'1;457 146 12,935,565 1,1
1,427,240 0 2,671,130
C1,472,3500 0 0 4,151,642
11,463,246 4, 013'876g4g_,
1,793,318 ¢ 4,724,560 1,
1,987,537 5,154,940 2
_ 1,979,309 -~ 07 5,086,923 .0 2
-;.;ész 700,006% . .7 6,271,946%
B 624,154% ' 6 713,383%
0 5,870,497% 0 6,350;,557% 9,11
'55924.773*Tﬂ-_ :ﬁﬁ6}562;316*ﬁﬂTﬁf-ﬂ'ziﬁﬂ
L 7,012,231% 0 7,497 ,466% 2,
007,889,477 9,477,376
8,604,955 . 12,830, 532'
FRE 855?295931- © 17,200,919 01, 94
8,550,890 . 18,121,195 25261 kA4
8,996,176 21,884,522 . 2
08,960,230 0 23,733,999
"55,8;946;327;'1v“_j 26 459?731._1"'
©78,934,188 . 28 394,919 _
508,945,085 0 1 28,1685296 i 2y
9;48437334m:-° ﬂ-so 636, B84
9,410,078 :;"40,917;806*““'.
o 9,401, 413-_1,};' 43,070,549 . . i
e 02.93400,959 00 455059,205 002,180,862
) _:“‘: 9,383,605 . - 48,510,915 - .. 1,918,456
1962 C1L,674,467 _'_ 51,194,045 1,445,405
1963 ;11,632,266 - 52,586,365 . 1,609,635
1964”_:?-: 11“588'954 ... - 59,751, 087 1 070 818ﬁ

18,410,227
9,187,720
278,073 .
11,165,326%
13,742,824%
13,960,167%
14,600,679%
16,898,897%
-;~-Q19,603,047 .

23,500,014

: '2??-,._8_7.5954.6& -

39,434,797
39,216, 284{3
42 393 221
f;45 336 BOﬁf

7.;JTGTAL. $217 885 766 "_ §677,123,89% $66 576, 4361;;;fﬂf __

:__*Emergency funds 1nc1uded
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' ’member States (together Wlth their: cooperators) and. th'

"Tthe State forestry off1c1als and through analyses an'

~ening ‘fire control wherever: needed“

;fQj:States under the Clarke McNary Act followe
ﬂ55}up for the Weeks Law.-

'3;'off1ces.n;,f”-_.

The extent of Federal a1d to the States 1n tlre control is- not_meesured
_ ':1n terms of financial help alone, It is much more ‘than that¢ .The i
”-_Clarke~MCNary cooperatlve flre control program, as W111 be seenilater,f"'

it ig in the true ‘sanse a mutually cooperatlve enterp__'

':_ment work as a team to protect w11dlands from forest

- problems and: accomplishments to: offer constructive  su

“The Federal ;

’famlliarlty w1th fire control organlzatlons and ectl
as well ‘as on: the' Natlonal Forests, ‘are.in an-excel

'-'these functlons.'ff SRR e o

'r-Federal'AdminiStratidﬂ:T.

”Federal'admlnistratlon of the cooperatrve flre'co_'

chever as addltzona

”*]faThe Washlngton Offlce Organlzatlon b

L Me1462

_ Alfred B Hastlngs, who had re51gned from the Forest Serv1ce in
.;_to serve ‘as Actlng State Forester in New Hampshlre and 1ater as
_ ;'ASSlstant State Forester in: Vlrglnla, reentered the: Forest '
'fg in August 1925 and 301ned the Washlngton Offlce 1nspect10n

Harry Lee Baker also JOlned the Washlngton staff 1n:1925'a”
largely on studies under section 1 of the act untll he resmg_
o to become State Forester of Florlda.: -



5 _ibecome Chlef of the Branch of Publlc Relatlons

_ﬁefwas app01nted a351stant to oM Granger_a"
R cee Dlrector, Fechner..  The- next year” Grange

i the Washlngton Offlce to d1rect Federal cooperat

S the States.i

P centered ln the D1v1510n of State cooperatlon,
ot Cooperatlve Forest Flre Control

In" Aprll 1926 the Branch of: Publlc Relatlons ‘was created w1th Paul G
Redlngton as’ its Chief,. This branch had two lelSlons, orie deszgnated

. "State and Private Forestry” with Peters in charge, the other,”Informaﬁf”
f”_tlon” undér Ward Sheperd Admlnlstratlon of the cooperatlve phages

~of the Clarke McNary Act was placed under the Division of: ‘State and
._f_Prlvate Eorestry A year later Redlngton was made-Chlef S
"'31310]og1c31 Survey and R. Y. Stuart, then Comm1$$1'ner of Forests and

;Waters in. Pennsylvanla under Governor Glfford Dlnc ' '

ftiw B Greeley re31gned from Government serv1ce or
““_become Secretary«Manager of the Weet Coast Lumb'

_' work up to

ng spring ’i—.fo' |
he ClVlllan

; Mlssoula, Montana ‘was called Lo Washlngton th

HT‘ForeSt Service dutles and Morrell became Fechn_
adVlsor on’ the ccc Program. L

 ﬂFIn November 1935 a Branch of State and Prlvate'Fore

tel_Paper and Pulp Assoc1at10n._ e was- succeeded by E
"Q_R E McArdle took over: 1n July 1944 W. S Sw1ng1

fFleld Inspectlon DlStrlCtS

' Durlng the early 11fe of the Clarke McNary Act there vere two'dlstlnct

' types of field 1nspect10n districts: (1) Washlngton 0ff1' lstrlctgaand E
o2y Natlonal Forest’ Dlstrlcts.f The former were supérvise setlvr v

o from’ - the D1v151on of State Cooperation in the Washlngton Offlce ‘while
the latter were handled by or from the Forest Serv1ce_Reg nalkofflces.

'c~HA 1927 chart outllnes the followxng Federal cooperat_v__flre control
-”organlzatlon L . : i :



T

Division of Gtate:

:,"Chief - J G Peters _
" Chief. Inspector - AL B Hastlﬂgs
Forest Fire Studies - H, L. Baker__l;
_ Farm Forestry = W R. Mattoon.
- Lecture Work - H. N. Wheeler:
' Law Compllatlon = Jeannze S Peyton

: Washlngton folce Distrlct3_7a'F' :
: : -+ District Forest
f Inspector

..DIStIiCtTE:-

i Northeastern Dlstrlctwc R Tlllotson
S Maine : :
©. . New Hampshlre
_;3 Verm0nt S
:__Massachusetts
-4fConnect1cut_~gef" .
.+ Rhode’ Island .
"ZQ:NeW'York

Washlngton Offlce Dlstrlcts

Dlstr1ct“ Inspector
Mlddle Atlantlc & G T Backus
. Central Dlstrlct
. New: Jersey
Pennsylvanlaﬁf;'
. Maryland

f Gulf bistrict
o Alabama -
Mississippi .

C.F. Evans.

EEn Loulslana

| Texas
- Oklahoma
Missoﬁrirf

' Georgia.

M-1462

Cdopération -

”."Distrie:

National Fores

N F Dlstrlct

. Tdaho (N

v Mlnnesot

-s156;:DaRota

< Montana.

' N.F. Distriet

Mlchlgan

‘Wisdons

B :'Natlonal ForeSt Dlstrlct
“District Forest T ;
o DiStriCt?p

istrict: Forest
'Inspector ;Q

N.B. District

.. New Mexico

:N F. District &4

. 'N F DiStrlCtT

Idaho (S)

:5_Ceiifd£nie

" N.F. Distriee

Oregon v oo lo 0
Washington . @0

N. Fs'Distficf._ﬂ:

.7 North Carolina
" South Carollna F

.:Vlrglnla
West V1rg1n1

: Tennessee
Kentucky



. of the D1v1310n of Coopexatlve Forest Protection

75

Durlng the more than 50 years of operatlon of cooperatlve flre control
many employees of the U.S. Forest Service have played: an 1mportant
part in the program._ Méntion has beén madé of a few..: No attempt.. w111
. be made to glve a complete roster which includes those row connected
'Wlth the prOJect Rather will be listed those. former employees ‘who:
were closely. assoclated w1th Federal-State cooperatlve fire: control
over a considerable: perlod - At the Washlngton'bff ce level in addi-
tion to those already mentioned were Earl §. Pei to was Chlef
rom 1936 to 1951,
James N Dlehl Dlrector of the D1v151on from 1952 th_ough 1963 and

E M Bacon 1964

y connected
Or more are:

Among Clarke—McNary Reglonal Inspectors who were
w1th the program w1th unbroken serv1ce for 20 year

3”fCrosby A Hoar._“1   * :’*  '3 .1922*i;..“.

'a_Claude R. Tilloksonm . .~ .. 1922%
oo Everett H. McDaniels. - = . . 1922%:
.. Bl Murray Bfﬁnef],'-{ﬁL,i]: S 1923%. :
.. Charles F. Evans S 1926]_ :: (
'S. H. Marsh S 1927
H. J. Eberly _--f:‘_ oo 1831 =1
J. W. K. Holliday . E S 193600
© W. J. Stahl . ST 1939
-:Edward thter s e 1939 5 6
T H, Burgess '_ :_f - 01940 - 196

% Appo1nted under the Weeks Law.:

Phllosoghy and Policies in Program Direction

It is clear from both the Weeks Law and the ClarkenMCNary Act themw
selves and from their leglslatlve hlstorles, that was: _the' intent
of Congress that the function of the Federal Govarnment should be'
cooperatlon with the States without any'attempt to domlnate State
programs and activitiess The theory is that if’ the. Secretary of
Agriculture is satlsfled w1th the fire control program and actlons
of a State he will cooperate with and 3551st that State. Otherwise,.
Federal assistance will not be initiated; once started, ;ts_cont;nua;ion
is. contlngent on satlsfactory State performance.-ia:-- L sl

' The Secretary of Agrlculture and the Forest Serv1ce have con31stent1y
taken the position that Federal participation in the cooperative: flﬁ
control undertaking with the States should be more: than th” convent1ona1
Federal financial grant-in-aid--that is, sharing of costs’ only. This
position was based on the premise that the Natlonal Governme't,has a:
definite interest and stake in safeguardlng the: Natlon s forest resources
because of their many public benefits. Consequently, ‘the Federal Govern-
ment  in entering into cooperation with a’State becomes,-ln a’ sense, a non=
- resident partmer in & mutual enterprise and thereby assumeés: some ‘degree

- of  responsibility in assuring its success. The Forest Service believes

ML ARES

that as a minimum it has a duty to make 3ure that the_ngeral ﬁunds are




'h'plcture 1f they are to be of real help to a'Stat

| rﬂflre protectlon to the best advantage.;.

'7-'6'_ .

_ spent w1se1y and that the Natlon is gettlng value recelved for the -
" financial a551stance it glves to the States_ ‘Federal’ personnel workm- o
ing in the" program have the responalblllty to! coordlnate the fire o
-_control act1V1t1es of all States to give to’ the States gurdanc
‘counsel; and 1eadersh1p, to give other spec1a1 services. which :
State cannot or will not provide. Howaver they must not_exer01se a
degree of superv181on or Control over detailed aspec ",_' )
© tration which will preclude the development of a stron; :
' admlnlstratlon.; They should: help in developlng sound
ing standards of operatlon suggesting new ideas, and
_ exohanglng experlences galned through Reglon-w1de and
; _travel ! : . ) R

_tate f1re
d part of the'

3 :Weeks Law,
d on all essencial
ave;this full
fam111ar1ty
ic field examlna-

dNow that the Federal funds are 1ntegrated w1th the 12}
.'control budget :rather than belng earmarked for a Timi.
- program as. was; the procedure in the: early stages und
sittis necessary that Federal personnel be’ fully 1nfo
phases of a State's: flre control operatlon.-

'°:7w1th State work 1s 1arge1y accompllshed through_p ri
Vitlons. g T, S L

' One of the early Admlnlstratlve Manuals,_dated Apr

1924, out-
Iined the purpose of Federal review of State progr AR R L

’(1) To! sat1sfy the Federal Government ‘that the terms
cooperatlve agreement are being complled w1th

:(2) TO determlne how effect1ve1y the State 15 handllng the cooperatlve
fire protectlon work : :

o'assistﬁState'
nd developing

:f(3) To! help coordlnate and standardlze State effort_:n
_'off1c1als through advice and suggestions 1n organ121n

The the31s that the Federal role would be one of coo e _.lenvolv%ng :
financial assistance; 1eaéersh1p, and advice, and that Yon. the ground” B

'admlnlstratlon of the JDlnt effort would be 1eft to States, was '%

ClarkeuMcNary Act.
1924 states Fe

“or failures: in’ the organization, there mist be no_ nterference
with the State's: adm1nlstrat10n of the work oru ny assu'ptlon of
'adm1nlstratlve respon51b111ty Tk i

."The work of the ‘Federal 1nspector durlng the early years of_ahd'Clarke-'
- McNary program‘followed closely that of the Weeks Law: inspector described
- brlefly in Part II. As the program developed and the flre oontrol plans

'ﬁ3ﬁhM;1462fdx'”'f"



: for 1mprovement._

3-_conf1dence and’ understandlng among the partles conce
. Forest Serv1ce early adopted the’ pollcy of hol
-~ with the: cooperatlng State Foresters.. Important

o (b) Properly recognlze the two most dlrectly related factors~-f,

.'Meetlngs and.ConferenCesfﬁ'f'””

. inavariably been preceeded by full ‘and frank disc
.- appropriate Federal and State off1c1als.. Meeti
. have been held; as needed for this’ purpose;;: y

TExecutlve Commlttee of 'the; Association of Stat
_"tlon, group meetings between Reglonal Offlce men ‘an
- are scheduled regularly or are held when needed

j'Allotment of Federal Funds

s The method of dlstrlbutlng Federal money among”th_
© was: relatlvely simple during the first two years351nce allotments were

‘owners ‘were themselveés spending on’ flre controlt
'-_'pollcy of’ dlstrlbutlng Federal funds to the: Stat”s made_lt necessary
to devise an allotment formula which could be ap'

' (t)j'Be easy to apply, explaln,'and defend

fire control--1mprovements
f1re flghtlng technlqups.

In the conv1ct10n that snccessful cooperat1on

decisions governing Federal-State cooPeratlen

and meetlngs Wlth the:
cers, In ‘addi- R
3helState_Foresters'

conference with all cooperatlng State Foresters

cooperatlng States

‘then based on the factor of relative’ State needs Q'However,-1n 1928,
pursuant to thé agreement reached with State Foresters in. Washlngton
in the spring of 1922, it was decided so encourag: te: and 1oca1
effort by giving some recognition to what the Stat ind prlvate
This change in the

ied unlformly to, all
States.s Such a formula Should o . . . .

S

(a)i Treat’all'cooperat1ng States”as:equitablﬁfasi

(1) extent of the protection job and (2) State an
ance as represented by expend1tures

local performr'

The or1g1na1 plan was to limlt the portlon of Federal fund_ ‘to be

'allotted to the States on the basis of State and pr1vate expendltures to

25% of the total Federal approprlatlon 1eav1ng 75% to be d
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 JAssume the estlmated total cost of flre control in'a

?8-

in accordance with the respectlve size of the protectlon JOb of each
State, as determined by the most’ recent "area and cost” survey., This
latter portion of the total amount which a State would receive’ would _
be called the "regular aliotment” and" Would have a preferentlal status.- o
In order to assure a quallfylng State a’ reasonable ‘degree of stablllty N
 from year to year the.”regular allotment” would be reduced from_th"l.*
previous year unless such action was: necessary because 0 ‘gubst ntlal__.
_reductlon in the total Federal approprlation.'j-'-' : Sl

Each cooperatlng State would recelve ‘as 1ts regular al
'percentage of the estimated cost. of Statew1de protectio
- the proportlon of its forest 1ands whlch were actual
-In 1ts 51mp1est form the formula would. operate 1n th'

-, 810,000, OOO. Then' the. percentage to be used in: cdm
'ifallotments ‘would be §. 750,000 or 7}%, which wou
e S $10,000,000 - [

. f-to all States, Thus each State. would recelve 7;
'7j'cost of protection as 1ts_”reguiar” allotment.m

The remalnlng 25% of the Federal mﬂney w0u1d be ‘aliocated
on the basis of what the States themselves were actua Ey" endlng on
fire controls  This so-called ”extra allotment” would”agaln"be based

o a unlform percentage representlng the ratlo betwe]  the total State"
and prlvate expenditures (minus total: ”regular”'allotme'ts) and. the 3
amount of Federal funds. avallable for extra'’ allotment In the: above -
theoretical case, 1f all cooperating States were spendlng $2 0060, 000

~ of State and private funds in controlllng flres, the extra allotment
: 'percentage would be. 2 oo . e

Sl 000 000 - $750 OOO (Regular aliotments) $ '25_,
$2 000 000 - $750 OOO (Regular allotments) $1 250 ,00G:

000 or 20°:

fo

Thus each State would recelve in addltlon to 1ts ”Regul 'Iotment
a further portion of Federa¥ funds equal to 207 of the_amount that =
particular State itself spends over and above its regu 110tment,
Where qualified private firé control expenditures are recogﬁ1zed as.
a part of the Clarke-McNary project they may be added to the_expendlm-'
tures from State funds. i

The extra aliotment to each State would normally fluctuate fr
to year even though the Federal appropriation remains the sam
is because there may be wide yearly variations in State f1refc_ntr01
expenditures both collectively and individually, Although the general e
trend has been upward the increase in any one State in relat1o_ :

. aggregate increase for all States changes from year to year, Another

reason for fluctuation, which pertalned mo¥e to the earlier year g
was the need for financing cooperation with new States as they?came o
into the program. The amount required for this purpose of course,f]y%~
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ﬂ* C1arke-McNary Act,

'Viz”extra“) to any State w111 not exceed one- halt

U This represents ‘the contemplated degree of Fed

:f forest. 1ands from forest: flresﬁ, It was beileved
" half of this cost would be for protectlng prlvat

Moy 31 (75th Congress) and House Resolutlons ol 11 23,

79

"varled from year to year and SG 1nf1uenced the ”extra" allotwents to.7
o all cooperatlng States., ‘The: "extra' allotment is: con51dered Lo be,” S
: subordlnate in status to the more stable ”regular” allotmen

-:Even so . g large 1ncrease :Ln expeﬂdlturcs in any
“group of States may substantlally affect the;
all StatQS,ﬂn. oy S o

'”matchlng provision prescrlbed by the law. Theg 
¢ trative ruling that the total Federal’ allotment

';approved estlmated cost of ‘the total: protectlo
over-all protection program. When ‘the ClarkemMcN

" ‘this limitation was set at 25%. At that time
it would cost about $1O ‘million a’ year topr

'tlmber, whlch cbllgatlon shouid be borne by'th” 1
. half would: represent the: protect1on of immature.
:f_lands, the cost of whlch should be shared equa”
Government and the ceoperatlng States, In othe
share would be one-fourth of $10 GOQ 000 ot $2 50_
authorlzed 1n the Act,-

'“Part1CLpatlon of Private Forest Landcwners.H As
was obllged to carry a 1arger share of the 1oad a

rather than d1m1nlsh : Th1s fact has heen recognlz
ona number of occ331ons.- For example '1n 19&1 th

(76th Cong:ess) made a comprehen31ve study of the Natlon

March 24, 1941 77th Congress, lst 863810n) was: to 1ncrea
'Act cooperatlve flre control authorlzatlon from $2 5 to3§



i Althcugh the or1g1nal 1dea was to- d1st 1bute to the States 3/4 of the

 Federal funds as ''regular' allotments. ‘gnd the i as: Textra' allot= -
:”ments, the actual d1v151on between the two 1tems has, varxed ‘con _der—

'ably ”'"Extra”_allotments amounted to 12 Z of the total app”oprlatlon

:7531ze of the fire control JOb. Thls inlelduT -
T element 1ed to splrlted discussions at the yearly_
3_;w1th the State Foresters._ Usually the perennlal ol

'”*the-confllctlng V1ewpo1nts.

l;:Durlng the 10-year perlod 1928 to 1937 the distr
fgcfaveraged 73% as "regular' and 27% as'"extre,“_f
Lj:correspondlng percentages were 63 ‘and 37, Beg1nn_
_]:Forest Service and the Executlve Commlttee of the As

- Foresters have: agreed on. an’ equal d1v1310n of Fedeta
"“regular” and ”extra” allotments :

-'y::The same b351c allotment formula has been used ove :
R has been the subJect for_Contlnued dlscu5510n and
s the Forest Servlce and the Executlve Commlttee of . Stat

' upon the allotment formula factors for the com1ng £is

__;;the years certaln factors have been dev1eed and adde i

" features of the formula in ‘order to make a more effective : Qulta%le

'"”'dlstrlbutlon of Federal FUhds.” These ere'ff’

;a'of ba31c protectlon (Has been exceeded in unusual ‘circum: ances)

—_ 7% of the amount allotted the prev1ous yearu
'-'__'__been changed Ln 1954 S Sk

'“f*was changed to $3o 000 in 1957 and to $47 000 in 1962’




'h5'that recognltlon of the flnen01a1 condltlona

"ﬂ"Furthermore

' “what way,

:.h (e) The computatlon of allotments to Stateseln F Y :1953 1nc
--’slldlng ‘scale reductlon on &Xcess, expendlture, accompllshed by_u
'_of a $300 000 unlt The flrst $3OO OOO 15 glve'

:j”The Slldlﬂg scale reductlon levels the c05ts and exp
';hbroaden the dlstrlbutlon of Federal_funds betwee: :

ff!tlon obllgatlons.. This. 1ssue flrst came up
. State Foresters in. 1922, The questlon apparentl

“greater: relatlve aid to those States most in need
a’ more recent contentlon 1S that such

'more theoret1ca1 than real

z'The present formula by computlng the regular allotm
-:estlmated cost of statew1de protect1on regardless o}

in. 1945 and 1n 1948

-;On two occ351ons,_ spe01f1c st

' proposed Federal programs ‘for" ald to’ the States.
_'the de51rab111ty of 11ft1ng the" present leglslatlve restr_
"requires matchlng of costs between the Federal Governmen'

_:sound and thelr ose should be contlnued in allottlnggFeﬂeral funds to o
" the cooperatlng_States ' It was re-emphaslzed however, that w1th1n'-'

:TEMrig6géf:._,Qi_ﬂ:!_ffj'




'f:accorded each of the two basic allotment factors

. Areafand Cost ESEimetes."

Since one—half.of the Federal funds are allotted toffﬂ'
- the ba51s of: estlmates of their flre control needs:it
“not only to keep the egtimates up to- date but, whetw'

gu'to obtaln the best p0331b1e correlatlon between the;_”,

5 varlous States. For these purposes ”area and cost””

'State and prixately owned forest and: watershed 1and eed of organlzed 5
.. fire control, and (b)Y, the’ ‘annual cost of protect1ng_such areas: ‘against
:emforest flres._ These perlodlc estlmates aré made: by”the State_Foresters,'
. in. cooperation: with” private owners to. the’ extent fea'ibl lth aSSISt-
'.*ance from Federal Clarke'MCNary representatlvesa ! :

:itMore spe01flcaily; the surveys have a number of obj 'faﬁcﬁgf;hémgl{~

_ . etermine the extent ‘of Federal coope R
Vﬁ'(4) To serve as a basls for ”regular“ allot the States. -
'fIt is- the last purpose to whlch thls dlseu331on'1s.n

: rimarily
7f;d1rec?ed e

The; | 'f”aree and cost estlmate“ WOrthy of the nare wis made 1n the
‘summer of 1920, Its purpose in part was to obtain atlon needed
for the Capper Report. This survey revealed that’ there were 315 f“;*'
mllllon acres of non—Federal lands to. be protected i
A annualgestlmated cost of $4 725 OOO based o an:
-"per acre.. For: thls purpose there was then avallabl
,j_approprlatlons, $700 OOO of prlvat 3%

_ requrred Thls Was the flrst reasonably accurate app xlmazlon of the_'
©cost of c0ntr0111ng flres on ‘non-Federal 1ands in the States: w1th Whlch
:the Federa1 Government was cooperatlng, : : :

--ﬁauthorizatlon was set at $2} mllllon.
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'7ﬂjresu1t of addlng ‘about 16 million acres of non~
‘to the program and the avallablllty of more ac
Y 'million as a result of an office reV151on con51der

':f:The 51xth study completed in 1950 showed a costﬁ

't;ﬁoThe amended estlmate showed 431 109 000 acres an

'-V’acres, holdlng the burn to not more than 0 35% of the

'.;c the cooperatlng States,  They do not includé cost.

'ZZf_"NatlonWLde Flre Preventlon Campalgn” to be descrlbed

83

A third computation was comoleted'in'19304' This showed 419 633 OGO
_;;ecres of non—Federal forest 1ands needlng orgenlzed protectlon at an-’
j"annual cost of $13 386 000, in 40 States and Hawall.rj34= '

_'A fourth calculatlon made in 1938 gave 413 589 OOO acresfa'_needlng

“ﬂf'(Publlc Law 296,_approved May 5 1944 58 Stat..216

:44 States and
. Hawaii 1ncreased the acreage. needlng protectlon to 43 993 'DO acres
" 'and the annual cost to $31, 442 000. These acreage

-;;The flfth rev1sron,'comp1eted in the Sprlng of 19

¢d watershed lands
rest“survey data
was raised to $40

the decreased

~ on non-Federal forest acreages.f In 1949 the ‘cos

_F°purcha31ng power of the dollar.dgégxﬁ
.lxprotect 426,694,000 acres. -This estlmate was. a
“a result of revised official forest area data.

: Thls covered 45 States and Hawall.,

_ethe Just1f1cat10n of Federal authorlzatlons and aoproprlatlons, and -
allotmeénts’ of Federal funds to States. This 1957 flre_planning 30b in
46 States and Hawa11 showed a cost of $83, 509 000 to: protect 434 700 000'

operaflons in
Federal: adminls--a
”ates, such as the"
ater.jj,.V By

'The cost estlmates in a11 the surveys IEPIESEHtIPIOJe

7 tration and 1nspect10n or of special services to al

: e . e L
_ Although each of the six studles was based on th MosE accurite: 1nforma—
'tion available at the time, the quallty of the: estlma_ __idproved as. more
'and better basic data became available, Experlence galne every year -

in handling the fire control job has helped each State: Forester to Ty

determine more accurately his needs in organization, manpowe _1mprov'—

'ments, equlpment, and all other essentlal flre controlfltems -

The greatest dlfflculty w1th respect to the ”area and cost": stlmatesW
ig to obtain accurate _re11ab1e correlation between State estlmates
Because Federal allotments to the States depend partly ‘upon’ est1mates'

. of protection costs, much thought and effort have been devoted to

7_secur1ng the best p0551b1e correlatlon in State est1metes As_far as
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'-t_what they need in order to meet “their problems. A ba

is feasible, guldes have been agreed upon in advance and followed
tConferences have been held at field, .reglonal and. Washlngton Office
levels, 1nc1ud1ng many meetlngs of adjolnrng Statés or groups_ofk“”-
States: Final correlation is worked out in conferénce with the .-
Executive Commlttee of the Assoc1at10n of State Foresters.~ Prec1se
correlation appeers impossible for many reasons - among them; "r-
variations in State conditions, problems, laws, and policies. ‘and:
" the different concepts and viewpoints of the’ State Forestersias to
ancing: feature
" is achieved by the’ slldlng scale reduction on estlmated cost ‘of
: protectlon and excess expendltures in allotment comp.

Level'Of-ProtectiOn'ﬁ tf;:

'f'Under the Act the Secretary of Agrlculture is. respons;' e;for dec1d_

Cings the amount’ of ?ederal funds that: the’ Natlonal Govern ent is Just1~

fied in spendlng in’ each State = din other wordsx’:

wide protection in which the Federal G0vernment wil
5_standard of flre control is. termed ”adequete protect on" ‘an ;may well
. be below the standards which some States,_countle :rlvate owners
...desrre or belleve Justlfled AN

_el of Statem'

'.d”Adequate proteetlon” 1s deflned as folloWS°*"'

.,__”Adequate protect1on is the’ protectlon of non-Federel forest
';_;1and including ¢ertain non-forested wetersheds _
“hold fire: damage below the 1eve1 at which it will serlously
1nterfere with the expected yleld of products and-3001el
'publlc beneflts from these lands, : : LD

Adequete protectron requlres an organlzatlon eapable of hold-"
" ing the burned area within the fire loss index: goaliestebllshed
L for the State under expected average bad f1re_danger., The. =
'organlzatlon must be capable of rapld expansion L tateWLde
- flexibility of operatron to successfully meet expected =
‘emergency situations, It does not envision absolute. msx1mum 5
protection with all ;efrnements of fire control operatrons, )
 but rather a basic organlzatlon supplemented by plenned use:;.
.H:of cooperatlve forces durlng emergencies,;%

Fiﬁanelal'Plans e

When the Forest Servrce acting for the Secretary, has determ_ned how g

glonal offices.. Each State then prepares an annual frnan31a1 plan or
budget, on a standard form, listing all funds avallable 1nclud1ng the

Federal allotment and 1tem121ng planned expendltures for flre_ ]
for the fiscal year commencing July 1. The total amount bu geted__
is segregated into four major claseifications:: (a) admlnlstratlon; (b)
fleld expense, (c) capitol outlay, and {d) suppre551on.-f} e
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_'t'oby the State for relmbursement

:ef}Prlor to F.Y. 1964 flnanc1a1 plans were sent flr
. Forest: Serv1ce Reglonal office and- then to. the;G te

- and. then at intervals, ugually every three moaths,

" and at the same time request Federal reimbursemen

Federal"” personnel work with the Stete men in preperlng the ennual
budget or financial plan.  Thig affords an exceilent opportunlty for
_ mutual dlSCuSSlOH of pollcles, plans,'and programs. The annual: budget
t_1s more than a brlef statement of financial needs 51nce lt”' '

'1mportant 1tems in the plan._ When the ‘State Forest
_personnel have dutles other, than fire control
-Treached as. to the proportlon of the salarles and

_ ;equlpment,_
ns must be

h fapproprlate -
{e) final: approvel
b full amount

f; after: which the State could clalm relmbursemen u
"of 1ts allotment, L SR _

- Beg1nn1ng w1th F.Y. 1964 the format of the flnancial '1enfwas chenged._
- It includes all the cooperative forestry programs'_onducted by the
State Forester, The’ Reg10na1 Foréster" has the ‘duth Y to.give. final
:approval to the plan, efter whlch States can clal' relmborsement.w

Re 1mbursement Procedu re:

It w111 be recalled that Federal funds in the ear1 Tife of the Weeks
Law were spent directly by the U. §. Forest Service r.federally
employed lookout: towermen and patrolmen. Since 1920 the Federal

. cooperation has been handled on"the basis ‘of reimbu ment: to. the _
‘Stares. This means that the State must first spend 1tS'own money s

Reglonal Forester by reimbursement voucher how: mucl it has expended
ﬂof,one helf of

these expenditures, up to the full amount of lts current allotment.
. Upon ‘approval of the request; reimbursement im ‘the’ proper mount 15?
. made to the approprlate State agency or off1c1al '

3 'Although a specxflc allotment of Federal cooperatlve flre ontrol Euﬂ&s
. has been earmarked for each cooperating State, the law. requltes than
the Fe&eral money must be at least matched by. the State '“Oec331onally

“a State may not quallfy for its full allotment and any resulting
surpluses: become available for redistribution’ to other States whlch
‘can qualify. This, however, seldom occurs. since State-and prlvate_
expendltures usually exceed Federai allotments by w1d matgfhs.-F'
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'3lfexpend1tures but also under: certaln cond1t10ns1th 3e
"}'prlvate OWNEYrS: and operators, these: approx1mate 52
S The! COndltanS were that the pr1vate expendltures ‘mus
L requ1red by State laws (such as: the: compulsory pa

' Federal reimbursement the private fire cost which a

Part1c1patlon of Prlvate Forest Landowners;ﬂo'"

Both the Weeks and the Clarke McNary Acts sought to accomp11sh f; ;
“control on nonaFederal lands through cooperatlve effort in whlch.the
" Nation, the States and: prlvate forest’ owners would all partlc i
Although the Weeks Law dld not: recognrze protectlon expendltur [ ofj“

'obtarn the fullest p0551b1e cooperat1on from prlvat
In the many meetlngs that the Senate Select Commltt

- use as offsets to: Federal funds not" only thelr own fl

L of: the: Northwestern States) or bé: made asa definit
' State's pro-ectlon system ‘and- unde® d1rect Stat
'Furthermore,-lt has been’ admlnlstratrve pollcy not o

ot are’ caused by logglng operat1ons,and should tberef
- srdered as ‘a charge agalnst those operatrons.'}[:ﬁ

"ﬁlCOnsequently, by far the 1arger part of all prlvate--lre'control costs.'

.:;'are outside the Clarke- McNary program because they relate to logglng

. operations; they concern private protection ‘effort not performed
under supervision of the State forestry offlclals; or_they 1nvolve

a standard of protectlon above the ‘adequate level_l whlch the -

" Federal’ Government can justifiably. part1c1pate._ It:i _estlmated
_that such prlvate expendltures amOunt to about $15 m11110n per year,

for protectlng ‘their lands.:
would spread ] other States.

rMontana.'
1941, - Many States con51der the protect1on ‘of non-Federal fores
a pub11c respon51b111ty and with the help obtalned from: the Glarke-
McNary program assume the entire protection JOb excep'ffor_supple-o'
mentary fire control efforts by private owners on their own . 1ands,
This trend in public policy is apparently 1ncreas1ng'as publrc use
risks increase and'off 31te” values, espec1a11y for water beoame
more 1mportant. : o :
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"f th15 does not apply to the great bulk of the pf
' fof whlch 15 1n small holdlngs.

””Total prlvate flre control expendltures recognlzed 1n the C Mxprogram L
. have never even approached the 50%: of: total protectlon costs. orlg'nally L
;_ant1c1pated The: relatlvely gmall’ amourt of" pr1vate finds: in‘the .

j'Clarke McNary program sbould not be 1nterpreted to depre01a '

 t1mber._ In many 1nstances prlvate owners de51re an
:;1nten51fled protectlon as a feature of Very 1nten51

Certalnly, publ

o The Clv111an Conservatlon Corps ;*}J

o The NatlonWLde Flre Preventlon Campalgn

Interstate Forest Flre Protectlon Compacts

'Clvilian'Coﬁservatidﬁ-Corbé

_'Soon after Franklln D R@osevelt was elected Pres di n i the fall of
© 1932, he stated, "I propOSe_to create a Civilien Conse vatlon'Corps Qg_*
” be used 1n 31mp1e work ',:and conflnlng 1tse1f to

. Cong., ‘Ist Sessiy approved March 31; 1933) Thls
“the Clv111an Consetrvation Corps’ camps'-f at: flrst calle
. but. 1ater more commonly referred to-as ”CCC " Thls.progra was
'fof the severest unemployment 51tuat10n 1n the Natlo' 5 hlstory
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: Although the ”Trlple C” was wholly underwrltten from Federal funds,,
its ccnservatlon activities were not restricted to Government—owncd'
lands, Largely because “of the’ close relatlonshlps between’ the Forest
r'Serv1ce and’ the- State Foresrry Departments, resultlng from coopes’
under’ the Weeks and ‘the: Clarke—McNary laws; it was pos51b1e ta by
© the’ States,:and to: a 1esser extent private ‘forest owners, into. the
et program right from the ‘start.  Under general supervrs1bﬁ of the
' Forest Serv1ce, the State Forestry Depertments, and: th ough them :150
© . private: forest: 1andowners became actlvely concerned th CCC camps
o and-their work I 1935 there were 390 State Forest 'amps and 243
}ffcamps worklng prlmarlly on prlvate forest 1ands.y:

: rThe work authorlzed on’ State owned lands was almost ide tlcal to’

"that on. the: Natlonal Forests,_lncludlng all phaseS' "ectlon and

Lymanagement of forest and range lands.  On prlvate 1lands the act1V1t1es

. were 11m1ted by Taw to fire control 1mprovements “an _ct1v1t1es LTI
" Under ‘a special rullng of the Director small. demon'trst’ons ‘of tlmberm’-_

 Ffstand#'mpr0vement work and reforestatlcn were, how ve 'Ilowed on-; '
e“prlva”e lands.'; S A S :

ﬂState snd

If;The 1nventory of flre control lmprovements'constructed o
' ' '314 lookout

”fimlles of flrebresks,'

Camillion” deres. - Perhaps the outstandlng contribut

f f1re control ‘was that it furnished, ralned _and equipp 2
'suppre5810n crews which served as a first: 11ne of" sttack on nearly

- all fires w1th1n str1k1ng distance of the’ camps,_ About T, 500,0007 " ¢
_'menmdays were spent on fire prevention and " pres&ppressron ect1v1t1es
_”and sllghtly less than: 25293, 000 mao~days wera devoted to flghtlng

.. forest fires. ~ The Statescme ‘a 1arge Cand in many ceses' magor,part
,3of thelrfflre pxotectlon 1mprovements to the CCC

ﬁ_The nct esult of the GCC program Was overwhelmlnglyfgood nd it 1s
'-;probably en understatement to say that because of 1t fprest flre

'1s to keep flres from startlng.-;-:::.__

In all States where forest flres are. fully recogn1zed=a'3
-'problem and the Forestry Depertments ‘together with interested orgenlza-

-~ tionsy stich as "Keep Green Committees,'’ have actlvely promoted flre

= preventlon, commendeble progress has been ‘made. However, an’” added _
effort has ‘beeri needed in many States Commerclng in.1942: an aggreSw' ?-
. ”s1ve natlonal flre preventlon campalgn was 1aunched H;~.,_<: :




'~_Counc11 the U.. S Forest Service, -and the State Forestry Agenc1es,

* Smokey Bear cempelgn a Southern Cooperatlve Forest. B

'xfgovernors and the citizeins of Malne and adJOLnlng Stat

-Prlmarlly the campalgn ig a eooperatlve enterprlse of the Advert181ng ..,,

- But. many other agencies,. both publlc and private, give their actlve
'support in dlstrlbutlng or dlsplayrng the: educatlonal material. :
is estimated that during the 22 years slnce ‘the’ pro;ect started about

$125, 000 OOO has been contrlbuted in free advert1s1ng

j radio and televxs1on tlme $12 000 000 in 1963)

'lf”Smokey, the fire preventlon bear! and. hlS message
g'You Can Prevent Forest Flres Mo :

ngThe Southern States have a special flre preventlon pr
-.1ncendlary and debrrs burnlng fires. . To supplement t

"_campalgn was 1n1t1ated in the Southern States: in 1959“
'has a more" adult approach ln deallng w1th'1ncend1ery a
'Vfburnlng flres.u_'” - SRUE : R

f Interstate Forest Flre Protectlon Com

"SF0110w1ng the dlsastrous forest flres 1n Malne 1n Oc:o

interested in better protectlon from forest fires, Th
New England Governors ‘Coriference a meetlng of publlc
~ called to work out. for. the: Northeastern States a'mutua
f:plen of forest flre protectlon 1n cage of an emergeno

agency be’ set up whlch would serve to 1ntegrete the for_
' protectlon serv1ces of the several States 1nto a cohe31v
'”pattern.- '

_SfThe dlrectlng agency is a commission composed of the Stal
'and tyo: other members from each State The comm1551on i

”the measures,.leglslatlve and" admlnlstratlve, that sho
meet these problems Among 1ts speciflc dutles 1s th

_:recommended by the comm1551on to integrate such plan w1th th
: forest flre plan”. and upon the request of a member Stategﬁ

malntenance

_.”The;campect
" to a member: State to become a party to it.
-7 (Public Law 340, 82nd Cong.)" prov1des that any of “the’ Canadle
. ”adgacent tO'member States may partlclpate in the Compact.--




_:_Secretary on. May 4 1950

" are the SoGtheastern: Interstate Forest Fire Pr

: f.iof a paid; Executive. Secretary, thése provxde £o
*vffDlspatcher respectlvely The Mzddle Atlant1o;

”;}flre control for non*Federal lands.. State Forastr

“f:iexpendlture f
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« .

The State Foresters of the member States constltute f: technlcal commlttee
which functions as. the work1ng:superv1sory agency under the general
: dlrectlon of the comm1351on.,iah, B AN

' R M Evans, formerly Reglonal Forester, U.-S Forestherv
Phlla&elphle, was: appornted by the commission. 48 the fi e]Executlve
He reslgned in, l952_and :

Functlonlng much 11ke the Northeastern Compact i

‘the South’ Central: States: Forest Fire Protectlon

Yo Protection Compact although authorlzed has nom

Summary ofaProgress

_TfDurlng the past 40 years the ClarkechNary cooperat
'3’program has- achleved outstandlng success in promot
'tlons in .
reduc1ng

-number of States in the program, the acreage belng'
-for flre control,

'jtcontrol expendltures durlng thlS perlod is shown 1n Table
g Graph_I SRR P ¥ T T B

(See Graﬁ II)

fln 1925 to about 431 mllllon acres in 1963

"1mpre351ve.,

These phases comprise such essentlal flre”con




:-1f1re control for complacency.. This is partlcularl :
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as planning, organization, personnel, tralnlng, phy31cal 1mprovements,
equipment communication, firefighting techniques, ‘and fire preventlon'  o
measures, including fire laws and their enforcement.. In all these ;J'_
- elements, which combined const1tute the five control job, outstan 1ng :
:advancement has been made and is being made each year by the States e
As to be expected, the progress ig more pronounced in' some States .f”
than in others.’ Several States have now about reached their ultimate
objectives, while others are still con51derab1e dlstaﬁce from thelr
goals. On the whole, the progress has been’ very substantlal and. f'. :
commendable. Credit for the advances. made in protecti tﬁg_non—Federal'
lands from forest fires belongs mostly to the State Foresters and to'
the1r fire control personnel _However, the program ha uly been‘a .
: cooperat1ve ong and there ' can be 11tt1e ‘doubt. that : the : ;partner-
ship has exerted a constructlve and” stabillzlmg influe that it:
' has been a potent factor in the success Whlch has.bee e -

Notw1thstand1ng the progress already made there can

a e'protéc-
i m11110n

millions of acres of forest lands still do not have.a
. ‘tion and each year 100 OOO flres, 96%_man caused “bur
ff'acres.;jfﬁ L ' :

.o
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