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FOR RELEASE
Tuesday, June 26, 1973
10 a.m. EST

Statement of Senator Mike Mansfield (D. Montana)

Senate Subcommittee on Environment, Conservation and Forestry

United States Senate

U. S, Forest Service Reorganization

Mr. Chairman, it is always a privilege to appear before the Senate
Committee on Agriculture; this legislative Committee which has jurisdiction
over some very important matters in my State of Montana., I am, however,
deeply concerned that I should have to come before this Subcommittee to
protest an unwise, ill-conceived and ridiculous Executive reorganization
plan for the United States Forest Service, :

The announced plan to make the Forest Service‘conform its Regional
operations to the current 10 Standard Federal Regions will severely diminish
the effectiveness of what has been an outstanding Federal agency. The Forest
Service is charged with the management of one of the Nation's largest and
most valuable renewable resources - the national forests and some of the grasslands.
The proposed consolidation of Forest Service Regional Offices will not work
and will only diminish the effectiveness of an already embattled agency. Quite
frankly, Mr. Chairman, I am tired of having the management of our national
resources dictated by the bookkeepers of the Executive Branch. These people
are urban oriented in their thinking and unaware of complexities of this vast country.
As I have said on other occasions, it will be a sad day when our Nation's policies

are set by a computer, I have the distinct impression that the U, S. Forest

Service implemented their reorganization plan rather hurriedly only after



considerable prodding from the Secretary of Agriculture and The Office of
Management and Budget. I understand further that only in the past several
weeks has there been any intensive studies developed to support the
reorganization plan. The Department personnel are attempting to justify

their position, after the fact.

I do not like the arrogance demonstrated by the Secretary of
Agriculture in attempting to implement this plan. This was an obvious
political move with no detailed studies or specifics to back it up. Earlier
reorganization plans were rejected, This plan is contrary to the intent of
the Rural Development Act which establishes a preference for rural areas,

This proposal concentrates the administrative arm of the Forest Service in
large metropolitan areas,

By design, the Executive Branch is curtailing the activities or
abolishing established and worthwhile programs through impoundment of funds,
reorganization and abolition - all without justification or consultation with
the Congress, Among them are the Department of Agriculture conservation
programs, the war against poverty, many Federal health, education and social
rehabilitation programs and, in the instance of the Farmers Home Administration,
the agency is being administered by an Acting Administrator, without FHA
experience, who I fear is planning the dismantling of this agency.

The Department of Agriculture, Division of Administrative Management,
in 1971 prepared a preliminary study of the "Feasibility of Conforming to Ten

Standard Regional Boundaries.'" The obvious conclusion to such a study is that



it is feasible but it certainly is not practical., A person need only to

look at a map of the United States. The present Forest Service Regional

Structure is composed of 9 Regions. The boundaries of these Regions are
set to accommodate the timber resources of the Nation, not the population
centers as we find in the Federal Regional concept.

At the present time, Region I, which is located in Missoula, Montana,
administers sixteen national forests in Montana, Idaho, and Washington, and
26,126,940 acres of timber. In addition, there are forestry research facilities
in Missoula and Bozeman with associated programs at both State Universities.

The agency administers grasslands in North and South Dakota. The vast majority
of these forests are in Western Montana and adjoining Idaho. Missoula,
Headquarters of Region I, is in the heart of these timber stands - a logical,
central location.

Denver, Colorado, Headquarters of Region II, is approximately 1,000
miles away. Region II administers 20,000,000 acres of national forest. There
are 186,000,000 acres in the entire national system of forest lands, The
United States is a very large landholder and it does not seem unreasonable to
ask that they continue to be administered from 9 Regional Headquarters. Building
up an even larger administrative monster in Denver, in addition to the one in
Washington, D. C., is not going to simplify matters, Such action takes away
more responsibility and action from local authority.

Region I and II are two very large areas, each distinct and separate.

There is no direct public transportation between the two points. The other



ik

Regional Headquarters under this plan is in Portland, equally inaccessable

to Region I. There is no way in which I can be convinced that the affairs of
Region I can be administered more efficiently from Denver, In fact, the
people of Denver and State officials have indicated they do not favor the
consolidation in Denver. The City of Denver has far too many urban problems
now; they don't want more.

Looking at the map again, you will find the Department wants to place
the State of New Mexico under the jurisdiction of the Regional Headquarters
in Atlanta, Georgia. How this contributes to efficiency is extremely difficult
to understand. The Secretary of Agriculture is determined to make the Forest
Service conform to the Regiomal concept, yet his organizational chart exempts
the State of Alaska, Our Alaskan neighbors are deserving of this attention
but the need to conform to the Federal regional concept is obviously not
binding for all,

This is not decentralization of government but rather a new and
aggravated type of centralization on a regional basis at the expense of the
States, If the government wants to really decentralize, it ought to move many
of its offices and bureaus out of Washington, D, C., and the metropolitan area.

The proposed move of the Regional Headquarters from Missoula would
admittedly be a severe economic blow but, in any other terms, it is also very
impractical, The activities of the Forest Service are mnot the same as other
Federal agencies, The agency is involved with the day-to-day management of

a renewable resource and, if these personnel are to do a good job, they can't



do it from afar. That is just exactly what would happen if the administrative arm
of the agency is moved to Denver. There are rumors that the Department wants
to move more personnel into the forests for on-the-ground management, I
think this is an excellent idea but that does not mean that regional
administrative management should be from afar. Movement of some personnel
now in the Regional offices into the individual national forests would be useful.
The U. S. Forest Service has been an active and innovative Federal
agency for most of its lifetime and I am now concerned with an obvious effort
to clip its wings., If given the proper budget and number of personnel, I am
confident that they will provide the management of this great national resource
that the citizens of this Nation deserve. In fact, I believe it is time for
the Senate to review the question of personnel levels in the Forest Service,
Are they adequate to do the job?
The Federal authorities apparently agree that, because of the large
expanse of territory within Standard Region VIII and the large workload, it
is desirable to establish zone offices at Missoula and Ogden to handle certain
work better accomplished close to the on=-the-ground job. If that is so, why
bother to change the present setup.
The Research Unit and existing facilities at Ogden, Utah, should
be maintained. Region I has always had a close affinity with the Inter-Mountain
Station in Ogden. We must keep research priorities for the Northern Rocky
Mountain and Inland Empire area, Fragmenting the research facilities at Ogden

between Colorado and Oregon will only compound the problem, Fragmenting and




disrupting research activity now under way will cause greater delays in
some very important areas of research,

There is a great deal of hunting and fishing use made of the national
forests of Region I, and this is an excellent measure of a heavy people use,
In fact, during 1971 the total recreation use on the national forests of
Region I was almost eleven million visitor days. In that same year, eight
states had in excess of five million recreation visits to their national
forests. Montana was one of those states, with almost seven million visits,
compared to forty-eight million in populous California and barely 1.5 million
in Alaska. Even Georgia, which has only 837,000 acres of national forests
compared to the twenty million in Alaska, had more recreation visits to her
national forests.

Water is a very important resource in Montana., Region I national
forests contributed over two trillion cubic feet of water to the Columbia
and the Missouri-Mississippi watersheds and river systems. Not only is this
water vital to farm, community, and industrial requirements but the management
of these headwaters is important to every downstream area and town. By every
test of use and resources, and by every test of the impact of people on the
lands and resources of the National Forest, there is an absolute and clear need,
in my judgment, for the continuation of a Region embracing the area that is now
Region I and a Regional Headquarters at Missoula.

The Forest Service reorganization plan will, undoubtedly, entail the
expenditure of considerable monies for moving of personnel, location, and

rental of new facilities, abandonment of old offices and equipment. I have



seen no estimates as to any financial saving that would ensue from this
ill=conceived plan. How much more money will be required for travel and
per diem - distances would be substantially greater for Regional personnel.

The demands on our national forests are greater than at any time
in history. The cost and demand for lumber is higher than any one anticipated.
The lumber industry is pleading for more timber sales. Timber management
of this nature requires sufficient personnel to protect the multiple use concept.
The Administration proposes a solution to the timber crisis which is almost
impossible to comprehend.

They announce a program of expanded timber sales in our national
forests and then a reduction in personnel and removal of Regional offices
which are important to on-the-ground management. In Region I, the organization
plan calls for a personnel reduction of some 1,600 slots. The Department has
asked for 450 additional personnel in timber sales but no additional funds.
To say the least, I am somewhat confused - I suspect that may be the intent.
Reduced funds, fewer personnel, and unnecessary reorganization will bring choas
to the management of an extremely valuable natural resource. The multiple use
concept will be cast aside and it will be full speed ahead for harvesting
timber and nothing else - the consequences be dammed.

The Department of Interior resource agencies, which is realigning
their Regional operations, have found some difficulty because their activity
is also resource based. The Regional structure there is less important. The

major portion of their personnel are in the field. All in all, my colleagues



from New Mexico, Utah and Montana are bewildered by the intent of this
reorganization plan,

Not only is the Administration talking about abolishing a Region
that has been functioning effectively since 1908, but they are also talking

about abolishing a Region that contains one-seventh of the lands in the

National Forest System. The fifty states of our Nation reflect vast

differences and that is one of the reasons our Country is great. The Forest
Service Regions fit into this mold by providing an organization for management
based on the location of the resource it administers.

My colleagues here in the Congress will be testifying on this issue
at some length and we will be hearing from Governors and the people who

will be directly effected by this proposal.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would like to make several recommendations

to the Committee,

The Department of Agriculture and The Office of Management and
Budget should be instructed to stop reorganization of the U. S. Forest
Service. Forget once and for all a change in the current Forest Service
Regional operations. Place more personnel in the field but no further

consideration should be given to consolidation of field operations.

I recommend that the U, S. Forest Service be exempted from Administrative

personnel reductions. If the agency is expected to do a proper job of managing
our national forests, they need personnel.

Mr. Chairman, I am sufficiently concerned about the issue at hand to



recommend that this Committee take no action on any pending legislation or
proposal affecting the Department of Agriculture until this matter has been
resolved once and for all.

I am confident that the Senate Subcommitte on Interior Appropriations
will be willing to cooperate in every way.

What we are discussing today is the future efficient operation of
an effective national resource agency which has been shackled by directives
from above and I mean above. A resource of the magnitude of our national forests
is something which cannot be taken lightly. The concern and attention of

this Committee is most appreciated. Thank you.
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: THE ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL
TO REORGANIZE THE US. FOREST
SERVICE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, my
distinguished colleague, the junior Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. METcALF), and
I, along with the distinguished Governor
of the State of Montana, Tom Judge, and
the distinguished Congressman from the
eastern district, Jorn MELCHER, appeared
before the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, specifically the Subcommittee
on Environment, Conservation, and For-
estry. Our distinguished colleagues, Con-
gressman Saoup of Montana, Senators
BennETT and Moss of Utah and Senators
Domenict and Moxtoya of New Mexico,
also appeared before the Committee. The
topic under consideration was the pro-
posal by the administration to recognize
the U.S. Forest Service which would have
meant a shifting in part of some of the
administrative duties of the headquar-
ters region which is at Missoula, Mont.,
to Denver, Colo., approximately 1,000
miles away, with no direct lines of com-
munication, which would have meant a
dispersal of controls to Denver, and
which would have meant a shifting of
the headquarters from Albuguerque, N.
Mex., to Atlanta, Ga., forthepurposeof
administering the forest region within
the State of New Mexico.

Mr. President, I will later ask unani-
mous consent that this testimony plus
additional correspondence relative to the
desire on the part of the administration
to bring about a reorganization of the
Forest Service, a move which was made
without any contact whatsoever with the
Members of the House or Senate from
the three States, involving a move which
was made in the dead of the night, so to
speak, during the time Congress was in
recess at Easter, a move which has been
thwarted, at least up to now, because of
the attitude on the part of the Appropri-
ations Committee of the Senate and I
believe the House as well, and on the part
of the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry which, when the matter was
brought to its attention agreed to con-
duct hearings, which are now underway.

Mr. President, I would hope that in the
future before any action of this nature is
undertaken that at least the members
from the affected States would be given
the courtesy of being allowed to express
their views rather than to have to depend
upon rumor and accomplished fact,
which luckily did not this time, become
an accomplished fact only because of the
awareness in Congress of the nefarious
undertaking which was underway.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all of the material to which I
have referred be printed at this point in
the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the materiai
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. FOREST SERVICE REORGANIZATION
(Statement of Senator Mmxr MaNSFIELD,
June 26, 1973)

Mr. Chairman, it is always a privilege to
appear before the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture; this legislative Committee which
has jurisdiction over some very important
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matters in my State of Montana. I am, how-
ever, deeply concerned that I should have to
come before this Subcommittee Lo protest an
unwise, ill-conceived and ridiculous Execu-
tive recrganization plan for the United States
Forest Service.

The announced plan to make the Forest

Service conform its Regional operations to
the current 10 Standard Federal Regions will
severely diminish the effectiveness of what
has been an outstanding Federal agency. The
Forest Service is charged with the manage-
ment of one of the Nation's largest and most
valuable renewable respurces—the national
forests and some of the grasslands. The pro-
posed consolidation of Forest Service Re-
gional Offices will not work and will only di-
minish the effectiveness of an already em-
battled agency. Quite frankly, Mr. Chairman,
I am tired of having the management of our
national resources dictated by the bookkeep-
ers of the Executive Branch. These people
are urban oriented in their thinking and un-
aware of complexities of this vast country.
As I have said on other occasions, it will be
a sad day when our Nation’s policies are set
by a computer. I have the distinct impres-
sion that the US. Forest Service imple-
mented their reorganization plan rather
hurriedly only after considerable prodding
from the Secretary of Agriculture and The
Office of Management and Budget. I under-
stand further that only in the past several
weeks has there been any intensive studies
developed to support the reorganization plan.
The Department personnel are attempting to
justify their position, after the fact.

I do not like the arrogance demonstrated
by the Secretary of Agriculture in attempting
to implement this plan. This was an obvious
political move with no detailed studies or
specifics to back it up. Earlier reorganization
plans were rejected. This plan is contrary
to the intent of the Rural Development Act
‘which establishes a preference for rural areas.
This proposal concentrates the administra-
tive arm of the Forest Service in large metro-
politan areas.

By design, the Executive Branch is cur-
tailing the activities or abolishing estab-
lished and worthwhile programs through im-
poundment of funds, reorganization and
abolition—all without justification or con-
sultation with the Congress. Among them are
the Department of Agriculture conservation
programs, the war against poverty, many
Federal health, education and social rehabili-
tation programs and, in the instance of the
Farmers Home Administration, the agency is
being administered by an Acting Administra-
tor, without FHA experience, who I fear is
planning the dismantling of this agency.

‘The Department of Agriculture, Division of
Administrative Management, in 1971 pre-
pared a preliminary study of the “Feasibility
of Conforming to Ten Standard Regional
Boundaries.” The obvious conclusion to such
a study is that it is feasible but it certainly
is not practical. A person need only to look
at a map of the United States. The present
Forest Service Regional Structure is com-
posed of 9 Regions. The boundaries of these
Regions are set to accommodate the timber
resources of the Nation, not the. population
centers as we find in the Federal Regional
concept.

At the present time, Region I, which is lo-
cated in Missoula, Montana, administers six-
teen national forests in Montana, Idaho, and
Washington, and 26,126,940 acres of timber.
In addition, there are forestry research facil-
ities in Missoula and Bozeman with associ-
ated programs at both State Universities. The
agency administers grasslands in North and
South Dakota. The vast majority of these
forests are in Western Montana and adjoin-
ing Idaho. Missoula, Headquarters of Region
I, is in the heart of these timber lands—a
logical, central location.

Denver, Colorado, Headquarters of Region
II, is approximately 1,000 miles away. Region
II administers 20,000,000 acres of national
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forest. There are 186,000,000 acres in the en-
tire national system of forest lands. The
United States is a very large landholder and
it does not seem unreasonable to ask that
they continue to be administered from 9
Regional Headquarters. Building up an even
larger administrative monster in Denver, in
addition to the one in Washington, D.C., is
not going to simplify matters. Such action
takes away more responsibility and action
from local authority.

Region I and II are two very large areas,
each distinct and separate. There is no direct
public transportation between the two
points. The other Regional Headquarters
under this plan is in Portland, equally in-
accessible to Region I. There is no way in
which I can be convinced that the affairs of
Region I can be administered more efficiently
from Denver. In fact, the people of Denver
and State officials have indicated they do
not favor the consolidation in Denver. The
City of Denver has far too many urban prob-
lems now: they don't want more.

Looking at the map again, you will find
the Department wants to place the State of
New Mexico under the jurisdiction of the
Regional Headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia.
How this contributes to efficiency is ex-
tremely difficult ot understand. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture is determined to make
the Forest Service conform to the Regional
concept, yet his organizational chart ex-
empts the State of Alaska. Our Alaskan

* neighbors are deserving of this attention but

the need to conform to the Federal regional
concept is obviously not binding for all.

This is not decentralization of government
but rather a new and aggravated type of
centralization on a regional basis at the ex-
pense of the States. If the government wants
to really decentralize, it ought to move many
of its offices and bureaus out of Washington,
D.C., and the metropolitan area.

‘The proposed move of the Regional Head-
quarters from Missoula would admittedly be
a severe economic blow but, in any other
terms, it is also very impractical. The activi-
ties of the Forest Service are not the same
as other Federal agencies. The agency is in-
volved with the day-to-day management of
a renewable resource and, if these personnel
are to do a good job, they can’'t.do it from
afar. That is just exactly what would hap-
pen if the administrative arm of the agency
is moved to Denver. There are rumors that
the Department wants to move more person-
nel into the forests for on-the-ground man-
agement. I think this is an excellent idea
but that does not mean that regional ad-
ministrative management should be from
afar. Movement of some personnel now in
the Regional offices into the individual na-
tional forests would be useful.

The U.S. Forest Services has been an ac-
tive and innovative Federal agency for most
of its lifetime and I am now concerned with
an obvious effort to clip its wings. If given
the proper budget and number of personnel,
I am confident that they will provide the
management of this great national resource
that the citizens of this Nation deserve. In
fact, I believe it is time for the Senate to
review the question of personnel levels in
the Forest Service. Are they adequate to do
the job?

The Federal authorities apparently agree
that, because of the large expanse of terri-
tory within Standard Region VIII and the
large workload, it is desirable to establish
zone office at Missoula and Ogden to handle
certain work better accomplished close to the
on-the-ground job. If that is so, why bother
to change the present setup.

The Research Unit and existing facilities
at Ogden, Utah, should be maintained. Re-
gion I has always had a close affinity with
the Inter-Mountain Station in Ogden. We
must keep research priorities for the North-
ern Rocky tain and Inland Empire area.
Fragmeting the research facilities at Ogden
between Colorado and Oregon will only com-

June 26, 1973

pound the problem. Fragmenting and dis-
rupting research activity now under way will
cause greater delays in some very important
areas of research.

There is a great deal of hunting and fish-
ing use made of the national forests of Re-
gion I, and this is an excellent measure of a
heavy people use. In fact, during 1971 the
total recreation use on the national forests
of Region I was almost eleven million visitor
days. In that same year, eight states had in
excess of five million recreation visits to
their national forests. Montana was one of
those states, with almost seven million visits,
compared to forty-eight million in populous
California and barely 1.5 million in Alaska.
Even Georgia, which has only 837.000 acres
of national forests compared to the twenty
million in Alaska, had more recreztion visits
to her national forests.

Water is a very important resource in Mon-
tana. Region I national forests contributed
over two trillion cubic feet of water to the
Columbia and the Missouri-Mississippi
watersheds and river systems. Not only is
this water vital to farm. community, and
industrial requirements but the manage-
ment of these headwaters is important to
every downstream area and town. By every
test of use and resources, and by every test
of the impact of people on the lands and
resources of the National Forest, there is
an absolute and clear need, in my judgment,
for the continuation of a Region embracing
the area that is now Region I and a Regional
Headquarters at Missoula_

The Forest Service reorganization plan will.
undoubtedly, entail the expenditure of con-
siderable monies for moving of personnel,
location, and rental of new facilities, aban-
donment of old offices and equipment. I have
seen no estimates as to any financial saving
that would ensue from this ill-conceived
plan. How much more money will be re-
quired for travel and per diem—distances
would be substantially greater for Regional
personnel.

The demands on our national forests are
greater than at any time in history. The
cost and demand for lumber is higher than
any one anticipated. The lumber industry is
pleading for more timber sales. Timber man-
agement of this nature requires sufficient
personnel to protect the multiple use con-
cept. The Administration proposes a solu-
tion to the timber crisis which is almost im-
possible to comprehend.

They announce a program of expanded
timber sales in our national forests and then
a reduction in personnel and removal of
Regional offices which are important to on-
the-ground management. In Region I, the
ganization plans calls for a personnel reduc-
tion of some 1,600 slots. The Department has
asked for 450 additional personnel in timber
sales but no additional funds. To say the
least, I am somewhat confused—I suspect
that may be the Intent. Reduced funds,
fewer personnel, and unnecessary reorganiza-
tion will bring choas to the management of
an extremely valuable natural resource. The
multiple use concept will be cast aside and
it will be full speed ahead for harvesting
timber and nothing el the cor
be damned. - .

The Department of Interior resource agen-
cies, which is realigning their Regional op-
erations, have found some difficulty because
their activity Is also resource based. The Re-
gional structure there is less important. The
major portion of their personnel are in the
field. All in all, my colleagues from New
Mexico, Utah and Montana are bewildered
by the intent of this reorganization plan.

Not only is the Administration talking
about abolishing a Region that has been
functioning effectively since 1908, but they
are also talking about abolishing a Region
that contains one-seventh of the lands in the
National Forest System. The fifty states of
our Nation reflect vast differences and that
is one of the reasons our Country is great.
The Forest Service Reglons fit into this mold

o b
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by providing an organization for manage-
ment based on the location of the resource

we will be hearing from Governors and the
people'ho'mbedinctlyeﬂecudbyﬂxis
pllr Chairman, in conclusion, I would like
to make several recommendations to the
Committee.

The Department of Agriculture and The
Office of Management and Budget should be
instructed to stop reorganization of the US.
Forest Service. Forget once and for all a
change in the current Forest Service Regional
operations. Place more personnel in the field
but no further consideration should be given
to consolidation of field operations.

I recommend that the U.S. Forest Service

this Committee take no action on any pend-
ing legislation or proposal affecting the De-
partment of Agriculture until this matter
has been resolved once and for all

I am confident that the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Interior Appropriations will be
willing to cooperate In every way.

What we are discussing today is the future
efficient operation of an effective national re-
source agency which has been shackled by
directives from above and I mean above. A

of the gnitude of our national

is h ot be taken
lightly. The concern and attention of this
Committee is most appreciated. Thank you.

TESTIMONY BY SENATOR LEE METCALF

Mr. Chairman:

I deeply appreciate this opportunity to
appear before your subcommittee this morn-
ing. As my good friend and colleague, Sen-
ator Mansfield, has stated, it is unfortunate
that we should have to appear on this mat-
ter. But serious actions have taken place
with regard to the Forest Service which vio-
late that agency'’s Fundnte and the common
sense of the American people.

Before the day is over, you will have heard
from the entire Montana Congressional dele-
gation. I was born and raised In Stevens-
ville, a small town thirty miles from Mis-
soula, deep in the heart of Forest Service
country. Senator Mansfield lived and taught
in lﬂnouh while at the University of Mon-

the Custer National Forest.
Apart from our collective experiences as

tains and timber, recreation and water and
natural resources. All of these things were
part of our lives before coming to Washing-
ton. We know what the words “renewable
resources” mean. It therefore hits us hard
when budget-balancing bureaucrats iIn
Washington, most of whom wouldn't know
a Montana pine from a Mississippl magnolia,
treat this precious heritage as simplly an-
other column of figures.

The successful farmer stays close to the
soll. He sifts the soil throughhlsnngern
surveys the sky for moist and
the most opportune time to sow, weed, fer-
tilize, and harvest. His relationship with his
crop is close, personal, continuous.

The same relationship must exist between
the forests and the public stewards of those
lands. Proper maintenance requires on-the-
spot decisions by competent Forest Service
personnel. Those decisions simply cannot be
made effectively by far-off bureaucrats.

It is ridiculous that we should be restating
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these obvious propositions today. There are
only two questions which we should be ask-
ing: (1) what should be the goal of the
Forest Service, and (2) what tools do they
need to do the job properly?

The goal has already been laid out by Con-
gress In numerous pleces of legislation,
principal of which is the Multiple-Use Sus-
tained-Yield Law. That Act obliged the For-
est Service to give weight to the multiple
uses of recreation, watershed, timber, wildlife
and range management.

The tools shouid be those which meet in-
creasing pressures on the national forests.
More personnel should be provided to man-
age timber sales, conduct environmental sur-
veys and cater to the millions of visitors. Re-
search shonld be conducted on more efficient
ways of timber from the forests,
and more efficient ways of processing the logs
once they are removed. Funds are needed to
reforest large areas.

At some point, reasonabie people have to
ask themselves why this Administration, with
commercial and recreational pressures of rec-
ord levels on 2 vast domain of 186 million
acres of Forest Service lands, are cutting ex-
perienced personnel and shipping many of
those remaining to distant urban centers.

Mr. Chairman, I think you will find part
of the answer in 5. 1775, the “other half™ of
the reasons for these hearings. S. 1775 is
nothing but a warmed-over version of the
ill-fated Timber Supply Act which was re-
Jected by Congress in February of 1970. Both
measures share the distinction of replacing
the multiple-use concept with timber as the
dominant use of national forests.

This preoccupation with commercial in-
terests has been the hallmark of the current
Administration, so I suppose we shouldn't
be surprised that it is extended to our na-
tional forests. The proposed Reorganization
plan achieves two purposes for Mr. Nixon,
the OMB and Mr. Butz. It gives the ap-

ce of efficiency when viewed on the
flow charts in government manuals, and it
removes the watchdogs who guard the pub-
lic’s interests in the forest. Neither is acci-
dental.

Although it is not properly an Administra-
tion bill, 8. 17756 complements the Adminis-
tration’s efforts. It would condone, if not
“legalize,” the growing emphasis on the role
of timber. The so-called “Wood Supply and
National Forest Lands Investment Act of
1972" has as its rationale the claim that
the nation’s housing goals can’t be met un-
less “available timber supplies In the Na-
tional Foresits are substantially expanded.”

At first glance, the claim seems reason-
able. But first glances seldom tell the whole
story. The truth is that research, much of
it by the Forest Service itself, demonstrates
that up to a quarter of each tree Is left in the
forest when 1t is cut, and up to a quarter of
the sawed log remains on the sawmiil floor
after processing. New techniques have been
developed to get the most from each log,
but much more needs to be done—in the
laboratory and in pilot commercial opera-
tions. The President recently announced a
ten per centi increase In the allowable cut;
better he should have asked for additional
research funds to Increase the efficiency of
each log by ten or twenty or even thirty
per cent to achieve the same goal.

Also, the President’s action could have
little impact on the current lumber crisis.
At the very earliest, timber contracted today
eou.ld not appear on the market for at least

a year. to the Forest Service it-
self, there are already fifty billion board feet
of saw timber contracted and in the pipe-
line today. This is nearly five times the an-
nual allowable cut. The one point eight
billion board feet increase announced by the
President could hardly affect current prices.
One must conclude, therefore, that the true
motive, apart from giving to the American
people the {llusion of fast action, lies In its
future application for the timber industry.

Mr. Chairman, if either or both the reor-
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ganization plan or the timber supply bill
are allowed to stand, they will represent his-
tétic steps backward In our management of
public lands. Timber iuterests will reap a
lemporary windfall; future generations will
pay the price. And this Congress will be
remembered for standing by and permitting
it to happen,

‘The effects which will fiow from the pro-
posed Reorganization Plan will do incal-
cuable harm to our national forests. I at-
tach such importance to reversing the pro-
posed action that I urge the Senate Agri-
culture Committes to entertain no other
legisiation dealing with the Forest Service
until this matter is resolved. That includes
S.1775.

emasculation of the Forest Service and to

this Subcommittee for their kind attention.

FomEST SERVICE REORGANIZATION
(Statement of Congressman Joun MrLCHER)

I want to make It clear at the outset that
I believe the plan to make the Forest Service
conform to the Standard Federal Region
concept is not in the best interests of the
taxpayers, the people who use our National
Foresis or of the forest resources in my Dis-
trict, my state or the Nation. In fact, In
the context of proposals to combine forests
now before the Chlef of the Forest Service,
the reorganization plan becomes an even
greater threat to the people and resources
I have mentioned.

Let me discuss several points individually.

First, the Forest Service has not Justified
the reorganization plan in dollars-and-cents
terms. An analysis prepared by the Con-
gressional Research Service points out that
the criteria upon which the reorganization
plan is based are not criteria at all. They
are rather, a rationalization of manage-
ment decisions already made—in this case
quite clearly by the Office of Management
and Budget. Those decisions appear to be
a fuzzy attempt to cut much of the man-
agerial muscle out of the Forest Service
regionally in order to save money.

Yet, in answer to requests for itemized
estimates of projected savings that would
accompany reorganization, no figures were
forthcoming until the very eve of this hear-
ing, and then they were not complete and
to the point. Until yesterday I had been
told by the Forest Service that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office was now making a
complete study of the matter and that I

been prepared and carefully analyzed? What
kind of management is this?

But the decision to go ahead with reor-
ganization was made. And I still want to
know how much more it's going to cost to
have regional supervision of the forests in
my District and in my State as a result of
moving the bosses 800 miles to Denver. No
one either can or will tell me.

‘The second point I want to touch on deals

the multiple-use concept as well as those
who depend upon our forests for a llving as
a result of the timber Industry. Those who
use our forests as a magnificent recreation
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resource need road and campground main-
tenance. The timber people need adequate
cut and environmental supervision and as-
sistance. All need fire protection and ade-
quate assurance of reforestation in cut areas.

Today the recreational use of our forests
is increasing rapidly. The demand for timber
cut allocations is not only increasing, it has
been responded to with a promise that an
additional 1.8 billion board feet can be har-
vested each year. The Secretary of Agricul-
ture has promised an additional 450
“foresters, engineers and support personnel
which are required under the expanded sales
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vide closer supervision of timber cut, recre-
ation, maintenance, and environmental work,
fine. They can do so now without involving
a move to Denver. More decisions might be
handled at the forest level as a result. The
regional paperwork might be reduced as more
people were being sent into the fleld. But
again, I doubt that moving regional supervi-
sion 800 miles away would help accomplish
that if the Service found it necessary. On the
other hand, I cannot stress strongly enough
that when regional supervision or assistance
is necessary it should be available quickly
from pecple close enough to the forests to

derstand their pr and the resources

program.” This itment was de at a
time when the Service was struggling to find
ways to reduce its employment by 1590 peo-
ple to meet its FY 1974 employment ceiling,
and after previous reductions of more than
one thousand people since 1971. Something
has to give if the employment reductions,
timber sales increases and reorganization
goals are to be met.

We all should know what will suffer. It
will be the very things our forests users need
and Congress has intended they have—the
maintenance fire protection, reforestation
and environmental protection services. Al-
ready there are indications from Montana
that Forest Service employees are being
taken oflf important conservation and recrea-
tion jobs and assigned to help with the
timber cutting, even outside their own
forests.

Porest-level people are telling me that al-
ready the economic pressure for more timber
is throwing the multiple-use concept out
of whack. They are concerned about it and
so am I, particularly when an important safe-
guard at the regional level is being proposed
for removal to some distant city and em-
ployment of regional specialists, who serve
a number of forests, is to be curtailed. Not
only will forest-users suffer—more impor-
tantly our forests will suffer.

Some Forest Service spokesmen have argued
against my position and in favor of Service
reorganization by saying that, in fact, more
people can be shifted to forest-level jobs
once the regions have been standardized and
headquarters at Missoula, Ogden and Albu-
quergue eliminated. One Forest Supervisor
told my office that he might even accept a

° transfer back to a Ranger position in order -

to stay in the Service under reorganization.
I've been told, too, that once these profes-
sionals are put back into the forests, more
of the decisionmaking can be handled at
that level.

If all this decentralization is really a goal
of reorganization then I belleve it should
receive more attention. Then we could point
out to the Service that it doesn't take the
shifting of a regional headquarters 800 miles
away to start cutting out deadwood in the
office, if it is there in the first place.

I'm not convinced that increased forest-
level staffing is a goal of reorganization, or
that forest-level people have even been ade-
quately consulted about the possibility of in-
creasing such stafiing.

My office recently released figures from
within the Forest Service headquarters on
projected personnel changes as a result of
the elimination of the Missoula regional
headquarters. Of the 370 Missoula headquart-
ers employees, only 50 were projected to be
assigned to forest positions within the Re-
gion, 170 were projected to stay in regional
service centers, 70 were projected for trans-
fer to Denver, Portland or to forests now
administered in those regions, and 80 were
expected to leave the Service. In Montana
those figures were greeted with complete sur-
prise. Regional and Forest people told me
they must have been plucked from the air
because no one in Washington had asked
them for information as to what personnel
shifts might be expected under reorganiza-
tion.

If the Forest Service can place more pro-
fessionals af the Forest Service level to pro-

available to solve their problems.

There is another situation related to reor-
ganization that disturbs many Montanans to-
day also. That is the plan, now before the
Chief, to combine national forests and even
ranger districts. I understand that these
plans are only walting In the wings for ap-
proval of regional reorganization. In Mon-
tansa it Is proposed, for example, that the six
national forests that lie at least in part east
of the Continental Divide be combined into
three. One forest headquarters would be com-
pletely eliminated, with forest supervision
transferred 100-t0-200 miles away. At the
same time there would be district consolida-
tion, involving some ranger district elimi-
nation.

This is not speculation. The pians for con-
solidation are now before the Chief of the

FPorest Service and Forest Service people ex- -

pect a decision affecting Montana as soon as
regional reorganization is initiated.

It is clear to me that this represents an
overall goal of reducting employment at all
levels, not incr ing it in the forests. This
fits the overall planned employment reduc-
tion for fiscal year 1974 which cannot be
justified. It raises the spectre of combined
ranger districts with fewer people, being ad-
ministered from combined forest headquar-
ters perhaps hundreds of miles further away,
at a time when regional decision-making and
assistance is available only across half a con-
tinent.

As I have said, we have a threat to the
proper management of our precious forest
resources. That threat could evolve into dis-
aster for our people and forests if it goes
unchecked. Regional reorganization should
be stopped now, and forest consolidation
plans carefully considered under the pres-
ent regional structure before any are ap-
proved.

Mr. Chairman, I again thank you and the
distinguished members of the Subcommit-
tee for the opportunity to be heard on this
subject of such importance to Montana and
the Nation.

orF MonTaNa Gov. THOMAS L.
JUDGE

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members
of the Subcommittee:

T believe the concept of Standard Federal
Regions is potentially workable. There are,
however, exceptions where local, state and
national interests supersede organizational
considerations. And the planned relocation
of the U.S. Forest Service Region 1 Office ex-
emplifies this type of thinking that ignores
specific issues to achieve general objectives.

In Montana, we recently completed a pro-
gram to reorganize the executive departments
of state government. This program was
intended to achieve general objectives. As we
proceeded with the reorganization process,
however, we realized that it was necessary to
make exceptions to assure effective govern-
ment operation. We realized that our concept
of reorganization was not infallible.

‘We compromised some principles to achieve
practical results. Eventually, we established
a system that puts performance ahead of
philosophy.

And I would hope that the same con-
siderations of necessity would be applied to
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the proposed relocation of the Region I Office.
If our forests are not intelligently and
effectively managed in the coming years, this
nation will face another resource crisis
similar to the current energy shortage. There
are presently serious problems in the forest
products industry as evidenced by the recent
sharp increases In the price of timber. And
if we do not begin immedistely to do a better
job of managing and appropriating our forest
:;ources, these problems will become crit-
Effective forest management is a triangle
of responsibility. There are three jurisdictions
involved—{federal and state government and
private interests. Because of the scattered or
checkerboard pattern of ownership of timber
lands in the western states, cooperation
among all those involved in forestry is essen-
tial to achieve good management. Maintain-
ing and developing isolated tracts is not
effective management. If the
and recreational value of our forests are to
be maintsined, federal and state govern-
ment and private interests must work to-
geiher to protect this priceless, renewable
resource. And I belleve Missoula, Montana is
the nation’s best example of this essential

product industries include saw mills, pulp
paper, plywood, particle board, sash and other
wood speciality products plants.

During the years the forest products in-
dusiry was developing in the region, many
close personal and professional relationships
have been established. These people have
worked together. They have fought fires, con-
mventori : 7 .

ventories and timber sales, developed new
W{mm and effectively managed the

The triangle of responsibility works in
i!émonl'xxla l::liv throughout the Northwest. And

o e that the practical advantages
of the location of the Region I Office in
Missoula should be cancelled by the vague
concept of standard federal regions.

The organizational structure of the Forest
Service dictates against the relocation of
the regional office.

The Ranger Districts implement forest
service policy. The supervisors of the na-
tional forest conduct planning. The regional
offices provide support including coordina-
tion, training, quality control, disease, in-
sect and fire control research.

Regional forest service offices implement
policy only after receiving recommenda-
tions from the state and local levels. If
the office is moved to Denver, it will lose
the daily contact with state forestry and
private industry personnel that is necessary
to adequately manage our timber resources.

Quality control depends on the ability of
the forest service to develop solutions to
immediate problems. Confusion and delay
can be disastrous in dealing with forest prob-
lems. An office in a metropolitan area 600
miles away will not be able to act as deci-
sively as an agency located in the middle of
the timber country.

Coordination of the myriad functions of
the regional office is dependent on close
contact with people in all areas of forestry.
Because the forest service Is concerned with
50 many activities that affect the region,
including coal development, land use, rec-
reation, insect and disease control and fire
fighting, it is imperative that those people
most affected be involved in determining
policy.

Region I is comprised of 10 states, and al-
though Denver is more centrally located,
Missoula is in the heart of the Northwest-
ern timber country.

Transferring the Regional Office to Denver
will remove it from proximity with the re-
source it is charged to manage.
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The relocation will break up the close
working relationship that has developed
wmemmthemmmd-
eral agencies and private industry In regard
to forestry matters.

It will confuse and delay the implementa-
tion of forest service policy by restricting
the informational process.

The cumulative effect of all of these con-
ditions, in my opinion, will be a deterioration
of the Forest Service's capability to effec-
tively manage our priceless timber resources.

And I believe this is a prohibitive price
top.ytonchlevethestluqmtlonlb!eobjec—
tive of Standard Federal Regilons.

We need men in the woods in the North-
west rather than bureaucrats behind desks
in Denver.

We need people who can go to work to
sustain our forests rather than an accumula~
tion of new concepts.

We need day-to-day contact and coopera-
uon-mmg-urmmmmm
an aloof relationship with a remote govern-
ment agency.

And finslly we need to emphasize prac-
tical considerations rather than general
ideas. <

Effective
achieve sustained productivity and preserve
recreational values is a matter of vital na-
tional interest, that I believe has
over any other considerations of policy and
organization. This committee has the oppor-
tunity to prevent the Forest Service from
being crippled. I hope that you would agree
that the forests of the Northwest can be
more intelligently and effectively managed
by maintaining the Regional Office in
Missoula.

The effects of moving the Regional Office
g0 beyond forest management. This proposed
relocation will result in immediate adverse
economic conditions in Montana and
throughout the timber states of the North-
west. The forest products industry has just
begtmtoreouverlmnpeﬂodorexuem
economic difficulty. And the recovery of the
industry will never occur unless adequate
forest service personnel are available to plan
and control the development of our timber
resources.

At a time when rising prices dictate the
necessity of more timber sales, we must have
forest service personnel in the woods to
assure that allowable cuts are attained.

At a time of increasing conflict between
environmental and economic interests, the
forest service must become more actively in-
volved to assure both conservation and de-
velopment.

The relocation of the Regional Office will
restrict the availability of personnel needed
to conduct timber sales and plan for the sus-
tained preductivity of our forests. The effect
in the Northwest will be a reduction of ac-
tivity in the forest products industry, the
loss of jobs and the return of the hard times
that we have recently experienced. The effect
in the nation will be higher timber prices,
reductions in housing starts and other con-
struction and a general weakening of the
economy.

‘This is not the time to reduce, restrict and
reorganize the forest service. Present prob-
lems indicate to me a necessity to strengthen
the forest service by increasing management
capabilities and involvement. And the pro-
posed transfer of the Region I Office is in
direct contradiction to the need—now more
than ever—to effectively manage our forest
resources.

I believe relocation is a very cold, imper-
sonal and impractical policy. The Regional
Office employs approximately 450 people in
the Missoula area, and as Governor I can
assure you that we need these jobs in Mon-
tana. And to me, relocation is just additional
evidence of the disregard for rural America
that seems to prevall in Washington.

The loss of the Region I Office will exag-
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gerate already serious economic problems

in Montana.

Transferring these people to Denver will
only complicate serious population pres-
sure and pollution problems in Colorado.

And I can think of no organizational
structure that could justify these unreason-
able dislocations.

I thank Senator Eastland, Chairman of this
Subcommittee, and Senator Talmadge,
Chairman of the Agriculture Committee, for
providing me with this opportunity to tes-
tify on this matter of great importance to
Montana and the Northwest.

'Sﬂmw&:nmlmmm

Mr. Chairman, before leaving this morning
I would like to submit a series of correspond-
ence for the record of this hearing. These doc-
uments include letiers from my colleagues
here in the Senate, Executive replies and
reports.

To be very candid about the circumstances
involved in this reorganization, I am not
happy with the way that it has been handied.
Inquiries early in the year about possible
Forest Service brought re-
plies—“the maiter is under review ™ —and
that we would be informed before any final
action was taken. Then reocrganization is
announced during the Easter Recess when
most of us were out of the city. After ap-
pealing to the able Chairman of this Com-
mittee, Senator Talmadge, he instructed the
Department to withhold implementation
until such time as these hearings could be
held. The Department scquiesced, but only
verbally, nothing was put in writing. Later
the Department responded in writing that
the reorganization was being postponed; how-
ever, tentative planning was proceeding ac-
cording to 2 memorandum circulated in the

Offices.

Senators Metcalf, Moss, and I asked for
some detailed statistical information which
we assumed went into this decision, and we
received a partial response yesterday. Much
of the information was considered too wolu-
minous to provide or deferral was made to
the upcoming study of the entire matter by
the General Accounting Office.

Finally, I wish to state that it is an ex-
ceedingly poor way for the Executive Branch
of the Government to improve its relation-
ship with the Legislative Branch. I hope that
this Committee will take appropriate action.

© MarcH 26, 1973.
Hon. EazL J. Burz,
Secreiary,
Department of Agriculture.
Hon. Joany McGUIRE,
Chief,
U.S. Forest Service:

Rumors have come to my atitention that
U.S. Forest Service region one headquarters
now at Missoula, Montana will be transferred
to Denver. I object strongly to any such plan.
Missoula is strategically located in the heart
of timber resources region. Regional con-
cept as now established does not necessarily
apply to several of ‘our natural resources.
Denver is remote on the fringe of the most
active forest regions. I would like your reas-
surance that notl will be done to dissi-
pate Forest Service activity at Missoula. Any
plan to move the Missoula headquarters will
be met with strong opposition here in the
Senate.

Regards,
Senator Mrxx MANSFIELD,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate.
ForesT SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., April 6, 1973.
Hon. Lex METCALF
U.S. Senate.

Dear SENATOR METCALF: Your telegram of
March 26 asking us to check on & rumor that
the Forest Service is considering moving its
Missouls Regional headquarters. Although we
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are reviewing the possibility, we have made
no firm decision on this matter.

About two years ago, we initlated Stand-
ard Region studies as part of the government-
wide Federal Assistance

services through conform-
ance to the Standard Regional concept. Our
Studies show thal we can conform and still
carry out Forest Service programs effectively.

At the same time, as you are aware, Fed-
eral budgets and P constratl have
been tightened. Rising costs of doing business
have added to the need to accelerate studies
to find ways to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of National Forest manage-
ment while reducing costs. Therefore, in order

management.

So far our evaluations are preliminary, but
they do indicate that substantial savings can
be made by reducing the number of Forest
Service headquarters offices, Including our
Regional Office in Missoula. If this were to
occur, the Forest Service would continue to
maintain a work force in Missoula of about

370 people to support Forest Service "pro-
grams.

‘We appreciate your concern in these mat-
ters, and would be giad to meet with you at
your convenience for more detailed discus-
sions. Coples of this letter are being sent to
the other members of the Montana Congres-
sional delegation as they have also inquired
into this situation.

Sincerely,
JoHN R. McGuUIre,
Chief.
 APRIL 28, 1973.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, PRESIDENT: On my return to the
city from an official visit to Mexico, I was
very disturbed and disheartened to learn that

tion during the Easter recess. You may recall
that I discussed this matter with you at our
last breakfast meeting..

In my estimation this effort to adjust this
agency’s regional organization to fit with the
standard Federal regional structure is unwise
and unnecessary. As I recently indicated to
you, I am very much opposed, not only be-
cause it would mean the closing of the Re-
gion T headquarters at Missoula, Montana,
but it will create similar problems elsewhere
in the west. the headquarters from
Missoula to Denver "will create some very
difficult probl of ox icat and
transportation. Region I, which administers
one of the largest National Forest areas,
would be some eight hundred miles away
from Denver, which now administers Region
I

The Forest Service can be logically ex-
empted from the Federal regional structure
because of the nature of its business. Our
National Forests are a renewable resource
and require continual on the ground man-
agement. At a time when there are greater
demands on our National Forests it is nec-
essary that the administrative and operation-
al personnel be located in close proximity.
Also Natlonal Forests are scattered through-
out the nation, and they are not uniformly
located so as to conform to the United States
regional structure.

This reorganization is ineficient,
and I cannot envision any financial savings
whatsoever. Candidly, I feel that whoever de-
veloped this pian is not aware of the re-
sources or the land area involved. You may
remember that on your trip to Libby Dam
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in Montana you flew over a part—a very
small Region I's area.

I cannot let this matter rest, and I will be
discussing the situation with my colleagues.
In your capacity as Chief Executive you can
perform s much needed service, in full ac-
cord with your policies, by rescinding the
Secretary’s order.

Respectfully.
Mrxe MANSFIELD.
US. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1973.
THE PRESIDENT,

The White House,
Washingion, D.C.

Dear Mz PrEsiENT: We were extremely
disappointed to learn that the Department
ongrlcummhasdecuedh.djmnsm-
gional organization to fit within the stand-
ard federal region structure and thus phase
out the regional offices at Ogden, Utah, Al-
buquerque, New Mexico, and Missoula, Mon-
tana, and the experiment station headgquar-
ters at Ogden and Asheville, North Carolina.

We respectfully request that this proposal
be reconsidered. Although the new regional
wmnepthsoldlsmmymmm-
crease efficiency and effectiveness in manag-
ing the national forests, we see It as a nega-
tive action which will result in less staff
responsibility for more area, increased bu-
reaucracy, and the creation of more distance
between the forest managers and the users.

jce is to manage national forest land areas,
and the present locations were chosen be-
cause they were most convenient to those
areas. It does not seem wise to us to destroy
this convenience simply to satisfy the
theoretical desire to get all regional offices in
one place.

Because of the serious effect these pro-
posed changes will have on our states’ econ-
omies, we have met with Department of Ag-
riculture officials to try to resolve this prob-
lem. Now we must turn again to you to urge
that this order be rescinded.

As you know, from the very beginning
of the Forest Service, these regional offices
have been located in Ogden, Albuquerque
and Missoula. Region I headquarters at Mis-
soula, Montana is one of the most active
regions where there are mounting demands
for increased timber sales requiring addi-
tional on-the-ground management of the
forests. Moving the headquarters from Mis-
soula to Denver as proposed would create
very difficult problems of communication
and transportation. This would place this
large Region some eight hundred miles away
from Denver. In addition, Region I operates
the smokejumper school and the Forest Fire
Research Laboratory and associated research
facilities at both Montana Universities at
Bozeman and Missoula. This proposed move
would be an economic blow to this western
Montana city and would not provide any
great economic benefit to the government.
It would, in fact, reduce the proper manage-
ment of one of the nation’s busiest national
forest areas.

Of all the announced changes in the re-
gional reorganization of the Forest Service,
the relocation of the Albuquerque office to
Atlanta is the most nonsensical. The aboli-
tion of a regional office that has successfully
administered over 20 million acres of forest
land since 1908 is pletely ranted
It would be impossible for Atlanta to suc-
cessfully administer New Mexico's forest,
which contain half of the region’s total
acreage, from over 1,500 miles away. It is
equally unlikely that New Mexico will re-
ceive the proper representation from the
Atlanta region since the areas have com-
pletely different topographic, climatic and
forestry problems.
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Another case in point Is the Intermoun-
tain Region, which Includes all of Utah,
southern Idaho, western Wyoming, all of
Nevada and a tiny segment of California.
For the most part, this is Great Basin coun-
try with high temperatures in the summer,
moderztely cold ones in winter and precipi-
tation amounts that are less than generous.
These factors, plus a general similarity of
soil have created plant groupings that lend
themselves to the same general management
techniques. To split the Intermountain Re-
gion would run the risk of taking a team of
experts, skilled in managing one particular
vegetative situation and scattering team
members to where they would no longer be
effective. This is hardly an efficient use of
taxpayer monies. In addition, closing the
Ogden Regional Headgquarters will leave the
Ogden Federal Building almost empty, leav-
ing a very bitter taste In the mouths not
only of the Forest Service employees, but
also of the local voters.

tural concept. Since the Forest Service’s ob-
jJective is to administer forests, its regional
offices must be located where the majority
of the forests are.

Again, we strongly urge that this proposal
be reconsidered and that practical values
be put above theoretical conformity.

Sincerely, :
Warrace F. BENNETT.
MIxE MANSPFIELD.
Pere V. DOMENICT.

OrFIcE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDCET,
Washingion, D.C., May 4, 1973.

Hon. MrxE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sewator MawnsrrerLp: I looked into
the matter of Forest Service regional boun-

wdaries immediately following our conversa-

tion the other evening.

It turns out that the decision to alter the
boundaries and the regional office locations
had already been made and was announced

considered in the decision. I also understand
that your office was notified prior to official
announcement. You will shortly receive an
explanatory reply to yqur letter to the Presi-
dent outlining the redsons for the decision
and the expected benefits.

There appears to. be little inclination el-
ther in the Department or in OMB to reopen
this decision so recently announced. How-
ever, I am sure that the Department will do
all it can to minimize the potential adverse
consequerices in your area, and, if you wish,
I would be pleased to arrange for Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture Long and Chief Mc-
Guire of the Forest Service to meet with you
to provide a detafled explanation of the
reasoning behind this decision and a brief-
ing on their transition plans.

I'm sorry I cannot be of more assistance In
this particular matter. 5

Sincerely,
Joran C. BAWHILL,
Associate Director.
May 9, 1978.
Hon. HErMAN E. TALMADGE,
Chairman, Agriculture and Fbrestry Commit-
tee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: As you know, I am
very concerned about the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s plans to implement the reorganiza-
tion of the U.S. Forest Service regional setup.
Region No. 1 at Missoula, Montana will be
transferred to Denver.

I believe that this plan is impractical, in-
efficient, and would accomplish no savings
to the Federal government.

I have discussed this matter with the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations
and I would also personally appreciate if the
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Commitiee on Agriculture would investigate
this matter. T am enclosing my statement
before the Subcommittee which will give you
my views in greater detail. Anything that
the Committee might do o stop this plan
would be appreciated.

Insofar as I aml aware, Congress was not
consulted about the practicality of this
move.

‘With best personal wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,

COMMTITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

AND PORESTRY,
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1973.
Hon. Mixe MANSFIELD,
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Dear Mixe: I have just received your
letter regarding the reorganization of the
U.8. Forest Service and the consolidation of

I am placing this matter on the agenda
of the Committee for our next regular meet-
ing which is tomorrow. I will be in further
touch with you when I ascertain the will
of the Committee. ‘

With best wishes and warm personal re-
gards, I am

Sincerely,
HerMAN E. TALMADGE,
Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
AND FORESTRY,
Washington, D.C., May 16, 1973.
Hon. Mrxs MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
*Washingtion, D.C.

Dear Mrxe: The Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry discussed the unfortunate re-
organization and consolidation of regional
Forest Service offices. We felt that this con-
solidation would create a number of prob-
lems.

I have written to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to ask that he suspend the reorganiza-
tion until the Committee has an opportunity
to hold hearings. Enclosed is a copy of my
letter to the Secretary.

With best wishes and warmest personal
regards, I am

Sincerely,
HeErMAN E. TALMADGE,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND
FORESTRY,
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1973.
Hon. Earrn L. Burs,
The Secretary of Agriculture, Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mz. SecreTARY: While the members
of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry generally applaud any efforts to-
ward economy, efficiency, and cost-effective
operation practiced administratively by the
Executive Branch, the members of the com-
mittes have some questions and reservations
as to whether the proposed reorganization of
the U.S. Forest Service will accomplish these
ends.

As you are no doubt aware, there are sev-
eral pleces of legislation iIn varying stages
of readiness that will affect the operation
of the Forest Service. All of them are predi-
cated on a structuring of the Forest Service
along lines similar to those that prevailed
before the announcement of the reorganiza-
tion, and at staffing levels which existed at
that time.

It is the intention of this committee to
hold hearings on several of these measures
in the not too distant future, and we would
appreciate it if the Department would see
fit to suspend the proposed reorganization
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until such time as our hearings can indicats
what the results of the reorganization will
have on pending legislation and existing law.
With every good wish, I am
Sincerely,
E. TALMADGE.
Chairman.

Jone 11, 1973,

Mr. Rosert W. LONG,

Assistant Secretary, Dep;-rcmﬂ of Agricul-
, Washington, .

D!t:nlll I.o:::’ I have received a letter
from a constituent expressing concern that
the Department is proceeding with the For-
est Service reorganization, contrary to the
assurance I received from you. The letter
indicated that & meeting was heid in Mis-
soula and that the word from the Secretary
of Agriculture was that “they were proceed-
mgwimtherwrpmnunnmdnotgolna
to let the Senators stop them.”

I would appreciate confirmation of the
fact that the reorganization will not proceed.

With best personal wishes, T am

Sincerely yours,

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., June 13, 1973.
Hon. Mrxe MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate.

DEaR SENATOR MansFrELd: Bob Long is out
of town this week so I have looked into the
question raised by your letter of June 11. I
have also discussed it with John McGuire.

The Forest Service has been doing some
further analysis and planning in preparation
for the Agriculture and Forestry Commit-
tee hearing on June 26. No personnel trans-
fers or other irreversible moves toward re-
gional reorganization have been taken.

This Department is fully aware of its com-
mitment to defer reorganization actions until
after the hearings. I assure you that ‘we will
honor that commitment.

Sincerely,
J. PHEIL CAMPBELL,
Under Secreiary.

FOREST SERVICE,
June 15, 1973.
Reply to: 1360 Meetings (6130) (1200).
Subject: Reorganization Placement Meet-
ing. -
To: Regional Foresters.
REPLY DUE JULY 10
This is a follow-up of our letter of June
8 in which we tentatively scheduled a meet-
ing of Personnel Officers in Washington the
week of July 9 to prepare stafling proposals
based on the possibility of reorganization.
We are committed taking no irreversible
action on the implementation of the Stand-
ard Regions until the hearings are com-
pleted by the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry on June 26 and 27. How-
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ever, we believe planning can continue, par-
ticularly placement planning to identify
positions for employees in the proposed
phased out Regional Offices who are willing
to move. Therefore, we have rescheduled the
Personnel Officers meeting for the week of
July 16, subject to the outcome of the Sen-
ate Hearings. The objective of this meeting
will be to make tentative placements of re-
gional employees affected by the reorganiza-
tion. Accordingly, the only Personnel Officers
needed for the meeting are the Regional
Personnel Officers and the Washington Per-
sonnel Officer.

We believe the following information
needed for this meeting, can be assembled
without the need to contact employees or in
any way take action contrary to Mr. Long’'s
commitment to Senator Mansfield This in-
formation must reach the Washington Office
by July 10 so that it can be consolidated in
time for use at the meeting.

1. Vacant and New Position Information.

a. All Regional Offices not being phased out
submit a list by title, series, grade, and lo-
cation of vacant and new positions Region-
wide.

b. Regions 1, 3 and 4 submit this same
information for all vacant and new posi-
tions on your Forests. You should also sub-
mit this information on any new zone office
you propose to establish in phased out Re-
gional Office cities in line with the guidelines
developed at the Denver meeting.

2. Employee Information.

a. Regional Offices scheduled to be phased
out submit your best estimate of names of
those R.O. employees who are willing to
move at their present grade and their pref-
erence for assignment.

b. Regional Offices scheduled to be phased
out submit their best estimate of names of
R.O. employees who are unwilling to move.

Enclosed is an outline of the process to be
used at the meeting to tentatively place em-
ployees and instructions and format to be
used in submitting the advance informa-
tion.

In addition to placements necessitated by
the reorganization, some units may still have
surplus employees who are not funded. How-
ever, these should be considerably reduced
since the Denver meeting in view of the in-
creased stafing provided to meet the new
timber targets. Bring a list of your unfunded
positions and affected employees with you
to the meeting. After completing the recom-
mendations on the reorganization place-
ments, we will consider the placement of un-
funded positions.

‘The meeting will be continued as long as
necessary to accomplish all of the place-
ments. Hopefully, it can be completed with-
in a week. You will be contacted as early as
possible after the Senate Hearings regarding
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the status of the meeting and lodging
arrangements.
J. W. DEINEMA,
(for John R. McGuire, Chief.)

Responsibility for the programs and func-
tions of the phased out Regions will be the
responsibility of the new Regions. Therefore,
it will be the primary responsibility of the
new Regions to abscrb the employees of
the phased out Regional Offices. Representa-
tives of R-2, 5, 6, and 8 should come pre-
pared to place R.O. empioyees from Regions
i1, 3, and 4. Placement will be based on em-
ployee preference, retention register stand-
ing, and management needs. The Personnel
Officer should come with inputs from line

ious Deputy Chiefs where Regional place-
ments are ned. P rel Officers
should come equipped organizational
configurations by the Operation
people to be used in the placement of em-
ployees. We realize this will be difficult in
cases where organizational changes have not
yet been decided.

We will SIS profiles on all em-
ployees GS-13 and above in the closing offices.
However, Regions 1, 3, and 4 should bring
with them available PRI's on employees to
be placed. Other Regions should bring with
them the Regional Office portion of their
Position Organization Listing, including new
positions where known,

In very general terms, we plan to follow
the following process in considering possible
placement assignments for all personnel in
the Regional Offices proposed for closing.

1. Consider Regional Office organizations
in Atlanta, San Francisco, Portland and Den-
ver as new organizations.

2. Counsider the “transfer of function” prin-
ciple which means for example the new Den-
ver Region must take their proportionate
share of personnel from R-1 and R—4.

3. Divide the Personnel Officers up into
teams to make proposed placements. Team
composition will be as follows:

R-1, R-2, R4 and R-6. Make placements
into the new Portland and Denver Regions.

R-3, R-5 and R-8, Make placements into
the new Atlanta and San Francisco Regions.

*R—4 and R-5, Make placements into new
Region.

with

BSan Francisco

4. Personnel Officers from the Washington
Office, R-9 and R-10 will work with these
groups to consider additional placements.

*These units to meet as a team following
the other team meetings,

Title 1 Specialty ? Series, grade 1 Organizational unit
Vacant and new positions: A

Forest ol Administrat i ooty vl s River Forest.
[ GS - BT R.0., Division of Recreation.
Do. do. GS 460-13 (Interd. W/GS—807-13)_________
Deo. Timber Management__. 460-13 R.0., Division of Timber Management.
Do R GS 460-12 &8 iver Forest.
Do_____ at GS 460-12 R.0., Division of Recreation.

Soil Scienti 470-13 R.0., Division of Soils and Watershed.

Accountant (VST NSRS 1 1T
Do..

Civil engi Design
Do uction

1 Group positions by identical series, grade and specialty. List in descending order within each
series, as er interdisciplinary positions only once but indicate alternative series,

iflustrated,

in FSH 6109.14, p.

dominant or more technical one, Also show specialty for 301, General Administration,

Fi j i z ies |
1 wd«andmgmmuqy_mduaw Use promotion roster specialties listed

encompasses more than 1 , enter the pre-
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Title ! Specialty * Series/grade ! Name Regional preference ? group SCD
Reﬁ-ql‘ue_-phns-nhm
D, (=N = 235 William Smith_____-___— Portland, Denver. IA Jan. 31952
—— €S M1-11 James Boyd______. ————— Denves Portland______________ I8__________ July 28 1559
Timber Mpmt 450-15 Phillip Broam_________— Poriland, Denver, Saa Francisce_ 1A__________ Sept. 2. 1940
E - W - Tt ———= Portiand, Dec. 3, 1943
Tumber Mgmt___ - 6S 18012 James Greea, Atiaat2, Portiand x July 12,1964
do._ GS 460-12. Joe Biown. Po SO T | Nov. 31,1939
do. GS 460-12_ Jack White_____ W.0., Milwauk 1B Oct. 15, 1962
GS 501-06 Mary Jones. W.0., San Franc 1B May 13,1953
m‘ "w
Titlet Speciaity 2 Series—grade ! Name Zoup SCD action
Regional office employees not willing to
accept reass:gnment —None.
! Group employees by ideatical senes, grade (and  for foresters and engineers). List mﬁu‘swﬂaﬂ-ﬂh“iu!&&-ﬂm
-mﬁnsu-s-h-i m,&-. -is-n,lnllm*l
= Fer fi and salty. Use promotion roster im FSH 610811,

p 3172 When an employ

US. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1973.
Hon. Eari L. Burz,
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Wash-
ington, D.C.
ction with

forests, is proposed to remsin as a Region.
Please list the most direct mileage by the
most expeditious modes of transportation
from:

(a) Atlanta to each New Mexico forest

MMLSn:lxnlv In
the proposed centralization of national for-
est supervision announced on 24 April 1973,
you are hereby requested to make available
the following information.

. 1. Each and every study, report and anal-
ysis with all of the supporting evidence,
which shows the efficiencies (or inefficiencies)

2. Por Region 1 for the fiscal years 1971,
1972, 1973 through 1 April 1973 separately by
years:

(a) travel by individuals and purpose from
Regional office to one or more Forest offices
including time, distance, mode of travel and
cost for the portion from the Regional office
to first stop. Please show comparable cost
under proposed change.

(b) travel by individuals and purpose from
each national forest to Regional office with
data as above. Please ke similar compari-
son as above.

3. Describe facilities to be vacated or
abandoned by move, cost, value, etc., and the
cost of new facilities in Denver and Port-
land and the net financial impact. Show cost
to move equipment, etc.

4. By job title list personnel affected by
proposed transfer.

(a) show estimated cost to transfer, in-
cluding movement of household goods, sale
of home, relocation expense and cost to move
family, etc.

(b) for each position to be “abolished™
show results of various inspections over past
four years that discuss the position and sum-
marize whether they recommended strength-
ening or abolishing position.

(c) for each position to be transferred
show results of various inspections over past
four years that discuss position and sum-
marize whether they recommended transfer
and the reasons therefor and whether they
recommended transfer as now planned.

5. Based on the proposal, show analysis of
how cost of doing business and effectiveness
will be changed by making the changes
advocated.

6. One part of your proposal suggests that
New Mexico, which has five national forests,
be attached to the proposed Atlanta Region.
However, Alaska, which has three national

q lers.

(b) Albugquerque to each New Mexico
forest headquarters.

(c) Denver to each New Mexico forest
headquarters.

Show the differences in time and cost for
each and time as above.

(d) Distance from Missoula to each forest
headquarters in Region 1 as now existing.

(e) Same information from Denver or
Portland to each forest in proposed revision.

Show the differences in time and cost for
each.

(f) Show distance and time from Juneau
to each Alaska national forest.

(g) Show same data from each Alaska na-
tional forest to Portland.

Show distance in time and cost for each.

(h) Show the key elements of business for
each national forest in Alaska, Region 1, and
New Mexico, and using time to travel, dis-
tance and cost explain the logic of retaining
the Alaska “Region™ rather than attaching
to Portland, the logic of attaching New Mex-
ico to Atlanta rather than leaving as is or
attaching to Denver, and the logic of attach-
ing Region 1 forests to Denver and Portland,
rather than leaving “as is.”

In summary, we want a full and complete
explanation of all pertinent facts that dem-
onstrate the efficiency of your proposal. If
such studies were not made prior to the date
when this proposal was ordered into effect
and these data would have to be developed
specially to answer our request, any such
question can be answered by the statement
“Do not know.” However, you are advised
that the absence of such studies and hard
cost and benefitr analyses will be considered
as extremely significant factors in weighing
whether the proposed revamping of the
Forest Service structure advances or signifi-
cantly retards efficient operation of these
public assets in the national interest. '

We will appreciate a reply at your earliest
convenience. Please send a copy of your re-
sponse to Senator Alan Bible, Chairman, Sub-
committee on Interior and Related Agencies,

Jh*mhmnhhw—g-updm&-hm
-Zu-a:—ﬂmldhlmh States or ether speafic locations. preference.

List in order of

DEPARTMENT OF ACEICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., June 25, 1973.
Senator L MEYCALF,
U.S. Senate,

Dear SexarorR Mercarr: This responds to
your June 8 letter asking for information you
and Senator Mansfield had requested on
May 8. You recall we had suggested awaiting
outcome of the GAO survey in order to avoid
possible duplications.

SmeemGAOsumy'mnotbeeom-
pleted before June 26-27 we have attached
responses to the questions raised in your
May 8 letter.

‘We are also sending copies of this informa-
tion to the Congressional Delegations of
Utah, New Mexico, Nevada, and Montana.

Sincerely,
RoserT W. LONG,
Assistant Secretary.

MercarLr, MANSFIELD, AND MOSS QUESTIONS IN
LerTERs DATED MAY 8 AND MAY 30, RESPEC-
TIVELY
Responses to the numbered questions in

Senators Metcall’s and Mansfield's May 8

letter follow:

1. Each and every study, report and analy-
sis with all of the supporting evidence which
shows the efficiencies (or inefficiencies) of
the proposal to transfer Regional Offices and
personnel. and consolidate or change Na-
tional Forests.

Answer: Qur files on these subjects are
extensive. They have been made available
for inspection by GAO and anyone else hav-
ing such need. Key reports such as the No-
vember 1971 analysis have been sent to inter-
ested individuals on request. An additional
copy is enclosed.

2. For Regions I and IV for the fiscal years
1971, 1972, 1973 through 1 April 1973 sepa-
rately by years:

a. travel by individuals and purpose from
Regional Office to one or more Forest offices
including time, distance, mode of travel, and
cost for the portion from the Regional Office
to first stop. Please show comparable cost
under propsed change.

b. travel by individuals and purpose from
each National Forest to Reglonal Office with
data as above. Please make similar compari-
son as above.

Answer: We do not have this information.
In our studies of the travel question, we
estimated Increased travel cost that would
accrue by reason of having larger but fewer
regions through the use of modified regres-



June 26, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 12029
slon analysis techniques. The Travel Index Annu:InMOg:b‘n.-ndAnm:
thus derived was a simple number, which querque, We Dow up -lly‘ W Rate
took into account several variable factérs space operated by GSA its regu z
such as point to point distances, costs, fre- We will vacate approximately 60,000 sq. ft. o
quency of travel, time and workload, etc. in Missoula, 70,000 sq. ft. in Ogden, and Trip Load weight Cost
Using this technique allows for much easler 40,000 sq. ft. in Albugquerque. We pay no rent
assimilation of & great deal of information mm.bntmmuuwm--l = 2
such as you requested. The resultant Travel ue on an annual sq. ft. rental basis is: Mis- m"""‘a
Indices for & number of alternative regional soula $4.75, Ogden, 85.00. and Albuquerque equipment, etc )
boun tions could then be com- $5.00. Details on our needs in Atlanta, Port- Albuquerque and (26x6004) 15600 310 §1, 560
pared easily by inspection—the larger the land, Sen Francisco, and Denver to imple- Dutan tSan
index the more costly the alternative. See ment the new Regional aslignment are as m"‘m‘ (62x5008) 37,200 ___ 3 |29
pages 8, and 14 through 20 of the November follows: : Ogden to
1971 study. Portland.
Tl L TS OF IMPLEMENTATION Missouta and eass 9 3,8
¢ e micnlies o 51 L1 B . ESTIMATED ONE TIME COS - (73x500F) 43,300
to a I “best™ the indices were Desver.
::eddown:o a few i J Number Square Annual Albuquergue o (15<5004) 9.000___ - 1 9%
then subtracted from the savings that would City people  feet  Rate cost Atlasta.
result from economies of scale snd other Total_ = =~ 9,420
factors. See pages 22 and 23 of the November
1971 study. 15 1500 51050 $15.750 Cost
3. Describe facilities to be vacated or aban- 2 sow 823 mm
doned by move, cost, value, etc., and the cost 2% 250 9% 24, %00 s enps . b
of new facilities in Denver and Portland and 73 7,000 7.65 55,50 1 old and new = %0, 000
the net financial fmpact. Show cost to move s T Nl Rl ekt siewtice e
equipment, etc.
4. BY JOB TITLE LIST PERSONNEL AFFECTED BY PROPOSED TRANSFER
Albuquerque Missoula Ogden Albsquerque Missoala Ogden
Avail- Avail- Avasl- . Avail- Avasl- Avail-
Series Title Now! able? Now! able? Now!  able? Series Title Now! able? Now! ablez Now! able?
1 1 1 o tagderan Bes
1 [ ey 2 2
1 1
3 3 L ¥ 2 1
2= S 8 8 2
2 1 3 2
3 3 3 3 2 2
1 ISR S 1 1
3 2 1 1
1 1 3 3 1 1
9 5 7 1 l: i §
2 2 8 3 6 2
19 8 9 4 20
2 2 e g o
9 4 11 3 6 1
12 5 18 5 2 3
3 3 5 5 4 6
7 5 8 8 12 10
1 1 3 3 5 2
2 1 3 3 4 1
342 3 2 1 1
343 4 3 1 1 4
344 : 2 2 2 1 - il
351 Dowm sk - 3 3 1311 Physical science technician i
T Cond paach ST | =g o i i i ¢ J -
n e P » »
401 | s+ AN S S ST 2 1 1 1
404 Bulogy lechnian T3 2 1| DT rorPred St e
434 Plant pathologi 1 2 3 3 1 1 }g{ g‘:ﬁy"‘“‘m --------------- 1 ! i
g Range cops. } 2 1 4 4 1640 Facility . 1
40 N S N T w— - o PRy oy - e
oS - R S sy $| 172 Education and taiming tech- 2 1
" 1 i R toutt 3 L - : caoye
= : VT ] B g
505 : ks 2001 supply. - 2 1 1 :
510 7 6 9 [ 8 3| 2005 Supply clerk : 3 1 i 1
520 v Syt Np 2107 I s et o o MR g i
523 1 1 ] 3 1 ==z T g —= = el s
525 1 1 5 3 1 213 pg?f”',""""_ erator ... 3 3 G g
530 1 - 21 3 == 8
g :o:dm.:mim _____ 3 5 g % e ot Semm ey Ron ol 33 2 16 2
udget administrator __ - 4 L sl
802 sui'n'em..,mnnscian _________ 1 1 1 1 Tl i 2R 1% 58 22 3@ 218

j 1 Total with status (career or career conditional) RO’s Apr. 28, 1973. Excludes Missoula smoke
umper.

2Same as | above available to move Apr. 1973,
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4a. Show estimated cost to transfer, includ-
ing movement of household goods, sale of
home, relocation expense and cost to move
family.

Answer: Approximately 400 people will be
placed in vacant, financed jobs. These posi-
tions must be filled regardiess of Standard
Region realignment of boundaries. Thus no
additional transfer of station costs will be
required. 165-180 people will be transferred
and placed in new positions. The estimated
cost of transfer is $5,000. These additional,
one-time, transfer of station costs amount to
$825,000-8900,000.

4b. For each position to be “abolished™
show results of various inspections over past
four years that discuss the position and sum-
marize whether they recommended strength-
ening or abolishing position.

4c. For each position to be transferred show
results of various inspections over past four
years that discuss position and summarize
whether they recommended transfer and the
reasons therefore and whether they recom-
mended transfer as now planned.

Answer: Individual positions are neither
being abolished or transferred. The entire
function of providing Regional Office services
and administration is being transferred. In

Positions are of course audited on a regular
basis. The objective of audits however, is not
to recommend Regional tions. The
audits look at performance of the position,
need of position In present organization,
proper description of duties and proper clas-
sification of those duties.

5. Based on the proposal, show analysis of
how cost of doing business and effectiveness
will be changed by making the changes
advocated.

Answer: This is covered in the November
1971 study.

6. One part of your proposal suggests that
New Mexico, which has five National Forests,
be attached to the proposed Atlanta Reglon.
However, Alaska, which has three National
Forests, is proposed to remain as a Region.
Please list the most direct mileage by the
most expeditious modes of transportation
from:

a. Atlanta to each New Mexico forest head-
quarters.

b. Albuquerque to each New Mexico forest
headquarters.

c. Denver to each New Mexico forest head-
quarters.

Show the differences in time and cost for
each and time as above.

d. Distance from Missoula to each forest
headquarters in Region 1 as now existing.

e. Same information from Denver or Port-
land to each forest in proposed revision.

Show the differences in time and cost for
each.

f. Show distance and time from Juneau to
each Alaska National Forest.

g- Show same data from each Alaska Na-
tional Forest to Portland.

Show distance in time and cost for each.

h. Show the key elements of business for
each National Forest in Alaska, Region 1, and
New Mexico, and using time to travel, dis-
tance and cost explain the logic of retaining
the Alaska “Region” rather than attaching
to Portland, the logic of attaching New
Mexico to Atlanta rather than leaving as is or
attaching to Denver, and the logic of attach-
ing Region 1 forests to Denver and Portland,
rather than leaving “as is”.
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Answer: This information, as you must
realize, is voluminous, involving some 94 Na-
tional Forests and 500 Ranger Districts in
the West and is not available in the format
you request. However, our studies of the
travel costs were developed through use "of
modified regression analysis ap-
plied to the increased travel cost-that would
accrue by reason of having larger but fewer

The workload analysis data is available for
inspection and was furnished to GAO in-
spectors. It is also summarized on pages 8
and 14 through 20 of the November 1971
report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
‘Wyoming for yielding to me.

(The following colloguy, which oc-
curred during the debate on the supple-
mental appropriation bill, is printed at
this point in the Recorp by unanimous
consent.)

caLr, and I appeared before the Senate
Commitiee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Although I spoke on this subject ear-
lier today I would repeat that the pur-
pose of the appearance was to forestall
an attempt by the administration to
bring about a reorganization of the Forest
Service by means of which the head-
quarters, at least in part, of region 1 at
Missoula, Mont., would be moved approx-
imately 1,000 miles away, to Denver,
Colo., an area with which we in Mon-
tana have no direct communication facil-
ities. The Ogden, Utah, offices would be
dispersed primarily to Denver also but
partly to Portland, as well, as would some
of region 1 facilities.

The facilities at Albuquerque, N. Mex.,
would be transferred to Atlanta, Ga., a
long, long way from New Mexico.

This was done without the knowledge
of the six Senators concerned. We heard
rumors about this proposal in the early
part of this year. While the Senate was
in recess over Easter, the reorganization
announcements were made. When the
Senate reconvened, the Senators from
the three States tried to do everything
possible to bring about a rectification of
the situation which was inexcusable, un-
necessary, and very expensive in our
opinion.

At that time I appeared before the
committee headed by the distinguished
Senator from Nevada (Mr. BisLe), the
chairman of the Interior Subcommittee
on Appropriations. At the request of Sen-
ators DomeENICI and MoNTOYA of New
Mexico, BENNETT and Moss of Utah, and
MEeTCALF and MANSFIELD of Montana, the
following language was inserted in the
urgent supplemental appropriations bill:

Providing further that none of the funds
currently avallable or made available under
this Act shall be obligated or expended to
change the boundaries of any region or es-
tablish or abolish any region of the national
forest system of the Forest Service.

Mr. President, it was my purpose in
asking the distinguished Senator from
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Arkansas to yield to ask if this proviso
was accepted by the House.

Mr. McCLELLAN. It was accepted. The
House receded and accepted the Senate
provision. I do not even recall that it was
even controversial. It was readily agreed
to.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I am very
intimately acquainted with the problem
that the majority leader has directed his
attention to.

There was no problem whatever on the
House side. They accepted it. In fact, they
thought it was good language.

My memory is not clear as to whether
they have added it or are going to add it
in the regular appropriations bill. I am
inclined to believe that they will. And if
they have not, I am sure that our ma-
jority leader will put it in the regular
appropriations bill as well as in the sup-
plemental.

Mr. McCLELILAN. This would be bind-
ing only until the 30th of this month. It
will be necessary to add it in the new
appropriations bill and in the continuing
resolution if we are to make certain that
they are not permitted to do it after
June 30.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Nevada have any fur-
ther comment?

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the only
thing I have to add is that I am of the
impression—and I do not have the House
report before me—but I am inclined to
think that it is already in the House re-
port for Interior appropriations. If it is
not, we will attempt to add it in the Sen-
ate when we complete our action in the
Senate on the Interior appropriations
bill about the middle of July.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield further, I express
my appreciation to the distinguished
Senator from Nevada and to the
distinguished chairman of the full
Committee on Appropriations, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
McCLELLAN) .

Just to make the record straight, the
proviso quoted was put in by the Senate
Appropriations Subcommittee on the In-
terior by a unanimous vote of that sub-
committee.

Furthermore, when the urgent supple-
mental was brought before the full Ap-
propriations Committee, it was agreed to
unanimously. When the matter was re-
ferred to the conferees with the same
proviso, it was agreed to unanimously
on the part of the conferees represent-
ing the other body. In other words, for
the information of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and also for the in-
formation of the Department of Agricul-
ture, I would suggest that before they
make any moves whatsoever which would
tend to bring about a reorganization in
whole or in part through the transfer of
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functions or otherwise, they read the
Recorp and make absolutely certain that
they know what the intent of the Con-
gress was and is—no reorganization.

I am delighted that the distinguished
Senator has given me the chance to make
these observations for the Recorp, be-
cause they will stand the six Senators
and the Congressmen from the three
States involved in good stead at the ap-
propriate time.

I thank the distinguished chairman of
the committee for what he has had to
say about this matter.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield further, I have checked
with my staff man on the Interior Appro-
priations Committee, and I find that my
memory has not faltered completely. The
language is written into the supple-
mental appropriations bill and has been
carried over in the regular Interior ap-
propriations bill and has been so marked
up on the House side and will be carried
over on the Senate side.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. McCLELILLAN. I hope we can ac-
complish this. This was a worthwhile
project, that would never have been ac-
complished with full hearings.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is right, and
it was done in the stealth of the night.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is right, and
we caught them.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect.
(This marks the end of the colloquy
which by unanimous consent was or-
dered to be printed at this point in th
RECORD.) )
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