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Introduction

Few would disagree that one of the most formidable challenges facing
ocean governance is dealing with multiple-use conflicts that have contributed to and
exacerbated the all-too-familiar fragmented structure of U.S. ocean management.
Given this problem, some valid questions worth considering include: Does planning,
particularly integrated multiple-use planning, hold promise for resolving some of
these conflicts; how would such planning be carried out; what statutory guidance
should be created; and what kindof organizational structure and process should be
established?

While the growing literature on sea-use planning has provided the
foundations to begin studying integrated ocean planning, important insights toward
answering some of the above questions are available by examining the multiple-use
management and planning experience for public lands. With this in mind, the pur
pose of this paper is to contribute to understanding of the projected needs of
effective ocean governance by examining the experiences and lessons learned from
nearly 100 years of public lands multiple-use planning in the United States. This is
part of a larger study In ocean governance that seeks to develop a conceptual
framework for multiple-use management in U.S. waters that takes into account the
intergovernmental factors peculiar to the United States.

Although the natural features of the public lands and the ocean are quite
different, the public lands management experience serves as a useful comparative
model because both realms share several important elements. First, both the public
lands and the oceans have traditionally provided local and national economic
opportunity, yet they are also the subject of public trust and stewardship debates.
Second, both areas share the need for trade-offs among competing andsometimes
incompatible uses. Third, both must confront the dilemma of resolving disputes
between local andnational interests. And finally, the greatest challenges of multiple-
use planning for both public lands and the oceans are not resource-related, but
cultural and socioeconomic.

The multiple-use management and planning practice of the U.S. Forest
Service was selected for analysis because no other federal agency can match its
breadth of experience in this field. The Forest Service has practiced multiple-use
planning since 1905 when the national forests were placed in its stewardship, al
though such planning was not expressly authorized until 1974. The Forest Service
has multiple-use planning (including timber, recreation, wilderness, mining, grazing

'This paper reports preliminary findings from research in progress funded by the Delaware Sea
Grant Program titled 'Multiple-Use Ocean Management in the United States: Toward a New
Conceptual FramewonV Professors Biliana Cidn-Sain and Robert Knecht. principal
investigators.
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and watershed protection) responsibility for 191 million acres of national forests and
grasslands located in 42 states and Puerto Rico. Like the fragmented nature of
oceans management, the national forests are managed through a "crazy quilt" of
130 federal statutes (U.S.D.A., 1990, 2:28). Thus, on account of its size, historical
experience, range of responsibilities and legal complexity, Forest Service multiple-
use planning provides a useful model for thinking about ocean governance (Gale,
1985).

Analysis of the multiple-use management experience of the Forest Service
is organized in four parts. First, the statutes that have had the most significant
impact on multiple-use planning are discussed. Second, those aspects of national
forest multiple-use planning of most relevance to ocean governance are analyzed.
This is followed by a discussion of the lessons learned from the Forest Service
planning experience, focusing on planning, the relationship of planning with the
budget process, and the results of an extensive Forest Service study of its planning
program. Finally, a set of implications of the public lands multiple-use planning
experience for ocean governance are presented.

Summary of U.S. Forest Service Multiple-Use Experience

The National Forests were established with the passage of the Creative Act
in 1891 out of fear that excessive logging was damaging watersheds and depleting
timber supplies of western forests. One of the deficiencies of the Creative Act,
however, was that it did not provide for any regulatory program to manage these
public lands. Congress addressed this issue in 1897 with passage of the Organic
Administrative Act. The Organic Act stated that the forest reserves were to be
established only to secure favorable water flow conditions and to furnish a con
tinuous timber supply (Wilkinson and Anderson, 1985). The Organic Act did not
specify that any particularmix of uses be planned (Coggins and Evans, 1982).

Despite the lack of clear statutory authority, Gilford Pinchot, chief of the
Division of Forestry, instituted the doctrine of resource planning in 1898 based on
the premise that wise use and preservation of all forest resources were compatible
(Wilkinson and Anderson, 1985). These dual managementdirectives of resource use
and preservation established at the turn of the century have remained the
fundamental approach to Forest Service planning (Wilkinson and Anderson, 1985).
The informal planning process, however, was complicated by Congress, which, over
the years and without any purposeful objective, periodically added new uses for
Forest Service lands, such as recreation, wildlife management, the construction of
summer homes, and the building of dams. During this early period, conflict among
users was kept at a minimum, not because of the directsuccess of planning efforts,
but because the national forests were large enough to satisfy the demands of the
individual user groups.

After World War II, demand for timber and National Forest recreation
increased significantly, and as a result conflict developed between preservationists,
who advocated a single use of forest lands, namelywilderness designation, and lum
ber interests, who wished to continue their over-use practice of harvesting trees.
From this debate emerged consensus toward the compromise concept of multiple
use, and in 1960 Congress passed the Multiple Use Sustained Yield (MUSY) Act
(Wilkinson and Anderson, 1985).
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The act states, "It is the policy of the Congress that the national forests are
established and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, wa
tershed, and wildlife and fish purposes" (MUSY Act, 1960). The term "multiple-use
management" was given to mean:

the management of all the various renewable surface resources of the national
forest so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs
of the American people; making the most judicious use of the lands for some or
all of these resources or related services over are large enough to provide
sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs
and conditions; that some lands will be used for less than all of the resources;
and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each
with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, with
consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources, and
not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return
or the greatest unit of output (MUSY Act, 1960).

In passing the act, Congress did not establish a procedure for evaluating
priorities in forest use and management, nor does the act explicitly state that the
Forest Service is to undertake multiple-use planning. Despite these formal omis
sions, the legislative history of the MUSY Act makes it clear that Congress intended
the Forest Service to engage in comprehensive planning (Coggins and Evans,
1962).

Planning under the MUSY Act began in 1963, first nationally and later
locally. The strongest feature of these early multiple-use plans was specific land
classifications, which indicated appropriate uses for specific forest areas. The plans,
however, suffered from poor inventory data, limited public participation, and the
implication that all uses would be carried out on each individual acre (Wilkinson and
Anderson, 1985; Coggins and Evans, 1982).

In these early plans the Forest Service adopted zoning as the basic
planning device. Each ranger district was divided into zones according to allowable
uses. Zoning criteria varied from region to region, but typically the planners provided
for all of the multiple uses to some degree. Specific resource coordination re
quirements were outlined for each zone to ensure that the authorized uses were
carried out as compatibly as possible with the goal of avoiding or resolving resource
conflicts (Coggins and Evans, 1982).

Zoning is still the basic planning method used by the U.S. Forest Service
and can be thought of somewhat like a county zoning ordinance. Like a zoning ordi
nance, current forest plans allow or prohibit some uses and establish standards and
guidelines that regulate all resource use for a particular area. Also, like a zoning
ordinance, forest zoning practices constrain and govern future decision-making by
requiring all activities to be consistent with the approved ordinance established for a
particular planning area (U.S.D.A., 1990,10:19).

The idea of multiple-use zoning, however, was challenged in One Third of
the Nation's Land, the 1970 report of the Public Land Law Review Commission. The
purpose of the commission was to study the demands on the public lands and likely
demands for the foreseeable future. The most controversial recommendation of the
commission read:
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Statutory goals and objectives should be established as guidelines for land-use
planning under the general principle that within a specified unit consideration
should be given to all possible uses and the maximum number of compatible
uses permitted. This should be subject to the qualification that where a unit,
within an area managed for many uses, can contribute maximum benefit
through one particular use, that use should be recognized as the dominant use,
and the land should be managed to avoid interference with fulfillment of such
dominant use (Public Land Law Review Commission, 1970).

The commission did not advocate that all public lands be placed in one or
another dominant use zone but only that those areas having an identifiable highest
primary use at the time of classification be placed in a dominant use category. The
remaining lands should remain in a category where all uses are considered equal
until a dominant use becomes evident (Public Land Law Review Commission, 1970).

Although Forest Service planning procedures were modified in the early
1970s to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, there was increasing
uneasiness over Forest Service resource policies and management practices to
meet national goals. The result of this public debate was passage of the Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) of 1974.

The RPA calls upon the Forest Service to determine the resources
available, develop a plan for the use of the resources, and then to implement the
plan through forest management (Coggins and Evans, 1982). To accomplish these
goals the RPA requires the Forest Service to prepare three planning documents: a
resource assessment; a resource program; and an annual report.

The Forest Service was required to prepare a resource assessment in
1975, 1979 and every 10 years thereafter. The purpose of the assessment is to
analyze present and anticipated demand and supply of renewable resources; to
provide an inventory and description of the renewable resources of all the nation's
forest and range lands; to describe the management program of the Forest Service,
including program interrelationships; and to discuss other important policy con
siderations (RPA, 1974). The Forest Service is also to prepare a resource program
every five years until 2020. The program proposes long-range objectives with a
planning horizon of at least 45 years for all Forest Service activities (RPA, 1974).
Finally, the Forest Service is to prepare an annual report that evaluates Forest
Service activities in comparison with objectives proposed in the resource programs
(RPA, 1974).

Despite the planning process established by the RPA, there continued to be
dissatisfaction with the multiple-use management practices of the Forest Service, in
part because the national planning mandate of the RPA focused on process but
neglected to provide substantive policy direction (Coggins and Evans, 1982). Then,
in 1976 renewed attention was directed on national forest planning when
environmentalists challenged the practice of clearcutting as a violation of the 1891
Organic Act (Coggins and Evans, 1982). Congress reacted by repealing the
provisions of the Organic Act that precluded clearcutting and by passing new
planning standards in the National Forest Management Act (NFMA).

While passage of the RPA in 1974 seemed to many to be a means of
promoting greater centralization of decisionmaking and national top-down planning,
the passage of the NFMA just two years later was likewise seen as a measure to
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restore decentralized decisionmaking. This balancing act is to be accomplished
through the forest plans themselves and through the influence of bottom-up forest
planning data in subsequent RPA planning (U.S.D.A., 1990, 2:42). The NFMA
requires the Forest Service to attempt to complete 123 local and land resource
management plans by 1985; all but seven have been completed as of May 1992
(NFMA, 1976). For the first time, these plans are to be legally binding in that they
are intended to specify definitive land-use allocation and resource management
policies in accordance with the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act (NFMA, 1976). The
act also established the policy that all contacts and permits issued to implement
specific projects must be consistent with an approved forest management plan
(NFMA, 1976).

Forest Planning Process

Full description and analysis of the U.S. Forest Service planning process is
beyond the purpose of this paper; therefore, only those aspects of the planning
process that are unique to multiple-use forest planning and that may be of sig
nificance to ocean governance are briefly discussed (36 CFft 219).

First, the planning process is essentially interactive in that the information
from the forest level flows up to the national level, where in turn information in the
RPA program flows back to the forest level (36 CFR219.4(a)(3)).

Second, planning for units of the national forest system involves two
categories of decisions. The first is development of a forest plan that provides
direction for all resource management programs, practices, uses and protection
measures. The forest plan consists of both forest-wide and area-specific standards
and guidelines that provide for land uses with anticipated resource outputs under the
given set of management constraints. These outputs, however, are not hard and fast
decisions, because all conditions required to produce outputs, such as annual
budget appropriations, are not controlled at the unit level. The second category of
planning involves site-specific analysis and implementation of management practices
designed to achieve the goals and objectives of the forest plan in accordance with
NEPA (U.S.D.A. 1922).

Third, the planning process consists of three levels of planning, national,
regional and forest-level. National-level planning focuses on the goals and objectives
established by the chief of the Forest Service in the resource assessment and
resource programs. Regional-level planning links the RPA assessment and program
with local forest planning (U.S.D.A., 1987). The regional forester establishes regional
policy for forest planning in accordance with these documents and promulgates
regional guides. The regional forester approves all forest plans in the region, but
such plans are forwarded to the Washington, D.C., headquarters for final review.
Regional foresters also work with state forestry officials to coordinate state
involvement in national forest planning. Finally, at the forest-level, the forest
supervisor has overall responsibility for the preparation and implementation of forest
plans and the preparation of the accompanying environmental impact statement for
these plans. The forest supervisor also appoints and supervises an interdisciplinary
team that helps prepare forest plans (36 CFR 219.4(b), 219.5(a),219.8).

Fourth, forest-level planning and regional-level planning review must
incorporate an interdisciplinary team approach. The purpose of the interdisciplinary
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team is to ensure that there is coordinated planning of the various resources. The
team consists of members representing the physical, biological, economic and social
sciences, and the environmental design disciplines. Furthermore, the team is
restricted to Forest Service staff and other federal government personnel, but team
members are permitted to consult with other persons when specialized knowledge
does not exist within the team itself. Lastly, the planning regulation specifies the
skills and attributes these members should possess (36 CFR 219.5).

Fifth, the planning process must incorporate 14 planning principles at the
forest-level planning and regional-level approval stages. The most significant
principles include: recognition that the national forests are ecosystems and that their
management requires awareness and consideration of interrelationships among all of
the resources and environmental factors; early and frequent public participation; and
responsiveness to changing conditions of land and to changing social and economic
demands of the American people (36 CFfl 219.1(b)(1)-(14)).

Lessons Learned

Any planning process as ambitious and of such a scope as that undertaken
by the Forest Service will produce both problems and positive experiences that can
be assessed as useful lessons learned. Three areas of lessons learned presented
here relate to the planning process at the project-level and in relation to the overall
program; the relationship between the budget process and the forest planning
process; and results from a Forest Service in-depth study of its planning program.

Planning

Project-Level Problems. Recurring problems at the project level are of two
types. The first is deferral of decisions on a number of broad, forest-wide man
agement issues, from forest planning to the project planning stage. At times, senior
Forest Service officials have decided to proceed with implementing most of a forest
plan but to defer other important and difficult resource management decisions. Such
actions shift the burden for resolving conflicts to every project plan involving that
particular activity. For example, the forest was by-passed in most forest plans, to be
dealt with on a case-by-case basis afterwards (U.S.D.A., 1990, 2:55).

A second source of recurring conflict at the project-level is the adequacy of
the environmental analysis for proposed projects. NEPA requires that a programmat
ic environmental impact statement accompany the forest plan and that cumulative
and site-specific impacts of a given project be identified and disclosed in a separate
project-level environmental analysis. Preparing project-level analyses that are
simultaneously broad enough to include the cumulative impacts of the other current
and foreseeable projects, and yet narrow enough to provide detail on the project at
hand, has been a difficult challenge and an area ripe for litigation (U.S.D.A, 1990,
2:56).

Overall Problems with the Program. Detailed analysis of national forest dis
putes conducted by Julie Wondolleck reveals that the forest planning process is
undermined by three types of issues (Wondolleck, 1988). First, the process is not
sufficiently informative or convincing. Forest Service analysis, no matter how
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thorough and seemingly objective, does not indicate what decision should be made.
Moreover, because no decision can be proven to be the correct one, the process is
not convincing to those groups who perceive that a different outcome is more
appropriate than that reached by the Forest Service. Second, the process is divisive.
It separates different interest groups into adversarial camps and encourages
strategic behavior among them. It provides no means for bridging the gap between
groups and hence only exacerbates the political conflict over the decision that must
be made. Third, the process is not decisive. Even when the Forest Service ultimately
makes a decision, the decision seldom ends the controversy. Instead, it merely
begins the next phase of the decisionmaking process through the use of appeals,
lawsuits and pleas to Congress.

Relationship between Budget Planning and Forest Planning

The purposes of the RPA are to direct the Forest Service to project
demand and supply of the various forest resources and for this information to be
transmitted to budget needs. Examination of the record of RPA program targets to
actual appropriations (for the period 1977 to 1986) reveals, however, that there is a
significant gap between these two funding levels. Comparison of the RPA goals to
Forest Service appropriations indicates that the proportion of the RPA goal achieved
variedacross programs from 21 to 119 percent (Sample, 1990).

Figure 1(a) shows the distribution of RPA resource management funding for
FY 1977-1986, while Figure 1(b) shows the distribution of resource management
funding in appropriations for the same period (and for comparison, back to 1960).
(The irregularities in FY 1981 and FY 1986, particularly with respect to the timber
program, correspond to the first year of each new RPA program, when the program
budget goals are matched with the proposals in the president's budget.) Figure 1(a)
projectsa decreasing share allotted by the Forest Service fortimber, while a steadily
increasing share of funding was envisioned for several of the non-commodity
resource programs, particularly fish and wildlife, and recreation. Actual
appropriations (Figure 1(b)), however, illustrate a departure from the direction called
for in Forest Service multiple-use program planning. The timber and mineral
programs are gradually constituting a greater share of overall funding, while other
programs (such as soil and water and recreation, which received relatively greater
emphasis in the RPA planning document) account for a decreasing share of budget
funding (Sample, 1990).

Critique of LandManagement Planning

The study Critique of Land Management Planning represents an attempt by
the Forest Service to document what had been learned in a decade of planning and
to determine how best to respond to the planning challenges of the future. The
report, published in June 1990, was conducted by the Forest Service in conjunction
with the Conservation Foundation and the department of forestry and natural
resources at Purdue University. The critique used the results developed from inputs
from 3,500 people involved in a broad cross-section Involved in planning, including
forest supervisors, regional forester, planners, members of interdisciplinary teams,
local citizens, elected officials from local governments, Indian tribes, interest groups
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and representatives from other agencies. The major findings, lessons learned and
recommendations relevant for ocean governance are summarized below (U.S.D.A.,
1990, 1-10).

Major Findings: Planning Technique

Planning was much more complicated than expected and took much longer to
complete. To some the process seemed to be more important than the end
product.

There was considerable agreement on what needs to be done, namely that the
planning regulations need to be simplified.

More time was spent on modeling resource data than addressing sociopolitical
issues.

Because the real issues were not identified or were not focused enough, the
technique of making trade-off decisions was poorly understood.

Major Findings: Organization and Administration

The change in professional forestry philosophy from managing resources
individually (e.g., timber, grazing or recreation) to managing them in an
integrated manner has proven to be a difficult struggle.

Although the NFMA mandates an interdisciplinary approach, when forest plans
are reviewed in regionaloffices and in Washington, they are reviewed by single-
resource staff areas, often resulting in changes that bring the plans back in line
with the traditional single-resource planning approach.

Lessons Learned: Planning Techniques

Comprehensive multiple-use planning is difficult to implement. Many of the pre
planning conflicts will continue and some may intensify as a result of the
planning process.

Solutions at the local level are easier. The spirit of compromise and of finding
acceptable solutions seem to be strongest at the local level and weakest at the
national level.

Local multiple-use plans cannot be expected to resolve conflicts that have
nationwide significance, e.g., oil and gas leasing.

Multiple-use planning is more than just a scientific process. Just bringing the
facts together and running a computer model does not produce "right" answers
to everyone's satisfaction. Planning is much less scientific and much more
social and political.
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Recommendations: Planning Technique

Treat state/local representatives as partners in the planning process, not as
special-interest groups.

Involve more social scientists in planning.

Develop incentives to overcome functional planning approaches.

Implications of Forest Planning for Ocean Multiple-Use Planning

The information presented in this study on the legal, fiscal and practical
developments of forest multiple-use planning indicates that ocean governance can
benefit from the successes of the public lands experience and perhaps avoid some
of its mistakes. Seven implications seem most evident. First, the marine policy
community needs to debate the desirability and potential effectiveness of multiple-
use and RPA-type legislation to guide national ocean planning (and whether such
legislation should establish resource-use priorities). Second, as for public lands,
comprehensive ocean multiple-use planning will likely be constrained by prior
historical use patterns and management practices. Third, ocean multiple-use
legislation does not guarantee that decisionmakers will take opportunities to
innovate. Schooled under the traditional single-sector approach of resource
management, these resource managers may continue this practice despite a
statutory requirement to use multiple-use methodologies. Fourth, comprehensive
ocean planning will likely struggle with the difficult task of finding a balance between
national top-down and field-level bottom-up approaches to planning. Sixth, even with
a comprehensive ocean planning process, it is unlikely that there will ever be a
technically "correct" solution to ocean management trade-offs or that such planning
will finally resolve complex social and political problems. Seventh, site-specific
planning cannot be expected to resolve highly controversial national issues.

In conclusion, the most significant outcome that the forest planning
experience offers to ocean governance is the conceptthat simply defining a planning
process is not enough. If the process provides little morethan cookbook techniques
without also providing incentives to change the behaviors of resource managers and
other interested parties, comprehensive planning will only marginally improve the
process or reduce conflict. Planning is a careful mixture of art and science, and in
the field of ocean governance it will face its greatest challenge and perhaps its
greatest reward. As long as the limits of planning are recognized and the lessons
from similar models, such as those for public lands, are considered, ocean
governance planning may offer a means to overcome the conflicts endemic to ocean
management.
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Figure 1. (a) RPA budget targets. FY 1977-1986; (b) U.S. Forest Service appropriations. 1960-
1986 (Source: Sample, 1990).
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