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Conservation organizations have made recommendations for the shared responsibility of federal, state and 
county governments to responsibly address the long-term county funding situation pertaining to federal 
public forestlands managed by the Bureau of Land Management in western Oregon.2 This supporting 
analysis is one of three prepared by the Larch Company. The other two are (available upon request): 
 

• Shared Responsibility for O&C Funding: Increasing State Timber Taxes (January 2012). 
• Shared Responsibility for O&C Funding: Increasing County Property Taxes (January 2012). 

 

Summary 
 

Approximately 2.6 million acres of federal public lands in western Oregon managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management should be transferred to either management by the US Forest 
Service (USFS) as part of the National Forest System or the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) as part of the National Wildlife Refuge System. The transfer of the lands would result 
in far superior conservation management for the benefit of this and future generations. The 
projected savings of $113.4 million annually could be used to: 
 

(a) annually pay for the federal government’s fair share of payments to the 18 O&C counties to 
offset the loss of the O&C Fund (along with contributions by the state and counties themselves); 
and 
 

(b) create over 2,000 jobs in the long-term and an additional 118 million board feet annually of 
additional timber production by increasing ecological restoration thinning across the Northwest 
Forest Plan area and watershed restoration in western Oregon. 
 
The O&C Fund was established by Congress in 1937. 75% of gross timber receipts from the sale 
of timber on the Bureau of Land Management’s O&C lands in western Oregon go into the O&C 

                                                
1 Thanks to Randi Spivak (Geos Institute) and Chandra LeGue (Oregon Wild) for help with this analysis. 
2 Spivak, Randi. 2011. Shared Responsibility: The Conservation Community’s Recommendations to Equitably 
Resolve the O&C County Funding Controversy. Coast Range Association, Cascadia Wildlands, Geos Institute, 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center, Oregon Wild Sierra Club and The Larch Company. Available at 
www.andykerr.net/downloads. 
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Fund and then distributed to the counties based on the share of O&C lands within their borders. 
This funding mechanism is no longer adequate. This paper analyzes how the federal government 
could do its fair share of providing alternative funding to the O&C counties. The State of Oregon 
and the O&C counties themselves would have to also comparably respond.  
 
 

 
Map 1: Bureau of Land Management holdings in Western Oregon. 
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The Top Line Numbers 

 

2.6 million acres New National Forests and National Wildlife Refuges. 
 

$168.6 million/year Western Oregon BLM budget available for reallocation. 
• $55.2 million/year To Forest Service for additional base management costs. 
• $36.7 million/year To O&C Counties (federal share of $110 million/year). 
• $42.2 million/year Watershed restoration in western Oregon (55% of remainder). 
• $34.5 million/year Ecological restoration thinning in Northwest Forest Plan area (45%). 
 

118 mmbf Additional timber volume. 
 

2,038 jobs Total additional jobs (after transition completed). 
• 1,350 jobs Additional jobs that from ecological restoration thinning. 
• 688 jobs Additional jobs from watershed restoration. 

 
The Lands In Question 

 

BLM manages ~2,568,981 acres of lands in Western Oregon (18 O&C counties [all Oregon 
counties west of the Cascade Crest, save for Clatsop, and also Klamath County]): 
 

• 2,085,886 acres are Oregon and California (O&C) lands; 
• 74,547 acres are Coos Bay Wagon Road (CBWR) lands; 
• 394,578 are public domain (PD) lands; 
• 1,310 acres are acquired public lands; 
• 12,660 acres are other public lands. 
 

BLM also administered 68,640 acres of split estate (only the subsurface mineral estate) in 
western Oregon.3 Please see Map 1. 
 

Current Budgeting and Management Structure: BLM Has a Bloated Budget and 
Bureaucracy Ripe for Reform 

 

Currently, western Oregon BLM lands are managed in 6 Districts (Coos Bay, Eugene, Lakeview 
[just the Klamath Resource Area], Medford Roseburg and Salem), further subdivided into 14 
Resource Areas and overseen by the Oregon State Office (see Map 1 and Table 1).4 
 

Table 1 
Hierarchy of Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management in Western Oregon 

Level Forest Service Bureau of Land Management 
 Office Line Officer Office Line Officer 

National Chief’s Office Chief Director’s Office Director 
Regional/State Pacific Northwest 

Regional Office 
Regional 
Forester 

Oregon State 
Office (includes 
WA) 

State Director 

Primary Land Management 
Administrative Unit 

National Forest Forest 
Supervisor 

District District 
Manager 

Secondary land 
Management Administrative 
Unit 

Ranger District District 
Ranger 

Resource Area Area 
Manager 

 

                                                
3 Kerr, Andy. 2007. Transferring Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management Forests to the National Forest 
System. Occasional Paper #2. The Larch Company, Ashland, OR and Washington, DC. Available at 
www.andykerr.net/downloads. 
4 This analysis disregarded the Lakeview BLM District (and Klamath Resource Area) for comparison between 
agencies, but did consider it for the bottom-line numbers that are based on total acreage to be transferred. 
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Map 2. Bureau of Land Management Districts and Resource Areas in Oregon and Washington. 
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By nearly any metric analyzed, the BLM is far less efficient than the USFS (Table 2). Compare 
the BLM and the Forest Service in Western Oregon: 
 
• Both have the same number of primary land management administrative units: 5 BLM Districts 

and 5 National Forests. 
 
• An average BLM District is 38% the size of an average USFS National Forest. 
 
• An average BLM Resource Area is 56% the size of a USFS Ranger District. 
 
• An average BLM District (467,072 acres) is far closer in size to an average USFS Ranger 

District (320,526 acres) than it is to an average USFS National Forest (1,217,999 acres). 
 
• The BLM Oregon State Office has 63% more staff attributable to Western Oregon land 

management than does the USFS Regional Office, while also having 54% less managed land. 
 
• BLM spends $73.37 per managed-acre per year, while USFS spends $21.47—71% less.5 
 
• BLM manages 2,044 managed-acres per employee, while USFS manages 3,829—87% more. 
 
• In FY11, BLM sold 209 million board feet of logs, while the USFS sold 217 million board feet. 
 
• Considering only the timber sale line item for each agency, BLM spent 100% more that the 

USFS did to produce a board foot for sale. 
 
• Considering the entire budget for each agency, BLM spent 64% more than USFS did to 

produce a board foot for sale. 
 

Proposed Budgeting and Management Structure 
 
Most BLM lands in Western Oregon are generally forested, in contrast to almost all of the other 
264 million acres managed by BLM. Some of the lands are “coastal” in nature (wetlands, 
offshore islands and rocks, estuaries, etc.) and/or of such high wildlife value (such as those in the 
Elk Creek Watershed of the Rogue River6) that they are proposed to transfer to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to be managed as part of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
 
The vast majority of the lands (~2.5 million acres) would be transferred to the National Forest 
System. For simplicity of this analysis, it is assumed that all lands are transferred to the 
National Forest System and managed by the Forest Service. It is recommended that: 
 
• 5 BLM Districts (currently equivalent to a USFS National Forest) be eliminated. 
 
• 14 BLM Resource Areas (also includes the Klamath Resource Area of the Lakeview BLM 
District, which was not considered in the comparison analysis) be transferred to the Forest 
Service to initially be managed as 7 new USFS Ranger Districts. As integration of operations 
occurs, some or all of the temporary “BLM” ranger districts would be consolidated with others, 
and/or be merged in with existing USFS Ranger Districts (Table 3). 
 

                                                
5 “Managed” acres do not include designated Wilderness lands. See “Sources, Methodology and Limitations section 
below. 
6 Kerr, Andy. 2010. Elk Creek: Protecting and Restoring a Stronghold for Wildlife: Recommendations for the 
Conservation and Restoration of the Elk Creek Watershed in the Rogue River Basin, Oregon. Oregon Wild, Portland 
OR. Available at upon request. 
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• The Oregon State Office be eliminated, with its remaining functions transferred to the BLM 
Idaho State Office. 
 
• BLM management of the mineral estate under 24.7 million acres of National Forests in Oregon 
and Washington be transferred to the Forest Service. 
 

Table 2 
Various Metrics Comparing and Contrasting Forest Service and BLM Land Management in 

Western Oregon (FY11) 
 BLM USFS 

Administrative Units   
Number of BLM Districts/USFS National Forests in Western Oregon. 5 5 
Number of BLM Resource Areas/USFS Ranger Districts in Western 
Oregon. 13 19 

Land Area   
Total area (acres) in Western Oregon (5 USFS national forests and 5 
BLM districts). 2,335,358 6,089,997 
Designated Wilderness in Western Oregon (acres). 38,000 1,100,000 
Net area under active (non-Wilderness) management (“managed” 
acres). 2,297,358 4,989,997 
Average area (acres) of BLM District/USFS National Forest in 
Western Oregon. 467,072 1,217,999 
Average area (acres) of BLM Resource Area/USFS Ranger District in 
Western Oregon. 179,643 320,526 

Staffing   
Total people on 5 BLM Districts/5 USFS National Forests in Western 
Oregon 894 1,158 
Total people in BLM Oregon State Office/USFS Regional Office 
attributable to Western Oregon BLM/USFS lands. 230 145 
Total people for 5 Western Oregon BLM Districts/USFS National 
Forests in Western Oregon. 1,124 1,303 

Money   
Total budget 5 BLM Districts/5 National Forests in Western Oregon. $124,906,000 $99,973,000 
BLM State Office/USFS Regional Office budget attributable to 
western Oregon. $43,650,067 $7,175,343 
Total money spent on 5 BLM Districts/5 National Forests in Western 
Oregon. $168,556,067 $107,148,343 

General Efficiency   
Percentage of BLM OSO/USFS RO staff attributable to Western 
Oregon. 49% 35% 
Dollars per managed-acre. $73.37 $21.47 
Managed-acres per employee. 2,044 3,829 

Timber Efficiency   
Current BLM/USFS timber sales line item for Western Oregon lands 
(with state/regional office shares) $29,461,000 $15,828,075 
Timber Sold (MMBF; million board feet). 209 217 
Dollars per board foot of wood sold (primary timber sale line items 
only). $0.14 $0.07 
Dollars per board foot of wood sold (total agency budgets for Western 
Oregon). $0.81 $0.46 
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Table 3 
Transfer of Western Oregon BLM Lands to the National Forest System 

Current BLM District/Resource Area Expanded National Forest 
Salem/Tillamook, Salem/Marys Peak Siuslaw 
Salem/Cascades Mount Hood, (Multnomah and Clackamas 

counties) Willamette (Marion and Linn counties) 
Eugene/Coast Range Siuslaw 
Eugene/McKenzie Willamette 
Roseburg/Swiftwater, Roseburg/South River Siuslaw (west of I-5), Umpqua (east of I-5) 
Coos Bay/Umpqua Siuslaw National Forest 
Coos Bay/Mrytlewood, Medford/Glendale, Medford/Grants 
Pass, Medford/Butte Falls and Medford/Ashland 

Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest 

 
Opportunities for Cost Savings and Efficiencies and Redirection of Saved Resources 

 
Table 4 summarizes the bottom-line metrics, including annual fiscal savings that can result in: 
 
1. improved land and resource management; 
2. the federal government’s fair share of funding for the O&C counties; and 
3. creating new jobs through increased ecological restoration thinning across the Northwest 

Forest Plan area. 
 
Under this proposal, the $168.6 million annually would be saved by not funding BLM in 
Western Oregon. It is proposed that these annual savings be allocated as follows: 
 
• $55.2 million annually to the Forest Service, which is the current USFS $/acre management 
cost for Western Oregon holdings ($21.47) multiplied by the ~2.6 million acres of lands to be 
transferred. 
 
• $36.7 million annually to the O&C counties as the federal government’s fair share of payments 
(one third of the $110 million/year demanded by the Association of O&C Counties to replace the 
O&C Fund), with the other two thirds coming from the State of Oregon and the counties 
themselves). 
 
• $34.5 million annually to a Westside Forest Restoration Fund dedicated to ecological 
restoration thinning through the Northwest Forest Plan area,7, creating 1,350 new jobs in the 
long-term). 
 
• $42.2 million annually for watershed restoration in western Oregon (creating 688 new jobs in 
the long-term). 
 

The Transition Period 
 
Neither he length of the transition period nor the amount of money required to fully integrate 
Western Oregon BLM lands into the National Forest System is estimated here. Rather it is 
proposed that up to one half of the funds reallocated for ecological restoration thinning and 
watershed restoration be made available to the Forest Service for as many years necessary to 
complete the transition. (The ~$7 million that BLM annually pays the Oregon Department of 
                                                
7 Kerr, Andy. In press. Ecologically Appropriate Restoration Thinning in the Northwest Forest Plan Area: A Policy 
and Technical Analysis. Conservation Northwest, Bellingham, WA. 
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Forestry for fire protection would be paid out of these funds.) Eventually, money no longer 
needed for the transition (or if USFS decides to bring firefighting on the former BLM lands in 
house) would go into the Westside Forest Restoration Fund to create jobs in watershed 
restoration in western Oregon. 
 
 

Table 4 
Bottom Line Metrics 

Total Western Oregon BLM Lands to be transferred to Forest Service (acres). ~2.6 million acres 
Western Oregon BLM budget available for reallocation. $168.6 million 
Increase in USFS Pacific Northwest Region (Region 6) base budget attributable to 
Western Oregon National Forests. $55.2 million 
Annual federal government share (1/3) to replace O&C Fund (AOCC demand: 
$110 million). $36.7 million 
Annual money for watershed restoration (55% of remainder). $42.2 million 
Amount remaining for ecological restoration thinning for entire Northwest Forest 
Plan area (45% of remainder). $34.5 million 
Additional million board feet of logs that could annually be produced using 
ecological restoration thinning (assumes $/BF USFS estimate doubles) throughout 
entire Northwest Forest Plan area (all are part of timbershed for western Oregon 
mills). 118 million board feet 
Additional jobs that could be had from such ecological restoration thinning (11.4 
jobs/mmbf of logs). 1,350 jobs 
Additional jobs that could be had from watershed restoration (decommissioning 
unneeded roads, stormproofing needed roads, etc.) (16.3 jobs/$million spent). 688 jobs 
Total additional jobs (long-term; after transition completed). 2,038 jobs 

 
Jobs 

 
To estimate the number of new jobs that could be created, it was assumed that the $20.7 million 
annually would be immediately placed in the Westside Forests Restoration Fund (WFRF) and 
would be spent on: 
 
• 45% on ecological restoration thinning through the entire Northwest Forest Plan area in 
western Washington, western Oregon and northern California (all are within the timbershed of 
western Oregon mills); and 
 
• 55% on watershed restoration in western Oregon. 
 

What about the BLM Jobs? 
 
This proposal will result in family-wage jobs in forest and watershed restoration. It will also 
result in the federal government needing fewer employees to manage federal public forestlands 
in western Oregon. A combination of attrition, early retirement packages, transfer to other BLM, 
Forest Service and other federal agency jobs, can result in a workable transition for displaced 
BLM employees. 
 
For timber jobs, the job multiplier metric used was 11.4 direct, indirect and induced jobs per 
million board feet of logs sold, the figure used by the Oregon Department of Forestry.8 For 

                                                
8 Lettman, Gary, Economist, Oregon Department of Forestry. Personal Communication, November 17, 2009. 
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watershed restoration jobs the metric used of 16.3 direct, indirect and induced jobs per one 
million dollars spent.9 Hence, the two metrics are not directly comparable. 
 

Additional Forest Service Costs and Savings 
 
The $55.2 million annual increase in the Forest Service budget attributable to National Forest 
Management in Western Oregon would be a 51% over current levels, while the increase in the 
amount of National Forest System lands would be 46%. 
 
As the O&C Counties would be compensated for the end of the O&C Fund, which was funded 
by 75% of timber sale receipts, the former western Oregon BLM lands that are now part of the 
National Forest System should not be subject to the policy that 25% of national forest timber 
receipts are shared with the county in which the sale of federal timber took place. 
 
The average timber sale receipts from western Oregon BLM (O&C and Coos Bay Wagon Road 
lands [receipts from public domain timber sales are negligible) between 2001 and 2010 were 
~$22.1 million annually.10 25% of that is ~$5.6 million. 
 
As western Oregon BLM lands share far more miles of boundaries with non-federal landowners 
than do western Oregon National Forest lands, the Forest Service will have to assume increased 
costs of surveying and maintaining property boundaries and such. It is proposed that the 25% of 
annual timber receipts that would not be shared with the O&C counties be placed in a 
Landowner Management and Realty Fund for use by the Forest Service in western Oregon. If it 
turns out that not all of the funds are necessary to be used for that purpose, excess funds should 
be transferred into the Westside Forest Restoration Fund to create additional watershed 
restoration jobs in western Oregon. 
 

Sources, Methodology and Limitations 
 
For this analysis, 2011 budget and personnel figures were obtained from the Forest Service and 
Bureau of Land Management. The budgets and staffing levels were then analyzed, compared and 
contrasted with the results herein.11 
 
Any analysis has limitations. Here are major assumptions, exceptions and caveats used in 
making the analysis: 
 
• While proposed for transfer, the 212,202 acres of BLM lands in Klamath County (Klamath 
Resource Area of the Lakeview BLM District) was not considered in this agency comparison 
portion of this analysis. 
 
• The 26,304 acres of the Klamath National Forest in western Oregon, but administered by the 
Pacific Southwest (California) Region (5) of the Forest Service, was also not included in this 
analysis. 
 
                                                
9 Nielsen-Pincus, Max and Cassandra Moseley. 2010. Economic and Employment Impacts of Forest and Watershed 
Restoration in Oregon. Ecosystem Workforce Program Working Paper 24. Institute for a Sustainable Environment, 
University of Oregon, Eugene, OR. 
10 Federal Payments to O&C and CBWR Counties 1960-2010. Bureau of Land Management, Portland, OR 
(provided by Dave Roche, O&C Forester, Oregon State Office). Dec. 15, 2011. 
11 The Excel Workbook, consisting of a the worksheet that includes The Larch Company’s analysis and the 
worksheets provided by USFS and BLM to which it tiers, is available upon request from andykerr@andykerr.net. 



10 

• While some Western Oregon BLM lands (~100,000 acres) are proposed for transfer to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, as the acreage is a very minor fraction of the total, this analysis assumes all 
lands would be transferred to USFS. 
 
• As part of the lower $/acre management cost of USFS management could be attributed to it 
having a larger proportion of its lands in a custodial (as opposed to active) management for the 
purposes of calculating agency management costs in dollars per acre, only actively managed 
acres were considered. Designated Wilderness acres (1.1 million USFS and 38,000 BLM) were 
deducted to determined “managed acres.” 
 
• The USFS and BLM often have similar, but not identical, line items in their budget. For 
consistency, we prorated the amount of the USFS regional office/BLM state office budget that 
supported the 5 national forests and 5 BLM districts respectively in terms of dollars rather than 
acres. (In estimating the increased amount of logs that could be produced by the Forest Service 
using ecological restoration thinning, we assumed that the Forest Service timber sales line item 
doubled on a $/board foot basis.) 
 
• In contrasting and comparing, it is best to consider all of the metrics in total, rather than relying 
on just one. Any particular number is subject to limitations due to differing budget line items, 
how each agency apportions costs, etc.  
 
• To be conservative, this analysis assumes that the marginal cost to the Forest Service of 
managing additional acreage would not decrease and that the USFS will receive its current $/acre 
management cost for each additional acre it receives from BLM. In all likelihood, there will be 
additional cost savings due to economies of scale. 
 
• Part of the higher $/acre cost of BLM management is that—because most of the lands are in a 
checkerboard (alternating square-mile sections of land)—BLM must spend more surveying 
boundaries. Yet, the USFS spends 1.5% of its total budget in Oregon and Washington for 
“Landownership Management” and the BLM spends only 1.0% of its total Oregon and 
Washington budget for “Lands and Reality.” Nonetheless, an increased cost is assumed and 
provided for. 
 

Conclusion 
 
By common and easily measureable metrics, it is clear that the Bureau of Land Management in 
Western Oregon is overfunded and underperforming.  
 
While BLM has “Districts” that are hierarchically equivalent to Forest Service National Forests 
and “Resource Areas” that are equivalent to Forest Service Ranger Districts, BLM Districts are 
closer in size to USFS Ranger Districts. The overhead of the BLM Oregon State Office is far 
higher than the overhead of the USFS Pacific Northwest Regional Office. 
 
In normal budget circumstances and less volatile political times, in the name of mere efficiency 
BLM lands in Western Oregon should become part of the National Forest System. In these times 
of record federal deficits and debt and given the political need to fund counties and the policy 
need for better land and resource management for this and future generations, merging western 
Oregon BLM lands into the National Forest System (and National Wildlife Refuge System) is 
fiscally prudent, economically rational, ecologically imperative, socially just and politically 
pragmatic. 
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Budget Games 
 
Some in the Oregon Congressional Delegation will argue that any fiscal savings obtained from 
merging western Oregon BLM lands into the National Forest System cannot be used to 
compensate counties or provide for jobs. They will point to operating rules of the US House of 
Representatives—which were adopted by the Republican majority and in which Rep. Greg 
Walden (R-2nd-OR) played a large role in drafting—and say that any projected out-year savings 
cannot be dedicated to out-year spending. Though a net of $113.1 million annually would be 
saved and therefore could be made available for other uses (such as funding the O&C counties 
and creating jobs), the rules of the House do not allow such savings to be factored into spending 
decisions. In other words, the House of Representatives cannot plan ahead. 
 
As shown by this proposal, excessive adherence to this rule will result in worse land and 
resource management and would also prevent improving government efficiency. 
 
The United States Senate has no similarly silly operating rule. The House of Representatives can 
choose to exempt itself from a rule under a particular circumstance. Rep. Walden—arguably the 
12th most powerful member of the House of Representatives—should be able to prevail upon his 
Republican colleagues to allow such an exception for such worthy purposes of job creation, 
county payments and conservation. 
 

Postscript #1: Right Concept, But Inadequate Execution 
 

The Forest Service and BLM now share office space in 
Medford, Oregon. The “MIO” (Medford Interagency 
Office) houses the Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest 
Supervisor’s Office (SO) and the BLM’s Medford District 
Office (DO). Some staff is shared between the two agencies. 
But not enough staff. 
 
In the summer of 2010, I went in to get some recreation 
maps (those folded full-color ½ inch-equals-one-mile ones), 
I faced two receptionists, one BLM and one USFS. I wanted 
both BLM and USFS maps for various parts of the state. I 
ended up buying some BLM maps from the USFS, and vice 
versa, because neither had a supply of all of their own maps 
(even though some of the maps are now jointly issued by 

both agencies). One agency took credit cards and the other did not. In all it took about 30 
minutes, during which no one else visited the reception area. As I left the two receptionists—
both wearing purple MIO pullovers—were engaged in an intense discussion of the paperwork 
that would be necessary to sell each other maps so they could transfer the maps literally to the 
adjoining file drawer. 
 
Postscript #2: The USFS and BLM Jointly Disagree 
 
Predictably, the joint USFS-BLM analysis of a transfer of BLM lands in Western Oregon to the 
Forest Service says “it is not likely that a significant cost savings would be realized… in the 
short run and cost savings in the long run are uncertain.”12 

                                                
12 __________. November 14, 2011. Joint Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Analysis. USDA Forest 
Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management. Available upon request from andykerr@andykerr.net. 
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The USFS-BLM report is based on some different assumptions than this analysis, including, but 
not limited to: 
 
• This report calculated per managed-acre cost per year at $73.37 for BLM and $21.47 for USFS. 
The USFS-BLM assumed $53 for BLM and $27 for USFS. USFS-BLM deducted 
“congressionally withdrawn” acreage to determine managed acres, while Larch deducted just 
designated Wilderness to so determine. “Congressionally withdrawn” includes not only 
Wilderness—which is by far the largest fraction—but also several other categories. Of these 
categories, only Wilderness is truly and generally custodial management. Other congressional 
withdrawals are more often than not actively managed, save for any designated Wilderness that 
might be within them. Only the “wild” classified segments of Wild and Scenic Rivers—most of 
which are in designated Wilderness—are custodially managed; those classified as “Scenic” or 
“Recreational” are subject to mining claims, have roads, etc.13 
 
• Neither report estimated one-time transition costs, but this analysis provides over $20 million 
annually for as long as necessary for the Forest Service to complete the transition. 
 
• This analysis included the Mount Hood National Forest, the USFS-BLM report did not. 
 
The USFS-BLM report assumes or concludes: 
 
• That the USFS would be no more efficient that BLM in managing BLM’s lands, even though 
USFS is more efficient in managing USFS lands. 
 
• That the marginal cost of managing additional acres would not decrease, but rather increase 
(i.e. no economies of scale). 
 
• That state/regional office overhead would cost the same if merged. 
 
It is important to consider the source of the USFS-BLM report. 
 
The USFS and BLM are made up of public servants who generally feel they don’t get enough 
money to do what Congress and the public expects of them. Rarely has a bureaucrat seen waste 
in their or their agency’s budget. 
 
Merging western Oregon BLM lands brings up other bureaucratic sensitivities as well. 
 
First, BLM doesn’t want to lose 2.6 million acres of its turf. No bureaucracy would. 
 
Second, though it has overtly coveted BLM’s only significant forestlands in the past, currently 
USFS views the entire mess associated with western Oregon BLM lands as something they don’t 
want to assume (county payments, much more litigation, checkerboard ownership, etc.). 
 
Third, at the macro level, land management agencies, though they often covet each other’s turf, 
are careful not to let it jeopardize their existing turf. If USFS took over western Oregon BLM 

                                                
13 Examples of congressionally withdrawn areas in western Oregon where management is quite active: Bull Run 
Watershed Management Unit, Cascade-Head Scenic-Research Area, Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument, Mount 
Hood National Recreation Area, Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area, Yaquina Head Outstanding Natural Area. 
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lands then BLM might get the USFS National Grasslands. Or the Department of Agriculture 
might lose the Forest Service (people, land and budget) to the Department of the Interior. 
 
The USFS-BLM report was prepared at the request of Congressman Peter DeFazio (D-OR). Why 
DeFazio did not ask a more disinterested government entity such as the Congressional Research 
Service (CRS), Congressional Budget Office (CBO) or Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) to do such an analysis is unknown. 
 
It is also important to consider the source for this analysis. 
 
The Larch Company consults for conservation organizations that are very dissatisfied with BLM 
management in western Oregon. The author has sought Forest Service management of western 
Oregon BLM lands for over three decades, while also upgrading BLM to a full “service” from a 
mere “bureau” and upgrading management of BLM lands.14 For these reasons, this analysis takes 
pains to be as transparent as possible. Relying on agency data, it clearly displays its assumptions, 
methodology, conclusions and recommendations. When read in concert with the underlying 
Excel Worksheet (available upon request) containing the original agency data and the 
calculations upon which this analysis is based, it is possible to fully understand—and challenge 
if you would like—the reasoning behind the recommendations. 
 

Rationalizing the Checkerboard 
 
For a long time Congress was enamored with the notion of giving away alternate sections (one-
square mile blocks) of public land to railroads and wagon road companies. Often what was left 
over was a checkerboard of federal lands and non-federal lands. The O&C lands of Western 
Oregon are a notable example, but the National Forest System contains numerous examples of 
checkerboard holdings, including but not limited to these national forests: Clearwater, ID; 
Flathead, MT; Idaho Panhandle, ID; Klamath, CA; Lewis and Clark, MT; Malheur, OR; Mount 
Baker-Snoqualmie, WA; Okanogan-Wenatchee; Prescott, AZ; Tahoe, CA and Willamette, OR. 
Checkerboard management is not ideal for public lands, but better to have such public lands than 
no public lands at all. 
 
After resolving the immediate issues pertaining to Oregon westside forests, Congress should 
direct the Forest Service to empanel a committee of experts to make recommendations on how to 
rationalize the checkerboard of public lands in western Oregon. Such rationalization might 
include acquisition, exchange and/or disposal. The issues are complicated, but not impossible to 
work through. 
 

 
 

                                                
14 Kerr, Andy and Mark Salvo. 2007. Establishing a System of and a Service for Deserts and Grasslands of the 
United States. Occasional Paper #6. The Larch Company, Ashland, OR and Washington, DC. Available at 
www.andykerr.net/downloads. 


