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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
PSFORT TO THE CONGRESS 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED FOR ROADS AND TRAILS 
COULD BE USED MORE EFFECTIVELY BY THE 
FOREST SERVICE 
Department of Agriculture B-125053 

DIGEST ------ 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed the Forest Service's pro- 
cedures for allocating funds for the construction of roads and trails 
because of lndlcatlons that priority was not being given to those proJ- 
ects offering the greatest benefits or fulfilling the greatest needs. 

The Forest Service is responsible for about 187 million acres of land-- 
a total area larger than the State of Texas--in 154 national forests 
and 19 national grasslands. For fiscal year 1969, the Congress appro- 
prlated about $112 million for the construction and maintenance of roads 
and trails for the management of forest resources--recreation, range, 
timber, watershed, and fish and wildlife. 

At,June 30, 1969, the Forest Service had 

--completed construction of about 199,000 miles of roads and about 
100,000 miles of trails and 

--planned for the construction of 179,000 miles of roads and 23,000 
miles of trails and for the reconstruct1 on of 148,000 miles of roads 
and 50,000 miles of trails at an estimated cost of $10.4 billion. 
(See pp. 5 and 6.) 

FINDINGS AflD CONCLUSIONS 

Forest Service procedures for allocating funds for the construction of 
roads and trails do not provide for adequate comparisons of the needs 
of the various national forests that would ensure that funding priori- 
ties are given to the most-needed proJects. (See p. 7.) 

The deslrablllty of allocating roads and trails funds on the basis of 
the greatest need 1s recognized in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958. 
The act provides that the funds be allocated according to the relative 
needs of the various national forests, taking into conslderatlon the 
existing roads and trails, value of timber or other resources served, 
relative fire danger, and comparative difficulties of roads and trails 
construction. (See p. 8.) 
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The Forest Service headquarters offlce allocates roads and tra-rls con- 
struction funds--exclusive of amounts needed for admlnistratlon, malnte- 
nance, and special construction projects --to each of its nine regional 
offices 1t-1 proportlon to the projected volume of timber to be cut and 
the estimated number of recreation visits. (See pp. 8 and 9 ) 

Decisions made by regional and ~ndlvldual forest officials to fund spe- 
cific projects are limited by the funding levels established by the head- 
quarters office and are based on their knowledge of the condltlons ex- 
lst-rng in their local areas of operation. These decisions are not based 
on an overall perspective of servicewide condltlons nor are they based 
on a servl cewlde priority system that would provide for considering the 
overall goals of the Forest Service for the management, protection, and 
utlllzatlon of all forest lands and resources. (See pp. 9 and 10 ) 

GAO's review of the funding of construction proJects 
-9 in SIX forests in one Forest Service reglo 
were being used on projects that fulfilled ltm~ted needs while proJects 
of greater need were deferred 

For example 

--In fiscal year 1969 Forest Service offlclals 7n the State of Wash- 
lngton committed funds to construct 1.4 miles of road--which was not 
immediately needed--to use up funds that orlglnally were assigned to 
another project that was deleted from the forest development plans 

--Although aware of the need for 9 years, Forest Service offlclals in 
Oregon have been unable to obtain funding for an access road to a 
large drainage area that has (1) about 236 million board feet of tlm- 
ber that could be cut, (2) about 3,000 acres of land with timber in 
need of thinning and pruning, (3) old growth timber that IS dying out, 
(4) overly thick reproduction on burned-over areas, (5) white pine 
timber that has been almost completely kllled off by mountain pine 
beetles, (6) high potential for recreational use, such as hunting, 
fishing, and sightseeing, and (7) potential for addltlonal grazing. 

These and other examples are discussed in detail on pages 11 to 21 of 
this report. 

GAO is not questioning the need for any roads and trails construction proJ- 
ects. GAO believes, however, that an effective system for companng the 
needs of all forests and for assignlng prlorltles on the basis of their 
relative needs IS essential to the effective use of available funds because 

--some projects fulfill slgnlflcantly greater needs than others, 

--according to testimony by the Chief of the Forest Service during fls- 
cal year 1970 appropriation hearings, funds appropriated each year 
for Forest Service activities, including constructlon of roads and 
trails, are sufficient to finance only about 60 percent of annual 
needs3 and 
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SW 
--the-f roads and trails directly affects the ablllty of 

the Forest Service to manage forest resources. 

lECOMiE?NDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

The Chief, Forest Service, should 

--establish servlcewlde priorities on the basis of overall Forest Ser- 
vice objectives for the management, use, and protection of national 
forest resources, 

--require regional foresters and forest supervisors to identify their 
roads and trails construction needs in accordance with the established 
priontles, and 

--provide for a headquarters review to ensure that the needs ldentlfied 
and the projects funded are consistent with the established prlori- 
ties. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLlrED ISSUES 

The Forest Service advised GAO that lt agreed ln pnnclple with GAO's 
recommendation. (S ee app. I .) The Forest Service stated that a better 
system for programming and funding roads and trails projects 1s needed to 

--support the development and management of forest resources, 

--assist in internal planning, and 

--;;;,v;e the basis for the Congress to determine appropriate funding 
. 

The Forest Service has informed GAO that lt expects that a study being 
made by three California universities under cooperative agreements with 
the Forest Service will provide information needed to develop a more an- 
alytical and comprehensive planning system for selectlon of pnontles. 
Forest Service officials have told GAO that 

--an objective of the study 1s to furnish data for determining the 
quantity and quality of resources to be served by forest roads and 
trails and 

--the results obtained from the study should provide a basis for lm- 
proving the programming and funding of roads and trails construction 
projects, generally along the lines recorunended by GAO. 

Forest Service officials stated that, although the target date for com- 
pletion of the study and implementation of the results IS 1975, three 
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lnterlm reports completed by the unlversltles as of June 1970 contalned 
certain resource data which may affect the allocation of fiscal year 
1972 funds for roads and trails. 

MA!l'TERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

GAO is lssulng this report to inform the Congress of the need for lm- 
provements in the Forest Service's procedures for allocating the funds 
appropriated for roads and trails construction. 



CHARTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The General Accounting Office has reviewed how the For- 
est Service allocates funds for the constructron of national 
forest development roads and trails. The review was di- 
rected toward ascertaining the adequacy of the Forest Ser- 
vice's procedures for ensuring that funds for roads and 
trails construction are allocated on the basis of the rela- 
tive needs of the various national forests. Our review did 
not rnclude an overall evaluation of the administration of 
the Forest Service's roads and trails program or of the 
technical quality of engineering work performed. The scope 
of our review is on page 25. 

The Forest Service is responsible for managing, devel- 
oping, and protectrng 187 millron acres of land in 154 na- 
tional forests and 19 national grasslands. The Forest i Ser- 
vice, which is headed by a chief, has nine regional offices, 
each directed by a regional forester who is responsible for 
the management of activities related to national forests and 
national grasslands within the region. The principal offl- 
cials of the Department of Agriculture responsible for the 
activitres discussed in this report are listed in appendix 
II. 

The national forest program is administered under the 
Organic Act of June 4, 1897, as amended (16 U.S.C. 471), 
and the Multiple Use-Sustalned Yield Act of June 12, 1960 
(16 U.S.C. 528). The 1897 act provides for the admrnrstra- 
tion of the forests for the purpose of improving and pro- 
tecting the forests, securing favorable condrtrons of water 
flows, and furnrshrng a continuous supply of timber. The 
1960 act authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to develop and administer the national forests for 
multiple use and sustarned yield of forest resources--rec- 
reation, range, timber, watershed, and fish and wildlife. 

In carryrng out its responsibilities, the Forest Ser- 
vice has developed long-range plans for the construction or 
reconstruction of roads and trails rn natronal forests. 
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These plans are updated annually to show completed and pro- 
posed constructlon or reconstruction. At June 30, 1969, 
the Forest Service had completed about 199,000 miles of 
roads and about 100,000 mrles of trails. As of that date, 
the Forest Servxe had plans for constructing an additional 
179,000 miles of roads and 23,000 miles of trails and for 
reconstructrng 148,000 miles of roads and 50,000 miles of 
trails. The Forest Service estimated that the cost of the 
planned construction and reconstructronl of roads and 
trails would be $10.4 brlllon. 

The costs of construction and maintenance of roads and 
trails are financed by (1) appropriated funds, (2) credits 
agarnst trmber sale prices for roads constructed by timber 
purchasers, and (3) contrrbutions from cooperators, in- 
cluding States, counties, individuals, and associations. 
For fiscal year 1969, funds of $111.9 millron were approprr- 
ated for the construction and maintenance of roads and 
trails; credrts against timber sale prices for road con- 
struction and maintenance were estimated at $78.6 mullion; 
and contributions on hand at the beginnlng of the year and 
collected during the year were about $7.9 millron. 

Funds for the construction and maintenance of roads and 
trails are appropriated pursuant to the Federal-Ard Highway 
Act of 1958 (23 U.S.C. 201), and the act of March 4, 1913, 
as amended (16 U.S.C. 501). The 1913 act provides for a 
permanent approprlatlon of 10 percent of the receipts from 
the sale of timber and other forest products to be used for 
the constructron and maintenance of roads and trails within 
the national forest in the State from which such receipts 
are derived. Of the $111.9 million of appropriated funds 
available to the Forest Servxe for fiscal year 1969, about 
$20.9 million represented funds appropriated pursuant to 
the 1913 act. To slmpllfy programming and accounting for 
funds, however, the annual approprratron acts provide that 
these funds be merged with funds appropriated pursuant to 
the 1958 act. 

1 Hereinafter the term t'constructlon'l refers to both the 
construction of new roads and trails and the reconstruc- 
tion of existing roads and trails. 

6 



CHAPTER 2 

F-UND ALLOCATION PROCEDURES DO NOT PROVIDE 

ASSURANCE THAT GREATEST NEEDS ARE GIVEN PRIORITY 

Forest Service procedures for allocating funds for the 
construction of roads and trails do not provide for adequate 
comparisons of the roads and trails needs of the various 
forests. Consequently the Forest Service does not have ade- 
quate assurance that funding priorities are given to pro- 
posed projects which would fulfill the greatest needs. Cur 
examination into the funding of construction projects pro- 
posed for fiscal year 1969 in one region showed that proJ- 

ects which fulfilled limited needs were funded while prod- 
ects with greater needs were being deferred. 

The Forest Service headquarters office allocates roads 
and trails construction funds-- exclusive of amounts needed 
for administration, maintenance, and special construction 
proJects-- to its regional offices on the basis of each re- 
gion's projected volume of timber to be cut and the esti- 
mated number of recreational visits. In allocating the 
funds, the Forest Service generally does not take into ac- 
count the relative needs of the various national forests-- 
an objectrve of applicable legislation--giving consideration 
to existing roads and trails, the value of timber and other 
resources served, relative fire danger, and the difficulties 
of construction. 

Decisions made by regional and individual forest of- 
ficials to fund specific projects are limited by the fund- 
ing levels established by the headquarters office and are 
based on their knowledge of the conditions existing In their 
local areas of operation. These declsrons are not based on 
an overall perspective of servicewlde condltlons nor are 
they based on a servicewide priority system that would pro- 
vide for consrderlng the overall goals of the Forest Servrce 
for the management, protection, and utilization of all for- 
est lands and resources. 

We do not question the eventual need for roads and 
trails construction projects but believe that some projects 
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fulfill significantly greater needs than others. According 
to testimony by the Chief of the Forest Service during the 
fiscal year I.970 appropriation hearrngs before the House 
Subcommittee on the Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, the amounts appro- 
priated each year for Forest Service activities, including 
construction of roads and trails, are sufficient to finance 
about 60 percent of the total annual needs. We believe that, 
under these circumstances,an effective system for comparing 
the needs of all of the forests and for assigning priorities 
on the basis of their relative needs is essential to the 
effective use of available funds. 

Details concerning the matters discussed above are 
presented in the following sections. 

ALLOCATION PROCEDURES NOT DESIGNED 
TO IDENTIFY GREATEST NEED 

The desirability of allocating funds for the construc- 
tion and maintenance of roads and trails In national forests 
to the areas of greatest need is recognized in the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1958 (23 U.S.C. 202(b)), which states, 
in part, that: 

~~Sums authorized to be appropriated for for- 
est development roads and trails shall be allo- 
cated by the Secretary of Agriculture according 
to the relative needs of the various national 
forests taking into consrderation the existing 
transportation facilities, value of timber or 
other 
and comparative difficultres of road and trail 
construction." (Underscorrng supplied.) 

Representatives of the Forest Service's Washington 
headquarters office responsible for allocating roads and 
trails construction and maintenance funds informed us that, 
in allocating these funds, the headquarters office first 
determined the amount of funds it needed for program admln- 
nstration and the amounts needed by the regions for roads 
and trails maintenance and special construction proJects. 
They stated that the remaining funds were then allocated 
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proportionately to the regions for roads and trails con- 
struction on the basis of (1) the projected volume of trmber 
to be cut within each region and (2) the estimated number 
of recreation visits within each region. The prorata fund- 
ing level for a region can be adjusted if headquarters of- 
ficlals believe that the amount allocated would result in a 
construction program which the region could not handle. 

Headquarters officials told us that the allocation cf 
funds to regional offices on the basis of projected timber 
cut and estimated recreation visits does not consider the 
value of the timber or other resources served, relative 
fire danger, and the comparative difficulties of roads and 
trails constructron within the various national forests. 
Consideration of these factors is provided for by the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958. 

In commenting on a draft of this report, the Forest 
Service by letter dated May 27, 1970 (app. I), stated that 
funding levels for roads and trails construction were based 
on a lo-year (fiscal years 1963-72) national forest devel- 
opment plan which gave consideration, on a regional basis, 
to all forest resources, existing roads and trails, and 
constructron difficulties in terms of estimated costs. The 
Forest Service stated, however, that, as the demand in- 
creased for timber and recreation, it became necessary to 
deviate from the lo-year plan and to fund regional road 
construction programs on the basis of recreation visits and 
timber sales, as described above. 

We determrned the fund allocation procedures followed 
by five of the nine Forest Service regions. In some re- 
gions, regional foresters were determining the need for 
roads and trails In their respective forests withrn the 
funding levels established by the headquarters offlce. In 
other regions, regional foresters were establishing funding 
levels for the individual forests and the forest supervrsors 
were determining which projects would be funded within their 
areas of operation. Such determinations were made on the 
basis of the regional forester's or forest supervisor's 
knowledge of the conditions which existed within their areas 
of operation rather than on the basis of an overall per- 
spective of the resource development opportunitues that 
existed servicewide. 
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Reglonal offrcrals have advrsed us that the current 
Forest Servrce system of funding roads and trails constrdc- 
tion proJects 

--does not consider difficulties in roads and trails 
constructron arising from differences in soil con- 
dltrons and topography within a regron and between 
regions, 

--does not consrder regional differences In the number 
of roads that can be constructed by timber purchasers 
or by cooperative financing with county, State, or 
other Federal agencies, and 

--results in programmrng projects, on the basis of 
available funds, without necessarily giving prrority 
to the projects that ~111 fulfill the greatest needs 
of the lndlvldual forests. 

To determlne the effect of the funding procedures 
followed by the headquarters and regional offices, we re- 
viewed the funding of roads and trails constructron projects 
for SIX forests in Region 6, which includes the States of 
Oregon and Washington. The six forests received about 
$7.6 millron of the $111.9 million of roads and trails 
funds appropriated to the Forest Service in fiscal year 1969. 
Our review revealed several instances where construction 
projects which fulfilled limrted needs were funded while 
projects with greater needs were being deferred. A dis- 
cussion of the types of roads and trails construction proj- 
ects which were being deferred or funded follows. 
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NEEDED PROJECTS NOT FUNDED 

Although the Forest Service has not established proce- 
dures that would provide assurance that projects which ful- 
fill the greatest needs are grven priority in the allocatron 
of roads and trails funds, it has recognized that certain 
types of projects are extremely important to the effective 
management of forest resources. For example, during appro- 
priation hearings for fiscal year 1969 before the House Sub- 
committee on the Department of the Interior and Related 
45 encies, Committee on Appropriations, the Forest Service 
made the following statement concerning the vital need for 
the construction of roads opening up inaccessible areas. 

"AI-I adequate system of forest development 
roads and trails is essentral to insure the con- 
tinued contributrons and values of the national 
forest system. The presence or lack of access by 
road or trail has a direct or controlling influ- 
ence on the proper management and beneficial use 
of national forest lands and resources. This 
factor largely determines the value of timber 
that can be marketed, the srze, duration, and 
distributron of timber sales, and the level of 
salvage cuttings. It strongly influences the ef- 
fectiveness of measures for protecting these 
lands from fire, insects, disease, and other de- 
structlve forces. It Influences the level of use 
made of recreation, wildlife, and other resources 
of the national forests." 

Our review of the fundlng of roads and trails construc- 
tion projects for the six national forests showed that three 
of the forests had deferred construction of certain roads 
planned to provrde access to inaccessible areas because 
their roads and trails funding levels were not sufficient to 
fund the proJects. 

Mt. Hood National Forest 

Forest officials of the Mt. Hood National Forest in Or- 
egon stated that there was one area of the forest--the White 
River drainage area --which was inaccessible by road and 



which needed to be developed and managed. These offlclals 
stated also that, although they had been aware of the need 
to obtain access to this area for the last 9 years, they 
had been unable to construct access roads Into the area be- 
cause the forest's fundlng levels had been InsufficIent. 

The forest officials planned to finance the construc- 
tlon of the main access roads in this area with appropri- 
ated funds and to finance construction of all other roads 
extending from the main access roads by credits against 
timber sale prices. The estimated cost of constructing the 
main access roads to be financed with appropriated funds 
was $2.3 mllllon. 

Forest planning records for the White River dralnage 
area show that 

--there is about 236 mllllon board feet of harvestable 
timber In the area, 

--there are about 2,970 acres of land having timber 
that IS 60 to 100 years old and In need of thinning 
and eventual quality pruning, 

--old growth timber in the area is dying out, 

--the reproduction on burned-over areas is very thick 
and at the point of stagnation in some areas, and 

--the white pine species has been almost completely 
killed off by mountain pine beetles. 

With respect to the need for access to the area, the 
regional office advised the Chief, Forest Service, in a 
memorandum dated August 11, 1969, that the volume of timber 
rn this area had been included in the computation of the 
allowable timber cut and that the denial of road access to 
this t;mber each year had resulted in poor management by 
overcuttIng the timber rn more accessible areas. 

Forest Service photographs demonstrating some of the 
timber management problems rn the White River drainage area, 
as described by timber management offnclals of the Mt. Hood 
National Forest, are presented on pages 13 and 14. 
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THE GROWTH RATE HAS REACHED A POINT OF STAGNATION AS A RESULT 
OF THIS YOUNG GROWTH TIMBER BEING OVERSTOCKED 

THIS MATURE AND OVERMATURE TIMBER NEEDS TO BE HARVESTED AS THE 
TREES ARE BEGINNING TO DIE FROM OLD AGE AND SOME TREES ARE 

INFECTED WITH MISTLETOE 
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THE SCATTERED OLD GROWTH TIMBER NEEDS TO BE HARVESTED, SALVAGE 
CUTTINGS NEED TO BE PERFORMED ON DEAD OR DYING TREES, AND 

OVERPOPULATEDYOUNGGROWTHTIMBERNEEDSTOBETHINNED 
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Forest officials advised us that the White River drain4 
age area could have high recreation use because it has tre- 
mendous scenic values and is near the metropolitan area of 
Portland, Oregon. They also stated that providing access 
to the area would create new hunting and fishing opportuni- 
ties because elk and deer pass through the area and native 
fish are in three streams. 

Forest planning records for the White River drainage 
tarea show that there are several possible locations for 
Icampgrounds and trails and that the use of a river in the 
drainage area for boating purposes should increase if easier 
hccess and more recreation facilities, such as campgrounds 
land picnic grounds, are provided. The records show also 
that the allotment of forest land for grazing purposes could 
'be enlarged and improved by seeding log landings, skid 
trails, and spur roads. 

A Forest Service photograph showing the White River 
drainage area and the proposed locations of the roads and 
trails system and potential campgrounds for the area is pre- 
sented on page 16. 

15 



LEGEND 1 
-iDRAINAGE BOUNDARY 

-~PLANNED ROAD CONSTRUCTION 
TO BE FINANCED WITH APPRO. 
PRIATED FUNDS 

\ .-m-PLANNED ROAD CONSTRUCTION 
BY TIMBER PURCHASERS 

mrtll~EXlSTlNG TRAIL 

PLANNED TRAILS 

POTENTIAL CAMPGROUND 
AND ROAD 

I WHITE RIVER DRAINAGE 

WHITE RIVER DRAINAGE AREA - SHOWING 
FOREST SERVICE DFVELOPMENT PLAN 



Gifford Prnchot and 
Willamette Natronal Forests 

Three bridge constructron proJects, estimated to cost 
$153,000, were deleted from the Gifford Prnchot (Washington) 
and Wlllamette (Oregon) Natronal Forests' roads and trails 
constructron programs for fiscal year 1969. Officials of 
the forests advised us that these proJects had been deleted 
from the construction program because the forests' roads and 
trails funding levels as established by the regional office 
were insufficient to permit construction of all proJects 
consrdered to be needed by the forests In fiscal year 1969. 

Officials of the two forests had planned to finance the 
constructron of the three bridges with appropriated funds 
and to award timber sales contracts requlrrng the timber 
purchasers to construct the roads extending from the bridges 
into the inaccessrble timber sale areas. At the Grfford 
Pinchot National Forest, a timber sale of 9.5 mlllron board 
feet was planned to be made In fiscal year 1969. At the 
Willamette National Forest, a timber sale of 16 mllllon 
board feet was planned to be made In fiscal year 1970. 

As a result of the deletion of these bridge construc- 
tion proJects from the forests' fiscal year 1969 roads and 
trails programs, the timber sales were not made and the 
planned access to these areas was not provided. 

An official of the Gifford Plnchot National Forest has 
advised us that the inaccessible area of the forest contains 
about 150 to 200 millron board feet of timber. Forest Ser- 
vice records show that the area has potential for develop- 
ment for recreational purposes. Officials of the Willamette 
National Forest have advised us that the inaccessible area 
of the forest contains about 300 million board feet of timber 
and that rt has potential for development of recreational ac- 
tivrties, such as fishing, sightseeing, and camping. 
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FUNDS USED FOR PROJECTS WHICH 
PROVIDED LIMITED CURRENT BENEFITS 

During the same period that the projects drscussed 
above were deferred, funds were provided to finance proJ- 
ects In two of the six forests Included in our review whrch 
were not needed at that time. Also funds were provided for 
the construction of a road in another forest, which pro- 
vided limited benefits compared wrth the benefits obtainable 
by providing access to lnaccesslble areas. 

In addition officials of the six forests had committed 
a total of $352,000 to 64 projects that were estimated to 
cost less than $25,000 each--an average of $5,500 a project. 
Although these small projects may have been beneficial, it 
appeared that the funds committed to the projects might have 
produced greater benefits had they been used on projects 
providing access to inaccessible areas. These matters are 
discussed below. 

Snoqualmle National Forest 

A change in the resource management plans for a parti- 
cular area of the Snoqualmie National Forest in the State 
of Washington resulted in forest officials deleting a road 
construction project estimated to cost $335,000 from the 
fiscal year 1969 construction program. A forest official 
advised us that the regional office had authorized the re- 
placement of the deleted project with another project tenta- 
tively programmed for construction in fiscal year 1970. 

A forest official advised us that the substitute proj- 
ect was orrglnally planned to be included in the fiscal year 
1970 construction program to provide access to trmber that 
was planned to be sold in either late fiscal year 1972 or 
early 1973. This project, as programmed for fiscal year 
1970, involved the construction of 2.9 miles of road at an 
estimated cost of $186,300. When the project was added to 
the fiscal year 1969 construction program, the number of 
miles to be constructed was increased by 1.4 miles. Al- 
though the additional 1.4-mile section of road was not nec- 
essary for the planned timber sale, a forest official ad- 
vised us that the project had been programmed to use up the 
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remarnder of the $335,000 originally allocated to the de- 
leted project. 

The Forest Engineer stated that the addltional 1.4 miles 
of road would form a segment of a major access road. He 
stated also that there were no plans for use of the 1.4- 
mile sectlon of road until other segments of the road were 
constructed. 

SLuslaw National Forest 

In fiscal year 1969 offlclals of the Siuslaw National 
Forest in Oregon ~nitlated the construction of a 1.4-mile 
sectlon of a major access road. This section, which in- 
cluded the construction of three bridges, was estimated to 
cost $167,000. 

In response to our inquiry regarding the timber re- 
sources that would be served by the construction of the 
1.4-mile section of road, forest officials told us that no 
timber sales were planned for this particular area for at 
least 5 years. In addition the major access road cannot be 
constructed until the Forest Service resolves a right-of-way 
problem with a private land owner. 

Deschutes National Forest 

Fiscal year 1969 roads and trails funds were used to 
finance the construction of a road in the Deschutes National 
Forest In Oregon that offered limited benefits compared 
with the benefits that could be obtained by provldlng ac- 
cess to inaccessible areas. 

In fiscal year 1969, construction of a 4-mile road es- 
timated to cost $105,000 was Initiated. The road 1s to par- 
allel an existing Forest Service two-lane paved road and 
join the existing road at points before and beyond a recrea- 
tion area. 

Forest officials stated that the additional road would 
eliminate a potential safety hazard resulting from conflicts 
between recreation'traffic and timber traffic on the exist- 
ing road and would enable logging trucks to haul timber over 
the most econamlcal route during the entire hauling season. 
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Because of the high volume of recreation traffic from Memo- 
rial Day to Labor Day, logging trucks were required during 
that period to use another route which was 3 miles longer 
than the normal route and had a gravel surface. 

Forest Service records related to the five active and 
two planned timber sales in the area showed that the addi- 
tional road would be needed to reduce hauling costs on only 
4.4 million of the 60.8 mlllion board feet of timber covered 
by the active tmber sales contracts. An official of the 
applicable forest ranger district told us that it was doubt- 
ful whether any of the estimated 28 milllon board feet of 
timber to be Included in the two planned timber sales would 
be hauled over the additional road. Also the tunber- 
recreation traffic conflict will be eliminated on only the 
segment of the existing two-lane road between the points 
where It is joined by the additional road. 

Small project construction 

At the six national forests included in our review, 
forest officials committed fiscal year 1969 roads and trails 
funds of $352,000 for the construction of 64 small projects 
that were estimated to cost less than $25,000 each--an av- 
erage of $5,500 a project, Of the remaining 23 construc- 
tion projects funded in these forests, only six were esti- 
mated to cost $100,000 or more. 

With respect to the funding of numerous small projects, 
the Deputy Chief, National Forest System, and the Deputy 
Chief for Admlnistratlon, Forest Service, made the follow- 
ing comments in a March 4, 1969, report to the Chief, Forest 
Service, concerning needed improvements in Forest Service 
engrneering-related activities. 

"Better management of road funds is also 
needed. Economic analysis of alternatives should 
be made. It 1s difficult to understand why there 
are so many small projects and so few large ones. 
The advantage of larger proJects is obvious--it 
requires fewer people for design, contracting, 
and supervision of construction. Also, such 
large projects usually are aimed at opening up 
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new territory for management. During the last 
three years, about 900 contracted road projects 
were in the category of $25,000 or less, whereas 
only 60 were in the category of $100,000 or more." 

The Forest Service, in commenting on a draft of this 
report, stated that there needed to be a balance between 
large and small projects and that: 

'I*** in the case of timber access roads, rela- 
tively small projects will produce accelerated 
volumes of timber and achieve immediate manage- 
ment objectives for certain areas equivalent to 
the same investment In a large project.t' 

The 64 small projects included such work as the paving 
of an existing road segment, the renovation or realignment 
of campground roads, the seeding and mulching of road em- 
bankments, the construction of a parking lot, the center- 
striping of road segments, the relocation of trails, the 
pavement of a trail, and the construction of a temporary 
bridge. Although these projects may have been beneficial, 
the $352,000 committed to them might have produced greater 
benefits if used on projects to provide access to inacces- 
sible areas, such as the three bridge projects at the 
Gifford Pinchot and Willamette National Forests. (See 
p. 17.1 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

CONCLUSION 

Forest Service procedures for allocating roads and 
trails construction funds do not provide adequate assur- 
ance that available funds will be used in the most effec- 
tive manner. In allocating the funds, the Forest Servrce 
does not give adequate consideration to the relative needs 
of the various national forests, considering existing roads 
and trails, value of timber or other resources served, rel- 
ative fire danger, and dlfficultles of construction, 

We recognize that it is necessary for regional for- 
esters and forest supervisors to identify the roads and 
trails constructron needs of the forests under their man- 
agement and that it may not be practicable for the Forest 
Servrce headquarters office to make detailed comparisons, 
on a project-by-project basis, of all roads and trawls pro- 
jects proposed by all 154 national forests. In view of the 
statement made by the Chief of the Forest Service, however, 
that funds appropriated each year for Forest Service activ- 
ities, including the constructron of roads and trails, are 
sufficient to finance about 60 percent of annual needs 
(see p. 8), and, since roads and trails affect all resocirce 
management objectives, there is a need for a servlcewlde 
priority system to ensure that available roads and trails 
funds are used in the most effective manner. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend that, to provide for the allocation of 
roads and trails funds to the projects which offer the 
greatest benefits or fill the greatest needs, the Chief of 
the Forest Service (1) establish servicewide priorities on 
the basis of overall Forest Service objectives for the man- 
agement, use, and protectron of national forest resources, 
(2) require regional foresters and forest supervisors to 
identify their roads and trails construction needs In ac- 
cordance with the established prloritles, and (3) provide 
for a headquarters review to ensure that the needs identl- 
fled and the projects funded are consistent with the estab- 
llshed priorities. 
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CHAiJTER4 

AGENCY COMl9ENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

The Forest Service advrsed us by letter dated May 27, 
1970 (app. I), that 1-t agreed rn princrple with our recom- 
mendation. The Forest Service has stated that a better 
system for programming and funding roads and trails construc- 
tion is needed to 

--support the development and management of forest re- 
sources, 

--assist in internal planning, and 

--provide the basrs for the Congress to determine ap- 
propriate fundrng levels. 

The Forest Service commented on the problems involved 
In establishing priorities for roads and trails construction 
projects, such as (1) the large number of projects involved 
and (2) planning problems resulting from fluctuations in 
available funds. In our opinion such problems are indicative 
of the need for an effective priority system to provide as- 
surance that available funds are used for those projects 
that offer the greatest benefits or fulfill the greatest 
needs. 

The Forest Service also stated that It needed more 
facts before rt could comment on the Region 6 projects cited 
as examples In this report (see pp. 11 to 21) to indicate 
the need for a better priorrty system. The Forest Service 
stated the view that 

--some of rts field personnel, when Interviewed by us, 
probably had emphasized their evaluation of the pri- 
oritles of their projects in relation to those of 
other Forest Service units, 

--such an approach did not necessarily put the Region 6 
projects in proper perspective, either regionally or 
servlcewlde, and 
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--the need for a better system for assigning prrorities 
between individual national forests within Region 6 
was identified during a 1968 inspection by Forest 
Service headquarters officials. 

Informatron pertaining to Region 6 projects was ob- 
tained by us through an independent review of available 
records and discussions with forest officials having knowl- 
edge of details concerning the nature of the projects. The 
types of projects being funded at one forest were not dis- 
cussed with officials of other forests. The views expressed 
concerning the relative merits of the projects are our 
views . In any event, we believe that, in the absence of a 
servicewide priority system that would provide assurance 
that regional funding levels are based on the relative needs 
of all national forests, neither we nor Forest Service of- 
ficials are in a posrtion to readily evaluate what priority, 
from a servicewide standpoint, should have been given to the 
speclflc projects discussed In this report. 

The Forest Service advised us that it expected that a 
study being made by three unlversrtres in California under 
cooperative agreements with the Forest Service would pro- 
vide information needed to develop a more analytical and 
comprehensive planning system for selectron of prioritres. 
During discussions, Forest Service officials have stated 
that an objectrve of the study is to furnish data for de- 
termining the quantity and quality of resources to be served 
by forest roads and trails and that the results of the study 
should provide a basis for improving the programming and 
funding of roads and trails construction along the lines 
recommended by us. 

Forest Service officials stated further thatt, although 
the target date for completion of the study and implementa- 
tion of the results is 1975, three interim reports com- 
pleted by the unlversltles as of June 9, 1970, contained 
certain resource data which may affect the allocation of 
roads and trawls funds appropriated for fiscal year 1972. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our review was concerned with the Forest Service's 
procedures for allocating roads and trails construction 
funds to the various national forests and included an ex- 
amination of applicable laws, regulations, and procedures. 
Our review was made at the Forest Service headquarters of- 
fice in Washington, D.C., and at its regional offices in 
Regions 1, 3, 5, 6, and 8 located at Missoula, Montana; 
Albuquerque, New Mexico; San Francisco, California; Port- 
land, Oregon; and Atlanta, Georgia, respectively. Our re- 
view included an examination of pertinent documents, dis- 
cussions with appropriate officials in each region, and 
visits to selected forest supervisors' offices in Region 6. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 

Washington, D.C. 20250 

r 
Mr Victor L. Lowe 
Associate Dlrector of Crvll Divlslon 
U.S. General Accounting Offlce 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

May 27 1970 

1420 

L 

Dear Mr. Lowe 

We apprecrate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft 
report on allocation procedures for road and tra1.l construction 
funds. Your reviewers are to be complimented for their grasp 
and straight-forward review of a very complex program actlvlty 
and of the problems encountered 

Your draft report's conclusion and recommendation (Chapter 4) 
relate prlmarlly to establlshlng Service-wide prlorltles for 
road and trail construction, and to provldlng a method to ensure 
proJect funding In accordance with such prlorltles. 

There are some problems In establlshlng prlorltles since about 4,000 
road and trail proJects are scheduled for construction annually. 
If we use a 3-year planning span, this means that close to 12,000 
proJects must be studied continually and meshed 1n wzth the obJectlve 
of supporting management of National Forest resources. Conslderlng 
the proJects in preliminary planning stages, a 5-year span would 
be more realistic. This would then mean close to 20,000 lndlvld- 
ual proJects to be studied at any given time. 

There are also certain planning problems Involved In trying to meet 
long-term program ObJeCtiVeS when funds fluctuate during the year 
For example, FY 1968 funds were reduced by $15,000,000, halfway 
through the year, Similarly, acute resource-management problems are 
involved when actual funds avallable for construction are less than 
the lnltlal funding levels establlshed by Congress. 
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To gain perspective and to take an ObJeCtlVe look at where we 
are now 1.n programmlng Roads and Trails funds, we need to go 
back to the lo-year Development Program for the National 
Forests, This program gave equal emphasis to all the National 
Forest resources It also carefully developed the roads and 
traLls program levels required for adequate support, and con- 
sldered by Regrons, exlstlng system, road and trail construction 
dlfflcultles expressed by estimated costs, and all the Forest 
resources It did not, however, recognize or antlclpate such 
changes In management of areas as the establishment of Natlonal 
Recreation Areas, or the need to provide for recreatlonal-use 
access around water development proJects to be built by others 
on the National Forests. 

A copy of a chart showing our progress relative to the lo-year 
program, updated to FY 1970, 1s enclosed. As we proceeded into 
the lo-year program, rt became apparent that the fundlng for 
resource management, as well as for road and trail construction, 
was not keeping pace with the demands for using the Natlonal 
Forests. There were also slgnlficant changes In the rate at 
which the demands for Forest resources Increased, so that 
lnltlal resource estimates were lower than the actual use. 

We have tried to achieve the necessary, lmmedsate goals without 
having the corresponding road support funds. The pressure from 
increased recreation v~slts and from demands for timber, made 
It necessary to put aside plans to construct other Important 
roads to meet other management goals, such as fire access roads. 
Reglonal Foresters were put in the dlfflcult posltlon of having 
to build more roads out of timber-sale contract allowances ln 
order to meet timber sale use. While many of the roads did not 
meet total resource needs, they did permit meeting prudent 
operator standards for lmmedlate timber sale use (Part of this 
story IS well illustrated by photos 5 and 6 In your draft report ) 

[See GAO note ] 

As recreation and timber pressures mounted, short-range goals 
became dominant and overrldlng and we had to switch from the 
lo-year program for the National Forests road support ObJeCtiVeS. 

Thrs was when It was necessary for us to begin funding reglonal 
road construction programs on the basis of recreation vlslts 
and timber sold, as noted in your report. 

GAO note' Illustrations deplcted m photos 5 and 6 of the draft r, 
port are In the photo on page 16 of the final report. 
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The Forest Service accepts the challenge of developing a better 
method for programming and funding road and trail construction. 
We believe whole-heartedly that thus 1s needed for internal 
planning needs, as well as providing the basrs for the Congress 
to determine support levels. 

Material showing our progress in the Forest Servrce Transporta- 
tion System Planning Study was sent to you with Actmg Chief 
Schultz's August 27, 1969, letter. This study is being accom- 
plished cooperatively with the University of Calrfornra at 
Berkeley, and by San Jose State and Stanford Universities. 
As results become available they wrll be utilized in road and 
trail programming. 

Your draft report cites a number of examples in Region 6 which 
might indicate there is not a very good or realistic system of 
setting priorities. Before we could comment on these particular 
projects we would have to have more facts in each case than are 
available in the report. We expect, however, that some of our 
field personnel, when mtervlewed, saw the occasion as an oppor- 
tunity to emphasize their evaluation of their own priorities in 
relation to those of other units Thrs approach doesn't neces- 
sarily put these prodects in proper perspective, either reglonally 
or Service-wide. 

The problem in Region 6 in selecting priorities of proJects 
was also covered in the August/September 1968 Chief's Office 
General Integrating Inspection (GII) of the Region, as follows 

"Recommendation No. 22. The Region should use a more 
adequate system of assigning priorities between Forests 
for the construction and improvement of transportation 
facilities, and should give high priority to revising 
its planned transportation system to reflect proJected 
needs for protection and intensrve management of resources. 

"Priorities for construction of roads which are coordinated with 
timber sale and other developmental plans are frequently altered 
by catastrophic events such as fire, floods, or insect mfesta- 
tions. Forests usually are allocated a portion of the Regional 
budget, but there is considerable variation in the priorities 
assigned each Forest. These differences appear to be more related 
to personal preference than to public needs. Similarly, priorities 
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for the construction and maintenance of trails have a wide range 
of variation. More intensrve planning is needed to determine 
priorities between Forests. This could be a combination of 
PPBS type of evaluation supplemented by line Judgment." 

In addition to selection of priorities, your report also refers 
to large v. small proJects. Actually there needs to be a 
balance between the two types of proJects Also, in the case 
of timber access roads, relatively small proJects will produce 
accelerated volumes of timber and achieve immediate management 
ObJeCtiVeS for certain areas equivalent to the same investment 
in a large proJect. 

In summary, we agree in principle with the recommendations in 
Chapter 4 of your draft report. We recognize that a better 
transportation planning system for proJects required to support 
development and management of the National Forest resources is 
needed. We are not and cannot be satisfied with existing 
methods, and believe we are improving them, despite the extreme 
pressures of short-range obJectives and the large number of 
projects involved This has been demonstrated by our invest- 
ing in a study which will develop a more analytical and com- 
prehensive system for selection of priorities 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX I I 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Terhre of office 
From & 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: 
Orville L. Freeman 
Clifford M. Hardrn 

Jan. 1961 Jan. 1969 
Jan. 1969 Present 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT AND CONSERVATION: 

John A. Baker Aug. 1962 Jan. 1969 
Thomas K. Cowden May 1969 Present 

CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE: 
Edward P. Cliff Mar. 1962 Present 

DEPUTY CHIEF, NATIONAL 
FOREST SYSTEM: 

M. M. Nelson May 1962 * Present 

w 
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