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H.R. 2866, TO PROVIDE FOR THE SOUND MAN-
AGEMENT AND PROTECTION OF REDWOOD
FOREST AREAS IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA,
BY ADDING CERTAIN LANDS AND WATERS
TO THE SIX RIVERS NATIONAL FOREST AND
BY INCLUDING A PORTION OF SUCH LANDS
IN THE NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVA-
TION SYSTEM

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 12, 1993

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS
AND PUBLIC LANDS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:08 a.m. in room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Bruce F. Vento (chair
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. VENTO. The Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and
Public Lands will be in order. This morning we are meeting to re-
ceive testimony on H.R. 2866, the Headwaters Forest Act, intro-
duced by Congressmen Hamburg and Stark of California, and co-
sponsored by a number of other Members, including myself.

[The bill, H.R. 2866, follows:]

(1)
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wssoc H, R, 2866

To provide for the sound management and protection of Redwood forest

To

areas in Humboldt County, California, by adding certain lands and
waters to the Six Rivers National Forest and by including a portion
of such lands in the national wilderness preservation system

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
AUGUST 4, 1993

. HAMBURG (for himself, Mr. STARK, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.

MILLER of California, Mr. WAxXMAN, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mrs.
SCHROEDER, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MINETA, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
RAVENEL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. SMITH of Iowa,
Ms. FURSE, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. SAB0, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. PosHARD, Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DEL-
LUMS, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. OLVER, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
BISHOP, Mrs. MINK, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
WASHINGTON, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. COLEMAN,
Mr. MFUME, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WATT, Mr. TORRES, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. DxoN, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr.
KOPETSKI, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. SHEPHERD, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. POMEROY, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. MORAN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. FARR of
California, Mr. FILNER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MCHALE, Mrs. MEEK,
Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELD,
Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. SHARP) introduced the following bill; which was
referred jointly to the Committees on Natural Resources and Agriculture

A BILL

provide for the sound management and protection of
Redwood forest areas in Humboldt County, California,
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by adding certain lands and waters to the Six Rivers
National Forest and by including a portion of such lands
in the national wilderness preservation system

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Headwaters Forest
Act”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that:

(1) Redwoods are a significant national symbol
and a defining symbol of the State of California.

(2) Old growth redwood trees are a unique and
irreplaceable natural resource.

(3) Most of the Nation’s old growth forests
have been cut. Less than 5 percent of the original
2,000,000 acre Coast redwoods remain standing.
The groves that are left are crucial to maintain habi-
tat needed for survival of old-growth dependent spe-
cies. The Headwaters Forest, for example, is home
to one of California’s three largest population of
marbled murrelets, rare sea birds that nest only in
coastal old growth trees; the Northern Spotted Owl;
and native salmon stocks that spawn in the Forest’s

creeks.

*HR 2866 IH
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(4) The remaining unprotected stands of old
growth forests and old growth redwoods are under
immediate threat of being harvested without regard
to their ecoldgical importance and without following
Federal timber harvest guidelines.

(5) Significant amounts of old growth redwoods
in the proposed National Forest additions are being
cut at a pace that is based on paying high interest
rates on poor quality bonds and not at a pace that
is based on sound forest management practices.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to provide
for the sound management and protection of old growth
Redwood forest areas in Humboldt County, California,
and to preserve vand enhance habitat for the marbled
murrelet, Northern Spotted owl, native salmon stocks, and
other old growth forest dependent species, by adding cer-
tain lands and waters to the Six Rivers National Forest
and by including a portion of such lands in the national
wilderness preservation system.

SEC. 3. ADDITION TO SIX RIVERS NATIONAL FOREST.

(a) EXTENSION OF BOUNDARIES.—The exterior
boundaries of the Six Rivers National Forest in the State
of California are hereby extended to include the area com-
prising approximately 44,000 acres, as generally depicted

on the map entitled “Six Rivers National Forest Addition

+HR 2866 TH
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4
proposed”, dated June 1993. Such area shall hereinafter

in this Act be referred to as the Six Rivers National Forest
Addition. The map shall be on file and available for public
inspection in the offices of the Forest Supervisor, Six Riv-
ers National Forest, and in the offices of the Chief of the
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture.

(b) ACQUISITION OF LAND.—(1) The Secretary shall
acquire lands or interests in land within the exterior
boundaries of the Six Rivers National Forest Addition by
donation, by purchase with donated or appropriated funds,
or by exchange for other lands owned by any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United States. When any
tract of land is only partly within such boundaries, the
Secretary may acquire all or any portion of the land out-
side of such boundaries in order to minimize the payment
of severance costs. Land so acquired outside of the bound-
aries may be exchanged by the Secretary for non-Federal
lands within the boundaries, and any land so acquired and
not utilized for exchange shall be reported to the General
Services Administration for disposal under the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (63
Stat. 377). Lands, and interests in lands, within the
boundaries of the Headwaters Forest which are owned by
the State of California or any political subdivision thereof,

may be acquired only by donation or exchange.
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‘:"\. (2) The Secretary is authorized to accept from the
State of California funds to cover the cost of aequiring
lands witﬁin the Headwaters Forest, and notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary may retain and
expend such funds for purposes of such acquisition. Such
funds shall be available for such purposes without further
appropriation and without fiseal year limitation.

(¢) LAND AcQUISITION PLAN.—The Secretary shall
develop and implement, within 6 months after the enact-
ment of this Act, a land acquisition plan which contains
specific provisions addressing how and when lands Wili be
acquired under subsection (b). The plan shall give priority
first to the acquisition of lands within the boundaries of
the Headwaters Forest Wilderness identified on the map
referred to in section 3(a). The Secretary shall submit cop-
les of such plan to the Committee on Natural Resources,
the Committee on Agriculture, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the United States House of Representa-
tives and to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry and
the Committee on Appropriations of the United States
Senate.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There
are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as

may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act.

oHR 2866 IH . .
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SEC. 4. WILDERNESS AREAS.

(a) DESIGNATION.—In furtherance of the purposes of
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131-1136), lands in the
State of California acquired under section 3 of this Act
which are within the areas generally depicted on the map
referred to in section 3 as the ‘“‘Headwaters Forest Wilder-
ness (Proposed)” shall be designated as wilderness and
therefore as a component of the National Wilderness Pres-
ervation System, effective upon acquisition under section
3. Such lands shall be known as the Headwaters Forest
Wilderness.

(b) MAaP AND DESCRIPTION.—AS soon as practicable
after the inclusion of any lands in the Headwaters Forest
Wilderness, the Secretary shall file a map and a boundary
description of the area so included with the Committee on
Natural Resources of the House of Representatives and
with the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of
the United States Senate. The Secretary may correct cleri-
cal and typographical errors in such boundary deseription
and such map. Each such map and boundary description
shall be on file and available for public inspection in the
Office of the Chief of the Forest Service, United States
Department of Agriculture.

(c) BUFFER ZONES NOT INTENDED.—The Congress
does not intend that designation of any area as wilderness

under this section lead to the creation of protective perim-

*HR 2868 IH
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eters or buffer zones around the wilderness area. The fact
that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard
from areas within a wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude
such activities or uses up to the boundary of the wilder-
ness area.

(d) STATE AUTHORITY OVER FISH AND WILDLIFE.—
As provided in section 4(d)(8) of the Wilderness Aet, noth-
ing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the jurisdie-
tion or responsibilities of the State of California with re-
spect to wildlife and fish in any areas designated by this
Act as wilderness.

SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION.

(a) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The Secretary shall de-
velop, within 1 year after the enactment of this Act, a
comprehensive management plan detailing measures for
the preservation of the existing old growth redwood
ecosystems in the Six Rivers National Forest Addition, in-
cluding but not limited to each of the following:

(1) Prohibition of sale of timber from lands
within the old growth redwood groves as depicted
generally on the map referred to in section 3(a).
Timber sales in other areas shall be allowed consist-
ent with the purposes of this Aet and other applica-

ble Federal laws and regulations.

*HR 2888 ITH
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(2) Measures to restore lands affected by pre-
vious timber harvests to mitigate watershed degrada-
tion and impairment of habitat for the marbled
murrelet, spotted owl, native salmon stocks, and
other old-growth forest dependent species (‘‘Restora-
tion Measures”).
The Managzment Plan shall be reviewed and revised every
time the Six Rivers National Forest Land and Resource
Management plan is revised or more frequently as nec-
essary to meet the purposes of this Act.

(b) APPLICABLE LAWS AND POLICIES.—(1) The Sec-
retary, acting through the Chief of the Forest Service,
shall administer the lands acquired under section 3(b) in
accordance with the Management Plan, this Act, and with
the other laws, rules, and regulations applicable to such
national forest. In addition, subject to valid existing
rights, any lands acquired and designated as wilderness
under section 4(a) shall also be administered in aceord-
ance with the provisions of the Wilderness Act governing
areas designated by that Act as wilderness, except that
any reference in such provisions to the effective date of
the Wilderness Act (or any similar reference) shall be
deemed to be a reference to the date of acquisition of such

lands under section 3 of this Act.

*HR 2866 IH
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(2) To the maximum extent practicable, all work to
implement the management plan’s Restoration Measures
shall be performed by unemployed forest and timber work-
ers, unemployed commercial fishermen, or other unem-
ployed persons whose livelihood depends on fishery and
timber resources.

(3) In order to facilitate management, the Secretary,
acting through the Chief of the Forest Service may enter
into agreements with the State of California for the man-
agement of lands owned by the State or purchased with
State assistance.

SEC. 6. PAYMENTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT.

(a) PILT.—Solely for purposes of payments made
pursuant to chapter 69 of title 31 of the United States
Code, all lands added to the Six Rivers National Forest
by this Act shall be deemed to have been acquired for the
purposes specified in section 6904(a) of such title 31.

(b) 10-YEAR PAYMENT.—(1) Subject to annual ap-
propriations and the provisions of subsection (c), for a pe-
riod of 10 years after acquisition by the United States of
lands added to the Six Rivers National Forest by this Act,
the Secretary, with respect to such acquired lands, shall
make annual payments to Humboldt County in the State
of California in an amount equal to the State of California

Timber Yield Tax revenues payable under the California

<HR 2866 IH
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Revenue and Taxation Code (sec. 38101 et seq.) in effect
as of the date of enactment of this Act that would have
been paid with respeet to such lands if the lands had not
been acquired by the United States, as determined by the
Secretary pursuant to this subsection.

(2) The Secretary shall determine the amounts to be
paid pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection based
on an assessment of a variety of factors including, but not
limited to—

(A) timber actually sold in the subject year
from comparable commercial forest lands of similar
soil type, slope and such determination of appro-
priate timber harvest levels,

(B) comparable timber size class, age, and qual-
ity,

(C) market conditions,

(D) all applicable Federal, State, and local laws
and regulations, and

(E) the goal of sustainable, even-flow harvest or
renewable timber resources.

(¢) CALIFORNIA TIMBER YIELD TAX.—The amount
of State of California Timber Yield Tax payments paid
to Humboldt County in any year pursuant to the laws of

California for timber sold from lands acquired under this

+HR 2866 IH
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Act shall be deducted from the sums to be paid to Hum-

boldt County in that year under subsection (b).

(d) 25-PERCENT FUND.—Amounts paid under sub-
section (b) with respect to any land in any year shall be
reduced by any amounts paid under the Act of May 23,
1908 (16 U.S.C. 500) which are attributable to sales from
the same lands in that year.

SEC. 7. FOREST STUDY.

The Secretary shall study the lands within the area
comprising approximately 13,620 acres and generally de-
picted as “Study Area” on the map referred to in section
3(a). The study shall analyze the area’s potential to be
added to the Headwaters Forest and shall identify the nat-
ural resources of the area including the iocation of old
growth forests, old growth redwood stands, threatened and
endangered species habitat and populations including the
northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet, commercial
timber volume, recreational opportunities, wildlife and
fish, watershed management, and the cost of acquiring the
land. Within one year of the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary shall submit a report with the findings
of the study to the Committees on Natural Resources, and
Agriculture of the United States House of Representatives

and the Committees on Energy and Natural Resources,

*HR 2866 TH
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1 and Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the United
2 States Senate.
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STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. H.R. 2866 would add approximately 44,000 acres to
the Six Rivers National Forest in northern California. The land is
currently owned by the Pacific Lumber Company within the na-
tional forest addition.

It would designate within the 44,000 acres, 3,000 acres special
art of the forest addition as the Headwaters Wilderness. The
ands involved contain the larﬁest remaining stands of unprotected

old-growth redwoods left in the Nation. Some of these giants are
up to 300 feet tall, in excess of 15 feet in diameter, and 2,000 years
in age.

Furthermore, these lands provide one of the only three remaining
nesting habitats in California for the Marbled Murrelet, which the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has listed as a threatened species
under the Endangered Species Act.

Certainly, people are clearly concerned about our Nation’s land
policy and how these special lands are managed. Despite the
unique characteristics of the old-growth redwoods as well as the
old-growth Douglas fir and associated ecosystems of these forests,
they are being logged at an unacceptable rate. Maxxam Corpora-
tion, which today owns this forested area, acquired such control in
the mid-1980s by a hostile takeover of the ‘i’aciﬁc Lumber Com-
gany. Maxxam financed much of its takeover activities with junk

onds, more kindly known as high-yield bonds, which have resulted
in great pressure to turn this natural heritage of old-growth red-
woods from a vertical to a horizontal position. Certainly, a question
before the Nation and the committee is whether or not it is in our
Nation’s interest to liquidate a significant portion of America’s re-
mainingbun rotected redwood giants to fund financial machinations
of f'unk ond and corporate raiders.
believe that it is important to keep in mind that our Nation
once had nearly 2 million acres of old-growth redwoods, the world’s
tallest living and largest living organism; and now only about
95,000—Iless than 100,000—acres remain, less than 5 percent of
the original forest. Ancient redwoods are without question a unique
global heritage found nowhere else in the world. This is a uniquely
American legacy.

We have within our ability and will to decide as stewards of
these resources. The bill before us is patterned after a measure in-
troduced by Mr. Stark in the last Congress, which evolved into the
current version, refined and improved on by Mr. Hamburg. Mr.
Stark is now an original co-sponsor, I note, of H.R. 2866.

I appreciate the witnesses traveling to Washington to share their
views and expertise. Without objection, all statements of Members
and witnesses will be made part of the record in their entirety.

Hearing no objection, so ordered.

All are encouraged to summarize so that we can expeditiously ac-
commodate the long list of folks who are scheduled to participate.

Mr. Thomas.

STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG THOMAS

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, sir. I don’t have a formal statement. I
am interested in this issue, of course, and as a matter of fact, don’t
have my prejudices arranged as I often do.
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I am interested from a policy standpoint as it affects multiple
use. I am also interested in the cost standpoint, as I understand
it costs a billion-and-a-half dollars. Certainly I am interested in the
economic impact as well.

I must tell you I am pleased that this bill, for a change, does not
affect my State of Wyoming, which has been under assault the last
few months on quite a number of things that affect our economic
interests. So that is a relief, and I am delighted that you all are
dealing with it within your own state. That is great.

I look forward to the testimony. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Ms. Shepherd.

Ms. SHEPHERD. I would like to welcome you here.

Thank you for sponsoring the bill and I am anxious to hear the
testimony.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Hansen.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t know too much
about this bill. I have heard a little bit about it.

I welcome our colleagues here. I look forward to the hearing,
with a price tag of at least $1.5 billion—which is unbelievable to
me; which is 50 percent more than the Forest Service has spent on
land acquisition for the entire Nation in the last 27 years.

Redwoods are already the most protected commercial species of
trees in the world. According to the Save the Redwood League,
there are over 265,000 acres of redwoods protected in Federal and
State parks and preserves, and 90,000 acres of these are old-
growth trees.

I am intrigued at how we can justify spending over a billion dol-
lars for redwood tracts that are 80 percent second-growth forest.
The Forest Service already has a bacﬁ]og of high-priority lands for
acquisition of $660 million, and the lands in H.R. 2866 are not in-
cluded as high priority lands by the agency. I will be very inter-
ested in hearing what the Forest Service has to say about that.

How this committee can consider buying lands at $111,000 per
acre—I have got a lot of lands out home I would sure like to sell
for one-tenth of that. To increase this backlog at a time of record
deficits is beyond my comprehension. However, I do look forward
to the hearing today, and witnesses, and learning how we will pay
for these lands, how many jobs will be lost in the timber industry
and why the lands are more unique than 265,000 acres of redwoods
already under protection.

And the local feeling of folks in California, I am interested in
hearing that. But this is one of those amazing bills that comes
along occasionally.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Doolittle.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be
here and to hear the presentation. I think others have observed on
the exorbitant cost. I can’t imagine what we are thinking of, bor-
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rowing more money when we have got; $4.3 trillion in national
debt to acquire yet more public land. Have people lost their minds?

It is going to be interesting to hear the justification for this, espe-
cially since there are already 13 old-growth redwood groves perma-
nen;c}y protected, which are larger than the headwaters forest pro-
posal.

I just think, Mr. Chairman, this is a matter that deserves very
serious consideration, and I look forward to hearing the testimony.

Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome Congressman Dan Ham-
burg, from the First District of California, and Congressman Pete
Stark from the 13th. And your statements have been made part of
the record.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Hamburg, please proceed, you can proceed with
your statement.

PANEL CONSISTING OF HON. DAN HAMBURG, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; AND
HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

STATEMENT OF HON. DAN HAMBURG

Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for convening this
hearing on the Headwaters Forest Act. I want to especially thank
my colleague and coauthor, Mr. Pete Stark, who has worked on
this bill and on this entire issue for the past several years.

I am pleased to address you today about this bill, which is co-
sponsored by 89 of my colleagues in the House and endorsed by the
Sierra Club, the Wilderness Society, the Audubon Society,
Gl}':aenpeace, and the Western Ancient Forest Campaign, among
others.

Few issues have galvanized the people of California’s north coast
more than the protection of the Headwaters Forest. Indeed, this
forest has become a focal point statewide and nationally among
those who believe that the last remnants of the ancient redwood
forests should be preserved and protected. Of the original two mil-
lion acres of these trees on the Pacific coast, only about 80,000
acres remain standing today.

The Headwaters Forest Act authorizes the Secretary of Agri-
culture to initiate a negotiation which, over time, will result in the
transfer of approximately 44,000 acres of redwood forest in Hum-
boldt County from private to public ownership. Eighty-eight per-
cent of the land will be managed for multiple use, including timber-
ing operations.

The groves of old growth, just over 5,000 acres, will be placed off
limits for any logging operations. This is the largest remaining un-
protected virgin redwood forest in the world. Standing 300 feet
high in these groves are some of the most magnificent life forms
in creation. Giant redwoods, many of which are over 1,000 years
old, anchor a now rare and fragile ecosystem.

Use of bulldozers to harvest old-growth trees makes the old-
growth top soils particularly vulnerable to erosion. Erosion threat-
ens the streams that begin and run through these forests. Located
in highly erosive geologic formations, any additional sedimentation
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threatens the spawning grounds of the anadromous fish that re-
turn to those waters.

I wish to offer today for the record, Mr. Chairman, the testimony
of Dr. Peter Moyle, Professor of Fisheries at the University of Cali-
fornia at Davis, and the leading expert on coho salmon in the State
of California. Dr. Moyle estimates that 5 to 10 percent of the re-
maining wild coho salmon left in California spawn in watersheds
which will be protected by the Headwaters Forest Act and charac-
terizes one population as exceptional by today’s standards. The im-
portance of his findings in light of the imminent listing of the coho
salmon cannot be overemphasized.

I would also like to draw attention to the declaration by Dr.
Moyle in his testimony that his knowledge of coho in the Yager
Creek drainage is limited, because Pacific Lumber Company denied
him access for data collection.

The Headwaters Forest Act calls for three of the most important
steps necessary to arrest the collapse of coho and rebuild their
stocks: low-impact logging, preservation of old-growth groves, and
protection of headwaters areas to preserve downstream habitat.

These old-growth groves are critically important for a number of
terrestrial species as well. In addition to providing habitat for the
celebrated spotted owl and the endangered bald eagle and per-
egrine falcon, these forests are one of three primary nesting sites
in California for the marbled murrelet.

Listed as threatened in 1992, the murrelet population in Califor-
nia is now estimated at 2,000, an estimated decline of 90 to 95 per-
cent of their historic populations, a decline which is directly related
to the loss of old-growth forest habitat.

I would like to offer also for the record, Mr. Chairman, the writ-
ten testimony of research wildlife biologist Kim Nelson of Oregon
State University, who is chair of the Marbled Murrelet Technical
Committee of the Pacific Seabird Group. Ms. Nelson concludes, and
I quote, “The acquisition and preservation of the Headwaters For-
est is key to the survival and the recovery of the Marbled Murrelet
in the State of California.”

The Headwaters Forest ecosystem is far more than the sum of
its parts, far more than important habitat for a number of threat-
ened and endangered species.

A great deal has been made of Maxxam, Inc’s aggressive har-
vesting of these forests since acquiring Pacific Lumber Company
with junk bond revenues in a takeover nearly eight years ago. The
high quality and price of lumber manufactured from old-growth
redwood make it a logical target for the company. But the old-
growth ecosystem is simply not a renewable resource. Can we as
a society afford to forfeit it to satisfy the corporate debt obligation
of an investor who practiced the art of 1980s junk bond finance?
In this case, the public interest is diametrically opposed to the cor-
porate interest in profit.

The public investment necessary to own and control this property
is a matter of great debate and profound concern. An appraisal
based on the stumpage value of every tree in the proposed 3,000-
acre Headwaters Wilderness area and a surrounding 1,500-acre
buffer valued that portion of the property at hundreds of millions
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of dollars. But no one can contend that the public should pay for
value that could never be realized by the current owner.

State and Federal regulations undeniably limit the harvest po-
tential. Negotiations must establish a realistic value which is based
on the actual ability to harvest.

In the final analysis, after weighing all the evidence about the
impact on jobs, about the need to avoid environmental train wrecks
with respect to the murrelet and the salmon fishery, about the
unique ecological significance of ancient forests, we will finally
have to look within ourselves and make a decision about the public
interest.

We will have to make that decision without full knowledge be-
cause, in truth, we know very little about these magnificent forests.
We do know, however, that there is a great deal more to learn
about the hydrologic effects, the climactic effects, the whole life
support system that is the ancient redwood forest of the Pacific
Northwest.

Even if we are far from a thorough understanding, we can no
longer plead blind ignorance. We know that these forests are finite.
We know that when they are cut there will inevitably be job loss
unless the industry invests in remanufacturing. The question is not
whether jobs harvesting and milling old-growth redwood will be
lost, but when and whether the few irreplaceable ancient forests
will be standing or gone forever.

We know also that, in the largest sense, we are not separate
from these forests. We, too, are part of the ecosystem. Undoubtedly,
we gain when these giant trees cohabit the planet with us. We can
pretend the problem just doesn’t exist; or we can deal responsibly
and creatively with the problem of the decline of our ancient for-
ests, as this bill seeks to do, and be much richer for it in the long
run.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you.

Let’s hear from your cosponsor, your major sponsor, Congress-
man Stark. Then we will ask questions of you botlrl).

Mr. Stark, welcome.

STATEMENT OF HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK

(I;IIr. STARK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing
today.

Congressman Hamburg has described the legislation. I would
like to just remind the subcommittee that Pacific Lumber Company
was, and I emphasize was, a responsible timber company for over
a hundred years. The history was altered forever by the junk bond
finance buyout of Pacific Lumber by Maxxam controlled by Charles
Hurwitz. Since Maxxam’s takeover, the interests of the North
Coast communities—sustainable timber harvests and the environ-
ment—have given way to the relentless need to make interest pay-
ments on bonds and send profits to Maxxam’s Houston head-
quarters to keep that operation afloat.

You will likely hear testimony about the wonderful history of Pa-
cific Lumber. What they won’t provide you with is the sordid his-
tory of Charles Hurwitz and Maxxam. Hurwitz’s business associ-
ates in his acquisition of Pacific Lumber are the convicted felons,
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Michael Milken and Ivan Boesky and Drexel Burnham Inc. Law-
suits from former Pacific Lumber shareholders are still pending on
accusations of stock fraud by Hurwitz and Maxxam.

Maxxam and Hurwitz are under investigation by the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation for a bankrupt thrift known as United
Savings Association of Texas, and estimates are that Hurwitz and
Maxxam could owe the Federal Government in excess of $500 mil-
lion for, according to the Wall Street Journal, quote, “breach of fi-
duciary duty and wrongfully failing to maintain the net worth of
a failed thrift linked to Michael Milken,” not a bad place to start
to get the $500 million.

In order to show their concern for retirees from Pacific Lumber,
Maxxam looted Pacific Lumber’s pension fund of $60 million for
other corporate buyouts and debt reduction. Maxxam purchased
annuities at the now bankrupt Executive Life Insurance Company.
This action put the retirees’ pensions at risk. U.S. Labor Depart-
ment sued Maxxam over this action, alleging Maxxam breached
their fiduciary duty to members of Pacific Lumber’s pension plan.
That suit is pending.

Once Maxxam owned Pacific Lumber, it immediately and signifi-
cantly increased the cutting of redwoods, including virgin old-
growth redwoods. Its rate of cut is double to triple the rate of har-
vest under the old Pacific Lumber Company. According to News-
week, “The Redwood Raider,” as he was referred to, “began mowing
down California’s coastal redwoods.”

This level of cut was based on what is good for Maxxam’s junk
bond debt service, not what is good for the economic stability of
California’s north coast. The level of cut certainly was not based on
any estimate of sustainable yield basis. There was no consideration
of the pressures this cut would have on endangered species.

Indeed, Maxxam’s eagerness to chain saw thousand-year-old
trees for quick profit has run them afoul of Federal and Californian
endangered species laws. Maxxam is currently under investigation
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game for two apparently illegal cuttings of sig-
nificant amounts of old-growth redwood in an area known as Owl
Creek, a nesting area for the endangered Marbled Murrelet. Ac-
cording to the Wall Street Journal, Fish and Wildlife is considering
seeking criminal charges. According to James Steele, the top State
biologist for Owl Creek, they basically conducted a sneak attack
out there. As he said, while pretending to look for Marbled
Murrelets, Maxxam has renewed requests to cut down prime habi-
tat areas like Owl Creek.

I would like to address the issue of the cost of the legislation. It
is obvious that every estimate that Maxxam will provide will obvi-
ously be inflated to scare off those of us who are concerned about
the deficit. The value of the land will be determined by the court
in any taking procedure; and the value of the land will be judged
on what timber they are legally entitled to take, not that timber
which they may illegally cut under Federal or State law.

The land also should not be judged on what the timber would
bring at the sawmill, as many of these trees won’t be cut. This
would reduce the value of the property substantially.
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Legislation introduced, such as H.R. 1422, would impose a sever-
ance tax on old-growth redwoods, further reducing their value. And
on the other side of the ledger, there will be income from the land
to the Federal Government as the Forest Service—which would be-
come the manager for the taxpayers of the United States—the For-
est Service will then determine what is appropriate to harvest in
a sustainable fashion so that we will have yield from this land into
perpetuity.

at revenue will reduce the cost of any acquisition. The U.S.
Government will have an asset. And I submit to you that unlike
$6 or $8 million a year to provide water to corporate farmers in
California, or $14 gillion to build a useless aircraft carrier, we
might really think of this asset as one of the few earning assets
that our Federal Government might purchase.

Mr. Chairman, Maxxam simply should not have stewardship
over such an important, nonrenewable natural resource as the last
unprotected virgin old-growth redwoods anywhere in the world.
The Forest Service can manage these lands and respond to the val-
ues other than a quick profit. And they can manage the lands to
the best interests of the taxpayers and the best interests of the citi-
zens of this country. This legislation has broad national support.
More than 80 of our colleagues and the Sierra Club, the Wilderness
Society, National Audubon Society, support this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I think when people hear that thousand-year-old
virgin redwoods are being chain-sawed to pay off interest on junk
bonds, the support for this legislation will grow; and I appreciate
the subcommittee’s consideration.

Mr. VENTO. Well, thank you, thank you Mr. Stark.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Stark follows:]
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FORTNEY PETE STARK - COMMITTEES:
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT OF COLLMERA
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

CONGRESSMAN PETE STARK
TESTIMONY BEFORE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS,
& PUBLIC LANDS
NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 12, 1993

MR. CHAIRMAN and Members of the Committee, thank you very much for
holding this important hearing today. I am pleased to join with my
colleague, Mr. Hamburg in strong support for our legislation H.R. 2866, the
Headwaters Forest Act. This legislation will provide protection for
magnificent, virgin, old growth redwoods. These towering, living antiques
deserve our protection. This legislation does that.

Congressman Hamburg has described the legislation and the areas that are
authorized to be acquired by the federal government. This Committee also
addressed similar legislation I introduced last Congress and many Members
are familiar with the issue.

Pacific Lumber was a responsible timber company for over 100 years. That
history was altered forever by the junk-bond financed buyout of Pacific
Lumber by Maxxam controlled by Charles Hurwitz. Since Maxxam's takeover
the interests of the North Coast communities — sustainable timber harvests,
and the environment -- have given away to the relentless need to make
interest payments on bonds and send profits to Maxxam's Houston
headquarters.

Maxxam will likely provide you with testimony about the wonderful history
of Pacific Lumber. What they will not provide you with is the sordid history
of Charles Hurwitz and Maxxam. Charles Hurwitz's business associates in his
acquisition of Pacific Lumber are the convicted felons Michael Milken and
Ivan Boesky and Drexel Burmham Inc.. Lawsuits from former Pacific Lumber
shareholders are still pending on accusations of stock fraud by Hurwitz and
Maxxam.

@ Pﬁnodonﬁocyei.dPnper
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Maxxam and Hurwitz are under investigation by the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation for a bankrupt thrift known as United Savings
Association of Texas. Estimates are that Hurwitz and Maxxam could owe the
federal government in excess of $500 million for, according to the Wall Street
Journal,"breach of fiduciary duty and wrongfully failing to maintain the net
worth of a failed thrift linked to Michael Milken."

In order to show their concem for retirees from Pacific Lumber, Maxxam
looted Pacific Lumber's pension fund of $60 million dollars for other
corporate buy-outs and debt reduction. Maxxam purchased annuities at the
now bankrupt Executive Life Insurance Company. This action put the
retirees' pensions at risk. The U.S. Labor Department sued Maxxam over this
action alleging Maxxam breached their fiduciary duty to members of Pacific
Lumber's pension plan. The suit is pending.

Once Maxxam owned Pacific Lumber, it immediately and significantly
increased the cutting of redwoods, including virgin, old growth redwoods.
Maxxam's rate of cut is double to triple the rate of harvest under the old
Pacific Lumber. According to Newsweek, July 27, 1993, the "Redwood
Raider...began mowing down California's coastal redwoods.” This level of
cut was based on what is good for Maxxam's junk bond debt and interest
payments, not what is good for the economic stability of California's North
Coast. The level of cut certainly was not based on any kind of sustainable
yield basis. There was no consideration of the pressures this level of cut
would have on endangered species, such as the marble murrelet.

Maxxam's eagerness to chain-saw thousand-year-old trees for quick profit has
run them afoul of federal and California endangered species laws. Maxxam is
being investigated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game for two apparently illegal cuttings of significant
amounts of old growth redwood in an area known as Owl Creek, a nesting
area for the endangered marbled murrelet. According to the Wall Street
Journal "Fish and Wildlife is considering seeking criminal charges. Says
James Steele, the top state biologist for Owl Creek: 'They basically conducted
sneak attacks out there." While pretending to look for marble murrelets,
Maxxam has renewed requests to cut down prime habitat areas like Owl
Creek.

Lest one think the spots have changed on Hurwitz or Maxxam, one does not
have to look any farther than the recent corporate refinancing conducted this
year by Maxxam. Once again in the refinancing Houston corporate interests
are dominant. Once again a sustainable job base and environmental concerns
are sacrificed to Maxxam greed. Hurwitz and Maxxam have issued almost
$600 million in new bond debt to pay off the existing $510 million in debt.
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Where does the extra money go? Allan Sloan in the Los Angeles Times
January 17, 1993: ’

Hurwitz is doing what they teach in junkmeister school:
borrowing. Why borrow $579 million to repay $510
million of bonds? So he can put fees, prepayment
penalties and some current interest on the tab---like
paying off your Visa by mortgaging your house. Not to
mention my favorite: $25 million of the borrowing
would go for Pacific Lumber to pay a dividend to Maxxam.

How can a borrowed $25 million payment going from Scotia to Houston
possibly be in the interests of the timber workers or North Coast
communities? Does mortgaging redwood forests for decades to send $25
million to the "Houdini of High Finance" provide stable jobs for timber
workers?

I would like to address the issue of the cost of the legislation. Every estimate
Maxxam will provide will obviously be inflated. The value of the land
should not be judged on what the timber would bring at the sawmill because
it is quite possible some of these trees could never be legally cut. This would
reduce the value of the property substantially. Legislation I have introduced,
H.R. 1422 would impose a severance tax on old growth redwoods, further
reducing their value. There will be income from the land to the federal
government as the Forest Service determines what is appropriate to harvest
in a sustained fashion. There will be a cost, but I believe Americans are
willing to make this investment in this resource.

Mr. Chairman, Maxxam simply should not have stewardship over such an
important non-renewable national resource as the last unprotected, virgin
old growth redwoods anywhere. The Forest Service can manage the lands
with more values than just profit in mind. ’

This legislation has broad national support. More than 80 of our colleagues,
along with the Sierra Club, the Wilderness Society, and the National
Audubon Society support this legislation. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, when
people hear that 1000 year old, virgin, old growth redwoods are being chain-
sawed to pay interest on junk bonds support for the legislation grows.

Thank .you.
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Mr. VENTO. Dan, we look at you as a real contribution and a real
contributor in terms of this debate.

I think all of us have been motivated by your intense interest in
this?matter. This is your area, your district principally; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. HAMBURG. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. One of the songs you hear on this committee all the
time is that, this isn’t in somebody else’s district. So I think that
obviously you are coming here because you see a resource in your
area that is important to the American people. They—at no small
risk to yourself. I think we have got to begin serving notice that
it isn’t going to be business as usual.

This is a problem that existed during the entire 1980s and people
sat on their hands around here and didn’t do anything about it.
And, you know, I shouldn’t say we are not doing anything about
it, because as Congressman Stark knows, the laws governing tim-
ber harvest are not neutral laws with regard to tax; is that right?

Mr. STARK. Correct.

Mr. VENTO. Can you explain that to the committee Members? We
are not on the esteemed Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. STARK. Can I explain why they should be getting a capital
gain for ostensibly harvesting a renewable resource?

Mr. VENTO. In other words, we are actually expending tax dollars
to permit the stuff to be cut down; is that right, Mr. Stark?

Mr. STARK. That has been the case for 30 years.

Mr. VENTO. And so all you are saying is, let’s neutralize it, let’s
quit giving away the national government’s money to cut down red-
woods and other trees.

Mr. STARK. Makes sense to me.

Mr. VENTO. In this particular instance, you are taking a rifle
shot because you are saying there is something different about
these trees that are 2,000 years old, 300 feet high and 18 feet in
diameter. I mean, that is big enough for almost anyone to notice
as being different. But there may be some people that don’t notice
that. Maybe they think they are like everything else in the forest;
I don’t know.

Mr. STARK. The gentleman being from the State of Paul Bunyan,
one of the few humane foresters in the history of our country,
knows that his State would be far better today if its northern
woods had this—had this kind of legislation been passed a hundred
years ago.

Mr. VENTO. We would be a lot better if we didn’t have the rep-
utation of Paul Bunyan. We don’t have any more old-growth white
pine, red pine, Norway pine forests. They are gone. And the second-
ary growth that came back isn’t Douglas firs or redwoods. It is
aspen and poplar, which is a good crop if you want to have paper

ulp or something. There are problems with that, but it is a dif-
erent environment. And so I just think it is important to note the
differences here.

The fact is that under the law we have said that as we deplete
one resource, basically the oil and gas resources, and take in reve-
nue to the point of almost a billion dollars a year, that we are
going to invest that back in a land/water conservation fund. Of
course, Congress says one thing and does something else, but I
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think problems like this continue to move forward and we need to
resolve them.

There may be some innovative ways. I think all of us are con-
cerned about the deficit and what the impact would be on this; but
as you pointed out, these lands need not be managed to yield no
revenue to the government or to the private sector that now owns
them. The problem is that the existing high-yield bonds, the junk
bonds, require payments, and you are having to cut these on a
changed policy basis that is, of course, causing great damage to
that ecosystem and to what persists.

It is a dilemma in terms, I think. Almost everyone, including
most of the owners, understands the importance of the small head-
waters, the old-growth areas, and I think we will hear about that
ti)lda‘;'. But our dilemma is how can we work together to protect
that?

This bill started out, as I recall, as the entire area, 129,000 acres.

Mr. HAMBURG. One hundred and ninety-seven now.

Mr. VENTO. One hundred seventy thousand?

Mr. HAMBURG. One hundred ninety-seven thousand, I believe.

Mr. VENTO. We had it down to 129. Now we are down to 44 in
terms of what is in it. So there is, I think, a recognition of trying
to get better maps and understand whether you have the essence
of what is to be protected here in terms of the associated ecosystem
and the landscapes that are involved in the area.

I certainly intend to work with you on this. I am a sponsor of
this. I think it really is not going to be business as usual and just
stand back while the damage goes on. I think we need to move for-
ward. But we are going to have some tough questions to answer.
Running away from them, denying them, simply also answers the
questions in a negative way.

So I hope to work with you in facing this issue, rather than ig-
noring it.

I thank you, and we will go to the other folks here that need to
ask questions now.

Mr. Thomas, did you have any questions?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir, thank you very much.

I guess I am seeking information. Does this area that you talk
about include the sequoias, the giant sequoia?

Mr. HAMBURG. No, sir, this is a different species of redwood.
There is a bill which deals with the Sequoia National Park, I be-
lieve it is George Brown’s bill. It is quite a—several hundred miles
south of this area.

Mr. THOMAS. You indicated toward the end of your statement
that, if we just walked in, it would sound as if there has been noth-
ing done to protect the redwoods. I understand there is, that,
250,000 to 260,000 acres are now protected. Do you dismiss that
this has been done?

Mr. HAMBURG. I didn’t mean to indicate that we have done noth-
ing. Certainly, the work of the Save the Redwoods League and
other organizations is very laudable. With respect to the coastal
redwoods of northern California, the figures that I have used and
I believe I referred to in my testimony are that there were origi-
nally two million acres of those trees on the north coast of Califor-
nia. There are currently 80,000 acres remaining. Of that 80,000
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acres, approximately four-fifths are protected. So four-fifths of
about 3.5 or 4 percent of the original forest remains standing.

This Headwaters Forest is the largest unprotected, significant
stand of ancient redwoods, I think not only in the State of Califor-
nia, but throughout the Pacific Northwest.

Mr. THOMAS. I see. You mentioned the Save the Redwoods group.

Mr. HAMBURG. Yes.

Mr. THOMAS. Do they support your bill?

Mr. HAMBURG. Well, John DeWitt characterized this bill as fa-
Zalnlglﬂawed at one point. And that was a fairly strong criticism.

Mr. THOMAS. I would say it is fairly strong.

-Mr. HAMBURG. Yes, I did, too. I took that as an opportunity to
call Mr. DeWitt and discuss with him the concerns that he had
with the bill. And we had quite a long conversation about it.

It turned out there were two main criticisms that he had. The
first one had to do with the management of the land, particularly
of the 88 percent of this 44,000 acres which would remain in a mul-
tiple-use category under the management of the Forest Service. Mr.
DeWitt has had some bad experiences with the Forest Service over
the years and felt that it would be much more conducive to the
ends of this bill if the Fish and Wildlife Service or some other agen-
cy had the management of this land.

Secondly, Mr. DeWitt feels that the price tag is absolutely, you
know, off the map. It is just way, way more than could ever be af-
forded. He himself was quoted recently in an article in the Wall
Street Journal to the effect that lands of this type should be more
in the category of $100 million, rather than the $600 million that
Maxxam has indicated they want for just the core 4,500-acre area.

So we talked about that at length, and I assured Mr. DeWitt that
it is not my intention that we pay Maxxam $600 million for the
4,500 acres or a billion dollars for a larger area. I believe that the
Save the Redwoods League will, over time, come to view this bill
much more favorably. And we are working with them to do that.

Mr. THOMAS. I see. I believe he indicated that the money would
be better used to improve the stands that now exist. What about
the local government? What is their position—supervisors?

Mr. HAMBURG. Well, Humboldt County—and Supervisor Stan
Dixon is here today—is opposed to the bill. Some of the cities of my
district oppose the bill. There are a few that support the bill. I
think that if you went from one end of my district to the other, you
would generally find a mix of opinion.

And as Chairman Vento mentioned, this is a difficult proposal.
This is a difficult proposal for me, representing a forest district.
And it is not a bill that I proposed in anything like a cavalier state
of mind. I realize that the questions we are dealing with go to the
very heart of the economy of the North Coast.

I am not naive; I have been a county supervisor in a timber coun-
ty. I know how important it is to have a revenue stream from the
timber industry. So all I can tell you, Mr. Thomas, is, I know the
difficulties, I know what a mine field this is; but I also feel very
strongly that this is the best thing for my district in the long run,
and that is why I am standing for it, not because I have been
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pushed by environmentalists or anything else. Because I believe
that this is in the long-term best interests of my district.

And if some boards of supervisors like the Humboldt board and
some city councils stand against me, so be it. They have other con-
cerns, and I appreciate and respect those concerns.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Yes, thank you.

Mr. Hansen, did you have any questions of our colleagues?

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I freely admit that this
really kind of catches me by surprise. I mean, that is an awful lot
of money; and of course, I can see that the two colleagues feel very
strongly about it. And I am sure there are two sides to every issue.
I would be pretty stupid not to say that, and I feel very strongly
that you have a perfect right to bring this up.

I guess at a time of tremendous austerity and the problems we
h}?ve got, it is kind of a shock to many of us to see something like
this.

Congressman Stark brings up the idea of unwanted and unused
aircraft carriers and that is kind of like beauty is in the eye of the
beholder, where do you feel you need it? And sitting on the Intel-
ligence Committee and the Armed Services Committee, I have a lit-
tle different feeling on some of those things. I say that very re-
spectfully.

I think there are an awful lot of unanswered questions here that
we will have to unravel and work on, and I am sure, as Chairman
Vento pointed out, that is the job of the committee. We will have
to start working on those.

I do have questions probably that in this brief time I can’t get
answers to, but it is something I intend to—as the Ranking Mem-
ber of this committee, to spend a lot of time looking into and trying
to be objective and trying to be honest. And on this thing, I have
to feel that maybe Dixie Lee Ray on her thing, environmental over-
kill, maybe we are getting a little bit into that, but I don’t know.

I think my friend from Wyoming asks some questions about the
people there. I respect your candor, that you feel in your own heart
of hearts it is the right thing to do. And even though it is probably
a mine field for you to walk through, we have other people coming;
and I would like to ask them about how many jobs are going to be
lost, how many—do we really need, do we have enough in protec-
tion, all of those things that should come to us.

I know those of us in the Rocky Mountain West get very con-
cerned when we see all these people coming from Oregon and
Washington, who have lost their jobs, coming into Montana, Utah,
Wyoming, Idaho, to cut timber where they can do it. And it is kind
of hard on the Tarheels people. They feel they have just been
pulled right up from their roots when they are four- and five-gen-
eration folks. They lost everything just because someone had a
burning in their bosom, they like a tree.

Well, we all love trees, and I have no problem with that. But
somewhere—and I think you said it right, we prioritize where we
spend our money. I guess the job of 535 of us is to prioritize. And
that is what we are doing here. So I really have no direct ques-
tions.
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All these things I have talked about—I intend to be open-minded
and fair-minded with both sides of this, as we look at it, and I ap-
preciate your time on that, Mr. Chairman. And appreciate the two
gentlemen g'ivin% the comments.

Mr. STARK. If the distinguished gentleman, Ranking Member,
from Utah would yield.

Mr. HANSEN. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. STARK. The job issue is one that he rightly should be con-
cerned about. There are two sides to it; and where the pendulum
will be, if you hasten to harvest the timber in such a way that
there will be no sustained yield, you can run the jobs up on the
curve for a while, but then in a very short period of time, you are
out of work because you are out of timber.

On the other hand, if in the best interests of the community, as
some people will perceive it and, as Congressman Hamburg has in-
dicated, that may have some differing opinions, but it would seem
to me long-term, steady employment would be better economicall
for a community rather than a quick hit like coming in and buildlf
ing a huge dam or a huge nuclear reactor and then moving out of
town and leaving a ghost town when we have to close it up.

So that I do think that the consideration here is that long-term
economic growth of the community would probably be best served.
That is probably little solace to the person who was hired on for
the extra step-up in cutting now and, you are right, may lose their
job. It is a tough, tough call.

Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate the gentleman’s comments. Thank you.

Mcr. VENTO. Witﬁout objection, Dr. Nelson’s statement that our
colleague, Mr. Hamburg, referred to, will be—he is the head of the
Technical Committee on the Marbled Murrelet. Have you that
statement with you? And you wanted it added into the record; is
that correct?

Mr. HAMBURG. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Without objection, it will be added into the record.

[Prepared statements of Prof. Moyle and Dr. Nelson follow:]
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TESTIMONY OF PETER B. MOYLE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS

In support of the Headwaters Porest Act (H.R. 2866)

The Headwaters Forest Act will protect about 44,000 acres of foraest
in Humboldt County, California, which include the headwaters of the
Elk River, Salmon Creek, and Yager Creek. In this testimony, I will
address the importance of these creeks for the spawning of
anadromous (sea-run) fishes, especially coho salmon.

Qualifications. I am Professor of Fisheries Biology at the
University of California, Davis, where I hava been on the faculty
since 1972. For five years, I was Chair of the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries Biology. -I am author of over 110
publications, mostly dealing with the biology and ecology of
California’s freshwater, anadromous, and estuarine fishes. Among my
publications are four books and three book-langth monographs,
including Inland Fishes of California (a major refarence work) and
two widely used textbooks in fish biology. My fisheries tean
recently completad (for the cCalifornia t of Fish and
Game) a four year study of the fishes of the Eel River drainage
(which includes Yager Creek) and, under contract with the National

Marine Service, a stream-by-stream analysis of the status of coho
salmon in California. A peer-reviewed pa based on the coho
the North American

study has been accepted for publication
Jourpal i Management, published by the American
Fisheries Society.

Status of anadromous fish. My research has shown that all species
of anadromous fish in California are in serious decline including
fall, spring and winter run chinook salmon, coho salmon, summer and
winter steelhead, coastal cutthroat trout, eulachon (candlefish),
longfin smelt, green sturgeon, and Pacific lamprey. While many
factors have been working together to create these declines, in
coastal drainages the single biggest cause has been the
deterioration of watersheds, resulting in the reduction of spawning
and rearing habitat for anadromous fishes. An important contributer
to watershed deterioration has been logging and road-building on
steep slopes in headwater areas because sediment produced in these
areas arffects the entire drainage below the headwaters. The
Headwaters Forest Act is aimed at protecting a key region
containing some of the most critical of three drainages
important to anadromous fishes. It is not a coincidence that the
drainages in this area with intact headwater forests still contain
significant populations of at least five species of anadromous
fishes: coho salmon, chinook salmon, cutthroat trout, steelhead,
and Pacific lamprey. In this testimony, I will confine my remarks
to coho salmon because this is the species in most serious decline
and seemingly the most dependent of the five species on mature

(late successional) forasts.

78-078 - 94 - 2
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Coho salmon. Coho salmon thrive in stable, well-shaded drainages
becausa their young spend their first year of life in streanms.
These young salmon live primarily in deep, cold pools close to the
faster flowing arsas that produce many of the insects they faed
upon. These pools are typically created by the action of wataer
around large logs, ders, or stable banks. In drainages
characterized by heavy logging and road building, young coho have
poor survival because large logs are less available to create pools
and what pools there are fill up with sediment faster than they can
be scoured ocut by winter flows. Stable drainages also provide
better habitat for the adult fish, which usa the deep pools for
refuges from predators and clean, coarse gravels for spawning.

The laoss of stream habitats favorable to coho salmon in the
past 50 years has led to their decline in washington, Oregon, and
California. This on-going decline has raesulting the Pacific Rivers
council developing a petition to list coho salmon as a threatened
species, which should be filed soon to the National Marine
Fisheries Service. The decline of coho is particularly severe in
California, the southernmost part of their range. The study of
coho status by myself, Dr. Larry R. Brown, and Dr. Ronald M.
Yoshiyama indicated that 50 years ago perhaps 200,000 wild coho
entered California‘’s streams to spawn, supporting both sport and
commercial fisheries. Today we estimate that less than 5,000 wild
coho still enter these same streams, a 97% decline. Becausa the
decline has beaen evident for many years, hatcheries were built on
a number of streams in an effort to bolster coho populations; there
are about 30,000 hatchery-related coho returning each year as
consequence. Howaver, even the hatchery coho are in decline and
the mixing of hatchary and wild stocks in some streams has probably
contributed to the decline of wild stocks.

A better measure of the status of coho in California is the
number of streams that still havae spawning populations. We
determined from old records that at least 540 coastal streams once
contained ccho populations. We estimate today that only about half
of these streams still support runs of cocho salmon and that many of
the rema runs are so small that their extinction in the near
future is highly likely. These figures demonstrate the exceptional
importance of the streams in the araeas protectad by the Headwaters
Forest Act.

coho Headwaters streams. The streams in the Headwatars area
include thinheadwntm of the north and south forks of Elk River
and of Salmon Creek (both flowing directly in to Humboldt Bay) and
the headwaters of Yager Creek (mainly Lawrence Creek and Shaw
Creek), a major tributary of the Van Duzen Rivaer, which in turn
flows into the lower Eel River. 1In recent years, most of the
creaks have bsen surveyed for use by anadromous fishes by the
California of Fish and Game and/or the California
Conservation Corps (CCC). Their field notas have been mnade

available to ne. )
By present-day standards, the Elk River is an excaptional
stream for coho salmon. This is because the channel in many areas
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is in reasonably good condition, protectad hav: old growth
radwood forast in the headwatars. uthan:g mic.;:gnmbers of
spawning cocho are not known for tha Rlk River, counts of raedds,
carcasses, and living fish indicate that the run probably averages
at least 400 fish per year. For exampls, & CCC survey on 323
January 1991 (peak run time, in some of the best habitat) of 3
miles of the north fork of the Elk River counted S1 ccho. A run of
400+ coho may not sesm like much, but it could represent about 5%
of all wild caho g in Californial
Salmon Creek a less productive stream of acho than the Blk
River, presumably as a result of the cumnlative affaects of timber
harvesting in the drainage. A trap set at the lower end of the
drainage in racent years indicates an anmual run of 15-35 fish.
The persistence of this small run is most Iikely dependent of the
on of the headwaters, to reduce sedimentation and provide
. other habitat benefits. - I.l bl
Our knowledge of the Yager Cresk drainage is limited in part
because the Pacific Lumber Company denied my craw access to the
drainage when wa ware doing ocur survey of the fishes of the Rel
River system. Between 1988, 1991, 1992, and 1993, CCC crews did
manage some cursory survays of the , particularly Lawrence
Crsek and Shaw Creek. Shaw Creek is a tributary to Lawrance Creak,
with headwaters in old growth forest. Tha run size here is small
probably less than 20 coho per year, which is ralated both to
conditions within the drainaga (roads -and -logging) and ¢o
conditions outside the drainage (degradation ths Van Duzen and
lower Eel rivers). However, the fact that the entire drainages of
Lawrence and Shaw creeks, and that of much of Yager Crsek, are
within the proposed Headwatsrs Forust arsa means that stream
restoration efforts ars likely to be especially productive hera -
and stream restoration is the primary means by which c¢oho
populations are going to be recovered.

. Streams in the Headwaters Forest area ars important
coho I estimate

ood condition, especially thosa in old growth

grot.ction of this area would have a significant positive effect on
coho salmon populations, which are coastwidae. H.R. 2866
provides an umusual opportunity protect and restore salmon and
stealhead papulait.i.m, and to halp revarse ths trend of ever-

declining % .
Patar B. Noyle
Professor of Fisheries
University of California, Davis

7 Octobar 1993
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Executive Summary

The Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) was listed
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a threatened species in
September 1992. EHabitat loss, primarily from logging, was
identified as the primary reason for the listing (Federal
Register 50 CFR, Vol. 57:45, 328-345, 1 Qctober 1992). 1In
California, little old-growth and mature habitat remains within
25 miles of the coastline. Older-aged forests im close proximity
to the coast are extremely important to murrelets; these forests
may be their preferred nesting habitat. The Headwaters Forest in
northern California is occupied by murrelets. The location and
habitat characteristics of this Forest, coupled with the fact
that little suitable habitat remains in the historic range of
this species in Califormia, make the acquisition and preservation
of the Headwaters Forest key- to the survival and recovery of the
murrelet in California.
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MARBLED MURRELETS AND THE HEADWATERS FOREST, HUMBOLDT
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA (E.R. 2866)

Introduction

My hame is 8. Kim Nelson. I am a Faculty Research Wildlife
Biologist employed with the Oregon Cooperative Wildlife Research
Unit at Oregon State University. A copy of my CV is attached
(Exbibit A). I lead the Marbled Murrelet research program in the
State of Oregon. 1In addition, I am Chair of the Marbled Murrelet
Technical Committee of the Pacific Seabird Group, a scientific
society of Pacific seabird researchers. I am familiar with all
the on-going research on Marbled Murrelets and with the
researchers studying mmrrelets in Califormia, Washington, British
Columbia, and Alaska.

Svecies Status

The Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) was listed
by the U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service as a threatened species in
September 1992. Habitat loss, primarily from logging, was
identified as the primary reason for the listing (Federal
Register 50 CFR, Vol. 57:45, 328-345, 1 October 1992).

Current population estimates include 50,000-250,00 birds in
Alaska {Mendenhall 1992), 20,000-45,000 birds in British Columbia
(Rodway 1990), 5,000 in Washington (Speich et al. 1992), 2,000 in
Oregon (Nelson et al. 1992), and 2,000 in Califormia (Carter and
BErickson 1992). The actual numbers of breeding birds will be
lower because of the presence of non-breeders, which can comprise
as much as 53% of some Alcid populations in a single year (Gaston
1992).

Higtorically murrelets were more abundant throughout their
range. Populations im California are estimated to have declined
as much as 90-95% in California in association with declines of
oldexr-aged forests (Paton and Ralph 1988, 1980; Carter and
Erickson 1992). In Alaska and British Columbia, declines over
the last 10-15 years have been estimated from 10-15% and 20-40%,
respectively (K. Ruletz, pers. comm., Kelson et al. in press).
Declines in Oregorn and Washington may be similaxr to those in
California based on a 90% reduction in suitable habitat (Moxrison
1988), although no estimates have been proposed.

eeding Biol

Many of the bebaviors and life history patterns of Marbled
Murrelets are similar to their close relatives (see Drent 1965,
Sealy 1975, Harris and Birkhead 1985, Gaston 1992). Differences
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between murrelets and other alcids include their choice of
nesting sites and adaptations to avoid predation.

Murrelets lay a single egg on the flat surface of large moss
or duff covered coniferous tree limbs.  Nesting occurs between
April and September. Eggs are incubated for 30 days, and chicks
fledge after an additional 28-36 days (Hirsch et al. 1981,
Nelson, 1991, 1992; Nelson and Hardin 1993a). Both adults
participate in incubation on a 24-hour schedule. Exchanges occur
before sunrise, in the cover of darkness or dawn. Adults enter
the nest silently and rapidly in order to avoid detection by
predators. When the chick hatches, adults brood it for one day;
after that the chick is left alone on the nest. The chicks
camouflage plumage is their only protection from predators, other
than cover above and near the nest site. Adults make 1 to 3
trips a day (at dawn, dusk and mid-day) between ocean feeding
areas and inland nesting sites to feed the chick (Nelson 1991,
1992; Nelson and Hardin 1993a). These birds fly approximately 50
mph on their trips to and from the ocean. Chicks pluck their
feathers to revezal a distinctive black and white juvenile plumage
24-48 hours before leaving the nest. Chicks fly directly to the
ocean from the nest site (Hamer and Cummins 1990) -

Marbled Murrelets do nmot nest in dense colonies, however
they nest primarily in loose aggregations in forest stands.
Marbled Murrelets have high site fidelity; birds return to the
same forest stand year after year (Nelson, unpublished data; S.
Singer, T. Hamex, pexrs. comm.). Occupancy of forests stands may
be historical in nature with young returning to the same stand
where they hatched. High site fidelity and historical occupancy
are common among seazbirds in the Auk Family (puffins, murrelets,
murres, auklets, etc.) (Netitleship and Birkhead 1985).

Longevity, survivel and mortality rates are unknown. Age of
first breeding is thought to be three years (Seéaly 1275b).
Recruitment rates are very low because they lay only one egg, and
predation at nest sites is high. In addition, murrelets may not
nest or be successful in nesting during years of poor food
availability (e.g. during El Nifio currents). The-adult/juvenile
ratios from counts along the central coast (Nelson and Hardin
1993b) indicate a recruitment rate of less than 5% each year
between 1989 and 1992; low numbers of juveniles (1-5%) have also
been documented in Califormia and Alaska (C.J. Ralph; K. Kuletz,
pers. comm.). Of 45 tree nests found before 1993, at least 73%
failed to fledge a chick (see Threats section).

Hab ect

All data collected to date on this species substantiate
their use and selection of older-aged forests (Paton and Ralph
1988, 1990; Nelson 1989, 1990; Hamer and Cummins 1930, 1991). 1In
Oregon, Marbled Muxrelets have been found to select old-growth
and mature forests with an old-growth compcnent (Nelson 1983,
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1990) . Habitat variables that are thought to be most important
for this species, include old-growth trees, number of nesting
platforms, cover above the nest limb, cover for protection
against predation, and moss and mistletce abundance (Nelson et
al. in prep.).

Murrelets are more abundant closer to the coast that farther
inland (Nelson 1990).. The energetic demands on the birds to fly
to habitat far from the coast are unknown, but a feasible
hypothesis, based on the erergetic requirements of other birds,
is that murrelets that nest farther from the coast could be 1ess
successful than those in areas close to the coast. The
distribution of birds along the coast has also beén correlated
with the distribution of habitat inland (Sowls et al. 1980,
Carter and Erickson 1992, Nelson et al. 1992).

These birds have not been found in managed forests because
these stands lack the structure and characteristics of forests
that were created naturally. Stands that have been heavily
managed (clear-cuts, shelterwoods, young and mature plantations)
show nc murrelet use.

Forty-five tree nmests have been located and described (pre-
1992) . These tree nests were located in Alaska (N = 18) (Quinlan
and Hughes 1990, Naslund et al., in press), British Columbia (N =
5) (Manley and Kelson, in press; Jordan and Hughes, in press),
Washington (¥ = 5) (Hamer and Cummine 1990, 1991), Oregon (N =
10) (Nelson 1991, 1992; Nelson et al., in prep.), and California
(N = 7) (Singer and Verardo 1975, Singer et al. 1991, 1992, S.
Kerns, pers. comm.). All the nests south of Alaska were found in
old-growth trees >35 in (>88 cm) in diameter at breast height and
250 £t (15 m) in height. Nests were on moss or duff covered
limbs near the middle to the top 1/3 of the live crown. Canopy
cover above the nest cup was thh, perhaps for protection against
predators and weather.

Although only 45 tree nests have been located, more than 400
occupied areas have been identified and mapped. Since nests are
difficult to discover, occupied sites have been defined by
murrelet biologists as nesting areas based on observations of
murrelets f£lying through the canopy and landing in trees. All of
‘these sites are in older-aged forests (old-growth forests or
mature forests with an old-growth component) .

There are four primary threats to this species, including
habitat loss, predation, oil spills and gill-net fishing
(;Tarshall 1988). Here I address only the threats at inland
sites. .

Habitat loss throughout the murrelet’s range has been
identified as the most significant threat to the species long-
term viability. Logging of older-aged forests not only creates
loss of habitat for nesting, but also initiates cumulative
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impacts such as isolation of subpopulations, habitat
fragmentation, and edge effects. A comparison of historical
information available on murrelet populations with current data
suggests a decline in numbers, esnec1a.lly in portions of its
range where logging bas been extensive (Carter and Erickson 1992,
Nelson et al. 1992). The number of older-aged forests available
to murrelets is declm:.ng in number and is extremely limited in
certain areas of the species range (Carter and Erickson 1392,
Nelson et al. 1992).

Predation of murrelet nests has been occurring at what seem
to be alarming rates (Nelsorn, umpubl. data). Seventy-three
percent of murrelet nests have failed and 54% failed because of
predation. Predators of murrelet nests include the Steller’s Jay
(Cyanocitta stelleri), Common Raven (Corvus corax), and Great-
Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus) (Nelson 1991, 1992, Naslund et al.
in press). Predation by these species (and Great-Horned Owls) is
known to increase with the fragmentation of older-aged forests
(Yahner and Scott 1988), and bird nesting success is lower in
small forest fragments than larger intact forests because of
predation and decreased fecundity (Ambuel and Temple 1983, Andren
et al. 1985, Wilcove 1985, Temple and Cary 1988). Stellar’s
Jays, Common Ravens, and Great-Horned Owls are edge species that
become increasingly concentrated as edge is increased with the
fragmentation of habitat (Yahner and Scott 1988). In addition,
Corvids (jays, ravens and crows) are extremely intelligent
predators that have refined search images for locating prey
(Kilham 1989, Goodwin 1976, Zach 1979).

abit : ’
Retention of olde:—aged forests throughout the historic
range of the murrelet will be :I.mpezat:w_ve for the short-term
viability of the species (Report of the Scientifc Analysis Team
1993). No matter how small and isolated, habitat on all lands
will be importent for recovery of the species within its historic
range. Regrow:_ng suitable habitat in areas where it no longer
exists and growing buifers around ex_st:.ng small stands will also
be key to the long-term viability of the species (Report of the
Scientific Analysis Team 1593). Exact sizes of buffers and
stands required by murrelets is unknown at this time. However,
predation rates on bird nests were higher in edge habitat (within
15-100 m of the forest edge) compared to interior forest (Gates
and Gysel 1978, Small and Funter 1988), and were extreme in
managed stands in basins d:.at were more than 25% fragmented
(Yahner and Scott 1988). Large, intact habitat blocks in -
unfragmented basins will provide optimal habitat J:or Marbled
Murrelets.

There is evidence that alcids are poor colam.zers. A
breeding coleny of the Atlantic Puffins (Fratercula arctica) was
extirpated from Eastern Egg-Rock, Maine, in 1887. Puffins from
neighboring islands (within 20 mi) failed to re-establish the
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colony despite the habitat being suitable. Re-colonization of
the island only occurred with human intervention; puffins were
reintroduced in 1981 by Kress and Nettleship (1988). The
presence of birds at a breeding site may be important for
colonization, if it is at all possible. Although young, non-
breeding puffins often visited other colonies, once they reached
breeding age the birds returned to their natal colony to
reproduce, and visits to non-matal areas became almost
nonexistent (Kress and Nettleship 19888). Similar behavior has
been documented in Pigeon Guillemots (Uria aalge) (Halley and
Harris 1992). Removing occupied murrelet habitat and expecting
muirrelets to move to adjacent areas is, therefore, highly
unlikely given alcid site fidelity.

The effects of thimming or wmodifying occupied sites, or
stands near occupied sites are unknown. However, the ability of
murrelets to remain hidden will be the key to the successful
fledging of young. Any opening of the canopy or increase in the
amount of edge could have negative impacts of murrelet breeding
success by increasing predator abundance (see discussion on
Threats) .

The complexity of older-aged forest ecosystems and the
breeding biology of the murrelet will make it difficult to -
determine the effects of habitat modification on the species.
Given their high site fidelity, they may return to a site that
bhas been modified, but not breed successfully. In addition,
birds may currently be occupying habitat that has become marginal
through the cumulative impacts of fire, blowdown, and adjacent
habitat modification. Their mere presence or occupancy at a site
is not necessarily an indication that the site is preferred or
optimal. Determination of optimal habitat can only be determined
through intensive study of their reproductive success in relation
to habitat characteristics (see Nelson and Hardin 1993).

The cumulative impacts of the threats to this species on the
ocean and in the forest need to be considered in implementing
management practices. 2 large number of birds in an area is not
necessarily indicative of a healthy population. These birds are
long lived (10-15 years) and the cumilative effects of threats on
current population sizes may not be realized for 10 to 15 years.
In addition, caution should be taken when interpreting and using
results from studies conducted in other areas. For example,’
specific and detailed habitat characteristics in Oregon, such as
canopy closure or stand size, may not be applicable to the
redwood forest ecosystem of northern Califormia.

The Ymoortance of the ueadwaters Forest to the California
Population

The Headwaters Forest is of extreme importance to the
Marbled Murrelet. Because suitable murrelet habitat has been
reduced more than 90% in California (Carter and Erickson 1992),
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all remaining suitable habitat in the state will be important for
the survival and recovery of the species. The Headwaters Forest
is occupied by murrelets and is located in close proximity to the
coast. The lack of other suitable habitat in the area south and
east of Eureka increase its importance. 1In addition, this
forest, including the proposed wilderness and smaller old-growth
blocks, represents one of the three remaining population centers
in California. The other two include habitat in northern
Humboldt County (Redwood National Park, Jedediah-Smith State
Park, Humboldt-Redwoods State Park), and Santa Cruz County (Big
Basin State Park). Other areas contain very few (Mendocino
County) to no murrelets.

Given that populations are declining with the current amount
of suitable habitat, further elimination of habitat could
extirpate the species from Califormia. No other Federal or State
lands are available to this species, other than listed above.
Private lands, therefore, will play a key role in the species
survival and recovery in California (see the Report of the Forest
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (1993) regarding the
importance of private lands to murrelets).

The preservation of this forest will also be important to
other old-growth associated species, and will help to maintain a
remnant of the older forest ecosystem that used to stretch across
northern Califormia.

Species should be maintained throughout their historic and
natural ranges. Larger populations of murrelets in British .
Columbia and Rlaska should pot preclude preserving murrelet
populations in Galiforniz or elsewhere. Despite the larger
numbers of murrelets in British Columbia and Alaska, evidence of
population declines is evident in these areas as well (see
discussion under Species Status). Currently there are no known
stable populations of murrelets that could sustain the species in

perpetuity.

Conclusion

The Marbled Murrelet is a threatened species. In
Califorpia, little suitable habitat remains within the historic
range of the species. The Headwaters Forest and other older-aged
forests in northern Czlifornia are important to the murrelet.

The preservation of these rare forests will be key to the
survival and recovexry of this unigque species.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Doolittle.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Hamburg, I understand that maybe we will
hear from—I guess we will—Mr. Dixon in a while, but his state-
ment indicates that Humboldt County has an unemployment rate
of nt(alz}’rly 10 percent. How many jobs would be lost if this bill is en-
acted?

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Doolittle, there is really no way to calculate
that because of the way the bill is structured. This bill calls for a
phased buyout over a number of years. There is no way to calculate
what length of time negotiations, successful negotiations, would en-
tail to buy portions of this forest. And I am sure you have read the
bill and you know that our first consideration is that large, intact
Headwaters Forest—the 3,000 acres plus the 1,500-acre buffer
around it.

Next, we would look at the other large intact groves.

Now, when you talk about job loss, I think we have to get into
the regulatory framework in which logging now exists. As you
know, the Endangered Species Act has already taken a tremendous
whack out of logging in the Pacific Northwest because of the North-
ern Spotted Owl. We have now the Marbled Murrelet as a threat-
ened sEecies, listed as a threatened species in September 1992. We
have the coho salmon now as a candidate species for listing, likely
to be listed in northern California.

The logging of the last of these groves will hasten the downfall
of these species, which will lead to further restriction on logging,
not only in terms of restricting logging on this land, but on associ-
ated land as well, other land in the region. So when you talk about
job loss, it is not something that we can calculate in exact terms.

One thing we do know, and we know this most recently from a
competitor of Pacific Lumber, Simpson Inc., which recently laid off
55 workers, or announced the layoff of 55 workers, because they
have cut all of their old-grow:h. And the president of that company,
Dave Caney—and I will submit that article, the article from the
local paper for the record—stated that. And actually I can quote—
he said, it is a natural step in the progression in the transition to
100 percent young-growth timber operations.

So when the old-growth is gone, as my colleague Mr. Stark said,
many of the jobs are gone.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Do you agree with Mr. Stark that the cost is in-
flated for the acquisition of the lands called for in this bill?

Mr. HAMBURG. I don’t believe that the calculations on the costs
of the land take adequately account of the regulatory framework in
which logging must go forward. And that is particularly with re-
spect to the listing of endangered species.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I just note that in 1978, the Interior Secretary
then, Cecil Andrus, indicated to Congress that the Redwood Park
expansion would cost $359 million, and ended up costing more than
four times that. So we should not be too optimistic in making these
projections.

Mr. HAMBURG. As I understand it, the bill that created Redwood
National Park was structured much differently than this bill. I be-
lieve that that was a condemnation, and in those condemnation
proceedings, the corporations which were selling their land to the
Federal Government were able to steadily adjust the price of those
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lands upward, even as many of the lands were cut over prior to the
transfer of ownership.

We have not structured our bill in that way. Perhaps Maxxam
would prefer if we did, because perhaps then they could argue for
a higher cost. Instead, what we are hoping to enter into as a result
of this bill is a fair negotiation between the Agriculture Secretary
and the company for acquisition over a number of years.

Mr. DooLITTLE. We had a vote on the floor last week regarding
private property rights in the National Biological Survey bill. The
vote was about 300 to 100, somewhere in that range, in favor of
preserving private property rights or the rights of the private prop-
erty owners.

Could this be construed as legislating to strong-arm a private
owner into becoming a, quote, willing seller, unquote?

Mr. STARK. If the gentleman would allow me to——

Mr. HAMBURG. I will yield to my colleague.

Mr. STARK [continuing]. Respond to that a minute, I think it was
Lawrence Rockefeller who indicated that he stood firmly, as I do,
for private property rights, but the one right that we have never
allowed people in this country is the unfettered use of the property.

We have always had the fact that government can zone for
health, safety, public interests, how it is used. The reimbursement
of private property, the taking of private property, has to be done
for a fair price. So while nobody questions any right to own this,
the question of how the property can be used is one of govern-
mental primacy. And that is the issue that we deal with there.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Well, I understand the concept the gentleman is
speaking of. But on the other hand, we have heard the use of tak-
ing here in the testimony, and the idea that this may get down to
the point where there will be an evaluation and a formal taking
procedure, which would put us, I think, where the Redwood Na-
tional Park ended up being, wouldn’t it?

Mr. STARK. Again, as Congressman Hamburg has indicated, it
would depend I suppose on how rigorously we intend to enforce the
existing environmental laws and the existing restrictions on har-
vesting. If we allow owners like Hurwitz and Maxxam to disregard
the law, as to make the law meaningless, and continue to cut tim-
ber in opposition to the law, conceivably people would say the law
is of no use and erase it.

On the other hand, if the law is rigorously and formally enforced,
it very well might limit the value that reasonable people would put
on the property.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Congresswoman Shepherd, did you have a question
or two of the witnesses, of our colleagues?

Ms. SHEPHERD. I do.

Thank you for coming; and my question has to do—or a series
of questions, have to do with this timber as a renewable resource
or not, and also with the commercial fishing industry.

Can you describe, Representative Hamburg, why this is a
nonrenewable resource and you are treating it as a nonrenewable
resource?

Mr. HAMBURG. Congresswoman, there is little question that trees
are a renewable resource in general terms. We have been growing
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and harvesting trees on the north coast of California for many gen-
erations, and I certainly hope that we will continue to do so.

Trees are an extremely important part of our land base, our
economy, our values, the way we live on the north coast. However,
ancient redwoods are not a renewable resource. The conditions
under which they came about, the thousands of years of history
during which they evolved as life forms and created the systems
that sustain them and those which they sustain—the soils, the
streams, the climatic conditions, the topographical conditions—
those things cannot be replicated.

So I think we can fairly say that these ancient forests—and I
think we have to distinguish ancient forests from old-growth for-
ests; old-growth might be considered anything over perhaps—on
the north coast maybe anything over a hundred years or so old, be-
cause of the very good growing conditions for redwood, but when
we are talking about these ancient forests, we are talking about
trees, some of which have been growing since—you know, we are
talking a thousand years, 1,500 years in some cases even more
than that. And they are unique and they are irreplaceable.

Ms. SHEPHERD. And you are also indicating that the conditions
that they are interdependent with are irreplaceable; in other
words, if they are cut down, then you have a set amount of soil
that is lost that is nonrenewable. You have a certain number of
species that are lost that are nonrenewable, none of which can be
re-created.

We have a habit in this country of charging royalty for
nonrenewable resource extraction. Do we do this on redwoods?

Mr. STARK. I don’t believe so. It does that, but it is not yet law.

Ms. SHEPHERD. This is called the Headwaters bill, and I presume
that is because there are a lot of headwaters. I am a cosponsor of
this bill as well and this was my primary interest in it.

The headwaters of salmon spawning streams are crucial to the
commercial fishing industry and the commercial fishing industry
has of late taken some huge losses, I dare say larger losses perhaps
than the timber industry because their resource is declining, they
have fewer and fewer salmon to harvest from the sea.

I have often wondered whether or not what we allow timber com-
panies to do in the interests of protecting their private property
rights is somehow infringing on wgat we allow the commerical fish-
ing industry to do, and they have just as much right to be in busi-
ness and to have their resources replenished as the timber indus-
try.

I would like you to explore this for me. For example, what is the
relationship to this bill, if we were to cut along the headwaters of
the streams that are there, what is likely to happen to the commer-
cial fishing industry in California?

Mr. HAMBURG. I believe that there are many reasons for the de-
cline of the salmon populations in the Pacific Northwest. In one of
my committees, the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, we
explore those reasons in great depth. Part of it has to do with dam-
ming of rivers; part of it has to do with natural occurrences. In the
Pacific Northwest, the flood of 1964 washed a lot of silt into rivers,
in some areas scoured streambeds and made sanning impossible.
We have had El Nino conditions, problems with marine mammals.
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There are many things that have led to this decline. Clearly, one
of the contributing factors has been sedimentation particularly due
to upslope logging. The timber companies on the north coast, to
their credit, are doing a better job. I think they are beginning to
understand—not beginning; I think for at least a decade or so they
have more cognizant of the interrelationship between their logging
practices and the health of the fishing industry.

However, I believe that areas like the area designated in this
bill—and we have submitted testimony by Peter Hoyle of U.C.
Davis to give scientific backing to this—contributes tremendously
to particular stocks of salmon. I believe that something over 100
stocks of salmon in the Pacific Northwest are already extinct and
something over 200 runs are threatened with extinction, and
maybe like the coho on a candidate list soon to be listed as threat-
ened and endangered. I believe those listings are a tremendous
threat to the economy of the region. Someone said if you thought
tlalje spotted owl was bad, wait until they start listing stocks of
salmon.

In this area, Dr. Hoyle believes, and I think there is good reason
to concur, that this region is particularly important for trying to
preserve the last of the runs of coho salmon.

Ms. SHEPHERD. Do you have estimates on what losses have been
sustained by the commercial fishing industry in the last 10 years
of extreme logging?

Mr. HAMBURG. Well, again in fairness to the timber industry, I
want to say that there are a multitude of reasons why this industry
is imperiled, and logging is certainly one of those. I would defi-
nitely put the losses in the hundreds of millions of dollars.

One thing that is happening on the North Coast that I think is
very encouraging is that those groups representing the interests of
the fishing industry and those representing logging are starting to
work together to improve practices, expand the careful treatment
of riparian areas along streams so that streams are properly
shaded and water temperatures dont get too high for proper
spawning. There are some good things going on.

As I have said, particularly with respect to the coho, I think this
particular area is critical and bringing back the salmon industry in
the Pacific Northwest is critical to the future economic base of the
region, and that will take many years and many, many different
measures to achieve.

Ms. SHEPHERD. Do you have a sense that this timber company
in question here is working to preserve these salmon runs with the
fishing industry?

Mr. HAMBURG. I am sure that they will testify on that issue. I
believe that—I am sure they have a fishery biologist on their staff.
I am sure they are taking some steps.

I believe that if we do not protect these headwaters forest areas,
we will destroy one of the last remaining essential spawning
grounds for particular stocks of salmon. So I don’t believe that even
their careful work to the extent that they are doing it, I don’t be-
lieve that work is consistent with logging these groves, and I do be-
lieve that it is the intention of the company to continue to log these
last groves of redwoods. That was amply demonstrated Thanks-
giving weekend of 1992 when in the midst of what I believe was
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kind of a Keystone Cops rendition by State and Federal agencies,
conflicting in the messages they were giving Pacific Lumber, the
company was able to harvest about a hundred acres in the Owl
Creek Grove.

So I believe that given the current regulatory confusion, that
they would continue to make those kinds of incursions and further
put anadromous fish stocks in danger.

Mr. VENTO. I think the point made about the dollars spent, the
proposal actually provides for a variety of different ways by dona-
tion that extends an invitation to the State of California, which has
no small interest in terms of the preservation of this particular
area from past testimony, but the bill talks about addition by dona-
tion, by purchase with donated or appropriated funds or by ex-
change for other lands owned by any department, agency or instru-
mentality of the United States, so that would be the DOD, GSA,
the land management agencies, RTC and a lot of other people that
we could invite into that particular process. Because of the size of
this, that would be desirable if the Congress didn’t appropriate
what they are supposed to appropriate next year for the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, which they don’t do.

In any case, the authority and the dollars are there; they are just
going to the Treasury for other things like aircraft carriers. It is
a matter of priorities, I guess. If you live in Utah, apparently air-
craft carriers are important.

Mr. HANSEN. You never know when the great Salt Lake is com-
ing up, do you?

Mr. VENTO. In the Great Salt Lake, that is about what they will
Fe gseful for. You will need them because you are running out of

ands.

Thank you very much. I invite Congressmen Hamburg and Stark
to join the committee, without objection, to participate in the ques-
tioning. We will have to break to go to the Floor and handle a bill
on New Jersey, it looks like now. We will take Mr. Leonard, and
hopefully get through the first panel before we have to do that
about 12:30.

Mr. Leonard, you have a number of members with you: Dr. John
Ralph, who we have heard from before, who works on, I think he
is one of the leading scientists on the Marbled Murrelet; Mr. Phil-
lip Detrich, the Forest Species Specialist, and others. So we very
much appreciate your presence and the work that you have done.

This is an issue that we did hammer away on during the last
session, didn’t come to a conclusion. The committee actually passed
it and it went to the Committee on Agriculture and time ran out
on this issue.

Your testimony has been made part of the record, so please pro-
ceed to summarize it.
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. LEONARD, ASSOCIATE CHIEF,
FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AC-
COMPANIED BY DR. C. JOHN RALPH, RESEARCH WILDLIFE
BIOLOGIST AT THE FOREST SERVICE’S REDWOOD SCIENCES
LABORATORY; PHILLIP DETRICH, FOREST SPECIES SPE-
CIALIST, U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR; AND PAUL TITTMAN, CHIEF AP-
PRAISER, FOREST SERVICE

Mr. LEONARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate the op-
portunity to present the views of the Department of Agriculture on
the Headwaters Forest Act. As you mentioned, Dr. C. John Ralph
of the Pacific Southwest Station is here with me.

The Department of Agriculture supports the goals and objectives
of H.R. 2866, and is interested in working with the Congress to
find ways to acquire this land. However, there are serious cost is-
sues associated with the bill as currently drafted. The administra-
tion is willing to negotiate with the involved parties to see if the
objectives of the bill can be achieved.

H.R. 2866 would adjust the boundaries of the Six Rivers National
Forest to include approximately 44,000 acres of private lands be-
longing to Pacific Lumber Company. The timber lands are redwood
forests on productive growing sites. Approximately 3,100 acres of
old-growth redwoods, called the Headwaters Forest, are included in
these private lands.

The area to be acquired under H.R. 2866 has excellent natural
resource attributes. Habitats for a variety of sensitive, threatened
and endangered wildlife species are provided by these lands. The
Headwaters Forest is pristine, old-growth redwoods and contains
the majority of the birds in one of three remaining populations of
Marbled Murrelets in California.

Our main concern with H.R. 2866 is the cost of land acquisition.
An estimate of the cost of acquisition for the approximately 4,488-
acre Headwaters Forest, including the value of the standing tim-
ber, is approximately $500 million. No appraisal has been con-
ducted on the total 44,000-acre area identified for addition to the
Six Rivers National Forest as proposed in this bill.

The bill provides for the development of a comprehensive man-
agement plan within one year of enactment. Mr. Chairman, this
time is too short. Development of such a plan would require us to
conduct resource inventories, public involvement and consultation
on threatened and endangered species with the Fish and Wildlife
Service. Accomplishing these tasks would take a minimum of three
years.

Mr. Chairman, the forest lands in question would be a worthy
addition to the national forest system. The Department of Agri-
culture supports the goals and objectives of H.R. 2866, and is inter-
es:ﬁd in working with the Congress to find ways to meet these
goals.

Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to respond to questions.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Leonard follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
GEORGE M. LEONARD, ASSOCIATE CHIEF

FOREST SERVICE

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Before the
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands
Committee on Natural Resources
United States House of Representatives

Concerning H.R, 2866, Headwaters Forest Act

October 12, 1993

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE:

Thank you for the opportunity to present the views of the
Department of Agriculture regarding H.R. 2866, the "Headwaters
Forest Act." Accompanying me today is Dr. C. John Ralph of the

Pacific Southwest Research Station.

The Department of Agriculture supports the goals and objectives
of H.R. 2866 and is interested in working with the Congress to
see this proposal effected. However, there are serious cost
issues associated with the bill as currently drafted. The
Administration is willing to negotiate with the involved

parties to see if the objectives of the bill can be achieved.

H.R. 2865 would adjust the boundaries of the Six Rivers
National Forest to include approximately 44,000 acres of
private timber lands belonging to Pacific Lumber Company. The
timber lands are redwood forests on productive growing sites.

The bill would direct the Secretary of Agriculture to acquire



these lands by donation, purchase with donated or appropriated
funds, or exchange, and to manage them as part of the Six
Rivers National Forest. Approximately 3,100 acres of
old-growth redwoods, called the "Headwaters Forest" are
included in these private lands and, upon acquisition by the
Federal Government, would be designated as wilderness. The
bill would require the Secretary to prepare: 1) a land
acquisition plan within 6 months of enactment, 2) a
comprehensive management plan for the lands to be acgquired
within 1 year of enactment, and 3) a report for a "Study Area"
which analyzes the potential for additional acquisition of

approximately 13,620 acres within 1 year of enactment.

The bill would also require the Secretary, subject to
appropriations, to make ten annual payments to Humboldt County,
California in an amount equal to the State of California Timber
Yield Tax revenues which would be paid if the lands were not

acquired by the United States.

The area to be acquired under H.R. 2866 has excellent natural
resource attributes. Habitats for a variety of sensitive,
threatened and endangered wildlife species are provided by
these Pacific Lumber Company lands. These include year around
habitat for the northern spotted owl (listed as threatened),
foraging habitat for the peregrine falcon and bald eagle
(listed as endangered), and nesting habitat for the marbled

murrelet (listed as threatened). The area also includes

19



freshwater and anadromous salmon and steelhead fisheries and
potential for a wide array of outdoor recreation
opportunities. Appropriate management direction for these
resources and provision of long term protection of soil and
water could also be provided through the Forest Planning

process with full public involvement.

The old-growth on Pacific Company lands including that in the
"Headwaters Forest" are pristine, old-growth, redwood forests,
and contain the majority of the birds in one of the three
remaining populations of Marbled Murrelets in California. The
management of Headwaters Forest, other old-growth, and the
additional surrounding lands would include practices to ensure
the persistence of the Marbled Murrelet in California, and
reduce concerns for the species’ management on National Forest

System lands outside of the proposed acquisition.

‘Our main concern with H.R. 2866 is the cost of land
acquisition. An estimate of the cost of acquigition for the
approximately 4,488 acre Headwaters Forest, including the value
of the standing timber, is approximately $500 million. The
appraisal on this property was completed last spring and
approved for Agency use on September 13, 1993. No appraisal
has yet been conducted on the 44,000 acre area identified for
potential purchase and addition to the Six Rivers National
Forest as proposed in H.R. 2866. The bill authorizes

appropriations for planned acquisition and other costs.

w
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However, the cost of acquiring the 4,488-acre Headwaters Forest
represents more than half the total Land and Water Conservation
Fund (L&WCF) dollars appropriated nationally for National
Forest acquisitions during the entire history of the L&WCF.

The Administration is interested in exploring a number of
possible alternatives to purchasing land including conservation
easements, land donations, and land exchanges to accomplish the

objectives of this legislation.

It should be noted that coastal redwood is a species in high
demand, with a limited supply, as nearly all of the coastal
redwood harvested and sold in the world originates in Northern
California. As a result, the price of redwood is increasing

more rapidly than other species.

Under current management, Pacific Lumber Company annually
harvests about 200 million board feet of timber from their
approximately 191,000 acres of timber lands. However, this
volume will decline as available old-growth is cutout over the
next decade. Until the land management plans fo>r the area are
developed, we cannot estimate the volumes and revenues that
might be realized if the lands were placed into public

ownership as proposed.

The bill provides for the development of a comprehensive
management plan within one year of enactment. Development of

such a plan would require: 1) public involvement as required by



the National Forest Management Act; 2) resource inventories,
including threatened and endangered species inventories; and
3) consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
concerning threatened and endangered species. Accomplishing
these tasks would take a minimum of three years. Because of
the high administrative costs associated with this planning
process, we would recommend that the development of management

plans not proceed until the lands are acquired.

Mr. Chairman, the forest lands in question possess excellent
natural resource attributes and the Headwaters Forest has
important wilderness attributes, the Department of Agriculture
supports the goals and objectives of H.R. 2866 and is
interested in working with the Congress to meet the objectives

of the bill.

This concludes my prepared statement. We would be pleased to

answer the Subcommittee’s questions.

w
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Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Leonard. -

I note you did an appraisal on the core area, I believe, the 44,000
acres. Can you explain in more detail to me the nature of that ap-
praisal, or do you have someone with you that can?

Mr. LEONARD. Let me call on our chief appraiser to go over that.

Mr. VENTO. If he could come forward, maybe you could find an
extra chair on the corner there.

Would you state your name for the record?

Mr. TITTMAN. My name is Paul Tittman. I am Chief Appraiser
of the Forest Service.

Mr. VENTO. Good morning, Mr. Tittman, and thank you for being
present.

Mr. TiTTMAN. The appraisal was prepared by Jim Fleming, who
is a registered professional forester out of Sacramento, California.
It was based on a timber cruise that was prepared under separate
contract by Hammond, Jensen and Wollen and Associates of Oak-
land, California.

Without getting into the details, this was a comprehensive cruise
of 4,488 acres taking into account California Department of For-
estry standards for environmental zones and threatened and en-
dangered species, and was predicated on the current California
standards for timber harvest in that area.

Mr. VENTO. Why did you appraise the 44,000 acres—why didn’t
you appraise the area we were talking about?

Mr. TITTMAN. We were not given access to the remainding prop-
erties. Pacific Lumber indicated that the remainder was not for
sale and was not subject to consideration at that point in time, so
we did not contract for appraisal in that area.

Mr. VENTO. So that was the extent of it. In other words, igno-
rance I guess is bliss here in terms of not giving the information
out. I suppose then they have their own appraisals of what the
value of it is. It would be nice to be able to have the information.
In the sense that there is an attitude or lack of cooperation that
stands in stark contrast to some of the statements made concerning
this particular issue.

Mr. Leonard, does the Pacific Lumber inholdings identified in the
bill have the necessary characteristics to be national forest and
could they be managed efficiently?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes, sir. If we have the 44,000 acre tract envi-
sioned by this bill, it would make it a very manageable unit.

Mr. VENTO. It has been referred to that this isn’t a priority, that
you have other priorities. Aren’t you under marching orders not to
in fact begin to expand outside forest boundaries except in rare in-
stances?

Mr. LEONARD. That is correct. We have never considered this.
Our set of priorities is based on directions that we have received
from the Congress in various legislations which has identified par-
ticular tracts.

Mr. VENTO. The White Mountain National Forest of New Hamp-
shire; was that a priority of the Forest Service?

Mr. LEONARD. No.

Mr. VENTO. It came about because of recommendations from the
Congress. I don’t know that this would be or could be a priority.
If we were to acquire this land, could it produce revenue?
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Given the strictures of this bill?

Mr. LEONARD. Certainly under the terms of this bill, there would
be no harvesting of the old-growth redwoods. The bill would permit
harvesting on the second-growth stands. We don’t have an esti-
mate of—we have not cruised the area—we don’t have an estimate
of what levels of yield could be obtained but certainly these are
highly productive lands and even with set-asides for stream side
protection, you would have a substantial yield off of the second-
growth stands over the long term.

Mr. VENTO. Most of these lands other than the fact that there
are some wilderness and some other areas that are prevented
under this bill from being harvested, supposedly you would operate
under stricter guidelines than the State of California and others
are imposing on the Pacific Timber Company; is that correct?

Mr. LEONARD. That is correct.

Mr. VENTO. Nevertheless, there could be revenue—in other words
I guess the way that they are moving means they can make some
money very quickly. You would get into supposedly a sustainable
yield type of policy; is that right?

Mr. LEONARD. Absolutely.

Mr. VENTO. As the premier agency in terms of managing forests
on a global basis, do you think that you can handle this and do it
correctly or not?

Mr. LEONARD. We think we can do an exemplary job.

Mr. VENTO. I guess if you come from the school that the govern-
ment can’t do anything right and that only the Pacific Lumber
Company knows how to run these things correctly, it blows away
the fact that the Forest Services manages 100 million acres and the
fact that you follow the law, which it seems to be that most often
that is a good idea or you end up in court, that probably you could
handle this. And that probably it could still continue to produce
some jobs; maybe not where you say this is wilderness and you
can’t do anything there, and the Congress gives you the instruc-
tion—we wouldn’t want to equal the record of the Pacific Lumber
Company to date in terms of what they are doing because that
would be a repeat of destroying ecosystems and these attributes
which we want to protect.

Insofar as acquirin%lthe land, the Land and Water Conservation
Fund is supposed to have $900 million available. With land man-
agement agencies we seldom get that high. In fact we get to about
three. We get to $300 million a year usually. Understanding that
we have to have that money for aircraft carriers, that we can’t use
it to buy forests because they are more important. The world may
change, but we are still on a Cold War path, that since we can’t
have that, or now the deficit becomes important if we talk about
buying forests, where it was apparently less important before when
we were buying aircraft carriers. Setting that debate aside, I would
like to actually change it.

Are there other ways to acquire this without using dollars? In
other words, the bill provides for a donation. Is it reasonable to ex-
pect the State of California may do something?

Mr. LEONARD. The State of California has shown very active in-
terest in the Headwaters Forest specifically. We think there are op-
portunities for traditional land exchanges. There may be also some



61

opportunity for the use of military bases that are being closed,
some of which have very, very high real estate values. Perhaps
some of the lands or properties that have been acquired through
the Resolution Trust Corporation could also be used. The adminis-
tration is interested in looking at the whole combination of oppor-
tunities.

Mr. VENTO. We would be trading one asset for another. Instead
of ending up with land in downtown Burbank or Phoenix or Min-
neapolis or something, the national government would end up with
this as an asset. We might know how to manage that since we are
managing a couple hundred million acres of it through the Forest
Service. It is obvious that we don’t do too well managing some of
these other properties, from my standpoint of having to be the
majordomo in terms of watching the RTC in the House. So the
issue becomes clear here and in terms of what is possible.

I understand the State of California is going through a lot of
trauma so I don’t know that we can rely on that to any great ex-
tent, except that they have shown and demonstrated a lot of inter-
est in this area. That is all I am commenting about. But there is
the opportunity to do some trading here to accomplish the goal
through trading one asset for another that we have or we could ac-
tually use the real money we are supposed to use for this, but that
takes a change in priorities beyond apparently where we have gone
at this time.

These lands with other major considerations on them from the
State of California, the Endangered Species Act, Clean Water, all
these apply to these lands today even though they are private,
don’t they?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes, they do.

Mr. VENTO. In the sense that there has been damage, is it pos-
sible that dollars could be set aside in terms of mitigation that
could be used for the purchase of other lands?

For instance, we had that with the Exxon oil spill in Alaska.
That was a court decision that came out. We are now involved in
a series of different court decisions dealing with old-growth forests,
and they are not resolved; is that correct?

Mr. LEONARD. That is correct.

Mr. VENTO. So dollars spent in terms of mitigation could be used
for instance as a resolution here if we sought a judgment along
those lines; is that correct?

Mr. LEONARD. I think it is clear that if we are going to resolve
this question and acquire these lands, we will have to use a com-
bination.

Mr. VENTO. I am just trying to look at the wide range of possi-
bilities. That is a common way to resolve issues where damage has
been done. In Region 6 or other areas, we could have a tradeoff—
this is Region 5?

Mr. LEONARD. That is correct. The issue in Region 6 is actually
dealing with stream courses that have been damaged there and re-
storing them to a productive state.

Mr. VENTO. If there is damage in Region 5, in another area
where there has been damage done, I don’t know if there are law-
suits there, but there are ways to move forward and deal with this.
I know it is breaking new ground to suggest that the West, which

78-078 - 94 - 3
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has public domain States would buy or develop new forests. This
is breaking new ground. This means that what was left may not
embrace what was worthy and necessary as stewards to protect. So
it is not too big a leap or big step forward.

I think it is a reasonable path in which to move. I understand
the dollar problems and national government and where our prior-
ities are and why they are immutable and must stay there. The
fact that the world changes shouldn’t bother us that much. We
should just go about working as we normally do in terms of plow-
ing money into other special interest projects.

Mr. LEONARD. The administration is interested in looking at al-
ternative ways of getting the resources to make this happen.

Mr. VENTO. I think it can happen if we want to do it. It is a ques-
tion of whether we want to do it.

Mr. Hansen.

Mr. HaNSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Leonard, good to see you again. I know all the times you
have been here and been scarred. It is good to see you one more
time.

On page 4 of your testimony, however, the cost of acquiring the
4,448-acre Headwaters Forest represents more than half the total
Land and Water Conservation Fund. Dollars appropriated nation-
ally for national forest acquisitions during the entire history—the
administration is interested in exploring other ways I guess this is
still rather nebulous and we are still trying to put this together.

If I could ask you, when we have over 265,000 acres of redwoods
protected in Federal and State parks and preserves and 90,000
acres of old growth forest, how much more do you want as the For-
est Service? Where do we go? It is like the idea of how many acres
do we need that the Chairman keeps alluding to.

Now we have 15, and of course the government——

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman would yield to me.

Mr. HANSEN. Just a moment. The world has changed, but some
of us who have to deal with it daily find that it has maybe changed
to make it even worse and we still give missions to the Navy to
do. Admiral Kelso says, Stop giving us these missions, and we
won’t need these things. The same analogy is, how many more do
you need? I'll be happy to yield.

Mr. VENTO. I just wanted to point out that in some instances, the
military doesn’t want the aircraft carriers. In any case, I am inter-
ested in hearing Mr. Leonard’s opinion. As far as I am concerned,
I think we ought to give him the direction. I appreciate his valu-
able 1opinion and that of the professionals, but we represent the
people.

Mr. HANSEN. I agree. Just like we have to sit there and deter-
mine how many missions the military has to do to keep us free and
safe so you can grow your family and your grandchildren in Min-
nesota; it still comes down to the idea that our whole job is
prioritizing.

" Mr. VENTO. Protect the redwoods so Horowitz can cut them
own.

Mr. HANSEN. The Chairman has couched it in terms of an opin-
ion. I wonder if there is an official opinion on that. How much do
you need?
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Look at the beauty of the parks in Utah. Up to the last reappor-
tionment I had more parks in my district than any district in
America. I would do anything in my power to keep them beautiful
and clean. But we can’t take every piece of sage brush and turn
it into a national park either.

Mr. LEONARD. Certainly one of the major interests in protecting
this area is its important role in protecting the vitality of the Mar-
bled Murrelet in California. So these stands that we are talking
about play a unique role, not the same role as a redwood park with
a different population. The question is the role there.

Let me ask Dr. Ralph to comment on the role of this particular
area with regard to the Marbled Murrelet.

Dr. RALPH. In relationship to the total population of the species,
about 350,000 in North America, California has between 6,000 and
8,000 individuals of this species. Our recent research done over the
last year or so shows that the area in question of southern Hum-
boldt County has one of the three populations in California and
contains about 20 percent of the State population. About 80 percent
of these birds we estimate are on Pacific Lumber Company land.

According to our estimates—and I am sure Pacific Lumber has
more accurate—there are about 15,000 acres of old growth and old-
growth residual on Pacific Lumber Company lands, depending on
how you define old growth. So roughly one of the three populations
is on Pacific Lumber Company land. This represents about 20 per-
cent of the population in the State of California.

South of Puget Sound, there are no other large populations until
you get into the redwood region. This is where the majority of the
population is south of Puget Sound.

Mr. HANSEN. You just mentioned, you said depending on how you
define old growth. What is the definition of the term by the Forest
Service?

Mr. LEONARD. We have developed separate definitions of old-
growth by species and forest type. It is a structural definition not
in the age class definition, and in this particular part of the world
you can get old-growth structure at a relatively young age because
it is a highly productive site. You can get very big trees in this area
at a relatively young age. You don’t get the ancient forests, the for-
ests Mr. Hamburg was referring to in that short of a time, but you
can get large trees and you can develop substantial structure in the
trees within 200 years.

Mr. HANSEN. Would you submit for the committee any definitions
that the Forest Service has come up with regarding old growth, es-
pecially redwoods?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes. Be glad to do that.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Without objection.
f_I[E]DITOR’S NOTE.—The information can be found in the archival
ile.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Hamburg.

Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Leonard, thank you very much for being here. And, Dr.
Ralph and Phil, it is good to see you as well.

Mr. Leonard, if I could ask you, we have just been through a
major planning process at the Federal level with respect to treat-
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ment of our Forest Service lands, our Federal lands, and I would
like to ask you to comment on the consistency of this proposal, the
conceptual framework, if you will, behind this bill and that put for-
ward by the FEMAT.

Mr. LEONARD. I think there is no inconsistency in the thing.
When we would prepare the management plan for the area, as di-
rected by the bill, we could be completely consistent with FEMAT
to get there.

Mr. HAMBURG. So from your standpoint as a forestry profes-
sional, you understand the sense in not merely creating fragmented
islands of old growth, the concept of ecosystem management which
{)s put forth in the FEMAT report is the concept that you see in this

ill?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes. Now, FEMAT of course was confined to or
much of the FEMAT report was confined to the Federal lands so
they did not go out and identify old-growth reserves or such pat-
'lcerr(lis. So we would have to extend those concepts out to the private
ands.

Certainly, what is written in the bill and my understanding of
FEMAT, there is no inconsistency.

Mr. HAMBURG. OK. I am looking at this appraisal review which
was dated September 13, 1993, and trying to get more at this issue
of the appraised value and how we calculate that. Could you de-
scribe the assumptions about the level of harvest of the remaining
old growth that were made in this appraisal in trying to estimate
the value of the property?

The appraisal was only of 4,488 acres and it indicated that there
is a total of roughly 610,000 million, so what is that, billion board
feet? The extract notes that 18,849 million board feet of merchant-
able timber would not be available for harvest because it would be
necessary to maintain wildlife.

I would like to ask how you determine the amount of discount
that was necessary to sustain the wildlife, because what that rep-
resents is something like 3 percent of the existing timber on that
4,500 acres, and that really surprised me to see a figure that low.

Mr. Leonard or Dr. Ralph?

Mr. TiTTMAN. My understanding was that the cruisers used the
standards set down by the California Department of Forestry to es-
tablish the set-asides for threatened and endangered as well as the
stream environments.

Mr. HAMBURG. Was there any consultation with Fish and Wild-
life?

Mr. TiTTMAN. Yes. I guess the discussions were with both Fish
and Wildlife and the California Department of Forestry, who are
the principal monitors as to what happens on private land in Cali-
fornia.

Mr. VENTO. Would the gentleman yield? Is that actually an
agreement now that is standing between the Fish and Wildlife
Service to regulate logging in this area as it affects the Marbled
Murrelet?

I think we have—the gentleman from California, it is his time.

Mr. HAMBURG. I would like to hear from Dr. Ralph and Mr.
Detrich on the question.
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Dr. Ralph, in your opinion would protection of 3 percent, which
is what is referred to in this appraisal of the merchantable timber
in the old-growth areas, would that be adequate for protection of
Marbled Murrelets in California? Is that an adequate amount?

Dr. RALPH. That is less than the Headwaters Forest area which
makes up depending on your definition substantially more. That
would leave very little, as I understand it, stream-side corridors,
things like this. This would not leave enough for a viable popu-
lation, for this particular population.

Mr. HAMBURG. So I guess you weren’t consulted with in this ap-
praisal review?

Dr. RALPH. No, I wasn’t, but it would be Fish and Game and Fish
and Wildlife.

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Detrich, in your opinion would 3 percent of
the merchantable timber being left in these old-growth areas be
adequate for protection of the Marbled Murrelet lands?

Mr. DETRICH. I am Phil Detrich with the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice in Sacramento. I supervise a group of biologists that is respon-
sible for administration of the Endangered Species Act related to
forestry activities in northern California. I believe you are referring
to the appraisal package and the 3 percent within the package?

Mr. HAMBURG. Yes, a document of September 13, 1993.

Mr. DETRICH. To my knowledge the Fish and Wildlife Service has
not been involved in that appraisal package. It could perhaps have
proceeded at some other Ievef.

Mr. HAMBURG. I thought I understood that you had been con-
sulted as part of this process.

Mr. TITTMAN. It was through the California Department of For-
estry and their licensing authority for harvesting timber on private
land; the standards were gotten from them.

Mr. HAMBURG. So the board of the California Department of For-
estry’s estimate was that 3 percent would be adequate, and you
don’t concur with that?

Mr. TITTMAN. It was the timber cruisers and appraiser’s estimate
based on the standards put out by the State of California.

Mr. HAMBURG. I think these estimates are close to useless based
on the current science with respect to the Marbled Murrelet. So
that may be enough about that.

Mr. Leonard, do you anticipate an imminent petition to list the
coho salmon and if the coho is listed, will that mean a further re-
striction on the estimated harvest levels in this area?

Mr. LEONARD. I understand that the Fish and Wildlife Service,
and perhaps Mr. Detrich better comment, but my understanding is
that a number of strains of the coho salmon are being considered
for listing. I don’t know whether they include the strains going up
into the Headwaters Forest or not. Certainly the levels of protec-
tion that we have been providing on the Federal lands exceed those
that are required by the State of California for operations on pri-
vate lands.

If these lands were acquired by the Federal Government, we
would be managing them gifferently than they have been managed
in private ownerships. But I can’t tell you what requirements the
State of California would impose as a result of a listing decision on
those coho.
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Mr. HAMBURG. But you would anticipate there would be some
further restriction on harvest level if the coho were a listed species?

Mr. LEONARD. Certainly based on what happened in Oregon and
Washington, yes.

Mr. HAMBURG. You certainly saw that with the FEMAT. Once
the overlay was put on the allowable harvest due to the decline of
salmon populations, it had a tremendous effect, did it not, on the
overall harvestability, if you will, of these Federal lands?

Mr. LEONARD. On Federal lands, yes.

Mr. HAMBURG. Is there reason to think it would be different on
State? lands? Do the fish pay that much attention to the bound-
aries?

Mr. LEONARD. The fish don’t. From a biological standpoint, there
mgy not be much logic, but the regulatory process is substantially
difterent on private and Federal lands.

Mr. HAMBURG. We will hear more about that later from one of
the witnesses.

Mr. VENTO. Let’s recognize the other side at this time.

Mr. Doolittle.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Leonard, Mr. Hamburg and Mr. Stark believe that your ap-
praisal is inflated because it doesn’t adequately take into account
the various regulatory overlays on that land. Would you comment
on that, the appraisal of the approximately 4,500 acres—48 some-
thin§, I don’t know the exact number. Is it inflated or is it accu-
rate?

Mr. LEONARD. We think we have a good appraisal. The issue is
the level of protection. We are faced with a problem. We don’t have
recovery plans in place for the endangered species involved. And
until you have a recovery plan in place, it is very difficult to esti-
mate what is going to be required in terms of protection, whether
it is stream protection for the salmon or the specific provisions for
murrelets.

We have a proposal, we had a draft proposal for a recovery plan
for the spotted owl but that has not been formally adopted. We
have the option 9 coming out of the FEMAT report but that hasn’t
been adopted. Until you have a final plan which says the relative
role of Federal lands versus private lands and what the restrictions
are going to be, at best, you have to make estimates.

The appraiser in this case talked to the State of California. The
State of California has obviously been working with the Fish and
Wildlife Service on this issue. The State of California said these are
the requirements that we would impose in this area and the ap-
praiser said, based on those requirements, I will take this much
land out of the appraisal.

So it reflects our current estimate of what the State would re-
quire as these things change. As we get recovery plans for the var-
ious species, as strategies are developed, those figures may very
well change.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It appears to be highly flexible. Would it be fair
to say that this represents your best estimate as of the time the
appraisal was made as to what the value of those lands would be
taking everything into consideration?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes, sir.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Doolittle, can I clarify something on your time?
It is your best judgment. You weren’t asked to impose any stand-
ards here; you let the State of California do it and it is a private
appraiser. You are saying you understand the information they
have given you, but the Forest Service judgment or other agencies
have not been involved in laying down any type of criteria.

Mr. LEONARD. This doesn’t reflect our judgment of what the
standards should be nor the Fish and Wildlife Service judgment. It
feﬂgcts what the State of California is currently imposing on these
ands.

Mr. VENTO. If you were asked to do that, you would have a group
that would get together and come up with a reasonable set of limi-
tations—I am not asking you what they would be, but they would
probably be different?

Mr. LEONARD. Absolutely, they would be different.

Mr. DooLITTLE. I would be interested in knowing what that
would be. Is that possible to get?

Mr. LEONARD. Our closest judgment right now is the option 9
under the FEMAT report of the President’s plan for the Northwest,
because that covers the Federal lands in this part of California,
and assuming that that becomes final in December, then—and
these lands were acquired by the Federal Government, that would
govern, our plans would then be consistent with that.

Mr. DoOOLITTLE. So if option 9 were to go into effect, what then
would your appraisal be of that core of lands, the 48-something
acres, 4,800 something, 4,400?

Mr. LEONARD. Option 9 applies to Federal lands and it wouldn’t
automatically change that appraisal. It would depend on how the
State of California responds to the development of a final recovery
plan for the owl or the murrelet and other species.

Mr. DETRICH. Perhaps I can add some clarification. Currently
Fish and Wildlife Service does regulate to a degree timber harvest
on that property under the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Endan-
gered Species Act and the options under Section 10 of the Endan-
gered Species Act. If the property were to come into Federal owner-
ship, we would then regulate that under Section 7 of the Endan-
gered Species Act. Whether or not the standards of FEMAT would
be applied, I think that is something that is in the future, hasn’t
been determined.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Could this value of 499 drop by 5 percent, 10
percent—is there a range, some sense of the range of fluctuation
that could occur depending upon what the recovery plans are, et
cetera? Do we have any idea? It could be 50 percent less, perhaps?

Mr. LEONARD. It could be less by some percentage, but the prob-
lem you have is that the stumpage values of redwood are increas-
ing at 10 or 15 percent per year, so if it takes several years to ac-
complish that, you still may be in the ball park.

Mr. DooLITTLE. You mentioned stumpage values. How much
have the stumpage values increased since the time this appraisal
was made, which I guess is January first?

Mr. LEONARD. Maybe as much as 15 percent.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Tittman, would that mean, would it be fair
to conclude that the appraisal value should be adjusted upwards by
a corresponding amount to give appraisals, say at today’s prices?
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Mr. TITTMAN. I would say yes, the majority of the value is vested
in the commercial stumpage and it would be proportional.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So 10 percent would be $50 million, so $75 mil-
lion extra on top of the figure that you gave?

Mr. TiTT™AN. Yes, sir.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me ask you gentlemen this question. Mr.
Leonard, it has been quoted to me that Jack Ward Thomas said the
Northern Spotted Owl should never have been listed in northern
California, and that last week the California Forestry Association
filed a petition for de-listing of the Northern Spotted Owl in Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Leonard, what would be the impact of such a de-listing on
the value of this land, do you think?

Mr. LEONARD. I am not sure—it seems to me that probably the
limiting factors affecting this land are going to be more controlled
by requirements for the Marbled Murrelet and for salmon streams
than they are by the spotted owl in this situation.

Dr. Ralph?

Dr. RaLPH. That is very true. I concur.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So the effect of de-listing of the Northern Spot-
ted Owl would be negligible at least as to this land then?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Leonard, I understand that although you do
not have an appraisal of that 40,000 acres beyond the initial 4,400
acres, that you have some projected idea of the approximate worth
of that; is that true?

Mr. LEONARD. No.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. You have no idea whatsoever as to what the
40,000 acres may be valued at?
hMr. LEONARD. We would have to make some real wild guesses on
that.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Such a wild guess was indeed made and ten-
dere:l1 to staff of this committee as recently as last week, I under-
stand.

Mr. LEONARD. Okay, if you understand that is what it is.

Mr. DooLITTLE. What was that figure, wild as we stipulate that
it may be?

Mr. TiTTMAN. I prepared that as an extrapolation off the ap-
proved appraisal and some photo maps and the estimate for the
44,000 acres could approach $1.5 billion, and it was intended to be
what it could approach because we have no knowledge.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Based on the figures that we saw with regard to
what happened with acquiring the expansion of the Redwood Na-
tional Forest which were four times what it was estimated to be,
it would not be—Redwood National Park; is that right?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes, sir.

Mr. TITTMAN. May I respond a little bit?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes.

Mr. TITTMAN. The Redwood National Park was a result of a court
awarded condemnation. There are considerations in there that
would not normally be found in a normal transaction.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Since 80 percent of the lands in this bill are sec-
ond-growth forests, what values can they add to the National For-
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est System that are not already contained within the million-acre
Six Rivers Forest?

Mr. LEONARD. I think the issue there with the surrounding lands
first is their role in protecting the old-growth stands, the main
Headwaters Forest, plus the other patches of old growth in there
where we could manage those so that they would ultimately pro-
vide linkages and we wouldn’t have the separated, fragmented old-
growth stands without the connectivity that would make that good
wildlife habitat.

So that, again, it is not a question of what could adapt in terms
of what is not on the Six Rivers, it is a question in this situation
where you have some remaining old-growth stands that provide
valuable habitat for the murrelet; you can enhance that value by
takinithe second-growth stand and managing it to provide the old-
growth characteristics so that you can have the connectivity and
reduce the fragmentation that has occurred over the years.

Mr‘i DOOLITTLE. Are we adding new values that don’t already
exist?

Mr. LEONARD. Yes, I think we are adding values that don’t exist
in that we are improving the opportunity to recover the murrelet
population. '

Mr. DooLITTLE. Which is already being assisted in other areas.
I yield back.

Mr. VENTO. If there are additional questions, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members be able to submit questions in writing to
the witnesses and the Forest Service, and would ask witnesses to
respond in a timely fashion so we have the information. I would ap-
preciate that.

Ms. Shepherd, did you have any questions of this panel?

Ms. SHEPHERD. I guess my question would have to do with a fol-
low-up on something that you just said. My colleague from Utah
in some ways equated—he is not here to defend himself, but we
have an ongoing discussion about this—in some ways equated pur-
chasing individual aircraft carriers to purchasing plots of a red-
wood forest, and my understanding from the tragedy of the North-
west forest experience is that those fragments of forest don’t really
work for us as ecosystems that sustain wildlife or do the job they
were intended to do for the environment.

I would just like you to comment on this purchase from that
point of view. Is there some way that this purchase, give us more
detail about the way in which this purchase ties together some of
those fragments and what the outcomes might be?

Mr. LEONARD. As Dr. Ralph mentioned, our information indicates
that there are probably 16,000 acres of either old growth or rem-
nant old-growth stands within the Pacific Lumber Company hold-
ings—that Headwaters Forest is the biggest at about 3,100 acres.
The others are much smaller patches to just very small fragments.
And unless we can reestablish some connectivity there, they are
not going to be a very good wildlife habitat.

The fortunate thing in this part of the world is that it is a very
fast-growing area and we can establish some structure in those
stands at a relatively young age so that we are not talking about
a thousand years to begin to improve the connectivity of that eco-
system.
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Since Dr. Ralph is the expert in murrelets, he might want to am-
plify on that.

Dr. RALPH. The smaller stands in the 44,000 acres have
murrelets in them and have remnants nearby along stream sites
that could increase the population, actually increase the population
and the role of this property in actually rehabilitating the species
within the State of California, perhaps enabling us to take it off
the endangered species list within the State of California is some-
thing that has been raised by scientists working on the murrelet.
Some feel rather strongly this would be a key to perhaps de-listing
tli'le species to get this population viable and part of the entire pop-
ulation.

Ms. SHEPHERD. Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. Just a comment, if you would yield, Congresswoman
Shepherd, on your time. Our colleague wants to yield as well.

Dr. Ralph, I very much appreciate the work you have done. We
are looking at this map. I assume you are familiar with the map
from Congressman Hamburg’s bill. Does that pretty much embrace
areas that would be key? We are not overreaching in this particu-
lar legislation in terms of protecting key riparia and/or the
murrelet areas; is that correct?

Dr. RALPH. It does include most of the areas on Pacific Lumber
ownership that have murrelet populations in them, yes.

Mr. VENTO. Do you think it is important, Dr. Ralph, to manage
this as an ecosystem rather than on a fragmented base?

I notice that Associate Chief Leonard referred to connectivity and
so forth. Would you want to comment on that?

Dr. RALPH. Right now the population in the States is in low de-
cline with low fpogrlation rates. If we were to turn that around in
a meaningful fashion, it has to be management on a landscaped
basis such as proposed here.

Mr. VENTO. This is the Forest Service translation, landscaped
ecosystem is being used interchangeably. You are the experts, the
ornithology, we have someone here on fish, on threatened and en-
dangered species, but do these watersheds we have here, are they
key salmon areas, Mr. Detrich?

Mr. DETRICH. I have to refer to Mr. Hoyle’s testimony which I be-
lieve has been provided to the committee. The National Marine
Fishery Service anticipates receiving listings for coho and this
property would certainly be relevant in that way.

Mr. VENTO. There are more than sufficient coho in the streams,
aren’t there?

Mr. DETRICH. Yes. My understanding is that there are also at
least in the lower reaches Chinook salmon and that Steelhead also
occur.

Mr. VENTO. I just got through debating one of my colleagues on
national television dealing with the Elwha Dam. It is going to cost
a couple of hundred million dollars to take down, which affects six
species of salmon, and six vertebrate species of freshwater fish and
various trout.

Thank you for yielding, Ms. Shepherd.

Mr. Hamburg wanted you to yield for a moment.

Mr. HAMBURG. I want to take advantage of Mr. Detrich’s exper-
tise in having dealt with Pacific Lumber over a period of years.
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Given the imperative of bringing back the viability of the Marbled
Murrelet and these stocks of salmon, is there anything about the
management of these lands by Pacific Lumber that gives you con-
cerns about the likelihood that these species will increase their via-
bility under Pacific Lumber management?

Mr. DETRICH. Congressman, we worked with Pacific Lumber over
the last several years on a number of species. And in a number of
cases, that has been a very cooperative relationship.

With respect to the Marbled Murrelet, they have submitted plans
that would basically experiment with some of the smaller groves,
and carry out what they call murrelet cuts, which would attempt
to provide protection around murrelet habitat while continuing to
take some volume from the stands. And that is essentially an ex-
perimentation.

Mr. HAMBURG. Is that how you would characterize the Owl Creek
cutting in Thanksgiving of 1992? Was this an experimental cut?

Mr. DETRICH. Well, in Owl] Creek, the Service believed that the
harvest would reduce habitat actuality.

Mr. HAMBURG. Did you inform Pacific Lumber of that prior to
their going into that grove?

Mr. DETRICH. Yes, we did. This case is one facet of our relation-
ship in which they proceeded against the advice of the Service.

Mr. HAMBURG. Do you believe that the taking of further old-
growth habitat on Pacific Lumber ownership is directly threatening
to the survival of Marbled Murrelets in California?

Mr. DETRICH. Yes, we feel that the goals for murrelet conserva-
tion are to stabilize and increase the population. And that the con-
tinued experimentation, while it might have some benefit in the
long term, in the short term is not in the interests of the conserva-
tion of the species.

Mr. HAMBURG. I understand that Fish and Wildlife, the Fish and
Wildlife Service, went ahead with an investigation of the Owl
Creek, whatever you want to call it, harvest, incursion, in 1992,
but that the Service has basically decided not to prosecute for take.

My understanding is that the reason for that is that there were
no, quote, “dead bodies,” unquote. Is that the case?

Mr. DETRICH. Well, because that investigation has not yet been
formally concluded, I am reluctant to comment on that.

Mr. HAMBURG. Do you believe that there was a—well, let me just
say, when I read the letter that was sent to Pacific Lumber Com-
pany by the Fish and Wildlife Service, it was very clear to me from
that letter that you were telling the company that there would be
a take of habitat, and that under the Endangered Species Act the
take of habitat on a threatened species is prohibited. The company
chose to go ahead and cut in spite of that. You have commenced
an investigation, but to this point you have chosen not to proceed
with that in any kind of a civil or criminal matter; is that correct?

Mr. DETRICH. That is correct. The initial advice to the company
was from our biological staff. The decisions as to whether to pros-
ecute are made by the Law Enforcement Division, the Interior So-
licitor’s Office and the Department of Justice.

Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. And I want to thank this panel, and com-
ment again that there may be questions coming to you from me
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and from others. We would appreciate your response in an expedi-
tious manner. We are pleased to welcome panel one, Ms. Cecelia
Lanman, from the Environmental Protection Information Center,
Eureka, California; Ms. Kathy Bailey, the State Forestry Chair, Si-
erra Club, Philo, California; Ms. Bonnie Raitt, an activist and vo-
calist from Elk, California; Doctor William Stewart, the economist
from Oakland, California. Let me welcome you all. I understand
that Ms. Raitt has a concern that she has to leave at 12:30. Anyone
else have a scheduling problem? Okay. We will then hear from Ms.
Raitt first and then excuse her after we have asked a question or
two and then hear from the other panelists.

The reason I wanted to do that, is because we may be inter-
rupted by a call to the Floor to deal with the Maurice—Morris
River in New Jersey. It just looks like Maurice—it is really the
Morris River. So your testimony, all of your testimony has been
submitted, I believe, and so without objection, it will be added to
the record. So I can proceed to invite testimony of Bonnie Raitt.
Pleased to have you here and to see an interest and activism in
depth on an issue of importance nationwide. Welcome. And we
enjoy, incidentally, your talents on other fronts, too.

PANEL CONSISTING OF BONNIE RAITT, SINGER AND ACTIVIST,
ELK, CA, CECELIA LANMAN, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
INFORMATION CENTER, EUREKA, CA; KATHY BAILEY, CHAIR
FOR STATE FORESTRY, SIERRA CLUB, PHILO, CA; AND DR.
WILLIAM STEWART, ECONOMIST, OAKLAND, CA

STATEMENT OF BONNIE RAITT

Ms. RAITT. Thank you very much, and it is nice to be here as
well. Good morning to you and the members of the committee,
wherever they are. I have come here today to respectfully urge
your support for the Headwaters Forest Act, proposed by Congress-
men Dan Hamburg and Pete Stark, from my family’s district in
northern California.

Time is running out for us to preserve what little remains of the
ancient—growth redwoods which have been such an important part
of our area’s meaning and environmental survival. I have been re-
turning to these majestic groves for spiritual and creative inspira-
tion for as long as I can remember, and I know I speak for the mil-
lions of travelers and residents who would be as horrified as I am
to find out just how many acres of their beloved forest have been
sacrificed in the name of Maxxam Corporation’s need for junk bond
interest payments.

I have been brought to tears of fury and grief after flying over
miles of mutilated clear-cut mountains where in a cruel charade
only a hundred yards of trees have been left standing along the
highway, so as not to alarm the tourists driving by. In the years
since Maxxam’s takeover of Pacific Lumber’s territory in 1986, I
have personally seen our community’s economy and morale decline
to a heartbreaking degree.

With little regard for fragile ecosystems or long-term repercus-
sions, Maxxam’s years of aggressive timber management—should I
continue?

Mr. VENTO. Go ahead. Don’t worry about that.
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Mr. HAMBURG. Don’t worry about it. It is just part of the charade
around here.

Ms. RAITT. Yes, really. Maxxam’s years of aggressive timber
management threaten what little is left of pristine habitat. Soon
the old-growth logging mills will be closed down, costing forest and
surrounding businesses, including tourism, thousands of jobs. All
because of the lack of a sustainable long-term policy that could
have saved the counties from their current downhill plunge. More
and more the environmentalists and loggers are seeing the issue
from the same side, not just some symbolic preservation of a few
endangered creatures and park lands, but the very survival of the
region as a whole.

As today’s testimony shows, so-called private stewardship of this
irreplaceable national resource has been disastrous. To save 3.5
percent of the ancient forest that once was, is not, as Charles
Horwitz says, enough. Once these ancient trees and the miraculous
microcosm and history they represent are gone, they are gone for-
ever. What right have we to let this magnificent and absolutely
unique link to our past and future be eradicated by the short-sight-
ed greed and mismanagement of a few? This bill is what respon-
sible forest policy is all about. Please enact it now. Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Ms. Raitt. Is Eik, California, 1s that in
the Humboldt County area?

Ms. RAITT. It is in the Mendocino County area.

Mr. VENTO. You are just adjacent from this area. How far are
you from this area, your residence in Elk?

Ms. RAITT. Well, my family lives in Ukiah, and I have been a
regular resident of the Mendocino County area and visitor to Hum-
boldt County. I don’t know, I believe it is an hour from Eureka.
That is as close as I can do.

Mr. VENTO. So in your endeavors—obviously you travel around
the country and you come back with a feeling of what people have
about areas like this, even though they may never have visited
them. You obviously have flown over the area and looked at it and
find this unacceptable.

Ms. RAITT. I think that there could be a much more responsible
approach to jobs as well as saving the environment. I think they
could coexist happily if we just put our heads together and get
some better management of the area. I think this bill represents
that kind of thinking.

Mr. VENTO. And do you find that to be the attitude with the peo-
ple that you come in contact with through your work as a perform-
ing artist?

Ms. RaITT. Well, as we all know, nature has been an incredible
inspiration for those of us that do any artistic endeavor, and there
has been a tremendous influx of artists in that community, as
there are in all kinds of beautiful areas around the country. And
when I travel around and people are aware of my work with the
forest issue in northern California, when I tell them about what is
going on or it gets in the press about how much has been cut down,
clear-cutting is something that is part of the national awareness at
the moment and they always say, I am hoping you are doing what-
ever you can out there and I applaud your concert benefit raising
actions to try to stop any further unnecessary cuts. I mean it is
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just—it is a horrific thought that these redwoods might be gone for-
ever. And frankly, I don’t think that the North Coast woulg be able
to survive as a place where people would want to start up industry
or come and live if we lost it.

Mr. VENTO. So you have been involved as a volunteer, actually
helping in raising dollars by performing and doing other activities
for the Save the Redwoods Group or some other environmental or
conservation group?

Ms. RAITT. Yes, I have been active in that for the last 15, 20
years, as long as I have been coming up to that part of California.

Mr. VENTO. So they have done some good. I guess one of the
questions people are going to say, well, how much is enough? You
obviously point out here that the owner of the land or the company
that owns it, that controls it, I should say, says that 3.5 percent
of this, these redwoods, is enough. You obviously don’t think it is
enough. This would only be a small addition, wouldn’t it, to the
overall, if we are talking about the redwoods? We are adding
44,000 acres, but only about five or six thousand acres of that
would be this mature old-growth, these ancient redwoods.

Ms. RAITT. Well, just on a public relations tactic, the fact that
the public ownership of these lands could be made accessible to
people that live in the Eureka area, would open up this whole terri-
tory to be able to enjoy it as a park land and as a habitat as well.
And I agree with the people that have testified that said that it
would be easier to protect the ecosystem if we could keep a contin-
uum of not just fragmented sections of the old-growth, but to keep
the second-growth lands continuous with it so we can manage the
forest as a whole and the whole area. But I think that—I don’t per-
sonally believe that we have a right to take these ancient growth
redwoods down any farther than we have done.

There is no economic reason to keep them. Eventually they will
be cut down. It is just a question of whether we are going to look
for jobs this year or 20 years from now.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think that the forest scientists would agree
with you, Ms. Raitt, concerning the watersheds and the concern
about fragmentation and connectivity in these areas. So they are
very important in that sense, so it is a question of whether you
want this and the associated life forms that are associated with
these ancient forests.

Without objection, Mr. Hamburg, did you have any questions of
Ms. Raitt?

Mr. HAMBURG. I don’t have any questions. I just wanted to thank
you for coming today. Ms. Raitt really is someone whose roots are
very deep on the north coast of California, and they are particu-
larly in Mendocino County, but Mendocino and Humboldt share
many identical concerns in terms of having a healthy and viable
forest products industry.

I also want to just mention that Ms. Raitt was in Eureka just,
when was that, that was in April 1992, and had an opportunity to
speak with people there and to get a sense of how people feel about
this issue. And I think she knows that while this is a contentious
issue, there is a tremendous amount of support for saving the last
remnants of these ancient forests. And I think some of the people
who showed up at the concert in Eureka were drawn there because
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it was an Earth Day event, to celebrate the earth and celebrate
sustainable use of our planet’s resources. And Ms. Raitt has been
a leader in that effort nationwide and I think it is just altogether
appropriate and fitting that you should be here, and I really thank
you for making a special trip to Washington, DC, to attend this
hearing.

Ms. RAITT. You are very welcome. Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. I would just comment that one of the big problems
is to get the information out to people. Of course, now we are try-
ing to pass some legislation called a National Biological Survey.
And there is a real effort to frustrate that, to prevent gathering of
the data and the information that is necessary.

One can only wonder at the basis for that. I mean I have my sus-
picions as to why. And here is a case again where we even were
trying to get an estimate of the forest value, that the Forest Serv-
ice was refused access and others refused access to gain the infor-
mation. So often I think we find in communities, and I would say
living in that area, going to that area, obviously also represents
you are a very courageous person. Because I am sure that some of
the folks there aren’t as friendly. Even though they might like
country western music, they may not necessarily appreciate and
they may misunderstand the idea that somebody that could have
a different view than they have with regards to issues.

I get a little of that, too, and I am certain that Congressman
Hamburg can tell us about a lot of it based on the type of load he
is carrying. But the fact is that even people that live there do not
understand the phenomena of what is going on. I think it is really
sad because so often I find those that are engaged in this activity
don’t understand the ramifications that it really means, fewer jobs
in 10 years, and really left with a devastated ecosystem that will
not do some of the casual things like the esthetic life-styles and the
type of environment and so forth that means so much to them that
you obviously said motivates you in terms of a performing artist in
terms of creativity. So getting the message out is enormously im-
portant.

You obviously have taken your status and the exposure and in-
terest and used it for this purpose. And so for someone that works
in this, lives, breathes, sleeps and eats this, we can’t do it without
the help of people being involved in the process, and I think if we
get people involved, that is the best solution or safeguard to make
certain that the right decisions are made. So in the absence of that
the interested groups are the special interests. The interested
groups are the special interests. And they don’t have the same pol-
icy path as a design as the American public. Even those that are
in places like Eureka. So I much appreciate that.

We can’t do it without your help and so I appreciate the assist-
ance and focus. And I am perfectly willing to live on the business
basis of what the information is that comes out, if we can get the
information. If they will let us gather the information, and, you
know, we keep hearing about scientists that are part of a different
culture or something, that somehow they disagree with them,
which is curious. But in any case, I have no further questions of
you. I know you have to leave. I have to go over to the Floor short-
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ly. We will be recessing. So thank you very much, Ms. Raitt, for
your testimony and effort.

Ms. RArTT. Thank you very much.

Mr. VENTO. We have three other witnesses on the panel. Let me
start with Cecelia Lanman, who is with the Environmental Protec-
tion Information Group. Ms. Lanman.

STATEMENT OF CECELIA LANMAN

Ms. LANMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify today in support of the Headwaters Forest Act, H.R. 2866.
I am currently the project director for the Environmental Protec-
tion Information Center and I have been a member of the board of
directors since 1982. I have lived in Humboldt County since 1977.
I have been involved in the restoration rehabilitation of forest
lands, and my children go to school with the children of logging
families whose parents used to work in the small mills that dotted
every watershed in those days.

As you heard this morning, the ancient forests of northern Cali-
fornia are unique among our Nation’s forest bioregions. One thing
that we really need to emphasize today, though, is unlike the
Klamath and Sierra forest bioregions which are mostly within Fed-
eral jurisdiction, the coastal elevation forests of our region are pre-
dominantly on private lands and are under intensive corporate
management.

Ninety-six percent of the original 2-million-acre ancient redwood
ecosystem is gone. Only 76,000 acres remain in fragmented groves
within the park system. Save the Redwoods League knows well
that the majority of the lands in our park system are second—
growth lands. There is an ecological crisis in the redwoods.

The majority of these forests have been converted to second
growth and will take many years to recover the ecological processes
necessary to sustain healthy and productive forests. These proc-
esses, as you well know, include water and nutrient cycling,
microclimate control, the processes that occur in animal and plant
communities. What is missing from the managed forest landscape
throughout the majority of this bioregion are large standing and
downed logs on the land and in the streams, multiple-canopied for-
ests, lichens and fungi which appear only after hundreds of years
as they evolve with their ancient forest associates, the redwoods,
Douglas fir, and many other species.

Increasingly, agency biologists are becoming alarmed about the
loss and impoverishment of biodiversity and the lack of these func-
tional elements in the managed forest landscape. In this ecosystem,
it is very clear that parks are not enough. The Headwaters Forest
lies directly between Redwood National Park and the Humboldt
Redwood State Park and will provide an essential link, a genetic
link, important to the recovery of many threatened and endangered
species.

In particular, as you heard, the fate of the Marbled Murrelet is
closely tied to the fate of these remaining ancient forests because
they are the remaining old-growth forests in the coastal zone of
northern California. Murrelets do not occur on the national forests
in California in any significant population. There are numerous
compelling reasons why H.R. 2866 must encompass 44,000 acres to
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adequately protect endangered habitat and provide restoration op-
portunities.

The recovery of the species entails creating biological corridors,
migratory routes, and improving the existing connections between
ancient forest islands. Similarly, we need the 44,000 acres to be re-
habilitated so that many jobs can be created while we make the
transition from the old growth to a second growth economy. During
my term as President of EPIC, Maxxam took over Pacific Lumber
Company and announced that they could systematically liquidate
all of their old-growth holdings within 20 years. They have actually
done it within a lot shorter order.

Since the takeover, they have logged off more than half of the re-
maining virgin forest that was part of their original holdings. Much
of this was murrelet nesting habitat. Some areas were documented
to be occupied in 1988 have been cut today. EPIC was forced to sue
Maxxam and State and Federal agencies more than eight times
since the takeover, citing their failure to consider the cumulative
effects of logging on the ancient forest-dependent species and fish-
eries.

Under the California Forest Practices Act, the industry can go to
the Board of Forestry and appeal a decision that they don’t like,
but the public citizen has only one recourse and that is to go to
court and try to find an attorney who will work for nothing and
raise a few thousand dollars to pay their expenses. This has been
not an easy feat for an organization whose entire budget is less
than one of Maxxam’s accountants.

Citizens are forced to file suit on a piecemeal basis, looking at
the effects of one logging plan at a time. This reveals clearly that
the review process is inadequate to assess the negative effects that
logging has had on fish and wildlife in our State. In many of these
court cases, the State agencies and even the Attorney General have
agreed with us and made some efforts to address the failure to ade-
quately protect wildlife and fisheries.

Unfortunately, Pacific Lumber for many years refused to conduct
the wildlife surveys that were requested by the State and now Fed-
eral biologists to determine critical habitat needs of these species.
The Department of Fish and Game biologists requested this infor-
mation as early as 1988 in order to design mitigation measures re-
quired by law and their own code of regulation, and were refused
that information.

Fish and Game went ahead and designed the mitigations, be-
cause they knew this habitat had to contain these species of wild-
life. And these mitigations were unique because they addressed
these issues that are now before you on the national forests. The
fact that we have to look at the cumulative effects of logging and
consider that the mitigations have to be designed to include ecologi-
cal processes that have to be maintained over time, we asked the
courts and agencies in 1988 to consider requiring a full environ-
mental impact review of this planned logging over 20 years, could
certainly be considered a project under the California Environ-
mental Quality Act. And unfortunately that was not done because
I think at this point we would see the remaining groves would be
the mitigation that would have to be left in order to protect the
species.
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I believe the science will bear us out. EPIC’s court injunctions
and stays have successfully delayed the destruction of its last few
remaining unprotected groves. Yet these legal avenues only yield
temporary success and as we have been in court and we await final
judgment, critical biological questions have been left unanswered
and thousands of acres of residual and ancient forests have been
logged. To what end, we will never know what species have been
impacted or how much has been lost. So under Maxxam’s control,
we believe Pacific Lumber has acted unscrupulously. They have ag-
gressively worked to fragment and isolate groves in an attempt to
reduce their value as a habitat for wildlife so that no further log-
ging would be prohibited by agencies.

The worst example of bad faith occurred in the two illegal log-
ging operations in 1992 at Owl Creek which you have heard quite
a bit about this morning. Lack of action from both the Fish and
Game Department, CDF and the Fish and Wildlife Service neces-
sitated, again, quick legal action by EPIC and led us into two new
lawsuits, one which is now in Federal Court, the Marbled Murrelet
versus Bruce Babbitt.

In a recent ruling the judge granted the Marbled Murrelet and
EPIC standing to sue Pacific Lumber in Federal Court for their
blatant violation of the Endangered Species Act. Although EPIC’s
litigations have temporarily halted the destruction of Owl Creek, it
is only an interim strategy while permanent protection is pursued
through these legislative channels and I believe, as the Chairman
does, that we could easily see more incursions by the Pacific Lum-
ber Company, more illegal cutting, because of the fact that there
was no action taken by the Fish and Wildlife Service and Fish and
Game to stop them at the time.

It required us to stop them. In addition, if fines were levied, they
would equal maybe one or two old-growth trees that Pacific Lum-
ber was allowed to remove from the Owl Creek Grove after the in-
junctions were in place. The court allowed them to remove the logs.
They have been able to pay for all the court fees and their attorney
fees and they could probably pay off the fines, if the Fish and Wild-
life Service would fine criminal and civil action against Pacific
Lumber for this illegal logging.

As we have heard and we will hear more today, the increased
logging by Pacific Lumber increased jobs, but it would only be tem-
porarily. And we believe that this bill is the first step toward a sus-
tainable transition in our region. And it will be a model for how
we can begin to sustain logging and wildlife on other industrial
lands in the entire north coastal region.

H.R. 2866 would require sustainable management and the reha-
bilitation of these log lands which is essential because they form
the linkages between the ancient forest habitat across the land-
scape. Under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service, the manage-
meat plan would be developed with full public review and input,
which is not what we are getting under the California regulatory
process. There are no public hearings when these logging plans are
approved, and it is very difficult to get any changes made that
would be beneficial to wildlife and fisheries.

So, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, please vote
yes on H.R. 2866. This vote of confidence will give Congressman
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Hamburg a chance to open negotiations with a meaningful vision

and work toward solutions which will reflect the concern for the

long-term health of the forest and the timber-dependent economies

and communities. This will be a step toward recovery of the region,

which has been hit broadside by the junk bond financed takeover

of Charles Horwitz. Please vote yes on H.R. 2866. Thank you.
[Prepared statement of Ms. Lanman follows:]
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STATEMENT OF CECELIA LANMAN, _
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION INFORMATION CENTER (EPIC)

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
Sub-Committee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands
October 12, 1993

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee for the
opportunity to testify today in support of the Headwaters Forest Act, H.R.

My name is Cecelia Lanman. 1 have been a small forestland owner in
Humboldt County since 1977. 1 have done restoration work to improve
timber stands and planted thousands of trees to prevent erosion and siltation
of nearby streams. My children go to school with children of logging families
whose parents used to work in the small mills that doited every watershed.

1 am currently the Project Director for the Environmental Protection
Information Center (EPIC), a grassroots organization dedicated to protecting
the health and biodiversity of our region's forests. 1 have served as a
member of the EPIC Board of Directors since 1982. I have been active in the
Ancient Forest Alliance since its inception in Portland in 1988. I am also the
president and a founding member of Forests Forever. 1. am committed to
protecting the ecological integrity of the redwood region.

The ancient forest of California's North Coast is unique among our Nation's
major forest bioregions. The diverse forests of the region include redwood,
hardwoods and Douglas fir and provide habitat for many endangered species
including the Northern spotted owl, fisher, red tree vole, marbled murrelet,
olympic salamander, tailed frog and Coho salmon. Unlike the Klamath and
the Sierra forest bioregions, which are mostly within federal jurisdiction, the
coastal low elevation forests are predominantly on private lands and are
under intensive corporate management. :

96% of the original two million acre ancient Redwood ecosytem is gone.
76,000 acres remain in fragmented groves within the park system, and the
remaining unprotected ancient forests are slated for logging. The
fragmentation of the ecosystem has resulted in severe degradation of water
quality, soil productivity, fisheries, wildlife habitat, and other ecological
processes which are critical to sustain the health of the forests and rural
economies in the North Coast region. In less than a century, corporate
exploitation has brought species to the brink of extinction and threatens the

livelihood of our communities.

The ecological crisis in the redwoods, the takeover of Pacific Lumber by
Houston- based MAXXAM corporation and the subsequent liquidation
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logging are national issues. The plunder of irreplaceable ancient redwood
forests continues while state and federal agencies fail to enforce the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). Pacific Lumber's logging of Owl Creek,
known as an occupied Marbled Murrelet nesting area, highlights the inability
of the state and federal agencies to enforce laws designed to protect
threatened and endangered species habital. Habitat and species protection
entails ecosystern protection on a large scale level.

There are numerous compelling reasons why the H.R. 2866 must encompass
44,000 acres to adequately protect endangered habitat and provide restoration
opportunities. Recovery of threatened species entails creating biological
corridors and migratory routes between existing ancient forest islands.
Similiarly, the needs for forest restoration and rehabilitation jobs for
displaced timber workers are better served if a Jarge acreage bill becomes law.

The Headwaters Wilderness and the associated groves contain the largest
unprotected ancient redwood forests remaining in the world. It is a rare and
irreplaceable national treasure. These forests deserve permanent protection
through federal acquisition, wilderness designation and the rehabilitation of
the biological integrity of the area. The Headwaters Forest which lies
between Redwood National Park and Humboldt Redwoods state parks will
provide an essential genetic link important to the recovery of threatened and

endangered species.

The fate of the Marbled Murrelet, a small seabird which nests in coastal
ancient forests, is tied closely to the fate of these remaining ancient forests.
The murrelet is listed by the federal government as "threatened” and by the
state as "endangered”. The area under consideration in H.R. 2866 contains
one of three significant populations of the murrelet in California. The
survival of the murrelet population in the Headwaters Forest area is
essential for the genetic mixing that is vital for the long-term viability of any
species. The murrelet does not build a nest, but rather lays its eggs on a
lichen covered branch high above the ground. Smaller and younger trees do
not have branches broad enough to hold the eggs safely, and their foliage
does not adequately shelter the young from predators. Biologist C.). Ralph
states, "I have seen no bird as closely tied to a forest type. They are entirely
dependent on old-growth.” During the past century California's marbled
murrelet population dropped from 60,000 to 2,000 birds due to liquidation

logging.

During my term as President of EPIC, MAXXAM took over the Pacific
Lumber Company (PL) and announced a systematic plan to liquidate all of
their ancient redwood forests within twenty years. MAXXAM tripled the rate
of cutting to pay off their enormous junk bond debt incurred in the takeover

of PL.
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Since the ‘corporate takeover, MAXXAM has logged off more than half of the
virgin forest that was part of PL's forest holdings. To protect the remaining
ancient groves and the species dependent on them, EPIC was forced to sue
Maxxam/PL, and state and federal agencies eight times, since 1987. EPIC
cited the defendants’ failure to consider the cumulative effects of logging on
the ancient forest dependent wildlife species.

Under the California Forest Practices Act (FPA) the industry has the right to
appeal an agency decision, but the public citizen has only one recourse, to
bring suit on behalf of the public interest. Citizens are forced to file suit on a
piecemeal basis, one logging plan at a time. This constraint reveals that
California's logging plan review process is inadequate to assess the negatives
effects of industrial logging on fish and wildlife.

For many years Pacific Lumber refused to conduct requested wildlife surveys
to determine critical habitat needs. Department of Fish & Game (DFG)
biologists requested this information in order to design mitigation measures
required by law and by DFG's own code of regulation. The DFG mitigations
were unique because they were based on the cumulative effects of logging
ancient forests and the ecological processes of the ecosysiem.

EPIC asked the agencies and the court to require a full environmental
analysis of MAXXAM's planned logging of ancient forest areas. An analysis
equivalent to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would have
necessitated the development of mitigation measures to protect wildlife
before destructive logging praclices impacted habitat.

EPIC's court injunctions and stays have successfully delayed the destruction
of 1500 acres of the last few remaining unprotected groves of ancient forests.
These legal avenues yield temporary success, yet as we have awaited final
judgment in these cases with critical biological questions left unanswered,
MAXXAM has clearcut virgin forest and thousands of acres of residual
groves without adequate analysis and review of the impact of logging on
wildlife, fisheries, water quality, soils and the long-term health of the forest.

MAXXAM has continually showed bad faith by failing to abide by state and
federal regulations designed to protect species and habitat. MAXXAM has
lobbied heavily against any meaningful reforms in the state legislature,
Board of Forestry and in the courts.

Under MAXXAM's control Pacific Lumber has acted unscrupulously.
MAXXAM has aggressively worked to fragment and isolate the ancient
groves in an attempt to reduce their value as habitat for wildlife, so that
further logging would not be prohibited by the agencies. When it became
obvious that the EPIC lawsuits and agency scrutiny created a de facto
injunction on the most significant groves, MAXXAM switched to a new
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strategy to log the residual old growth all the way around the groves, and to
attempt to build roads into the groves to destroy their primitive value.

The worst example of bad faith occurred during two illegal logging
operations in 1992 at Owl Creek, the second largest grove of unprotected
redwoods which serves as nesting habitat for the Marbled Murrelet. Pacific
Lumber cut 20 acres of the grove before completing murrelet surveys and
before consulling with the DFG as required by the California Endangered
Species Act.

Lack of action from these enforcement agencies necessitated quick legal
action and led us into two new lawsuits, one in state court and one in federal
court. EPIC's federal suit, Marbled Murgelet v. Bruce Babbitt, is the first
federal suit regarding violations of the ESA on private forestlands. This suit
has the potential to have a major impact on future implementation and
enforcement of the Federal ESA in regard to protecting species on private
lands. Although EPIC's litigation has temporarily halted destruction of Owl
Creek, it is only an interim strategy while permanent protection of the
ancient forests is pursued through legislative channels.

Now the final liquidation of ancient forests of the Pacific Northwest are well
underway. Native forests are being converted into highly mechanized and
automated forest plantations, or “fiber farms", which require fewer workers
and will not support a long-term sustainable economy. The increased logging
of the ancient forest by PL since the takeover, has created a temporary
increase in jobs which can not be maintained once the ancient forests are
gone. Current estimates, based on past cutting rates, indicate that it would
only take three years for PL to complete this final liquidation. We must end
the cycle of boom and bust and begin a transition to a sustainable restoration

based economy.

H.R. 2866 would require sustainable management of these lands. The
rehabilitation of the logged lands is essential because they form linkages of
the core ancient forests across the landscape. Agency biologists are
increasingly concerned about the loss and impoverishment of biodiversity
and the lack of "functional elemenis” in the managed landscape.

Under the jurisdiction of the USFS the management plan would be
developed with full public review and input. Our local communities
depend on healthy farmlands, fisheries and forests. Removing MAXXAM's
control over this priceless national treasure is vital to a productive long-term
economy in our region, as well as to the survival of the redwood ecosystem.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, please vote yes on H.R. 2866.
With your vote of confidence, Congressman Hamburg can open negotiations
with a meaningful vision and work toward solutions which will reflect
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concern for the long-term health of the forest and timber dependent
economies. It will result in the first steps to recovery of the region, which
has been hit broadside by the junk-bond financed takeover of an outside
corporate raider.

We stand at a critical threshold. The Headwaters Forest Act offers us a last
chance to protect the life-supporting vitality and richness of the Headwaters
Forest Wilderness, the rare species which inhabit it, the sustainability of the
timber industry so that this long-term wonderful natural heritage may be
enjoyed by our children, grandchildren, and many genérations to come.
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Mr. VENTO. We have two other witnesses we want to hear from
on this panel before we come back to questions, Ms. Lanman. The
next is Kathy Bailey, who is the State Forestry Chair, Sierra Club,
California. Welcome, Kathy.

STATEMENT OF KATHY BAILEY

Ms. BAILEY. Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify
on behalf of the Headwaters Forest Act. My name is Kathy Bailey.
I am the Chair for the Sierra Club’s California State Forestry Com-
mittee. Sierra Club joins with the Wilderness Society and the Na-
tional Audubon Society in supporting the Headwaters Forest Act
because it provides the only foreseeable chance to maintain the sig-
nificant portion of the environmental heritage of the redwood re-
gion.

We specifically support at a minimum the 44,000-acre acquisition
area and the bill's focus on reestablishing the links between the
virgin uncut blocks of forest which remain in order to enhance the
habitat value of the area. Aside from its park land, the redwood
ecosystem falls almost entirely under the jurisdiction of the Califor-
nia State regulatory system.

In theory, California’s forest regulation system should provide
reasonable protection for the redwoods. We have what many con-
sider to be some of the strongest environmental laws in the coun-
try. However, year after year, the redwoods have relentlessly been
diminished, while top policymakers turn a blind eye to the need for
direction. This has left State agencies arguing between themselves
about what to protect and where to protect it.

Where I live, a few hours south of Headwaters in Mendocino
County, in what used to be the heart of the redwood empire, we
have only a few small blocks of virgin forest left, the largest being
only a few hundred acres. And while State bureaucracies send
memos back and forth, we have lost most of our second-growth for-
est as well, the 60 to 100-year-old trees.

Along with the forests have gone a once significant fishing indus-
try, with streams silted up and heated by shade removal beyond
the tolerance of salmon and steelhead. And now that we are almost
out of trees, we are almost out of timber employment in Mendocino
County. I believe we are down to just four mills now. One of these
is quite small and one of the larger has already announced plans
to shut down for part of the winter.

We need the Headwaters Forest Act because our State govern-
ment has failed to come to grips with how to maintain a sustain-
able forest economy, one which balances employment with protect-
ing important public trust resources like water, wildlife and the
interconnected fabric of life. The reason we believe that 44,000
acres are necessary to meet the goals of ecosystem management
again is the unfortunate failure of the State’s regulatory program.

If we simply create a 3,000-acre island, you can count on the sur-
rounding area being reduced to very young forest in the next 10 to
15 years. There is nothing in State rules to prevent this from hap-
pening, and Maxxam’s debt load mandates that it will happen. If
you only created a 3,000-acre reserve, you will have created a very
nice tree museum at Headwaters, and with luck one where
murrelets will be able to survive. However, by going ahead and
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buying the surrounding area, you have a reasonable chance at
maintaining a viable ecosystem, where wildlife can migrate over
larger areas and maintain viable genetic bases and where the
water cycle and forest nutrient cycles can be maintained.

I believe that this area, which lies between existing park land,
would have been considered for purchase long before now if we had
realized the threat of a Maxxam takeover in the past.

I want to close with some remarks about endangered species. Al-
though we talk about Marbled Murrelets or spotted owls, Olympic
Salamanders, tailed frogs or the Red Tree Vole, all of these crea-
tures are very important and I personally don’t believe they should
be allowed to die out at Headwaters or anywhere else. But beyond
that, the Headwaters Forest Act is about maintaining a vital and
vibrant part of our Nation’s national heritage.

We are only human. We do not have the world and every little
part of it figured out. Ten years ago, no one outside of forestry
school had ever heard of the Pacific yew tree. Today, women are
recovering from cancer because the benefit of Taxol was recognized.
Maybe these forests hold nothing more for the human race than
their majesty, their trees towering taller than the capitol dome, as
wide across as these tables we sit at, having lived these last 70
generations. But maybe they hold even more meaning for us, and
it is just waiting to be revealed. We simply don’t know. But I do
believe that future generations of American people will thank you
for your help in maintaining this wondrous part of our world.
Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Ms. Bailey.

[Prepared statement of Ms. Bailey follows:]
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Testimony for the Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests & Public Lands
Committee on Natural Resources
The U.S. House of Representative

October 12, 1993

By Kathy Bailey
Chair for State Forestry
Sierra Club California

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of the Headwaters Forest Act,
HR 2866.

My name is Kathy Bailey. I am the Chair for Sierra Club's California State
Forestry Committee. Our committee's focus is the 7 million acres of California
forestland owned by the timber industry and other private land holders. I have worked
virtually full 1ime as a volunteer on forestry issues since 1988 and have been active off
and on since 1976. 1 have lived near Boonville, in west-central Mendocino County,
California, for 22 years.

We are here to consider the future of the last remnant of what's known in
California as the Redwood Empire. The historic range of the redwood forest was
from south of San Francisco Bay, north to the Oregon border in a band no wider than
40 miles along the coast. Two hundred years ago this arca was blanketed with
majestic redwoods, trees eight to fourteen feet or more across, taller than the Capitol
Dome, and up to 2000 years old. Today less than five percent remain uncut, including
all existing park land and the proposed acquisition known as Headwaters Forest.

Sierra Club joins with the Wilderness Society and the National Audubon Society
in supporting the Headwaters Forest Act because it provides the only foreseeable
chance to maintain this significant portion of the environmental heritage of the
redwood region. We specifically support, at a minimum, the 44,000 acre acquisition
area and the bill's focus on reestablishing the links between the virgin, uncut blocks of
forest which remain in order to enhance the habitat value of the area.

Although there are some beautiful stands of virgin redwoods in existing state
and federal parks, there is no redwood forestland in the U.S. Forest system. Through
a quirk of history the entire redwood ecosystem is held by industrial timber companies
and other private holders. The land is designated "timber production zone" for tax
purposes, and the primary use is, in fact, wood products production.

Although the state's Forest Practice Act mandates sustained yield and protection
of water, wildlife and aesthetic values, the regulations governing logging have never set
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clear, enforceable standards for any of these mandates, and the decision of how much
and how fast to log the state's redwood forests are dictated purely by market
conditions. How have these market forces shaped the timber economy and the redwood
forest ecosystem? What can we expect in Humboldt County without the Headwaters
Forest Act?

To look into the future of Humboldt County's timberland, one need only
examine Mendocino County, its next door ncighbor to the south, where [ live. Until
very recently Mendocino County was the second largest timber producing county in the
state, by value. But now, on the largest industrial timber holding in the county
(Louisiana-Pacific), company data supplied to the Board of Supervisors in 1992 shows
that 84 percent of the company's 300,000 acres is stocked with trees 35 years old or
younger, and only 4.8 percent consists of trees over 65 years old. If you wanted to cut
these trees when they produce the largest possible amount of lumber you would cut
them at around 100 years of age. The condition of the resource is very similar on Jands
owned by the county's other major industrial owner, Georgia Pacific. There is no old
growth at all remaining on industrial lands, and only the tiniest of islands on other
private holdings and in state parks. The largest block of old growth redwoods in the
county is around 160 acres.

Louisiana-Pacific has laid off over half of their workers since 1989, has closed
half their mills in the Western Division. Although industry has tried to blame reduced
timber supplies from federal sources for mill closures, a senior L-P company forester
testified in Mendocino County Superior Court that L-P got a maximum of about 20%
of their local timber supplies from the national {orest before that source was severely
cut back. The unfortunate truth is we're almost out of merchantable trees in
Mendocino County, once the heart of the redwood region.

What doces the sorry Mendocino County timber story have to do with
Headwaters? The main differcnces between my home county and the Headwaters arca
are time and ownership patterns. Mendocino's redwood forestlands were owned by
national, now internationally, operating timber companies. The Headwaters arca was
owned until 1986 by a local company whose philosophy was sustained yield.
Mendocino was also closer to the timber-using urban markets. With the ownership
change at Pacific Lumber the last significant and unprotected areas of the original
redwood ecosystem are now fully at the mercy of market conditions. The price of old
growth redwood lumber is very, very high.

I am sure you will be told by industry that California has the strictzst logging
laws in the country for non-federal timberlands. This is probably correct. The
question is do they provide an adequate level of environmental protection? In a rare
moment of candor California's State Board of Forestry admitted in a 1991 document
supporting proposed new regulations that, "Past failure to regulate industrial
timberlands has resulted in long-term over harvesting, drastically reducing both the
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productive capability of the land and maintenance of adequate wildlife habitat.”
Nevertheless, the proposed strengthening regulations were never adopted.

According to figures provided in 1989 to the Forest Advisory Committee of the
Mendocino County Board of Supervisors by the state's forestry research program,
industry was cutting almost three times as much wood as their lands were growing in
Mendocino County.

What about local fisheries which once supported a thriving industry? According
to an inventory prepared for the Department of Fish and Game. in 1965 surveyed
Mendocino County rivers supported 19,000 Coho salmon and 48,000 steclhead trout,
and they were concerned then because the numbers had dropped severely from previous
tallies. In 1991 those same streams supported only 800 Coho salmon and 2800
steelhead. Where did the fish go? In our county there are no major agricultural
diversions o: huge hydroelectric dams to complicate the analysis. Logging is the
significant factor. Fish streams have been silted up with logging runoff and
overheated from lack of tree cover.

I am currently involved with attempts to modify a timber harvest plan in Del
Norte County which the California Department of Forestry has approved over the
objections of the Department of Fish and Game. The Forestry department, in its
official response to public and agency comments, reasons that there is no need to
protect the last mature trees in this watershed because it's already been so cut over
there is no wildlife left to protect.

In papers filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission by the MAXXAM
Corporation, owner of the Headwaters Forest area, the company provided a substantial
amount of data regarding their standing inventory and outlined its plan to liquidate the
mature trees on its own timberland in order to pay off the timber collateralized bonds it
issued as a result of Pacific Lumber's 1993 re-organization. I am not only speaking of
old growth trees but also of the 60 to 100 year old trees that make up the bulk of
MAXXAM's holdings. Although each timber company has its own management style
it is clear that the necessity to pay off $385 million worth of timber collateralized notes
will make it imperative for MAXXAM to log substantially all of its existing
merchantable timber during the life of the bonds, the next 22 years. There is nothing
in current state logging rules to prevent that liquidation although environmental groups
are engaged in continuous rear-guard litigation to enforce state and federal laws which
should provide some protection if they were only properly implemented.

According to public records available at the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection, within the 44,000 acre proposed Headwaters acquisition arca,
MAXXAM tLas already logged a total of 23,348 acres since it acquired Pacific Lumber
in 1986. Of those totals, 3615 acres of virgin redwood, never before entered for
logging, were cut between 1986 and 1991. Litigation has since put virgin logging
plans in that area on hold. In addition, within the acquisition area MAXXAM logged
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18,825 acres of what's called residual old growth. These are the trees the previous
management had left behind. These stands contained from four to ten old growth trees
per acre with trees up to 12 feet in diameter. Because these residual stands are
running out, the company has turned more and more to logging the second growth
trees, ranging in age from 60 to 100 years old.

Humboldt County is the only area left in the ecosystem which still retains some
of the original character of the redwood region. Headwaters lies between two areas of
existing redwood park land. It provides a crucial link between them. Some will
suggest that only the largest uncut, virgin island of 3000 acres should be protected. I
would suggest to you that we need more than a tree museum here. We need a
functioning redwood forest, one that maintains the existing old growth and also
maintains the younger, but still significant 60-100 year old trees as well. It is only a
matter of time until that second growth forest is also gone throughout the region, as it
is already in Mendocino County.

Without the Headwaters Forest Act it is only a matter of time until the world
tamous redwood ecosystem will be reduced to just another landscape of short, bushy
green conifers with lots of deer, raccoons and skunks, but not much else in the way of
wildlife. My children, born and raised in Mendocino County's redwood country, did
not believe that coast redwoods are the world's tallest trees until we drove them three
hours north to Humboldt Redwoods State Park.

We can't go back, but we can make some guesses about the future. The
Headwaters Forest Act may well be our last chance to maintain this part of our
country's original natural heritage. I believe future generations will thank you for your
help in maintaining this wondrous part of our world.
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MAXXAM THP's in Headwaters Acquisition Area
(Timber Harvest Plans)

1986-1993
Year 2nd Gr. Residual Old Growth Virgin Total
1986 317 3166 532 4015
1987 283 1266 1549
1988 4260 659 4919
1989 2218 649 2867
1990 3230 378 3608
1991 3564 131 3695
1992 1623 1623
1993 591 481 1072
TOTAL 908 18,825 3615 23,348 acres

Compiled from Timber Harvest Plans on file with the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection

by Greg King, Charles Powell, and Kathy Bailey
THP numbers, acreage, stand type, and logging system available on rcquest.

707-895-3716
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E£xplanation for Following Two Pages: Addendum for Silvicultural
Information

By Kathy Bailey

The Addendum for Silvicultural Information is part of a
MAXXAM Timber Harvest Plan, the document which must be filed with
the State of California in order to get a permit to log.

Within the text of my testimony I refer to the likelihood
that the MAXXAM ownership will have substantially all of its
second growth timber logged over the next twenty years, reducing
the area to an ecosystem of young regeneration growth trees of a
maximum of 40 years, a vastly different type of forest than
either an old growth or 100 year-old second growth forest.

In the Addendum (2 pages following) item 1 describes the
existing stand: second growth redwood and Douglas fir.

Item 3, 4, and 5 show that 100 acres will be selectively
cut, leaving some of the older trees, and 151 acres will be
clearcut, leaving an area which will be planted with eight-inch
seedlings.

Item 7 shows this stand currently is 100 years old with 20
year undergrowth.

Item 6 states that future entry of the selectively logged
sites will be within 10-20 years. It is at that entry that all
the remaining 100 year-old trees will be logged, leaving a stand
of 30-40 year old trees, with those trees in the previously
clearcut area being 10-20 years old.
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ADDENDUM FOR SILVICULTURAL INFORMATION
April 29, 1992

Timber Stand Data
All numbers are gross volumes gstimates

1. This is a second growth stand with primarily redwood and Douglas-fir.

Current growth bd. ft./ac./yr:
474 bd. ft./ac. /yr.

cg .
2. Preharvest volume bd. ft./acre:

Selection
' Redwood DRouglag-fir
42,440 ) 4,960
Clearcut
Redwood Douglas-fir
42,440 o 4,960

Post harvest volume bd. ft./acre:

Selection:
Redwood las-fir
2000 2,000
Clearcut
HRedwood Douglgs-fir
0 0

78-078 - 94 - 4
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ADDENOUM FOR SILVICULTURAL INFORMATION - (Cont.)
Aprit 29, 1992

Timber Stand Data
All numbers are gross volumes estimates

3. & 4. Preharvest basal area/acre:

Selection
.-« Redwood Douglas-fir
251 ’ 4
Cleargut
Bedwood Douglas-fir
251 ' 4
Post harvest basal area/acre: -
Selection !
-EMQQQ Douglas-fir
100 0
’ Clearcut
Regdwood Douglag-fir
0 . 0

5. The selection will release the stand, which will maintain growth in volume. The selection
area will also provide habitat beneficial to wildlife post harvest.

The clearcut area will be immediately regenerated to achieve maximum site production
of quality timber products dictated by the rules.

«—=ey 6. Future entry in the selection area is estimated to be within 10 to 20 years.
The clearcut area will be entered in 60 years.

7. The area is Site Class Il redwood and Dougias-fir second growth which is 100 years old
with 20 year oid under growth. -
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Mr. VENTO. And finally, we have Dr. William Stewart, an econo-
mist from Oakland, California.
Welcome, Dr. Stewart. Please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM STEWART

Dr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, committee members, thank you for
the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee to discuss the
Headwaters Forest Act. My name is William Stewart, and I am
presently a Senior Research Associate with the Pacific Institute in
Oakland, California. I was requested by Representative Dan Ham-
burg to summarize some of the economic trends regarding forests
and the local employment in the Headwaters Forest area.

I recently completed a detailed analysis of the relationship be-
tween timber harvests, timber jobs, and local economy, using coun-
ty level data covering the past 20 years. The econometric models
I developed for this analysis highlight two fundamental trends not
captured in the standard forestry economic models built on the
economies of the 1970s. Since the supporting evidence is contained
in my written statement, I will summarize the main points.

The first key trend is the impact new investment had on jobs in
the forest industry. Even though harvest in the late 1980s equaled
those of the late 1970s, new investment has essentially replaced
labor in the sawmill sector, while it has created jobs in the re-
manufacturing sector. The remanufacturing sector involves adding
value to basic lumber to produce products such as specialty tim-
bers, doors, windows, cabinets, and finger joints and molding.

The net loss of timber jobs on the north coast has been large, in
part because the region has lagged behind other parts of the State
in investing in new remanufacturing plants and product lines.

The second key trend not captured by standard models is that
the forest industry no longer dominates these local economies as it
once did. In the early 1970s, one out of every three dollars of eco-
nomic stimulus in the north coast came from the timber industry.
By 1990, the timber industry provided only one dollar out of nine.
The major source of economic stimulus now comes from non-wage
income of immigrants and retirees who settled there. Most evidence
suggests that these new residents have moved to these regions be-
cause they value the high quality environment.

Based on the historic record, I estimate that the combination of
investment in the timber industry and a correct accounting of all
local income will mean that the net employment impact over 10
years of the wilderness designation of the old growth in the Head-
waters Forest will be roughly half of the commonly mentioned esti-
mates. This does not take into account the possibility that the old-
growth mills would shut down before 10 years because the inven-
tory has been completely logged.

The contraction of Humboldt’s timber industry in the late 1970s
coincided with a national recession, as well as the expansion of
Redwood National Park, mentioned earlier. At that time, a number
of estimates were made of catastrophic job losses and the destruc-
tion of the economy of Humboldt County. I compared the results of
those estimates with the actual patterns for the county, for Hum-
boldt County.
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In fact, the county experienced no net loss of jobs and no increase
in the unemployment rates relative to other counties in California
that did not have the park expansion. Throughout the 1980s, em-
ployment growth totally unrelated to the timber industry has
added jobs.

In conclusion, I think the record of Humboldt County shows that
guaranteeing old-growth redwood logs for sawmills is a very weak
economic strategy. Job growth within the forest industry depends
on new investment in remanufacturing that can use both young
and old growth. Job growth in the economy as a whole depends on
the expenditure and investment patterns of the immigrants and re-
tgees who came to this region because they value the environment
there.

I will be glad to answer any questions. Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Dr. Stewart follows:]
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TESTIMONY ON H.R, 2866 - HEADWATERS FOREST ACT
FOR THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
OCTOBER 12, 1993

My name is William Stewart and I am presently a senior research associate with the
Pacific Institute for Studies in Develoémem, Environment, and Security of Oakland,
California. I was requested by Representative Dan Hamburg to summarize some of the key
trends regarding the relationship of farests to the local éeonomy in the Headwaters region as
well as suggesting how the specific impact of the Headwaters Forest Act could be calculated.
As part of my doctoral dissertation at the Department of Forestry of the University of California
at Berkeley, I recently completed a detailed analysis of the relationship between timber
harvests, timber jobs and the local economy using county level data covering the past twenty
years. The advantage of analyzing such a long period is that the confounding impact of
business cycles is reduced. The econometric models I developed for this analysis proved to be
considerably more accurate than appréaches used by US Forest Sexvice or industry analysts in
two respects. First, they were better at tracking the historical patterns at the Jocal level and
second they captured the key trends that can explain the major changes we are witnessing in the

timber industry and the economy of forested regions.

The Benefits and Costs of the Headwaters Forest Act

The proposed Headwaters Forest Act would create many benefits for this and future
generations by proteéting a number of unique old growth redwood forest ecosystems whose
future is not presently ensured by private forest managment. The Act also involves two very

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 1
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different types of costs. The first are those born by socicty through federal expenditures to
expand and then effectively manage public lands. Although the exact inventory levels are not
yet known, the procedures for establishing and paying these costs are laid out in the Act. The
second are those born by the local people and the local economy. This includes jobs lost in the
iimber industry as well as changes in the local economy that are specifically due to the Act.
Realistic projections of these costs are necessary to assess the true cost of the legislation and
what measures would be effective in ensuring local economic vitality.

The problem with most standard analyses of economic impacts is that they are based on
the industry and local economies of the 1970s and not the 1990s. Two major changes must be
addressed if realistic projections for the 1990s and beyond are to be developed. The first is the
distribution of jobs within the timber workforce itself. The second is that the timber industry
is no longer the major engine of local economic growth in the region. My analysis of the
economic impact of timber harvesting in California suggests that, in some respects, a focus on
commodity production may have a negative or only neutral impact on overall economic vitality.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 2
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Map of Hea rs Farest ion rt ntral Sjer

California

North Coast

—— Headwaters Forest
region

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993
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The changes with California’s timber industry are summarized in the figure below. In

the 1970s, jobs in the sawmills constituted the largest fraction of all timber jobs in Northern
California. In the mid 1980s jobs in the wood remanufacturing sector surpassed sawmills as
the major enmployer. Wood remanufacturing includes diverse products such as specially cut
and sanded lumber, doors, windows, finger-jointed molding, crates and boxes. I think the
fundamental difference between the two types of employment is that capital investment in
sawmills decreased the need for labor but actually increased the need for labor in the diverse
remanufacturing sector by creating even more added value in the wood products.

Figure One
Timber Jobs in Northern California
30,000
25,000 +
20,000 1 AN
£ 15,000 Logging
0001 ™ 7T Sewnulling
5,000 4 Remanufacturing
0 +—t——t———t—t——t————t—
77 79 81 83 85 87 89
Source: California Economic Devel 1977-1990. The workers are

opment
categorwed by SIC numbers (241,242, and 243-249). The counties covered are all those north
of Los Angeles county.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 4
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Changes in lecpl economies

The other major change is that the stimulus provided by the timber industry now takes
second place to expenditures from an ever increasing number of in-migrants and retirees and
who bring new capital, skills and interests. Figure two illustrates the enormous changes that
have occurred in this region over the past twenty years. The growth in non-wage income is
considerably more important than the relatively small increase in tourism and recreation dollars
that also occurred over the same period. A very plausible reason for the ability of the region to

attract new sources of economic stimulus is the environmental amenities provided by the

region.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 5
78 078 17r
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Figure Two
Sources of Local Economic Stimulus in
the North Coast of California
2
53
b
2 3
% 15
o 10
55
& 0+——t———t——t—t—t—t—t——t—t—t——
72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88
Interest &  —9—— Social Timber
Dividends Security & Income
other
Entitlements

Source: Local Area Personal Income: California ,U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis. 1978,1984, 1990, 1991. Economic stimulus is defined as income coming
from sale of exported products (mainly manufacturing and agriculture), exported services
(determined by location quotient) and income transfers. It excludes most local retail, sexvice
and government employment income.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993
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Specific Trends for Humboldt County

1t is clcar upon reviewing the harvest and employment statistics for Northem California
that more people are required to process one million board feet of old growth than one million
board fect of young growth logs. Based on data covering the period from 1978 to 1990, I
estimated that processing pure old growth requires roughly 30% more labor than the current
regional mix of old and young growtb. Total employment involved in logging and processing
one million board feet of old growth logs would include roughly one logging job, one half a
tree plant job and six and a half sawmilling jobs. Beyond the first year, however, it is also
necessary to account for increases in labar productivity resulting from the purchase of new mill
machinery and the retiring of old machinery.

Even though the increase in labor productivity bas been closely associated with the shift
from a harvest dominated by old growth logs to one dominated by young growth logs, old
growth processing  also improves with new machinery. For example, labor requirements for
an identical mix of old and young growth logs in the Central Sicrras are roughly one half of
that in the North Coast, In the Central Sicrras, the percentage of the harvest from old growth
logs had no impact on employment. This would not occur if the processing of old growth was
impervious to introduction of new machinery. The diffusion of existing technology among
different mills in the industry is going on now and will continue. Taking a conservative view
that the diffusion of more productive technology from the industry leaders to the whole North
Coast timber industry would take ten years, the number of jobs required to process one million
board feet would drop from 8 to 4 workers over a decade. Based on this process of
technological diffusion, 61 person years would be required to process an annual flow of one
million board feet of lumber for a decade. This compares to an estimated 95 pecson-years that

one gets by simply dividing current employment by lumber output. This back of the envelope
calculation js 50% greater than the projection I would make based on an econometric analysis
of the relationship of the recent historical record in California.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 7
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Figure Four
Person-Years to Process One Million Board
Feet per year for a Decade
9.5
Without Technological Change
; 95
4
With Technological Change
61

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Sources: Initial and eventual Jabor requirements for technological change model - econometric
analysis of county level harvest and employment data. Stewart (1993). Labor requirements of
no technological change model - 1990 fﬁ zLANanalysis for Northera Spotted Owl and
industry estirnates for old growth ing in California. The model for for estimating the

rate of technological innovation by comparing mm&% E?ggcsﬂ;uiyn of the

b&stonequnrwroftheinduﬂwasﬁmtinmd

Indirect jobs

Nearly all employment analysis estimate that more indirect jobs will be lost thant direct
timber jobs if timber harvests drop in the western United States. The expansion of Redwood
National Park in the late 1970s provides an excellent opportunity to compare the projection
with the actual pattern in the same general region that we are discussing today. When we go

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 8
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back and compare the accepted projections of catastrophic losses to what actually occurred, it is
surprising that although direct timber job loss did occur, the total number of jobs in the county
did not drop, uremployment rates did not rise relative to the state as a whole, and overall the
local economy continued to grow. These results are true even after the number of jobs is
reduced to account for overall population growth, Figure threc below compares the projected
jobs losses for Humboldt county based on the employment multipliers greater than 2.5
calculated for the economy of the 1970s with the actual trend after correcting it for population
growth. As the figure illustrates, the loss of timber jobs that began in 1977 (due to both a
slowdown in construction and the park expansion) did not have the expected effect of dragging
the rest of the economy down, Equally significant, when harvests doubled from 1982 to 1987,
the number of timber jobs increased by less than 20%. Clearly, timber employment is no
longer the primary driver of the local economy.

HBeadwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 9
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Figure Threc
Humboldt County
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Employment multipliers of 2.5 or greater continue to be used even though they prove to
be extremely inaccurate when applied to events that have occurred. A crucial flaw in many of
the regional economic models is that they do not account for growing non-wage incomes that
are especially characteristic of the forested regions of California. The following table
summarizes the results of an economic base analysis of the major timber producing counties of

California.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 10
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Income Muitipliers for Major Timber Producing Counties in Califonia 1972-1989
Income Standard
Sectcr Muitiplier Error T P
Lumber 1.445 0.132 10.909 | .000
Transfers 1.422 0.056 25.221 .000
Government 1.605 0.318 5.048 .000
Other Manufacturing 1.481 0.328 4.519 .000
Degrees of Freedom = 125; F= 86; Adjusted R2 = 0.875

Source! Predicting Fmplo pa Chan Z 1A
William Stcwan PbD Umversxty of Cahfmmaat Berkx:! The results were developed from
an economic base model using local income from the Low:{mea Personal Income publications

of the Department of Commerce.

The mioral is that a dollar is a dollar in terms of the multiplier effect in these forested
counties, When the relatively higher wage of timber jobs is taken into account, the loss or gain
of one timber job is associated with the loss or gain of 1.85 local jobs. The combination of
underestimating the impact of technological change and overestimating the employment
multiplier leads to a total job loss estimate that may be more than that twice that which an
examination of the economic record leads me to anticipate. This overcstimation does not take
into account the distinct possibility that the old growth jobs could suddenly come to a halt if the

inventories ran out within the next decade or two.

Employment in the new forest economies

The economies of Humboldt and other forest counties in California have undergone
enormous changes. Large changes in timber investment reduce the leverage of increased
commodity production for producing jobs, Job growth in California's timber industry is
occurring in the remanufacturing sector rather than the sawmilling sector. Interestingly, it is
the Central Sierra region which illustrates the potential for job creation based on developing

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12.1993 ’ 11
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new products and marketing them far and wide. Over the 1990s, more than 2,500 jobs in
wood remanufacturing were created in this region as many smaller companjes increased their
product lines and output. Unfortunately, similar levels of new investment, market linkages and
new jobs did not not occur in the North Coast region.

The possibility of job growth with declining old growth harvests is illustrated by the
near total transformation of one fixm in the North Coast region. In the late 1970s, the firm
employed 110 workers producing wide, tongue and groove planks from old growth redwood.
Even though their supply of old growth redwood dried up in the 1980s, the owner did not have
to lay off one person. By investing in new equipment and developing new products, she
completed the transition to products made from young growth logs with no loss of jobs.

The fact that the growth of income brought by in-migrants and its impact on the
economy more than overshadowed the reduction of timber jobs has other important
implications. Itis probable that many of these new residents were brought to the region by its
environmental amenities and possess economic talents that can be tapped to create new
employment growth in the region, Focussing on new employment opportunities not dependent
on increased commodity production may have considerably more promise.

Key conclusjops

Although old growth logs require more labar to process, new invutnmts in sawmills
are increasing labor productivity and reducing the employment needed to process a steady
supply of raw material. Investment in the remanufacturing sector of the timber industry is
responsible for essentially all the timber job growth in the state. The relative slowness of the
timber industry in the area surrounding the proposed Headwaters Fovest area to invest in these
new product lines explains more of the job loss than harvest levels over the 1978 to 1990
period. Local economies are increasingly driven by income not related to the timber industry
and job growth appears to be positively associated with the eavironmental amenities of the

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 . 12
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region. In this respect the apparent tradeoff between wilderness and employment may not

always be true.

Headwaters Forest Act Testimony, William Stewart, October 12,1993 13
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Mr. VENTO. Yes, thank you, Dr. Stewart. You are obviously just
talking about the output in terms of timber harvest and the utiliza-
tion, or practical utilization, on a sustained-yield basis of timber,
is that correct, and other forest-related products?

Dr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

Mr. VENTO. You didn’t deal with any of the fishery impact that
this would have, is that correct, in your analysis?

Dr. STEWART. No, I was just looking at the impacts within the
forest sector.

Clearly, the rates of logging, if you look at the rate, what has
happened to the fishery sectors of the north coast, they have been
drastically reduced over this period of the final residual logging of
many of the old-growth forests.

Mr. VENTO. There are, of course, a lot of intangibles in terms of
quality of life and other things that Bonnie Raitt was talking about
in terms of the utilization or how these areas are used. But there
is also, of course, a tourism aspect and how that—whether a lot of
people visit this area.

I don’t know what the situation is in Humboldt County and other
areas, I guess, but with some of the parks and so forth, they
haven’t found—they haven’t exactly had their doors beat down up
there. But there is that factor, is there not?

Dr. STEWART. Yes, sir. I think tourism has often been considered
the replacement industry for the timber industry; and I think, look-
ing at the historical record, that the real economic growth that
comes from creating parks or putting land into preserves is that it
attracts new innovators and entrepreneurs to the region that enjoy
those environmental amenities. Most of them who do not work in
the tourism resource and the tourism industries.

Mr. VENTO. Yes, I know. I think the utilization of old growth in
terms of getting people to walk out in the forest, and so forth, it
has been a problem. But sports fishing, as an example, could be
very, very significant in terms of, again, the related vertebrate fish
species that are impacted in the area.

There are quite a few questions here that need to be raised. Do
you—you are just trying to compare.

Now, the Forest Service, of course, can get into some difficulty,
but they would—excluding some of these lands would mean that
they, Dr. Stewart, could in fact raise income or have income flow
from some of these secondary growth areas and other areas in the
forest; is that correct?

Dr. STEWART. I think one of the major problems from both the
State and Federal regulatory point of view is until the status of
these endangered habitats is cleared up, there has been a slow-
down even in harvesting young growth. And I think clarifying the
habitat requirements would allow for a more rapid development of
some of these younger growth areas that are now under question.

Mr. VENTO. Well, in other words, your point is, likely some of the
timber adding to the cost of these lands could never really be actu-
ally logged? As in the case of the Owl Creek situation, there may
be in fact a policy violation in those instances?

Dr. STEWART. That may be true, but for the region as a whole,
approximately half of the acreage is in the hands of northern in-
dustrial owners, and many of those lands are coming to age when
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they will be harvestable, to replace some of the inventory that
would be put into the wilderness designation.

Mr. VENTO. Do you think from a standpoint of management that
it is helpful to have—obviously, this being in public ownership
would be more likely to be able to set up other goals than those
simply to pay off high-yield bonds?

Dr. STEWART. Yes, sir.

Mr. VENTO. That is, I think, a point worth noting, that if they
are dependent only on that and some of the other esthetic ques-
tions, some of the other questions with regard—that we get into ar-
guments about in terms of harvest, are set aside, which may be
just as well.

What do you think about the dollar amounts that you have heard
and the discussion today concerning that debate, the fact that the
State of California got an estimate on 44,000 acres and it was only
within certain criteria the State of California was relying upon; do
you think that that—do you have any comments on that?

Dr. STEWART. No, the exact inventory numbers and the appraisal
values are something I am not a specialist in, and I think that is
a very different field.

Mr. VENTO. [ see.

Ms. Lanman, can you explain the sad status of the various law-
suits that you have begun? This Owl Creek is the most recent one.
Last year, of course, we in the past session had a lot of suggestions
made to us that there was nothing being done, that California’s
land use and forestry protection laws are the most strict in the Na-
tion, and that there wouldn’t be any intrusion into—in fact, they
are taking every step to avoid modification of the habitat of any
species that were threatened and so forth.

And yet here we are then in Thanksgiving with this cut. You are
telling me that whatever the penalty or fines are, there is still
mo}xllei)y to be made in violating whatever these rules are; is that
right?

Ms. LANMAN. To date, that is correct. Since there were no fines
levied, they haven’t had to pay anything.

Mr. VENTO. But your concern is that that is exactly what will
happen?

Ms. LANMAN. Well, in addition to the confusion, as expressed by
Congressman Hamburg, that the agencies displayed when they
were presented with the problem of an actual take occurring in
known Marbled Murrelet nesting habitat, that left us with the only
recourse to go to court again and try to get an injunction. We were
fortunate to do that.

But in terms of the overall California forest practice program, it
is badly in need of reform; and we have been working on that for
several years. The case law that has been developed since we began
this work in 1988, in particular with regard to this logging of an-
cient forest habitat on Pacific Lumber Company land, shows clearly
tl}gtdwildlife agencies are in favor of survey information being pro-
vided.

The agencies have taken a few steps administratively to try to
begin to grapple with this, but they are faced consistently with an
uncooperative partner in the industry; and in particular, when they
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are asked to provide information that would result in a restriction
on cut, they are very reluctant to do that.

Mr. VENTO. Well, it is a related problem, I think, in most of our
minds, on privately owned land. It is tough enough when you have
publicly owned land and you are putting together a sale, and when
supposedly we should be able to control that.

You know, last week someone said they were stealing the trees
off of public land.

Ms. LANMAN. Well, clearly California law recognizes that the for-
ests hold public values, fundamental public values that need to be
protected, and that includes the fisheries, the wildlife, and the fu-
ture productivity of the forests to produce high-quality timber prod-
ucts for future generations.

If we look at what has happened in Mendocino, we can see clear-
ly the regulations are not providing for the maximum productivity
in perpetuity; and if we see what has happened in Humboldt Coun-
ty, we can see clearly that even endangered species can fall
through the cracks and not be protected.

Mr. VENTO. I would just submit—I am not an attorney—but most
States sort of define what the private property rights are. There
are some provisions in our national constitution, but most States
are rather unique in terms of how they define what private prop-
erty rights are.

So you are really on a legal expedition here in terms of trying
to define and limit this. I would suggest in most courts—I think
most States, maybe even national courts, are not—are pretty leery
of what the consequences are. I think there have been a number
of zoning cases that came up the last few years that have not been
encouraging with regards to the State being able or its delegated
political subdivisions being able to deal with issues of zoning and
other limitations.

That is just a fact, isn’t it?

Ms. LANMAN. But it is clear, too, that as long as the company
hasn’t been restricted from conducting business, that a take can-
not—a taking of their property cannot be found; and certainly we
have not advocated that they stop logging entirely, but that they
practice sustainable logging practices and that they protect wildlife
values as required by law.

Mr. VENTO. Well, this is based on rules and regulations in the
State of California. Is it State law, do you know? Is it State law
or is it rules and regulations of the State Department of Forestry,
California State Department of Forestry? What are we dealing with
here?

, Ms. LANMAN. Well, we are dealing with some complex layers of
aw.

One is the California Environmental Quality Act, which requires
that you consider the cumulative effects of an action over time. And
the other is the California Forest Practices Act, which implements
these regulations, which—the Board of Forestry develops regula-
tions to protect the public resource values.

Mr. VENTO. Are there cases similar to this that have been de-
cided in California?

Ms. LANMAN. Well, we won several of these cases already. We
have a major case pending in the Supreme Court which should go
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directly to the heart of your question. And we feel that it won’t be
blackdand white, that they will find that the species need to be pro-
tected.

Mr. VENTO. What is the length of these court cases? How long
have you been fighting these court cases? I know you have got one
in the Supreme Court. What is your estimate of this?

Obviously, if Pacific Lumber comes to a settlement tomorrow,
you are all set, but it doesn’t sound like that might happen.

Ms. LANMAN. Well, we have been trying to address these issues
in court since 1987; and we just settled a case from 1987 recently,
and we have about seven cases now pending since 1988.

Mr. VENTO. Ms. Bailey, you have done a lot of work in this. I
read your statement and appreciate the efforts of your organiza-
tion, the Sierra Club, and the other associations, the Wilderness
Society and National Audubon. I think it underlines the impor-
tance that conservation organizations place on these particular key
areas.

What is your view of the State of California and the Fish and
Wildlife Service, their indirect role in this? It is indirect. You note
that the Forest Service and the others that were testifying here did
not specify, they were not involved in, for instance, many of the de-
cisions that were made here about these land use patterns; but is
that a reliable benchmark on which we should rely in terms of pro-
tection to the headwaters? I mean, that is the bottom line.

We have got a court case going forward here. Is this likely to
come back with resolution and therefore make our actions here
moot or not necessary?

Ms. BAILEY. [ think we are so much going out into new territory
where the Federal endangered species regulations interact with the
State regulations, that it is unlikely that we are going to see a
clear definitive resolution in the near future.

My views are that the State of California has relatively strong
laws but relatively ineffective regulations. And it is that shifting
between what the law says and how the regulations implement
those laws that has brought to us where we are right now.

Mr. VENTO. It sounds like the laws exist on paper, but not in re-
ality. I can’t believe it.

Ms. BaiLEy. Right, sir. We have regulations that generate enor-
mous amounts of paperwork, but sometimes what it seems like is
a situation of describe and cut. So you spend a lot of time analyzing
the situation, but then the guidelines are absent as to what is pro-
tection in one area, for what resource.

And it is a situation that in Mendocino County, where I am—I
believe we are only a small period of time, say 15 years ahead, of
what we would be looking like in Humboldt County. And we have
testimony in front of the board of supervisors from our major tim-
ber holder to the effect that 85 percent of their resource is in trees
in the 35-year-old age class; and as I think you probably heard
somewhere else, that trees in our ecosystem yield the most wood
volume for timber in the 80- to 120-year range. And so obviously
if we have got a resource in the 35-year-old range, we are not sus-
tainable at the moment.

And, in fact, the Board of Forestry did find—research arm of the
Board of Forestry found that in our county, harvests were three
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times the rate of growth. And we are just looking at the same thing
happening in Humboldt County.

Mr. VENTO. I am sort of amused, when you hear of the reforest-
ation or second growth and you go and look in the stream bottoms,
and there you see the cedar stumps, the redwood stumps from 120
years ago, and there is nothing growing around them. ‘

Ms. BAILEY. Yes, redwoods %gve wonderful regenerative prop-
erties.

Mr. VENTO. No, I know they do. Not other species, but, yes, they
come from the root, they will come back.

Please proceed. Did I interrupt you?

Ms. BAILEY. No.

Mr. VENTO. The point is that you obviously feel strongly that the
measure that has been introduced has 44,000 acres plus an addi-
tional 12,000 acres to study; and what we are being told here that
has been considered before is why not just take the 44,000 acres,
why not just take the areas that have the old-growth redwoods on
them, the ancient redwoods?

Ms. BAILEY. Well, again, I think we have heard from the experts
that tell us that we can enhance our investment by going into the
ecosystem management approach. I think this is the direction that
the Federal Government is leading us. We like to think in Califor-
nia that we are in the lead on things, but I think it is clear in this
situation that the Federal Government has taken the lead on eco-
system management.

Mr. VENTO. Or “landscapes,” as the Forest Service refers to it?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. The other question, and I am sorry, but the point is
that how much of the—in the area of Pacific Lumber, since the
purchase by this 1980 takeover process, I note that you have put
before us a list of Maxxam in the headwater acquisition area.

What is THP?

Ms. BAILEY. Timber harvest plan. And it is the document that
the companies must file with a State in order to get approval.

Mr. VENTO. So they reported with the State or filed with the
State that they were going to cut 3,615—that they have cut 3,615
acres of virgin old growth?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes, sir. It was pointed out to me that these were
the timber harvest plans that Maxxam got approved themselves
under their ownership; that when they took over the company, they
also inherited, if you will, approved timber harvest plans for virgin
areas that were also cut—perhaps as much as an additional 3,000
acres.

I haven’t documented that yet, but I can.

Mr. VENTO. So you think there may have been actual-—so the
total amount here might actually be 6,000 acres?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. VENTO. Is that what you are saying?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. VENTO. This is in addition to what was being cut; and of
course, you are concerned about the fact that much of this is now—
is having superimposed over it, of course, additional information.
Almost every year we are rewriting the old-growth bill in Region
6, because we keep getting new information every year. And none
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of this is being considered here in terms of this particular plan,
none of this new information.

Ms. BAiLEY. Right, that is correct.

Mr. VENTO. The ecosystems are not a factor in terms of this plan;
is that right?

Ms. BAILEY. No, no, I am afraid it is not. Right now the cumu-
lative impact system is a checklist, where is it going to mean im-
pact, yes, no.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think it is tough to be in this business; it is
a difficult time because there is changing information, we are on
a learning curve here. And so I think that that is a factor. And plus
I think trying to meld that together with the other goals that exist
in terms of those that want to preserve some of these areas and
the associated species—even salamanders.

Someone the other day was saying we are even trying to pre-
serve—I think they meant insects, but they said bugs. I don’t think
they were just talking about insects. Actually I think they were
talking about other things, maybe even arachnids. I don’t know.

Mr. Hamburg.

Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We hear a lot from the
timber industry in northern California about the stringency of
State regulation. I know you have already addressed this, but I
have to just talk about it for another couple of minutes. There have
been several attempts in recent years to try to strengthen the regu-
lations under the Forest Practices Act, which many people would
say is the most forward-thinking State regulation in the country,
but as you have said, it is regulation that is often not enforced.

Could you just describe, Ms. Bailey, what some of those efforts
have been over the last several years and what has occurred? Have
rve %gtten any positive results out of those attempts on the State
evel?

Ms. BAILEY. Well, there was Proposition 130 in 1990. This was
a voter initiative that was twofold. It attempted to reform forest
practices on one hand, and it also contained a very large bond
measure which would have—the prime target was the Headwaters
area.

5 It also would have protected ancient forest areas throughout the
tate.

We came to the election, at the time, at the very edge, where peo-
ple were suddenly discovering that the economy was perhaps fail-
ing; and we lost on a very narrow margin, 48 percent yes. Our elec-
tion people were congratulated by the timber industry because they
thought we had won, it was only when the numbers came in that
we discovered that we had lost.

Two years later, after a period of negotiation, there was also an
attempt at forestry reform in the legislature. However, it got
bogged down in special interest maneuvering, at least partly by the
Pacific Lumber Company, and to preserve a larger cut on their re-
sidual redwood forest. And unfortunately after much prolonged de-
bate, the Sierra Club felt that they could no longer support this
bill. And the bill——

Mr. HAMBURG. Was that the Sierra Accord?

Ms. BAILEY. It started out as the Sierra Accord. It went through
a couple of permutations.
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Mr. HAMBURG. Why did the Sierra Accord fail? It did get through
the legislation; is that correct?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes, it did pass as A.B. 860 and was vetoed by Gov-
ernor Wilson. It was our opinion at the time that it perhaps might
have prevented a certain amount of clear-cutting of residual old-
growth timber.

Mr. HAMBURG. But d1d the Sierra Club—Sierra Club pulled out
on the subsequent bill, which was called the Grand Accord; but did
the Sierra Club support the Sierra Accord?

Ms. BAILEY. The Sierra Club was neutral by the time it came to
the vote on the Sierra Accord.

Mr. HAMBURG. Even though you had worked to help negotiate
the agreement?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes. There were some 90 amendments, and in the
final two weeks there were some extremely hostile amendments
that we felt were basically poison pills, but we still felt that there
was enough in the legislation that we would only go neutral on it.

However, the next iteration was——

Mr. HAMBURG. Governor Wilson vetoed the Sierra Accord?

Ms. BAILEY. That is correct.

M}:‘ HAMBURG. And you mentioned Pacific Lumber was involved
in that.

Ms. BAILEY. Well, that was our feeling. I have no direct personal
knowledge of that. But it was clear that one of the main differences
between A.B. 860, which the Governor vetoed and the next iter-
ation, the Grand Accord, there was a significant difference in the
amount of old growth that Pacific Lumber could have clear cut
under those two measures.

Mr. HAMBURG. And, you know—Cecelia, go ahead.

Ms. LANMAN. I was going to address the issue of regulations. In
regard to the Board of Forestry regulations, one of our lawsuits
emanated from a refusal on the part of Pacific Lumber to—well,
they testified against any further old-growth regulations being im-
plemented by the State of California in 1988, which has subse-
quently led to our having to sue them and the State agencies six
or eight times.

In addition, the industry just recently in the last two years, since
the Grand Accord failed, has blocked any meaningful reform as
well. And this is despite the fact that the Board of Forestry’s own
findings and the information digest provided to the agencies, by the
agencies and by other experts, show clearly there is a need for
these kinds of regulations, which would identify old-growth values
and attributes and do something to try to protect these processes
and the wildlife.

Mr. HAMBURG. Now, in the neighboring county to Humboldt,
Mendocino County, there has been an attempt to come up with
some rules that will better serve the interests of long-term sustain-
ability; and I don’t know if you have been involved in that process,
but could you just very briefly describe that for us, Kathy?

Ms. BAILEY. Yes, the Mendocino County Forest Advisory Com-
mittee was a board appointed by the Board of Supervisors in
Mendocino County. They met over a period of, I believe, 18 months.
It involved every aspect of the spectrum—enwronmentahsts, water
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course experts, timber industry people, small mill owners. And they
did come with a package to the Board of Supervisors.

This package was defeated on a three-to-two vote after much dis-
cussion; and what the effect of that would have been, would have
been to present a package of rules from Mendocino County to the
Board of Forestry in Sacramento. They then would have had to ap-
prove them as well.

We don’t know whether this is—if there will be more action from
Mendocino County.

Mr. HAMBURG. I understand that the Mendocino County board
plans to take up the fact recommendations again this year. How-
ever, I just bring this up because I think the entire forest advisory
committee process in Mendocino County is really indicative of the
failure of the State Board of Forestry to promulgate rules that are
in the best interest of long-term sustained yield timber planning.
And it is my understanding that there is nothing in the current
rules under which the State operates that require sustained yield
harvesting of timber. Is that true?

Ms. BaiLEy. Well, the law again specifies that the resource
should be managed for maximum production of high-quality timber
product. However, the regulations have never defined what sus-
tained production is.

The board has—under threat of lawsuit from an organization
that is not represented here, has tried to grapple with this issue
of just what is sustained yield. Mind you, this is 20-some-odd years
after the Forest Practices Act passed. They are now trying to grap-
ple with what it means to say “sustained yield.” And they sent a
regulation to the Office of Administrative Law, who bounced it
back on procedural problems; and they have resubmitted it, and we
will see. But as of now, there is no definition of “sustained yield.”

Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you. Just a couple of other questions.

Ms. Lanman, probably the most controversial thing about this
bill is that it doesn’t just isolate the old-growth groves and say,
Let’s just purchase those and forget about the connectivity in the
second grove.

I was in Fortuna over the weekend talking at a town hall meet-
ing with many employees of Pacific Lumber Company and they
definitely had a their point of view on how that second growth is
being managed. What is your impression of that management?

Ms. LANMAN. It is being cut as rapidly as possible so that it
doesn’t become part of a national forest. And Pacific Lumber’s poli-
cies became very aggressive after the takeover. Many of their plans
have had flaws in terms of how they would protect over the land-
scape the significant values that remain on their holdings, espe-
cially the Headwaters Forest area and the species that exist there.

As we heard from the biologist this morning, it seems very clear
that for the recovery of these species we need a larger acreage in
order to protect those values. If they are left as isolated fragments,
we will just have more park system, not a functional recovery area
like the Marbled Murrelet.

I believe if it remains in their hands, they will continue to isolate
and fragment these groves, which is precisely what they have done
since attention has been brought to their lands. I don’t believe they
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would manage it in a way that would enhance the recovery of these
species. That is very clear from their actions.

Mr. HAMBURG. A section of the bill talks about a restoration plan
for second-growth forests which you maintain are being aggres-
sively harvested. Can you describe the kind of jobs in restoration
work that might be available on these lands, what kind of work
would need to be done to restore the second-growth forest and es-
}:‘ablisg an ecosystem management approach to that second-growth
orest?

Ms. LANMAN. I have some ideas theoretically. There has been
some assessment done by experts, Pacific Watershed Associates,
many of whom were involved in national park restoration, but until
acgual assessment was done we wouldn’t know for sure how many
jobs.

Clearly, restoration-based economy in this region will be labor in-
tensive and will be a better trend than what is in the industry now,
which is to move toward fiber farm production and increasingly
jobs, automation in the mills. And in order to deal with the gap
that we are facing now because of the overharvesting, we fee!l that
the restoration work would provide jobs in this transition that we
are facing. Those jobs would include planning and monitoring areas
that were put under restoration; it would include heavy equipment
operations where roads would have to be put to bed. It would in-
clude all seasonal work.

Logging does not only have to be one season. It involves
inventorying, going out on the ground and seeing what impacts
occur over time. It involves surveying for wildlife. It involves tree
planting as well as removal and thinning of certain areas.

If this management plan were to be developad by the Forest
Service to truly enhance the old growth values, there would need
to be thinning of some areas to bring those features back sooner.
It is a variable that would have to be worked out after the bill was
passed, and during the time the Forest Service would be looking
at management and we would have to find a way to fund the res-
toration efforts in order to keep the jobs going out there.

In addition, there would be a lot of work in restoring fisheries.
I have been involved in doing some of that kind of work in the wa-
tershed where I live. It is not necessarily only seasonal; it can be
year-round because it involves surveying and monitoring, work
that can only be done in the dry season, such as creating barriers
to prevent erosion in places where there is gullying and a lot of ero-
sion coming into the streams. It involves in our region a lot of
hands-on work to protect the species of fish using the stream.

People in our region are catching the fish as they come upstream
and hatching the eggs out by hand. They are put in incubators and
they are fed. They have to have clean water and gravel. This has
to be done. There is no spawning habitat in some areas, so people
have to be out and monitor and be there hands-on teaching our
children how to do this too.

Mr. VENTO. We have to go to the last panel. If you have other
questions, you may submit them in writing.

Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you. I do have other questions.

Mr. VENTO. I thank the members of the panel. It has been very
helpful.
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I appreciate the last concern. There has been a lot of siltation in
streams in the Western slope up and down the Cascades and in the
Rockies, and that does cause special problems.

Thank you very much.

The last panel is Mr. John Campbell, President and Chief Execu-
tive Officer of the Pacific Lumber Company, Scotia, California; Mr.
Gary Rynearson, the Natural Resources Management Corporation,
Eureka, California; Mr. Stan Dixon, County Supervisor, Humboldt
County, California; and Mr. Robert MacMullin, MacMullin Logging
and Forestry, McKinleyville, California.

Gentlemen, you have been very patient today and I appreciate it.
I have all of your statements. I had your statement early, Mr.
Campbell. So they will be made part of the record.

Mr. Campbell, once you are properly seated, proceed to summa-
rize or read the relevant portions of your statement.

PANEL CONSISTING OF JOHN A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, THE PACIFIC LUMBER CO,
SCOTIA, CA; GARY C. RYNEARSON, PRESIDENT, NATURAL RE-
SOURCES MANAGEMENT CORP., EUREKA, CA; STAN DIXON,
COUNTY SUPERVISOR, HUMBOLDT COUNTY, CA; AND ROB-
ERT MacMULLIN, CONSULTING FORESTER, MacMULLIN FOR-
ESTRY AND LOGGING, McKINLEYVILLE, CA

STATEMENT OF JOHN A. CAMPBELL

Mr. CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am John Campbell, the President and Chief Executive Officer
of the Pacific Lumber Company, and I appreciate the opportunity
to testify before you today. I would like to summarize my remarks.

The Pacific Lumber Company has been in operation in Humboldt
County now for 124 years of continuous operation. In February
next year it will be our 125th year of operation on this same prop-
erty.

I¥ was interesting to hear testimony earlier that folks were talk-
ing about the beauty of the area and how people are moving there
because of the beauty. I would suggest to you that that is because
a lot of the timber companies in our area have been doing a good
job. That is why the area is so beautiful.

Our company has 1,250 employees. We are the largest private
employer in Humboldt County. All our lands are owned by the
State for timber production and the Timber Production Act of 1982
requires that the landowner has maximum sustained production of
timber products from that land. That is its only use.

The proposal which claims to be an old-growth protection bill is
fatally flawed, as was stated by the Save the Redwoods League, be-
cause over 80 percent of the land that is involved in the 44,000
acres is second-growth timber or even third-growth timber. It has
been harvested at least once, and in some areas twice.

I mentioned the Save the Redwoods League. Two weeks ago they
enjoyed their 76th anniversary. Our company has had a 70-year re-
lationship with that organization and many of the forest groves of
redwoods in Humboldt County have been set aside working in co-
operation between the Pacific Lumber Company and the Save the
Redwoods League.
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The reason John DeWitt said the current proposal is fatally
flawed is they would like to see money of this magnitude spent on
acquiring property adjacent to the current parks so that those
parks will be enhanced and grow over time rather than taking iso-
lated portions of land in other areas which would not benefit what
their long-term goals are.

Three and a half years ago our company voluntarily refrained
from harvesting in the headwaters area. We put on a two-year
moratorium worked out with three of our local legislators, Con-
gressman Bosco, Senator Barry Keene and Assemblyman Dan
Houser from our area, and we agreed to refrain from harvesting to
allow the environmental communities and the State to figure out
how to come up with an appropriation to protect this particular
drainage.

Proposition 130 failed and many other efforts have failed as well.
But here we are three and a half years later, we have refrained
from harvesting in the area, we have remained flexible in terms of
what we would like to see happen with that property. All the com-
pany wants to see is that our shareholders who have a public inter-
est in our company are protected; in other words, that we maintain
our financial responsibility to those people.

We would like to see this issue worked out. You have mentioned
many vehicles earlier today in testimony that could be used. We do
not want to see the additional 40,000 acres taken from our produc-
tive timber lands. That is what our sustainability over time is
going to be based upon, that is how we are going to be able to
maintain employment in our area. Although we are willing to work
on the headwaters issue itself, we do not want to see the balance
of our property impacted.

I would like to correct a couple of things said in testimony ear-
lier. One is the issue of junk bonds. Our company, like many other
homeowners in the United States, have refinanced our company
and taken advantage of a lower interest rate climate and the ma-
jority of our debt today has an investment grade rating so we are
not today financed by junk bonds.

There was an issue brought up about our pension fund. Not one
of our retired community has lost one nickel at any time during
this entire episode. Everyone has been protected and will continue
to be protected.

I would like to talk for a moment about Owl Creek. Owl Creek
is an approved timber harvest plan, approved twice by the Board
of Forestry in California. The last time by a seven to zero unani-
mous vote.

Last Wednesday, in the First District Court of Appeals in San
Francisco, in the suit brought by EPIC, we prevailed and we have
a court rule that we have a valid timber harvest plan in the Owl
Creek area.

It was interesting to note that the Forest Service plan for 1993
says that no redwoods will be harvested from public lands. So I be-
lieve it is subterfuge to tell the public that the acquisition will be
financed by harvesting trees in this property.

That is my testimony, Mr. Chairman.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Campbell follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee. I am
John A. Campbell, President and Chief Executive Officer of
The Pacific Lumber Company, which 1is located in Scotia,
California. I appreciate the opportunity to testify
before you today on H.R. 2866.

This proposal, like ‘the proposed legislation this
Subcommittee and the Committee on Agriculture has
considered in prior years, is publicly-discussed as simply
authorizing the United States Government to acquire from
Pacific Lumber what has been characterized as the largest
old growth redwood forest still in private ownership.
This old growth forest, which consists of approximately
3,000 acres, 1is located in Humboldt County, California,
and is commonly referred to as the "Headwaters Forest"
(rather than as Salmon Creek, its proper name).

In fact, however, H.R. 2866 is poorly conceived and
not nearly so benign. As written, it would require the

Secretary of Agriculture to acquire approximately 44,000
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acres (and additional acreage exceeding 13,000 acres as a
"study area") and add it to the Six Rivers National
Forest. Substantially all of this acreage is owned by
Pacific Lumber. If passed in its present form, H.R. 2866
would thus take away or otherwise adversely impact almost
30 percent of Pacific Lumber's nearly 195,000 acres of
timberland (including some of its most valuable
acreage). This would have a devastating effect on our
company, its employees and on Humboldt County as a whole.

Humboldt County, where I have lived and worked for
more than 24 years, still suffers from an unemployment
rate that is in the double digits and still is in a period
of deepening recession following numerous recent mill
closings in our area. . Indeed, the area's economic plight
has been aptly described in the current (October 1993)
issue of Smithsonian magazine in an article entitled "A
new park saved the tall trees, but at a high cost to the
community".

Nevertheless, my company, which is the largest
private employer in Humboldt County, has steadily
increased its work force and its tax payments for local
schools, roads and social welfare programs. This was true
before we were acquired by Maxxam Inc. in 1986 and it
remains true today. Over half of our approximately 1,250
employees have been with us for more than 10 years and a

fourth of those have been with us for two decades or
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more. Our retirees enjoy one of the best pension programs
in the timber industry, our employees have an exceptional
.health plan, and all of our workers' children are entitled
to up to $8,000 in scholarships for college upon
graduation from high school. Since 1986, approximately $1
million of scholarships have been awarded under this
rather unique program.

Our company is the largest producer of high grade
redwood lumber in the world, and our approximately 195,000
acres of timberland (including the 3,000-acre Headwaters
Forest) are zoned by the State of California exclusively
for timber production. Throughout our 124 year history,
from 1869 to today, we have been and continue to be a
responsible company. We manage our forests to ensure
continuous renewal and healthy growth. Notwithstanding
the inaccurate statements of some, which are often
repeated by the media, the truth is that at current
harvest 1levels and with our current land base, we can
continue to harvest our trees at a sustainable 1level
forever and at a more conservative rate than that of the
timber industry as a whole.

For these and the other reasons I shall describe in
the balance of my statement, we are strongly opposed to
H.R. 2866. Let me first state, however, that we -- both
Pacific Lumber and our corporate parent Maxxam Inc. --

recognize that our company, the United States Government,
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and the State of California collectively face a dilemma
with respect to the 3,000 acres comprising the Headwaters
Forest. In the simplest terms, our dilemma is whether to
preserve this wilderness area through public acquisition
of the 3,000-acre Headwaters Forest area and a 1,500 acre
buffer =zone, or allow the land to be managed for its
intended and authorized use and the trees selectively
harvested in an environmentally responsible manner. The
Nature Conservancy, Sierra Club, Wilderness Societf, and
other environmental organizations have in the past
advocated public acquisition of the Headwaters Forest area
but, to date, have expressed widely divergent views on how
that should come about.

As we have previously testified, The Pacific Lumber
Company would prefer to conﬁinue directly to manage and
selectively harvest all of its properties, including the
3,000-acre Headwaters Forest, so as to provide continuing
employment security for our workers and their families.
We are, however, prepared to transfer these approximately
4,500 acres, but no more, if the government (federal,
state or a combination of the two) is willing and ready to
acquire the property at its fair market value. That 4,500
acres is an ecologically sound unit and the government's
legitimate preservation objectives do not warrant a larger
land acquisition such as that contemplated by H.R. 2866.

A larger taking, such as that contemplated by H.R. 2866,
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cannot be Jjustified. While the 44,000 acre proposal
encompasses most old growth redwood trees owned by Pacific
Lumber (and the other impacted landowners), it also sweeps
in substantial tracts of timberland that have been
successfully managed on a prudent basis and selectively
harvested for years.

If, however, the government decides not to acquire
the 3,000 acre Headwaters Forest, then Pacific Lumber and
Maxxam have a legal responsibility to their stockholders
and other investors to proceed to obtain all requisite
permits required for the trees to be selectively harvested
and the property to be managed for its intended use.

Let me hasten to say in the strongest possible terms
that we -- both Pacific Lumber and Maxxam -- are serious
about our willingness to acquiesce in an acquisition of
the Headwaters Forest and to work constructively toward
that end. This has been our position for some time. As
part of an accord reached in 1990, at the urging of key
local legislators, Pacific Lumber agreed not to harvest in
the 3,000-acre Headwaters Forest for two years. The
purpose of that voluntary moratorium, which has now
expired, was to allow environmental organizations time to
raise money from government and/or private sources to
acquire and preserve the property in its present form.
This has not occurred, despite the efforts of many. For

example, voters of the State of California rejected three

78-078 - 94 - 5
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complex ballot initiatives which, in part, would have
provided funds for partial or whole acquisition of the
Headwaters Forest in 1990. Many observers believe this
rejection was unrelated to the Headwaters Forest issue and
another ballot measure with partial funding for the
Headwaters acquisition is being planned for 1994 or 1995
by California state officials. Moreover, the concept of a
public acquisition of the Headwaters Forest has bipartisan
support in the California legislature and, unlike the so-
called California Desert bill, has been publicly supported
both by (Republican) Governor Pete Wilson and by
(Democrat) Assembly Speaker Willie Brown.

Let me also emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that, although
the voluntary moratorium has expired, we remain sincere in
our professed willingness to permit an acquisition of
these 4,500 acres. We are also realistic. We acknowledge
the existence of a budget deficit that is so large as to
make an acquisition completely for cash quite unlikely.
We likewise recognize, as does the Department of
Agriculture, that these 4,500 acres have such a high value
that an acquisition solely through traditional 1land
exchanges will not 1likely be possible. Indeed, these
values alone make the 44,000 acre acquisition contemplated
by H.R. 2866 wholly unrealistic.

Notwithstanding these practical constraints to an

acquisition, we are prepared to continue to work
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constructively toward a solution to the Headwaters dilemma
that would be satisfactory to all parties. For our part,
we stand ready to be creative and flexible in terms of the
types of consideration we would receive in addition to a
reasonable amount of cash. For example, this could
include other timberland (to protect jobs), surplus
Department of Defense facilities, other property, bidding
certificates for future use when the government disposes
of surplus property, government bonds or some combination
of the foregoing. We likewise are prepared to agree to
some objective mechanism to determine wvalues. I would
hope that this Subcommittee and other relevant parties
would be equally flexible and creative, and equally
concerned about the Constitutional requirement of justly
compensating Pacific Lumber for this taking.

We are not, however, prepared to stand idly by and
have our company virtually destroyed, our employees
irreparably harmed and Humboldt County dealt yet another
economic body blow through the enactment of H.R. 2866 in
its present form. The very fabric of rural, northwestern
California -- of which our company is an integral part —--
is at stake.

Let me describe the extent to which government
already owns forest land in northern California. If you
were to look at a map, over 60 percent of the northern

part of our state is forest land. Of these forest lands,
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the state and federal governments already own 54
percent. Small private owners own 34 percent. Only an
astonishingly low 12 percent of the forest land is owned
by industrial timber companies 1like Pacific Lumber.
Indeed, as I explain later in my testimony, over 80
percent of California's old growth coastal redwoods is
already preserved in parklands.

Thus, H.R. 2866, 1in 1its present form, 1is both
unnecessary and, given the value of the 44,000 acres,
unrealistic. Moreover, it could destroy The Pacific
Lumber Company and do irreparable harm to the communities,
businesses, families and economy of Humboldt County and
northern California.

Another irony of H.R. 2866 is that it would actually
harm our ability to harvest trees on a sustained-yield
basis. Let me explain. While timber companies like
Pacific Lumber are thought of as being in the business of
cutting down trees, most of our emphasis has to be on
growing trees so as to ensure our continued viability.
For example, to complement the robust natural regeneration
of the forests, Pacific Lumber typically plants about
500,000 seedlings on its land each year. We engage in
timber management activities (i.e., selective harvesting,
habitat enhancement, replanting, etc.) only on about 5
percent of our acreage in any given year. Moreover, 95

percent of our harvesting is by selective cut, a method
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that leaves many trees standing, not clear-cut as many of
our detractors erroneously claim. The Pacific Lumber
Company dces not -- let me repeat, does not -- clear-cut
virgin old growth redwoods.

In connection with old growth forests, it should be
noted that most old trees have stopped growing and are in
fact in decline. The young trees provide the rate of
growth needed to sustain our harvest year after year.
Thus, artificially curtailing the conversion of old growth
to young on a large scale, or removal of large segments of
our land bpase, actually prevents us from doing what, in
ghe public interest, we should do; namely, engage in the
production of wood products on a continual or sustained
basis as required by the California Timber Productivity
and Forest Practice Acts.

H.R. 2866 also fails to give due effect to the
responsible record of Pacific Lumber. Since its 1986
acquisiticn by Maxxam, Pacific Lumber has added over 350
new employees with an annual payroll increase of $10
million and increased 1local tax payments. We have
modernizec¢ our lumber mills at Scotia and Fortuna,
purchased a mill (which would otherwise have been idle) at
nearby Carlotta and installed new dry kilns and planing
facilities. We have added over 1,000 acres of timberland,
some of which will not be harvested for at least 40 years

and we have built an award-winning environmental
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cogeneration plant at a cost of $50 million. Altogether,
more than $100 million has been reinvested in Pacific
Lumber since its acquisition by Maxxam.

Pacific Lumber and 1its professional foresters
maintain healthy productive forests with the aid of
computer models based on data developed in a comprehensive
inventory of our entire property. The models embrace
every aspect of the resource -- timber types, classes of
trees, ages, soil and nutrient conditions, topography,
wildlife, rivers and streams. By carefully monitoring and
updating this data Dbase, the company's licensed
orofessional foresters are able to develop harvest plans
that not only produce timber but also give consideration
and protection to environmental and ecological
sensitivities while maintaining the long-term productivity
of the land.

Wildlife and fishery protection and enhancement is a
key part of Pacific Lumber's culture and operational
practice. Since the inception of one such program in the
early 1970's, over half a million salmon and steelhead
raised at Pacific Lumber-owned fish rearing ponds have
been released into North Coast rivers and streams. We
recently built a fish hatchery and hired a full-time
fishery biologist. Pacific Lumber also employs a wildlife
biologist to study and provide advice on steps to protect

and continue to enhance the habitat upon which a variety
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of forest <creatures depend. At present, wildlife
specialists are actively studying a number of species on
Pacific Lumber land, including the Northern Spotted Owl
and the Marbled Murrelet. In fact, Pacific Lumber has a
property-wide management plan for the Northern Spotted
Owl, which was developed in cooperation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. Part of the work with the Northern
Spotted Own entails the introduction of artificial nesting

structures which, to date, have been used successfully to

raise owl fledglings. Also, extensive Pacific Lumber
studies indicate that -- contrary to popular belief in
California -- the Northern Spotted Owl shows no preference

for old-growth forests over second and third growth for
its roosting, nesting and foraging, as the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service recently acknowledged. You may have seen
the recent NBC special report which also confirmed what I
have just said.

Our commitment to responsible corporate practices is
continuing, but it is not new. In past years, Pacific
Lumber donated or sold at below value nearly 20,000 acres
of California's most magnificent redwoods for preservation
and inclusion in state and county park systems. Today,
over 80 percent of California's old-growth coastal
redwoods are preserved in some 255,000 acres of
parkland. These parks contain almost 100,000 acres of old

growth redwood. No other commercial species in the world



132

- 12 -

has had so great a proportion of its trees set aside
forever in government parks and other preserves. It is
also important to note that the parks and preserves
provide wonderful habitat for species of concern.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, the
measure before you, 1in 1its present form, represents
unsound economics, unsound forestry and unsound

environmentalism. Jobs are rapidly disappearing in this

country. In our industry and our area, small and large
mills are laying off workers or have closed -- some
temporarily and some permanently. In contrast, the

working forests of Pacific Lumber continue to provide
lumber for families and the construction industry,
continue to protect and enhance the environment, and
continue to provide jobs and a local, state and federal
revenue stream. Our lands are some of the most productive
forest-growing lands in the world. 1In our 124-year multi-
owner history, we have proven that we can grow redwood in
perpetuity. It makes no sense whatsoever to seek to
destroy all this and jeopardize the future of The Pacific
Lumber Company, its employees and the communities in which
they live and work.

We again urge you to reject the 44,000 acre approach
taken in H.R. 2866. That approach can lead only to
continued gridlock. It would be much more constructive to
join in a mutual and creative effort to achieve the more
realistic goal of a 4,500 acre acquisition.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify.
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Mr. VENTO. I appreciate it. You had a long testimony and there
has been a lot that transpired and you may want to respond. We
will hopefully get back with a question or two. We are running into
problems in terms of schedules, unfortunately.

Mr. Rynearson.

STATEMENT OF GARY C. RYNEARSON

Mr. RYNEARSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You have before you, I believe, a copy of my prepared testimony
and I will not reiterate that but would like to briefly summarize
some points.

My name is Gary Rynearson. I am president of Natural Re-
sources Management Corporation. I was born and primarily raised
in Arcadia. I am a second-generation forester. I am also a reg-
istered forester for the State of California.

I consider our firm to be a forest resources consulting firm. Be-
sides forest inventories and appraisals, our firm provides services
to landowners utilizing staff experience in professional forestry
wildlife and fisheries biology, botany, geology and geographic infor-
mation systems.

We have experienced surveys for threatened endangered species
such as the Northern Spotted Owl and the Marbled Murrelet. Our
appraisal experience is extremely varied and includes clients such
as the State Park System, the U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of
Land Management, the Internal Revenue Service, Indian tribes,
and corporations and industrial and non-industrial landowners.

We have appraised a portion of the area proposed in this bill.
Perhaps the most relevant appraisal experience to this case is our
experience with the Redwood National Park expansion in 1978.
Originally, this particular government estimated at the date and
time taken would be about $360 million for the 48,000 acres. The
actual costs have exceeded approximately $1 billion.

Our firm appraised the lands and timber taken from Simpson
and Arcadia redwoods for the 1978 expansion. In the Arcadia case,
the Federal court found the value of the Arcadia property to be ap-
proximately 8 percent below our opinion of value and 83 percent
above the government appraiser’s opinion of value.

I appear before you because Congressman Hansen asked me to
provide value information on old-growth and second-growth forests
typical of those that may be found in Humboldt County. That infor-
mation that was provided to the Congressman, and is attached, is
that the average acre of old-growth redwoods in the summer of
1993 was valued at approximately $190,000 per acre. The average
acre of second-growth redwood was approximately $53,000 per
acre.

These averages cannot be applied to any particular acre, but rep-
resent a broad average. Any particular stand of timber must be ap-
praised for its relative value, location and must be adjusted for
quality considerations. For properties such as those considered by
this bill, the use of an average acre must be used with caution. The
only accurate determination of value is to visit the property and
analyze it on an acre-by-acre basis.

In the last few years, the price of old-growth redwood and Doug-
las fir has escalated very rapidly. Perhaps one of the causes for this
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has been the severe reduction in Forest Service timber sales over
the past few years.

Mr. VENTO. I am confused—for the record, I guess whatever
didn’t get reproduced in your letter to Congressman Hansen, in
care of attention to Kurt Christensen, didn’t get attached. We will
put that in the record as if it were——

Mr. RYNEARSON. I have a full copy for the record.

Mr. VENTO. I think this is Congressman Hansen’s letter. Give
your copy to the clerk there.

Thank you, Mr. Rynearson.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Rynearson follows:]
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Presentation of Gary C. Rynearson for the House Natural

R ttee on National Parks, Forests and Public

Lands on October 12, 1993

Chairman Vento, and distinguished committee members, thank
you for the opportunity to appear before this committes. My name
is Oary Rynearson, and I am Prasident of Natural Resources
Management Corporation, a forest resocurces consulting firm located

in Eureka, Cal.fornia. Our firm has extensive sxperience in the

north coast of California in the g PR ¢ Y, and
vnluitlon of foresstland properties. As an everyday part of our
business, our fira prepares timber inventories and appraisals and
markets timber for our clients whose lands wa manage. Our staff
includes Registered Professional Foresters and experienced timber
crulsers, such as aysslf, and appraisers accredited by the Office
of Raal Estate Appraisers, State of California.

Our firm also has extensive experiencs analyzing the
biclogical and physical componants of the forest, including the
fields of forestry, wildlife biology, botany, fisheries bioclogy,
geology, and geographic information specialties. Our etaff
inoludes trainad wildlife biologists and biological technicians
and iovc:cl foresters caertified by the California Department of
Fish and Game with regard to the marbled murrelet and experienced
with regard to other listed, candidate or sensitive species.

Our list of past clients includes the California State
Parks, Save~The-Redwoods-League, USFS, Bureau of Land Management,

Internal Revenue Service, Indian tribes and corporations, and

Netwel M.
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numerous industrial forestland owners, including The Pacific
Lumber Company and almost every other major company in this area.

We also manage approximately 25,000 acres of timberlands owned by

small, non-ind ial land .

Perhaps our most notable appraisal experience regarding the
determination of timber values are those related to the creation,
and the subssguant 1578 Bxpansion, of Redwood National Park. Our

firm inventoried and appraised land and timber taken from

ind ial £ land ¢ in both condemnations. We also

presented thess valuea in federal court. To s large degree, our

values were accepted at both trials.

I appear before you today at the q of Cong
Hansen to provide some general information regarding the value of
redwood timberlands in coastal northwestern California. On August

9, I received a letter from Cong ¥ req ing

approximate values for old-growth and second-growth timbaer stands
typical of those that may be found in Humboldt County, California.
A copy of this letter and my response is attached to my statement.

TO Summarize my reaep to Cong: B ‘B r +» Wa have

9

estimated that an average acre of previously unentered old-growth
redwood and Douglas=-fir in Humboldt County had a value in the
summer of 1993 of approximately $190,000 per acre. During this
sama time period, the average acre of 70 year old second-growth
redwood and Douglas-fir had a value of approximately 553,000 per
acre.

These numbers are averages, and cannot be applied to any

spacific property. Timber values are dependent upon the relative

Neturad M




137

- Y

location, stand age, timber and site quality, and the cost
associated with the harvesting of the timber. Although I have not
spacially atuciied the entire 44,000 acres proposed in this
legisiation, 1 am generally famillar with the types of stands on
Pacific Lumber‘s lands. The quality of those etands, and
particularly the old-growth redwood and Douglas-£fir found there,
is genarally batter than that of the average stand.

Historically, redwood and Douglas-fir timber prices have
exceeded the rate of inflation. In the last few years both
redwood and Douglas~£fir timber prices have greatly increased in
value, apparently in response to both real and proposed reductione
in timber supply. I have a series of charts which show what we
are aware of in California.

First, I actach a chart which shows the decrease in the
volume of logu @old from the Six Rivers National Forest, formerly
a prime supplier of logs for our local mills. We have lost over
125 million board feet of annual supply in five years. Moreover,
tha recent draft plan from the Six Rivers shows no significant
relief in sight. Supplies will remain tight, and prices are very
likely to remain high.

Second, I attach two charte which relate to the values of
the two main species of cld-growth timber found on Pacific
Lumber‘a lands. The data represent values derived by the State of
California for tax purposes. For varicus, complex reasons, these
state taxation values cannot be usad directly to show true market
values. However, the trands of the Statae‘e data can be used to

show relative price movement.

Neturel [
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Plaase note the consistently upward price trends for at
least the last five years. While the published yleld tax datas
only go back to 1978, longer term trend lines would also show an
upward trend. especially !ox; redwood. Historically, redwood and
Douglas-fir timber has appreciatsd significantly over time. This
price appreciation was recognized by the courts in both park
cases. Neither court supported any discount in value for sige or
_holding period.

Again, thank you for the privilege to provide this
information to the Congress of the United States. I would be

happy to answer any quastions the Committes members may have.

Notural R, M
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SIX RIVERS NATIONAL FOREST
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Mr. VENTO. Finally, let’s move to Stan Dixon, County Supervisor
from Humboldt. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF STAN DIXON

Mr. DixoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Hamburg.
You have a copy of my prepared statement.

Mr. VENTO. We do. We included a separate letter. We have the
other testimony.

Mr. DixoN. I would reiterate several of the points that I made
in that testimony.

I was privileged last April to attend the President’s Forest Con-
ference in Portland, and when we left, when I left, as did many
others, there was a profound feeling that the President and mem-
bers of his administration and congressional representatives had a
feeling that there was in fact a need for balance as it relates to the
environment and the economy.

While I understand that conference did not relate to this pro-
posal, I think that people who attended the conference that live in
resource-related communities in the Pacific Northwest were en-
couraged that the Federal Government was going to include in its
deliberations some semblance of consideration for the human and
social cost of these programs as it relates to particularly this issue
that is before you today.

This particular proposal comes at a time when government at all
levels, certainly at the Federal level as well as at least in our State
and at the local level, where we are facing enormous budget defi-
cits. It comes at a time when levels of government, at least in Cali-
fornia, are downsizing and are reducing services and have reduced
ability to provide those services, so that the loss of revenue to us
in programs such as this proposal of taking 44,000 acres has a
meaningful impact on our ability to provide services and our long-
range economic plans.

The proposal that was first conceived, the 4,500 acres, would
take something in the neighborhood of $18 million from our timber
tax-related resources and revenues over a several decade period,
but the 44,000-acre taking jumps up considerably to the neighbor-
hood of $41 million. While that doesn’t sound perhaps like much
when you are talking about half a billion dollars for a 4,500-acre
taking or a billion dollars and a half for a 44,000 acre taking, that
amount of money to local government is significant, and school dis-
tricts and county government and cities depend heavily on those
revenues to be able to provide the services that we are expected to
provide and need to provide.

I just want to make one comment about Congressman Hamburg’s
earlier suggestion that there is some support among elected offi-
cials in Humboldt County for his proposal. I don’t find that to be
true. I find almost unanimity in opposition to his proposal. There
may be individuals and there may be one city that supports this
proposal, but the overwhelming feeling, among locally elected offi-
cials at least, is in opposition to the 44 ,000-acre proposal.

I was interested also earlier in the fact that Dr. Ralph indicated
on Pacific Lumber’s land that is being considered in this proposal
that he suspected that there might be as many as a thousand Mar-
bled Murrelets, and I also noted, if my recollection serves me, that
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Mr. Leonard indicated that their preliminary appraisals for that
44,000 acres, albeit somewhat speculative, were in the neighbor-
hood of a billion dollars to a billion and a half dollars. My calcula-
tions would indicate that would work out to a million dollars or
million and a half dollars per bird.

I think it would be important in Mr. Hamburg’s district as well
as elected officials across this country and citizens concerned about
crime and how we deal with it, drug and alcohol abuse and preven-
tion, programs that are provided for children, that our lack of abil-
ity to provide programs for the aged of this country, but yet we find
that, this government can find the resources to provide habitat for
a bird, at about a million and a half dollars per bird, but we can’t
find the resources to take care of our other human resources.

So that summarizes, Mr. Chairman, most of what I have to say.
I would be happy to answer any questions.

[Prepared statement of Mr. Dixon follows:]
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Testimony
by
Stan Dixon
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

Representing the First District

before the

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands

Committee on Natural Resources
U.S. House of Representatives

October 12, 1993

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Committee members, my
name is Stan Dixon. I am a member of the Humboldt County
Board of Supervisors representing the First District.

I am here today to urge you to not support H.R. 2866
regarding the acquisition of forest lands in Humboldt
County. My reasons are many, but I will try to be brief.

This proposal, as currently written to include
nearly 44,000 acres of timberland, would have a profound
effect on the communities and the people of Humboldt
County, as well as severely limiting the ability of County
Government to provide necessary services.

As I relate these remarks, you must understand that
I begin from several basic assumptions. I was privileged
to attend the President's Forest Conference in Portland,
Oregon last April and as did many others, I left with the
assumption that this President, this Administration and

this Congress clearly understood the need for balance as
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it relates to the environment and the economy and that the
human element individuals and communities really counted
for something in this intricate equation.

Because my principal reason for addressing you here
today is to inform you of the economic impact to. our
County, please believe that my concern, and that of an
overwhelming majority of my constituents, is for the wise
use of our forests and other natural resources and that we
have an abiding concern for preserving these for our
children and for generations far beyond them.

But we know, as you must as you consider this
legislation, that the forests of California's North Coast
represént if not the most productive, certainly one of the
most productive, timber growing .regions in this nation.
Furthermore, they are regulated by the most environmental-
ly sensitive harvest laws in the world.

You must also know, as you consider H.R. 2866, that
12,000,000 acres or 12% of California's total land base
are preserved in parks, wilderness areas, and other land
reserves; and that of this set aside, 255,000 acres are
Coastal Redwood timberlands, 80,000 of those acres are in
old growth redwood trees.

I have attached to this statement a summary of
projected revenue losses to Humboldt County under the
scenarios of a 4,500 acre loss and that of a 44,000 acre

loss. The projected loss of timber tax revenues to all
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agencies in Humboldt County for a 4,500 acre taking would
be nearly $18 million over the next fifteen years.
However, that figure pales in comparison to the more than
$40 million in lost tax revenue for a 44,000 acre taking.

This proposal comes at a time when governments at
all levels face enormous budget deficits. In Humboldt
County because of the loss of tax revenue, we have asked
our employees to defer merit increases and take deductions
in salary, yet continue to do the same job. Worse than
that, and because of a very sluggish economy, reduced tax
revenues and federal and state mandates, we will more than
likely be making significant reductions in our County work
force within weeks.

This proposal in its present form will create more
unemployment in our County that currently has nearly 10%
unemployment. Clearly, in counties that rely as heavily
on natural resources as does Humboldt County, every aspect
of our existence relates directly to the success of the
management of those resources. Consequently, we have been
impacted first and hardest by resource allocation
decisions.

In Humboldt County, the timber industry pays 30% of
all property taxes in the County. Funding for roads and
schools is heavily dependent on this tax base.

Massive tax revenue losses have had, and will

continue to have, a devastating effect on Humboldt



147

County. But the direct loss of jobs associated with the
reduction of timber production also places extreme burdens
on county-provided services. The loss of employment not
only reduces County Income from sales taxes and other
sources, but high unemployment rates also over-burden
county hospitals, social welfare programs, and other
county, state and federally funded services.

In addition, high unemployment levels also have a
direct correlation to increases in crime, spousal abuse,
child abuse, alcoholism, abandonment, and other societal
problems .which, to a large extent, also depend upon county
services for relief.

Please do not be mislead by provisions in this
legislation that would call for retraining of displaced
timber workers as a tradeoff for taking 44,000 acres of
productive and revenue producing timberland.

While retraining is an important part of any
recovery program, the type of jobs created are not equal
to those lost. Government created public service jobs are
not a replacement for well paying industry jobs that allow
the worker to support his family and educate his
children. In today's complex economic world, short term
public service and minimum wage Jjobs do not support
communities. I think the statement of an old friend and
retired colleague best states this premise, "“We can't

create an economy by selling hamburgers to each other."
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Mr. Chairman, each of you represents a Congressional
District whose economic backbone is more than likely some
form of industry. On the North Coast of California, the
timber industry is our economic backbone. If you must
take timberlands from our economic base, please focus on
the 4,500 acre Headwaters Forest proposal for which you
have a seller that is willing to negotiate. Please do not
consider the 44,000 acre proposal outlined in H.R. 2866
which would devastate a company, an industry and a county.

Thank you for allowing me these remarks.
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HEADWATERS FOREST
ASSUMPTIONE (As of 10/7/93)t
ACRES . - 4,500
TIMBER VOLUME - 750 MILLION BOARD FEBET

SPECIES BREAKDOWN =~  $0% REDWOOD; 30% WHITEWOODS
EOTIMATED ANNUAL VOLUME TO BE LOGAGED: 50 MILLION BOARD FEET.
/
XIE1D TAX COMPUTATIONZ
ANNUAL _CUT |

OLD GROWTH REDWOOD 40 MILLION BD FT 4 8900 = §36,000,000
OLO GROWTH WRITEWOSD 10 IILLION BD FT ¢  $800 = § 810000000

TOTAL 8TUMPAGE VALUE , 944,000,000
YIBLD TAX 0 2.9% 1,276,000
LESS ADMINISTRATIVE COST (10%) (—127.600)
NET YIELD TAX: 3 1,158,400

’

TOTAL ANNUAL YIELD TAX 1088! 21,188,400
(ALL AGENCIES)

v

TOTAL VOLUME = 750 MILLION BD FT
ANNUAL CUT » 50 MILLION #D FT
LIFR OF STAND = 22 YRARS

22 YEARS X 81,158,400 ~ $17,376,000 TOTAL YIRLD TAX LOGS.

PROPERTY TAX COMPUTATION
TIMRER LAND , )
PROPERTY TAX (1993-94)
4,500 ACRIS ¢ ussfm V- $702,000
TAX RATE: 1% : . )
ANUAL PROPARTE TAX L08R = 81.820° ’

(ALL AS ) ‘ .
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HEADWATERS FOREST
ASSUMPTIONS (A of 10/7/53): \
ACRES - 44,000
+ TIMBER VOLUNE ~ 1,910 MILLION BOARD FEET

SPECIES BREAKDO - 63% OLD GROWIH REDWOOD
. { 15§ OLD GROWTH DOUGLAS PIR
18% YOUNG OROWTH REDWOOD
4% YOUNG GROWTH DOUGLAS FIR

ESTIMATED ANNUAL VOLUME TO BE LOGGED: 87 MILLION BOARD FEET

XIELD TAX COMPUTATION:
)
ANNVAL CUT -
OLD GROWTH REDWOOD S0 MILLION BD FT @ $900 = $45,000,000
OLD GROWTH WHITEWOOD 30 MILLION BD FT @ $700 = $14,000,000
YOUNG GROWTH REDNOOD 15 MILLION BD FT § 8700 = 810,500,000
YOUNG GROWTH WHITIWOOD 3 MILLION BD FT ¢ 9575 = 5 1.150.000
TOTAL STUNPAGE VALUE $70, 650,000
YIPLD TAX @ 2.9% . 3,048,850
LESS ADMINISTRATIVE COST (10%) (_204,885)
\
NET YIELD TAX: $ 1,843,968
| ROUNDED: $ 1.844,000
!
TOTAL ANNUAL YIELD TAX 1088:  $1.844.000
(ALL AGENCTES) i
TOTAL VOLUME = |1,910 MILLION BD FT
ANNUAL CUT - 87 urLLION BD FT !
LIFE OF STAND - 22 YEARS N

22 YEARS X 81,844,000 = uumm_mn_xﬂmmm

1

TIMBIR LAND '
PROPERTY TAX (1993-94) ‘
44,000 ACRES @ $186/AC - '$6,864,000
TAX RATE: 1% ;

ANNUAL PROPURTY TAZ 2088 = ! gge.eq0
(ALL AGUNCIZS) {

¢ The assumptions do net includa nln n-thnn’-ﬂ 2% amenal wwa "
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Mr. VENTO. Maybe we can trade for an aircraft carrier.

Mr. DixoN. I would trade the aircraft carrier, but I also would
ask you to consider if you must take our economic base to consider
the 4,500 acres.

Mr. VENTO. I think there are a lot of questions and discussion
that have not been resolved by your statement.

We will hear from the last witness. We are pleased to welcome
Mr. MacMullin.

Please proceed with your testimony, Mr. MacMullin.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT MacMULLIN

Mr. MACMULLIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Ham-
burg, distinguished committee Members.

My name is Robert MacMullin. I am a licensed professional for-
ester. I am a licensed timber operator, and I own MacMullin For-
estry and Logging.

My written testimony I hope you will accept. I will try and sum-
marize in five minutes. :

There was through the discussions earlier some items that sure
would be nice to be able to address. I think there are corrections
of statements and ideas talking about old growth, ancient forests,
questions about the validity of the U.S. Government being in the
business, Simpson Timber Company cutting all their old growth,
decline of the salmon populations, CDF rules and their applicabil-
ity, loss of the redwood forests. I think we have a broader spectrum
I would like to discuss.

I am opposed to the H.R. 2866 legislation. I believe this is hor-
rible legislation that totally disregards the needs of the people liv-
ing in northwestern California.

Of all the private forestlands that I have ever seen, Pacific Lum-
ber Company has the finest forest land holdings of any large com-
pany. They have over many years of operation been good stewards
of land, and even though they have given and sold at low cost to
the State some 20,000 acres already of the finest old growth, they
still maintain a cohesive block ownership.

The company has developed and approved a habitat conservation
plan for the spotted owl. The Forest Service is still mired in law-
suits. The company is developing a protection plan for Marbled
Murrelets. The Forest Service hasn’t even considered this yet. The
location of the ownership, the general topography, the deep produc-
tive soils, the temperate climate, the good road systems, years of
excellent stewardship collectively make this forest ownership twice
as productive as the average forested acre in California.

Mr. Hamburg, you tell us that the Six Rivers National Forest
will manage Pacific Lumber Company’s confiscated redwood acre-
age for multiple use. The national forest just came out with their
management plan stating that 2,600 acres of redwood trees found
on the forest will be fully protected, no trees will be harvested.

Does anyone understand the statement? No trees will be har-
vested. How could anyone sign on to this bill not knowing this fact?
The answer is, Mr. Hamburg, your staff is not explaining what is
in the detail of making these wise decisions for this bill.

We are here to really get some facts. I would like to present
some, who owns what—this is a little further away than I hoped,
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but right now in California we have some 27 million acres of
forestlands and the government now controls a tremendous amount
of that. We see red, we have Park Service; yellow, we have the na-
tional forest makes up about 42 percent, U.S. Forest Service. In
some of the pink areas we have BLM or BIA, other government-
controlled forests. We have quite a sum. We are way over 50 per-
cent. In private control, we have these green areas, which are in-
dustrial forests making up about 12 percent of the whole forest.
The tan areas are private holdings called non-industrial.

Typically, an owner might never cut trees that belong to a con-
servation organization with other goals and objectives. But typi-
cally the small land ownership in California, which there is
100,000, there is five-acre ownerships through the Sierras on aver-
age, and the coastal is somewhere around 15 acres average. Keep
that in mind as to who is actually owning our northwestern Cali-
fornia, Park Service, private, large ownership. We think that is
nice.

Let’s think about how these forests are used. We have presently
an area in red is all preservation, a tremendous amount of acreage
in preservation, 21 percent or six million acres I show in red as of
1992, this data.

Another area, which is basically Forest Service in tan, is non-
timbered multiple-use area, non-multiple use, which is about 30
percent. This is not being managed for timber whatsoever. The yel-
low area, incidental, 6 percent.

The blue area, Forest Service, usually called government non-in-
dustrial, they are not managing that land all the time. There might
be a spot that needs some logging, but it is not sustaining a local
economy. They need wood every year for those mills to continue to
operate, county tax dollars.

The gray areas, 15 percent is basically in private non-industrial
use, meaning that owner plans to harvest it sometime in the future
but not this year because prices are low. That is not something
that can sustain a local economy.

The green areas, industrial forest lands, 13 percent of all the
State lands are in industrial, private industrial, meaning that
somewhere on that property they will be harvesting that year. As
we look at this bill in the North Coast area, we find a tremendous
amount of preservation right now. The red areas along the coast
are already preserved parks.

Put it in the magnitude of where we are right now, taking this
green area, a quarter of the green area, Pacific Lumber Company’s
land is like a car going down the road with four good tires. Take
one away and that car isn’t going to make it.

A whole economic unit is in trouble. Very important. I can go on
about the Six Rivers and Trinity and the Mendocino National For-
est, in years prior to being sued by the environmental groups, gen-
erated high-quality wood chips for low-grade logs. These worthless
logs provided a tremendous amount of wood chips needed to oper-
ate the two pulp mills on Humboldt Bay. These mills are closed.
Over $15 million which annually went into the economy from this
hub of economic infrastructure is now gone.

Environmental lawsuits have continued to block the Forest Serv-
ice from doing their job managing these forests for multiple use.
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Take away 57,000 acres from this company and give it to the U.S.
Forest Service, I believe this is absolute madness. These lands are
not going to be managed for preservation. Not to mention the ter-
rific costs involved. I estimate that we are looking at $2 billion in
order to put this vehicle together in order to take this land away.

Mr. VENTO. Were you able to go on the land here to make your
appraisal or not?

Mr. MACMULLIN. As a forester I have planted trees on Pacific
lumber lands. I have cruised timber.

Mr. VENTO. I was interested in how you came up with your ap-
praisal. I understand you are a forester. I don’t challenge that.

Mr. MACMULLIN. My experience has been in the magnitude of
old growth in estimates of timber value, the estimated volumes
that exist.

Mr. VENTO. You didn’t do a formal appraisal?

Mr. MACMULLIN. No.

Mr. VENTO. I think it ought to be recognized that you are submit-
ting a subjective statement on that. It isn’t factual.

Basically your time has expired. The reason I want to do this
is—I think it is the reason—other members of the panel took five
minutes. This hearing is going to be over so unless——

Mr. MACMULLIN. I could close in 15 seconds.

As you consider this bill, I think you need to consider the people
that live in the community, the horrible problems that are occur-
ring due to removing the backbone of the economy. Seventy percent
of our local economy directly comes from the forest, and by taking
this last center pin out, our economy is going down the tubes, folks.

I feel strongly about this. I came a long way to be here today to
talk with you. I would love to have the whole committee come to
the coast and see for yourself. We have nothing to hide. It would
be wonderful if you could come and see what is going on there.

Mr. VENTO. We would like to do it, too, but unfortunately we
can’t be everywhere on location. Usually after everyone is informed,
someone that you don’t agree with probably thinks you haven’t
done enough. We get out as often as possible in terms of making
decisions and getting a better lay of the land. It is one of the better
aspects of being on the committee, rather than sitting in hearing
rooms.

[Prepared statement of Mr. MacMullin follows:]
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Testimony
by
Robert MacMullin
Consulting Forester

MacMullin Forestry and Logging

before the

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands

Committee on Natural Resources
U.S. House of Representatives

October 12, 1993

Mr. Chairman, distinguished Committee members, my
name is Robert MacMullin. I am a Registered Professional
Forester, a Licensed Timber Operator and owner of
MacMullin Forestry and Logging. I earned a degree in
Forest Management from Colorado State University, and have
over 20 years of woods experience, 16 of them spent
working in the Redwood forests of northwestern California.

I am here to urge you to oppose H.R. 2866. This is
horrible legislation. It totally disregards the needs of
the people who live in northwestern California. I am also
here to answer questions about the forests in which I
proudly work, nourish and protect, and the horrible
inefficient effects current Forest Service policy is
having on the working people of Northwest California and
the forest itself.

You all should know Humboldt County has

approximately 1 million acres of private forest situated
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west of Six Rivers National Forest. These private forests
are some of the most productive forests in the world. 1In
this region the average forested acre, will grow, over a
forty year period of time, approximately 40 thousand board
feet. This means Humboldt County can produce, every year,
forever (with the application of good forest management),
over 1 Billion board feet. Currently these private lands
are producing about 450 million board feet. Significant
volumes of harvestable trees are being retained for
wildlife values.

Since the development of the current California
Forest Practice Rules in 1973, the change 1in best
management practices on California private forest lands
has been dramatic. Harvesting regulations in California
are the most stringent anywhere in these United States.

As a consulting forester, my company harvests trees
during summer months and plants over 200,000 new seedlings
each winter. We also develop harvest plans, perform
wildlife research and establish wildlife protection
measures.

Of all the private forest lands that I have ever
seen, Pacific Lumber Company has the finest forest 1land
holding of any large company. They have, over the many
years of operation, been good stewards of the land. And
even though they have given and sold, (at low cost to the
State), over 20 thousand acres of the finest original "Old

Growth", they still maintain a cohesive block ownership.
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The company has developed an approved Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Spotted Owl. The U.S. Forest
Service is still mired in lawsuits. The company has just
developed a protection plan for the Marbled Murrelets.
The Forest Service hasn't even considered this step yet.

In the 1920's Pacific Lumber developed a
reforestation nursery.

Later, some 30 years ago the company developed fish
rearing ponds and dedicated large sums to fish and
wildlife development and protection. The company plants
many thousands of salmon and steelhead each season. This
year the north coast rivers had a banner year with a ten
fold increase of returning salmon and steelhead.

Each year they reforest every acre that Iis
harvested.

The location of the ownership, gentle topography,
the deep productive soils, temperate climate, good road
system and years of excellent stewardship, collectively
makes this forest ownership twice as productive as the
average forested acre in California.

Pacific Lumber Company 1is respected for their
environmental record and commitment to community, donating
over $100,000 per year to charities. The company is
dedicated to producing wildlife, protecting habitat,
growing trees for our children and providing jobs and

products we demand at the lumberyard and book store.
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The last time Congressman Pete Stark tried to push
this bill down our throat the U.S. Forest Service
testified they did not have the capacity to manage any
more forestland nor did they have an experienced
knowledgeable staff to take on the job. They are now
saying, yes they can do the job. What happened, did the
Six Rivers National Forest just develop an incredible new
work force, free from environmentalists lawsuits?

Congressman Dan Hamburg, you continually tell us
that the Six Rivers National Forest will manage Pacific
Lumber's confiscated 36,000 acres redwood forest, for
multiple use.

Does anyone here know what that means? Multiple
Use? On the Six Rivers National Forest only 10 percent of
our 1 million acre forest is open for multiple use,
meaning management for all values which include harvesting
of trees. The remaining 900,000 acres is locked up in
single use designation. Harvesting is forbidden.

Six Rivers National Forest just came out with its
management plan for our public forest. It is stated that
the 2,600 acres of redwood trees found on the forest is to
be fully protected. NO TREES are to be harvested!

Does anyone know what the statement, "No Trees Will
Be Harvested" means? Over 70 co-sponsors to this bill
surely don't. How could any one possibly sign on to this

bill without knowing this fact?

78-078 - 94 - 6
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The answer 1is, you do not have all the needed
information to make wise decisions.

I am told that is why you are all here. For you to
learn the facts and make the best decision that will
positively effect the families, the children, the economy
and the health of the forest.

If this bill passes, the families, the children, the
economy and the health of the forest will be drastically
damaged.

Lets talk facts.

Each year the Six Rivers National Forest has had a
net gain of over 250 million board feet more timber than
the year before, This net gain includes the annual
harvesting figures. Yet the sales program has declined to
an average annual cut of about 10 million feet.

Due the many drought years there is an annual loss
of approximately 60 million of board feet of timber land
that is insect infested and dying. Very little of it will
be harvested. 1Is this good stewardship? No, it certainly
is not.

The Six Rivers, Trinity and Mendocino National
Forests, in the years prior to being sued by the radical
environmental groups, generated high-quality wood chips
from low-grade logs. These worthless logs provided over
50 percent of the wood chips needed to operate the two

pulp mills on Humboldt Bay. Today both of these mills are
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closed. Over 50 million dollars which annually went into
the local economy from this hub of economic infrastructure
is now gone. Environmental lawsuits have and continue to
block the Forest Service from doing their job.

In 1987 our northern forests had a series of
lightning fires ignited by over 1,000 lightning strikes in
one big storm. 578,806 official Forest Service acres
burned. More than 1.9 billion board feet of timber was
torched. 1.5 billion feet was located outside of
wilderness and protected areas. 1.2 billion feet of dead
burned trees were put up for sale. Environmentalists
effectively cost the U.S. Forest so much time and
expensive legal fees trying to stop the salvage operations
that only 896 million board feet was .removed.
Approximately 600 million boafd feet was left standing to
rot. An even greater disaster, was that reforestation
only occurred on harvested accessible burn areas. Due to
the delays caused by the environmentalists, so much brush
grew in, seedlings could not be planted and the forests
continue to be mismanaged and desiccated.

When Redwood National Park expanded in 1977, George
Meany, AFL-CIO, got Congress to recognize, that many
working people who lost their jobs due to that taking of
private land, should be helped. Part of that deal was
that the Six Rivers National Forest would increase their

harvest levels to compensate the takingx of the private
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forest land. The harvest on the 1 million acre Six River
National Forest was promised to go up to 200 million board
feet. Never did our har&est average rise any where close
to that level. In 1991 less than 1 million board feet was
harvested on the Six Rivers National Forest.

Plain and simple the authors of that bill never
intended to help the people. _

Congressmen Hamburg and Stark write, that the USFS
will manage for multiple use. Who is kidding who?

This land grab bill is dressed in the guise of
protecting wildlife and never documents THE NEED for
exactly what needs to be protected.

Pacific Lumber is not a willing seller.

In a moment, I will show you colored detailed maps
of forests already within the control of the Government.

To take ultimately 57,000 acres from this company
and give it to the U.S. Forest Service is MADNESS. Not to
mention the terrific cost involved. I estimate the total
cost is somewhere near 2 billion dollars.

Where will all of the money come from? I ask you
who 1is going to pay for Headwaters Forest? Does
Congressman Hamburg have a Swiss Bank account? Does he
have a rich uncle?

I know my rich uncle, the one I have always counted
on to provide me with Jjust the basics 1like police

protection, public schools, safe roads and social
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security, and he has gone broke. He doesn't have the
money to buy any more land. His days of grabbing land are
over.

When you don't have money to pay the bills you
already have, you quit shopping! You pay your bills and
you try to save money for the future. You look at what
you already have and try to decide if you really need
something before you buy it.

Do we really need the Headwaters Forest. We already
have 255,000 acres of Redwoods set aside. Do we really
need to put the Pacific Lumber Company out of business?
The largest employer in Humboldt County! Are we going to
lay off thousands more people?

And if we do, how are we going to pay for it? Are
we going to drive another nail into the coffin of the
children of this country? This bill drastically effects
not just the children of the forest families but all the
children in Humboldt County every time private land is
taken off the tax rolls.

The futures of our great, great grandchildren have
already been mortgaged. How can anyone of the sponsors of
this bill justify it? My God, our children are killing
each othér. Why? Because they see no future. They see
no rising sun on the horizon. They are bleeding and
crying out for help, and this is what the people in

Washington are spending their future on. Why aren't we
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trying to get a couple of billion dollars for education,
for police protection or for AIDS research?

You people are not listening. You are letting all
of the country down, not just the people of Humboldt
County.

I beg of you, do not drive another nail into the
coffin of our children's future. If you have $2 billion
to spend. Spend it on saving children. Fight drugs,
crime, street wars. Do anything but hurt innocent hard
working people.

Please look at the maps which I have brought. Let

me show you the vastness of the government lands.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Dixon and Mr. MacMullin, you both tend to
make the assumption that if this land were picked up by the Forest
Service, that there would be no further utilization, any land pre-
pared for sales. Where do you get that assumption from? Is there
something in this legislation that you can point to?

Obviously, there is an area that is wilderness and other areas
that are indicated on the map that I have that is referenced in the
legislation, 3(a) which indicates small groves that are out there,
but I would say probably 80 percent of the land in that area, 85
percent would be subject to a management plan, which anticipates
in the law, it says timber sales and other areas shall be allowed
consistent with the purposes of this Act and other applicable Fed-
eral laws and regulations.

So how in contrast to page 7 in the clear language of the bill,
which you said that some of the Members that are co-sponsors
didn’t read, like me—and so I would suggest to you, Mr.
gjlalgMullin, have you read this bill? Mr. Dixon, have you read this

ill?

Mr. DixoN. Mr. Chairman, there is a statement in the draft envi-
ronmental impact statement for the Six Rivers National Forest
that says—well, I will read it. There are approximately 2,600 acres
where redwood is a component of the stand. However, all groves of
redwood are protected from harvest on the forest. You are propos-
ing this to be within the boundaries.

Mr. VENTO. I am looking at page 7—I am talking about legisla-
tion, this bill. This sets up a management plan. This is law. This
is the regulation. This isn’t some policy statement; this is what the
intention of this bill is. I am not referring to some document that
was prepared independently of this for other purposes.

Mr. DixoN. I understand that this was prepared by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the U.S. Forest Service.

Mr. VENTO. This bill was prepared by Mr. Hamburg and Mr.
Stark and others who sponsored it. It may come as a novel notion
to you that laws do override the actions of the Department of Agri-
culture and the National Forest Service.

Mr. HAMBURG. If you will yield, what Supervisor Dixon is refer-
ring to is the draft EIS for the Six Rivers National Forest which,
as we know, does not currently include many of this 44,000 acres.
So I think to some extent we are extrapolating based on manage-
ment for 2,600 acres of existing redwood on the the current Six
Rivers National Forest and saying, therefore, we can expect that on
the 88 percent of this 44,000 acres, there will not be any allowed
timber management. v

Mr. Chairman, I certainly concur with what you are saying. It
was not my intent as a drafter of this legislation, or I don’t believe
of any of the 89 co-sponsors, that timber harvest be precluded on
the 30,000 acres which are not old growth.

Mr. VENTO. Certainly I think hearings can be useful. We are lis-
tening to what you are saying. I hope you are listening to what I
am saying in terms of other ways to get around this, in terms of
enhancing this.

Obviously, when you begin to talk about human impact, one of
the problems we have had, Mr. Campbell, is all the information
that is coming out with regard to old-growth forests in Region 6,
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and to some extent in Region 5, and of course the private lands are
equally affected by that.

Do you in fact bid on any type of sales on public lands right now,
Mr. Campbell?

Mr. CAMPBELL. All the saw logs that we consume come off of our
property or from other private lands in our area. We do not use any
public timber.

Mr. VENTO. There is nothing that precludes you.

I feared we would have to leave, because I have to go to the
Floor. I apologize to you for that, but we will have to submit the
other questions in writing. I can’t do anything about it.

Mr. VENTO. With that said, I regret that that is the case, but we
must go. So the meeting will stand adjourned.

I thank you for your trip and your input into the process. Thank
you.

The meeting stands adjourned.

{Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

DAN HAMBURG COMMITTEES:
1ot Deivinet; Clromon PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION
s Congress of the Wnited States "=
Bouse of Representatives s o
Washington, BC 20515

October 25, 1993

The Honorable Bruce F. Vento

Chairman

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands
H1-812

O'Neill House Office Building

Dear Chairman Vento:

I want to thank you once again for convening and conducting
the hearing on H.R. 2866, The Headwaters Forest Act. Your
knowledge of the details of the proposal were critical in
developing a complete record, and I can not over state my
appreciation for your personal attention to this legislation.

After further reflection, I believe that clarification by
the Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service could
contribute significantly to resolving the question of the cost of
acquiring the property.

The Forest Service referred to an appraisal of 4,488 acres
included in the area proposed for acquisition by H.R. 2866. The
appraiser valued the property primarily based on timber volume.
Although the merchantable volume was determined by subtracting
volume ostensibly necessary for protection of streamside zones
and wildlife protection, Forest Service representatives indicated
they had not consulted with the Fish and Wildlife Service or its
own murrelet biologist to determine the amount of old growth
necessary for the murrelet.

I would like to ask that the Forest Service biologist and
the Fish and Wildlife biologists submit for the record their best
estimate of the per centage of o0ld growth which must be retained
for habitat in the area to be acquired by H.R. 2866, in light of
the requir ts of the Endangered Species Act.

Thank you for your continued assistance.

@‘:eqar s,
Dan Hamburg
gress

Member of Con
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The Honorable Dan Hamburg

U.S. House of Representatives
114 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Dan:

Thank you for your letter requesting my help to get the Forest
Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to submit some
additional information for the hearing record on H.R. 2866, the
Headwater Forest Act.

I agree with you that it would be useful to know how much old
growth timber in the area needs to be retained for the marbled
murrelet and to analyze how this information might affect the
appraised price of the property.

I have instructed the Subcommittee staff to work with your staff
to obtain this information.

Sin efgly,

5 Co
Eé “F. Vento

airman, Subcommittee on

ational Parks, Forests, and

lic Lands

BFV:tm
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Natural Resources Management Corporation

1434 THIRD STREET ¢ P.O. CRAWER 1247 + EUREKA. CALIFORNIA $33C1 » t/07) 442-1738

August 25, 1993

Honorable James V. Hansen

Member of Congress

House of Representatives

Room 2466, Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-4401

Attn: Kurt Christensen
RE: Request for Humboldt County Timber Values
Dear Congressman Hansen:

Thank you for your request regarding average values for old-growth and
young-growth redwood timber types for Humboldt County, California. Our firm
has extensive experience valuing timberland properties, especially those found
in the redwood region of northwaestern California. We are honored to provide
timber value information to the House Natural Resources Committee.

In response to your request, please find attachments “A" and "B" which
develop value timates for an “average acre” pectivaly of old-growth and
young-growth timber stands. These values represent our estimate of average
timber stumpage values for the summer of 1993. Stumpage values are defined as
the value of timber as it stands in the forest, considering all costs
associated with planning, harvest, and administration.

The values found on attachments "A" and "B" are average values, and do
not reflect timber values for any particular property. The actual timber
values for a specific property may differ substantially from the attached
estimates due to varying timber and site quality, location, stand age, and
associated costs.

Ple let me know if I can provide any additional information. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide information regarding timber values for
Humboldt County to the Congress of the United States.

Sincerely,

"”’—i;4~€44a¢1>‘

GR/3p
Att.

FACSIMILE « (7071 442-8823
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ATTACHMENT “A"

Average Humboldt County Acre of
0l1d-Growth Redwood Forest Type

Assumptions:

1,000 board feet = 1 MBF
Average timber volume per acre: 200 MSBF
Average growing site quality: Site Class II

Estimated conifer species mix:

Redwood 70%
Douglas-fir 25%
Other whitewoods 5%

Valuation date: Summer 1993

Vi Values:
Weighted average value of timber in §$/MBF: 7.50/M
Total timber value: $5947.50/MBF (200 MBF/Acre) = §$189.500/acre

Bare land value: §600/acre

Total timber and land value per acre = $189,500 + $600 = $190,100/acre

Netural
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ATTACHMENT "B

Average Humboldt County Acre of
Young-Growth Redwood Forest Type

Assymptiong:

1,000 board feet = 1 MBF

Age: 70 years

Growing site quality: Site Class II
Average timber volume per acre: 75 MBF

Estimated conifer species mix:

Redwood 65%
Douglas-fir 308
Other whitewoods 5%

Valuation date: Summer 1993

Vi Az :
Weighted average timber value in $/MBF: $697.50/MBF
Total timber value: §697.50/MBF (75 MBF/Acre) = $52,312/3¢cre
Bare land value: $600/acre

Total timber and land value per acre = $52,312 + $600 = $52,912/acre
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Mr. Gary Rynearson

Natural Resources Management, Inc.
Post Officc Drawer 1247 =
Eureka, CA 95501

JAMES V. HANSEN DISTNCT OFFICES
324 25TH STREET
amat sonnees fth qa : zd oo 4285477
i oo Congress of the Anited States s
SELECT COMMITTEE O S ] b
WTELUGENCE == P surre 301
e = ouse of Representatives o cat v
ummu;-:::m —, m“mﬁ“, BC 2“"5-”0'
A
el
August 9, 1993
‘!: oL
Ly €651

Dear Mr. Rynearson:

As you may know, legislation was introduced in the House (H.R. 2866) last week that
would authorize federal acquisition of 44,000 acres of industrial timberlands in northern
California.

I understand that your firm is familiar with the values of these lands - both the old
growth and second growth stands. In fact, I am told that appraisals done by your firm
were reviewed by the courts during the legislative takings associated with the Redwood
National Park bills in 1968 and 1978.

The Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands, where I am the Ranking
Republican Member, will likely have a hearing on H.R. 2866 this fall. As a result, I
would like to determine, without reference to any particular property, approximate values
for the types of old growth and second growth stands found in Humboldt County. I
would appreciate any assistance you could provide regarding these details.

Thank you for your assistance on this matter. If you have any questions, please Kurt
Christensen of the Committee Staff at (202) 226-2311. I look forward to hearing from
you.

rely,

JAMES V. HANSEN
Member of Congress
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666 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20003

(202) 547-9009

(202) 547-9022 fax

October 12, 1993

Dear Representatives Stark and Hamburg:

The National Audubon Society enthusiastically supports the passage of HR.
2866, the "Headwaters Forest Act,” as proposed by Congressmen Dan
Hamburg and Pete Stark. This legislation will authorize the acquisition of
our nation's largest privately owned stand of centuries-old redwoods and will
prevent the harvest of one of the most significant fragments of our
remaining ancient forests.

The ancient forests of the Pacific northwest and Northern California have
been logged to the point of near ecological collapse. The 44,000 acre
Headwaters forest is unique in its ecological value as a home to the
threatened Northern Spotted Owl, marbled murrelet and other ancient forest
dependent species. Harvesting this ecological treasure would hasten the
unraveling of the northwest’s ancient forest ecosystem and eliminate
economic gains provided by recreational use and commercial and sport
fishing.

On behalf of the National Audubon Society's 550,000 members, we commend
Congressmen Hamburg and Stark for their efforts to protect our country's
threatened redwood forests and pledge our unequivocal support for the
Headwaters Forest Act.

% e\JMs

Brock Evans
Vice President for
National Issues
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Working for the Nature of Tomorrows

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 1400 Si h Street, N.W, Washington, D.C. 20036-2266 (202) 797-6800
Office of the President
October 12, 1993
The Honorable Dan Hamburg
United States House of Representatives
114 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Representative Hamburg:

I would like to take this opportunity to communicate the National Wildlife Federation’s
support for your bill, H.R. 2866, the Headwaters Forest Wilderness Act.

As you know, NWF has made protection of the ancient forests of California and the Pacific
Northwest one of our top public land priorities. The old growth and other redwood forests
which will be protected by this bill are a priceless part of our Nation’s natural heritage;
indeed, they are unique in all the world. Yet these magnificent and once expansive forests
have been devastated by excessive and shortsighted logging.

The Headwaters richly deserves the protection which your bill affords. We thank you for
your efforts on behalf of this forest and its fish and wildlife resources.

Sincerely,

RN TR

JAY D. HAIR

JDH:fah
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AMERICAN FISHING TACKLE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE
TROUT UNLIMITED
October 26, 1993
The Honorable Dan Hamburg

Washington, DC 20515
Re: Support for HR 2866, The Headwaters Forest Act of 1993

Dear Representative Hamburg:

Onbebalfofdwsponﬁshmgmdust'rjymdthousandsofmutmdsalmonmglus we are
writing to 8 ntheblllyoumen y introduced, H.R. 2866, The Headwaters Forest Act
of 1993. The bill would authorize the Forest Service to acquire and conserve 44,000 acres
ofpnmhadwmfmeﬂhablmmnorﬂ:m&ﬁfomh.mdwmdymaddmonﬂ 13,620
acxuforpombhﬁmncqmuon mdmuugnmem ‘We commend you for your
leadership in developing and

Our organizations are commitied 1o protecting and restaring west coast Pacific salmon
xuoums. n:umswmometbcmﬁnessﬂmonmmmthewmld. Now,

the Clinton Administration's Forest Ecosystem M..uf.nn t Assessment Team
mﬂmmlwmuummmmal are at risk of extinction,
memmmmmmﬁcmm these fish mpponaooebdhon
dollar annual spoct and These valuable

commercial fishing industry.
threatened directly ommmnglouofsalmmhabim.Cmvemly, ontaku
strong actions now, the eatire nation stands to gain tremendous new ecol: ogwnr
economic benefits from restored saimon runs.

Inﬂmugh;yomhinismimpommehummthcfoundmofhcm:wmmmowry
If enacted and implemented, it will protect some of the best salmon habitat in
California, and in the case of coho salmon, some of the most critical on the entire
west coast. DrMMoyb,mownedwmonsienﬂnfmmUﬁvermyofcmfmnn
Davis, has testified before two House Committees that HLR. 2666 would protect § to 10%
of the remaining coho spawning habitat in California. Such & management action is
essential in view of the %decﬂneinwﬂdcohomwm

Agein, we commend you for your work on this bill, and we look forward to its early
enactment.

Govarnmen Affairs S F'u!un;lnsnm V'g: ':{fom

t te vernment

Trout Unlimited o American Pishing Tackle
Manufacturers Association
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October 20, 1993

The Honorable Bruce Vento, Chairman
Subcommittee on National Parks,
Forests and Public Lands

U.S House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Vento,

The Western Ancient Forest Campaign would like to submit
the enclosed testimony for the record in support of the Headwaters
Forest Act H.R. 2866 sponsored by Rep. Dan Hamburg. WAFC

resented this statement before the Subcommittee on Forests, Family

arms and Ener?r on September 10th last year in favor of the
National Forest Redwoods Act. The testimony has been updated to
reflect the changed bill number, sponsor and minor differences
between the two bills.

We appreciate your committee’s effort to resolve the ancient
forest issue and look forward to working with you to protect the
Headwaters forest.

Sincerely,

e

Jim Owens
Executive Director

)

WESTERN

Ancient Forest
CAMPAIGN

Capitol Office
Jim Owens,

Executive Director
Hon. Jim Jontz,

Senior Advisor
Phone 202 / 939-3324
1400 16th Street NW
Suite 294
Washington, DC 20036
Fax 202 / 939-3326

Board of Directors
Linda Blum

Quincy, California
Tim Coleman

Republic, Washington
Paul Ketcham

Portland, Oregon
Tim Litlebo

Bend, Oregon
Drew Martin

Benicia, California
Tim McKay

Arcata, California
Bonnie Phillips-Howard

Stanwood, Washington
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STATEMENT OF JIM OWENS
CAMPAIGN DIRECTOR, WESTERN ANCIENT FOREST CAMPAIGN
ON H.R. 2866, THE HEADWATERS FOREST ACT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS, FAMILY FARMS, AND ENERGY
i COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992
Chairman Volkmer and Members of the Committee:

My name is Jim Owens, I am the Campaign Director for the
Western Ancient Forest Campaign, a grassroots organization
representing thousands of forest activists in the states of Washington,
Oregon and California.

I recently moved to Washington, D.C., from northern California,
where I was actively involved as a volunteer in forest management
reform for most of the past decade. Two years ago, as the
Conservation Coordinator for the Smith River Alliance, I assisted
Congressman Doug Bosco is his successful legislative effort to create
the Smith River National Recreation Area in northern California. Mr.
Bosco’s Smith River National Recreation Area Act both protected
several thousand acres of redwoods in Del Norte county, and created a
series of zones in the National Recreation Area in which forest
management is based upon the highest use of the zone, such as
fisheries protection, recreation or timber production.

As a resident of Arcata, California, I participated as a volunteer

in many attempts during the past four years to protect the Headwaters

>

WESTERN
Ancient Forest
CAMPAIGN

Capitol Office
Jim Owens,

Executive Director
Hon. Jim Jontz,

Senior Advisor
Phone 202 / 939-3324
1400 16th Street NW
Suite 294
Washington, DC 20036
Fax 202 / 939-3326

Board of Directors
Linda Bium

Quincy, Califernia
Tim Coleman

Republic, Washington
Paut Ketcham

Portland, Oregon
Tim Lillebo

Bend, Oregon
Drew Martin

Benicia, California
Tim McKay

Arcata, California
Bonnie Phillips-Howard

Stanwood, Washington
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Statement of Jim Owens

Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee

September 10, 1992

Page 2

Forest in Humboldt County. I've had the opportunity to work with
Congressman Bosco, Congressman Frank Riggs, Congressman Pete
Stark and a number of local and state legislators and officials towards a
resolution of the conflict surrounding the Headwaters Forest.

Mr. Chairman, this is an issue which must be resolved soon as I
have testified in the past. In Humboldt County, the tensions within
the small communities which have developed in the region during the
past hundred-plus years have never been more divisive than they are
today. Neighbors are pitted against neighbors, brothers argue with
sisters, and school children draw lines in the sand over timber issues.
As an environmental leader in Humboldt County I was constantly
threatened by timber workers, and other environmental activists
suffered serious injuries in an as yet unsolved car-bombing during a
tense summer when timber issues were being hotly debated on
California’s northcoast. =

During the past several years this Committee has been at the
forefront in Congressional efforts to understand and resolve the
ancient forest crisis. I have been a frequent spectator while all of you
have posed serious questions to land managers, scientists and

representatives of interest-groups, and I've been impressed with the
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Statement of Jim Owens

Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee

September 10, 1992

Page 3

sense of responsibility and resolve with which you have pursued this
issue.

" Your efforts to develop a scientifically based legislative approach
to the ancient forest issue resulted in the recommendations by the
Scientific Panel on Late-Successional Forest Ecosystems, a landmark
study which has completely altered the course of the ancient forest
debate, and which will ultimately be the basis for any legislation
dealing with the ancient forest issue. Many people recognize the
significance of the study, and of your efforts to go beyond the usual
political approach to public land management problems.

The Headwaters Forest issue requires a similar effort by this
Committee to deal with the merits of the issue, rather than the politics
of the moment. Once again you are being asked to don Solomon’s
robes; I have no doubt you will answer this challenge with vigor and
resolve. And I know that you will treat the parties in this case with
fairness and respect.

Let me move to the facts of this matter. The Headwaters Forest
is the largest unprotected block of virgin redwoods in the northern
hemisphere. This forest, and the connected tracts of virgin and second

growth redwoods comprising the core of the area recommended in
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Statement of Jim Owens

Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee
September 10, 1992

Page 4

H.R. 2866 for acquisition by the Six Rivers National Forest, are found

in what scientists call the Klamath Province, a distinct bioregion which

encomp northwestern California and southwestern Oregon.

The forests of the Klamath Province are ecologically diverse and
unique and contain more than 20 species of conifers, including coast
redwoods. Scientists believe that these forests were central to the
evolution of forests in the Western United States following the last ice
age, when the region was a refugia for many of the tree species
eliminated by ice sheets elsewhere.

In addition to the northern spotted owl and the marbled
murrelet, these coniferous forests comprise critical habitat for hundreds
of vertebrate species, rare plants and thousands of little-studied
invertebrates. The ancient forests of this region contain more biomass
than any other on Earth and as such store more carbon than any other
terrestrial ecosystem.

A primary attribute of these forests is high quality water.
Undisturbed forests of this type function like a sponge, intercepting
precipitation, absorbing it and regulating its release while preventing
the overland flow of water and erosion. The waters of this region’s

ancient forests historically supported abundant runs of anadromous
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Statement of Jim Owens

Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee

September 10, 1992

Page 5

fish, such as salmon and steelhead. After a century of intensive
logging, all of these unique forest attributes are in jeopardy.

The area known as the Headwaters Forest, named for its
location at the highest reaches of two tributaries to Humboldt Bay,
covers approximately 44,000 acres of land, providing vital plant and
wildlife habitat as well as virtually the only unpolluted fresh water to
Humboldt Bay. The stand contains approximately 70 percent Coast
Redwood (Sequoia semperviren), 20 percent Douglas fir, grand fir and
other softwoods, and 10 percent hardwoods. The watersheds affected
by this bill rise from sea level to almost 3500 feet, and cover 112 square
miles.

This is a region in which logging has ruled the landscape for
over 130 years. These forests were first cut for fuel and to supply
building materials for early mining ventures in northern California
before statehood was enacted, and later helped rebuild San Francisco
after the 1906 Earthquake.

This continuous harvest, greatly accelerated in the past few
decades, has not been without cost to the landscape. Humboldt Bay,
which once covered over 27,000 acres , has lost 10,000 acres to

sedimentation caused by logging, roadbuilding and to reclamation for
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Statement of Jim Owens
Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee
September 10, 1992
Page 6
ranch land since the turn of the century. The sediment from upstream
logging and roadbuilding which has filled in the Bay has eliminated
salmon and steelhead runs in many of the creeks emptying into the
estuary. Indeed, the world-famous anadromous fisheries which once
were taken for granted in northern California are almost extinct, as is
the fishing industry which until the last decade thrived in this area.

Salmon Creek and Little South Fork Elk River, whose waters
originate in the Headwaters Forest, have not been untouched by the
destructive effects of logging and roadbuilding. Both of these creeks
have suffered considerable sedimentation from logging operations; the
main channel of Little South Fork Elk River was clogged with over 30
cm. of silt following the completion by Pacific Lumber in 1989 of a 1.5
mile road cutting into the eastern bank of the Little South Fork.
Subsequent logging operations by the Company removed nearly every
large tree 100 feet above and below the road bed, some of which were
taken from the streambed itself.

Trees in the Headwaters Forest are often over 300 feet tall,
though 250 feet is a more average height. The largest tree found thus
far in Headwaters Forest is over 2,000 years old and measures 18 feet

in diameter, while trees 10 feet in diameter are not uncommon along
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Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee
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the streams which sometimes run as far as 15 feet below the forest
floor, covered and hidden by giant redwoods which have fallen during
the past several hundred years.

The virgin redwood forests which H.R. 2866 would protect are
separated from other ancient forest groves by over 25 miles in any
direction. These forests and their riparian zones offer critical habitat
and biological corridors for the rich and abundant wildlife and plantlife
which thrives in these remaining core areas. They also offer the
anchor for a unique watershed which stretches from the crest of the
lower ridges of the Coast Range to the mouth of Salmon Creek, which
is protected in its lower reaches by the Humboldt Bay National Wildlife
Refuge.

Others today will tell you about the history of the redwood
forests which were once owned by Pacific Lumber Company, and
which were bought by the Maxxam Corporation. You will hear of
junk-bonds, leveraged buyouts, doubled and tripled logging rates,
sacrificed pensions, and communities whose economies and futures
have been placed at risk by a company which has brought more strife
then peace to a region where the timber-wars are a daily reality.

I'd like to quickly address the redwood resource which once
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Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee

September 10, 1992
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covered over two million acres of the coastal landscapes between
Southern Oregon and San Francisco Bay. These forests have been cut-
over since white settlers first set foot in northern California. Of the
original two million acres, less than five percent, or approximately
95,000 acres, remain uncut and unentered.

Redwood National Park and California State Parks contain
approximately 76,000 acres of oldgrowth redwood forests, and the U.S.
Forest Service controls approximately 6,000 acres of oldgrowth
redwoods. Thus, 82,000 acres of ancient redwoods remain protected in
public lands, a scant four percent of the original forest cover of this
region.

I've had the privilege of frequently flying over northern
California’s forests, particularly over the redwood forests of the
Northcoast. From 5,000 feet above the breakers of the Pacific Ocean,
one can look into California’s interior and see the region’s heritage of
logging - vast vistas of logged slopes, with a thin band of protected
redwoods hugging the Coastal Highway between the Oregon Border
and the Eel River. Little else remains of the vast virgin forests which
once defined this region.

The Headwaters Forest, over which I have also flown, is one of
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the sole remaining viable ancient forest elements in the redwood belt
which is both unentered, and unprotected. A timber cruise conducted
by a registered professional forester and Humboldt State University
students determined in 1990 that the monetary value of Headwaters
Forest was under $200 million. Biologists claim that as a watershed
and habitat corridor, it is priceless.

The Headwaters Forest is the among California’s four remaining
habitats for the marbled murrelet, a rare sea bird which nests only in
oldgrowth trees, and which has been proposed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service for listing as a threatened species. The murrelet
requires large, undisturbed coastal watersheds to evade predators, as
well as dense canopied forests for nesting. Murrelets in the
Headwaters Forest depend upon Humboldt Bay and the adjacent ocean
coast for food, and are frequently found just offshore in large colonies.

According to U.S. Forest Service biologist C.J. Ralph, up to half
of California’s murrelet population might perish if Headwaters Forest
is logged. Repeatedly the California State Board of Forestry has cited
the need to retain murrelet habitat as its principal reason for denying
Pacific Lumber timber harvest plans which proposed logging in the

Headwaters Forest.
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Forests, Family Farms, and Energy Subcommittee
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I endorse Rep. Dan Hamburg'’s bill, and commend it to this
Committee for favorable consideration. As it stands before this
Committee, the bill would add all of Pacific Lumber Company’s
holdings to the nearby Six Rivers National Forest. Logging would
continue on most of these lands, but would be controlled by a public
agency governed by national environmental laws which do not affect
private timber operators.

I am aware that the costs of acquiring Pacific Lumber’s holdings
are excessive in the present national economy, and have reviewed the
compromise Headwaters legislation recently developed by Rep.
Hamburg. The revised proposal, which sharply curtails the original
legislation to a 44,000 acre ancient redwood ecological reserve along
watershed boundaries, has value as a compromise, but needs further
refinement in order to pass the high standards of biological credibility
which this Committee has set for itself, and for Congress.

If this bill is to adequately take an ecosystem approach to forest
management, this Committee would be wise to consider an extension
of the Headwaters Forest downstream along Salmon Creek to the
Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Refuge. This addition of 11,260 acres,

currently held by four major landowners, would create a biological
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corridor running from the mountains to the sea. It would provide
habitat for Roosevelt elk, black brant, replacement habitat for the
marbled murrelet, and the opportunity to develop a wild salmon
reserve.

Restoration activities in the Salmon Creek watershed would
provide job opportunities for the hard-working communities adjacent
to Humboldt Bay, and a renewed fishery in lower Humboldt Bay could
bolster a fishing fleet and recreational fishery which is now scattered
north and south, since commercial salmon ﬁ_shjng is banned along the
Northcoast due to the scarcity of this once abundant resource.

Logging in the proposed Headwaters Forest will not stop with
this bill. In fact, the people of Humboldt Bay will be well served by
timber-managers who do not ship over 10 percent of their logs
overseas, exporting jobs and livelihoods along with the raw materials
of the region. Local communities will benefit from the receipts sent to
the U.S. Treasury, and returned to the communities in payments for
schools and county roads.

Finally, this is an opportunity for Congress to enact legislation
which provides a win-win situation for the forests, and for the people

living with the forests. Protecting these last few groves of privately
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held redwood forests has been a goal of the State of California and of

local legislators since 1990. Governor Pete Wilson has repeatedly

acknowledged the need to purchase these groves, and Senator Barry

Keene and Assemblyman Dan Hauser have worked assiduously to

develop a workable plan to pay market price for these lands before

Maxxam destroys them for the corporation’s next interest payment.
There are problems to overcome before this legislation is

perfected, and prime among those problems is the compensation of the

landowners, and the recognition of inholder rights. I have worked

with the Six Rivers National Forest before, on many of these same

issues, and know that this is an issue which Congress, and the

agencies, will address before this bill is considered by the full House.
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

CALIFORNIA/NEVADA REGIONAL OFFICE

STATEMENT OF LOUIS BLUMBERG, ASSISTANT REGIONAL DIRECTOR,
CALIFORNIA/NEVADA OFFICE, THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, ON HR 2866, THE
HEADWATERS FOREST ACT SUBMITTED TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

OCTOBER 22, 1993

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, The Wilderness Society (TWS)
submits these comments for inclusion in the record of your hearing of October 12, 1993
on HR 2866, the Headwaters Forest Act. The Wilderness Society supports HR 2866, the
Headwaters Forest Act. As this Committee is well aware, The Wilderness Society has a
long-standing interest in our nation’s forests and supported similar legislation in the last
Congress. Passage of HR 2866 is important for the protection and persistence of the
redwood forest ecosystem in northwestern California. Enactment of HR 2866 will
authorize Federal acquisition of important redwood forest lands and create the
Headwaters Forest Wilderness. Public ownership and federal management of the
proposed 44,000 acres acquisition is in the best, long term interests of the American
public.

HR 2866 would add The Headwaters Forest and other redwood forest to the Six

Rivers National Forest. The bill would also create a 44,000 acre ancient redwood
ecological reserve along watershed boundaries that will help preserve this unique
ecosystem for future generations.

These redwood forests have unmatched ecological, aesthetic, and recreational
values, and are a umquc part of our national heritage. Federal acqulsmon of these lands
will insure that this important biological legacy will be passed on, in tact, to future
generations of Americans.

The Headwaters Forest is 4,000 to 5,000 acres of virgin, redwood (Sequoia
sempirvirens) forest and is the largest, unprotected, block of virgin redwoods in the
northern hemisphere. This is truly a pristine, unique, forest ecosystem worthy of
protection as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System.

116 NEW MONTGOMERY, SUITE 526, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
(415) 541-9144
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The Headwaters Forest and the other connected tracts of virgin and second
growth redwoods comprising approximately 44,000 acres are proposed for addition to the
Six Rivers National forest. These lands are a critical reservoir of genetic material for a
rapidly diminishing redwood forest ecosystem. The Wilderness Society urges that all
ecologically significant virgin redwood groves be preserved in perpetuity to insure the
existence of this unique ecosystem. In particular, the entire headwaters of Salmon Creek
should be included in the Headwaters Forest Wilderness.

The lands proposed for acquisition in HR 2866 are found in what scientists call
the Klamath Province, a distinct bioregion which encompasses northwestern California
and southwestern Oregon. They include pristine, ancient redwood forest and provide
important habitat for a myriad of wildlife species including the northern spotted owl and
the marbled murrelet. Last year, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed the marble
murrelet as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act. Passage of HR
2866 will help protect not only these two species, but many others who also depend on
ancient forest for their habitat.

The Klamath Province is recognized by scientists and others to possess
unparalleled biological diversity. The region has been described as a "floristic and
vegetational "center’ for the forests of the United States” (Whitaker 1961). Itis"..a
center of biodiversity worldwide. Such a place deserves special care” (Noss 1989). HR
2866 offers an opportunity to provide such care.

Today, many conservation biologists agree that society should protect large, intact,
natural ecosystems wherever possible to provides sites for evolutionary processes to
unfold, unaffected by humans, as the temperature of the planet rises due to global
warming. Passage of this legislation will provide such a site.

Mr. Chairman, many efforts are currently underway in California to create an
integrated, scientific based, land management scheme for the Klamath Province. One
interagency effort under the auspices of the Executive Council on Biological Diversity
involves representatives from federal, state and local agencies as well as public
representatives, including the U.S. Forests Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the California Resources
Agency, the California Department of Forestry, and the California Department of Fish
and Game. The goal of this undertaking is to insure that all land use decisions in the
region promote the maintenance of the biological diversity of the Klamath province.
Federal acquisition of the Headwaters Forest and the other lands in HR 2866 is critical
if this effort is to succeed.

Acreage added to the Six Rivers National Forest will provide opportunities for the
American public to participate in decisions affecting the management of these lands.
Today, the Six Rivers National Forest is in the process of receiving comment on its much
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belated, draft land and resource management plan. Speedy passage of HR 2866 will
mean that the newly acquired lands will benefit from the resource inventories and
management decisions that are part of the forest planning process. This process will
identify important, new multiple use opportunities.

One particular value of the acquisition will be the new opportunities for public
access to these lands. New recreational opportunities stimulate tourism and can
contribute significantly to local economies. In addition to unequaled primitive
recreational opportunities in the Headwaters Wilderness, passage of this legislation and
subsequent funding could provide access for new fishing, white water rafting, mountain
biking sites, and other activities. Because public access is so important, we recommend
that the legislation be amended to require the land owner to provide appropriate
easements and rights-of-way.

The population of California is expected to increase by 21 per cent over the next
decade to exceed 30 million people. The demand for wilderness recreation will only
increase as our population grows and our urban areas expand. Federal ownership will
help meet this growing demand.

The Wilderness Society is concerned that the appraisal by the Forest Service
overestimates the cost of acquisition of the Headwaters Forest. Apparently, the Forest
Service assumed that all of the parcel could be logged. Given that the Headwaters
forest and much of the other land provides critical habitat for the northern spotted owl
and marbled murrelet, both listed under the Endangered Species Act, this assumption is
unfounded. Current logging plans approved by the California Department of Forestry
are held up in species-related court challenge. Chances are good that much of this land
would not be logged. Thus, the Forest Service cost estimate is unrealistically high.

Much of these lands possess mature second growth forest that would be subject to
the forest planning process. After acquisition of the entire 44,000 acre parcel and
completion of the planning process, these second growth forest lands might be added to
the suitable timber base of the Six Rivers National Forest, providing a sustainable supply
of timber to local communities and dollars to the U.S. Treasury.

If managed at a sustainable level, the second growth forest on these lands could
potentially produce up to 50 million board feet of timber annually. (In fact, the previous
owner of the land logged 200 million board feet annually.) Should the federal
government acquire all 44,000 acres, this addition to the Six Rivers National Forest could
generate about 10 to $15,000,000 annually. The legislation could specifically earmark
this revenue to pay for the acquisition. At this rate, the entire parcel could be paid for
in twenty to thirty years while simultaneously generating funds for local counties through
the Forest Service Revenue Sharing program.

78-078 - 94 - 7
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Mr. Chairman, the Clinton Administration and California Governor Pete Wilson
have both publicly expressed their support for the acquisition of Headwaters Forest. In
1991, the Governor proposed a $300 million bond act to acquire these important forest
lands. In addition, in a recent letter to the House Agriculture Committee, Jim Lyons,
the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Natural Resources and the Environment
expressed the Administration’s "strong support for the ... legislation."

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, on behalf of our 300,000 members,
50,000 of whom reside in California, The Wilderness Society urges you to act quickly and
report HR 2866 out of your committee. Future generations of Americans will applaud
your farsighted action.

res2866.nr /1021
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730 Polk Strect San Francisco, CA 94109 415:776:2211 Fax: 415-776+0350

June 25, 1?93

The Honorable Dan Hamburg
United States House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Cong g:

Sierra Club is pleased to support passage of the Headwaters
Redwood Forest Act.

The redwood forest is one of the defining natural wonders of
California and the United States both for our own citizens and
for people around the world. This legislation’s protection for
these remaining pristine groves and the provision for restoring
the connection between them is the only way to ensure that this
heritage forest will continue to exist as a living enviromment in

perpetuity.

On behalf of 175,000 wembers in California and the 377,600
additional members nationwide Sierra Club congratulates and
applauds Congressman Dan Hamburg and Congressman Fourtney "Pete®
Stark for sponsoring the Headwaters Redwood Forest Act. We look
forward to working for its passage.

Sincerely,

oty

Carl Pope
Executive Diractor

CP:dpn

Recycled Paper
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2 Serving Anglers — Advancing Environmental Awareness

AL MILLS

October 14, 1993 ENVIRONMENTAL DIRECTOR

The Honorable Dan Hamburg
House of Representatives ey %
114 Cannon Building SbbL ol LUy

Washington, DC 20515
Dear Representative Hamburg,

The Bass Anglers Sportsman Society (B.A.S.S., Inc.) and its
membership approaching 600,000 is fully supportive of H.R. 2866,
the "Headwaters Forest Act," sponsored by Representative Hamburg
et al. Although B.A.S.S. members are primarily interested in
angling for and supporting the future well being of black bass,
we all have an understanding and respect for healthy watersheds
and the role they play in the future of our fisheries

resources. Healthy streams and watersheds are particularly
important where migratory (anadromous) species like coho salmon
are involved.

We have a powerful testimony for the economics involved and the
importance of protecting habitat for the future of our fisheries
resources. Gamefish species like salmon and black bass are
particularly sensitive. The public readily identifies with them
and their "indicator role" in alerting us to the health of our
watersheds and public waters. The fact that increasing numbers
of species are threatened with extinction, or are often so
contaminated with chemicals they can not be safely consumed by
the public, is a national embarrassment.

We are only beginning to comprehend the long term costs the
public will bear when species appear on endangered and
threatened lists in the numbers we are beginning to see. H.R.
2866 provides an unusual opportunity to begin reversing the
trend of mortgaging our future for the extremely short sighted
motives so evident in timber and fisheries resource decisions we
have witnessed over the past century.

Best wishes,

Alvin D. Mills . |
Environmental Director

AM/mc

cc: Paul Brouha
Stan Moberly

5845 Carmichael Road ® Montgomery, AL 36117
P.O. Box 17900 * Montgomery, AL 361410900 » (205) 272-9530 * FAX (203) 279-7148
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October 25, 1993

The Honorable Dan Hamburg
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Hamburg:

On behalf of World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and our 1.25 million members
nationwide, I am writing in support of H.R. 2866, the Headwaters Forest Act.

During the past decade, WWF has invested a great deal of effort protecting forest
ecosystems throughout the world. Here in the Unijted States, our old-growth redwood forest
ecosystems have heen reduced to five percent of their original acreage, and we strongly
advocate protection’ of the remaining fractions of these truly unique forests. We support the
provisions of H.R. 2866 which designate 44,000 acres as an addjtion to the Six Rivers
National Forest. This acreage is vital to the maintenance of intact watersheds in the
Humboldt region. Given that most redwood forests have been substantially fragmented,
mmntaxmng the integrity of the remaining intact redwood ecosystems needs to become a
priority for U.S. forest policy.

The proposed addition of redwood forest to the Six Rivers National forest contains
critical intact watersheds for threatened salmonids,. the marbled murrelet, and the northern
spotted owl. The dire status of these species is a reﬂecuon of the health of many of our
northern temperate forests, which we need to take strong steps to improve. Old-growth
redwood forests also generate millions of dollars for local tourism industries yearly in
California; hence these systems are vital to the economic health of the state.

It is clear that the long-term costs outweigh the short-term profits generated by
current timber practices in the United States. H.R. 2866 will protect vital redwood forest
habitat which we can no longer afford to degrade and dissipate. I congratulate you on this
important piece of legislation and look forward to working with you in the future.

Sincerely,

ol S

" Michael Sutton
Acting Vice President
U.S. Land and Wildlife Program

World Wildlife Fund
1250 Twenty-Fourth St., NW Washington, DC 20037-1175 USA
Tel: (202) 293.4800 Telex: 64505 PANDA FAX: {202) 293-9211

f; ing The C: ion Foundation. Affitiated with World Wide Fund for Nature.

®
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A Tug Pacrric RIvERs COUNCIL
“ formerly THE OREGON Rivers CounciL

605 Prince » Alexandria, Virginia 22314
(703) 836-3420 - Fax (703) 739-9481

October 20, 1993

The Honorable Dan Hamburg

114 Cannon House Office Building
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Hamburg:

The Pacific Rivers Council would like to offer our support for the protection of the
Headwaters Forest in Northern California. This magnificent stand of ancient redwood forest is
a vital, functioning old growth ecosystem, offering habitat and sustenance for a number of
increasingly rare and endangered species. The streams of tie Headwaters forest still has some
of the only remaining high quality spawning and rearing habitat for coho salmon in California,
aspecxeswhlchlsatnskthmughoutnsmge

The importance of the Headwaters forest will become increasingly apparent in the next
ywasdamxsgaﬂmxedmmsponsewhmﬁcmvmmmalsmmdzy Today we have
filed a petition to [ist the coho as an endangered species throughout its range under the authority

of the Endangered Species Act.

The market value of this privately held forest is quite high, placing this fragile ecosystem
in grave jeopardy from the very real potential of harvest. We cannot stand by and let the trees
fall. The Pacific Rivers Council supports your effort to raise the protection of the Headwaters
forest in Congress. As with others, we also have reservations about the anticipated cost of
outright purchase of the land. For the same amount of money we could secure and restore every
key watershed harboring the best remaining salmon spawning and rearing habitat that is left on
federal lands. But, we understand your commitment to work with the agencies, the owners of
the land, and others to seek innovative methods, through donation or trade, to acquire the
Headwaters forest. We think this approach is fair and appropriate and fully support you in that

effort.

We wish you well in your endeavor to save the Headwaters forest for the fish and for
future generations of Americans. Please feel free to enter this statement in the hearing records
for those hearings held recently on this issue.

Smcemly, 9;

Bob Doppclt
Executive Director

New Visions to Restore America’s Rivers and Watersheds
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October 19 1993

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

® Pacific Rivers Council 1993

PETITION TO THE NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
FOR A RULE TO LIST, FOR DESIGNATION OF CRITICAL HABITAT, AND FOR A STATUS
REVIEW OF COHO SALMON (Oncorhynchus kisutch) THROUGHOUT ITS RANGE IN
WASHINGTON, OREGON, IDAHO, AND CALIFORNIA UNDER THE ENDANGERED SPECIES

ACT
Pacific Rivers Council, Inc. ) ) PETITION FOR A RULE TO LIST,
Westem Division, Amcrican Fisherics Socicty (AFS) ) FOR DESIGNATION OF CRITJCAL
The Wildemcss Society w ) HABITAT, AND FOR A STATUS
Sicrma Club . ) REVIEW OF COHO SALMON
National Audubon Society . ) THROUGHOUT ITS RANGE UNDER
Leo Cronin, The California Council " THE ENDANGERED SPECIEBS ACT

for Trout Unlimitcd
National Wildli(e Federation
Siskiyou Regional Education Project
Tenmile Creek Association
Oregon Natural Resources Council
Westem Ancient Forest Campaign
Northcoast Environmental Center
Coast Range Association
Siskiyou Audubon Socicty
Piichuck Audubon Society
ML Shasta Arca Audubon Society
Friends of the River
Coast Action Group
Marble Mountain Audubon
Klamath Forcst Alliance
Friends of the Garcia River
Mecndocino Environmental Center
Friends of the Navarro Watershed

N N N N N e N N e W N N e e

The Pacific Rivers Council, Inc., Westemn Division of the American Fishcrics Society (AFS), The
Wildemness Socicty, Sicrra Club, National Audubon Socicty, Leo Cronin of The California Council for
Trout Unlimited, National Wildlifc F jon, Siskiyou Regional Education Project, Tenmile Creek
Assoclation, Oregon Nawral Resources Council, Westem Ancient Porcst Campaign, Northcoast
Environmental Center, Coast Range Association, Siskiyou Audubon Socicty, Pilchuck Audubon
Socicty, ML, Shasta Arca Audubon Saciety, Fricnds of the River, Coast Action Group, Marble
Mountain Audubon, Klamath Forest Alliance, Fricnds of the Garcia River, Mendocino Environmental
Center, and Friends of the Navarro Watershed hereby petition for listing as threstencd or endangered,
for designation of critical habitat, and for a status review of coho salmon throughout its range under
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SUMMARY AND HIGHLIGHTS: ENDANGERED SPECIES PETITION FOR COHQ SALMON
PACIFIC RIVERS COUNCIL

SUMMARY: A number of factors, most notably the destruction of habitat and mismanagement of
fishcrics, has put the coho (silver) salmon at risk of cxtinclion throughout its range in the Jower 48 states.
This is not just an ecological tragedy -- in addition it represents billlons of dollars of Jost revenue o the
people of the Pacific Northwest, and creatces significant social and cultural losses. As such, the stcps
required for the recovery of the region’s once abundant and famous coho salmon runs do not involve
issues of "jobs vs. the environment,” but rather some short-term sacrifices for Jong-term cconomic gain.
Some localized cconomic impacts may occur in order (o recover the coho, but much more has alrcady
been lost economically and much more is at stake unless recovery actions arc rapidly put into place. Since
past cfforts to protect or recover coho have falled, and since current regulation and conscrvation cfforts
remain inadequate, the last viable option to stop the hemorrhaging, so that a process 1o recover the coho
salmon and their ccosysicms can begin, is 1o secure protection under the Endangered Species Act.

Nehlsen et al,, in the seminal article entitled Pacific Salmon at the Crogsroads (1991), identified 35 stocks of coho
salmon at risk of near-lerm extinction in Washington, Oregon, and California. The authors idcentificd habitat loss
and adverse interactions with hatchery production as important contrit to these decli An additional 15
stocks of coho from California, sonthern Oregon, and the Columbia Basin weee documented (0 be already extinct,
Frissell (1993) mapped coho salmon and estimated that the species is extinct in the castcm half of its range, and
imperiled throughout the southem two-thirds of its range in the lowcr 48 statcs. By other similar estimates coho
salmon populations arc cxtinct in about 55.5% of their historic range in the lowcr 48 statcs, cndangered in about
13% of their range, threatened in about 20%. and of special concem in 5% of their historic range. Coho
populations not known 10 be cxtinct, declining, depressed, or facing imminent threat comprise just 6.5% of this
historic range, all located in northwest Washington,

As recently as the 19703, coho salmon supported a direct income stream to commercial fishermen of $60 to $70
million dollars a year, This is the dircet valuc, with no multipliers, indirect or induced effects. The indirect
cconomic imponance of the coho salmon commercial fishery on the coastal cconomy was even larger, in all the
gear, boats, supplics, fucl, housing, and all the other infrastructure required in the salmon fishery. As with other
salmon species, the value in the recreational fishery adds a significantly larger amount. The recreational angler
is willing to spend a great deal more per fish than the commercial angler, and in that scnsc, cach coho salmon
caught recreationally contributes more to the regional economy than the commercial fish. The recreational fishcry
and associated tourism indusiry is highly significant,

1L is only reasonable to conclude -- very conservatively -- that cffonis to retumn the coho fishery to even 1970 levels
in Northem California, Orcgon and Washi would prodi a direct i strcam to the region averaging
well in excess of $100 million a year.

The cconomic loss 10 many parts of the coast has been substantial. In poor ycars the income siream 10 the troll
fishery has been reduced to foss than $200,000 for Califomia or Oregon, and, under current conditions, the
commercial catch over wide reaches is zero. The net cconomic impact of the demise of coho salmon has been
substantial and persistent -- roughly $1 billion a decade.  As the loss of the coho is primarily attributed o habitat
destruction, the rcgion has csscntially been favoring one kind of economic activity -- cxtractive industries -- over
another involving the fishcery. As such, the issuc is not “"jobs vs. the environment,” but jobs vs. jobs, or, said

Page 1
Coho Petition: Summary
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differently, short-icrm profits versus the long-term susiainable cconomic benefits that the coho fishery could
provide.

LOSS OF HABITAT

The long-term declinc of coho salmon populations is highly lated with delerioration of f; habitat
caused by human disturbances. Coho are especially vulnerable to loss or degradation of spawning, summer
rearing, and winter rearing habitats. Loss of woody debris and habitat complexity in estuaries may reduce survival
of outmigrating smolts and winier migrants. Coho habitat is lost when large woody debris and the stable, complex
channels and wetlands associated with floodplain forcsts are damaged or destroyed by logging, grazing,
channclization, cropland agriculturc, or urbanization. Flow diversion for irrigation and hydropower gencration pose
serious problems for coho salmon in many areas. Sedimcntation, debris flows, and increascs in stream temperature
often resuit from disturbance of headwatcr arcas hy logging roads an limber harvest, and these impacts alone may
be sufficient 1o damage or destroy coho populations even where riparian buffer zoncs are left along fish-bearing
streams. Habitat 1oss and the simplification of river ccosysiems appears to be the most fundamental and universal
factor undertying coho depletions regionwide.

HATCHERIES

In gencral, there are very few (if any) examples of haichery programs that led to successful re-building of wild
populations of Pacific salmon within their native range. When successful in tervis of producing hatchery fish,
haichery breeding tends 1o reduce, rather than increase, diversity of wild populations. The capture of fish for
breeding purposes can be destructive of small or declining wild populations. Due to small broodstock

ations, prespawning mortality during capture or transport, unnatural mating combinations, disease, or artificial
selection, wild brood stock typically contribute little genctic diversity to subsequent gencrations of hatchery fish.
The taking of larger numbers of wild fish for broodstock in an attempt to ovcrcome these problems in hatchery
stocks merely increases the risks for wild populations.

Largc or repeated introd ns of hatchery fish pose additional risks for wild fish. lmrodm.uon of halchery fish
can adversely affect wild ﬁ'th through competmnn for food and space, di atty
competition for mates, intcrbrecding, and other p Poorly adapted ch ristics may pcrslst in the

population, particularly where wild population densit.ics arc low or habital has been altered.
ADVERSE OCEAN CONDITIONS

Ocean conditions have generally been deteriorating for coho in the lowcer 48 states during the past two decades,
and there is little indication this situation will reversc. Most variation in ocean mortality apparently occurs during
the first few wecks of life so that ncar-shore conditions during late spring and early summer along the coasts of
Washington, Oregon, and Califomia dramatically affect thc number of young coho of that year that survive the
first few weck. Coho along the Orcgon and California coasts may be capecially sensitive 10 the upwelling of cold
nuttient rich currents from the decp occan, becausc these regions lack cxtensive bays, straits, and estuarics 0
buffer occanographic cffccts.

OVERFISHING

Page 2
Coho Petition: Summary
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Overfishing is oficn cited as a principle factor causing decline of salmon runs. However, there are few historical
or recent records 0 indicate that curiailment of fishing has lead to increased spawning abundance of coho salmon.
For example, curtailment of fishing scasons has becn thought to have reduced harvest-relaied mortality rates on
Oregon coastal coho substantially during the past dccade. However, there has been po evidence of increased
spawncr escapement during this period, suggesting that fishing curtailment is at best mercly keeping pace with
rapid habitat deterioration and declining productivity of coho populations. In other words, environmentat change
is driving sustainable harvesl rates downward as fast as, or perhaps faster, than caich has boen reduced.

Current methods of f ing and in-scason adj of fishing are insufficlent to ensurc sustainable harvest
ratcs and wild fish escapement. Greater factors of safety for escapement targets and improved indicators of
freshwater and marine survival will be necessary,

THE NEED FOR ESA PROTECTION

The only susiained regulatory attempt to proteci coho salmon has been increasing restriction of the fishery. This
approach has failed. Indecd, the historical record shows a dismal pattem of failurce -- and the situation is no better
today, Wild coho salmon are poorly protected by cxisting regulatory mechanisms because coho:

1) are managed in a complex and most oflen conflicting and ineffective regulatory landscape of local, statc
and federal Jaws that govem this fish's freshwater and marine habitals separately;

2) rcpresent an economic to the ¢ cial fishing industry, native American tribes and

the recreation industry and management is frequently driven by attempts to maximize short-term
economic return, and;

3) arc not as visible or widely monitorcd or studied as terrestrial specics or marine mammals and, as a
result, do not receive the attention rcquired to gain protection under a varlety of federal and state water
and cnvironmental quality laws.

Furthcrmore, hatchery production of coho salmon exacerbates each of these problems by:
\

1) temporarily masking the declinc in wild coho and the degrad of their fi ater habitats;
2) inx ing petition for p fally Jimited fresh and ocean resources, and;
3) contributing to the genetic dilution and loss of naturally occurring, wild coho.

A few attempts have been madc to mobilize efforts for rocovery, again with little effect. The Northwest Power
Planning Council was crcated in 1980, in part to recover all salmonids within the Columbia basin. However, as
the recent listings of sockeye salmon and others indicatcs, (0 date this attempt has failed. Oregon Govemnor
Barbara Roberts held a coastal summit in December 1992 that cventually lod 10 some gencral conceptual
agrecments and movement towards some funding in the state legislature, but as of yet nothing has actually hit the
ground in terms of specific recovery actions.

President Clinton has proposcd a strategy that could provide protection and possibly restoration for coho habitat
on federal lands. However, the future of the so-called "Option 9" proposal remains uncertain, and, if implemented,
it would not addrcss private land river ecosystems or coho habitat. It could provide the basic federal Jand habitat
jon and ion strategy rcquired for coho, however.

3
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71 Skevenson Sireet

San Francisco, CA 94105
415 777-0220

Fax 478 495-5996

October 22, 1993

‘The Honorable Dan Hamburg
U.S. House of Representatives

114 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Hamburg:

1 am writing on behalf of the 170,000 members of the Natural Resources Defense

Council (NRDC) to express our strong support for the Headwaters Forest Act of
1993, H.R. 2866, We appreciate your Jeadership in this important Jegislative effort,

The Headwaters Forest and its associated old growth redwood ecosystem is an unique
natural resource worthy of public acquisition. Only by the adequate protection and
proper management provided by H.R. 2866 can we be certain that this ccosystem will
persist over time and that future generations of Americans wil! be able to visit and
enjoy this priceless treasure. In addition, we support the addition of the Headwaters
Forest into the National Wilderness Prescrvation System as Section Four of your bill

provides.

Thank you again for your commitment to sound stewardship and eavironmental
protection demonstrated by the introduction of this important piece of legisiation. The
NRDC looks forward to working with you 1o secure passage of H.R. 2866 in this
Congress.

Very truly yours,

Senior Project Scientist

40 West 20th Street 1350 New York Ave., NW. 617 Sauth Olive Streel 212 Merchani SL., Suite 203
New York, Naw York 10011 Washingtm, DC. 20005 Las Angeles, CA 90014 Honoluin, Hawai'i 96813
212 727-2700 202 783-7800 213 892-1500 808 333-1075

Fux 213 629-5389 Fax 808 521-6841

Fax 212 727-1773 Fax 202 735917
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EoF

ENVIRONMENTAL
DEFENSE FUND -

Cepital Office
1875 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20009
(202) 387-3500

Fax: 202-234-6049

October 26, 1993

The Honorable Dan Hamburg

United States House of Reprwentaﬂvw
114 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Reprmscntauve Hamburg

The Envxronmcntal Defense Fund, on behalf of its more than 200,000
members, is pleased to support H.R. 2866, the Headwaters Forest Act. The
bill represents a responsible cffort to secure protection for nationally
important natural resources, including endangered species, salmon, and other
old growth forest resources. Without the public acquisition of the lands that
are the subject of this bill, it is likely that these declining and ecologically
important resources will be lost.

Sincerely. -
W 5

Michael J. Bean v

Chairman, Wildlife Program
National Heodquarters
257 Park Avenue South 5655 Coliege Ave. 140§AnplhoeAw. ' 128 East Hargett St 1800 Guadalupe
New Yark, NY 10010 Oakland, CA 94613 Boulder, CO 80302 Rateigh, NC 27601 Austin, TX 78701
(212) 505-2100 (510) 658-8008 (303) 440-4901 (919) 821.7793 (517) 478-5161

100% Post-Cansumer Rsoyced Paper
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PACIFIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

45 S.F. 82ND DRIVE, SUITE 100, GLADSTONT., OREGON 97027-2522
PHONE (503) 650-5400! FAX (503) 650-5426

October 21, 1993

Honorable Dan Hamburg
U.S. Housc of Representatives
114 CHOB

Washington, DC 20515-0501
Dear Congressman Hamburg:

I am writing on behalf of the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission in support of H.R.
2866.

The Commission is a compact of five western states (Washington, Oregon, California, Alaska
and Idaho) established by Congress in 1947 to coordinate interjurisdictional fisheries.

The anadromous resources of the Pacific ocean are a national heritage threatened by the
tinued loss and degradation of their spawning grounds — the forested watersheds.

We fully recognize the significant value of ancient forests in contributing to the production of
salmon and steelhead. We, therefire, applaud H.R. 2866 as the vehicle to protect and manage
redwood forests of Humboldt County. Without H.R. 2866 we will surely see further declines
in coho salmon, with corresponding negative impacts on sport, tribal and commercial fisherics
(and the coastal communities who depend on fishery-related industries and lifestyles).

Thank you for your attention to this critical issue.

Yo

\

uy N. Thomburgh
Bxecutive Director

& \gvy'vmemmos\hassbueg it

*“To promotc the conscrvation, development and mansgement of Pacific coast
fishery through d regional h itoring und utilization”
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PALCO

THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY scoTiA. CALIFORNIA 93868 - (707) 766-2222

October 26, 1993

The Honorable John T. Doalittie

United States House of Representatives
1524 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20516

RE: HR 2866
Dear Congressman Doolittle:

First, let me express my great appreciation for your support during the committee
hearings on October 12th and 13th. Your vision of the constitution and private
property rights is so correct, and on behaif of all of the men and women of The Pacific
Lumber Company, we want to thank you for speaking out on our behalf.

With reference to your recent letter asking for a response to several questions, | am
pleased to submit the following:

Q - When did The Pacific Lumber Company's tatal timber harvest begin to increase
significantly and how did this coincide with the takeover by MAXXAM?

A -- Overail harvest levels were increased in 1986, after an intensive independent
survey by Hammon, Jensen, Wallen & Associates (the same consulting firm which
earlier had surveyed the Redwood National Park) showed that The Pacific Lumber
Company's above-average inventory and growth made it one of the few lumber
companies in California that could increase its harvesting without adversely impacting
the company's long-range timber suppiy or the local economy. The consultants further
said that by increasing the harvest without jeopardizing continuous flow, PL could play
an important role In bolstering the depressed California North Coast economy.

Q -- How much of this increase was in old growth vs. young growth?
A -- The increase in harvest volumas from pre-1986 levels was principally in young

growth, residuals, and other species. The initial increase in virgin old growth
redwoods was approximately 30 percent and is substantially less today.
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Q -- There was considerable discussion at our hearing regarding your logging at Owl
Creek last November. Please describe the reasons why you believe this was a legally
authorized timber harvest,

A -- To put it very simply, our harvest activity in our privately owned Owi Creek area
was done in full compliance with all applicable state and federal statutes and
regulations -- and under the authority of a Timber Harvest Plan (THP} that was
unanimously approved by the State of California. Having obtained all of the required
approvals, we began our selective harvest only to learn that yet another state agency,
which did not have jurisdiction over the THP, had raised an objection, No additional
approval was required and so we commenced harvesting consistent with the law in
the approved THP.

To put the matter in perspective, one needs to know that the THP for Owl Creek is
perhaps the most carefully reviewed THP in the history of California. It was first
submitted in 1990 and has been approved and reapproved by the California Board of
Forestry. {nconjunction with the plan, wildlife biologists and foresters conducted over
300 hours of surveys and found no evidence of marbled murrelets nesting in or
occupying the area. Further, one needs to keep in mind that the THP calls for
salective harvest on only 136 acres while wholly reserving 101 acres for mitigation
habitat,

Q -- What evidence is there to refute testimony stating that these lands (the 44,000
acres in H.R. 2866) are needed to ensure the survival of the murrelet in California?
And what evidence or educated skepticism is there that murrelets can nest in second
growth stands?

A - Testimony on various species was presented by supporters of Congressman
Hamburg's bill. These are NOT correct and are scientifically flawed.

| have taken the liberty of enclosing statements which strongly refute those given by
Congressman Hamburg's witnesses.

TRE FACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY
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Q - What factors and methods did The Pacific Lumber Company use to determine that
higher harvest levels were prudent?

A - As stated above, the independent consultant’s report showed that The Pacific
Lumber Company could selectively increase its harvesting without adverse impact on
timber supply or the local economy. This outside report coincided with our own
internally developed information.  Additionally, one must remember that we
predominantly harvest by the selective method and do absolutely NO clearcutting in
virgin old growth redwoods.

Q -- It is my understanding that the MAXXAM high-yield junk bonds used to finance
The Pacific Lumber Company takeover have been replaced with low interest bonds.
When was this debt reamortized and will your timber harvest remain relatively
constant even with these lower financing costs?

A -- The Pacific Lumber Company's remaining debt was refinanced in March of 1993
at significantly lower interest rates and much longer maturities. The largest portion
of the debt now carries an investment grade rating. At present, our harvest fevel is
running at an annual rate of approximately 220 million board feet per year. Harvest
levels fluctuate according to market conditions, weather, and environmental
conditions. At the present level, our harvest rate equals growth. In addition, we have
acquired additional forestland since 1985-86 and intend to seek additional forest
acquisitions.

Q -- Some have alleged that although The Pacific Lumber Company has increased
employment to process increased timber harvests, many of those workers will lose
their jobs eventually because the current timber harvest is not sustainable over time.
Could you elaborate on those allegations.

A -- With the improvements and innovations in our production facilities - and the
expansion of our product lines -- our workforce should remain constant. Even though
harvest levels fluctuate, our shipments should remain high because we have become
more efficlent at getting more product from each log, and we need the workforce we
have to manufacture this increased volume and variety of wood products. For
example, we have a relatively new end-and-edge glue plant to manufacture wood
products from the kinds of boards that were formerly scrapped. That has generated
Jobs where formerly there were none, Also, as mentioned above, we have acquired
and will seek to acquire additional forastland.

THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY
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We are very proud of the stewardship of our forestlands and would be pleased and
privileged to provide you and a guest with a tour of our facilities.
Sincerely,
THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY
L i, ARy
s Y

(OHN A. CAMPBELL
President & Chief Executive Officer

JAC:sp
Enclosures

THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY
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Watershed Conditions in the Headwaters Forest Act
(HR 2868}

Testimony Submitted on HR 2866
to
The House Agriculture Subcommittee
on Special Crops and Natural Resources
and
The House Natural Resources Subcommittee
on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands

Thomas M. Herman, Resource Manager
The Pacific Lumber Company

October 26, 1993

| have had the opportunity to review the testimony of Peter B. Moyle in support of HR
2866 submitted into the record at hearings on the subject legislation.

While Mr. Moyle has an impressive background in fisheries biology, it is patently
obvious from his testimony that he is mostly ignorant as to the history and conditions
of the watersheds he addresses.

Mr. Moyle states that, "Elk River is an exceptional stream for coho salmon . . .
because the channel in many areas is in reasonably good condition, protected by
having old growth redwood forests in the headwaters.” The fact is that the Elk River
watershed is one of the most heavily logged drainages on the north coast. During the
1920’s and 1930's, virtually the entire drainage was systematically ¢learcut and
burned utilizing railroad logging techniques without any regard for protection of
fisheries resources or reforestation. Moyle would have one believe that most of the
headwaters are pristine first growth forests, The fact is that less than 6% of the
watershed supports such timber stands. It is ironic that a watershed that was
intensively harvested utilizing some of the most destructive logging techniques before
concerns for other resources, is "exceptional™ with regard to fisheries. The drainage
now supports healthy and productive 60 to 70 year old young growth redwood stands
on managed industrial timberlands. The conditions today are the product of private
timber management.

The Salmon Creek watershed is "less productive . . . presumably as a result of
cumulative effects of timber harvesting in the drainage,” according to Moyle. Moyle
believes the meager runs are dependent upon protection of the headwaters. Again,
Salmon Creek was intensively logged prior to adoption of any consideration for
watercourse protection and less than 10% of the watershed supports old growth
timber. What Mr. Moyle neglects to mention is that, until recent years, flood gates
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have bean maintained on the mouth of Salmon Creek for an extended period of years
preventing passage of virtually all anadromous fish. If the productivity of Eik River is
so exceptional following a similar land management regime, then it would be expected
that Salmon Creek is similar, but for intentional man-caused biockage.

With respect to Yager Creek, Mr. Moyle pleads ignorance because The Pacific Lumber
Company (PL) denied he and his crews access. PL has no knowledge of any request
and denial of access, but what is interesting is his ability to comment on Elk River and
Saimon Creek without any compunctions despite his lack of ever having been there.
Mr. Moyle eludes to some “"cursory surveys” of Yager Creek and that federal
ownership will likely result in restoration efforts. The fact is that PL works
cooperatively with California Department of Fish & Game and California Conservation
Corps in a comprehensive watershed management and fisheries restoration program
for all of its lands. Yager Creek and its tributaries have been the focus of the program
efforts to date. The drainage is probably the most intensively surveyed and monitored
watershed in the state and has had more in-stream and up-slope restoration projects
completed than probably any other watershed in the state. PL maintains a fish
hatchery on Yager Creek raising natal stocks including coho to jumpstart the recovery
of the fishery as habitat is made accessible and improved. Additionally, the company
allows no fishing on its lands, that they may serve as a sanctuary for anadromous fish.
Ali this is being done voluntarily under private ownership. Mr. Moyle again tries to
portray the headwaters of Yager Creek and its tributaries as protected with old growth
forests. The fact is that the majority of the headwaters areas of this drainage are
natural grassiands use for cattle grazing. Studies commissioned by PL by independent
consulting hydrologists concluded that the vast majority of sediment entering the
drainage system orlginates from the more unstable grassland soils that are not on PL
land and not included in HR 2866. Additionally, very little of the drainage supports
old growth, estimated at less than 2%.

Mr. Moyle's testimony is very disappointing coming from a so-called "scientist.”
Testimony of this nature is symbolic of the erosion of scientific credibility we are
experiencing today. Here is a man of impaccable credentials reporting the status of
streams of which he has littie knowledge in his effort to advocate condemnation and
preservation of productive private lands. This testimony is not science, but pure
conjecture masquerading as science by the nature of its source. The political leaders
of this country must recognize this ploy and insist upon facts in their deliberations.
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Marbled Murrelets on Pacific Lumber Company Lands
Comments on House Bill IR 2868
To

The House Agricultural Subcormittee on Special Crops and
Natural Resources
. And
The House Natural Resources Subconmittee on National Parks,
Forests and Public Lands

BY

Steven J. Kerns
Cartified Wildlife Biologist
Principal Biologist/Owner, Wildland Resource Manugers

October 26, 1993

Comnhiltee Members,

1 am writing you in regard tec House Bill 2866 and the
proposal for the United States Governmant to purchase the so
call "Headwaters Forest" for the prutection of the marbled
murrelet and other threatened wildlife species.

By way of introduction, I am a certified wildlife bielogist
with the wWildlife Society holding degrees in biclegy and
anthropology. 8inc¢e 1370 T have worked as a field
biclegist, first for the California Department of Fish and
Game, then for the USDA Forest Servics. Presently I am the
cwner and principal research biologist for the consultant
and management f£irm of Wildland Rescurcs Managers. My firm
specializes in working with private landowners in the
agricultural and tinber industries to find ways to manage
the natural resources occurring on their property
concurrently with producing a resource cemmodity. This is
accomplished through intensive on-site studies of the
wildlife species in question and their life cycles and
habitat needs, and then working with the land manager to
develope a management plan which will retaln the habitat
quality through the management process. Through this
process I, and members of my staff have written management
plans for deer, antelope, upland game, waterfowl, spotted
owls, fisher, marten and marbied murrelets.
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My firm has been under contract with The Pacific Lumber
Company since 1988 to study the habitat requirements of the
northern spotted owl, the marbled murrelet, the goshawk, the
red tree vole, the fisher and marten, and other forest
related wildlife. Since 1988 Pacific Lumber has spent
hundreds ¢f thousands of dollars studying wildlife and
dgVeloging management plans that integrate timber operations
with the retention of-wildlife habitats. Thoy have been
successful in this process. An example:

In 1988 my firm was contracted by Pacific Lumber to study
the northern spotted owls which government scientists
reported as reyuiring old growth habitats. The scientists
further reported that the population was in decline and
Lixed the blame on loss of habitat primarily through timber
cutting. These studies resulted in the listing of the
spotted owls as and endangered specles and the subsequent
TSC repart.

Over the next saveral years we located, banded, and tracked
spotted owls through the use of radic telemetry. What we
found ‘was that northern spotted owls are not only in the olad
growth habitats but alsc 1n the managed forests as well. 1In
fuck, in northwest California, the highest densities of owls
have been found in the managed forests types (ie,
harvested). wWith the information gained through our
research, we wrote a northern spotted owl management plan
fur the entire ownership of Pacific Lumber.

This management plan ocutlines the steps to take in oxder to
retain spotted owl habitats concurrently with harvesting a
commercial timber product (logging). The plan was reviewed
and approved by both the Califormia Department of Fish and
Game and the U.5. Fish and Wildlite Service. The result is
thal vacific Lumbar Company can manage its land, and spotted
owl habitats are retained.

During this process there were those in and out of
government whe said that the only way to retain spotted owl
habitat was to preserve the forest as is. There answer was,
and still is, to use the Endangered Species Act to acquire
land for Lhe preservation of wildlife habitat. There are of
course silusllons where this approach is appropriate, but
not, 1 believe as a rule of thumb. The taking of land out
of production in the lonyg run is damaging not only to the
resource but to society. Far bettor to learn to manage the
natural resource for the benetit of mankind, both
maintaining wildlife habitats and extracting commercial
products.

The gquestion now venters on the marbied murrelet. Can
marbled murrelet habitat be maintained while a commercial
timber product is harvested? As with the owl, there are
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those who say "no”, that there is no Xnown way to accomplish
this. VYet that is exactly what was said about the owl. In
1988 the governmental and university researchers stated that
thae northarn spotted owl was old growth dependent. Neither
owls or marbled murrelets know if a forest is old growth or
not. They only know whether or not their habitat
requirements are present within the forest structure. For
the owl, numerous types of managed forests contain suitabla
habitat. S5ald another way, forests have been managed to
produce owl habitat.

For the marbled murrelet, its 1988 all over again.
Gavernmental and university researchers are saying that
murrelets must have the old growth, ie. the "Headwaters
Forest." Murrelets only know that the habitat is present.

Since 1988 our firm, inconjunction with foresters and
biclogists with The Pacific Lumber Company, have been
studying what constitutes suitable murrelet nesting habitat
on Pacific Lumber Company lands. We have spent thousands of
hours monitoring the tlight and nesting behavior of
murrelets on the property. This past supmer (1993) we
supervised over thirty fleld persunnel Wwho were collecting
informution on marbled murrelet nesting behavior and habitat
structura. We have traveled to other murrelet nest sites in
California, Oregon, and Washington to gain information on
the forest structural attributes that constitute marbled
murrelet habitat. ’

This inlensive ellort has culminated in a draft Habitat
Consexvation Plan for the marbled murrelet on Pacific Lunber
Company lands. Under this comprehensive plan, marbled
nurrelet habitat is identified and management practices are
implemanted to retain that habitat through time.

For this plan to be izmplemented it will, like the owl plan,
have to be approved by the California Department of Fish and
Game and the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service. Until such
time of approval, the bird, and ites habitat are protected by
the Endangered Specias Act, the Califrornia Endangered
Species Act, and the California Forest Practices Act.

%0 the gquestion before you is not one of will the habitat of
the marble murrelet be retained, out rather under what
management authority. HR 2866 would, as I understand it,
authorize the federal government to purchase tha "Headwaters
Forsst® and portions of surrounding property, thus placing
the land in governmental ownership, at a tremendous cost to
the taxpayer. The result will be a nands off management
approach of the forest. The result of that will be in time
a pajor fire, and a loss of the habitat the tax payer
bought. It will also result in the loss of jobs and tax
revenue, both of which our north state economy can ill
afford.
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I have read the notes and testimony of governmental and
university researchers that support this bill. Their
support 1s to be expected for two reasons. First, they are
not faced with the economic reality of having to make a
living from the production of a natural resource as are
those whose livelihood is directly tied to the land. The
governmenlal and university reseaccher salary will remain
the same whether timber is logged or not. Therefore it is
easy to say that the proper management is to "preserve" the
torest as is. For those whose livelihood is dependent on
production, the question is two fold, how toc retain nmarbled
murrelet habitat and how to produce 2 crop. The timber
industry in California has learned to do that with the
northern spotted owls (currently 5 Companies have spotted
owl management plans in California). Given the cpportunity
they will do the same for the murrelet.

The second reason is that seeing the land in the private
sector dees not serve the interest of the governmental or
university researcher, for all to often they are not given
the opportunity to work there. This is not without just
cause, for simply put, when it comes to issues such as the
spotted owl and the marbled murrelet governmental
resedrchers have not been very helpful in answering the
question of how to manage for a species concurrently with
harvesting a product.. All to often thelr answer is "lock it
up.® ,

Thus | want to encourages you to do two things:

First, reject this bill as a costly, lr:csgcnsible approach
to a complex managenent question that revolves around good
biology, forestry, economics and politics. In doing so you
will save taxpayers millions of dollars, leave the
management to those who do it best (PL has been managing its
property for over 120 years) and help retain jobs and the
economy in the north stute.

Second, send a strong message to governmental researchers to
work toward the questions of real management; production of
a real commodity while, in this case, retention of suijtable
wildlife habitat.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Stave . Rerne

Round Mountain, CA
October 26, 1993
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TESTIMONY OF VICTOR W. RACAYNSKI, Ph.D.

RELATIVE TO THE HEADWATERS POREST ACT AND TESTIMONY OF PETER B.
MOYLE (H.R. 2866)

Qualifications: I am a practicing fisheries scientist with 24
years of professional axperience with salmonid issues in the
Pacific Northwest. I have been a senior author on three major
reports that have analyzed and described the reasons for salmonid
declines in northern California, Oregon and Washington States. I
began my professional career as an Assistant Professor at the

versity of Washington, working with the feeding behavior and
ecology of salmon in Puget Seund. I have been a consultant and
applied researcher sinca 1972. In northern California, I was the
project manager of the Klamath Basin fisheries management and
vestoration plan which becane federal law with a 20 year funded
recovery plan (for the U.S. Department of the Interior, 1985). I
was also a consultant to Simpsmon Timber Company, Miller Redwood
Company, Louisiana Pacific, 8ierra Pacific Industries, the
California Porest Protective Association, the City of Redding,
and the Glen Colusa Irrigation District in the region. All of
these projects involved salmonid problems evaluation and most
involved the davelopment of solutions to these problems. I was
also a consultant to the United States Pish and Wildlife Service
on the identification and mapping of all major wetlands in
Northeyrn California. - - )

Tﬁs testimony comments and axpands on the testimony of Profuto.r
Pater B. Moyle dated 7 October, 1593.

The essence of Professor Moyle’s testimony can be boiled down to
four main points:

1. Relatively good remaining salmonid habitat is on forest
lands. The rest is relatively degraded.

2. Relatively very good salmonid habitat occurs in old
growth forest.

3. Drainages where heavy logging occurred in the past are
relatively less good than undisturbed forest stream
habitat.

4. Logging and roading in headwater areas will create
excess sediment. This will impact all downstream
habitats.

Comments follow on the above points:

la. Foraest stream habitat teday is in the best ralative
condition. Downstream habitat has been badly damaged.
This is true. No comparable best management practices
exist to protect agricultural or urban stream areas as
in forested arsas. This is the reason preservation
groups ara stroagly pushing to "save® what is left.
However, the potential for restoration and benafit is

Page 1
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much greater below the forest. This will be expanded
upon balow.

1b. Primary chinock and coho salmon habitat historically
was below the present day forest. Chinook salmon
habitat was and is in the floodplain, most of which is
below the forest. Primary coho salmon habitat was and
is just below and somewhat into the forest (below the 3
percent landscape gradient). Important summer and .
critical ovarwintering ecoho salmon habitat is in the
floodplain, mesatly below the forest, in large deep
peols and in off channel areas that fleed in winter.
These critical winter areas are also important for
steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout for refuges frem
winter storm rumoff conditions. ILocal floeod control
projects, agricultural land reclamation, and urban
growth have very much impacted these important summer
Tearing and critical winter refuge habitats.
Downstream human aetivity has contributed much more
sediment on a unit acreage basis and has seriously
aggravated flood runoff conditions than has forest
activities. Water diversions have seriously reduced
sumnmer f£lows.

2. Salmonid habitat in old growth area streams generally

: is in relatively very good condition. The quality of
specific streams varies with natural conditions and
events. This is the standard by which we evaluate
other forest stream habitats. However, old growth area
headwater streams have a limited productivity potential
for salmonids. Stream area is low, stream gradients
are high, deep large pools are scarce, summer flows are
often low, and biological food chain production is
relatively low. Headwater streams are primarily
habitat for resident cutthroat trout and to a lesser
degree steelhead trout. Some coho salmon do use
headwater stream areas but this really is secondary
habitat with limited potential for them.

3. Heavy logging practices in the past did damage fish

. habitat. Fishery and land management agencies required
the removal of large woody debris from and along
streams in the late 1960s, 1970s and even into the
early 1980s. Equipment operated in and adjacent to
streams and streamside trees were harvested. Road
¢onstruction and maintenance standards were not
prescribed or were not generally routinely engineered.
Present practices reflect the lessons of the past
the knowledge we have gained with time and experience.
Present stream and soil protection measures are
designed to protect and even restore stream habitats.
One needs to carefully separate past practices and

Page 2
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their impacts from present practices which continue to
evolve.

4. Headwater logging and roading will not necessarily
create excess sediment in streams. Natural events
cause slope failures and such failures are important in
the ecology of salmonid habitat development and use,
Thﬁ{ replenish atream gravels and nutrients and we
would have serious productivity problems without them.
I am not advocating slope failures, but T am pointing
out that thezgare paxt of the natural process. The
iuporteng point is not to increase the frequency of
slope failures through human activity. Soil losses are
not in the best interest of landowners who need these
soils to maintain forest productivity. Soil
conservation for forestry and for fisheries are
compatible goals.

Some direct and miscellanecus points by Professor Mcyle should
alsc be addressed:

Page 2, 2nd paragraph. “The decline of coho salmon is
particularly severe in California, the southernmost part of their
range. ...even the hatchery coko are in decline and the mixing
of hatchery and wild stocks in some streams has probably
contributed to the decline of wild stocks.”

Professor Moyle has neglected estuaries and particularly the
importance of ocean factors in his comments. Estuary losses and
degradations are severe in Oregon as revealed in our receat
studies. From my werk on the USFWS wetland status mapping
project in northern California, one could imply serious estuary
losses in northern California and related serious wetland losses
nearby. Estuaries and marshes are critical components of chinook
salmon and sea-run cutthroat trout habitat, and are important
compenents for coho salmon and stesalhead trout habitat. These
£ish grow rapidly in these habitats if they are not limited in
their acreage and quality, and they use the estuary habitat to
transition to salt water. If food becomes limited in the
estuary, the salmonids must enter the ocean prematurely. The
larger the smolt upon ocean entry, the higher its survival
probability will be. In coastal Oregon and Washington, 90
percent of estuary losses were from land reclamation for
agriculture and 10 percent were from dredge and f£ill activities
to create municipal and industrial areas. These percentage
losses are probably similar for northerm California.

In 1976, there was a major current change that has seriously
affected cocastal eocho and northern California and southern Oregon
chinook salmon growth and survival.

California and Oregon coho salmon populations are deprassed.

Page 3
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Chinook salmon populations from the Rogue River in southern
Oregon are depressed, while populations north of the Rogue River,
except for the Snake River and possibly the mid-Columbja summex
(fall type) chinook run, are satisfactory and in fact are
exploitable. Population status (except Columbia-Snake
populations) corresponds primarily to migration behavior and
ocean conditions. California and Oregon coastal coho and
southern chinook stocks are "stay—-at-home" fish in the nearshore
ocean. In contrast, all chinook salmon stocks north of the Rogue
River are north migrating to Alaska area mayine waters.

Ocean coho salmon catches in Oregon steadily decreased to 1960
except for a taemporary rise after World War II, then increased
significantly through 1976 to a record high, and then decreased
to the present. The increase from 1960 to 1976 reflected growing
successful hatchery production plus good ocean conditions
nearshore from Washington south to northern Californmia. This is
the ocean range of Oregon and northern California coho salmon.
Hatchery production has not declined since 1976 and hatchery
production methods, disease control procedures, etc. have
improved if anything.

The coho salmon catch decline since 1976 reflects changes in the
California/Alaska Currents which split from the eastward flowing
North pacific Drift as it approaches North America. In recent
history through 1975, the main current flow split was south as
the California Current. During that pericd, the Alaska Current
was relatively weaker. The strong Califormia Current brought
cool, nutrient rich waters along Washington, Oregon and
California. Related weather patterns were beneficial to local
coastal salmon populations. Good preeipitation occurred inland
and strong winds out of the northwest resulted in relatively
strong effective upwelling. These upwelling events enhanced the
co0l surface temperature of the water mass and made nutrients
even mere available in surface waters for phytoplankton.
Bioloegical production was good and local salmon survival and
growth were good during this peried (through 1975).

Biological production and salmon survival in alaskan waters were
less good through 1975. Since 1576, the Alaska Current flow has
predominated and the California Current has been weaker,
Blological and salmon production (growth and suxvival) in Alaska
waters has been excellent since 1976.

In the weaker California Current since 1976, temperature has been
warmer (less optimal for salmonids) and the water mass has had
less nutrient. Biological production has definitely been
nutrient limited in the weaker California Current since 1976.
Related weather patterns have been relatively detrimental to
local salmonid fish, Precipitation inland has been lower with
several record drought years. Coastal upwelling events have been
less frequent and, because of lowered nutrient concentration and

Page 4
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warmer water mass to start with, the upwellings have bean less
effaective. The end result has been significantly lowered salmon
productivity since 1976. Other related fish community changes
have occurred. FHerring and anchovy standing stock is moticeably
down and, by contrast, the more normally warm water assoclated
mackarel predator has not been uncommon.

Ocean survival for oregon coastal cobho salmon was about 8 percent
during the dominant California Current flow years (pre 1976) and
individual adult fish were large. This situation was similar for
California coho salmon. Since then, ocean survival has been 2 to
3 percent and fresh water survival may have been less because of
deletarious weather relatead effects inland. Adult fish have been
noticeably small. Ocean harvest rates were not significantly
adjusted for this definite drop in ocean {and possibly
frashwater) survival, 5 to 6 percent, until 1992.

Hatchery production aceounted for about 75 percent of the coho
salmon in local nearshore watexs in the mid 1970s. Socioceconcomic
pressures to harvest the relatively abundant hatchery fish
resulted in a harvest rate of about 70 percent in a mixed stock
fishery. This harvest rate was actually too low for hatchery
stocks and with hindsight far too high for wild stocks. This
caused a progressive decline in wild stock abundance and
escapement which has reached a crisis level.

The miXed stock ovarharvest problem was progressive in its effect
on wild coho salmon stocks. A similar ocean productivity shift
and subsequent overharvest impact occurred to the relatively non-—
migratory southern chinook salmon stocks. These ocean current
and overharvest problems were aggravated by growing marine maymal
predation. Salmon is not a major prey item for marine mammals,
but on an annual basis, it is a significant item, perhaps 3 to 1§
percent of the annual diet varying by location. The decline in
the herring and anchovy fisheries may well have caused a prey
shift to salmonid prey since 1976. Simple first order dietary
estimates of salmon consumption by marine mammals suggest that it
was equal to double tha Oregon commercial salmon cateh in 1996.
An independent data set, Columbia and Spake River f£ish counting
station counts of marine mammal bite and scratch wounds,
definitely indicate that marine mammal impact is indeed
significant and growing.

The mantion of lamprey decline problems by Professor Moyle is
significant. Lamprey populations ara in decline throughout the
Pacific Northwest. Lamprey are a preferred prey of seals and sea
licns and their decline is highly circumstantial. Lamprey
abundance was not an apparant problem in the Klamath Basin in
1985 based on 1983 data. In fact, we concluded that marine
mammal predation was not serious in 1585 on salmonids, a
conclusion that has changed in 1993 based on 1990 data. The only
apparent significant change that could have affected lamprey is

Page 5
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the growing seal and sea lion populations. Forestry best
management practices have significantly improved since then.
Babitat conditions in freshwater for lamprey have improved if
anything since 1983.

Professor Moyle’s comments on the differences in coho salmon
production of the Elk River, Salmon Creek, and Yager Creek are
not scientifically unexpected. It is not unusual to observe
basin to basin differences in coho salmon productivity. Basin
areas differ, stream miles differ, geclogy differs, and perhaps,
most significantly, stream size and gradients differ. As noted
earlier, primary echo salmon habitat is below the 3 percent
gradient and most important juvenile rearing habitat and eritical
winter habitat are in the flood plains, most of which is below
the forest. Headwaters are not primary habitat for coho salmon
and chinook salmon habitat is virtually all below the forest.

I sincerely hope that these comments assist you in your
deliberations on this potential bill.

Respectively submitted,

i) Kaegprebds

V.¥W. Kaczynski, Ph.D.

Cartified Pisheries Scientist, AFS
35022 Oliver Heights Court

St. Helens, Cregon 97051

October 26, 1993
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FOR HEADWATERS FOREST ACT (HL.R. 2866)

COMMENTS SUBMITTED FOR CONSIDERATION
RELATIVE TO
MARBLED MURRELET POPULATIONS IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

TO

THE HOUSE AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SPECIAL
CROPS AND NATURAL RESOURCES

AND

THE HOUSE NATURAL RESOURCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS,
FORESTS, AND PUBLIC LANDS

BY

STEVEN M, SPEICH, RESEARCH ECOLOGIST
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BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE

I am a research ecologist who has studied and published on marine bird populations along the
Pacific Ocean Coast of Notth America for the past 25 years. During this period, I have been
fortunate to have the opportunity to work directly with Marbled Murrelet populations. In
addition, | have been associated with the Marbled Murrelet Technical Committee of the Pecific
Seabird Group since the formarion of that commitiee. 1 have been actively involved with the
conservation isgues surrounding the Marbled Murreler and have interacted with Marbled Murrelet
researchers. For the past few yoars, I have worked as a consultant to the wood products indusay
in the Pacific Narthwest, and Southwest as well, advising them of environmental concemns, trying
to develop solutions to resource utilization-environmental concerns conflicts,

Please see my attached Curriculum Vicae and Publications list for further details of background
and experience.

OVERVIEW

The resolution of conflicts, perceived or real, as relates to the Marhled Murrelet, has been and
continues to be particularly challenging and interesting. This is the role that I continue 10 pursue
as a consultant to The Pacific Lumber Company. This le is aow focused on the development
gnd writing of a Marbled Murrelet Habirat Conservation Plan (FICP) for The Pacific Lumber
Company. The primary goal of the Marhled Muirelet HCP is to develop and implement feresery
techniques that, when implemented, retain Marbled Murrelet nesting habitat requircments within
treated forest areas and thus the retention of associared pesting Marbled Murreicts. The Marbled
Murrelet HCP iy a process that utilizes Adaptive Management concepts and processes to leamn
how to manage commercially viable forests while maintaining Marbled Murreler populations.
Ultimately, this process will lead 1o silviculmre rechniques for the creation of "aew” Marbled
Murelet nesting habitat. The Marbled Marrelet HCP, and the Adaptive Management process
contained within, constantly assimilate all new information into the process, contimiously
evolving and refining silviculture techniques. Please note that the Adaptive Management process
is ceamral to the Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Ow! (draft; 1992) and the fecently
released report, Forest Ecosystemn Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment
(1993). Please also nota that The Pacific Lumber Company has already implemented elements
of the Adaptive Management process relative to nesting Marbled Murrelets on the lands of The
Pacific Lumber Company.

TECHNICAL COMMENTS

1 have reviewed the written comments of Ms. S. Kim Nelson, presented to the subcommittees,
dated 12 October 1993, and notes of the comments of Dr. C. John Ralph, presented to the House
Natural Resources Subcomminee on Parks and Insylar Affairs, 12 October 1993, There are =
few, but important, specific elements of their testimony that descrve commenr at this dme, and
such follow. The testimony of Ms. §. Kim Nelson is well prepared, documented and thoughn out,
and requires a similar respounse, that T will submit to Congress in the near future.

Ousver 25, 1993 Page 1 Das & Moo, b,
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p ion Decline in Californi

The stazement that Marbled Murrelers have declined by 90 1o 95 percent in California is often
made. However, despite this often-made statement, and belief in its accuracy, the smatement is
anly 8 hypothesis, and there is no direct evidence that the current Marbled Mumelet popularion
in California is now smaller or larger than in the past. The hypothesis assumes thay Marbled
Murrelets occupied all former old growth forests in the coasml zone of California, at densities
now seen in California forests. In addition, the hypothesis assumes thar nearshare marine areas
slong the coast of California are uniform and equally able 1o suppor foraging Marbled Munrelets.
Both these assumptions are insupportable, Please note that there mye & few locations within the
range of the Marbled Murrelet in California where birds are now absent from inland areas
formerly "occupied” and marine "foraging” areas, but these are limited (see the comprehensive
reviews of Carter and Erickson 1988, 1992). In short, in the northwest coast axea of northern
California, the area where the lands of The Pacific Lumber Compeany are located, there is no
direct evidence w suggest that the regional Marbled Murrelet population now present is smaller
or larger than the past regional population.

I must peint our chat throughout the listing procese in California, and at the federal level, there
hag been a peneral lack of atiention 10 the capacity, or lack thereof, of coastal marine waters to
suppart Marbled Murreler populations. Unfortunately, this lack of anention of the importance
of the marine carrying capacity gencrally continues. Indeed, there are many reasons to expect
marine environments to differentially limic Marbled Murreler populations, as the coastal marine
greas arc both temporally and spatially dynamic, with some more preductive than others, and
same more predicwbie than others.

Inland Nesting Distribution of the Northern Californis Population

The work by researchers at the Redwood Science Laboratory in Arcata, California, a team lead
by Dr. C. John Ralph, has had considerable success of determining the brosd at sea distribution
and abundance of the Marbled Murrelet in Northern California coasnal waters. In addition, they
have been actively engaged in forest surveys for Marbled Murrelets throughout the region, and
have established, in bread and general terms, the forest distribution of the species in the area,
including the idenification of arcas where Marbled Murrelets are appareatly more abundant.

However. the current state of Marbled Murrelet survey technology (Ralph et al. 1993) and
knowledge of Marbled Mnrrelet social behavior at inland forest areas does not allow for the
acenrate estimation of numbers of Marbled Murrelets at particular forest areas. Indeed, I do not
believe that it is possible to determine the proportion of the regional Marbled Murrelet population
that is associated with and nests in forest areas on the lands of The Pacific Lumber Company.
Dr. Ralph's csrirnate that 20 percent of the regional Marbled Murrelet population nests on the
lands of The Pacific Lumber Company is a hypothesis, and nothing more.

Ocntar 26, 1993 Page 2 Dasens & Moxag, bic,
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The Pacific Lumber Company is aware that there are nesting Marbled Murrelets on its lands, and
the Company has found areas where Marbled Murrelet flight and social activity is focused, and
has cven found a few Marbled Murrelet nests. This knowledge was gained through an extensive,
and expensive, Marbled Murrelet survey program on its lands, conducted accerding 1o protocol
and often incorporating comments from federal and stare agencies However, even with this
database at hand, it is not possible to establish the overall numbers of Marbied Murrelets on the
lands of the Company nor to estimate what partion of the regional population ness in Company
forest areas.

Of the urmost importance, the geal of the Marbled Murrelet HCP is o maintain Marbled Murreler
habitar, and associated Marbled Murrelet populations, on the lands within treatment areas. Not
the total pumber of Marbled Murrelets present and nesting on the lands of The Pacific Lumber
Company, nor the portion of the regional population that represents are significant. Every effort
to maintain them with an active and responsible silviculture systems is impartant and significant,
In addition, the implementation of the Adaptive Management Process wkes time, and is 2
progressive process, the speed of which is determined by the snccess of the Adaptive
Management Process cycles.

Octabver 26, 1999 Page 3 Buaces & Meowy, Dic
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Squawfish infest
all parts of Eel,
river study says

By David Anderson
The Times Standard

RI0 DELL ~ Salmon-eating
squawfish now infest all parts of
the lower Eel River system, stu-
dent researchers hdve discovered..

Students from South Fork, For-
tuna Union and Eureka high
schools and California Conserva-
tion Corps members joined Hum-
boldt State University graduate
students and professional
biologists recently to track how far
the predators have spread since
their accidental introduction in
1986,

‘“We found over 200,000
squawfish, including 6,000 sexually
mature females,” said graduate
student John Clancy, who designed
the study. ““They were in the Van
Duzen, the South Fork and the

main stem of the river as far as

Fort Seward.”

Squawfish, a member of the
minnow f{amily that can grow as
large as 14 pounds, are voracious
predators on all smaller fish, in-
cluding their own young. Native to
the Sacramento River system,

they were apparently introduced

to the Eel by fishermen using
small ones as live bait.

The Eel River, which was once
deep, clear and cold, is now mud-

dy, shallow and warm, biologist
Patrick Higgins noted. It once
supported spawning salmon and
steelhead, but has become more
suitable habitat for squawfish.

A few surviving salmon still
spawn in upper tributaries, but
young fish must run a gantlet of
waiting squawfish to reach the
sea. Higgins said chinook suffer
more than coho because they
return to the ocean earlier in their
life cycle, when they are smaller.

He said squawfish predation is
almost certainly one factor in the
teduction of the Eel River fall
chinook run from at least 8,000 fish
in 1987 to only a few hundred in re-
cent years.

Clancy said about 75 students
and other volunteers participated
in the Sept. 25 survey, which was
intended as a ‘‘snapshot” of the
squawfish population in the river,
rather than a complete census.

The squawfish were not evenly
distributed, he said, but tended to
concentrate in deep holes.

Data gathered by the student
volunteers will be used by scien-
tists trying to devise squawfish
control programs. Possible control
methods include gill netting and
explosives in deep holes.
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TESTIMONY FOR THE RECORD OF THE HEARING OF OCTOBER 12,

1993 ON H. R. 2866—HEADWATERS FOREST ACT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

John Henry Grobey
Professor of Economics
Humbokit State University

Arcata, Caifornia

My name is John Henry Grobey. | am a professor of economics at Humboldt State
University where | am now in my twenty-seventh year of teaching. | amived in Humboldt in
time to witness the opening shots in the timber wars as the establishment of Redwood
National Park was being debated. Since then | have conducted extensive studies of the
local economy and the role played in it by the forest products industry. | was a 1954
graduate in forestry at the University of Washington with later advanced degrees in both
forestry and economics. | chaired the department of economics for more than ten years until
just this last year. | remain an active researcher and teaching professor of economics. |
have testified on numerous occasions on matters reiating to the forest products industry in
Humbotdt County, including testimony before Phii Burion's subcommittee in the spring of
1977 related to the then proposed expansion of Redwood National Park. | relate all these
things in order to establish my bona fides to present expert testimony in the present case.

My statement is submitted in response to a request made by Congressman John Doolittle
after witness William Stewart stated that my figures relating to the role of the forest products
industry in the Humboldt County economy showed that 70 percent of income is directly
derived from the industry. His own estimate was about eleven percent. When asked about
this sizable discrepancy Mr. Stewart claimed that my figure is based on only wage income
while his is based on all income coming into the County. | was asked to examine Mr.

Stewart's testimony and compare his data with my own studies of the Humboldt County
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economy. | am grateful for the opportunity to set the record straight, and while | am at it, to
render a fuil account of my views on this calamitous piece of proposed legisiation.

Let me quickly dispose of the discrepancy first and then go on to state my views on
the bill. Mr. Stewart's statement attributing such an absurd claim to me proves the hazard of
making a quick-draw-shot from the hip. The first thing | did upon receiving the request was
to try to identify anything | had ever stated either in writing or orally that might be construed
In that way. | might have stated orally at some time that 70 percent of manufacturing sector
employment is accounted for by the forest products industry, (since that figure is embedded
in the data included in one of the tables in one of my studies) but | have never made such a
claim for total wage and salary income. | am attaching herewith copies of several of my
publications or parts of publications that bear on the role of the forest products industry in the
county’s economy, and | ask Congressman Doolittle to submit them for inclusion in the
record or not as he sees fit, due to their length.

Documents submitted include copies of the following publications

1. Grobey, John H. et al. April, 1987. The impact of Timber harvest levels on the
Economies of Dei Norte, Humboidt, and Trinity Counties, Califomia. Economic
Research Institute, Humboldt State University Foundation. ERI/SR87-1.

2. Grobey, John H. et al. December, 1987. The Contribution of the Pulp Industry to
the Humboldt County Economy. Economic Research Institute, Humboldt State
University Foundation. ERI/SR87-2.

3. Grobey, John H. March, 1991. The Destiny of the California Timber Industry in
the Nineties. A paper presented at the 53rd annual Redwood Region Logging
Conference, Ukiah, California.

4. Grobey, John H. June, 1991. The Forest Products Industry and the Califomnia
Economy. Economic Research institute, Humboldt State University Foundation.

§. Grobey, John H. 1985. “Politics Versus Bioeconomics: Salmon Fishery and
Forestry Values in Conflict." in Forestlands: Public and Private, Pacific institute
for Public Policy Research, San Francisco, Caiifomia.

6. Grobey, John H. Fall, 1993. Excerpts from a study titled, “The Humboidt Bay

Harbor and the Humboldt County Economy: Economic impacts of Harbor Deepening

and Port Development.® This study is nearing completion under contract between the

U. 8. Ay Corps of Engineers and the Humboldt State University Foundation.

The last of the above documents constitute an Appendix to this statement. it includes charts
and tables ralaﬁng to Humboldt County personal income, employment and unemployment
and unemployment, wage and salary income by industry sector, and Chapter V of the

3
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referenced study titled “Analysis of the Export-Base Sectors of the Humboldt County
Economy.® This chapter deais with the forest products industry, the tourist industry, the
fishing industry, and the agricultural sector. | offer these materials without comment since
the data presented speak largely for themselves, except to note that they reveal a regional

economy that is experiencing considerable distress.

I note with some interest that there are now apparently two different Pacific Institutes
in the San Francisco Bay area. The one in San Francisco noted in item § above has been in
existence for many years. The one in Oakland with which Mr. Stewart is affiliated is
apparently as new as his new Ph. D. One wonders if the choice of its name is coincidental
or designed to confuse people into accepting its legitimacy. | do have several specific

comments on Mr. Stewart's testimony.

First, Mr. Stewart is correct in stating that the forest products industry has deciined in
both relative and absolute terms, but he has presented data which understate its importance
and present a distorted picture. For example, in 1990, total wage and salary income in the
county was $1,041,778,000 of which approximately $142,460 came from the forest products
industry when logging, sawmills, remanufacturing, and estimated pulp mill wages are added.
This constitutes 13.7 percent of total wage and salary income and 82 percent of
manufacturing sector total W&S Iincome of $173,817,000. Note also that while the forest
products industry had 70 percent of the manufacturing empioyment, it paid 82 percent of the
wages, reflecting the fact that average wages are higher in the forest products industry than

in the rest of the manufacturing sector.

Second, Mr. Stewart apparently does not include pulp mill wages and employment in
his forest products industry totals. While these latter data are often not reported In officiai
statistics in order to prevent disclosure, the data were readily provided to me for the study of
the local puip mills | conducted several years ago. But the problems with Mr. Stewart's data

4
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do not stop there. Part of property income accruing in Humboidt County, reported by Mr.
Stewart in his Figure Two as “Interest and Dividends"® are attributabie to the forest products
industry. For example, in 1985, rent, dividends and interest directly eamed by the forest
products industry amounted to $63,845,000 which constituted more than twenty-five percent
of the total of $253,006,000 for that year. it is also the case that a part of the remainder is
indirectly attributabie to the industry, as is a parnt of personal income coming from social
security payments to timber industry retirees.

| have not had time to review (indeed | have not seen) Mr. Stewart's Ph. D.
dissertation from which he has apparently drawn his figures on the relationships between
timber harvest and empioyment for the county, and | do not therefore wish to quibble over
his figures. However, it would appear that he did not make a coupile of adjustments needed
if they are going to be applied to the problem of estimating the impacts of curtailed timber
harvest specifically in Hurnboldt County. First, head-count employment data from the
Califomia Employment Development Department must be adjusted to “full-time-equivalent
workers®, and second, the net flows of logs across county boundaries must be accounted for
in the regression mode! estimating equations. These factors could heip to account for his
reported differences in fabor productivity between the north coast and the central Sierra
region.

Mr. Stewart is aiso comect to note that some of the employment and popuiation
losses predicted by various models did not materiaiize. But he misinterprets the very nature
of the application of various income and employment muitipliers. These multipliers are
dertived by applying the principle of ceteris paribus (holding other things equal) to the
estimating equations by taking their partial derivatives. In other words, had it not been for
the influx of refugees from southem and central Califomnia and in-migration of others driven
by transfer payments, larger impacts would have been experienced. | personally have never
used employment muttipliers as large as 2.5. But beyond that, part of the offsetting influx of

5
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peopie, and trade and service-sector activity has without question been driven by concealed
segments of the economic base. Mr. Stewart seems 10 be suggesting that these offsetting
effects are themselves the result of reduced timber harvest that need to be accounted for in
the timber-ndustry-employment estimating equations. Such a suggestion s simply
nonsense, since these effects must be regarded as independent events. The same analysis
that can be used to predict job losses can also be used to show how much larger and more
prosperous the community would have been had it not been for the offsets.

Mr. Stewart is apparently part of the movement that has worked diligently for the past
twenty-five years to try and shut down the forest products industry on the north coast. That
movement has been successful beyond the early expectations of its leadership. it doesn't
appear that the 'movemant is going to quit as long as it is winning the political rent-seeking
battles. But it takes some chutzpah to first cut off the legs of the timber industry and then
point out how short and crippled it has become. Mr. STewart and his associates seem to be
saying that since the industry is so small now, nobody should mind if they finish the job of
killing it off.

As Yogi Berra used to say, i is deja yu all over again! Once again we are hearing
the same lies about tourist bonanzas that we were told when Redwood National Park was
first created and again when it was expanded. The buyout of the headwaters forest and the
timberlands surrounding it are going to produce a tourist bonanza that will more than offset
the loss of timber industry jobs. That claim for the original RNP and its subsequent
expansion, were never substantiated by subsequent experience. Even Mr. Stewart seems to
understand that when he states, "The growth in non-wage income is considerably more
important than the relatively small increase in tourism and recreation dollars that ailso

occurred over the same period.”
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Ostensibly, Congressman Hamburg justifies the buyout of more lands than are
needed in order to preserve the Headwaters forest on the grounds that placing the additional
lands in the national forest is needed in order to prevent Pacific Lumber Company from
"overharvesting” timber on these lands. This argument is much more revealing about the
true environmental agenda of the cument administration than is perhaps intended. If that
argument can be made for Pacific Lumber ( and | reject such a suggestion) then it wouid
presumably apply with equal force to all private timberand ownership. The environmentai
movement has become a stalking horse for the installation of soviet-style centrai planning
under the guise of “industrial policy." Similar appeals are of course the dominant theme in
the emerging debate over the socialization of the medical services industry. Sometimes |
fear that the American people are going to have to leam the hard way that it is easy to walk
into the socialist swamp, but not so easy to find the way out again after it becomes obvious

(which it surely will) that it doesn't work.

The argument that those lands over and above the 3000 acres of the headwaters
grove and the 1500 acre buffer around it wouid be managed responsibly by the U. S. Forest
Service under the muiltiple use concept is patently faise. Muitipte use on the national forests
has gone beyond being a mere joke to become a cruel hoax. The national forest system has
become little more than a museum of dead and dying timber all the while that the same
people who succeeded in locking it up complain about the absence of iow-cost housing for
the rising homeless population. But the multiple-use promise is not new either. When RNP
was expanded promises were made to increase the harvest of timber off the Six Rivers
National Forest for a period of fiteen years in order to mitigate some of the job losses, but
key Congressmen were careful not to codify their orat promises. Instead, they merely
required the Forest Service to STUDY the feasibility of doing so. The required study was
duly performed, known as, “Timber Harvest Scheduling Study: Six Rivers National Forest.” it
was prepared in accordance with Section 102.(C) of Public Law 95-250, the act expanding
the Redwood National Park. But once the study was done the harvest was reduced rather

7
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than increased, under the successful political pressure applied by the same people who
pushed the park expansion, many of whom are back for more in this case. Once again the

cry is that we must save the last redwoods. How many more times after this one?

it has been apparent to me for a long time now that difficult problems of coexistence
were going to emerge between private-sector ownership of forestlands and the socialist
planned national forest system. But we have consistently moved in the wrong direction in
recent years, and nobody seems to get #t The spectacie of President Clinton going to the
Portiand timber summit on one day to deal with problems arising essentially with a socialist
institution in the U. 8., and the next day to go to Vancouver to try and advise President
Yeltsin on how to extract the Russian economy from its socialist quagmire is simply too much
irony for me to take. Mr Yeltsin is doing the best he can to privatize state assets including
tand, over the abjections of the hard-line apparatchiks while the U. S. continues apace to

add more and more land to federal ownership.

The proposed taking under this bill is, however, scmewhat different from either one of
the RNP takings. in those cases noone doubted that fair market value would be paid for the
land and severance on mills closed as a resuit. The Redwood Employee Protection Program
(REPP) was the same sort of palitical bribery to call off labor opposition that the so-called
option 9 program offers today. But now the claim is being made that the timber has already
been effectively taken through confiscatory regulations imposed at the state level and
therefore eminent domain payments need not provide full market-value compensation. This

cynical strategy has become the norm in today's environmental movement.

The "science” behind the drive for more and more stringent regulation of forestlands,
public and private, is aiso highly suspect. One need only to consider the seif-interest of
those who get major grants of federal money to study threatened or endangered species to
realize that there is a fundamental conflict of interest involved. Ronaid Bailey in his new
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book, "Eco-Scam: The Fales Prophets [Profa?] of Ecological Apocalypee®, points out the
blased character of much oi the current doomeday preachers. The spotted owi provides a
perfect example. After the federal scientific committes found thet the ow! is “oid-growth
dependent”™ many timber companies hired theit own wiiditle bioclogists or contracted-out
consultants to document that the owl thrives in young-growth forssts. They succeeded in so
proving only to find that this result not only forecicsed the harvest of old-growth timber but
private siands of young-growth timber contgining owl nesis as weilt While even the fiberal
media have now conceded thet the spotted owl fiap was a farce, federal reguistors havent
budged from maintaining the owl as a threatened species.

} must say that ! have no llusions about members of the commitiee taking the time to
axamine even & small fraction of the supporiing materiais | have provided with this
statement, but that says more about the tendency for Congress to act with undue haste
rather than as the worki's rroatest delidberstive body that & I8 supposed to be. | urge the
members of the commiltes to oppose this unwise bilt.

The table below contains various muitiphers for forest products industry sectors.
Thoss were drawn from item 6 on the list of supporting meterials given above. Type |
multpliers indicats the GM and indirect impacts on the community of changes in the autput
loveis of these sectors. Type i multipliers add in the impacts induced whan changes n
housshold income generated by the direct and indirect effects are taken into account.
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The harbor study that | have been working on as noted above showa that the
economic feasibiiity of prospective improvements 10 the harbor and its ancillary faciiities is
linked to the maintenance of a viable ralioad. The raiiroad, now operated by & pubiic rail
authority, has been just barely holding its own after having survived chapter 11 bankruptcy
proceedings by "going public®. The precarious survival of the rairoad has been in jeopardy
in the past ten years mostly bacause operating revenue neaded to cover the high cost of
maintaining the grade through the unstable slopes of the Esl River gorge dropped along with
the reductions in the volume of iumber shipped due to curtailled timber harvest levels. The
Headwaters Forest Act as currently drawn might well be the straw that broke the camel's
back on the ratiroad since the transfer of 44,000 acres 1o the national foreat would egain
reduce timber harvest parhaps by as much as 40 milion board feet per yesr, hence reducing
the volume of freight cammied by the reiiroad with an attendant loss of operating revenue.
Such an event would cast the Vablity of herbor improvements and federal interest in that
impending project in doubt.

Let me add & nole about what | have cailed & problem of coexistence between the
managemant of private forestiands and the national forests. First the national forest system,
wes creatad supposedly to prevent timber femine. This was done on the basie of the
demonstrably faise historical emor that the private saclor wouid not direct adequate
investment capita! into the production of standing timber. it is now obvious that the netional
forest systom has become the cause rather than the prevention of timber famine in the U. §.
But the way that the national forests are managed goes beyond this problem. Management
is not subjected to the discipiine of the bottom line as & is in the private sector. Thus,
revenues flow from timber saies into the federal tressury, and the costs ssecciated wih the
national forest program are derived from the treasury rather than from timber sales revenues
revenues. There is no connection between .revenues and cosis. As a consequence, the
attempt by forest service bureaucrats to maximize their budgets ls commonly replele with
gold piated provisions invoiving costs that exceed benefils and revenues. But then the goid-
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piated practices sre heid up as modeis that ought to be emuiated In the reguiation of private
forestiands where managers cannct escape the reaiities of the bottom line. This has led to
calis for eliminating private ownership of forestiends alogether so thet all forests can become
a comparable budget biack hole. To me the the akemative answer seems obvious—
privatize the national foreats an the only way to introduce efficiency and the diecipfine of the
marketplace into the situation.

Rt couid be argued that the pubiicstion of aliowable cuts on the national forests in
ysars past amounted 1o an implied contract To reduce thoee aliowable harvest levels
summarily and unflaterally is tantamount to & contract violation. After ali, investments in
processing capecity and worker investments in homes were mede in good faith on the basis
of those publishad promises. The private collateral in thess faciiities have been drastically
when federal agencies renege on previous commitments. ARl of these asues are a part of
what | have called the cosxistence problem. But t am far from the first person to note these
diffoulties. Mambaers of the committee are urged to explore the philosophical issues invoived
in thie matter. They couki hardly do better in doing sa to resd two or 80 of Friedrich Hayek's
books; The Boad To Sarkiom, published in Engiand in 1944, and The Fatal Concelt: The
Ertors of Sociaiiam, published by the University of Chicego Press In 1988.

One final point on the vaiue of the proposed buyout, especially the Hesdweters
Grove of old-growth redwoods. From an sconomic perspective the buyout makss sense only
if ts vaiue as parkiands exceeds its vaiue for the perpetual production of timber which market
foross would provide for. If # dosent, then it ought io be ieft for timber production in the
private sector where it witt be efficiently managed. if K does, then buying It out at the vaiue of
the asest in continuous timber production is a bargain. But one cannot have it both waye.
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On cicsing let ma quote from 8 Rudyard Kipiing poem, “Pagett, M. P.*

Pagett, M. P., was a fiar, and a fluent
flar therewith
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YWOOD REGION LOGGING CONFERENCE -

M a2 ey

THE DESTINY OF THE
“CALIFORNIA TIMBER

INDUSTRY IN THE NINETIES

By .Iuhn H Grobey, Ph.D. |
Humboldt State University

Irecently completed a study entitled, The Forest Producta Industry and
This paper s extracted in part from a brief epilaguo

dand
undesirablo conscquences of such changes. For example, moro restrictive ¥
regulations in California mey only succeed in “exporting” environmental
problems to other regions that will be tapped as alternative sources of
wood supply to meet the high lovels of demand for forest products in
Californi

to that study, but here Icarry th ly further.
'.I'hc p\lrpam of tha a!udy wu to devulnp estimates of the economic impacts of

on forest land that
wonld ulult in mduced lnvell of timber harvest in California. This effort
involved toan existing inp: tput model
with respect to inter- lnd\lnlry llnk-gu, and its adaptation to focus specifi-
cally on California's forest products economy.

Suflico it to say that the current and impending ndditions to timber
harveot restrictions will have disastrous economic Impacts on regions of tho
stoto that aro henvily oriented toward the forest products industry. But
instond of focusing on these impact astimates it i the purposa of this paper
to deal with related matters of political economy which I belicve aro at least
an signlficant, If not moro so.

’ﬂm i impnct i dovel

d in tho study rep contn:

income, weslth and tax public
sector activities thnt would follow from new restrictions. The benefits would
be loonely defined, from which

; value accruing to the public would flow directly rather than through markets,
of the

a5 in the case of the costs. D ' of theae
benefits was beyond the scope of my study. Hnwever. some brief remarke
about this omission may be helpful to those who have oceasion to uso the
economic impact estimates.

Environmental benefits are largely personal and psychological in nature
and they vary widely among people of different income levels. Estimatcs of
their magnitudes are, therefore, at least partially arbitrary and partially

ive of the personal prele f those who prepare them, rather than
belng based on observable and objective measures. In many cascs environ-

mental policy decisi bylaw, from
Thus costs may result from d taken for the
uke of dubious environmental values.
1l generally ize that di exist between the

Acc\lrl!ty of estimates of economic costs on the one hand_ and tho more-
difficult-to-measure benefits of environmental regulations on tho other,
Moreover, environmental issuce are by no mcans unique in this regard. A

P is to moke d even though faced with
such circumstances. It can only be hoped that somo weighing of benefits and
coats will be undertaken In reaching policy decisions.

An sdditional point needs to bo rniud about any beneﬁbcml framework
used in ising the desirabil ] policies. Trade-offs
between costs and benefits that are
appsrent when a new regulation js adopted may be quict different from those
that ldunlly develop in the Ionger run. In other words, unanticipated

and perhaps effects may well occur.

At least since Adam Smith published his classical work on the wealth of
nations, the central focus of economic analysis has been on a comparison of
tho social perrnrm-nee of various policies and their interaction with tho

i ar within which ic activity takes place. The

explicit or implicit changes in the institutional arrangements under which
forestry is practiced is an important trade-off in addition to that between the
measurablo cconomic impacts and the much-more-difficult-to-measure cnvi-
ronmental bonefits involved in mors restrictive forest policy.
Moru regulation is almost mn..lnly attended by more burcaucracy and
o 7 K

March 1991.

Forent policy g g privato land has been subject to
policy failures that have poorly served their stated purposes. Ono example -
in confiscatory property tax policies during the 1930s, {ntended to raise
revenuen, that instead led to extensive land abandonment and removal of
forest lands from tax rolls. Theso events are now largely forgotten,
especially by the general public, and tax reforms have apparently cor-
rected orrant tax-policy failurcs. But this lesson fn worth reviewing in the

t)man regulations may have similar results. lndead. lbundnnmonb of
private forcst lands to public ownorship may well be a central objective of
the political opponents of logging. David Peeonen, the Director of the
California Department of Forestry in GovernorJerry Brown's administra-
tion made this point explicit during a symposium at Humboldt State
University in 1979, One can well wonder whether things havo chango.

Timber production requires the maintenance of investments in large,

“xcd ('upll.ll nuae!l Trees lukn [ lnng time to mnch harvestable age.

f.

mlghl fake pHvale 1. Elevated
costs may be tolerable until harvest if stands are already well-established.
Butit maybo the caso that even mature timber would bo abandoned if the
combination of cutright cutting bans, higher logging costs, the costs of
immediate reforestation required by law that may well occur naturally
given a longer period of time, and timber taxcs, result In zero or negative
asect values.

An illustration of what might happen in this respect is the recent
proposal by State Senator Barry Keene to place a bond measure on the
ballat to purchaso tho headwatera foreat. While he declared that the
purchase price would probably be in the hundreds of millions of dollara, he
aluo stated:

“Putting a prica tag on Hoadwaters i tricky businces,
because the traditional measure of a forest’s value is the lumber it can
produce, If political, public and regulatory forces combine to prevent PL
(Pocific Lumber € from logging Head , the forcst has no
value ns lumber.” (Eurcka Times-Standard, February 4, 1991.)

In other words, and followed to its logical conclusion, Senator Keono is
saying that tho stato may not be obliged to pay anything for assuming fee |
title in the land by the power of eminont domain because it has already
confiscatod the land through regulations without paying a cent! He goes :
onto proposs the negotiationofa mlllngprlw with PL ofTiclals presumably
on ther, lesser basis for ion, perhaps olTering token compon-
sation. ¥
Regulations which in the short run do not appear to have strongly
adverse effects may in the long run prove to have serious consequences for |
the viability of private timber production. Short-run impacts on employ- : |
ment, income, wealth and tax revenues would therefore prove to be much
larger over the long run.

Private timberlands that are rendered valueless for wood production
by high-cost reg\ll-\lom will gmduully revert to publh: ownership for J:
reasons of tax 1! d-valuo tax” is
sufficient to induco this effect.) 'l'hm means l}mt the collectivized, con- £
trally-pl d sector of forest-based i Wl" grow, Evndnnm from

s B s
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Esstern Europs nd

ror the pfndu.'uon of matorial goods lnd -Mm, Including

U.S.and ia generally is nowhere near as intrusive aa it is in the collepeing
ily-planned but wllq-mnkul should take beed of the dangers this 1
collapes inherent in each system and the

f the d)nk: for lﬂlumq and dhtrihuuon-l equity is badly needed.

00d. The Eas
I. t not a uselul means
of promoting environmental quality. These countries are the
most highly polluted in the world.

The Nationa] Forest systess {s an example of
ownership of the means of production of timber which s

politicat l.nhvdieﬁtm ‘The costs of sdministering dmb« sales

FLaws in m. market mech having been
two h ndndv—r- e

tudied for thy
has beon e Jdeatified ss the culprit responsibls for of economie perfor-
-unod

‘mance when the true cause is reslly political failure. But often it has been

Y

fbws without pausing to compars s wllh faws that inhers in the pollde-.l
for market analysin of political ¥

on the National Forests are orders of er than

in the case of similar operations on private lAndq, nnd some-

times excood revenues. The bottomless pocket of the federal

treasury enablea this to happen. The discipline of the bottom
1 i

fa relativaly n-, bl ot

the twa s not a choice between a deeply flawed market and a flawlces political SR

process. The choice fs subject to obj of their

on the basia o real evidence. Proper analysie aiso ensbies the Lmplomentation of JYNg
asto %

public policy which can

produced and by paralysls d
ing the administration of the National Forest system comes
too close Lo the problems of the central-planning paradigm to

be lightly dismissed. Inpmnﬂnpul models or other nphmluud mathematical systems as & basic
Political debates v proposed policies tend to be ola- of the activities of separat, linked
tvely short-sighted. their Butthe failed procisely

leuhmeonwt.
doi: lly-planned “command™

N &
x.‘ ",
!a e

next olection umpdm and the electorata may be not able to

ssaociate sdverse consequonces sppearing much later with

ealier policies adopted for the sale of short-run poiitical
expedioncon. The slectarate alao appears ofien to be vulner-
bl the

n\lmbcrol‘dm-'ﬂn Tast rdwnod" hes been “saved” to make

the point.

Estimates of the short-run coste of polcy changes derivod

tion and signalling I‘unctlonl performod by market prices cannot be slmulated B
» &, or for by any model.
Input-output un-lylh l- useful in the impact of ind

events, such as the {mpact of a chaoge in final domand for the output of one %4
or more "export-base” sectars, on the entire economic structure where the i 17
stakes in the robustnese of the forecast sre not tos high and whers spproxi- ‘:51&
mations are sufficient. But neither this nor any other model can perform the WM
task of centrat economic planning .md-mly because the lnlu'm-ﬂun re-

from thel
arsabviously poarie i the policy debates. Forset land owners

and the
Defor they are sulTiciently comprehensive t sllow for its uee lﬂmu“[

'who will bear many, but

wre in

defend

|n‘ thedr Intoreat. H\II -n-xym that ignores poulbh longer-
luding those d with changing

belabeled clearly with the

caveat emptor warning.

A baric and unstated premise underlying foreat policy in
California (as well as elsewhere) is that the free, private
market doos not work efficiently in forestry and must there-
rm bo roplaced by comprehensive govornment planning.

carefully whethor
on this basic is eorrect,
namely: That allegod “market failuces” readily can be cor.
rected by substituting bureaucratic planning for the decen-

point.
Th' (mny n' these recent "mu 1s that the experience of the worlds » < 2
the United
States. Mﬂtcn Fﬂadm-nnmnuy observed that despite the svidence that
unln.l pl-nnln( doea not work and that the free market is & necessary
h for a free society, many in the U.S.
u-vrt the need for "induatrial policy” that involves more government
intrusion and the very mechanisms that the people of central and
eastern Europe are now trying to abandon. It fs not yet clear whether
they will succeed against a deeply-entrenched bureaucracy and a
truculent political elite. The appropriate level of government involve-
ment in the economy and the l\-n range of  consequences flowing form
moretn by policy-
makers. Economic impact analysis can serve as a starting point for
of thees larger trade-offs involved in the direction

tralized planning in the market
The citizona of the state have a strong intorest In the
presarvation of private property rights. Opposing positions
taken on the dosirability of policies affecting privato property
rights ofton turn on a case-by-caso determination of the
incidence of the costs and the benefits, rather than on ques-
tiona of economi¢ efficiency (that is, whother the benefita
outweigh the coats) or constitutional principlon relating to
uncompensated, confiscation of private property.
G 1 " lici

the

that forest policy scom to be taking {n California. But analysis
must address the political consequences of more government intru-
sion In a situation where regulation of foreat practices in alresdy
smong the most stringent in the world.
The politi f; fforest
practices are well-i by some recent madeina
broader political context by economist Friedman, whose position
on these matters is well-known and which has boon thoroughly
icated by the eventa in the “Soviet block” and elsewhere

examples of regulationn that Richard Posner has called “the

around the world. Writing for the University of Colorado, he said:

theory of indirect taxation.” Legal pi
denying the property rights of timberland owners might well
bo applied to other classes of property. The efficiency with
which the market sconomy oporates is seriously eroded if the
suspension of private property rights through regulation in
carried too far and might well becoins a double-odged sword.
Policy analysie that focuses on private property rights,
their abuse through comprehensive regulation, and the im-
plications for the economic system of doing so ought properly
tobo carried out in formulating policy changes. The rationale
for public policy intervention into the operatian of the timber
industry and the mnd:ﬁom under which {ntervention can be
expected ly and in the publ] need
u; be addreased. The prospect for a worsening of the situstion
rather than an improvement ia a distinct possibility that
cannot be Ignored.
Th

| wisdom these days can be summarized In the
form of a syllogiem.
Major premise: Socialism i ilure. Even lifelong Commu-
nists now accopt this proposition. ...
Minor premise: Capitalism is a success. Economiens that have
used capitalism —froe private markets — as their principal
means of organizing economic activity have proved capable of
combining widely shared prosperity and a high measure of
human frecdom. A private market system haa proved to be &
necessary though not uu[ﬁdenlamdmnn for prosperity and
freedom.
Conclusion: The U. 5. needl more socialiam. An obvious
non soquitur, yet there is no denying that many apparently
reasonable people... accept all three propositions simulta- {4
nmully ]mmedllle economic impacts of current policy
but they may b

as the nlh!r aocial coats of the comprehensive change in

Hitical

(reluting to the allocation of | i3 basically

at two, namely: Either politics and its contral planning

recent propos-
ais for quantum changos in forest pollcy directed toward

or
inherent in the market. This is not o say that the market
economy cannot bear some admixture of political rogulation.
But there is a lovel of lation boyond which th,

that the National Forest system which was originally
created to provide a reserve supply of wood needed
e of all that the market would fail to do

market mochanica is supplanted by state contral planning
rather than merely being adjusted or for fur-

bocau
0, will in all likelihood (given recent trends) be totally
for wood

therance of some extra-market goal.

It 1s sometimea alleged that the preference for one or the
other of these polar alternatives is purely “political,” and thus
fanota legith However,

ldll unfoldml ln unu-lly plnnmd economies around the
f political-
cconom i w!hllof he market thatcan lesd
to mly one clear and objective «mdumm Sod-h-m doean't
work. Of course, yinthe

But while the locking up of the National Foreats
againat the production of timber for which they wero
intended will oblige dependence on the private secior
for the supply of forest products, public policy will
have 9o crippled private forestry that it may not be
able to porform effectively. Such is the apparent
destiny of the forest products industry in California
in the Nineties, barring & change in the curront
political landscape.
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SIMP§ON ’To

FROM A1

In January,\. he said, the
sawmill’s annual produchon will
drop from just more than 190 mil-
lion board feet to slightly less than
160 million board feet. ¢

The last major XOff that Simp-
son Timber Co. had was when its
Arcata remanufacturing plant
closed in 1988 following the shut-
down of its K]amat.h sawmlll
Kaneysaid. . . . .¢ Goxo

Sunpson Paper Co —a sxster

mpany of Simpson Timber Co.

— lmd off 262 emp;l?)yees when its

Fairhaven pulp mlll closed at the
endof February. '* -~} y*

Kaney said employes were not
happy when management broke
the news to them Thursday, but
that they understand the company
has no choice. -

“We certainly didn’t have ; any
outward hostility,” hesaid. _ -

Kany noted ‘that Snnpson

Timber Co. is growing about 40

grcent more timber than it is
rvesting, and said it should be

able to step up produchon and
possxbly start lnnng agam -

IR, O
uu?““ i ."‘“ s

lay off 55

'David Kaney
'_,Natural fransition step

shortlyafterthemmofthecen-

i
5
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