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FOREST SERVICE REFORM 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1994 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON NA­
TIONAL PARKS, FORESTS, AND PuBLIC LANDS, JOINT 
WITH SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGA­
TIONS, COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m. in room 

1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Bruce F. Vento 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A U.S. REPRESENTA­
TIVE FROM MINNESOTA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMI'ITEE 
ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS, AND PUBLIC LANDS 

Mr. VENTO. The Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and 
Public Lands as well as the Oversight and Investigations Sub­
committee, many of whose members are common, is in order. 

These hearings are being held jointly by the two subcommittees, 
and of course Oversight Subcommittee Chairman Miller, who is 
also chair of the committee may be by a little later. He has a full 
agenda this morning, but I am pleased that he is interested, as 
well as other members, in this topic. 

I especially want to no~e Congressman LaRocco's interest in for­
est health, which is one of the building blocks in terms of the hear­
ings that we are having today. So I hope that he will be by and 
review the testimony. 

Today, of course, we are going to hear from public witnesses from 
throughout the nation who have devoted much research and 
thought ·to the subject of Forest Service reform. Each is an expert 
in the field; and most have published articles or reports on the sub­
ject. I appreciate the witnesses taking time to be here to share 
their ideas with us, and I am certain that the testimony will meet 
the quality that is reflected in the work that they have done prior 
to this hearing and will do after the hearing. 

The Forest Service is the world's preeminent natural resource 
agency with research personnel and fiscal resources unparalleled to 
meet its complex mission. In recent years, its implementation of 
the mission has become increasingly controversial, the subject of 
heated debate, but today there appears to be a fragile consensus 
in Congress and the administration and the Forest Service itself 
that some basic reforms are needed. There is new leadership and 
new directions. 

The purpose of the hearing is to identify and to focus upon the 
reform menu. We will therefore explore many aspects of the Forest 

(1) 
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Service, including policies, organization, budgeting, personnel, and 
other such practices such as forest health, as I have indicated, 
based on the individual member and witness discussion at this 
hearing. Of course, we hope that things don't end here; we hope 
that they continue. We hope to act as a catalyst to be used over 
and over again, I guess, in terms of this renewal of the Forest Serv­
ice. 

House rules provide that the chairman announce an opening 
statement. I have done that, and in the future I am looking to work 
in cooperation with the other members to withhold statements so 
that we can provide more opportunity to have an interchange be­
tween witnesses. This morning few members are in attendance, 
and since there had been no notice of my intentions, I will yield 
to my colleagues for whatever brief comments that they have. 

I want to just point out again that we have today a long list of 
witnesses and experts on forest reform issues and those that are 
interested in it, and then Thursday we expect the new chief of the 
Forest Service, Chief Thomas, and Assistant Secretary Lyons to be 
present at the hearing so we can devote the entire hearing at that 
point to those witnesses. 

Mr. Hansen. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES V. HANSEN, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM UTAH 

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I join with you in welcoming the witnesses, a very impressive list 

of individuals who are here. I appreciate them taking the time to 
be here. 

I am pleased that we could finally hold hearings on the reorga­
nization and reform of the Forest Service. Our national forests are 
great treasures that serve our country in many ways; thus the 
term and mandate of multiple use and sustained yield. 

As the administration somewhat attempts to steer the Forest 
Service and other Federal agencies toward ecosystem management, 
we must remember that people are affected; communities, cultures, 
industries and businesses are deeply rooted around our national 
forest system. As we consider the future of the Forest Service, we 
must consider the extraordinary impacts on these people. We can­
not expect to erase over a hundred years of policy and management 
by overreacting to cries of abuse and destruction. We are dealing 
with a large bureaucracy that I am sure has some waste and ineffi­
ciencies. However, the issue is, how do we fix these problems with­
out creating de facto wilderness? 

The Act of 1960 is still good law. The first line reads: 
It is the policy of the Congress that the national forests are established and shall 

be administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed and wildlife and 
fish purposes. 

If we cannot agree that all of these uses are important, then we 
will continue the battles of the past. I hope we can move beyond 
the traditional battle lines and recognize the wisdom of multiple 
use and sustained yield. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with your comments about 
opening statements. 
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Mr. VENTO. Yes. Today there is no real proble:m in tenns of a 
Secretary or the Chief being here, so we will extend the oppor­
tunity for anyone. 

Congressman Johnson, did you have a comment this morning? 
We appreciate your presence. I know of your intense interest in 
these topics. / 

Mr. JOHNSON. No, thank you, Mr. Chainnan. 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman Calvert. 
Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chainnan, I would just submit my remarks for 

the record and thank the witnesses. I look forward to hearing their 
testimony. 

[The statement of Mr. Calvert follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. KEN CALVERT, A U .S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM CALIFORNIA 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As a representative from California, I am particularly glad to be here this morn­

ing _to participate in these oversight hearings on Forest Service reform. 
Millions of acres of forests, rivers, and trllils in my State are under Forest Service 

management. 
This agency plays a tremendously important role in protecting the national re­

sources of my State. 
It also plays a vital role in balancing economic, recreational, and ecological inter­

ests of the State and region. 
At a time when the unemployment rate in California is far above the national av­

erage, I am particularly anxious to hear what weight the Forest Service plans to 
give to economic intersts, and how these interests fit into the proposed reforms of 
Forest Service policies. 

Let me also take just a minute to congratulate the Forest Service on the fine work 
its people did in helping put out the devastating fires in southern California last 
fall. 

They showed great courage and skill, and those of us who live in that part of the 
State are most appreciative. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. 
One of the things about opening statements I just would say­

and I think it is a new area, something we would like to try and 
do-we can always make opening statements on the time that we 
would be questioning the witnesses and/or asking questions within 
that. So it doesn't really cut off members, it really just engages us 
into the hearing in a more advanced way. 

Very often when we have had opening statements, we have 
ended up having an important witness listen to us for an hour 
without any type of interaction, and I think that most of us could 
agree that the interaction is probably better than listening to one 
another. I am, of course, the worst offender of this, so it will prob­
ably spare you a lot more pain than it will me. 

In any case, I am pleased to welcome back the few members that 
are here this morning. I am sure we will be joined by others in the 
new year. We have a very full agenda this year in tenns of commit­
ments I have made to hearings and to issues that are before the 
committee. We have a lot of outstanding issues, and so I look for­
ward to an intense year, an effective year. 

I am especially grateful, I might say-and I want to say it pub­
licly-to Congressman Hansen and the others on the committee 
when, in the remaining days of the session, they provided the op­
portunity to act on legislation that was on the House Floor. I am 
very grateful that we were able to do that and clear our agenda, 
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so to speak, of those issues and deal with matters that were before: 
the House and of importance to the members. We have so much ·. 
legislation that we processed, but these issues continue to be yery 
important to-members. 

Mr. Allard, did you have any comments to open? I want towel­
come you back. It is· good to see you back in full vigor and form 
from the West, from Colorado, back here to the banana belt of 
Washington, DC. 

Mr. ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want you to know that 
while my pipes were freezing here, we were cooking hamburgers in 
our back yard in Colorado. · 

Mr. VENTO. I think I could have freeze-dried just about anything 
in Minnesota yesterday. It was 50 degrees different from Washing­
ton, DC, living up to our reputation in Minnesota. 

Mr. ALLARD. I don't have any statement, Mr. Chairman. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF JAMES DUFFUS lli, DIRECTOR OF NAT· 
URAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ISSUES, RESOURCES, 
COMMUNITY, AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DMSION, U.S. 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN H. 
ANDERSON, JR., ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR NATURAL RE· 
SOURCES MANAGEMENT; JAMES K. MEISSNER, REGIONAL 
MANAGER, SEA'ITLE REGIONAL OFFICE; AND LINDA G. 
MORRA, DIRECTOR, EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT ISSUES; 
AND DR. ROSS W. GORTE, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE, AND QFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT, 
WASHINGTON, DC~ 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I am very pleased to welcome the first panel 
of witnesses, and that is James Duffus, III, the director of the Nat­
ural Resources Management Issues, U.S. General Accounting Of­
fice; and Ross Gorte of the Congressional Research Service. 

Dr. Gorte, I don't know that you have appeared before the com­
mittee before. At least I haven't learned to pronounce your name 
yet, Dr. Gorte. 

In any case, he is from the Congressional Research Service and 
Office of Technology Assessment. 

I am especially pleased with the report that came out that we re­
quested from the Office of Technology Assessment, in reading the 
review of it. I and Congressman Brown obviously both had com­
ments on it, but it will be good to hear further insight from you 
this morning. 

Your statements are all before us at this time, and they will be 
made part of the record, without objection, in their entirety. All the 
statements of witnesses will be made part of the record in their en­
tirety-hearing no objection, it is so ordered-as well as opening 
statements and other material from members that are appropriate, 
without objection. 

Mr. Duffus, please proceed with your statement. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES DUFFUS ill 
Mr. DUFFUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to introduce my colleagues. On my right is John An­

derson, associate director for natural resources management in 
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GAO; and to my left is Jim Meissner, our regional manager in Se­
attle and also serves as the associate director for timber issues. 

We are pleased to be here today to discuss issues that need to 
be considered in developing a strategy to reform the Department 
of Agriculture's Forest Service. My observations today are based on 
the work that we have done over the last several years on the ac­
tivities and programs of the Forest Service and of the other three 
primary Federal land management agencies: The Department of 
the Interior's National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, 
and Fish and Wildlife Service. 

In summary, our work has shown that many of the issues that 
need to be considered in developing a strategy to reform the Forest 
Service transcend the agency's jurisdictional boundaries and affect 
the future effectiveness and efficiency of the other three primary 
Federal land management agencies. 

We have reported that the infrastructure constructed to provide 
access to or make use of natural resources on Federal lands, which 
is approaching $200 billion in value, is in a growing state of dis­
repair and that the condition of the lands is deteriorating. For ex­
ample, we reported that the Forest Service will require at least 
$644 million to eliminate maintenance backlogs and reconstruct 
trails a.Ii.d develop recreation sites and millions of dollars more to 
develop and maintain special recreation and wilderness areas in ac­
cordance with current standards. Moreover, tightening budgetary 
constraints will require substantial cuts in discretionary spending 
in future years and will not allow funding for new or deferred 
needs. 

One alternative to further cutbacks in services or maintenance 
standards would be to obtain a better return for the sale or use of 
natural resources on Federal lands and to dedicate at least some 
of the additional revenues to the agencies or individual land units 
that generated the revenues through their programs or activities. 

For example, the Forest Service does not always recover its costs 
on sales of timber, resulting in below-cost sales. We estimated that 
in fiscal year 1990, under our most conservative definition of costs, 
about $36 million in preparation and administration expense went 
unrecovered. Our estimates ranged as high as $112 million when 
we considered all operating costs and payments to States. 

We have noted that eliminating below-cost timber sales could ad­
versely affect the stability of communities in areas that depend on 
timber from Federal lands for logging and other related jobs. To re­
duce the risk of economic hardship in these areas, we have ob­
served that, first, if the Federal Government provides assistance to 
dislocated workers to help them obtain the skills to reenter the 
work force, their receipt of benefits should be closely tied to partici­
pation in the training; second, efforts to provide retraining and in­
come support cannot sustain workers or their communities unless 
new jobs are created; and, third, helping dislocated workers before 
or when they lose their jobs increases the likelihood that they will 
participate in assistance programs, which in turn facilitates their 
transition to new employment. 

In other situations, the Forest Service could also receive a better 
return for the sale or use of natural resources on its lands. For ex­
ample, as we reported in 1991, on the basis of available financial 
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data, concessioners op~rating on Forest Service lands pay the Gov­
ernment, on average, about 2.4 percent of their gross revenues. In 
April 1993, we reported that the current ski fee system does not, 
as required by law, ensure that the Forest Service receives fees 
that are based on fair market value from permittees operating ski 
areas on its lands. In 1991, privately owned ski areas operating on 
Forest Service land paid about 2 percent of the total revenues gen­
erated to the Government. 

Obtaining a better return for the sale or use of natural resources 
on Forest Service lands could have environmental as well as eco­
nomic benefits. For example, some believe that forest managers 
should be rewarded for making money and protecting the environ­
ment. They have suggested that forest managers be allowed to 
charge fair market value for all of the resources within their land 
units and that each land unit receive funds from the net receipts 
it earned the previous year. 

While this approach would require specific statutory authority, 
Federal requirements that such receipts be deposited in the U.S. 
Treasury rather than returned to the agencies or land units that 
generated them have discouraged the agencies from generating ad­
ditional revenues. Legislative precedents exists for returning reve­
nues, such as user fees and timber sale receipts, to the agencies or 
land units carrying out the activities or programs. 

We believe that market-based incentives for both users and man­
agers of natural resources on Federal lands should not be excluded 
from discussions of reforms in the Forest Service and other Federal 
land management agencies. 

The current budgetary climate requires that the Forest Service 
also find ways to operate more efficiently. Toward this end, the 
Forest Service and BLM have begun an experiment in south 
central Oregon in which a forest supervisor serves concurrently as 
a BLM district manager in the same community. Objectives of the 
experiment include improving interagency coordination and cus­
tomer services and streamlining the work of both agencies. We be­
lieve that such tests are needed to build support for consolidating 
the management of adjacent Federal lands. 

In addition to budgetary constraints, scientific research seems to 
dictate that all Federal land management agencies, including the 
Forest Service, rethink their organizational structures and relation­
ships with one another. 

During the last two years, the Forest Service and the other three 
land management agencies have announced their intentions to pre­
serve natural systems by implementing an approach that has come 
to be known as ecosystem management, and the administration is 
currently considering a strategy to implement this approach across 
the Federal Government. 

However, since the boundaries of natural systems and of the 
ecosystems that they combine to form are not consistent with the 
boundaries of existing Federal land units, ecosystem management 
may require that activities and uses be coordinated and managed 
across existing Federal land units and agencies. At the request of 
the chairman of the House Committee on Natural Resources and 
others, we are examining various issues related to implementing 
ecosystem management and plan on issuing a report this spring. 
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In summary, our work has shown that budgetary constraints and 
scientific findings will challenge the Forest Service as never before 
to find new and different ways to achieve program goals with fewer 
resources and to realize the agency's goals for the future in an af­
fordable manner. Responding to these challenges will be neither 
quick nor easy. 

We believe that the Forest Service needs to work closely with the 
Congress to obtain a better return for the sale or use of natural re­
sources on its lands. It also needs to work with the Congress and 
other Federal land management agencies to find ways to operate 
more efficiently and to manage activities and uses across existing 
Federal land units so as to preserve the nation's natural resources 
and sustain their long-term economic productivity. 

We believe that to accomplish these objectives, a coordinated 
interagency strategy may be needed to link Forest Service reforms 
to reforms being considered by other land management agencies. 
The ultimate goal of this strategy would be to coordinate and inte­
grate the programs, activities, and functions of the Forest Service 
with those of the other land management agencies so that these 
agencies operate as a unit at the local level. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my summary, and we would be 
glad to respond to questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Duffus can be found at the end 
of the hearing.) 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much, Mr. Duffus. 
We are going to proceed to hear from, of course, Dr. Ross Gorte 

first, and then we want to question both of you. 
Actually, I think, Dr. Gorte, as I had indicated, nearly two years 

ago, about 22 months ago, OTA concluded a study-I guess you 
were one of the key players, Dr. Gorte-on the Forest Service re­
form issue. It was requested by the various committees of Con­
gress. So often we get more information than we can digest. This 
happily coincided, incidentally, and I think has been drawn upon 
by the Forest Service as it begins to look at the menu and the 
agenda for change. It certainly will be helpful to us, and we are 
very pleased with the . work that was done, as you know from my 
comments. 

You may have made some waves in terms of issues. But, you 
know, if you don't do that, then you are not properly doing as much 
as you could do. So it is a pleasure to welcome you, and I apologize 
for mispronouncing your name, but I don't think that you have tes­
tified before the committee before, nor have we personally met. 

Mr. GoRTE. I think the last time I testified before the sub-
committee Mr. Seiberling was the chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. That was a while ago. 
Mr. GoRTE. A few years. 
Mr. VENTO. Welcome, and please proceed with your statement. It 

has been made part of the record, so you can summarize or read 
the relevant portions. Thank you for being present. 

STATEMENT OF ROSS W. GORTE 

Dr. GoRTE. Mr. Chairman and members, I am a specialist in nat­
ural resources policy with the Congressional Research Service and 
was on detail to the Office of Technology Assessment to direct the 
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study of Forest Service planning that was requested by Mr. Vento, 
among other members that signed the letter requesting the study. 
I am here today to provide relevant information on the concerns 
and considerations in reforming the Forest Service from my work 
for both agencies. 

The four findings in the OTA study describe the major concerns 
over Forest Service management. The first is that the Forest Serv­
ice emphasizes timber and other physical outputs in planning and 
decisionmaking. Outputs are certainly important, but the sustain­
ability of the ecosystems that generate those outputs is paramount. 
However, planning gives relatively little attention to ecosystem 
conditions. 

The relative emphasis on timber results from many factors. The 
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act and the National Forest Manage­
ment Act imply a focus on outputs. It is also easier to inventory 
timber than other conditions and values. FORPLAN has an objec­
tive function that is to maximize outputs. 

Our second finding is that there is inadequate monitoring. It is 
unclear how effectively the forest plans are being implemented. 
This results in part from inadequate inventories of resource uses 
and outputs and ecosystem conditions. It is impossible to monitor 
the results of activities without baseline information. It also results 
from the lack of penalties for not monitoring. Managers are evalu­
ated on three factors: achieving the easily measurable outputs, the 
hard targets; spending money as it was appropriated; and prevent­
ing problems from reaching the boss by resolving the problem, post­
poning a decision, or otherwise avoiding the issue. 

Again, control of outputs and expenditures is important, but ef­
forts to achieve other goals could be postponed and ecosystem con­
ditions could deteriorate without knowing it. Furthermore, mon­
itoring that shows degraded conditions or unbalanced plan imple­
mentation would not only reflect poorly on the agency, it would 
also provide the public with information that could be used to chal­
lenge the activity. Thus, Forest Service managers have a distinct 
disincentive to monitor the implementation of plans and activities. 

The third finding is that budget decisions can override plans. The 
annual budget and appropriations are inconsistent with the budg­
ets in the forest plans in part because most plans assumed unreal­
istic budget increases to achieve all the goals desired by the public. 
Such plans may seem ideal since no one is clearly responsible for 
paying the additional costs, but budget requests cannot be built di­
rectly from forest plans with unrealistic budgets. 

The resource-oriented line items used in the budget also impede 
meshing plans and budgets. Forest plans integrate and coordinate 
resource management, but the budget must be translated into line 
items that are then modified throughout the appropriations process 
to meet various political needs and responsibilities. The result is 
that appropriations often bear little resemblance to the coordinated 
budgets needed to implement integrated management plans. 

Finally, the permanently appropriated special accounts and trust 
funds hinder effectively meshing plans and budgets. Six of the larg­
est funds accounting for more than a quarter of the Forest Service 
budget in fiscal year 1992 are largely or entirely related to timber 
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activities, although the Forest Service must rely on annual appro­
priations for most other activities. 

The fourth finding is that national direction can nullify local de­
cisions. The RPA established a national strategic planning process 
for renewable resources on all lands. The Forest Service notes that 
information on opportunities and capabilities flow from the plans 
into the RPA assessment, and quantitative targets from the RPA 
program are allocated to the forests. The inadequate inventories 
and monitoring prevent an effective flow of information from the 
forest plans into the RPA assessment. 

More importantly, however, allocating RPA targets to the na­
tional forests can negate local agreement about management direc­
tion for a national forest. Allocated targets may be infeasible be­
cause a national analysis necessarily loses site-specific interactions 
and constraints and because the RPA program is subject to na­
tional pressures and priorities that may be insensitive to local de­
mands and capabilities .. Thus, at a minimum, allocated national 
goals substantially alter the Forest plans established with consider­
able local analysis and public input. 

Proposals to reform or reinvent the Forest Service are generally 
suggested to improve the agency's performance. Several factors will 
influence the effectiveness of such proposals. One is the comprehen­
siveness of the direction. Forest Service programs-as guided by 
legislation, departmental, and agency regulations and directives, 
the RPA program, and the forest plans-will be more acceptable to 
the public if they include all of the values generated from forests 
and rangelands. These values include the uses and outputs of the 
lands: recreation, timber, livestock grazing, wild animals, et cet~ra. 
Other values associated with ecosystem health or with spiritual or 
aesthetic values, such as the naturalness of undeveloped lands, are 
often unmeasured. 

Finally, forests and rangelands have financial values often gener­
ating revenues but requiring expenditures to manage. Different 
perceptions of the relative importance of these values contribute to 
the acrimony over national forest planning. Establishing goals and 
objectives related to all of the values would at least demonstrate 
the intent of balanced, comprehensive management. 

Monitoring the results of Forest Service activities is necessary to 
determine whether the goals were achieved and, if not, why not? 
Was it lack of funding? Was it an infeasible plan? Was it a natural 
disaster, or was some other factor involved? As with direction, mon­
itoring will be most effective if it assesses performance in achieving 
the goals for all the values associated with forests and rangelands. 

Effective monitoring also requires adequate baseline inventories 
and performance measurements for the values. Measures of re­
source conditions are rare or inadequate. For example, range land 
condition is identified as satisfactory or unsatisfactory with no dis­
tinction between barely adequate or superior quality rangelands, 
and wilderness is reported only in acres designated with no data 
on the condition of the areas. Acceptable measures of spiritual or 
aesthetic values are difficult to develop, although public satisfac­
tion with the participation processes as well as with the resulting 
plans and activities is one measure. 
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Public reporting of the results also contributes to effective per­
formance. It makes managers accountable to the public and allows 
comparisons among managers and over time. Involving the public 
in devising the measurement systems may be necessary to develop 
acceptable measures of all values. It also helps both the public and 
the agency to understand how the results relate to the goals and 
the direction. Public involvement can help the Forest Service re­
duce monitoring costs by performing some monitoring and by as­
suring that the critical outputs, sites, and values are examined. Fi­
nally, accurate reporting of results can help build trust between the 
employees and the public and among the disparate interests in na­
tional forest planning and management. 

The current budget structure may not permit consistency be­
tween goals and budgets. Some agencies receive appropriations by 
unit. This would assure budgets consistent with planning goals, but 
it would increase inter-regional tensions and might reduce the link­
age between appropriations and results, thus reducing the effi­
ciency of Forest Service management. 

End-results budgeting is an alternative that could provide flexi­
bility by consolidating the many line items into a handful of cat­
egories. However, until the Forest Service has adequate measures 
of the values, especially the financial values, and adequately mon­
itors and reports on the results of their efforts, end-results budget­
ing would reduce Congress's constitutional responsibility to control 
the budget. 

Additional budget concerns include the substantial agency discre­
tion over the size and use of trust funds and special accounts, the 
compensation of counties for tax-exempt Federal lands by sharing 
timber and other revenues, and the unrealistic budget assumptions 
used in national forest planning. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. Gorte can be found at the end of 

the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Yes, thank you, Dr. Gorte, for your testimony. 
I think that since you touched on this budget issue last, that it 

might be appropriate to review that a little bit and call my col­
leagues' attention to it, the structure of the budgeting system and 
the issue that you raised. 

I note also that GAO has had some observations on this topic. 
But how we spend the money or how the money comes about, it 
seems that each administration that comes to us in any proposal­
and the Forest Service certainly reflects this-they want to main­
tain a lot more flexibility. 

One of the ways that Congress limits some of that flexibility is 
through the policy actions that we take in this committee. Another 
way is through the line item process. You say they are trying to 
reduce it to 60, Dr. Gorte. How many line items do they have now? 

Dr. GoRTE. I believe it is between 60 and 65. I don't remember 
exactly. 

Mr. VENTO. So they are consolidating approximately 60 into a 
smaller number. 

Dr. GoRTE. I believe it is about 10 or fewer than 10. I am not 
sure exactly. 
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Mr. VENTO. That would obviously leave a lot more flexibility 
then. Is that the idea? 

Dr. GoRTE. That is the intent, to provide the flexibility to be able 
to implement the forest plans. 

In many respects the increased flexibility is desirable as long as 
Congress can be certain that the results of those efforts in fact 
achieve what Congress wants them to achieve. Thus, giving the 
agency the flexibility and the discretion to use that money as they 
see fit to implement the plans should be contingent upon evidence 
that they are in fact achieving the results that they expected to 
achieve when they asked for the money. · 

Mr. VENTO. Actually, my staff tells me that there are 72 separate 
line items for the Forest Service. It depends, I suppose, how you 
score some of these, whether they are joint or shared by other 
agencies and so forth. 

Mr. Duffus, did you have any comments on this line item or the 
number of budget lines in the appropriations bills? 

Mr. DUFFUS. No, we did not. 
Mr. VENTO. But it is important in terms of moving forward. 

There is this discussion of doing it by unit. But if we look at the 
Park Service, we can find out what the problems are with that by 
unit, forest. 

Actually, much of this, the Forest Service, in my judgment, has 
had a greater degree of flexibility than some other land manage­
ment agencies by comparison, hasn't it, Dr. Gorte? 

Dr. GoRTE. The Forest Service does have substantial flexibility, 
particularly over the trust funds and special accounts. Those ac­
counts generate about 30 percent of the Forest Service's annual ex­
penditures, and there are limits on how they can use the money 
that is based in the specific laws creating the trust fund and spe­
cial accounts. 

But the agency has substantial discretion over how much money 
goes into each one of those accounts. Thus, the agency does have, 
at least with respect to many of its timber: activities, substantial 
discretion to determine how much money is available for reforest­
ation, for timber stand improvement, for brush disposal, and for 
other sorts of activities. I believe that that 30 percent in the 13 
permanently appropriated trust funds and special accounts that 
the Forest Service has is much higher than in most other agencies. 

Mr. VENTO. The policy committees tend to side with the trust 
fund, a sort of affection for it in terms of limiting the appropriators 
and OMB. Most budget analysts tend to want to break those down 
and eliminate the walls that exist there and have the opportunity 
to, in fact, address the dollars unimpeded each year. So we have 
sort of a lively tension that exists here in terms of assuring if we 
are going to put a policy in place that generates some revenue, that 
at least it then is focused. 

The problem with that is, seldom do the trust funds have the 
type of change possibility as conditions and so forth might be modi­
fied, although we would strive to do so if the Forest Service gen­
erally knew what they wanted to do. But I think what they usually 
come back with is a request for flexibility to eliminate the require­
ments without any new ones. 
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Mr. Duffus, did you have any comments on the trust fund issue, 
as long as we were into that? 

Mr. DUFFUS. No. We are currently doing trust fund work at the 
Forest Service, but don't have anything to add to the discussion at 
this time. 

Mr. VENTO. They borrow against those, and sometimes they don't 
have the resources then to do things that are necessary, and that 
of course represents a problem. 

I think Dr. Gorte touched on the different values, the outputs, 
the timber, mining, the outputs for the conditions, the value of the 
health of the resource, as Congressman LaRocco has constantly 
pointed out, and then of course, third, the aesthetic values, all of 
which, you know, today have to be melded together in a policy path 
in terms of a forest management plan. You point out the difficulty 
of doing that, both Dr. Gorte and the 75 studies that are done by 
the GAO. 

Mr. Duffus, you are talking about trying to put in place studying 
the ecosystem approach. What are you fmding are the difficult fac­
tors in terms of putting that in place? 

The first question is always trying to define an ecosystem. I just 
refer people to ODUM, and they can read about it themselves. But 
what other problems do you refer to? 

Mr. DUFFUS. I think a big problem you have is that ecosystem 
management crosses jurisdictional lines and the need for the land 
management agencies to collectively and collaboratively deal with 
this. 

GAO is in a unique position to take a look across the board at 
these land management agencies and not necessarily focus on any 
one in particular. When you talk about ecosystem management, 
you are talking about systems that cross jurisdictional boundaries, 
and you are right, Mr. Chairman, there is not a definition of eco­
system management, and that is part of the problem. 

But there has to be improved collaboration, improved coordina­
tion, and a strategy so that the impacts, the actions, the decisions, 
and the programs that take place in one agency are consistent with 
those in other agencies. So it is a difficult concept to grasp, and I 
think it is going to be an extremely difficult concept to manage. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, it is. I think it is a conversion, though, of is­
sues. I mean it isn't just of laws and policies, whether it is the En­
dangered Species Act or other requirements that exist under NEPA 
or any series of laws, the Clean Air Act. So I think that this is con­
vergence of these things coming together. Whereas it is much easi­
er, for instance, to measure timber harvest or water flow, there are 
some quantitative things, but these others are left in an area 
where there is, some would suggest, a subjectivity. 

But I think the question is, Can we in fact quantify in some 
terms what is taking place? And of course that is the basis for the 
committee's request, Chairman Miller's request, for some of the 
work that you are . doing. 

My time has expired, but I may have a few more questions in 
another round. 

Mr. Hansen, for five minutes. 
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate the testimony of the witnesses. 
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Mr. Duffus, you have a very interesting report. It covers a little 
bit of everything in here, and I find it fascinating as I go through 
it, a lot of ideas. 

Just out of curiosity, coming from a western State, how come the 
States can do it cheaper than the Federal Government? I used to 
be speaker of the House in the State of Utah and chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, which was given to the speaker by stat­
ute. We noticed we did things a lot cheaper. I went out on the 
ground for a long time, and we were doing what BLM and the For­
est Service-we were doing it for 25-50 percent less. Did you ever 
figure that out? 

Mr. DUFFUS. No, we never did. That is an interesting question. 
We have never looked at trying to compare the differences in ad­
ministering programs at the State and Federal levels and why one 
may be able to do it more efficiently than the other. 

As I said here today, there is a need for the Forest Service to op­
erate more efficiently, because we have an environment of tight 
budgetary constraints and things have to be done differently, and 
one thing that we think has to be done differently is the agency 
has to find ways to operate more efficiently. Now, how that com­
pares to the States, we have never gotten into. 

Mr. HANSEN. I notice that, and I have noticed all the way 
through there the efficiency of the BLM and Forest Service and any 
of those who are custodians of the public land. I have just won­
dered, and I state very respectfully, but I just wonder why the Fed­
eral Government always seems to feel that they are the answer to 
everything. Sometimes the States do a much better job, if I may 
respectfully say so, and can do it much less expensively and, I feel, 
do it just as efficiently as the Federal Government does it. 

You alluded to the idea concerning those who use the public 
grounds should pay for the public ground. In one part of your testi­
mony you talk about skiers. Are you saying that those who ski, like 
the States of Colorado and Utah where the ski industry is very 
large, that those who use the public ground should pay substan­
tially more for it? 

And let me take off on that and ask, Would you also include in 
that everyone who uses public ground? We are caught in this thing 
of grazing and we discuss it ad nauseum around here for 18 million 
bucks and we blink and spend $2 billion. 

But anyway, if I may say so, in our State, there are just an awful 
lot of people who use it for fishing. I am one of those; hunting, I 
am one of those; backpacking, bird watching, camping, whatever it 
may be. I mean, that is why a lot of people live in the West, so 
they can use this public ground that they didn't get like many of 
our eastern folks when they got theirs by fee title. We got licenses 
and permits. But anyway, that is hindsight. I think that should be 
rectified. 

But should all these people pay for something? 
Mr. DUFFUS. Well, I don't know that I would go as far as to say 

that everybody who uses Federal lands should pay a fee. You know, 
that is a policy question; we have not done the work to back it up. 

But you mention ski fees. There are laws that require that fair 
market value be returned by ski operators operating on Federal 
lands, and when we took a look at this, we found that they were 
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returning about 2 percent of the total revenues generated. This 
represents about-! just forget the exact numbers-about $13 mil­
lion paid to the Federal Government on $7 40 million of total reve­
nues. The Forest Service has acknowledged it could do more; that 
this is not a fair return. It did some studies in that regard. 

We have reported the need for a better return from conces­
sionaires operating on Forest Service lands and on lands of the 
other Federal land management agencies. 

We are not saying that the Federal Government should charge 
everybody for using its lands, but there should be an effort to ob­
tain a better return in many instances for the sale or use of its 
lands. More needs to be done than we have seen to date. 

Mr. HANSEN. On pages 7 through 9 of your testimony you allude 
to all people who use the public ground, but then in your oral state­
ment you are saying that that is really not quite the way you look 
at it, that you are really more concerned on the idea of those big 
users like those who mine, who cut timber, who graze on the 
grounds. You draw a distinction between the 33,000 deer hunters 
th~t go on the public ground and the 15 miners. Is that right? 

Mr. DUFFUS. On pages 7 and 9, we are setting forth some ideas 
that others have suggested. We are not endorsing them. We are 
bringing to the table some ideas that others have advanced with 
respect to charging all users of Federal lands for the use of the 
lands and then returning the net receipts earned back to the unit 
that generated them to be used to improve the unit, and to halt 
the deterioration. That is something that we have not looked at. I 
do not think that this idea should be ignored in discussions of re­
form of the Forest Service. I think it is a valid issue, but we do 
not endorse charging everybody a fee that uses Federal lands. How­
ever, it should not be excluded from consideration. 

Mr. HANSEN. Taking into consideration the idea that the Forest 
Service-we always get into this discussion here about below-cost 
timber sales. Below-cost timber sales. You folks ride into the ideas 
of the trails and roads and all that type of thing that goes into it. 
Do you also take into consideration those other than timber people 
who use those things? I mean those of us from the West fully un­
derstand that the timber people probably don't use them 10 percent 
compared to the public, per se. 

Mr. DUFFUS. Are you talking about the roads? 
Mr. HANSEN. I am talking about, as you do, some cost accounting 

on it. Whatever accounting procedure you use, the roads are always 
thrown up as one of the biggest costs going in there, and let's face 
it, it costs a lot of money to go into those areas. But there sure are 
a lot of folks that use those. The environmentalists use them con­
stantly to go into those areas. Those of us who love to backpack use 
them constantly. Those that fish and hunt use them. Other govern­
ment entities use them. When you do your accounting, is that all 
taken into consideration? 

Mr. MEISSNER. Yes, Congressman, it is considered. In fact, that 
is one of the reasons why the Forest Service doesn't even charge 
against timber use many of the costs of roads. So, yes, it most cer­
tainly is taken into consideration. 

One of the issues in the Forest Service is how you divide joint 
costs, and the Forest Service is currently having to deal with that. 
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In other words, what proportion of the cost of a road should be allo­
cated to recreation, to timber, and to other uses? That is currently 
an issue the Forest Service is trying to deal with. 

Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate that. · 
Mr. VENTO. Would the gentleman yield just on that? 
Do they also take into consideration the cost of road restoration? 
Mr. MEISSNER. That is a maintenance cost, and yes, it is taken 

into consideration. 
Mr. VENTO. That is, the closure of the road is the restoration. 

That is the artful term that we use. Is that taken into consider­
ation? That is what I am talking about. That is what road restora­
tion means in the Forest Service, as far as I know. 

Mr. MEISSNER. OK. The basic prism of the road is not depre­
ciated as a timber cost because the Forest Service looks upon the 
prism as being a permanent part of the road, and it is not included 
in that cost. 

Mr. VENTO. If it is going to be. I just wanted to raise that. That 
is one of the problems. The renewable resource management plan 
is going to be guided by recreation use where timber is and other 
factors that are used. So it is a question in my mind how close the 
parallel is. 

These are, of course, debatable or argumentative points, I realize 
that. But I wanted to just point out that not only is recreation 
taken into the cost of the restoration, the closure of the road, to 
make it clear to everyone so we know what we are talking about, 
and/or whether or not this actually matches the management plan 
is another question. But if it is a presumption that wherever some­
body cuts timber, that is where we are going to have recreation, 
hunting, and so forth, that is an interesting point that should be 
noted. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chainilan, I just have one further question. I 
have used my time, I am sure. 

Mr. VENTO. Certainly. 
Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate that answer. That is kind of you to do 

that. 
All through your statement you are talking about the idea of re­

dundancy and duplication, BLM and others, and you allude to the 
idea that under President Carter he made a suggestion, and then 
you go on to discuss the Grace Commission and some of their sug­
gestions, talking about the duplication between the Forest Service 
and the BLM, and I applaud you for that observation because it 
seems to me there is a lot of it. 

These kids graduate from a land grant college. One goes to BLM, 
one goes to the Park Service, one goes to the Forest Service, and 
they all basically do the same thing to a certain extent. Maybe that 
is part of the answer of why the States can do it a little cheaper 
than the folks in the Federal Government; they don't have as much 
duplication. 

But not to dwell on that point, is there some innuendo in your 
report that lou expect that that would be a better way, if the Con­
gress move in that direction, to cut down many of the costs that 
seem to be so overwhelming with these organizations that handle 
our public lands? 
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Mr. DUFFUS. What we are suggesting is that there needs to be 
a common approach to Federal land management. Now whether or 
not the best way to achieve that common approach is to combine 
the land managing agencies into one department is a decision that 
will have to be made. That should not be a goal in itself, however. 
It is the common approach that is the key thing. 

Mr. HANSEN. But you comment about them all doing identical 
work in there, and we see all through the West the BLM office 
right next to a Forest Service office, and they go to coffee together, 
they discuss together, and the only thing is, there is an imaginary 
line that somebody drew between the BLM and the Forest Service. 
It seems somewhat ridiculous to people who come out of the busi­
ness community, if I may say so. 

Mr. DUFFUS. They share a lot of the same problems, and they 
manage with a lot of the same goals in mind. As I pointed out in 
my testimony, in Oregon the Forest Service is experimenting with 
having the forest supervisor carry out the BLM district manager's 
role as well as the Forest Service role. I think this is something 
that should be looked at closely, and if it works, then I think it can 
serve as a basis for expanding this sort of concept. 

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. 
Mr. VENTO. Yes. 
Congressman DeFazio, we are pleased to see you back at work 

today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hadn't felt like I was 

gone very long. 
Dr. Gorte, as I understand the thrust of your testimony, we 

should develop a framework for the Forest Service where we are 
measuring the diverse outputs we want, whether we want a meas­
urable recreation output or fish output or a timber output or what­
ever the outputs are, and then sort of optimally we would have a 
budget that would reach our targets for those outputs. Is that cor­
rect? 

Dr. GoRTE. I think what would be desirable would be, the Forest 
Service would present a budget request that they need a certain 
amount of money, and with that money they expected to achieve 
certain outputs and certain changes in conditions in the coming 
year. Then they report back to Congress on how well they have 
achieved, and where they didn't meet what they expected to based 
on their budget request, why not? For example, was there some 
other problem that arose that was unanticipated when they re­
quested the money? Were there some other factors involved that 
prevented them from achieving the goals that they had established 
when they requested the money? 

So there is some linkage between the money that is given to 
them and the results that they achieve. That linkage between the 
end results and the budget is, in fact, critical. Congress tends to 
focus on the input side on how much money we give the Forest 
Service for timber or for recreation or for trails, because that is all 
they can control right now because we don't have very good meas­
ures of the output side. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, unfortunately, I think Congress has been 
very focused on a certain aspect of the output side, which is the 
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cash-flow that comes off those lands. Particularly in western Or­
egon, Washington, northern California, we have what would be 
called sort of not-below-cost forests, so that this instance is becom­
ing very current. I mean they were a cash cow that was milked for 
years by the Forest Service, and they essentially were run on those 
trust funds you are talking about. I mean there was large use of 
those funds. _ 

As those funds drop off precipitously, we are finding that the 
Forest Service has been unwilling to reallocate funds into our re­
gion, adequate to make up the shortfall. Have you noted that? 

Dr. ,GoRTE. I haven't looked at . the details in the last couple of 
years. ·· · 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Because the President has put forward a plan 
which ·has, I think, rather ambitio~sly P?-"Oposed a different set of 
outputs for the forest, so-called .Opt1on Nme of the FEMAT report. 
It will ~be very complex and expensive to implement, and yet we 
haven't seen the willingness on the part of the administration or 
the Forest Service to put that money up. Congress itself allocated 
a piddling amount of money for stream· restoration and some of the 
investment activities. 

I guess the key is, what we are looking at is, we are really 
changing, at least in the forests in my region, from a time of treat­
ing them like a cash eow and draining them, to a time of invest­
ment and renewal. I don't think I see that willingness in either the 
Forest Service or the administration; I am not even sure I see it 
among my colleagues here in the . Congress. They would rather 
spend the money on the military than they would on future forests. 

Dr. GoRTE. Well, one of the keys is making sure that we under­
stand what the money is going for and then making sure that the 
investments are, in fact, made. There are examples of sites in Or­
egon and Washington that have not been successfully reforested, 
where the efforts have gone on several times, and the cut-over sites 
still have not been reforested. The Forest Service needs to dem­
onstrate that, in fact, they are being successful in doing what they 
say they are going to do with the money that they have got. But 
to date they have not been required to demonstrate their successes 
very effectively. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. All right, but we are at a point where they are 
being given a major new mandate in my region. It is admitted in 
the report of the scientists who created that mandate behind closed 
doors. Whether you agree or disagree with it, we don't know what 
went into it. We just ended up with a result, here it was, it was 
science, and they said this is going to be very expensive to imple­
ment and there should be no further reductions in FTE in the re­
gion, no further reductions in the budget because it will be very ex­
pensive to implement this. 

Have you looked at whether or not the proposed budgets are 
going to be adequate to implement the proposed forest plans of the 
President? 

Dr. GoRTE. l have not looked in detail at whether the budget re­
quests are indeed adequate to implement Mr. Clinton's forest plan 
for the Pacific Northwest in detail. I suspect that, from what I have 
seen, in fact, the budget requests have not matched what was pro­
posed in the plan that was announced last summer. 
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Mr. VENTO. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. If you want to continue with the budget questions, 

we are going to have hearings. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. No. I understand. 
Mr. VENTO. A question that came to my mind as you were ques­

tioning is, is this sort of typical of the inability of the Forest Serv­
ice to shift funds from certain categories to other areas where em­
phasis is needed? Is this a thread that runs through the testimony? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, if I could reclaim my time, I think 
the actuality in my region is, they have been using those funds to 
support an infrastructure that perhaps was outside the scope of 
those funds. 

Primarily, when I go to the Willamette Forest, I hear you are 
having these massive layoffs. There is no one left in this ranger 
district. You have got to do all this watershed analysis and these · 
new things, but there are no employees-you know, there are two 
people left. What is going on? And the forest supervisor says there 
are a couple of things going on. One is, they are not getting the 
money from Washington, but the second is that they were generat­
ing a lot of their own money before out of timber which they appar­
ently were using maybe with illegal flexibility beyond the timber 
programs. They were supporting a lot of their other activities, and 
now as those funds drop off and the general funds don't replace it, 
you are seeing a double effect. 

Mr. VENTO. And I just wonder if you want to direct that ques­
tion. I don't want to take any more of your time, but I didn't want 
the opportunity to pass. 

Is this typical? If there aren't timber receipts, then we are not 
able to shift the dollars to do things in terms of policy. So it sort 
of means if you don't have a timber program, then you don't have 
a Forest Service presence? 

Dr. GoRTE. There has long been recognized a distinction between 
what were called rich forests and poor forests. The rich forests 
were the ones that had timber to sell where they could generate 
trust funds and special accounts. The poor forests were those that 
didn't have the timber to sell to generate their own revenues and 
their own expenditures. 

I think the problem in the Pacific Northwest, or one of the many 
problems, is that in fact the forests have gone from being extremely 
rich to being only middle-of-the-road rich in terms of their finances. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Given the current harvest levels, I think they are 
headed toward the poorhouse. 

So in the differentiation between the rich forests and the poor 
forests, historically, perhaps the poor forests were 100-percent or 
85-percent supported by general fund from Washington, DC, and 
the rich forests were 10, 15, 20, whatever, some small percentage 
supported that way. So now as all those funds drop off, the money 
is not replacing it. Is that what is happening? 

Dr. GoRTE. I haven't examined it, but that seems likely. 
Mr. VENTO. I just wanted to add, I think it is like Region VI was 

swimming in money before. But this also then relates to the re­
ceipts that come back to local governments, as the gentleman is 
keenly aware of the difficulty that we face there. 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, thankfully that is an entitlement, Mr. Chair­
man, and I think that was one of the wisest things the President 
has done in his short time in office, to make those funds an entitle­
ment. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. The gentleman's terminology, but I wonder if it is 

going to be a long lasting one. 
Has the gentleman concluded his questions at this point? 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes. I am looking forward to the agency witnesses 

on Thursday, Mr. Chairman. So I will save my fire until then. · 
Mr. VENTO. I don't know if the feeling will be mutual. 
Congressman Allard. 
Mr. ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to pursue a little further the line of questioning by 

my colleagues before me about your budget concerns when you are 
dropping the multiple use concept. You suggest in your testimony 
that you would like to see greater development of tourism and 
recreation . in our national forest areas, and then I see a decrease 
in emphasis on mining and timbering and grazing of livestock on 
public lands. Your trust funds have been supported by the mining, 
timber, and livestock industries, which, as you indicate in your tes­
timony, makes up to 30 percent of your total budget, and then you 
are dropping these off. 

How are you going to recoup those revenues from tourism and 
recreation in our national forests? Do you have any ideas in that 
regard? 

Dr. GoRTE. I have not directly examined that question. 
Mr. ALLARD. Don't you think you ought to? 
Dr. GoRTE. Well, my expertise within CRS tends to focus on tim­

ber and timber issues. We do have a recreation specialist that ad­
dresses some of those questions. In fact, it is a question that needs 
to be raised and needs to be examined very closely in making what­
ever changes are suggested in our proposal for Congress. 

The funding of the agency is an important question. How we can 
or might generate revenues from those activities that currently do 
not generate revenues is an important question. 

I am not sure I would propose a recreation user fee, but certainly 
people have, and there is merit in at least considering options for 
finding ways to get people who use the national forests to pay for 
those uses for the benefits that they are receiving. 

Mr. ALLARD. Once you have decided that you want to go with a 
recreational fee, I think the question becomes how to collect it? 

Dr. GoRTE. That is one of the challenges. There are certain ineffi­
ciencies that are inherent in trying to collect fees from a widely dis­
tributed group of users. 

I would also note that I am not particularly proposing that we 
ought to reduce outputs from the national forests. All I am trying 
to suggest is that we need to make sure that we have a reasonable 
understanding of what is happening to the ecosystem conditions as 
well. 

If the ecosystem conditions can be maintained and we can main­
tain output levels, that seems perfectly desirable, but if maintain­
ing output levels means deteriorating ecosystem conditions, we 
need to understand that so that the American people can choose 
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that if that is what they want or that they can choose lower out­
puts if they want to maintain ecosystem conditions. 

It is that they need the information so that they can make that 
choice in a reasoned way rather than make the choice to maintain 
outputs or reduce them without understanding what that means 
for the ecosystem conditions. 

Mr. ALLARD. I will get back. I would like to direct that question 
to Mr. Duffus. You did something on the redwood forests? 

Mr. DUFFUS. Yes. GAO looked at what happened to dislocated 
workers from the Redwood experience. · 

Mr. ALLARD. What were your conclusions? 
Mr. DUFFUS. I would like to ask Linda Morra who was directly 

involved in that report to respond, if you don't mind, Mr. Allard. 
She is the diector of GAO's education and employment issues. 

Mr. ALLARD. If she could keep it relatively short, depending on 
the chairman's flexibility on that- two or three minutes. 

Ms. MoRRA. Sure. 
We were asked to look at what happened with the Redwoods as­

sistance programs. We were asked really four questions: What ben­
efits and assistance were provided; what happened to the workers; 
what happened to the communities that were involved; and, what 
were the lessons that were learned. 

The benefits and assistance that were provided included loans, 
priority for park jobs, alternative harvest production. Also retrain­
ing services were offered. That included job search, relocation, and 
actual training, and severance pay was an option as well as weekly 
benefits. The goal was for a full replacement wage. An estimated 
500 to 1,000 workers were anticipated to be eligible for this pro­
gram. 

Now in terms of what happened to the workers, we weren't able 
to actually go out and track them because the Redwood Employee 
Protection Program no longer exists and it was too long ago to 
track what happened to the workers. 

But in terms of what happened, about 6,000 people ended up ap­
plying for the program. The program ended up serving about 3,500 
people, in terms of who got benefits. About $104 million was spent 
on these 3,500 workers. Of those people, only 13 percent took ad­
vantage of the training. 

Most of those who took the training went into a two-year commu­
nity college and took some training in carpentry or electronics. Of 
those who did take the training, in the end about 30- 50 percent 
relocated. 

The program offered generous benefits. The eligibility was rather 
easy. So there was some indication that some people who really 
weren't dislocated by the expansion of the park tried to take advan­
tage of the program and get in. 

On the other hand, some people who were affected by the expan­
sion of the park because they were in employments related sec­
ondarily to the park, such as, they offered food services to the 
workers, were not eligible for the program. 

In terms of what happened to the communities, we looked at 
Humboldt and Del Norte as the two counties that were most af­
fected by the expansion of the park, and we found that many 



21 

things account for changes in communities. You can't make a direct 
tie because of this program. 

In general, Humboldt County seemed to be more stable than Del 
Norte. Humboldt County apparently got more retirees over the 
years, and Del Norte in the end really didn't bounce back until 
1989 when the State opened up a prison there. 

In terms of lessons learned, we think it is important to tie the 
receipt of benefits to training. We think it is important to keep in 
mind that-if you want to keep workers in the community-train­
ing alone won't necessarily do that unless the training is geared to 
what the job opportunities are in the community, or if necessary, 
there is some thought given to job creation, and also that the help 
must be timely. 

This program suffered because the Department of Labor didn't 
get regulations out on the retraining portion of the program for 14 
months. There was some initial confusion about who was covered 
and who wasn't, and people sort of found out about it word of 
mouth. 

So these are the highlights of our findings. 
Mr. ALLARD. One of the mandates you had was what types of 

revenues replaced the loss in revenues in that forest. In other 
words, I think there was a directive to you to talk about tourism. 
Was there enough tourism that was generated in that to make up 
for the loss of revenues and jobs on the other side? My understand­
ing is that there wasn't much tourism generated. Could you sub­
stantiate that? 

Ms. MORRA. Workers were given priorities for park jobs, but they 
didn't tend to qualify for those jobs, so that didn't happen. Another 
program gave them the alternative timber harvest, but that har­
vest was apparently down because of other environmental con­
cerns, and as for tourism, at least in terms of these communities 
being large beneficiaries of tourism, that does not seem to have 
happened. 

Mr. VENTO. Would you give your name for the record again so 
that we have that clearly? 

Ms. MORRA. Yes. My name is Linda Morra, and I direct GAO's 
education and employment work. 

Mr. VENTO. Now what was the period of this report? This was 
in the early 1980's that you did this report? 

Ms. MORRA. No. This report just very recently came out. It is a 
December 1993 report. But we had to take a real look backwards 
in time because the main program was operating pretty much from 
1978-1984, so it is hard to go back and try to gather data at this 
point. 

Mr. ALLARD. I just did some quick calculation on your figures. 
You said you spent $104 million on the program; there were 3,500 
people who qualified. That adds to about $30,000 a person. Was 
that worth it? 

Ms. MORRA. Was that worth it? 
Mr. ALLARD. Yes. I mean that is an awful lot of money to spend. 

I wonder if the results justify that kind of expenditure. We have 
done all this program, we have spent a lot of dollars, but I am not 
sure we have changed much. That is the bottom line. 
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Ms. MoRRA. Yes. Those individuals certainly benefited from those 
funds, but in terms of actual training, new skills that people gained 
or new employment, only 13 percent participated in retraining pro­
grams. In the end, a lot of the workers simply left those commu­
nities. The timber-related work force in Del Norte, for example, 
which was 25 percent of the work force before the expansion of the 
parkland, is now about 5 percent. In Humboldt, it went from about 
17 percent of the work force to less than 10 percent of the work 
force, and we do know that many people in the end relocated. 

Mr. ALLARD. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
One of the points in terms of rhetorical is, what does it cost to 

train anyone? Of course, if they were just given the money as dis­
located workers, who is to say_ they didn't go off and start a busi­
ness or do something else? We don't know that. We don't know 
what the work reduction was in other timber-related counties. 
Thirty thousand dollars sounds like a lot. What does it cost to train 
someone in a technical college for a year? I mean there is a tax­
payer-supported effort. So education and training, some people 
thought it was free. That is a radical idea. 

Congresswoman Shepherd. 
Ms. SHEPHERD. Thank you. 
I would like to talk about the relationship of what the Forest 

Service does on public land and what happens on private land. 
There is a great deal of timber that is owned by private landowners 
across the country, including in Utah. As you develop strategies to­
ward ecosystem management, obviously you have to have a strat­
egy for working with private landowners and including them in 
whatever management system you had. 

Mr. Duffus, I would like to hear you comment on what your 
strategies are in dealing with private landowners. 

Mr. DUFFUS. I don't have any strategies personally, and I don't 
think the GAO has any strategies for dealing with the private land­
owners. 

I would agree that with the concept of ecosystem management, 
private lands have to be taken into consideration. I don't think that 
they can be excluded, and it is going to make the task more dif­
ficult as these four land management agencies implement this con­
cept. 

We have to define what it is first, and then we have to see how 
it is going to work and what the impediments are. The report we 
are planning to issue this spring is going to touch upon some of 
those issues and talk about the impediments and the things that 
need to be addressed in ecosystem management. 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is all. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
Congressman Duncan. 
Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Ms. Morra, I was particularly interested in your testimony about 

this $30,000 expenditure per worker and most of the workers 
ended up leaving town. 

I have become convinced that most of these retraining programs 
are simply set up as ways to ease the conscience of those who are 
destroying all these jobs in the timber producing areas. I think it 
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is very, very sad that we are destroying all of these jobs. Then we 
somehow seem to justify it by saying that, well, we are going to re­
train these workers. 

You said that there were 3,500 workers, and one thing I wasn't 
clear on. You said 3,500 workers, but you said only 13 percent par­
ticipated in the programs. The 3,500, was that the 13 percent, or 
did you mean 13 percent of the 3,500? 

Ms. MoRRA. Thirty-five hundred received benefits, for example 
the severance pay or the weekly wage replacement benefit. But of 
the 3,500, only 13 percent participated in training, a little over 430 
people. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Only 430 actually participated in the retraining. 
Ms. MoRRA. That is correct. 
Mr. DUNCAN. And how long a retraining program was that? 
Ms. MoRRA. They had various options that they could choose 

from. They didn't have to go into a specific retraining program. The 
majority who took training opted for training at the two-year Red­
woods College, and they took either carpentry or electronics type 
of training. 

Mr. DUNCAN. But you said that some of the workers were re­
trained but were directed to other timber harvest jobs, but they 
weren't there because of environmental concerns, something like 
that. 

Ms. MoRRA. Yes. We were told these people were not necessarily 
those that were retrained, but part of the package of programs that 
made up the redwood assistance, was this alternative timber har­
vest. The idea was that there would be some harvest loss certainly 
in the Redwoods but they would make it up, or some of it up, 
through giving more access to another harvest. However, that har­
vest was apparently never as large as people thought it was going 
to be at the time. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Duffus, in your testimony, you say to reduce 
the risk of economic hardship in these areas, CBO suggested that 
the. level of below-cost timber sales be lowered gradually, Federal 
training and job replacement skills be provided, and greater devel­
opment of other activities such as tourism and recreation in the na­
tional forests be encouraged. 

Have you done any studies, or do you have any idea what per­
centage of these jobs roughly would be replaced by greater develop­
ment of tourism or recreation? 

Mr. DUFFUS. We haven't done any studies, other than what 
Linda Morra has talked to you about in terms of the Redwood ex­
perience. We haven't done anything beyond that. 

Mr. DUNCAN. I have just been handed a staff figure that says the 
National Park Service projected 16 million visitors after the Red­
wood Park-or 1.6 million visitors after 7 years for the Redwood 
Park and actual visitation was 35,000. Do you not think that in 
many cases these benefits of tourism have been greatly exagger­
ated? 

You know, we have a wonderful National Park System, but we 
can't tum the entire country into a National Park unless we are 
just going to destroy the country economically. 

Mr. DUFFUS. It would be speculation on my part to say that 
these figures were exaggerated. I don't think anyone would call for 
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turning the country into a national park, but I think you raise 
some pretty interesting issues and important issues. 

I cannot comment on whether or not the 1.6 million was a realis­
tic estimate, and the 35,000 was accurate. 

Mr. DUNCAN. All right. 
We have been provided figures that show that in fiscal year 1992 

the Forest Service had a budget of $3.87 billion and approximately 
$1.4 billion was from receipts for activities conducted on its lands. 
Do you know or do you have any projections of where that is head­
ed? Is roughly 40 percent of the Forest Service budget still going 
to be produced by receipts from activities used on the land in the 
years ahead, or do you see that gap widening? 

Mr. DUFFUS. I really can't say if I see it headed in that direction. 
I think historically timber receipts have made up a good portion of 
Forest Service budget. Now where it is going to head in the future 
I can't say. I really don't know. 

Dr. Gorte. 
Dr. GoRTE. It does seem likely with the changes that have oc­

curred in the timber sale program in the Pacific Northwest that 
revenues from the Forest Service will probably decline over at least 
the next few years, which suggests that it is going to be a lower 
percentage . . 

Mr. DUNCAN. What percentage of those below-cost timber sale 
fees are being offset by increased fees from tourism and rec­
reational use? 

Dr. GORTE. At this point, none that I know of. 
Mr. DUNCAN. All right. Thank you very much. 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman LaRocco, welcome back. It is good to 

see you here at your forest health hearings which have become for­
est reform hearings. 

Mr. LARocco. It is good to see you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 
that, and I know that we will be discussing forest health. 

Mr. VENTO. We have been this morning. 
Mr. LARocco. I understand. I was discussing rural health care 

down at the Ways and Means Committee. I apologize for being late. 
I had to testify down there. 

But as part of rural health, it is a nice segue into forest health, 
quite frankly, for the health of timber-dependent communities out 
my way. 

I would ask unanimous consent, if I could, Mr. Chairman, to 
enter into the record a statement from Neil Sampson from Amer­
ican Forests. 

Mr. VENTO. Without objection, we are pleased to have that. 
Mr. LARocco. Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Sampson can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. LARocco. I do have one question, Mr. Chairman, now that 

you have recognized me. I would let the committee know that I 
have introduced my bill on forest health, and it does discuss some 
reform for the Forest Service that deals with end-result contracts, 
stewardship contracts, that are under trial out in the field. 

I have also reintroduced a wilderness bill for the First District 
of Idaho which I think is important to my district and also has 
some watershed improvement projects in there and some other as-
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pects that I think are important, ·a pilot project on watersheds in 
the Meadow Creek drainage. 

But I did want to ask Mr. Duffus a question, because you were 
talking about below-cost . timber sales, I understand, while I was 
out of the room. . 

You know, some of th.e things that we are doing out in Idaho and 
out my way when we ar~ getting into some of these stands of 
lodgepole for forest health reasons-they are not all that economi­
cally viable-but when th~se projects are done for forest health and 
they don't meet the test on the deficit side, what do we do about 
that? What are your thoughts with regard to forest health projects? 

Mr. DUFFUS. I would like to ask Mr. Meissner to respond, Mr. 
LaRocco. · 

Mr. LARocco. Thank you. · 
Mr. MEISSNER. Quite frankly, we have commented on below cost 

at least four times, and one of the recommeJ}dations that is in 
those reports deals explicitly with that concept. We have asked 
that the Forest Service determine what the costs are and that 
those costs be used as part of the Forest Service d~cisionmaking 
process, and that at an early decision point the Forest Service 
makes a below-cost determination. If they decide to proceed with 
it, they can either increase the cost calculation to cover all costs, 
or make a decision that the sale cannot recover costs and not pro­
ceed with it. 

So one of our recommendations explicitly deals with it, and dis­
ease is one of the examples that we use whereby the Forest Service 
could make a legitimate decision to go ahead even though it is 
below cost. 

Mr. LARocco. Dr. Gorte, you were shaking your head. Did you 
have any comment? 

Dr. GoRTE. No. I think that is a fairly reasonable approach. 
Again, one of the important factors is, and I hark back to, first, 

knowing what the conditions are and then knowing what the condi­
tions will be after you are done. If, in fact, there is an improvement 
in some measurable way that people would widely agree is an im­
provement, it may well be worth the expenditure. But one has to 
look at what those changes are in some quantitative way to know 
whether it is worth the expenditure of public money. 

Mr. LARocco. OK Thank you very much. 
I will yield back, Mr. Chairman, but I want to say that I am 

going to be looking at the timber supply issue out in Idaho very 
closely. Obviously, the impacts just on the communities and I think 
on fiber to the country and the mills in my area really are of great 
concern. Things are really grinding to a screeching halt, and, quite 
frankly, I am very, very concerned about the pressure that there­
duced timber sales are putting on private lands and what that is 
doing really to the ecosystems as well. 

So I am going to be looking at that out my way very closely over 
the next few weeks actually, and I hope to report to you both 
through this committee and individually on that situation. 

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentleman's concern. 
Obviously, that is foremost, and much of what is being discussed 

is reform, because I am certain that various constituencies and oth­
ers that are interested look at this for what it does in terms of ag-
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gravating and causing some of those problems, whether it is either 
forest health or forest reform. 

I think the encouraging aspect about health is that you look for 
alternative ways to put money into watershed or enhancement of 
the forest's sustainability. 

I note that Dr. Gorte specifically didn't say it as sustainability, 
but the second value that you talked about in terms of ecosystem 
really talks about its sustainability. I often wondered even as a bi­
ologist, the concerns about looking at whether the actual nutrients 
are present and what limiting factors do occur when you start har­
vesting. 

AB an example, there was this sort of surreal dependence on the 
ability to reforest, and some reports that GAO has done have 
looked at the reforestation efforts of the Forest Service and the 
BLM, talked about backlogs, talked about the ability in harsh 
areas, which is one of the focuses of forest health in terms of, what 
do you do when you get an area? 

So often the Forest Service or most of us tend to think in general 
terms of reforestation as occurring in rocky soils and soil types. We 
don't look at the fact that they are really basically micro-environ­
ments in these ecosystems where there is either no moisture or lit­
tle moisture and little ability to reforest, and so it becomes a very 
uneven-reforestation just simply doesn't meet up to the expecta­
tions or the general expectation that you can go back in and refor­
est. 

Dr. Gorte, do you have any comments about that? 
Dr. GoRTE. I did a report for CRS looking at the Reforestation 

Trust Fund a few years back. That was a fund that was created 
principally to address the reforestation backlog that the Forest 
Service identified in, I believe it was 1974. The results of that were 
not encouraging. 

About 70 percent of the lands that were identified as needing re­
forestation were subsequently removed from the timber land base 
and defined as not needing reforestation because they were no 
longer timber lands rather than actually being reforested. 

Mr. VENTO. Does that mean that they were harvested once and 
reforestation had failed, or does that mean that you were not able 
to reforest because of the arid conditions or other circumstances 
that would limit the attempts to reforest? 

Dr. GoRTE. It is unclear why the reforestation was needed. Some 
of it may have been timber harvesting, but it may also have been 
fire or some other natural factor that caused the reforestation need. 

The Forest Service decided in their planning process that the 
lands would not be reforested because they were not going to be 
timberlands. Whether that was because they were designated as 
wilderness or identified for some other use that did not include 
timber harvesting, it is unclear, 'not specified in the reports. 

Mr. VENTO. We can go on for quite a while on this particular 
topic. 

Mr. Duffus, with 75 reports having been completed, you present 
a special problem as a witness to the chairman to run the hearing. 
I would like to get into a lot more detail, but do you have any gen­
eral comments or any one of your stars you want to call on? 

Mr. DUFFUS. I don't believe so, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. VENTO. On reforestation, any comments? 
Mr. DUFFUS. Mr. Meissner. 
Mr. MEISSNER. Well, we have done a limited amount of work, 

and one of the items deals directly with what Dr. Gorte has just 
said. 

Two things. When the Forest Service has a large fire, in five of 
the regional offices in the Forest Service they do not go back and 
reestimate how much land has to be reforested until they have a 
silviculture plan. So reforestation can be delayed years, and it is 
entirely possible in any one year the amount of lands that needs 
to be reforested is substantially understated because they are 
awaiting some finalization of a plan. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. Well, the other on reforestation is the mono-cul­
ture versus the biodiversity. Maybe it will all happen by itself, but 
I don't know if those regenerative and diversity analyses have real­
ly gone forward long enough. 

You know, we are dealing with cycles here that we can't use fruit 
flies for. So it represents a real problem in terms of understanding 
the dynamics of what might occur. 

I see Congressman LaRocco has to scurry away again with all of 
the activities going on. But the Forest Service, if you look at the 
mandates that go back through its histo~ in talkin~ about reform, 
I mean, candidly, up into the mid-1940 s, we didn t harvest over 
a billion board feet because nobody wanted to buy it, they were cut­
ting their own. Now, of course, even in recent years as we have cut 
back the sales, I guess it is still coming in at 7 or 8 to 10 billion 
board feet a year. So it has gone from a billion in the 1940's to 
something like the mid-teens in the 1980's in terms of what was 
being harvested or being sold. I don't know, you can get into that 
particular debate. So now that is a level down, but it is nothing 
like what it was through the first 40 years of the Forest Service. 
Is that correct, Dr. Gorte? 

Dr. GoRTE. Absolutely. The Forest Service timber sale program 
started to expand fairly substantially after World War II. It 
reached 10 billion for the first time in about 1960 and stabilized 
at the 10-12 billion-board-foot level from 1960 through almost 
.1990. It has declined since 1990. But the sale level was fairly sta­
ble at between 10 and 12 billion board feet for that almost 30-year 
period. 

Mr. VENTO. Think a little more about recycling, even recycling 
homes and some things. I deal with the issue. Mr. Meissner, did 
you have any comments on this. 

Mr. MEISSNER. No. That is correct. That is correct. 
Mr. VENTO. Yes. So when you talk about reform, when you talk 

about what has happened in the dynamics of this, it isn't as though 
the Forest Service, even though we equate these output types of 
policies, through a long time of their formative years, the genesis 
of this was watershed protection, protection of the watershed for 
use, potable water and other reasons. 

So the history of the Forest Service, I think, is one that is really 
steeped in this. This is not something new. This is really in essence 
something that has been superimposed in recent years because a 
lot of these botanists and scientists and foresters understood the 
issue enough to go out and dramatically do things like clearcut, 

88-183 95-2 
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and some other things would follow, that reforestation model would 
come back in, that we could actually do that, of course. 

One thing I would say, Ms. Morra, obviously the minority has 
surprised me this morning with this study, but I find it interesting 
and helpful. I don't find it radical that we would spend money on 
education and training people. In fact, it is something I believe in, 
and we are goin~ to undergo reform. 

Your concern 1s that we don't know that people were trained for 
$30,000 a throw here. That doesn't mean they weren't trained; it 
is just that you didn't have the information that they went through 
retraining. That they might have discovered a job without it, I 
guess, is one of the points. But we don't know that either, do we? 

Ms. MoRRA. No. We do know a lot of people relocated. Presum­
ably they relocated to find work. 

But one of the major points is that this could be improved, that 
one of the keys is to make sure that when people are dislocated, 
they know what training they are eligible for, what benefits they 
are eligible for, that help is there in a quick manner. We found in 
other programs that it is really important almost to have a rapid 
response team that gets there while the employees are still work­
ing. 

Mr. VENTO. I see it took 14 months after the program implemen­
tation for the education and service providers who were reluctant 
to develop a retraining program. I mean, it is sort of like, "Why do 
I want to do that? We are involved in the humanities here." That 
is an interesting thought, but a little bit of common sense I think 
would go a long way in terms of talking to my colleagues in higher 
education. 

One other point that I know came out was the issue ab(Jut what 
has happened generally in terms of timber employment. The infor­
mation that we have-and I would just call on your other col­
leagues or Dr. Gorte here-is that even though the sales of the bil­
lions of board feet were going up in the Forest Service during the 
1980's, Mr. Meissner, what happened with the timber employment 
opportunities? 

Mr. MEISSNER. One of the other factors was that the forest prod­
ucts industry was becoming much more efficient, and part of the 
decrease in employment is directly attributable to the increased ef­
ficiency within the industry. 

Mr. VENTO. And that means that when we have all that quality 
control, that we have fewer timber workers. Is that correct? 

Mr. MEISSNER. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. VENTO. Am I putting words in your mouth? 
Mr. MEISSNER. No, no. There is no question that it is a more effi­

cient industry now. 
Mr. VENTO. So it just wasn't the park. It is this efficiency thing 

that we have to fight if we are worried about these workers, I 
guess. 

Mr. MEISSNER. I don't know that I want to argue about fighting 
efficiency. 

Mr. VENTO. We always looked over our shoulder with suspicion 
at these people when I was a blue-collar worker. In any case, I un­
derstand that that is the march of progress. Whether or not the 
park is, I guess, is a matter of someone's view. In my view, I think 
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it was progress, whether or not the dollars could or should have 
been expended. 

But I do not find it revolutionary to spend money on education 
and training and/or help people that are dislocated. I would like to 
see all that come together and be a rational folicy in terms of get­
ting the best bang for our dollar in terms o ensuring that, and I 
think that is what Linda Morra is saying this morning. 

I would look forward to reading more thoroughly your report. I 
think it would be very helpful to me. 

Dr. Gorte, did you have any comments on this issue? 
Dr. GoRTE. No, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. If not, let me call on my colleague, Congressman 

DeFazio, who has been patiently waiting. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I missed the advent of this 

report and hope that I will be provided a copy also. 
Mr. VENTO. I can share mine with you. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Oh, we have got one. 
Ms. MoRRA. We will make sure we get you copies as soon as pos­

sible after this hearing. 

STATEMENT OF HON. PETER A. DEFAZIO 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you. 
Education and training is obviously key in my district which is 

disproportionately hit by the changes in forest policy. It sounds as 
though some of the concerns you are raising are things that we 
know how to address but we don't have enough money to address. 

We do have rapid response teams, we do send people into the 
mills when the people are under their Warren Act notices and at­
tempt to tell them what is available out there, but we have huge 
waiting lists for people to get retrained. Then there is the question 
of, retrained for what? In certain communities there is nothing to 
retrain .people for. So then the Federal Government is hopefully 
taking on some obligation for community economic development 
and investment, and we have seen some first indications of that 
from the Clinton administration, but there is a lot more to be done. 

Then, finally, you come back to the whole issue of reinvestment 
in the resource. You know, the best thing you can do-and anybody 
can address this-but it seems to me the best thing you can do 
with someone who is trained to work in the woods is to continue 
their employment in the woods. Perhaps they have got a shorter 
bar on their chain saw because now they are doing thinning and 
limbing or they are not operating a chain saw but they know how 
to operate heavy equipment, and they are now operating heavy 
equipment to provide stream restoration activities, road eradi­
cation, which is a thing the chairman is particularly interested in. 

Mr. VENTO. Road restoration. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, whatever euphemism you want to use. I 

mean jobs in the woods for people who have been trained in the 
woods with a Federal investment in the resource is, to me, prob­
ably the easiest thing we can do with these folks. Down in southern 
Oregon Dr. Franklin and others have identified hundreds of thou­
sands of acres of land that is highly at risk in terms of catastrophic 
fire which could use prescriptive burning and other activities that 
would reduce the fuel loading. 
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I mean there are a lot of things we can do, but it all comes back 
to, we have got to look at our public lands a little differently. 

And, again, back to the point I was making, western Oregon, 
Washington, northern California have delivered for the Federal 
Treasury for years, and it is time to reinvest in those lands. We 
need a little different orientation. I hope to use points that each of 
you have made here to continue to make those points with the ad­
ministration, particularly on Thursday when we have appropriate 
people here who I don't believe are delivering on that promise nor 
fully recognizing nor advocating for that need. 

I guess that never did develop into a question, Mr. Chairman, 
but it was a good opening statement. 

Mr. VENTO. You are following in the footsteps of the chairman. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, I very much appreciate your interest and share 

your concern with regard to that. It is obviously a dilemma, be­
cause we are losing the receipts at the same time we have these 
tremendous needs for investment in the forests that so much affect 
the gentleman. 

I want to thank this panel very much for your answers and your 
work beyond the short time you were before the committee this 
morning. It really does empower us to do our jobs and, I think, help 
the agency meet the goals and a good sounding board for them as 
well. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen and lady. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF ANDY STAHL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
ASSOCIATION OF FOREST SERVICE EMPLOYEES FOR ENVI­
RONMENTAL ETHICS (AFSEEE), EUGENE, OREGON; RANDAL 
O~OOLE,FORESTECONON.US~PORTLAND,OREGON;BARRY 
ROSENBERG, DIRECTOR, FOREST WATCH PROGRAM, IN­
LAND EMPIRE PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL, PRIEST LAKE, 
IDAHO; AND JEFFREY RUCH, POLICY DIRECTOR, GOVERN­
MENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT (GAP), WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome the second panel, which 
is Mr. Andy Stahl, the executive director of the Association of For­
est Service Employees, Environmental Ethics, Eugene, Oregon; 
Randal O'Toole, forest economist from Portland, Oregon; Barry 
Rosenberg, director of the Forest Watch Program, Inland Empire 
Public Lands Council-it sounds like you should be from Min­
nesota-and, finally, Mr. Jeffrey Ruch, policy director of the Gov­
ernment Accountability Project, Washington, DC. 

Let's get started. I think Mr. Rosenberg has got his map up 
there, and he is apparently on his way. 

Mr. Stahl, we thank you for your presence and your efforts today. 
I see you submitted for the record this particular document, I 
guess, in lieu of testimony, and we will look to your oral comments. 

I have asked all of the witnesses to limit your remarks to five 
minutes. We don't make any such promise from up here, but we 
will try to do the same. 

Mr. Stahl, Andy Stahl. 
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STATEMENT OF ANDY STAHL 

Mr. STAHL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to say a per­
sonal hello to my congressman, Mr. DeFazio. I returned to Eugene, 
Oregon, a month ago, and I look forward to working with you. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. You show uncommon good sense in returning to 
live in my district, and I appreciate that and wish we were there 
now. 

Mr. STAHL. So do I. I will be back tonight. . 
The Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental 

Ethics is a group of current, former, and retired Forest Service em­
ployees who are dedicated to the future of the Forest Service as a 
world leader in natural resource management. Our testimony, as 
the chairman pointed out, is contained in our pamphlet titled "To­
ward excellence in the U.S. Forest Service." In my five minutes 
today I am going to pick out two points to focus on of immediate 
interest: First, the issue of downsizing in the U.S. Forest Service; 
and, second, some changes to the National Forest Management Act 
forest planning process that AFSEEE recommends. 

Downsizing is truly an environmental issue. The Forest Service 
can do no better job of resource management than its staff is capa­
ble of. If the wrong people are in the wrong positions in the Forest 
Service, then the job on the ground won't get done. 

Ensuring the proper diversity of skills and perspectives in the 
agency in the proper positions within the bureaucracy is necessary 
to ensure that services from our natural resources are delivered to 
the American people. 

Services to the people are delivered at the district ranger level, 
not the supervisor's office, not the regional office, and not the 
Washington office. The actual on-the-ground job of forest manage­
ment is conducted in the woods, not in the office. The regional of­
fice, supervisor's office, and Washington office deliver policy analy­
sis, administration, and other forms of overhead. 

Now there is no question that the Forest Service is downsizing. 
It is going to shrink, it has to shrink somewhat. However, these re­
ductions should occur sensibly; they should maintain the agency's 
on-the-ground muscle and lose the agency's upper-level fat. How­
ever, precisely the opposite is happening. 

On May 18 of 1993, former Chief F. Dale Robertson issued a 
memo. He said, "Forest Service middle management is too fat." I 
am quoting from the memo. "Chief Robertson has asked regional 
foresters to reduce regional office staff by 35 to 40 percent," and he 
specifically identified Regions Il, VI, and IX. 

Approximately one year ago, the administration directed all Fed­
eral agencies to reduce total staffing by 4 percent, 10 percent of 
which was to be at G~14 or higher. Let's see how the Forest Serv­
ice has actually performed one year later. 

One year ago, in September of 1992, the regional office in Region 
VI in Portland had 70 positions at the G~14 or higher. Today they 
have 70 positions at G~14 or higher. By 1995 they are to have 58. 
They have made no progress, and in fact just a month ago they 
were directed to fire their plans to meet that target by January 14, 
1995. So we won't even know for a year how the Forest Service in­
tends to meet this target of reducing upper-level management fat. 
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Let's just turn to the entire Forest Service. The target by 1995 
to reduce fat in the administration of the Forest Service is to have 
950 positions by 1995 at GS-14 and above. Today we have 1,143. 
A year ago we had 1,115. We are going in the wrong direction. We 
have added GS-14 fat, not lost it. 

Mr. DeFazio, this has implications for your district and many 
others where it is the district ranger offices that are in the small 
towns. The regional offices and supervisors' offices are in the large 
urban areas. Oftentimes those district ranger offices are the largest 
employer in the town. We are seeing the cuts happening at the dis­
trict level; we are seeing the regional offices in Portland, in Albu­
querque, in San Francisco where Federal jobs are not needed to 
maintain those economies, that those offices are growing, not 
shrinking. 

I want to turn to the second topic, a modest suggestion for mak­
ing forest planning more rational. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If I could just interrupt for a moment, you know, 
all I got was this. Do you have a copy of your testimony that you 
have provided to the committee, because I wasn't given it. 

Mr. VENTO. That is what he has submitted. Apparently after, you 
will submit your copy. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. OK, because these statistics will be very helpful. 
Mr. STAHL. What I have are the actual memoranda from which 

the statistics are taken, and I will provide those memoranda to the 
committee. They are Forest Service memos that I am quoting. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. OK, but it would have been helpful to have this, 
because this will be very useful on Thursday, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. I would just point out, we prefer, of course, written 
testimony, and witnesses are requested-obviously, we have a little 
forbearance. When we hear from the Departments and agencies, we 
have higher or other expectations. But we would expect that from 
witnesses; it is very helpful to us. 

Mr. Stahl, proceed, but you have only got about a minute and a 
half remaining. 

Mr. STAHL. The classic problem in forest management is figuring 
out how much timber to cut. The traditional method for doing that 
is to attain a regulated forest, an equal distribution of age classes 
up to the rotation age. Over the years we have developed complex 
computer programs to make those calculations. The most recent 
state-of-the-art program is called FORPLAN. 

Allowable cuts, timber harvest levels determined from FORPLAN 
during the plans developed in the 1980's, have proven to be unreal­
izable on the ground. Those allowable cut levels have been too 
high. We have made promises to people that we can't keep. That 
creates distrust. That creates plans that are dysfunctional. Ulti­
mately, it creates Forest Service management that doesn't work. 

AFSEEE proposes a very simple solution, that the plans of the 
1990's set as an upper limit on timber harvest no more than the 
amount of timber that was grown on the ground, on the suitable 
land base, during the previous 10 years measured by actual on-the­
ground counting of board feet so that we are no longer engaged in 
hypothetical projections that we can't keep. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Stahl can be found at the end 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, and we would appreciate you putting 
that in writing so that we would have it. I realize you had some 
of the documentation there. 

Mr. O'Toole, welcome. We are pleased to have your testimony at 
this time. Take about five minutes, if you would, please. 

STATEMENT OF RANDAL O'TOOLE 

Mr. O'TOOLE. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just want to mention, Representative DeFazio, I used to be in 

your district. I was born in Eugene. AB you know, i am temporarily 
displaced to Portland, but I am coming back. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. You and Russell, both, as I remember, were neigh­
bors. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Yes, and we still are good friends. 
In any case, I am Randal O'Toole. I have spent the last 15 years 

traveling around the country, visiting over half the national forests. 
I have met hundreds of Forest Service employees, reviewed thou­
sands of timber sales, and written over a hundred reports on var­
ious aspects of national forest management. 

In visiting all of these forests, probably one of the most impor­
tant lessons I learned was that the people who run the Forest Serv­
ice are good people who are sincerely interested in doing a good job. 
They love the land, and they want to do the best possible job for 
the land. It seems to me that good people like this should have a 
good environment in which to work, an environment that rewards 
them for doing a good job and penalizes them only when they make 
mistakes. 

Unfortunately, they don't have that good environment. Instead, 
the environment in which they work rewards them for losing 
money on environmentally destructive activities and at best does 
nothing, at worst penalizes them, for doing good environmental 
work or protecting resources. 

The reason why this is true is because the Forest Service is a vic­
tim of the law of unintended consequences. If you are not familiar 
with that law, there was an article yesterday in yesterday morn­
ing's Washington Post on medicaid. It said that a medicaid provi­
sion that was passed in 1987 offered to reimburse some costs to the 
States. The original estimate was that it would cost less than $100 
million a year to reimburse those costs. The actual costs turned out 
to be over a hundred times as great because the people who wrote 
the law and did the estimates didn't take into account the unin­
tended consequences, which was that States would take advantage 
of the law and start attributing more and more eosts to that par­
ticular activity. 

Well, the same thing has happened in the Forest Service. We 
talked about the trust funds a little bit this morning. I want to con­
centrate on one particular trust fund, the Knutson-Vandenberg 
Fund. This law was passed with good intentions. 

In 1930, Congress wanted to make sure the Forest Service had 
adequate funding for reforestation. In 1976 Congress expanded the 
law, allowing the Forest Service to spend timber receipts on wild-
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life, recreation, watershed, and other forest improvements. Again, 
good intentions. 

The unintended consequence is that timber sales have now be­
come a fundraising tool for the Forest Service. If you want to do 
a good job managing your forest but you are restricted by tight 
budgets that are due to short money from Congress, effectively, 
then what you do is, you sell for timber sales to raise money. You 
often do more environmental damage with the timber sales you sell 
than you do good with the money that you get from the sales. I can 
cite several examples of that, but I will mention just one. 

The Gallatin National Forest has 125,000 acres of prime grizzly 
bear habitat that it says is dangerous to the grizzly bear because 
of all the open roads. People will drive on the roads and they might 
encounter a grizzly bear, and if the grizzly bear eats them, then we 
will have to shoot the grizzly bear. That is the leading cause of 
grizzly bear mortality in that area. 

So they want to close the roads. But Congress doesn't give them 
any money to close roads. Instead, Congress allows them to sell 
timber sales and use timber sale · receipts to close the roads. So for 
the past eight years they have been selling timber sale after timber 
sale, building more roads with each sale, hoping to raise enough 
money to close the roads, but so far the timber sales have all re­
turned so little money that they haven't closed a single road. We 
have been doing more damage to the grizzly bear habitat by build­
ing more roads, and we haven't accomplished our goal. 

Well, another unintended consequence of this is below-cost sales. 
The national forests have an incentive to keep all the receipts be­
cause the Knutson-Vandenberg Act gives no limit. There is no limit 
as to how much of the receipts the forest can keep, and in fact, for­
est managers talk about any return to the Treasury as losses: If 
they return money to the Treasury, that is a loss because they can 
no longer spend it in their district; and so we have the ·spectacle 
of national forests earning millions of dollars on timber and return­
ing nothing or less than nothing to the Treasury. 

In 1992 the Tongass returned negative $14 million to the Treas­
ury. The Willowa-Whitman Forest returned negative $7.6 million 
to the Treasury, and the Kootenai National Forest in Montana re­
turned negative $3.8 million to the Treasury. How do you return 
negative money to the Treasury? I am not counting costs. This is 
just the returns to the Treasury. 

What they did is, they took money that they had collected in pre­
vious years and returned it to the Treasury and said, "Well, we 
want it back now so that we can spend it under the Knutson-Van­
denberg Act and spend it on activities in the sale areas." 

The Forest Service accounting system for below-cost sales doesn't 
account for the fact that the Forest Service keeps much of the 
money. The Kootenai National Forest last year rej>orted that it 
made $12.4 million profits. But the returns to the Treasury were 
negative $3.8 million. How can it make a profit? It reported profits 
because it counted all the receipts even though it kept all the re­
ceipts and more. 

Below-cost sales, environmentally destructive sales, sales that 
harm wildlife habitat, other environmentally destructive activities, 
these are not the problems, these are symptoms. The real problem 
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is a budgetary process that gives forest managers an incentive to 
lose money on environmentally destructive activities. 

If we want the Forest Service to do a good job, if we want it to 
practice multiple use, we have to give it incentives. You can't have 
multiple use without multiple incentives. 

So I wrote a book called, "Reforming the Forest Service," and the 
book proposes a number of proposals, but they can be boiled down 
to four different ideas. First, fund the national forests out of their 
net income. No complicated accounting system. You say, How much 
did you take in? How much did you spend? What is your net? OK, 
that net is how much you will get to spend the next year. They can 
carry it over, and so on. But the basic point is, fund them out of 
net income. 

Two, allow forest managers to charge fair market value for all re­
sources-recreation, timber, grazing, minerals, water, anything 
they can charge for. You can't have multiple use without multiple 
incentives. If Congress insists that some resources be free ·and it 
allows managers to charge for other resources and keep the reve­
nues, then the managers are going to emphasize the resources that 
they can keep revenues from, and they are going to ignore the re­
sources that they can't keep revenues from. 

I have two more proposals. One is to take away the "use it or 
lose it" provisions that are in national forest contracts. If I buy a 
timber sale, I have to cut it down even if I want to leave the trees 
there. If I have a grazing permit, I have to put cows or sheep out 
there even if I want to leave the grass for the elk or the deer. It 
is the law-well, it is Forest Service rules in some cases. Change 
those provisions so that conservationists can buy timber sales or 
buy grazing permits or buy mineral rights and not use them, put 
them in the marketplace. 

The fourth proposal is to divert some receipt to trust funds which 
would be used to buy conservation easements or otherwise give 
public and private land managers incentives to protect biodiversity 
and wilderness. 

These proposals are based on a simple concept, and that is the 
profit motive. That is kind of a foreign concept when we think of 
national forests, but we have to remember in 1905 when Gifford 
Pinchot took over the national forests, he · promised Congress he 
would tum the profit. He failed, and since then they have failed 
almost every year, and by now we are so used to the Forest Service 
losing money that we think that is what it is supposed to do. 

But profits are more than just a return to the Treasury, and they 
are more than just compensation for all the money that taxpayers 
have put into the forests. Profits are a symptom. They are a symp­
tom of doing a good job; they are a symptom that the Forest Serv­
ice is providing what the people want. As Winston Churchill said, 
"Socialists think that . profit making is a vice. I think the vice is in 
making losses." In losing money, the Forest Service is. demonstrat­
ing that it is producing things that people don't really want, or in 
some cases it might be producing what people want but it is an ac­
cident. It has no idea whether it is wanted or not. 

Now these proposals will answer a lot of the concerns that I 
heard this morning. Why do the States make money and the Forest 
Service not? Why are State costs lower? It is because the State leg-
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islatures require State agencies to earn a profit; they are required 
to. 

What will this do to private land managers? If private land­
owners can start charging recreation fees-many of them do in the 
East, but they don't in the West because we have all this vast pub­
lic land that gives away most of the recreation-if private land 
managers start charging recreation fees, they will have an incen­
tive to start thinking about ecosystem management. We won't have 
to pass laws forcing them to do something; they will have an incen­
tive to do it. 

Well, that basically is my proposal and my testimony. My pub­
lisher, Island Press, won't give me 75 copies for the record, but I 
will offer to provide one copy for Members of Congress. I am sure 
after this hearing the copies at the Library of Congress are all 
going to be checked out. So I have one copy. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. O'Toole can be found at the end 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Well, we appreciate that, and I am certain that this 
one could be used by the members and some of the staff. 

We appreciate your provocative testimony, Mr. O'Toole, and we 
will get back with a question or two in a moment. 

Mr. Rosenberg, please proceed with your statement. It has been 
made part of the record, so if you would summarize, it would help 
us to proceed today. 

STATEMENT OF BARRY ROSENBERG 
Mr. RosENBERG. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members, thanks 

for providing me an opportunity to testify before you today. 
I am director of the Forest Watch Program for the Public Lands 

Council. We are based in Spokane, Washington. The purpose of the 
program is to teach concerned citizens how to effectively deal with 
the Forest Service and stop destructive and illegal timber sales. I 
have also worked on the national forests for 15 years both as a 
logger and a reforestation contractor. The last 12 years I have fo­
cused pretty much solely on trying to stop destructive timber sales. 

I would like to start my testimony today reading from a quote 
from an editorial from the Spokesman Review, which is a mod­
erately conservative newspaper in Spokane, Washington. It was 
part of a series they put out called, "The Failing Forest." The Coun­
cil has mailed copies to all Members of Congress; I hope you have 
gotten them. 

The U.S. Forest Service (in which he is referring to Gifford Pinchot, founded) has 
degenerated into a tool for the logging industry. Over the years, powerful Senators 
and Congressmen browbeat local forest managers into swallowing conscience and re­
gurgitating logs. The logging companies appreciated the profits, county governments 
appreciated their cut of the timber sale revenues, constituents appreciated the jobs, 
and politicians appreciated Big Timber's campaign contributions. What a system, 
what a mess, what a betrayal of the public interest and of Pinchot's legacy. 

For 25 years, since the incorporation of the National Environ­
mental Policy Act, the Forest Service has been producing environ­
mental documents substantiating findings of no significant im­
pacts. For 25 years they have been dramatically wrong. 
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I have a map before me which graphically illustrates why they 
have been wrong. This is a watershed map of the Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest in Mr. LaRocco's district. It is called a preliminary 
estimate of watershed condition. 

The red indicates areas, in the words of the Forest Service, which 
are management constrained. If you wanted to be more truthful 
about it, these watersheds are trashed. The yellow indicates water­
sheds that indicate instability and need further study, and the 
green watersheds are primarily in roadless or lightly logged over 
areas. 

Unfortunately, we are still getting illegal and destructive timber 
sales in these drainages. A point is the Coeur d'Alene River Basin 
where the Fernand District is still proposing large destructive tim­
ber sales, and the only way these things are being stopped is 
through the administrative appeals process. 

The Coeur d'Alene River has extraordinarily high road densities, 
perhaps up to 20 miles per square mile. It is massively overcut, 
mostly clearcut. The watersheds are completely destabilized, the 
bull trout are extinct, and the west slope cutthroat trout, Idaho's 
State fish, is on the verge of losing its viability. Nevertheless, they 
are still putting out large timber sales in this drainage. 

And why are they doing that? Well, because we still have the 
same managers governing the direction of the Forest Service, and 
they are in an untenable situation. Are they able to admit for the 
last 30 years what they have been doing has been destroying our 
national forests? These are the same people who have advanced 
themselves using stumps as stepping stones. They were rewarded 
for cutting trees, and, quite frankly, it is hard to break a Pavlovian 
response. 

The Forest Service employees also need to change, and when I 
talk to them-we cover about 29 ranger districts on nine national 
forests-when I speak to these employees, I ask them, ''What would 
you request from Congress? What do you want to change in the 
Forest Service?" And they all unanimously say one thing: We need 
to change the incentive system, and we need to change the budget 
process. We need to reward managers for good ecosystem manage­
~ent, for good land stewardship, and not for how much commod­
ities they extract. 

Second of all, we need to have the budget not tied to timber as 
it is currently. You must realize that for years the Forest Service 
has been chanting a mantra to itself: ''We have got to get the cut 
out, we have got to get the cut out." 

The Forest Service is a closed society. They talk to themselves, 
and even the most honorable and most concerned biologist has this 
"got to get the cut out" deeply instilled in his consciousness. 

We need to have the Forest Service employees have a different 
attitude, be able to create a different attitude among Forest Service 
employees. One of the ways to do that is to have them talk to 
nonagency experts. We need to deprogram these employees to rid 
themselves of this institutional prejudice toward commodity extrac­
tion. 

We also need accountability in the Forest Service. Instead of re­
warding managers who have destroyed drainages, I can think of 
one ranger district that has almost been totally liquidated, and yet 
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that person, the ranger who was in charge of that, is now head of 
timber in a national forest. 

We need accountability, and in order to facilitate that, we need 
to have less transfers among Forest Service employees so they can 
witness the consequences of their actions. What happens is, they 
propose a timber sale, and it takes about 5-7 years to implement 
the sale, and by the time the sale is through, they are already 
transferred to another district. They never see the consequences of 
their actions, and therefore they are doomed to repeat the mistakes 
over and over again. 

Another excuse to log the Coeur d'Alene River is to get restora­
tion, to get timber dollars to fund restoration projects. This is fool­
hardy. You cannot log your way to watershed health; you cannot 
create problems, the same kind of problems that you intend to flx. 

The Forest Service also-and I disagree with Mr. O'Toole here­
should not be obligated to support itself. I am not in favor of below­
cost timber sale, but · I am also not in favor of putting pressure on 
these managers to turn a profit. Our national forests are too impor­
tant. They provide a spiritual and physical well-being that is abso­
lutely essential to the welfare of our country. 

I ask you, does the penal system support itself? Does the Defense 
Department? Does Congress? Why should our national forest sys­
tem be forced to support itself also? 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Rosenberg can be found at the 

end of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thanks for your testimony, and we will hear more 

of that in response. I am sure Mr. O'Toole has heard this, and you 
have responded to it before. 

Finally, we have on this panel Jeffrey Ruch, the policy director 
of the Government Accountability Project. 

STATEMENT OF JEFFREY RUCH 

Mr. RucH. Mr. Chairman and members, I am an attorney and 
the policy director of the Government Accountability Project or 
GAP. 

For the last 17 years, GAP has served as a whistle blower protec­
tion organization, and we have represented employees in the public 
and private sectors ranging from Star Wars scientists to USDA 
meat inspectors to special agents of inspectors general to quality 
control engineers on hazardous waste 

Since 1991, we have served as the legal arm for AFSEEE, the 
Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics. 
In that capacity we have counseled literally hundreds of Forest 
Service employees and represented scores of others in litigation, ne­
gotiations, and disclosures in relation to the Forest Service. 

Federal surveys by GAO and others, such as the Merit System 
Protection Board, indicate that Federal employees generally are be­
ginning to speak out more, but they are also beginning to experi­
ence retaliation more. From where we sit, the Forest Service is in 
the vanguard. It is one of the worst agencies in Federal service in 
terms of whistle blower protection. It also exhibits highly unusual 



39 

levels of hostility toward its own scientific staff and a rather dys­
functional level of accountability. 

In my testimony I detail a number of individual cases of harass­
ment against whistle blowers, and I would just like to comment on 
a couple of them. These are all current cases. One involves Nancy 
Sandburg, who is an award-winning biologist, 17 years in the For­
est Service, highly respected in her field. A little over a year ago, 
she found out that the resource officer in her forest, the Los Padres 
Forest outside of Santa Barbara, had ordered a bulldozer to build 
a road without any kind of review and had the bulldozer cross 
through a creek that was a pristine creek that was a habitat for 
a rare toad five different times. 

She was quite upset because she was the riparian officer in 
charge of this. She went to the forest supervisor. She was as vocif­
erous as she could possibly be, and the forest supervisor told her 
and later admitted that .he told her that if she pursued it, he would 
make sure that her grant for riparian impact studies would be re­
moved. 

About two months after that, there was another project in which, 
contrary to instructions, fence post holes were dug in the stream­
bed and concrete was poured into these creeks. There were other 
witnesses, and so the story didn't remain on the forest. There were 
outside investigations. It was a major problem. Nancy Sandburg 
was quoted in the press dutifully commenting on what she thought 
had happened. The response was, she received a two-week suspen­
sion. When that suspension was covered and she was quoted again, 
she received a reprimand, and right now Nancy Sandburg is fight­
ing for her career. 

Another employee, Sandra Schultz-and I just want to talk about 
two days in the life of Sandra Schultz. On her first day on the Si­
erra Forest, she was asked to sign off on a biological evaluation of 
a salvage sale that she had never seen. She refused and wanted 
to go out and look at the site and noticed that most of the trees 
that were marked for salvage were, in fact, green, healthy trees. 
Not only was that contrary to what was supposed to happen, but 
if you take green trees at salvage prices, it is literally a steal. 

She went back, refused to sign. The sale went ahead anyway, 
and she was off on the wrong foot in the Sierra National Forest. 
On her last day in the Sierra National Forest nine months later, 
she was objecting to the fact that most of the maps of the spotted 
owl habitat "no cut areas" were grossly inaccurate, and she threat­
ened to go to the regional office. She was then summarily termi­
nated. Because she was a probationary employee, she could be 
summarily terminated, and the rationale was that she was difficult 
to get along with. what was cited was an incident where she threw 
a box of doughnuts across a table at a colleague, and that was the 
end of Sandy Schultz's career. 

The retaliation even follows people outside once they leave the 
Forest Service. Tom Lake, who is a very fine person, a trails keeper 
on the Modoc National Forest for over 20 years, had discovered 
that wilderness funds that he was supposed to be administering 
were actually all being diverted-he was able to calculate over 
$200,000-to livestock improvements. 



40 

When he reported this, he found himself in career trouble, and 
the way it all ended up is, he ended up getting quite a sizable set­
tlement from the Merit System Protection Board and retired. He 
then applied to be an outfitter guide. His permit couldn't be found, 
and he is still having trouble right now. Once it was found and fi­
nally eventually processed after the season was over, Tom Lake's 
life remains severely complicated. 

This also translates to people that don't report waste, fraud, and 
abuse, that don't make a conscious decision to, in the view of some, 
be trouble makers, who are the scientists. In the Forest Service, 
the hydrologists and botanists are sort of collectively called 
ologists, and most of them call themselves combat ologists because 
their job puts them in constant conflict with their own manage­
ment. 

One person that we work with is a man named Cole Crocker­
Bedford who is now on the Tongass but spent most of his career 
in Arizona. He is one of the nation's leading experts on goshawks. 
When his research which showed that goshawks, like spotted owls 
and some of these other birds, need greater area in order to have · 
a successful mating career and they don't do well in clearcut 
areas-when his research suddenly found itself at the center of a 
court battle challenging timber sales-Cole Crocker-Bedford was 
muzzled. Not only was his professional life made miserable, but he 
was no longer able to represent the Forest Service at scientific con­
ferences, and he has been told that he may no longer submit any 
of his research for peer review publication. 

The forests in the Idaho Panhandle that Mr. Rosenberg was talk­
ing about in the Clearwater: In 1992, the Clearwater Forest in es­
sence crashed. Their timber harvest was about a third of their tar­
get. The response of the regional office was to recommend that the 
entire scientific staff, the resource specialists, be disbanded-sort of 
a variation of kill the messenger; it was deport the messenger. The 
hostility-! guess the way Dr. Gorte put it in the first panel in 
more dispassionate language, Forest Service managers have a dis­
tinct disincentive to monitor the implementation of certain forest 
plans and activities. This disincentive extends to outside research­
ers. 

In the testimony, we detail the case of Dr. Peter Stacey, who was 
prevented by armed Forest Service personnel from continuing to do 
Mexican spotted owl research. We have been in contact with a 
number of academics in the Midwest who are now being required 
by certain forests to apply for special Forest Service permits before 
they can do rare and endangered plant collections. These are re­
spected academics, in some cases under contract to Federal and 
State agencies. They have never heard of such permits, and as of 
this moment, months later, it is still unclear how you apply for 
such a permit. What causes all this is a dysfunctional system of, 
sort of, lack of accountability. 

One person that we represent is named Bill Shoaf. He is a for­
ester on the Tongass. Until recently he headed the interdisciplinary 
team reviewing the central Prince of Wales and other sales up 
there. These are, I understand, the largest proposed timber sales 
in history; they are very large. He and his team were finding that 
the figures being supplied by the Forest Service to the public were 
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a vast inflation of harvestable timber and that there was also ille­
gal expansion of the units. They would say they would cut here 
when in fact they would cut in a much wider area. This was not 
only illegal, but it sort of stood the whole process on its head. 

He was ordered by people in the forest office and in the region 
to use what they believed to be unsupportable data. In 1991, he 
did, as a private citizen, a public comment on the EIS his own 
team had prepared. That was the way he went public. He didn't 
really get any response. 

A few months ago, we helped him prepare a formal disclosure to 
the Office of Special Counsel documenting this. The Office of Spe­
cial Counsel, after review, determined that there was a substantial 
likelihood of validity and has ordered the USDA to do an investiga­
tion. The USDA has asked that that investigation not begin until 
some time this year. 

Bill Shoaf, who now has difficulty not only going to work but also 
going to the grocery store, has been waiting for three years for 
someone from the forest to come and find out if what he was saying 
was the truth. 

We have also worked very closely and represented a number of 
the U.S. Forest Service special agents, the detective-level law en­
forcement, who have come forward and documented management 
interference with timber theft, widespread use of illegal aliens, cer­
tain cases of personal corruption by Forest Service managers, iso­
lated but somewhat severe. These agents suffered a lot of direct re­
taliation and in Regions V and VI found themselves suddenly un­
funded. 

There was so much outside work by GAO and others that con­
firmed what they were saying that Congress this past ye.ar ordered 
that the Forest Service operation be reorganized and placed in a 
stovepipe that goes directly to the Chief. 

What is significant to these agents now is that there has been 
no official review of their allegations, and to anyone's knowledge, 
not a single manager has even had the slightest reprimand for 
cover-ups of timber thefts. 

What puts this in perspective is, we see Forest Service cases. 
What does the Forest Service investigate? Two forest supervisors in 
Montana, Ernie Nunn and Curt Bates, were summarily removed 
this summer during the transition period, and the basis of the re­
moval was improprieties having to do with the purchase and trans­
portation of a mule team to march in the 1991 Rose Parade. They 
were summarily removed with an incredible amount of haste, and 
they made some of the last people that were recruited by the 
former regional forester, John Mumma, to be removed in Region I. 

Ernie Nunn is still fighting this case, and it is one of the cases 
sitting on the new chief of the Forest Service's desk. 

We have heard very encouraging pronouncements from the new 
chief of the Forest Service, but we have heard these sorts of pro­
nouncements before. We are strongly urging that rather than wait­
ing for reform to come from the top, that it has to start with these 
individual cases and has to move district by district, forest by for­
est. 
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From our point of view, the only reform we are asking for is 
somewhat modest, and that is that Forest Service employees don't 
have to risk their careers just to do their jobs. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ruch can be found at the end of 
the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Well, thanks for your testimony. 
Probably a question grows out of that of deep concern, and that 

is the challenge of the professionalism of the Forest Service, the 
forest ranger, the researcher, the monitoring activities. It sounds as 
though a lot of focus is on that. 

I know the Forest Service personnel somewhat well from my 
work the last decade in terms of leading land use policy questions 
in the House, and I think there are a lot of very dedicated people 
in the Forest Service and professionals who are really trying to do 
their job, but when you start looking at these individual inci­
dents-and they certainly don't sound as though they are iso­
lated-we know the problems in the region with John Mumma, and 
my former colleague, Congressman Sikorski, had specific hearings 
on that particular issue. 

As we travel around we can find incidents where the best foot 
isn't put forward in terms of trying to rely on that professionalism 
that I think most of us would agree should be present and should 
be factored in terms of the decisionmaking. It may be a decision to 
cut across a watershed or riparian area on a road on occasions. It 
happens, and you have various activities going on in the forest. 

We hope, and I think most of us believe, that there is a pretty 
strong fabric of professionalism that persists, and the question is, 
how do we draw on that? 

You might come back and say, well, Congress ought to do some­
thing about all of this. But you know, if you get us, a group of polit­
ical animals in the worst sense or the best sense, that isn't going 
to help matters in terms of what the proper policy is. I mean we 
rely on getting the Forest Service, and they seek more flexibility, 
and they also, incidentally, seek more money to run their oper­
ation, as Mr. O'Toole has pointed out today. So he has a different 
idea about that. 

But about the fabric of professionalism here, Mr. Ruch, you have 
stated what you think the impact of this is. Can you just basically, 
all of you·, give a brief statement on professionalism in the Forest 
Service today and what reforms needs to be instituted to maintain 
it. 

Mr. RUCH. In my view, what you have in the Forest Service-this 
is just a personal view-is sort of a paradigm shift. You have peo­
ple with different definitions of what their jobs are, and who are 
literally sort of at war with each other. I don't think it is a matter 
of people being good people or bad people, it is just that they view 
their jobs somewhat differently. 

To me, the key is these individual cases. Just as John Mumma 
was quite a significant and profound message to the people in Re­
gion I that you had better tow the line, so the restoration of some 
of these people is an equally profound message. Some of these for­
merly discredited people put in positions of responsibility would be 
an extremely efficient way to do it. If you are going to spread the 
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new gospel, make sure that there are lots of apostles who have per­
sonally felt the healing power of the word. 

Mr. VENTO. Let me get to the others, and if we can keep our an­
swers brief, then everyone will have a chance to state something 
on professionalism, the status. 

We see these sorts of incidents. You have other examples, Mr. 
Rosenberg. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. I see them quite frequently on the forest that 
I cover also. 

Unfortunately, I think back that the current managers, regional 
foresters, some forest supervisors, even some district rangers who 
have been weaned on cutting, on commodity extraction, have been 
rewarded for doing so over the years. I find it very difficult for 
them to be able to make that shift, although they are mouthing the 
words "ecosystem management." I find especially in Region I and 
some sections of Region VI, they are dragging their heels. 

Mr. VENTO. Let me just remind you, my question is, what is the 
condition of professionalism in the Forest Service today? It has ob­
viously been weakened by such type of misuse of their credentials 
or decisions that are made. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. Well, I will give you an example. I go out in the 
field quite frequently with Forest Service employees~ silvi­
culturalists, timber sale planners, and they are so used to spending 
the last 20 years drawing circles on the map, removing all the trees 
from that area, burning it and planting it, that is all they know 
how to do. They really have lost the ability to see the forest from 
the trees to be able to treat each tree individually. As you walk 
across a forest, even every 100 feet, every 200 feet, the ecosystem 
changes. To do that little, small micromanagement, they have lost 
that ability. 

Mr. VENTO. You are saying the suppression of the use of their 
credentials and expertise has resulted in some deficiencies in terms 
of what would be considered the best land management practices 
or the application of their professional credentials to the problem 
at hand. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. That is a more sophisticated way of saying it, 
yes. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. O'Toole, you have a different solution to this. I 
know that you think that trying to put this on a profit basis or on 
that basis would vastly improve it. It is not perfect, I take it, but 
you think it would improve. Can you give us a comment on the con­
dition of professionalism? 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Well, no system is perfect, but the Forest Service 
is a highly professional agency. I haven't met any employee that I 
wouldn't be proud to call my friend. But the Forest Service is a bu­
reaucracy, and a bureaucracy has a natural selection process, and 
the natural selection process tends to favor things and people and 
ideas that lead to an expansion of the bureaucracy. That is the na­
ture ()f any bureaucracy, and with the current incentives, timber 
expands the bureaucracy because you can keep all the timber re­
ceipts. Anything that limits timber tends to limit the expansion of 
the bureaucracy, so the people who get promoted are people who 
truly and sincerely believe that timber sales are good for wildlife 
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and watershed even though they may be doing more harm to wild­
life and watershed. It is part of the natural selection process. 

To change the level of professionalism, to eliminate the kind of 
problems that we have heard about, we have to change the incen­
tives so that the natural selection process operates differently, and 
the people who are doing good things, whether that means selling 
timber or it means not selling timber-in some cases it wouldn't 
mean either one-the people who are doing good things are the 
ones who are getting promoted and whose ideas are getting pro­
moted. 

Mr. VENTO. One of the things that has to change is, if you are 
a professional and you keep an open mind to new information, if 
you can factor that in, then you would be able to see perhaps the 
total impact of what clearcut or timber harvest would be as op­
posed to simply a myopic view of what is happening. 

Just an editorial comment. I want Mr. Stahl to get in because 
he is more precisely representing a group that is involved. 

What about the condition of professionalism in the Forest Service 
under a cloud or under a mandate of change, as Chief Thomas has 
challenged you all? 

Mr. STAHL. Well, thanks for letting me bat cleanup. 
The Forest Service has the finest staff of professionals in the 

world in terms of resource management. However, it is a staff that 
right now is despondent, without leadership, a sense that they are 
being asked to do things that are illegal and unethical, and one of 
the driving factors are the targets that you, Congress, pass down 
to the Forest Service. When you pass numerical output targets to 
produce X number of board feet, X number of AUM's * of grazing, 
and it can't get done on the ground, you are putting those resource 
professionals in an impossible situation, and they have two alter­
natives. As Jeff talked about, they can blow the whistle and suffer 
the reprisals, or they can bite their tongue and lose their integrity. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think that some of it is very subtle. For in­
stance, in Region VI, we don't have the number now-1 don't know 
that we have ever had AUM numbers, and I think we have also 
done a variety of things. It is a question of which one you picked 
up on in terms of being the policy on the ground. 

Mr. STAHL. The numbers are all in the forest plans. 
Mr. VENTO. I know. That isn't the law. 
Mr. STAHL. Well, it is the law in the resource planning. 
Mr. VENTO. It acts as law, but it isn't Congress-and I don't 

think you want us in that. Where we have done it, we have shown 
no great, I think, insight into a sensitive or appropriate policy path 
with regard to it. So I am just suggesting that. I don't know that 
you want us doing it. Where we have done it, it has been a mis-
take. · 

Mr. Hansen. 
I have overextended my time. 
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize to you and 

to the panel for not being here. I have been running in and out cov­
ering all the bases and the balls in the air that we have around 
this place, and I just quickly wanted to comment on some of the 

• Animal unit months. 
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statements I have been trying to read here as you gentlemen have 
been talking. 

Mr. Stahl, you had an interesting question about the Reagan and 
Bush years, on the timber that was cut. Actually, I hope you real­
ize, there was more under President Carter than there was under 
Reagan and Bush in the same area, but a minor point. But be care­
ful whom you beat up on anyway. 

I am trying to figure out where you are coming from, Mr. Ruch. 
Your testimony deals with Forest Service employees you reported 
whose environmental projects were stymied by the bureaucracy, 
and it was well done, and I compliment you for that. Would your 
organization offer to represent a forest engineer or forester whose 
proposed road or timber sale was stymied by his supervisor's envi­
ronmental agenda? We get just as many horror stories on that side 
as we get on the other side. 

A guy says, "Hey, I have been doing this for years. I have tried 
to do what I think is right. I have got as many degrees as the next 
man. I have worked on this, and all of a sudden I have got some 
supervisor who has got an agenda that I don't think follows it." 
Would you represent him as well? Are you pretty unbiased on that, 
or do you folks just come down on the one side? 

Mr. RucH. To the extent that it is an abuse of authority that con­
stitutes whistle blowing, yes. 

Mr. HANSEN. Like the ACLU, you will take either side if you feel 
it is an abuse of your criteria of right or wrong. Is that right? 

Mr. RUCH. That is correct. We have to be selective in the cases 
we take. We are only able to represent about 1 percent of the cases, 
and we try to take them that have impact. 

Mr. HANSEN. Have you done any on the other side? Can you give 
us an illustration of one that you have done on the other side? 

Mr. RucH. In the Forest Service? 
Mr. HANSEN. Yes. 
Mr. RucH. I can't think of one. The closest would be, we rep­

resent a lot of the law enforcement personnel who felt that they 
were interfered with in drug enforcement operations. 

Mr. HANSEN. Do you get a lot of these horror stories? Apparently 
you gave us three or four right off the bat. Do you get a lot of 
those? 

Mr. RUCH. Yes. 
Mr .. HANS.EN. And so far. you have represented the side of those 

who d1dn't hke the CAT gomg through the stream. 
Mr. RucH. Most of the people that come to us hopefully are in 

a fairly early stage and are seeking advice, and we try to counsel 
them not to blow the whistle if they can at all avoid it unless they 
are on their way to transfer some place else. We end up working 
with a lot more people than we formally represent. 

A lot of times people come to us and they are sort of already in 
the career emergency room. At that point sometimes the only thing 
to do is to litigate. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. O'Toole, I would like to have the opportunity 
to read your book. That is an interesting thing you have brought 
up here. Thank you. 

You have advocated the activities on Forest Service lands should 
pay for themselves, while most of the emphasis has been on timber 
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sales. In 1994 the Forest Service will spend maybe $400 million on 
a recreational program. At the same time the Forest Service is col­
lecting $50 million in recreational use fees. Can you tell us how 
much you generated from the 30-plus million acres designated as 
wilderness? 

The first thing I did 13 years ago was put 485,000 acres just in 
one spot in wilderness. I have often wondered on wilderness. Some 
of my good friends say wilderness will pay its way. I have never 
seen it pay its way. But would you believe the same thing on wil­
derness? 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Yes, I do. The Forest Service collects virtually no 
money from wilderness users, and it is not the Forest Service's 
fault. The Forest Service has repeatedly asked Congress for the au­
thority to charge dispersed recreationists. 

Under the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1964 or 1965-
it was passed in 1964 and signed in 1965-the Forest Service can 
only charge people who are doing commercial activities on the na­
tional forests, such as ski resorts or people who are camping in de­
veloped campgrounds or launching boats at developed boat 
launches. Those are the only things the Forest Service can charge 
for. They can't charge hunters except in a few States where they 
have signed cooperative agreements for the State to charge the 
hunters. They can't charge anglers; they can't charge wilderness 
users, hikers. 

I believe they should be allowed to charge all of those people. If 
they would, you would see a lot of changes. For one thing, you 
would see a lot more money coming into the Treasury; you would 
see most counties who get 25 percent of receipts would get more 
than double the receipts they are getting today. You would see for­
est managers, if they were allowed to keep the same share of recre­
ation receipts as timber receipts, you would see them planning tim­
ber sales with an eye toward how those sales were going to influ­
ence recreation. 

If they have multiple incentives, it doesn't mean they are not 
going to do timber sales; it means the timber sales are going to be 
planned differently. There is a good example of that. International 
Paper in Arkansas and Louisiana started charging recreation fees 
on their lands in 1980, and since then they have reduced the size 
of their clearcuts by 70 percent. They have started leaving no-cut 
buffer strips around all lakes and reservoirs and streams, and they 
have left many acres of habitat for the red cockaded woodpecker­
which is far beyond what they are required to do by law-and it 
is all because the recreation fees are bringing in up to a fourth of 
their profits. 

Mr. HANSEN. You may have noticed that when the previous 
panel was here, the GAO folks, I asked them that question, and 
they drew a line there and said no. Do you think it is a misunder­
standing? Frankly, out in my area-and I represent Utah-if you 
are familiar with the West, I don't think people realize how much 
the public land is used by those who recreate on the ground. 

Mr. O'TooLE. I didn't hear the GAO say no, I heard them say 
that that idea should be considered but they thought it was a deci­
sion Congress could make; they didn't feel they could make the rec-
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ommendation. I suspect there are people on both sides within the 
GAO. 

The real point is that recreationists, most of them, are happy to 
pay. If they know that their money is going for improved forest 
management, they will be oveJjoyed to pay, but they don't have the 
opportunity to pay, and the incentives are very important. 

There is a forest manager of a national recreation area. In some 
national recreation areas they are allowed to charge fees, and I 
asked him if he was going to charge fees, and he said, "No, because 
we are not allowed to keep any of them. If we don't get to keep 
them, why should we charge them? Why should we alienate peo­
ple?" 

You have to allow them to charge fair market value, and you 
have to allow them to keep the net income they earn, and then 
they will want to maximize the resources that maximize the net in­
come. 

Mr. HANSEN. I am sure of that, and as I see it out in our particu­
lar area, the big issue that we talk about here is grazing on the 
ground, and it is infinitesimal compared to what you could get if 
you just took those who hunt deer in the West. 

Mr. O'TooLE. Exactly. 
Mr. HANSEN. Or those who fish. I have backpacked since I was 

10 years old, and I am an old man now, and I still do it, and I 
would be more than happy to pay. No one has ever asked me in 
the Wind Rivers or any wilderness areas-nobody asks you for a 
dime. I am happy to pay it. All of those who go out use it. 

I agree with your statement. I think the vast majority of people 
would be pleased to pay a few bucks to go out on the ground, and 
if we are going to start assessing it, I think it should be assessed 
to everybody who uses the public ground, in my opinion. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. We just finished a major report on grazing, and our 
proposals included an idea that ranchers should be allowed to take 
nonuse for grazing, leave the grazing to elk and deer, the forage 
for elk and deer, and then be able to charge hunters for the rights 
to shoot the elk and deer. 

You know about the Deseret Ranch, of course, Deseret Ranch in 
Utah, and we set that up as an example of how grazing could be 
'managed on both public and private lands. 

Mr. HANSEN. They make a lot more money on the elk and deer 
than they ever make on the cows on that ground, I will tell you 
that. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. That is right. 
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. States won't give up their license fee, I don't think, 

though. They have some other premium that goes in a different di­
rection. 

Mr. DeFazio. Are we all set here? 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes, yes. You know, some of the junior members 

of the panel aren't getting--
Mr. VENTO. Well, I would just confide to Mr. LaRocco that I have 

had the same problem with some others. 
Mr. LARocco. I just forgot he was here. 
I apologize to the gentleman from Oregon. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman from Idaho. 
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Mr. Stahl, when you talked about the higher-level fat-and those 
are very interesting statistics, and again I would hope that you can 
get down to share them with my staff before Thursday in some 
written form that we can utilize to have some discussions with the 
new chief and Mr. Lyons. Also it will coincide with some work I 
have been doing with the regional office there. 

Do you think it is totally inertia? I think part of the problem 
here might be that we didn't manage to get through some buy-out 
legislation. Do you see that as part of the problem? 

Mr. STAHL. Yes, I do. AFSEEE endorses the early-out incentives 
that Congress considered in the last session. The political home­
work was not done impeccably, and so it didn't go through, but we 
do endorse that. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes, I think there is a bureaucratic inertia there 
which we have to overcome and some turf protection in the re­
gional offices that you mentioned, but I think there is also this 
problem with the way the current bumping system works. You are 
going to end up with GS-14's and lose some of your younger, more 
innovative staff because of the lack of the buy-out legislation for 
the people at the top. 

Mr. STAHL. Yes. We aren't trying to ascribe motive, but we are 
explaining what we see and suggesting some solutions. I think the 
motive--

Mr. DEFAZIO. Right. I'll work on the motive; you just give me the 
statistics. So that is fine. 

You mirrored a lot of the statements I have made over time. 
There are a lot of innovative younger people, another generation of 
people, coming up in the Forest Service who aren't being allowed 
to make the changes they see as being necessary, and we have got 
to overcome that inertia within the agency so they can make those 
changes. 

Now, Mr. O'Toole, I am always interested, and I am interested 
that my colleague from Utah believes that people would be just 
thrilled to pay this recreation fee. My constituents, I guess, are dif­
ferent. I am not sure that people would be thrilled to pay a recre­
ation fee to go on to public lands since more than half of our State 
is public lands. I even wonder, you know, would we pay a toll to 
go to the coast if we drove through the Siuslaw Forest because we 
are enjoying the resources as we went through, or maybe we just 
wouldn't be allowed to stop. I am a little more skeptical about that. 

I am interested in sort of the overall thrust, which is, each forest, 
if we broke them down into units, should charge for resources in 
such a way that they would be encouraged to keep the net. Don't 
you think you are creating a dynamic here which argues against 
all the other reform proposals we are hearing? Because the 
quickest, easiest, and most traditional way for the Forest Service 
to get revenue is to sell timber. Timber is much more valuable than 
it has been historically now, so there would be even more tempta­
tion, it seems to me, to generate some revenue by selling timber. 
I have always been concerned about the implications of this. Every 
forest should be run on a net basis. That is one question. 

Doesn't it argue against some of the reforms and the other con­
cerns we are hearing about how people are driven toward timber 
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historically? Wouldn't it drive them even more toward those high 
values in the future? 

Second, the whole issue of past problems that have been created. 
I mean, we have seen from the Pacific Rivers Council an estimate 
that a stream restoration program, riparian restoration program, 
and prevention program, perhaps even more importantly by 
\Woritization, would cost somewhere around $800 million in Region 

If we begin to say, well, this region can only get what it can cre­
ate, and yet we have an $800 million backlog from past problems 
that have been created, how are we going to work our way through 
that? I mean it seems to me you are going to be charging people 
$50 a day, or maybe it will be like going into the Serengeti, $100 
a day. You want to go in the wilderness? OK,. it is $100 a day: Well, 
then you have created a law that people will attempt to disobey, 
and they are out there sneaking around in the wilderness. Then we 
are going to hire rangers to go out and try and arrest them, and 
then people carry guns, and the whole thing escalates, and it gets 
pretty crazy. 

So I have some real concerns about this. Every forest is going to 
have to generate revenues and only can live on its net. 

Mr. O'TooLE. Well, I am glad to have a chance to talk about this. 
The fact is, you can't design a bureaucracy that doesn't have incen­
tives, and when it comes to marketable activities like timber or 
recreation, there are really only two incentives you can have. You 
can design an incentive to make money, or you can design an in­
centive to lose money. If you have an incentive to lose money, then 
you start emphasizing environmentally destructive activities be­
cause those are the ones that lose the most money. 

So I have no hesitation in recommending that we should require 
forests to make a profit from timber. Sure, some forests will want 
to sell timber, but most forests will want to sell less timber than 
they sell today. They may want to adjust their cost structure so 
that they can sell as much as they are selling today by reducing 
their costs because they have an incentive to spend a lot of money, 
but if they have a counter-incentive to make money from recre­
ation, that is going to influence them as well. 

Last year, the Forest Service made about $1.1 billion on timber. 
The Forest Service economists estimated that if they could charge 
for recreation, they could make over $5 billion on recreation each 
year. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I hear these tremendous numbers. Tell me, what 
does that mean on the ground? What does that mean for an aver­
age? How are we getting the $5 billion? What are we charging indi­
viduals for daily use of the forest or wilderness area? 

Mr. O'TooLE. On the ground, that averages about $20 a day. As 
I was going to say, I think Forest Service economists exaggerate 
everything, and I think $5 billion is too high, $20 a day is too high. 
Three or four dollars a day sounds reasonable to me, not that we 
would be charging a daily use entrance fee. Most people would 
probably buy an annual permit, like a $25 permit to visit the 
Siuslaw Forest, maybe a $50 permit that would allow them to visit 
Cascade Wilderness areas or wilderness areas in Oregon or some­
thing like that. But an annual permit, a visible tag like a snow 
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park permit, if you are familiar with those, or a ski lift tag that 
you would wear if you were backpacking, that way it would be eas­
ily enforced. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Have you ever talked to rangers on the ground 
who are just trying to get people to display their voluntary wilder­
ness permits? I mean, have you ever talked to them about some of 
their experiences? 

I remember when I first started backpacking, we used to have 
a lot of back country rangers; because of the cuts, we have very 
few. First off, we would have to replace all those back country 
rangers we don't have any more. I think that would be kind of 
good. But beyond that, I mean I have to deal with the practical. 
What I find when I go out and talk to rangers, particularly when 
I am out there just by myself backpacking and they don't know 
who I am and they come up and ask to see my permit and we just 
sort of sit around and BS a little bit, I get some great stories about 
them being threatened by people with guns and other things just 
because they ask to see the voluntary permit, let alone the 20-
buck-a-day permit. 

Mr. O'TOOLE . .If you give people incentives, they will go to enor­
mous lengths to change their behavior in response to new incen­
tives. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. And if you give the public disincentives, they will 
go to enormous lengths in great part to change their behavior to 
avoid the disincentives. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Some people might, but recreation fees are largely 
accepted in the East where most lands are private. Recreation fees 
are largely accepted in the West where they do charge fees. When 
they started charging snow park permits, nobody batted an eye. 
When they doubled entrance fees into the national parks, nobody 
batted an eye. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Because the money in the case of the snow park 
permits is dedicated to making those areas in Oregon accessible. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Exactly. That is the key. We have to also let people 
know that when they pay their fee, that money goes to improve for­
est management. When they know that, then they don't have any 
problem paying the fees. 

I can't speak for everyone in this room, but I bet if you polled 
people in this room, environmentalists--

Mr. DEFAZIO. I am not interested in polling people in this room, 
I am interested in polling people who live in the western United 
States and a majority of them. In any case, I understand. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. I also want to mention a couple more things. On 
restoration, I think the $800 million figure we have heard for res­
toration is far too high. The Sand County Foundation, which is a 
foundation which manages Aldo Leopold's land in Wisconsin, is 
now managing almost 50,000 acres of land around the country that 
is owned by private landowners, managing them for ecosystem res­
toration, and they say they are doing it for 10 percent of the costs 
per acre that is quoted by many Federal managers. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Now this isn't a Federal group, this is an advocacy 
group in the Northwest that has quoted that number. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Oh, I know that. I know that. 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. And so you are · saying their number is inflated 
phenomenally. 

Mr. O'TooLE. I am saying their number is too high. Frankly, I 
think we could do it for a lot less money if we had better incentives 
for good forest management. 

I also want to mention a little bit about accountability in the re­
gional offices. You were asking Andy Stahl about that. I have one 
story in my book. A forest planner who is now retired headed the 
regional office planning division. He told me he had 19 people on 
his staff, but he figured out most of them were just pushing paper 
and he could do everything they needed to do with just 9 people. 
If he shrunk his staff, his GS level was too high to oversee just 9 
people and he would have to take a lower GS level, and so he didn't 
do anything about the other 10 people. This kind of inertia is all 
created by incentives within the organization, and we all know 
that. 

C. Northcote Parkinson's book, "Parkinson's law," demonstrated 
that any bureaucracy is going to have more and more fat at the top 
and less and less at the bottom. His book sounds humorous, but it 
is factual, and we are just seeing that in the Forest Service. 

You see that in private companies too. The advantage private 
companies have is, every once .in a while there is a recession and 
they have an incentive to get rid of the fat at the top. The Forest 
Service hasn't suffered through a recession yet. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Maybe the time has come. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. They have got some challenges. 
Congressman LaRocco. 
Mr. LARocco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have a couple of questions of Mr. Rosenberg. 
Barry, what is the source of this data? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. It came from the Forest Service. 
Mr. LARocco. At what level and how? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. I believe we got this from the supervisor's office, 

Idaho Panhandle National Forest. It is a preliminary estimate of 
current watershed conditions on the Panhandle. 

Mr. LARocco. And this is in a public document where they say 
condition red, and there is a description for condition red and what 
that means in the Panhandle plan? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. It is not in the forest plan. These were done 
very recently, and they have descriptions for each of the conditions, 
yes. 

Mr. LARocco. And what does the Forest Service say about condi-
tion red? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. They call it management constrained. 
Mr. LARocco. Management constrained. 
Mr. ROSENBERG. That is what they say. 
Mr. LARocco. OK. And I can find this by walking into the office 

in Coeur d'Alene? They will give me this, and this is in a document 
that they signed off on? 

How did they use this information? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. Region I decided that they needed a watershed 

evaluation of the whole region, and they did that, and I got a copy 
of the preliminary version of the Panhandle. 
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Mr. LARocco. This is preliminary? 
Mr. RoSENBERG. That is what it says on there. 
Mr. LARocco. But it doesn't say "Forest Service" on here any-

where. 
Mr. ROSENBERG. No, it doesn't, but it is a Forest Service map. 
Mr. LARocco. When is the final coming out? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. The final was supposed to come out in Novem­

ber of last year, and it has been delayed. They decided they didn't 
like the color scheme, and they are going to do various shades of 
green. 

Mr. LARocco. OK. So this is presented to the committee here as 
testimony, but it is preliminary. So what should I do with this 
now? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. I would suggest that you go and check with the 
supervisor's office in the Idaho Panhandle National Forest and see 
if they still feel this is an accurate representation. 

I did not include this as an attachment to my testimony, I used 
it for illustrative purposes. I gave you and each of the members at­
tending here a copy because I figured you couldn't see it very well 
from this table. 

Mr. LARocco. So this wasn't part of your testimony? 
Mr. RoSENBERG. It was mentioned in my testimony, yes. 
Mr. LARocco. Then it is part of your testimony. 
Mr. ROSENBERG. OK, then it is. 
Mr. LARocco. OK, but it is preliminary; it has not been formally 

released to the public. It has not. 
Mr. RoSENBERG. This was formally released to me. I asked for 

it, and it was given to me. 
Mr. LARocco. But this is not their formal position on the condi­

tion of the watersheds? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. I have an article with me that will help explain 

the situation, Congressman, the Spokesman Review, where the re­
gional office is discussing this map, and I think that will give you 
a greater explanation of what is going on. 

Mr. LARocco. But I just want to make a point to my colleagues 
that it is preliminary, but it doesn't say on this map, which is part 
of your testimony, who produced this and the purpose of it. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. Right, but I think if you go back to the super­
visor's office, they will say they produced it. 

Mr. LARocco. OK. I think there has been a lot of talk about the 
past. I am hopeful that we can move on to the future, Mr. Chair­
man. 

I was at the hearing on Mumma, for example, which was more 
than a year ago, but yet we keep hearing about John Mumma and 
the Forest Service. I am trying to figure out the Forest Service of 
the future and so forth. Because you used it in your testimony, I 
want to ask you something specifically, and you used this editorial. 
It says, over the years powerful senators and congressmen-my col­
league says I am a junior congressman, so it couldn't mean me, and 
this says powerful-but it does say congressmen browbeat local for­
est managers into swallowing conscience and regurgitating logs, 
and you used this as part of your testimony. 

Are you referring to me? 
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Mr. RosENBERG. No. This is part of an editorial, an excerpt from 
an editorial in the Spokesman Review. I don't know who they were 
referring to, but I have some ideas. 

Mr. LARocco. OK. Do you mean me? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. Do I mean you? 
Mr. LARocco. Yes. 
Mr. ROSENBERG. No. I read this excerpt from an editorial in the 

Spokesman Review. I did not attach any meaning to it. I am sure 
the writers attach meaning to it, but not me. 

Mr. LARocco. OK. And then you say this hearing today is an ac­
knowledgment of these problems. So you are saying that these 
problems continue to exist. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. Yes, they do. 
Mr. LARocco. But I am not part of the problem? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. You are putting me in an untenable situation, 

aren't you, Congressman? 
Mr. LARocco. You know, we are getting to a point here. I want 

to move beyond this. I want to move beyond Mumma, I want to 
move into the Forest Service of the future. I want to talk about eco­
system management, I want to talk about tomorrow, and I want to 
talk about all of these things. I mean you have said that the ap­
peals filed by Forest Watch during the last four years have been 
responsible for a 75 percent overall reduction of timber sale offer­
ings. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. From the forest plans. 
Mr. LARocco. Right. 
I want to move on. In our background statement here, we talk 

about providing fiber for America and commodities and so forth, 
and I just want to keep moving. But you say this hearing is an ac­
knowledgment of these problems. Maybe it is; maybe it isn't. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. I am still getting decision documents that advo­
cate illegal and destructive timber sale practices today. We recently 
stopped three sales on the Fernand Ranger District via appeal. The 
Forest Service admitted that they were violating the law, and if we 
did not interfere, Congressman, those sales would have gone down; 
they would have been carried through, implemented; and they 
would have brought, in our opinion, enormous destruction to the 
resources. This is not an ancient history, Congressman; this is hap­
pening today. 

Mr. LARocco. I would like you to submit the newspaper story 
from the Spokesman Review, the Coeur d'Alene Press, to this com­
mittee, that says that also the Forest Service was moving ahead 
with their ecosystem management and that they were likely to redo 
those sales. That is not the only reason your appeals on those three 
sales in the Fernand District--

Mr. ROSENBERG. Excuse me. The decisionmaker at the time men­
tioned that he was doing ecosystem management when he released 
those decisions. We had to appeal the sales twice. They came up 
once; we appealed them; they were withdrawn. They put them out 
again; we appealed them the second time because they were basi­
cally flawed. 

If you will also notice in the Forest Service press release, they 
don't even mention the fact that they withdrew these sales because 
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they were appealed. They say they are redesigning the sales. They 
made no mention that they were under appeal. 

Mr. LARocco. Who is your position on the Northern Rockies Eco­
system Protection Act? 

Mr. RoSENBERG. Personally, I endorse it. 
Mr. LARocco. You see, Mr. Chairman, the problem is, when we 

talk about ecosystem management, Mr. Rosenberg really doesn't 
mean ecosystem management because the Northern Rockies Eco­
system Protection Act, I would like to tell my colleagues, locks UP._ 
every acre of roadless lands in Idaho, 9.3 million acres, and doesn t 
give the Forest Service an opportunity, or all of the individuals who 
now work and are professionals in the Forest Service, an oppor­
tunity to manage the lands. The Ecosystem Protection Act, which 
Mr. Rosenberg endorses and supports, puts every acre into wilder­
ness; it doesn't allow the managers to manage the land. So how can 
we manage? 

This is a charade, when you are talking ecosystem management, 
when you endorse a bill which locks up every acre of land. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. It doesn't lock up every acre of land. 
Mr. LARocco. Every acre of roadless land, every acre of roadless 

land, plus it is 16 million acres. So all of this talk-so all of the 
appeals and everything-what would be the sustainable level of 
harvest on the Idaho Panhandle National Forest, in your opinion? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. I don't know. I am not qualified to do that. 
Mr. LARocco. But you came here as an expert and said that you 

worked on nine national forests. What would be the sustainable 
level of harvest on the Clearwater National Forest, sustainable? 

Mr. RoSENBERG. You see, I am not that kind of expert, Congress­
man. I don't have the timber sale--

Mr. LARocco. What would be the sustainable level of harvest on 
the Nez Perce National Forest, one which you operate on and have 
filed appeals on? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. That is a silly question, Congressman, I am not 
a Forest Service expert. 

Mr. LARocco. I don't believe it is a silly question. 
Mr. ROSENBERG. Ask that of the Forest Service employees who 

manage those forests, and I am sure they would be stumped for an 
answer also. 

Mr. LARocco. I would like to know because I might be able to 
get an answer out of the-let me switch to the watershed issues 
on the Panhandle National Forest. 

In my wilderness bill, I have a section there on water quality on 
the Panhandle National Forest. I would like your opinion on 
whether this is accurate or not. 

The Secretary shall review the water quality standards in effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act on the Panhandle National Forest to determine if such stand­
ards are sufficient to protect fisheries, watersheds, and water quality on that na­
tional forest. If the Secretary finds that such standards are not sufficient, the Sec­
retary shall develop water quality standards which are sufficient to protect fisheries, 
watersheds, and water quality on the national forest and include such standards in 
the report required by subsection B or if not sufficient or but are not met, the Sec­
retary shall address why such standards are not being met in the report required 
by subsection B, 

And that they have to report within 18 months. 
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Is that adequate to protect the watershed on the Idaho Pan-
handle National Forest? . .. . 

Mr. RosENBERG. First of all, Congressman, we know that water 
quality standards on the Idaho Panhandle national forests are not 
sufficient. Let's take a look. Second, the studies--

Mr. LARocco. Please, let me finish--
Mr. ROSENBERG. Yes. 
Mr. LARocco. Are sufficient but are not being met-"the Sec­

retary shall address why such standards are not being met in the 
report required by subsection B." I am looking for help here, be­
cause I have some concerns about your watershed. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. The Idaho Panhandle acknowledged that the 
water quality standards were not adequate. As a result of that, 
they promulgated new water q1.1ality stan4ards which came out I 
believe in July of last year. Unfortunately, those water quality 
standards differed significantly from the recommendations made by 
the hydrologists who drew them up when they passed through the 
supervisor's office. They have got it watere4 down enough that they 
probably themselves don't provide enough protection. 

But how are you going to know if those standards provide 
enough protection or not, Congressman, unless you implement 
them and monitor them for many years? 

Mr. LARocco. It says if they fin.d that such standards are not 
sufficient, the Secretary shall develop water quality standards 
which are sufficient to protect fisheries, watersheds, and water 
quality on the national forests and include such standards in the 
report. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. They produced new standards. They are being 
implemented. How are we going to know if they are adequate un­
less we monitor them? 

Mr. LARocco. Well, let's move on to other things. How many 
board feet will be cut on the Priest Lake Ranger District in 1994? 
How many board feet, in your estimation? 

Mr. ROSENBERG. How many board feet should they cut? 
Mr. LARocco. No. How many will be? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. I don't know how much they are going to cut in 

1994. I will tell you something. You made a statement before that 
we have already suffered a significant decline in the amount of tim­
ber output in Idaho. I think if we look at the last 10 years, that 
we have cut near-record levels of timber from Idaho forests, both 
private and off the Forest Service. . . 

It is just going to happen in the next few years that we are going 
to experience a significant downfall. I don't know exactly. I heard 
the rumor that they only offered 3 million board feet of timber in 
1993. So I don't know when that is going to be cut, because that 
might not be cut for 4 or 5 years. · 

Mr. LARocco. And what was it five years ago? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. I am not sure, but it was over 30 million board 

feet, 30 to 35. 
Mr. LARocco. Well, I want to point out to my colleagues here on 

the committee that I have a wilderness bill that is trying to resolve 
this, that there are people out there who want every acre, and Mr. 
Rosenberg certainly wants every acre, of roadless lands into wilder­
ness, and that flies in the face of ecosystem management. It doesn't 
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give the agencies an opportunity to practice ecosystem manage­
ment, and I did make the statement about the cut and the pressure 
on the private lands. That doesn't give us an opportunity to prac­
tice ecosystem management either, because that is putting a lot of 
pressure on those drainages as well with the checkerboard manage­
ment or landownership that we have. I wanted to ask Mr. Stahl 
so~e questions on forest health, but I think my time has probably 
exp1red. 

Mr. Stahl, I would like to talk to you at some other time about 
my forest health bill and the sales and multi-year contracts which 
I think you have looked at in your statement about "Towards Ex­
cellence," especially multi-year budgets and so forth. I think that 
we are on the same wavelength on some of those things. Maybe 
there is time for you to comment on that. 

Mr. STAHL. I am probably not sufficiently familiar with your leg­
islation. 

Mr. LARocco. Well, maybe that is why we ought to talk about 
it in the future. I am trying to promote this and move this ahead. 
It is one thing that I think we ought to get to. 

Mr. STAHL. But I do know a lot about the forest health issue and 
would be happy to talk about that with you at some time. 

Mr. LARocco. Are you familiar with my bill? 
Mr. STAHL. No. I know a lot about the science behind the forest 

health issue, and I would be happy to talk about that issue with 
you at any time. 

Mr. LARocco. Yes. My bill is H.R. 229. I would appreciate your 
taking a look at it if you are interested in forest health. It is an 
interesting piece of legislation. We tried to apply some of the con­
cepts in that to the Meadow Creek drainage in the Nez Perce Na­
tional Forest with regard to watershed protection on the west side 
of Meadow Creek and historical range of variability on soil sedi­
mentation and so forth. I think it is an interesting approach on the 
watershed, and I think it is a reasonable approach to ecosystem 
management. 

I think we need to look ahead, Mr. Chairman, on where we are 
going with all of this and give the professionals on the ground an 
opportunity. We are looking a lot on the past, and these anecdotal 
statements about people jumping from stump to stump and moving 
ahead are cute, and they are great bumper stickers and all that, 
but we have got people on the ground and a real supply problem; 
and I think Mr. Rosenberg is right on a lot of these. 

I was going to ask you, you said that one district has been liq-
uidated, Mr. Rosenberg. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. That was an exaggeration. 
Mr. LARocco. That was an exaggeration? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. Yes, it was. I am sorry to have used the term. 

Let's say one district in the Idaho Panhandle has been severely 
overlogged and the watersheds are absolutely devastated, and that 
person who was partially responsible for that, he was a district 
ranger for several years; he was promoted to head of timber sale 
management. 

Mr. LARocco. OK, and what district was that? 
Mr. ROSENBERG. Wallace. 
Mr. LARocco. Wallace. 
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Mr. RosENBERG. Do you have any questions about the Wallace 
District being overlogged? 

Mr. LARocco. No. I was just going to make the point that that 
has been pretty hard hit. 

Mr. ROSENBERG. Yes, it has. 
Mr. LARocco. Right. It has been very hard hit. 
Mr. VENTO. We ought to leave it on this agreement. 
Mr. LARocco. Yes, on that agreement. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. One of the frustrations that we have is the issue that 

was raised by Mr. Ruch and others in terms of the professionalism. 
One of the manifestations, I think, of the legislation to declare even 
more areas wilderness, as you know, is because, frankly, there is 
the lack of confidence in the Forest Service being able to manage 
it for other uses. So that is one of the frustrations. 

As you' know, I have resisted that because I think the better path 
is to put in place professionals and a management system that is 
responsive to the challenge and to the myriad of questions. U nfor­
tunately this management is more complex than what it was as we 
learn more. . 

Of course, that challenged the professionals and the policies to 
get out of their mind set in terms of what they do into the twenty­
first century in terms of using that knowledge. Little good it does 
to develop it and develop riparian and other types of maps if they 
are summarily dismissed when it comes to the application and ac­
tivities, and therefore the only thing is to do nothing or to use it 
as wilderness, not necessarily doing nothing, but that is the di­
lemma we have here in terms of what the policy path is. 

So it really is a challenge to the Forest Service to do that or to 
adopt systems other than what we have in terms of how to put a 
dollar issue in, I guess, based on some areas that would work a lot 
better than what we do today. I mean, at least we would know 
what our goals are. 

I want to thank this panel. We have obviously overextended the 
questioning period here, but I think it was very useful and nec­
essary. I hope the accord we saw with Mr. Rosenberg and Con­
gressman LaRocco might be something to build upon there in the 
Wallace District. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF DOUG CRANDALL, ASSISTANT VICE 
PRESIDENT, PUBLIC FORESTRY, AMERICAN FORESTS AND 
PAPER ASSOCIATION (AFPA), WASHINGTON, DC; DR. WIL­
LIAM McKILLOP, PROFESSOR OF FOREST ECONOMICS, UNI­
VERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY; ANN HEISSENBUTTEL, 
NORTHWEST FOREST ASSOCIATION, PORTLAND, OREGON; 
DON LEAL, POLITICAL ECONOMY RESEARCH CENTER 
(PERC), BOZEMAN, MONTANA; AND CLARK COLLINS, BLUE 
RIBBON COALITION, INC., POCATELLO, IDAHO 

Mr. VENTO. We have another panel basically representing dif­
ferent points of view; I am sure each of these do. We have Doug 
Crandall .of the American Forests and Paper Association who is sta­
tioned in Washington here; Dr. William McKillop, forest economist, 
University of Cafifornia at Berkeley; Ms. Ann Heissenbuttel, the 
Northwest Forest Association; Mr. Don Leal, Political Economy Re-
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search Center, from Bozeman, Montana; and, finally, Mr. Clark 
Collins of the Blue Ribbon Coalition, Incorporated, of Pocatello, 
Idaho. 

Didn't we do a land trade bill in Pocatello for construction . of a 
security facility? 

Mr. LARocco. Right. It was part of the watershed in that area. 
Mr. VENTO. It was part of the crime bill. 
Mr. LARocco. Right. They didn't use that land for expansion of 

that corrections facility, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. They didn't use it yet? 
Mr. LARocco. Not all of it. 
Mr. VENTO. We obviously do have a long hearing today, as some 

of you may have suspected, but I spared you from the opening 
statements-not from the chairman's editorializing, but from open­
ings-and we hope to proceed straight through today, through the 
other panels of witnesses. There are a couple more. So we're going 
to continue. 

Your statements have all been made part of the record. So let me 
ask you to summarize your remarks in about five minutes, your 
oral presentations, and then we will proceed to some questions. 

Mr. Crandall, please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF DOUG CRANDALL 
Mr. CRANDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am Doug Crandall, assistant vice president, public forestry, of 

the American Forests and Paper Association, and I would like to 
know if we could send out for pizza. 

The trendy words "dysfunctional" and "gridlock" do a fair job of 
describing the Forest Service of the 1990's. As a result of our na­
tional forests being managed less by professional foresters than by 
the courts, we are seeing the ability of the Forest Service to achieve 
its mission of caring for the land and serving people severely re­
stricted. This legal gridlock is pervasive across the Forest Service, 
but is most notable in two areas. 

First, forest health problems are spreading in every region. In­
sect and disease epidemics and catastrophic fires are occurring at 
an escalating rate. My house sits on the Yellowstone River just 
north of Yellowstone Park. The last 10 years I have seen hundreds 
of thousands, millions of acres, hit by the pine beetle, and as a re­
sult, hundreds of thousands and millions of acres burned, not just 
in 1988 but continually since then. 

Our knowledge of these problems, while incomplete, is sufficient 
to the degree that we can address and ameliorate them with active 
hands-on management. Forest health must be a priority in any dis­
cussion of the future of the Forest Service. 

Second, the Forest Service timber sale program is in a free fall. 
Attached to this testimony is a graphic review of the Forest Service 
timber sale program. If you would look at that, figure one shows 
the drop in the program by about a third in the last 8 years; fig­
ures two and three do the same thing; figure four shows the result­
ing train wreck in volume under contract at a desperately low 
level. Figure four shows why about 150 mills have shut down in 
the West in the last 2 years and why hundreds more will be shut 
down in the next couple of years. 
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When you look at these graphs, and I hear people talk about the 
Forest Service being managed for the sake of the timber industry, 
I realize that that rhetoric is a little bit old. 

While reasonable people could have disagreed over land alloca­
tions and sale levels during the 1990's, the resulting correction 
went way beyond any reasonable person's expectations; and in an 
attempt to modify sale levels, the entire timber sale mechanism 
has been derailed legally and politically. 

If you extrapolate out the trends on these graphs, you can see 
the disaster complete in about 2 years. If we move quickly enough, 
that doesn't have to happen, and I think for all the right reasons, 
and I list them all in my testimony, but some basic facts-

In the United States today we have more forested acres now 
than we had 50 years ago. We are growing 37 percent more than 
is being harvested. About one-third of the United States is Federal 
Government. Of that, the Forest Service manages 46 percent of the 
nation's inventory of softwood saw timber, yet these lands have tra­
ditionally only supplied 24 percent of the softwood harvest. This 
last year it was only 15 percent. 

The Forest Service's encounter with gridlock is keeping national 
forest lands from supplying their reasonable share of forest re­
sources to the American public. The resulting timber supply short­
age is reducing U.S. manufacturing capability, wreaking economic 
and human havoc in thousands of rural communities, driving up 
the U.S. trade deficit, forcing consumers to buy wood substitutes 
that are environmentally less preferable, and making it much more 
expensive for Americans to buy a home. 

So the timing of this hearing is important, and for the sake of 
this discussion AFPA has some recommendations. 

First, AFPA strongly supports the administration's current 
reinvention efforts within the Forest Service as a means to reunite 
and redirect the agency. There has been an unmistakable identity 
crisis within the Forest Service from the lack of strong leadership 
and solidarity of purpose which has allowed a series of competing 
and divisive subcultures to be formed. 

Any serious reinvention, therefore, dictates a reevaluation of 
what it is the Forest Service does and how it does it, and this 
needs to begin relatively quickly as the agency is already being 
haphazardly restructured due to budget cuts without any guidance 
from a comprehensive plan or list of goals. 

A primary aspect of reinvention, of course, will have to be the im­
plementation of ecosystem management, and Ann Heissenbuttel is 
going to talk about that. 

Another basic aspect of reinvention will be the actual restructur­
ing of the Forest Service into a more streamlined organization. For 
many reasons, as listed in my testimony, the current structure is 
outmoded. Therefore we believe that the Forest Service should 
streamline its operations by reducing its major layers of adminis­
tration from four to at most three or perhaps two. As part of that 
reduction, obviously numerous office locations should be closed, 
consolidated, or moved. 

AFPA recommends that a blue ribbon commission be established 
to make the streamlining recommendations and that these rec­
ommendations be accepted or rejected as a whole. This mechanism 

88-183 95-3 
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would help to assure that choices are made on a basis of a coherent 
plan to achieve overall efficiency rather than being merely a sum 
total of individual political decisions. 

Reinvention must have a communication strategy. Perhaps the 
weakest aspect of Forest Service performance in the last 10 years 
has been in communications. Rather than utilizing proactive com­
munications to respond to challenges of contentious issues and in­
creased public scrutiny, the agency has crawled into its shell. This 
has allowed other individuals and organizations to define the For­
est Service, usually in negative terms, to the public, Congress, and 
to a certain extent its own employees. The result is the growing 
perception of forest management as an either/or activity: it is ei­
ther jobs or the environment; it is either complete preservation or 
ecologic catastrophe. 

Though the science of forestry in practice debunks this myth, the 
positive results of forestry are poorly or seldom told. For the Forest 
Service to regain control of its future, it must completely rethink 
its internal and external efforts in communications in line with its 
reinventive mission and goals. Above all, the agency shouldn't abdi­
cate its responsibilities to educate the public and to defend policies 
and practices which are justified by scientific practice and profes­
sional experience. 

Another aspect of reinvention should be a comprehensive review 
of environmental laws and regulations, and we recommend that a 
Federal commission be formed to do this. Although Federal com­
missions such as the Outdoor Recreation and Resources and Re­
view Commission, such as that, have met with varying degrees of 
success, this is clearly the level at which environmental laws and 
regulations must take place. 

Since conflicting laws and regulations are a direct result of con­
gressional intervention, it will take this kind of congressional com­
mitment if there is to be any chance of resolution. 

In conclusion, of all the problems the Forest Service has, one of 
them is not a lack of highly qualified foresters who take their 
charge of stewardship of the land seriously. The problem is that 
these people aren't allowed to do their jobs. 

One of the key principles in AI Gore's National Performance Re­
view is empowering employees to get results and states that effec­
tive entrepreneurial governments transform their cultures by de­
centralizing authority. They empower those who work on the front 
lines to make more of their own decisions and solve more of their 
own problems. 

In 1985, the Forest Service published a task force study on agen­
cy communications and awareness, and here are a couple of the 
points in the report. They sound kind of familiar. 

There is widespread concern about the declining ability of the district ranger to 
make decisions and effectively complete on-the-ground work. As perceived, this is 
brought about by an erosion of decision authority, complex and overly burdensome 
environmental assessment requirements, excessive paperwork leading to limited 
field work for the district ranger and key staff, and loss of effective contact with 
grassroots constituency. 

These concerns, though prevalent throughout the industry or the 
agency for many years, have gone largely unnoticed or u.nresolved. 
The future success of the Forest Service in developing and conserv-
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ing forest health and in maintaining a dependable and sustainable 
level of timber outputs will depend primarily on two things: One, 
the agency's ability to empower people on the front lines; and, two, 
the willingness of the administration, Congress, and the leadership 
of the Forest Service to work together to provide consistent na­
tional direction and support to those implementing agency goals on 
the ground. This is not just an opportunity but an obligation to re­
invigorate an agency that has an immense responsibility to society. 

AFPA stands ready to assist in any way the committee would 
like. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Crandall can be found at the end 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Crandall. 
We will move now to Dr. William McKillop. 
Dr. McKillop. 

STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM McKILLOP 
Dr. McKILLOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 

committee. 
My name is William McKillop, a professor of forest economics at 

the University of California at Berkeley. 
I would first of all like to point out to you that I have been ob­

serving the U.S. Forest Serv1ce for the last 30 years, and fo-, cer­
tainly the last two decades it has been in the course of reforming 
itself. What I want to point out is, if it continues to deemphasize 
timber production in this reform movement that is following, there 
are going to be severely adverse economic effects. Furthermore, 
there are going to be recreational effects, adverse recreational ef­
fects, and adverse environmental effects also. 

My written testimony gives details about the economic effects in 
the area of the northern spotted owl, and, in particular, if you want 
to look at table one, that summarizes a lot of it. 

First of all, let's not forget that timber isn't cut just for the heck 
of cutting timber. Timber is cut because people need wood for hous­
ing, especially here in the United States, so let's not forget about 
the U.S. consumers in this case. 

If the Forest Service goes in this management redirection that is 
being advocated, it is going to cost U.S. consumers about $3 billion 
per year because of higher wood product prices and it is going to 
prevent thousands of low-income families from buying their own 
homes. So we have these immense social issues that must be faced 
by Congress in this look at the Forest Service. 

There is going to be a loss in regional income. Again, this is still 
in the area of the northern spotted owl, northern Washington, in 
Oregon, and Washington, and northern California, a loss in re­
gional income of about $1.7 billion a year. It is going to be a loss 
to Federal, State, an~ local governments of $1.4 billion a year, not 
counting costs of these retraining programs that we heard about 
and other supplemental programs to help the laid-off workers. But 
it does include $300 million per year where the net receipts to the 
Treasury-that that is going to be a loss if the redirection follows 
the FEMAT Option Nine. 

And let me point out, Mr. Chairman, it is a delusion to think 
that noncommodity activity on the national forests can substitute 
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for the employment, the tax revenue generation, and the income­
producing ability of timber harvesting. 

I was interested to hear the GAO folks talk about the Redwood 
National Park. I did a study for the California administration of 
Governor Brown on what the econumic impacts would be, especially 
in terms of jobs, in expansion of the Redwood National Park in 
1967 through 1978, and clearly that generated no increase in tour­
ism to the region. 

In fact, I was up in Humboldt County just about two weeks ago 
and interested to hear that a big local saw mill attracts more visi­
tors per year than the Redwood National Park does. Sorry, but that 
is a fact. 

Mr. VENTO. You weren't the source of the 1.6 billion visitor num­
ber. 

Mr. McKILLOP. Right. I somewhat disparaged that number. 
The other thing: I was in the room when, you remember, the 

late, much respected Congressman Phil Burton, whose bill it was, 
met with Edgar Wayburn, president of the Sierra Club. He got the 
Sierra Club to acquiesce to the idea that the timber cut on the Six 
Rivers National Forest would increase to compensate for the loss 
of this redwood timber. We all know what happened. The cut in the 
Gasquet District, which was the key district, it went practically to 
zero. So someone earlier talked about broken promises. There is a 
perfect example of one. 

Randal O'Toole talked about the idea of charging recreational 
fees, and incidentally the FEMAT report talks about value per 
recreation day for primitive recreation being 35 bucks a day. That 
is what is paid every day for every person who is going there. 
Those numbers, of course, are ridiculous. 

Part of the problem with Randal's ideas is that we already have 
the prime areas of public lands set aside in national parks and wil­
derness and reserves. Folks are not going to pay money to visit 
those areas that are more appropriately used for harvesting timber. 

In California, even before the call for reform started to take place 
and before the owl, 50 percent in a typical national forest, at least 
50 percent of the land was off limit to timber harvesting, so there 
was a vast repository of recreational opportunities that need not 
interfere with timber harvesting. 

Then this business of roads which you, Mr. Chairman, brought 
up. The vast bulk of folks who use the national forests require 
roads for recreation. I have been a backpacker and mountain climb­
er all my life, but even I have used Forest Service roads to get ac­
cess to the back country, to the trail head. 

Then this business of recreational activity substituting for the 
timber industry-there is no way that it will bring adequate in­
come to a region. First of all, the wage rates are only about half 
in folks that cater to the recreational activity. Furthermore, you 
need to bring tourists from outside a region into a region to sub­
stitute for the wealth generated by producing timber, and that is 
not going to happen because we already have the best areas in the 
parks and wilderness areas. 

The same goes for forest improvement projects. If the Forest 
Service and Congress were not willing to spend money on forest 
improvement projects when they were getting $300 million a year 



63 

from the forests, net receipts from the forests in the northern spot­
ted owl region, what makes us think that they are going to spend 
money when they are not going to get that $300 million per year? 
So I really do believe that that is a false hope. 

You talked about roads. It is not just a matter of having roads 
for recreation and timber, it is absolutely essential to have roads 
for protection of the forest from fire and from injurious agents. This 
is why Congressman LaRocco's points are so important about forest 
health. You have got to get in there to contain outbreaks of disease 
and fire as well. 

And maybe lastly or second lastly, the most ironic thing is, these 
plans for redirection and reform are going to be counterproductive 
from the point of view of the national environment and the global 
environment, because if we don't produce wood here in the United 
States, and particularly on the west coast, we are going to suck 
wood out of Canada. They are going to send less to Japan and Asia. 
Japan and Asia are going to have to get it from somewhere, and 
they are going to get it from the fragile arboreal forests of Siberia, 
or they are going to get it from the tropical forests of Malaysia and 
Indonesia for which we show great concern. 

As you know, you have heard it said that here on the West Coast 
we can produce more wood on one acre of our forest land than they 
can on 15 acres of Siberia. So it is really environmentally irrespon­
sible of us not to produce a reasonable amount of wood from the 
forests of the Pacific Northwest and from California and the rest 
of the nation. 

So I think I will end my remarks there, Congressman, except for 
one thing. Let me tell you, there is no genuine scientific basis for 
arguing that private industry in California and the West Coast 
have overcut their timberland or that the Forest Service was not 
on a sustained yield basis before the owl crisis hit. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. McKillop can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. I appreciate your comments on roads, but actually 

Congressman Hansen introduced that subject and I proceeded to 
talk about it as well as others. In any case, we will get back to the 
arguments which probably better fit a format of dissertation debate 
than this format. 

Ms. Heissenbuttel. 

STATEMENT OF ANN HEISSENBUTTEL 

Ms. HEISSENBUTTEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and committee 
members. I am pleased to be here today. 

I am testifying on behalf of the Northwest Forestry Association, 
a member of the American Forests and Paper Association, and 
Northwest Forestry Association, AFPA, and the other associations 
and companies that we represent throughout the United States are 
concerned about finding a constructive solution to the legal gridlock 
which is severely constraining national forest management and 
consequently constraining our industry's ability to meet the na­
tion's wood products needs. 
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We believe one solution is ecosystem management and that, if 
prorerly defined and applied on the national forests and other Fed­
era lands, it may offer new opportunities to reduce the public con­
flict that has halted management activities. It should also provide 
a better way for the Forest Service to care for the land in its charge 
to meet the many and various public goals and objectives it is sup­
posed to meet. 

Unfortunately, the Forest Service is using a definition that does 
not clearly explain what the agency means when it talks about eco­
system management. This is evident in the confusion expressed by 
many agency employees in the field who must carry out that new 
direction and among the public who wish to participate in the proc­
ess. 

AFPA and our members have developed an alternative definition 
which we believe will increase understanding of the concept. It is 
written out in full in my written statement on page 5, and just to 
make it a little briefer, it recognizes that ecosystem management 
is a process used to achieve national forest goals-it is not a goal 
in and of itself, and those goals include maintaining and enhancing 
ecosystem health and productivity and producing commodities and 
other values. This is consistent with the Forest Service mission, 
caring for the land and serving people. 

It also recognizes that land management entails certain risks, 
that decisions to take an action or not to take an action will have 
consequences that may or may not always be predicted with com­
plete precision based on the best knowledge managers have today. 

We are not suggesting a top-down process for management of the 
national forests, we are instead calling for the necessary side 
boards to clarify the national goals, clarify what ecosystem man­
agement is, and to help forest plan decisions be made that will help 
meet those national goals. 

In implementing ecosystem management, each national forest 
should seek to define the desired forest conditions that are needed 
to meet brighter ecosystem goals and objectives, biological, eco­
nomic, and social needs. Of course, the agency must establish these 
desired conditions through the forest planning process if it is going 
to be effective, and it has to be done with full public participation. 

The desired forest condition is going to be one of the most impor­
tant decisions that is to be made, but once that is determined, 
every decision made to implement a forest plan must be designed 
to help achieve that agreed-upon condition. A number of tools are 
available to land managers to achieve these specified management 
goals. 

In working toward the desired condition, land managers will 
have to choose the most effective methods to achieve both interim 
and long-term objectives. In doing so, it no longer makes sense to 
judge individual timber sales solely on their economic or financial 
merits. Instead, managers must consider the cost of the entire 
management scheme, including timber sales and other activities, 
against the full range of benefits expected to be received. 

Measuring the costs of the separate components would be mean­
ingless since the activities together under an ecosystem manage­
ment concept should be defined or described to accomplish a set of 
goals. 
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Congress must also recognize that an ecosystem management ap­
proach is going to increase management costs. It will require more 
complex forest plans, development of new planning models, and 
more detailed monitoring programs. We must recognize this, and 
Congress must support this need during the annual funding proc­
ess. 

To truly address below-cost sale concerns, the agency must con­
tinue to improve its management efficiencies wherever possible, 
but the bottom line is that ecosystem management makes the con­
cept of below-cost sales completely moot. 

If the Forest Service truly intends to practice ecosystem manage­
ment, it must apply the principles across the entire national forest 
landscape. It cannot simJ>ly overlay a new set of constraints upon 
the land management allocations in the current forest plans, as 
was done in Option Nine, the plan for management of habitat with­
in the range of the northern spotted owl. 

Similarly, inflexible land allocations and unviable standards and 
guidelines are not compatible with an ecosystem management con­
cept. Land managers must have the experience and flexibility to 
explore all reasonable options and design site-specific management 
practices that most effectively will achieve desired forest condi­
tions. 

A question came up earlier today about ecosystem management 
on mixed ownerships and how it could be applied across four dif­
ferent Federal land management agencies' lands or even across 
other State or private lands. I guess I would like to just point out 
that we must remember ecosystem management is a process to 
achieve goals and not the end or the goal itself. We must recognize 
that each Federal agency and other landowners within the land­
scape or the ecosystem have distinct management goals required by 
Congress or set by the owner. 

Ecosystem management is not going to be one size fits all. If we 
try to make it mean the same on all Federal ownerships or all own­
erships, it will be a strong disincentive to other private or other 
public landowners to even be interested in practicing it. 

Effective land management must utilize adaptive management 
principles throughout the planning area. By defining management 
goals, identifying areas of uncertainty, constructing management 
models to bracket the range of uncertainty, and conducting experi­
ments to limit the worst models, managers can reduce uncertainty. 
They can then take action based on the best available information, 
assess the results, and use that resulting information to constantly 
refine the management decisions. This is an important part of 
practicing ecosystem management. 

In conclusion, I must emphasize that the Forest Service, Con­
gress, and the public have learned a great deal from the first round 
of land and resource management planning. Many changes have 
been made as a result of those initial NMFA plans. Unfortunately, 
too often the plans have not been fully implemented, resulting in 
tremendous uncertainty and hardship in the affected areas, and a 
shortage of timber supplies nationwide. This has partly been a re­
sult of frivolous use of the agency's appeal process, but today we 
are hopeful that the new administrative appeal regulations which 
finally are in place may help bring public concerns forward at an 
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earlier point in the decisionmaking process, improve decisions, 
speed up the resolution of appeal, and reduce the resulting 
gridlock. 

In the future, the Forest Service must incorporate ecosystem 
management as a new process for achieving its land management 
goals and must develop broad national guidelines and a meaningful 
definition of ecosystem management to clarify what that direction 
is for the field. It should incorporate the guiding principles that 
AFPA describes in the paper . attached to my testimony to ensure 
that the goals can be achieved. 

In addition, the agency must be held accountable to meet its 
goals individually and collectively across the national forests in 
order to regain public confidence in its decisions. It must dem­
onstrate that it can effectively manage the national forests, produce 
the goods and services needed by society, protect the values and 
ecosystem processes that are desired. Ecosystem management 
should become a useful tool to meet these objectives, leading to de­
cisions which may be implemented on the ground with a certainty 
that is sadly lacking today. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I would be happy to an­
swer questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Heissenbuttel can be found at 
the end of the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Ms. Heissenbuttel, for your testimony. 
We will move to the other witnesses on the panel and then come 
back and maybe have a question or two for you. 

Mr. Don Leal of the Political Economy Research Center from 
Bozeman. 

Mr. Leal, please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF DON LEAL 
Mr. LEAL. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just want to say PERC is an organization in Bozeman, Mon­

tana, and it is frequently described as a free market think tank fo­
cusing on market solutions to environmental problems. Today I 
come before you to challenge the status quo notion of what below­
cost timber sales really represent. 

For over a decade this issues has served as a lightning rod for 
reforming management of the Forest Service's timber program. It 
is an issue in which I agree with environmentalists in concluding 
that it indicates that there is something definitely wrong with how 
the Forest Service manages its sale of timber. I part company, how­
ever, with those who say the solution of below-cost timber sales is 
either to stop selling timber altogether or, alternatively, to raise 
the price of timber to match the cost of the Forest Service's timber 
program, and let me tell you why. 

In comparing timber sales on State and national forests in Mon­
tana, the evidence is strong that the Forest Service loses money on 
timber sales because its costs are too high. 

For three different growing regions in western Montana, the 
State made money selling timber on its forests while the Forest 
Service routinely lost money selling timber on nearby national for­
ests. From 1988 to 1992 in northwest Montana, the most produc-
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tive region in Montana, I have a chart, if I could put it OJl that 
easel -OK. 

Here's northwest Montana, the most productive region, and it is 
also comprised of both private, State, and Federal forests. There 
are two national forests, the Flathead and the Kootenai, and then 
there are State forests that are intermingled with these national 
forests. There are some pretty-good-sized State forests in this re­
gion, the Stillwater Forest, the Cold Creek State Forest. 

Anyway, the bottom line is that the northwest of the State in 
this 5-year period grossed 2.39 cents for every dollar spent selling 
and growing timber, while Flathead National Forest failed to break 
even, grossing only 75 cents for every dollar spent. 

In the central region-this is the drier, less productive region of 
central Montana-there are six national forests in this region, and 
then there are State forest lands scattered throughout that whole 
region. You are not supposed to make money in this region because 
it is drier and less productive, yet the State grossed $1.07 for every 
dollar spent over this 5-year period. This includes both down mar­
kets and up markets for timber, while Gallatin Forest, as an exam­
ple, grossed a paltry 23 cents and Lewis and Clark grossed 45 
cents. The four other national forests also lost money. I have a 
complete study on this comparison that I will leave anybody that 
is interested. 

Overall, from 1988 to 1992 the State's timber sales generated 
nearly $14 million in income, net profit, net revenue, while the 10 
national forests in Montana showed a cumulative loss of $42 mil­
lion. This is a startling result, especially when we consider the fact 
that the State harvested one twelth the volume of timber harvested 
by the Forest Service during this period. The Forest Service har­
vested 12 times the amount of timber the State did. The State 
made $13 million and the Forest Service lost $42 million. 

Now the immediate questions that come to mind: Are these dif­
ferent lands, the State lands so highly productive that they could 
grow huge redwoods in this area and the national forests just the 
,throw-away lands? The evidence I have found doesn't substantiate 
that. 

Take any of the national forest maps in Montana, and you will 
find State lands intermingled throughout this whole configuration 
of national forests. 

Are the elevations higher on national forests? I have heard peo­
ple say, "Well, that is because the national forests are elevated 
higher and you are not going to get the productivity." Sorry. Topo­
graphic maps indicate that these State lands vary in elevation any­
where from 3,000 to 6,000 to 7,000 feet. The same thing with the 
national forests lands in that, no difference there. Considering the 
fact that these State lands are often located right next to these na­
tional forests, theoretically you should have the same timber-pro­
ducing potential as the nearby national forests. Indeed, the Forest 
Service, their own ratings in that out of, Ogden, Utah, confirm this. 
They rated the State lands as far as what their timber-growing po­
tential is, and they also rate the national forests, and they are on 
a par for each of those given regions. 
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There are three regions, actually, but each of the regions in west­
ern Montana, within those regions, you have State lands rated on 
a par with the national forests. 

Now the next question is, Well, what about the duties that the 
Forest Service has to perform, and what about the duties that the 
State 'foresters ~ave to perform? Isn't it more taxing for the Forest 
Service? l 

Again, looking at the activities that the State foresters perform, 
you see a lot of similarity, more similarity than differences. There 
are differences, but there are more similarities. Both State for­
esters and the Fo.rest Service prepare and administer timber har­
vests, they prepare timber plants, they carry out environmental as­
sessments and impact statements, conduct competitive sales, they 
plan and build roads, they prepare sites for reforestation, and they 
conduct stand improvements for new growth forests. 

Importantly, the State foresters have to integrate timber produc­
tion with the other uses almost like multiple use. These other uses 
include public recreation. We talked about public recreation today, 
and indeed they charge for recreation on these lands, $5 a day per­
mit. They also have livestock grazing, and they also have areas 
that are removed from timber production because of important 
wildlife habitat characteristics. Grizzly bears in the Flathead State 
Forest region, they don't recognize boundaries, they go through the 
State and the national forests, and there are areas protected in the 
State forests as well. 

So in total, I find more similarities between these State lands 
and the national forests. Granted, the State foresters do not pre­
pare a FORPLAN-type document, and I don't think they have the 
paperwork that the Forest Service does, but I will tell you where 
I see the big difference. Despite the similar duties, the State car­
ries out its duties at a substantially lower cost. 

For example, in the northwest region the State spent an average 
of $66 per thousand board feet of harvest over that 5-year period, 
while Flathead National Forest located right next to some of these 
State forests spent 60 percent more for the given same volume of 
harvest, $106 per thousand board feet. These are averaged over the 
5-year period. 

I averaged out the timber sale timing and all this kind of thing. 
You get an average figure of harvest costs, and the sale, prepara­
tion, the whole nine yards, everything is right into that figure. 

Elsewhere the cost picture is similar. In the Montana central re­
gion, the State's costs-they are higher now-the State's cost aver­
aged $80 per thousand board feet of harvest versus, for example, 
$133 on nearby Gallatin National Forest. 

Now it appears that the State uses a fraction of the labor used 
by the Forest Service to carry out its duties. For example, to har­
vest a given volume of timber on the Gallatin Forest in 1992-in 
this case a thousand board feet of timber-the State used 4.5 hours 
of labor on central Montana forests. The Forest Service used 11.6 
hours to harvest the equivalent amount of timber in that. That is 
almost two and a half times the amount of effort, and you will no­
tice the average hourly labor cost is about the same, not much dif­
ference there, putting a lot more bodies to prepare a timber sale. 
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There is a lot of work, a lot of people at their desks preparing these 
timber sales. 

You might say, OK, I'll grant you the fact that they perform bet­
ter economically, that these State forests do, but I will bet you the 
national forests do a heck of a job of protecting the environment 
because, after all, maybe all this cost is attributed to greater em-

fhasis on environmental protection on the national forests. Again, 
find conflicting evidence with this notion. 
A 1992 statewide audit of recent harvest, harvest in the last 3 

years, ranked the State the highest in protecting watersheds 
among all landowners, including the Forest Service. Despite the 
cost, the State is still coming out ahead. The audit was requested 
by the Montana legislature. It is something they do every 2 years. 
They cover sites on the national forests, the State and private 
nonindustrial lands, and these audit teams are comprised of ex­
perts in hydrology, forestry, soil, biology, and several environ­
mental groups, including the Audubon Society. They go out, and 
they rank areas that were harvested to see what procedures each 
of these operators carried out to keep an area from being prone to 
erosion or whatever. There is a whole list or criteria that they have 
developed. 

In addition to the environmental protection notion, the State 
does a substantially better job of sustaining quality timber on its 
inventory. I mentioned that these lands have similar timber-grow­
ing potential. But there is a huge difference between how this in­
ventory is being managed for timber production. 

In terms of the growth rate, silviculturalists go out, and they will 
estimate what the average growth rate there is in a year. If you 
have got a really healthy forest, you should get a certain amount, 
or two-thirds the potential of this area should represent an ideal 
growing forest. The State is right near there. The Forest Service 
on national forests, in some cases they do pretty good, but on for­
ests like the Gallatin they have a negative growth rate. There is 
more timber dying and succumbing to disease than there is new 
timber coming into the inventory. 

You have a very unhealthy situation on forests like the Gallatin. 
Because of the delay in terms of the harvest, the reduction in har­
vest that has taken place in the last 5 years, you also have a reduc­
tion in restocking. You can't plant trees unless you have room to 
bring new trees in. You have got to harvest. 

The solution, I would argue-and I am getting data from Idaho, 
eastern Oregon-! would like to look at this issue from a very 
broad perspective, including the Great Lakes, all these so-called 
below-cost forests, because my hypothesis is that indeed you could 
make money on these national forests if the Forest Service was 
more efficient. 

You may not harvest the huge quantities that they did in the 
1970's, but I would venture to bet that you can make money on 
these national forests if you are more efficient. 

In sum, the solution to below-cost timber sales isn't weaker envi­
ronmental standards. It isn't, as some have recommended, to stop 
selling timber on money-losing forests like those in Montana; 7 out 
of 10 of those forests lost money every year from 1988 to 1992. The 
solution, I argue, is to identify and eliminate the waste in timber 
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sale programs. As a first step I recommend that the Forest Service 
explore options with State foresters in reducing the costs in timber 
programs. Even try some innovation, award bonuses to personnel 
in the Forest Service who carry out innovative and cost-effective 
approaches to timber management and environmental protection. 
We see States doing that, like Massachusetts, rewarding people 
who actually save the Government money. 

Contract out for those areas that are really thorny like environ­
mental assessments, impact statements, where it just keeps going 
on and on. Put those kinds of tasks out for competitive bid. Let 
there be a private sector expertise. Maybe there are environmental 
groups. Bring them in, and let them do the environmental assess­
ments. If it is just becoming too costly for the in-house assessment 
to take place, let the people on the outside do it. 

Now I agree, these steps are preliminary, and I agree with what 
Randal O'Toole said that there is a big difference between these 
State and national forest lands; and that is, the State of Montana 
is required to generate income for the funding of public education, 
and that is a key incentive, while the national forests are not man­
dated to make money. But there has got to be some discipline as 
far as cost efficiency goes in the Forest Service or else it is only 
going to be lip service. 

You can have ecosystem management, you can have any kind of 
buzz word that we want to choose to manage these forests; you 
have got to have, though, an efficiency constraint. 

That concludes my talk. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Leal can be found at the end of 

the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Leal. 
Mr. Clark Collins with the Blue Ribbon Coalition, if you would 

take about five minutes. I think Mr. Leal went over. 

STATEMENT OF CLARK COLLINS 

Mr. COLLINS. I might even take less, Mr. Chairman. Thanks for 
the opportunity to speak today. 

I didn't realize when we were publishing this particular issue of 
Blue Ribbon magazine that I was going to be testifying at this 
hearing, but I would like to point out a few things. Randal O'Toole 
was hawking his books; well, I'm hawking Blue Ribbon magazine, 
and I did bring plenty of copies. 

Mr. VENTO. We don't have any rule against that, so it is all right. 
Mr. COLLINS. But I would like to refer to an article on page 10 

that is kind of illustrative of the direction that our organization 
likes to take on these land-use issues. There is an article in here 
about Minnesota loggers, "Friends or foes?" So I would like to par­
ticularly draw your attention to that since that is from your own 
State. 

This is an article that we were given permission to use out of the 
Minnesota Snowmobiling News. It is an article written by a snow­
mobiler that is recognizing the contribution that Minnesota loggers 
make to the recreation community and is encouraging snow­
mobilers to be cooperative and understanding with that particular 
natural resource industry. 
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The title of my remarks today: Win/win solutions are possible. I 
am going to just touch on a few points and not going to try and 
read from my text, but our organization has been accused at times 
of being a stooge for the natural resource industries because we de­
fend their interests. We defend their interests for a lot of reasons 
because, for one thing, a lot of our recreation members also happen 
to work in the natural resource industries. When natural resource 
policy restricts their means of making a livelihood, it often also re­
stricts their recreational opportunities as well. 

We think that not enough attention is paid to the possibility of 
win/win solutions, and I would like to give an example of an oppor­
tunity that came up in my hometown area where the Forest Serv­
ice was proposing a timber sale for an area that had a very impor­
tant trail passing through it. They asked for comments on this tim­
ber sale, so I proposed that before they conduct the timber sale 
they reroute the trail because the timber sale would have obliter­
ated the trail. 

The trail in that particular area happened to be an old timber 
haul road so it was a perfectly legitimate use for that to return to 
what it was originally designed for and be used to extract timber .. 
The Forest Service bought off on that idea, and they rerouted the 
trail prior to the timber sale, built a new single-track route, which 
is a lot more preferable to most recreationists than what an old 
timber road was. So we ended up with a win/win situation where 
we had a better trail than what was there originally, and the tim­
ber company was able to come in there and harvest the timber 
without disrupting the recreational opportunities in the area. 

Further on in my remarks I talk about U.S. Forest Service recre­
ation funding. Now I couldn't hardly leave this hearing today with­
out talking about a pet project of ours that we were very much in­
volved in, the National Recreational Trail Fund Act, and I know we 
were in a bit of disagreement with certain members of this commit­
tee on exactly what form that legislation should take. But I would 
like to take this opportunity to explain some of the reasons for 
some of the aspects of that legislation that may have been mis­
understood by this committee. 

It was mentioned earlier, and in fact Mr. Leal just mentioned 
that State agencies are much more efficient in their management 
of natural resources. Well, one of the controversial aspects of the 
National Recreational Trail Fund Act was the fact that it was to 
be administered by State recreation agencies rather than to be 
channeled directly to the Federal agencies. 

There are several State programs that administer funds where 
the funds are used on Federal lands, and they are very efficient 
programs. I don't have a lot of statistics like Mr. Leal and some of 
the other folks have, but those programs are able to get rec­
reational improvements on the ground with minimal cost. The rec­
reational users that we represent help pay some of those costs 
through registration fees and then also through fuel tax revenue. 
The National Recreational Trails Fund Act sought to take a portion 
of the Federal highway funds and return those funds to the rec­
reational users that pay those funds for recreational improvements 
to benefit everyone. 
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One of the aspects of that program that we thought was particu­
larly beneficial, and it has borne out, is that it required a national 
advisory committee to oversee the implementation of that program 
that involved recreational interests of all types. It was our hope 
that through bringing these diverse recreation interests together, 
that it would build camaraderie and a spirit of cooperation between 
the different recreational groups. I think that that has borne out 
in spite of the low funding level that that program has been able 
to achieve. 

We have got in there a coalition for recreational trails, we have 
got the American Hiking Society, we have got mountain bicycle 
groups, we have got equestrian groups and the Rails to Trails Con­
servancy all working together to achieve a higher funding level for 
that program. 

So while the purpose of this hearing was to talk about Forest 
Service reform, which I definitely have an interest in, I think that 
through supporting programs like the National Recreational Trails 
Fund Act we can achieve a better balance between the natural re­
source industries and recreation programs by providing these fund­
ing sources. 

I would also like to point out one last thing on this latest issue 
of Blue Ribbon magazine showing the increased cooperation be­
tween the diverse recreation groups. We have got an article in here 
on sharing trails, another viewpoint, by an equestrian user with 
the American Endurance Riding Conference. 

So, like I said, I have brought plenty of copies. I am looking for­
ward to a lively exchange of questions afterward, hopefully, and 
thank you for this opportunity to testify. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Collins can be found at the end 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. My liveliness may be limited by the patience of the 
other witnesses today, Mr. Collins, but obviously there are different 
approaches on this one. One was the State through the Scope Pro­
gram. We wanted the Department of the Interior, not the Depart­
ment of Transportation, to be in charge of the funding on these 
lands. I don't know where that would have left us with the Forest 
Service. They obviously in their new plan should be included with 
the Department of the Interior. Some people would say within the 
Department of the Interior. Other witnesses have said that today. 
But I will not make that statement at this time. 

The testimony was all very good. 
Mr. Leal, I did see the similarity between your testimony and 

that of Mr. O'Toole, Randal O'Toole, and it is interesting. One won­
ders what the differences are. 

Clearly, one of the motivations behind the below-cost timber sale 
reform, before it was prematurely released that some 80 forests or 
so were below cost, was to, in fact, cause the type of reaction or 
the type of analysis that you are delivering to us today in terms 
of how to make below-cost timber sales above cost or in fact posi­
tive. 

I know that the Superior and Chippewa in Minnesota are exam­
ples. Those two forests were very close to breaking even, and so 
some efficiencies are possible. 
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You said that the State forests are right alongside of the Federal 
forest lands, and if we construct a road, they have a common use. 
Do they actually support part of the road, or what is the relation­
ship? 

When we talk about them being below cost, there is also a shar­
ing of the timber receipts, so that actually is money foregone. How 
is that scored against the national lands? 

Your presentation by itself could be a whole hearing, as could Dr. 
McKillop's, and I obviously don't have the time today or the ability 
to do that. 

Mr. Leal, on your responding briefly. 
Mr. LEAL. Yes, briefly, there are road-sharing costs between the 

State and the national forests and private timber holdings. 
Mr. VENTO. OK. 
Mr. LEAL. There may be a road cut through an area that has 

three different landowners, and they work out a contract where 
they share. 

Mr. VENTO. How are we doing on the negotiation side from the 
Federal standpoint? 

Mr. LEAL. I don't have good data. I would like to look at that in 
my follow-up analysis. I want to look at how well they do. 

Mr. VENTO. So often we find that we tend to be a softer touch 
on that, I think, for obvious reasons. 

Mr. LEAL. It wouldn't surprise me. 
Mr. VENTO. But that does come back against us. 
How about the issue of the sharing of receipts? 
Mr. LEAL. Are you referring to the payment to the States? 
Mr. VENTO. Yes. If we have to pay a certain amount of money, 

is that discounted or not considered? 
Mr. LEAL. The numbers you are seeing there for the national for­

ests are not the 25 percent to the States. I have not taken that out 
so that--

Mr. VENTO. If we cut the timber, we have got to make the pay­
ment, that is my point, and we have got a 25 percent add-on to 
whatever we do in terms of the money as it comes back to us. That 
is one of the reasons we are 25 percent higher or at least a third 
higher, I guess. 

Mr. LEAL. I agree. The numbers would be even worse if I in-
cluded the 25 percent. 

Mr. VENTO. So it is not in there, is what you are saying. 
Mr. LEAL. No. To get a comparison. 
Mr. VENTO. No, no. Well, I don't want to make it worse than it 

is. We want to make it better. But I want to understand what you 
are saying, is all I am saying. 

Let me just proceed. 
Ms. Heissenbuttel, one of the thoughts I had when I was listen­

ing to your testimony is, one of the issues or threads that run 
through some of this is the decentralization of Forest Service activi­
ties. In your discussion, apparently, there has been a lot of accept­
ance of ecosystem management, of course, whatever it means. 1 
guess the Timber and Paper Association have recognized that this 
sort of approach may be the basis on which to move forward. 

It does result in decentralization almost by definition, not just 
ecosystem management, but the ecosystem, by definition, is a very 
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local or specific site, and significant responsibility would have to be 
delegated to the professionals on the ground that manage it. 
Doesn't that almost follow by virtue of every ecosystem being 
slightly different? 

Ms. HEISSENBUTTEL. That makes sense, but you also have to rec­
ognize that to the Forest Service, as the way we are describing it 
here, ecosystems aren't any one particular size. There are a lot of 
different scales, so it is not solely a localized thing. But yes, you 
are exactly right that it is important to have good field personnel 
who can make decisions. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Crandall, I think you also were not necessarily 
as precise as Ms. Heissenbuttel in terms of your testimony, or at 
least your oral testimony, but also pointed this out. We have to 
have a high degree of professionalism in terms of the National For­
est System with a tremendous amount of freedom and the ability, 
for instance, to challenge officers and a system that is workable in 
this. Would you agree? 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes. It is always a fine balance. 
Nationally, there has to be direction of some kind, but the flexi­

bility on the ground has to be there so they can accomplish the de­
sired forest condition objectives. 

Mr. VENTO. One of the points, Dr. McKillop, you looked at was, 
you said you are talking about an historic perspective. I also went 
back even further and had an historic perspective here in terms of 
what the amount of contribution was from the national forests to 
the total softwood inventory-well, I guess it isn't all softwood. It 
was about 1 billion board feet though in the 1940's and then has 
grown a significant amount. 

You think they are below the appropriate contribution now, is 
that what you said, in terms of what the national forest lands 
should sustain. 

Dr. McKILLOP. Yes. You are talking about the harvest of 
softwood timber, for example? 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, for example, softwood but not exclusively. Yes. 
Dr. MCKILLOP. Traditionally--
Mr. VENTO. But you have to have a frame of reference in terms 

of what "traditional" means. 
Dr. McKILLOP. Well, let's take 1980-1989. Would that be OK? 
Mr. VENTO. Well, those are the highest years of production from 

the national forests, as far as I know, in terms of harvest. 
Dr. McKILLOP. Not in the Pacific Northwest. They were higher 

in the 1960's and 1970's. 
Mr. VENTO. For sales or for harvest? 
Dr. McKILLOP. Yes, sales and harvest, within a 5-year period. 
Mr. VENTO. I was under the impression that they were the high-

est in the 1980's. 
Dr. McKILLOP. It is documented in my study for the Oregon 

Lands Coalition which I did on a volunteer basis. 
Mr. VENTO. Are you talking about both private and public lands? 
Dr. McKILLOP. No, just national forest lands. So 1980-1989 is a 

reasonable period of time by which to judge the impact of the For­
est Service reform, and certainly, as my testimony shows, there are 
going to be huge impacts with this Forest Service redirection rel­
ative to that period. 
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Mr. VENTO. When we were proceeding with the reviews, con­
stantly we were getting different numbers in terms of what the 
numbers could be for harvest. For instance, in that region at one 
time, there was a suggestion or at least to sales, or the official cut 
was four to five billion board feet which was mandated by law. 
Would you advocate mandating harvest levels by law? 

Dr. McKILLOP. No, but I would certainly not mandate near zero, 
zero level, which is the direction the Forest Service seems to be 
going. I really think that you ought to look at the land base. 

For example, in California, 50 percent of our land base is off lim­
its to timber harvesting. We have 200 billion board feet of standing 
volume; 100 billion board feet of that is off limits. 

Mr. VENTO. Do you have any comments on the reforestation ef­
forts? For instance, when this is viewed in terms of reforestation, 
you probably heard my questions referenced to that. 

Dr. McKILLOP. Yes. You know, I was out in the Stanislaus Na­
tional Forest in California just a couple of months ago, and that is 
a fire-prone area; 15 percent of this 1-million-acre forest was 
burned over. I looked at one project, the Ham Haskell project there, 
trying to reforest only 15,000 acres. The forest industry who lost 
timber stands adjacent to them and · had those lands replanted 
within 6 months. The Forest Service hasn't yet gotten around to 
planting it because they had to do an environmental impact state­
ment for 15,000 acres. It cost $1 million, and they are still out for 
public comment hearings. 

If Congress really wants the Forest Service to meet the needs of 
the people for wood and for environmental quality too, there has 
got to be some way to release them from these chains that NEPA, 
and requirements for EIS's and EA's, has imposed upon them. 

Mr. VENTO. Of course, what I was referring to in my earlier 
question, which I didn't want to repeat here, was the idea that 
there was a real challenge in terms of some forest areas where re­
forestation isn't always a viable option in terms of the ability to ac­
tually achieve it without massive investments in terms of certain 
landscapes. 

Some of the landscapes that we have in the Forest Service are 
not the prime lands. I think Mr. Leal was saying that we had 
intermixed lands. Where they exist, of course, it is hard to argue 
that the Forest Service lands are more difficult or more challeng­
ing, but very often when you are comparing with private lands they 
are more challenging lands. 

Dr. McKILLOP. Yes, but if you look at them side by side just a 
boundary line away, the problem is, the Forest Service is hide­
bound by mandates and regulations. They just cannot act quickly. 
As a result, they can't plant; brush species come back more quickly. 

So if you are going to reform the Forest Service, try to release 
it somewhat from these crushing regulations of accountability and 
things like that. Give them a mandate to produce. Tell them how 
many spotted owls you want them to produce, and they will do it. 
That is the point. Give them some targets. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service could make up its mind as to how many owls it needs. It 
was 3,000; now it is 5,000; it will be 8,000 soon, and they can do 
it. 
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Mr. VENTO. My time has expired. But the issue here is one in 
which they are kind of managing from a crisis standpoint as op­
posed to managing in a state of denial where issues were postponed 
and not addressed, as opposed to addressing issues ahead of time. 

I don't know what the circumstance was in the Stanislaus Forest 
where we had this small burn in terms of why it took the Forest 
Service, or why they were mandated to do this. Maybe they were 
under requirements of the Endangered Species Act, maybe it was 
spotted owl habitat. I don't know what all the problems were there. 

Dr. McKILLOP. It was just a simple issue of them meeting all the 
requirements for oversight and didn't want the GAO breathing 
down their neck if they made the slightest mistake in terms of allo­
cation of funds and things like that. They had to have public com­
ment. 

Mr. VENTO. In terms of reforestation? I mean reforestation goes 
on where there are sales normally. Obviously, if you have a 
burnover area and you had a salvage sale-you know, I don't know 
what the procedure was in terms of the Stanislaus, as I said. But 
as far as they had to live with the GAO and the Congress, I think 
that is part of our governance structure, unless we are going to 
amend the Constitution. I don't think most of us are necessarily in­
terested in contributing if that is the basis to contributing to the 
$1 million cost because of their anxieties. That is a pretty poor ex­
cuse. 

I am not asking for the excuse. I just said I don't know the cir­
cumstances. Maybe you think that is the circumstances, but I 
would suggest to you that there might be other factors that are in­
volved in terms of just a simple law like NEPAP. I don't know 
what the result was. But the concern is that for so long there had 
been in many of these areas denial of what is going on. 

I know that as we got figures back from Region VI talking about 
production and so forth, it kept changing and shifting to lower and 
lower numbers as we were looking at various requirements that 
would be and should have been followed. 

But let me stop at this point and give the gavel to Mr. LaRocco. 
I have an appointment that I have to keep in the back room, and 
we will just keep the hearing going if we can, and he will have a 
couple of questions for the panel. 

Mr. LARocco [presiding]. Thank you. This has been a helpful 
panel. 

I had mentioned earlier that I was going to start wading into 
some timber supply issues out in Idaho just because we have to. 
I don't know if the system is broke or if it is just not working too 
well or where we ought to go. But I was wondering if I could have 
maybe a suggestion from each of you-a top priority, because I 
think you are all concerned somewhat about timber supply-about 
where this Congress should move or what could be done now in an 
environmentally-sound way to put more in the pipeline and to deal 
with the timber supply issue. 

Obviously, in the earlier discussion I had with Mr. Rosenberg, we 
had looked at a district which had gone from somewhere around 35 
million a few years ago down to 3. Let's say they were overcutting 
by 50 percent and you start at 15; that is still a severe drop. I am 
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not denying overcutting in some areas. I am just trying to figure 
out how to solve the problem. 

Mr. Crandall, what suggestion would you give this committee or 
a Member of Congress? 

Mr. CRANDALL. First of all, we support your Forest Health Act, 
and we would like to see more of that. The reason is, I think, that 
the industry has had a tough time. Every year we come up and 
fight the appropriations number, and we have to fight for road dol­
lars and timber dollars. Because of the political climate or what­
ever, we are not doing very well, and the timber program has just 
gone over the edge, and I am not sure where it is going to stop. 

I like the discussion over forest health. If we could focus on what 
is it that we consider a healthy forest, what we want to see, what 
kinds of openings in the canopy are natural, and all those, I think 
that is a very positive discussion. 

Mter that, we can determine, how do we achieve it? In some 
cases it is going to mean using prescribed burn; sometimes it is 
using timber-harvesting methods. That is a more positive conversa­
tion than is timber dollars, road dollars, and destruction, and that 
type of thing. So that is why I liked your Act, and we should see 
that on a broader scale. 

I think also before any of that happens there still has to be some 
kind of resolution to what we were talking about earlier-the legal 
situation and the huge weight of laws on the Forest Service that 
interact. We call it legal hyperspace. We are never sure from what 
aspect we are going to see a lawsuit and what combinations of 
laws-and if we want to see management on the ground, we are 
going to have to address that. 

Mr. LARocco. OK Thank you. 
Dr. McKillop, do you have a suggestion on timber supply issues 

and an environmentally sound ecosystem way that we could unstop 
this logjam? 

Dr. McKILLOP. Well, I think we all know that the problem is that 
the Endangered Species Act is being used as a legalistic device to 
shut down timber harvesting on the national forests. So I certainly 
hope that Congress would bite that bullet. It is not just in the tim­
ber industry, it is regional economies, people trying to get homes 
built in Southern California-you know, there are just masses--

Mr. LARocco. Do you have anything specific, though? I under­
stand the ESA. I mean I have my own amendments. 

Dr. McKILLOP. Right. You know the localized populations and all 
that kind of stuff. I mean if you have got 200,000 or 300,000 mar­
bled murrelets up in Alaska and British Columbia, do we have to 
keep a few down in every range down in mid-California? You know, 
you have got to ask yourself what are the social costs and the social 
benefits. As you know, that is an absolutely key thing that Con­
gress has to face if it wants to use the national forest lands in a 
way that is beneficial to the whole spectrum of society and not to 
just limited groups. 

So that would be my contribution to your question. 
Mr. LARocco. OK. 
Ms. Heissenbuttel. 
Ms. HEISSENBUTTEL. I would suggest in addition to what has al­

ready been mentioned that for the Forest Service to be able to en-
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sure some level of timber supply, we have already been through 
and the agency has been through over 10 years of development of 
forest plans. We need some mechanism to make those plans 
implementable, and in doing that we need to ensure not only that 
the agency is funded, that it makes reasonable budget requests­
and the reinvention process I think will help address that-but 
then Congress needs to help provide the funding that is needed to 
implement those plan decisions once they are agreed upon. 

About 50 national forests are· going to begin their revision proc­
ess for the second round of forest plans within the next two years, 
and it is critical that the agency revise its planning regulations, 
emphasize plan implementation in those new regulations, and I 
think congressional support for that process is going to be very im­
portant. 

Mr. LARocco. OK. Thank you. 
Mr. Leal, you did have some specifics in your testimony, and I 

was interested in your statement of conditions on some stands in 
the Gallatin Forest. Actually, in a forest health hearing out in 
Idaho, the Idaho representative from the Wilderness Society, Craig 
Gehrke, he said that the timber stands on the Boise and Payette 
were unraveling. Are you finding that in the Gallatin as well? Is 
there a difference in the cost in getting salvage or dealing with for­
est health as to regular timber sales? 

Mr. LEAL. Yes. Something I didn't refer to in my testimony be­
cause of the complications involved is the fact that the Forest Serv­
ice not only loses money on the cost side due to inefficiencies, but 
if you are going to be stuck with an inventory that is aged and dis­
eased, you are also going to lose on the receipt side, and that has 
happened, the number of national forests in Montana where the in­
ventory is basically losing value on the stump as far as the quality 
of timber being sold. 

The Forest Service under the current incentive structure won't 
respond to that lost value because they get timber targets and they 
are told how much to cut so they are not suffering as far as the 
ranger districts. By that I mean their personnel is not less because 
they are selling timber of lower value than otherwise. The State, 
however, their income as an agent for, say, public education, is suf­
fering, and in fact I have seen that. 

You asked for a suggestion about how do we get the timber sup­
ply up. Personally, I think it is totally a political problem and that 
it calls for radical surgery in the way the timber receipts are actu­
ally used. I would say you need a real strong, identifiable constitu­
ency like Social Security or health care that actually can lay claim 
to the net revenues of these forests and then keep the strong envi­
ronmental laws, keep them there, keep NEPA, whatever, but put 
the emphasis on what they do on the ground. 

These audits, why not have audits as a way of saying hey, look, 
we are going to select a number of sites at random and your per­
formance or your bonus or whatever it is going to be judged on how 
well you have done on the ground in the last three years. 

A powerful constituency like public education-there have been 
a number of times when there have been protests on timber sales 
for the State, but they back down because, you know, everybody 
has children and the public education constituency comes down and 



79 

says, "Hey, you are hurting the income of our State that goes into 
public education funding." You are almost trying to counterbalance 
a public good with another public good, because there is a trade­
off there, and if you want the timber supply up, that is my perspec­
tive. 

Mr. LARocco. Well, the schools are an interesting constituency 
which already exists. 

Let me tell you the situation, since Mr. Rosenberg and I were 
talking about it, in the Wallace District. The county there is experi­
encing 21 percent unemployment, people are not paying their prop­
erty taxes, there is no money that is going in to fund the schools, 
and the school superintendents now want the cut up in an area 
that has already been hammered pretty heavy. There is a real 
problem there. 

I have also introduced a bill that deals with timber receipts that 
levels it off on sort of a cost averaging over the last five years, so 
that we deal with this in a responsible way, so that the money can 
flow on a historical basis over the last five years. That is another 
way of approaching it, I guess. 

The last question, and we have got to move on. Mr. Crandall, is 
sustainability in the true sense of the word, because the Idaho Con­
servation League-and I support them on sustainable economies 
and sustainable communities and so forth-is talking about sus­
tainable levels of harvest. Is it quantifiable? Do you think that you 
and Mr. Rosenberg could get together in a room and talk about 
sustainability and you would be even close, or is this an 
unquantifiable thing that just puts it back in the politicians' lap 
and all this talk about AUM's and political pressure and all of that 
which I decry-is it quantifiable? 

Mr. CRANDALL. I think it is. I don't know Mr. Rosenberg, so I 
don't know about whether he and I could sit down, but there are 
a lot of people in the environmental community I could sit down 
with and we could probably hammer that out. 

Mr. LARocco. He would challenge you, I tell you. But he is a 
nice guy. 

Mr. CRANDALL. I definitely think it is quantifiable, and I think 
we can measure it and make sure we are accountable for it. 

Mr. LARocco. Thank you very much. 
We will call panel number four then: Mr. Jim Nelson, forest su­

pervisor; Dr. Donald Waller; Mr. Max Peterson; Mr. Roy Keene. 
Mr. VENTO [presiding]. We are very pleased to welcome this 

panel. I have been looking forward to greeting forest supervisor, 
Jim Nelson, who has been very helpful to me in work on the Ne­
vada wilderness and a series of other issues that have affected the 
Toiyabe National Forest, including our visit over the recess-a cou­
ple of staff and myself-the Spring Mountains and were very im­
pressed with the little taste we had of it. We hope to go back again 
and get a little more. It is really a magnificent resource, and we 
are pleased to have seen the work done there. 

It made our job a little easier, Jim, that you ironed that one out 
before it erupted into a full blown congressional debate and stale­
mate. 
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So we are pleased to see you here and thank you for good work 
and invite you to present your testimony in a somewhat abbre­
viated form, I expect, based on the time of the day. 

Welcome. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF JIM NELSON, FOREST SUPERVISOR, 
TOIYABLE NATIONAL FOREST, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI­
CULTURE, SPARKS, NEVADA; DONALD M. WALLER, BOTA­
NIST, UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN, MADISON, WISCONSIN; R. 
MAX PETERSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, INTER­
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE AGENCIES, 
WASHINGTON, DC; AND ROY KEENE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
PUBLIC FORESTRY FOUNDATION, EUGENE, OREGON 

STATEMENT OF JIM NELSON 
Mr. NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I really appreciate it. 

And you are welcome in Nevada any time you would like to come, 
sir. We enjoyed having you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am honored to 
be here today at the request of the committee to share with you 
the results of a study that was prepared by employees of the Inter­
mountain Region. 

My name is Jim Nelson. I am proud to serve as supervisor of the 
Toiyabe National Forest which covers nearly four million acres in 
Nevada and California. 

Since the implementation of the dilot program in the mid­
eighties, the Forest Service has focuse on improved organizational 
effectiveness as a way to improve delivery of services to the Amer­
ican public. 

In 1989, the Intermountain Region adopted a total quality man­
agement program as our region's vehicle for promoting organiza­
tional excellence. 

In 1991, in response to concerns expressed by our district rang­
ers, a quality improvement team was chartered under the total 
quality management program to evaluate strategies which, when 
implemented, would enhance both internal and external customer 
service at the regional forest and district levels. I served on the 
team in the dual capacity of mentor and as a full team member. 

Ai; a starting point for our work, the team made a number of ob­
servations that reflect our collective experience as far as Service 
employees. They were public interest in, knowledge of, and de­
mands on Forest Service programs are all rapidly increasing; value 
conflicts both internally and externally exist over the proper bal­
ance between amenities and commodity production on national for­
ests; appeals and lawsuits are increasing at an unmanageable rate; 
the growth of laws, regulations, and budget line items is signifi­
cantly reducing managerial flexibility. 

I brought a little example of that to share with you. I became su­
pervisor of the Toiyabe in 1982-this book was published in 1983 
and it is entitled "The Principal Laws Relating to Forest Service 
Activities." It is a little less than an inch thick. In 1993, same title, 
same purpose, "Principal Laws," it is two and a half times thicker 
just in 10 years. 
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And that directly relates to our next concern that we raise, and 
that is that ranger districts, the level where most of the work gets 
done, are experiencing flat or decreasing budgets. They do not have 
resources to implement forest plans fully, nor do they have the re­
sources to do their basic stewardship jobs. At the same time, the 
number of staff at the supervisors' office level in the regional office 
and the chiefs office were increasing. 

The quality improvement team spent 15 months to complete its 
study. In February 1993, we presented our findings and rec­
ommendations to the regional leadership team, the key findings 
anyhow. 

Although the region has spent a great deal of money and time 
in adopting improved technology, the organizational structure has 
not adjusted to those innovations. Quite simply, no additional re­
sources had been released for on-the-ground work. In fact, re­
sources were taken from the ground to do that. 

Functionalism, work oriented along specific program lines such 
as recreation, timber, wildlife, et cetera, and duplication of effort 
are on the rise, as reflected in the growth of staff above the district 
level. External pressures are putting the organization under severe 
stress. Litigation, changing public demands, unprecedented media 
scrutiny, and the absence of resources to respond to increased work 
load have produced a crisis mentality in management. 

External customers exist at three identifiable levels: The ground, 
State, and national levels. The Forest Service has four organiza­
tional levels. This lack of similarity between the public and organi­
zational levels contributes to reduced organization performance. 

Budget information included in our report supported these find­
ings. The regional budget for the Intermountain Region; 12 percent 
goes to the regional office, 43 percent goes to the 16 forest super­
visors' offices, and the remaining 45 percent goes to the 75 ranger 
districts. 

Second, nearly two-thirds of our budget is used to support orga­
nizational needs, leaving too little for on-the-ground work. 

While some of these problems are beyond the control of the For­
est Service to solve, certainly there are many opportunities for posi­
tive change. 

The quality improvement team made one overarching rec­
ommendation: The Forest Service should be positioned based on a 
philosophy of organizing close to our customers and identifying 
nonduplicative roles appropriate for customer expectations and 
land stewardship needs. 

The team developed options also to reduce duplication of function 
and improve customer service. These options were structured 
around three variables: The type of work, which is basically divided 
into three generic categories, and they are very generic, which is 
basically work on the ground, support, and coordination needed to 
support that work; and then the strategic functions including inter­
actions with Congress, the administration, and national interests. 

We considered different numbers of organizational levels in our 
analysis-two, three, and four-and geographic considerations such 
as State boundaries and eco-regions. Each option was also designed 
to improve organizational performance by promoting such things as 
new concepts, self-managed teams, right sizing, integration of oper-
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ations, and enhancing the attractiveness of districts as career-end­
ing destinations. 

The regional leadership team has agreed to evaluate various op­
tions developed by the quality improvement team, and as part of 
this effort the region is currently evaluating appropriate roles for 
each level of the organization, and each job in the regional office 
is being reviewed to see-to determine its contribution to the agen­
cy's mission. Later on as we develop our reorganization plan, this 
information will be used to assign work at appropriate levels. 

We hope to finish the evaluation process by the end of this year, 
and our employees have been fully involved in the effort. They are 
very supportive of it, and they are eagerly awaiting the reorganiza­
tion plan which will eventually be approved by the regional and na­
tional leadership teams. 

Our report has been given to the forest reinvention team for con­
sideration, and although it is only one of many that they are look­
ing at all across the nation, I believe that our work will be a valu­
able contribution to the overall reinvention effort. 

That concludes my testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Nelson can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Supervisor Nelson. We will be back with a 

question or two in a moment about your efforts and this plan that 
you have developed. 

We want to hear from others on this panel, of course, first, and 
next will be Dr. Donald Waller, a botanist of the University of Wis­
consin, Madison. 

Dr. Waller, welcome. 

STATEMENT OF DR. DONALD M. WALLER 

Dr. WALLER. Thank you, Mr. Vento. 
I am a plant ecologist. I study biodiversity for a living, an·d I am 

here to represent ecosystems, not any particular user group. 
I also want to say at the beginning that I am not against timber 

harvest activities at all, but I do think that they should be de­
signed in a way so as to be ecologically sustainable. Most forest 
laws, however, were written before we had much of our current 
knowledge in conservation biology. 

I recently co-chaired the Wisconsin Scientific Round Table which 
I feel provides an example of how science and management can bet­
ter work together. 

A century after the Forest Reserve Act of 1891, we face persist­
ent problems. Federal lands are being logged at unsustainably high 
rates and low cost, populations of many native species are seriously 
threatened in our national forests, once pristine streams and rivers 
are suffering high rates of siltation, low-cost forest products from 
national lands are discouraging careful stewardship and more effi­
cient utilization and recycling. 

Ironically, many of these problems are traceable to the agency 
entrusted by the public to oversee their national forests, the U.S. 
Forest Service. What has gone wrong? Why has this agency lost its 
original reputation and the trust of the public they serve? Many in 
and outside the agency are asking these questions. 
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Since its inception, the Forest Service has sought to fulfill two 
distinct and at times conflicting goals, to conserve and protect the 
national forests and their natural resources and to provide a stable 
and sustainable supply of commodities from those forests. 

Through time, conservation has lost out to production. The agen­
cy has even justified high rates of cutting and associated costly 
road construction in terms of the very wildlife and recreation val­
ues that are being diminished. 

Although the National Forest Management Act stipulates that 
management of the national forests should maintain and enhance 
the natural biological diversity of those lands, the Forest Service 
remains primarily biased toward timber cutting. This bias is obvi­
ous when one examines budget allocations over past decades, and 
that is the figure that I enclose with my testimony. 

We see an agency that has refused to accept full responsibility 
under NFMA and the Endangered Species Act to effectively protect 
threatened populations of plants, fish, and wildlife. These high 
rates of cutting, in addition to threatening environmental values, 
have not even succeeded in raising enough revenue to offset the 
steep economic costs of administering timber sales and building 
roads. 

While controversy is not new, current storms of protest extend 
into the daily papers, prime-time television, and even the pages of 
Sports Illustrated. 

In my opinion, we should judge the Forest Service according to 
two simple criteria: Does the agency act so as to protect and en­
hance the economic and ecological value of the lands it oversees? 
And, two, does the agency effectively and efficiently carry out the 
duties set out for it by Congress? In particular, does the agency 
embrace the spirit as well as the letter of the environmental laws 
of our land? While there are a great many cases where the agency 
meets these tests, its failures are too common and too pervasive to 
be excused as occasional oversights. 

We see today an agency beset by internal dissent. The creation 
of AFSEEE testifies to the atmosphere of intimidation that exists 
within the agency. 

As a conservation biologist, I am particularly concerned by the 
Forest Service's failures to effectively absorb and apply two lessons 
from conservation biology: One, that to sustain natural commu­
nities, it is essential to sustain the natural conditions and disturb­
ance regimes to which most species are adapted; and, two, that to 
sustain viable populations of sensitive native species, it is essential 
to protect often large areas of natural habitat, too-small areas to 
support enough individuals or provide the full range of conditions 
necessary to prevent local extinction. These are not subtle or ar­
cane concepts. 

We should expect the nation's largest land management agency 
with the explicit charge to protect diversity to have a full under­
standing of their importance and relevance to particular situations. 
High levels of timber cutting and associated road construction con­
tribute directly to habitat loss and fragmentation. Forest Service 
planning documents often reveal an agency preoccupied with com­
mon species of wildlife or outmoded interpretations of ecological 
science. 
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Why has this agency been so wedded to meeting unrealistic and 
damaging targets for commodity outputs and so resistant to re­
form? Other speakers have already described the perverse economic 
incentives that often drive this agency; I won't repeat their points. 

The causes of some other problems appear plainly rooted in lead­
ership. Staffing within the agency has for decades favored the for­
esters, silviculturalists, road engineers, economic planners, and 
managers. They could work well together in meeting timber targets 
set by Congress. While well trained in their specialties, these indi­
viduals almost always have a perspective that emphasizes eco­
nomic outputs. They are fully qualified to manage forest stands for 
timber production. They are rather less qualified to understand the 
consequences of their management on complex ecological relation­
ships among forest saprophytes and pathogens, soil micro­
arthropods, keystone herbivores, neotropical migrant song birds, 
and threatened populations of salmonid fishes and top carnivores. 
Scientists have had much less of a voice. 

Even when scientists have been consulted, their opinions have 
often been dismissed or disallowed. Scientists' opinions have been 
solicited and then ignored. Worse, scientists have been told to re­
write their opinions to match agency policy or political pressure. 
These occurrences violate basic norms of scientific conduct and en­
danger this agency's ability to make informed public decisions. 

Are current steps to reform the Forest Service sufficient? With 
the many other important issues Congress is facing this term, you 
will doubtless be tempted to assume the Forest Service has already 
embraced reform under its ecosystem management program and 
the appointment of a new chief. These are substantial signs of 
progress. But it would be a grave mistake to assume that the For­
est Service is out of the woods in terms of the internal and external 
difficulties it faces. 

If Congress expects this agency to live up to its obligations and 
to do so in the future as well as under the current administration 
and chief, it will have to face up to the structural and bureaucratic 
problems that still exist. 

Some complain that the new chiefs appointment was improperly 
political when he was appointed last fall. Sadly, this agency has 
been blatantly political for many years. 

Will the appointment of Chief Thomas suffice to bring reform? 
Possibly, but he faces grave and perhaps impossible obstacles un­
less Congress assists him. Congress alone has the power to realign 
the budgetary and structural incentives that continue to favor tim­
ber cuts over even minimal protection of our wildlife, streams, and 
forests. 

Will ecosystem management improve agency performance? Eco­
system management as practiced today has amounted mostly to a 
public relations initiative aimed at deflecting public scrutiny and 
criticism. In past incidents, senior personnel from the Washington 
office seeking to reassure audiences have told them that ecosystem 
management would not affect timber targets or the bulk of on-the­
ground management. These ''business as usual" announcements 
belie the public stance of the Forest Service and lead to public cyni­
cism. 
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The focus of new perspectives in ecosystem management thus for 
has been to establish demonstration projects in each region to show 
how conventional silviculture can be modified to simulate natural 
processes or old growth structure. We should admit that these 
modified silvicultural techniques remain unproved. They should be 
considered experiments rather than solutions to the problems posed 
by intensive and extensive timber harvests. 

Forestry makes changes that last centuries. Foresters will need 
to follow the consequences of these projects for decades before we 
can feel confident regarding their impacts on forest ecosystems. 

An obvious way to maintain forest structure and processes is to 
replace clear-cuts and even age management with low-impact selec­
tive cutting techniques. I have seen forests in the Menomonee In­
dian Reservation in Wisconsin and the Collins-Almador private for­
est in California managed by such selective cutting regimes. These 
forests look and feel intact. They suffer fewer troblems with ero­
sion and appear to support a full complement o plant and wildlife 
diversity. These selective harvesting techniques deserve careful 
study to confirm these superficial impressions and could contribute 
to the ultimate success of ecosystem management. 

EM should also incorporate wider views of how diversity is sus­
tained across forested landscapes. Uses often conflict with one an­
other, limiting the extent to which multiple uses can coexist on the 
same land and at the same time. Local approaches do not suffice 
and should be complemented on the landscape scale by allocating 
at least some large contiguous areas to uses other than silviculture. 
What I am proposing here is a segregation of dominant uses. Agen­
cy pronouncements regarding ecosystem management should be 
carefully scrutinized to en.sure they encompass effective concern for 
landscape aspects of forest diversity. 

Finally, I would like to end with a few recommendations for re­
form. Many of these already echo what has been said before. First, 
to realign priorities and provide better leadership. I feel this is 
being done at the moment, and I am encouraged by what I have 
heard here today. But it is the role of Congress to make our public 
priorities and overall commitments clear and to demand leadership 
that reflects these priorities. The agency should also consider ad­
justing staffing levels among job categories and local versus re­
gional and national offices using the retirement incentives that 
have been proposed. 

Number two, it is important to eliminate line item appropriations 
and specific ASQ targets. We can't expect the Forest Service to 
achieve effective reform until Congress avoids this sort of 
micromanagement. · 

Three, eliminate perverse economic incentives that skew prior­
ities. Congress shares a responsibility here for the agency's failure 
to protect environmental goals and must move quickly to remove 
these obsolete and perverse economic incentives that contribute to 
agency bias. 

Four, ensure that the agency obeys environmental law. I don't 
feel I should have to say this, but I feel I must. While many of us 
are optimistic that the Forest Service has turned a corner in ac­
cepting and enforcing these laws, its recent history of modest to fla­
grant violations points to the need for congressional oversight. The 
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agency must meet all obligations and expectations under NEPA, 
the Endangered Species Act, and NFMA to protect biological diver­
sit}' and the processes that sustain it. 

Five-and this is what I will concentrate on in the end-it is im­
portant to elevate the role of conservation science and forest plan­
ning and management. If ecosystem management is to fulfill its 
promise to improve stewardship of our Federal lands, it will re­
quire the close integration of science and management. 

Furthermore, the need for further research and study should not 
be used to delay reform while allowing destructive practices to con­
tinue. Knowledge is already extensive enough to dictate important 
changes in management. We know scattered clear-cuts fragment 
forests; we know cutting old growth eliminates critically needed 
habitat. 

Six, it is important to expand research into conservation science. 
The Forest Service and the USDA should recognize the need to ex­
pand their research programs and encourage open competition and 
peer review here. I am particularly concerned, in this discussion of 
forest health today, that improper attention and insufficient atten­
tion is paid to the potential damage done by exotic forest diseases, 
perhaps due to the importing of logs to the Northwest. 

Conservation biology and landscape ecology have grown rapidly 
in recent years, and we have skilled pools of researchers eager to 
investigate these questions of direct relevance to forest managers. 
I also join AFSEEE in urging Congress to sponsor research into re­
cycling and land management. 

Finally, it is important to plan forest activities on the appro­
priate scale. The Forest Service has too often managed national for­
ests piecemeal, propagating similar patterns of timber harvest over 
broad areas instead of segregating divergent dominant uses. Plan­
ning should center on broad landscapes and biogeographical re­
gions, and conflicting uses must be effectively segregated. 

You have an historic opportunity here similar to that faced by 
Congress a century ago to stem abuses on national lands and redi­
rect an agency back to its original purpose. Committed profes­
sionals within the agency, conservation scientists like myself, and 
the informed public all support the need for such reform. Please ac­
cept your responsibility and help return this agency to its original 
mission and pride of purpose. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Dr. Waller, for your testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. Waller can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
We are pleased to have R. Max Peterson, the executive vice 

president of the International Association of Fish and Wildlife, of 
course former chief of the Forest Service for many years. 

Max. 

STATEMENT OF R. MAX PETERSON 

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I admire your persist­
ence through lunch and all kinds of other times. 

Let me try to brief my testimony. As you recognize, I now rep­
resent the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
which has as members all 50 State fish and wildlife agencies, and 
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we appreciate the opportunity to reflect on how the historic work­
ing relationship between the State fish and wildlife agencies and 
the Forest Service can be improved. 

I would like to associate myself with some of Jim Nelson's re­
marks. I think some of the things that are going on there to try 
to ask the people who-know best how we can better manage forests 
is important. In fact, one of the things that I have observed over 
the years is that the people who are the most positive about how 
the forests -should be managed may know the least about it, and 
so it is important to get people that have spent their life working 
with forests and understand them to be involved in how we would 
change them. 

Let me, though, Mr. Chairman, first talk about the research in 
State, private, and international forestry as a part of this entire 
scheme of things. As we know, approximately two-thirds of the 
land in the United States is privately owned, and it is this manage­
ment of private land that in the long term will have a great effect 
on_ our future not only in terms of the many products that we now 
look for from national forest land, but if we are going to see thriv­
ing fish and wildlife species and so on, including action to prevent 
them from becoming threatened or endangered, we simply must do 
a better job of working with the private landowners who hold the 
faith of the future of our fish and wildlife in their hands. 

In fact, much of the problems of the Pacific Northwest would 
have been avoided had we not depended entirely just on national 
forest land to meet the problem of threatened and endangered spe­
cies. 

Second, in looking at the research program of the Forest Service, 
I do agree with Dr. Waller that there is much to be gained by this 
very vigorous research program, and during times of fiscal auster­
ity we sometimes tend to cut back on research, which is probably 
the worst kind of long-term decision we could make because doing 
things right the first time is much better than doing them over. 

So I would think that we ought to look seriously at how we can 
use the research program and the more than a thousand scientists 
. who have spent many years looking at sustainable use of forests; 
because some of the ideas we are just beginning to see on the hori­
zon today may be good long-term solutions and they may not be. 
We need a real good research and monitoring program to find out. 

I also mentioned the international forestry program, because if 
we are going to look at worldwide problems of everything from 
global warming to endangered species to balance of trade and so 
on, the importance of management of forests in other countries can 
hardly be overestimated. Incidentally, most of the use of forests in 
other countries today is for fuel. That is the number one impact on 
forests worldwide. 

I think there is also an opportunity, Mr. Chairman, and because 
of your background in looking at employment programs and youth 
programs, the National Service Corps probably offers some real op­
portunities involving youth and young people in making some real 
contributions to improvement of management of our forests. 

Let me then quickly talk about national forests and to recognize 
first that national forests do, in a unique way, belong to all the 
people. I guess I am a little bit concerned about ideas that national 
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forests belong to just one group of people, whether they are on the 
commodity or noncommodity end. I think we have 250 million 
shareholders out there, all who have a share in their pocket, and 
they don't deserve to be disenfranchized by anybody who thinks 
their use is superior. 

So I think there is a real need to sit down, as users, and say, 
how can we both use these forests on a sustainable basis and some­
how meet a variety of needs, and somehow meet it in a way that 
we are going to sustain these ecological communities that our fu­
ture welfare depends upon? 

There hasn't been much attention in the last 20 years to the idea 
of sharing. There has been mostly a concentration on who can gain 
an advantage by either skewing the budget or skewing a law to 
their particular advantage. So I think one real challenge to this 
committee is, how can these forests that belong to all the people 
somehow be cherished and used and husbanded and be the stew­
ards of those lands so that our children and grandchildren will feel 
those forests are important enough to perpetuate? · 

I have seen countries, incidentally, that have decided their for­
ests were not important enough to perpetuate, that they would just 
write them off to get the international capital in a hurry or some 
other kind of use, and we need to be sure that our society recognize 
the importance of forests and the need to perpetuate them. 

I think the polarization that I have seen and I think the name 
calling between different user groups, assigning names to people, 
whether we remember some of those names-you know, that these 
people are little old ladies in tennis shoes that don't have any real 
right to use the forest, or these are the evil people who like to cut 
trees, you know, that have this evil profit motive that shouldn't be 
around-those kinds of things that we have seen in the last 20 
years I think have been counterproductive to deciding good solu­
tions to management of our forests. 

Now I will admit to several areas of concern. I am not as quick 
to come up with solutions, because I know deciding a solution is 
not near as easy as some people would think because the need to 
look at the forests in different parts of the country are quite dif­
ferent, so I get real concerned that the Congress would try to fash­
ion a solution. 

You and I can go back 10 years and see that several of the ac­
tions of Congress, like mandating certain levels of timber sales in 
an area, have been part and parcel of our problem. So I hope that 
Congress does not take upon itself the idea of making broad pro­
nouncements that would hope to fit every place. 

I do think that we have taken basic laws like the National Forest 
Management Act, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act­
which is BLM's organic act-the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the 
Wilderness Act, the Endangered Species Act, and so on, and we 
have somehow converted those into all kinds of process legislation 
until getting the right answer seems less important than going 
through all the processes. · 

If you go through all the processes right and it can stand legal 
review, maybe you have got through the system, and somehow in 
the process we may have lost the idea that the real outcome is well 
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managed forests that are healthy in the future and don't create 
problems. 

One of the specific concerns that we have from the State Fish 
and Wildlife Agency viewpoint is the National Forest Management 
Act, the Organic Act. All of these laws say that the management 
of fish and wildlife primarily remains with the States, yet we have 
interposed the Advisory Committee Act to prevent that cooperation 
in many cases. 

There is not a scratch of paper in the Advisory Committee Act 
that indicates anybody intended that, but as recently as last week 
when I went to an endangered species meeting, they said, ''We 
can't invite the States to this," even though Section 6 of the Endan­
gered Species Act says the Secretaries-and that is Commerce and 
Interior in that case-shall, to the maximum extent possible, co­
operate with the States in carrying out this Act. They can't even 
be invited to the discussion of what might be done by interposing 
the advisory committee. That is nonsense. 

If we expect good cooperation locally between States and other 
people, they have at least got to be able to sit down and talk about 
it without interposing the Advisory Committee Act in their face. 
That is one of the challenges, I guess, to the Pacific Northwest so­
lution right now, the idea that it was done in violation of the Advi­
sory Committee Act. 

We do have some concerns about the proposed restructuring of 
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management budget, 
not because we don't think they need more flexibility, but the ques­
tion is, how much flexibility do you provide? Do you provide just 
one big sack of money and say, "Go forth and do good things under 
something called ecosystem management?" Some of our people say, 
"If you believe that, I have got a bridge I'll sell you." 

At least there needs to be some discussion of how that budget re­
structuring might contribute to long-term improved management of 
the forests, and I haven't seen any of that so far. So we at this time 
are not supportive of that, at least until we have seen a little more 
of the reasoning behind it and a little more of how it might work. 

We do believe that the Forest Service needs to have buy-out au­
thority and early-out and other types of things to allow the Forest 
Service to be restructured. We are concerned that if you do a reduc­
tion in force system now, that we will lose a large number of fish 
and wildlife biologists and other kinds of professionals that we ac­
quired in the late 1970's and early 1980's, and a reduction in force, 
as you know, I think, Mr. Chairman, is extremely expensive be­
cause you go through this bumping procedure, and you also protect 
people's salaries for two years, and that is much more costly than 
paying people that would retire at $25,000, strange as it may seem. 
So I guess I am having a little trouble understanding how CBO 
scores that as costing money when the alternative would cost more. 

Let me also suggest to you that the testimony I gave to you four 
years ago on the professionalism of natural resource managers 
might be good reading today to just talk about the need to have 
professional resource managers out there that are qualified and ex­
perienced and not make the management job-the management job 
in agencies like the Forest Service has become so onerous today, 
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many people don't want the job simply because they think there 
are too many problems that come with it. 

In the five years I have been working for the association and 
after the years with the Forest Service, I at least have a different 
viewpoint or different vantage point. I am going to resist that to 
give you a recipe. But let me suggest that somehow you try to dis­
till out of everything you got today maybe some consensus views. 
I think there are some consensus views of promoting some flexibili­
ties, promoting the idea of discretion, of moving professional people 
closer to the field. 

I think it would be a good idea somehow if we could figure out 
a way to make the district ranger's job a job you go to and not 
through. The system of moving people in the last 20 years due to 
grade structures and so on has resulted in a lot of people moving 
through jobs I think much too rapidly. There are some people that 
literally don't know their forest, and they are strangers to the for­
est or district that they are on because of moving too fast. 

It seems to me also we have got to create some method of fund­
ing what we do to get a better early warning system on species 
that are in decline. We seem to call out all the emergency crew, 
and we have barrels of money when we have the equivalent of an 
earthquake, when we have a species that is suddenly declared to 
be threatened or endangered. That is probably the most inefficient 
way you could go about being concerned about changes in a species. 

Now, if you remember one number that I give you-and you have 
heard lots of numbers today-95 percent of the species in this 
country are neither threatened, endangered, hunted, or fished, but 
yet about 98 percent of the money we spend in the United States 
goes in one of those categories. We have not been able-in spite of 
all the interest that people have shown in the other species-we 
have not been able to get a dependable, reliable source of funding. 

I would also work hard to provide a 2-year budget, at least a 2-
year budget, and provide some for flexibility to field people to use 
the money. 

I would establish technical teams at the State level maybe com­
posed of Federal, State, and other professional people who are in­
terested in that State and what is happening and see if we can de­
velop better guidelines for management within that State than we 
now have. I don't favor national technical guidelines, and I think 
local is too small a focus. But a State level technical team that 
would look at guidelines for that State might be a good idea. 

I think we also have to take a look at process legislation, includ­
ing the National Forest Management Act and the National Envi­
ronmental Policy Act and figure out ways to streamline those proc­
esses without losing their substance. 

I was kidding Bob Wolf here, who had a big hand in those, in 
saying he should come over here and confess that he is part of the 
problem. He said he has got ideas about solutions. 

Mr. VENTO. He is up next. 
Mr. PETERSON. He is up next. 
I think we also really have to look at streamlining and reducing 

staffing levels. I have looked at this whole idea and said should we 
eliminate a level of organization-and let me point out that that 
costs a lot of money and it would take a long time, and any way 
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I can see going about it-it would take longer to recover the money 
than probably you and I have got. In other words it would take five 
to ten years to get back the amount of money that we spent. But 
you can streamline the heck out of an organization by dramatically 
reducing the number of people at national and regional levels, par­
ticularly with a bias toward putting at the forest and district 
level-in all respect to my good friend, Jim Nelson, I think we 
would agree the most rapid increase in people in recent years has 
been at the forest level in most regions, and so the forest should 
not be immune from also looking at streamlining. I think we can 
do that with better communications and a way to exchange infor­
mation. 

I would also create on a State-by-State basis a coordinated re­
source information system which is GIS based and which allows a 
free exchange of information between State, private, and Federal 
agencies, and this can really be done now with the equipment tha:t 
is available and with, in many cases, the information that has al­
ready been collected. It simply requires a library system to inter­
change it, and the Lake States have made quite a bit of progress. 

I saved ·item number six for last because I am really meddling 
now. I don't think the Cabinet' level, the Department, should be im­
mune from streamlining. The greatest growth in most agencies in 
Washington has been at the Department level. We have had a jil­
lion assistant secretaries and deputy assistant secretaries and spe­
cial assistants to the deputy secretaries and confidential assistants 
and so on, and line assistant secretaries did not even exist until 
after the Eisenhower Administration. So the idea you can't run a 
government without that is at least suspect in these days that you 
could have a Cabinet officer supervising agency heads directly as 
we used to. It might be kind of refreshing for them to talk to some 
of their agency heads. 

The usual assistant secretary, incidentally, is young and inexpe­
rienced and spends less than 18 months on the job, if that doesn't 
scare you about how you could run a complex government with 
that kind of change in managers. 

So with those few little words, I'll leave you to the others. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Peterson cQ.D be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Use that on the term limit argument. 
Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Peterson, for your testimony. And let 

me finally go to Roy Keene, the executive director of the Public 
Forestry Foundation from Eugene, Oregon. 

STATEMENT OF ROY KEENE 
Mr. KEENE. Thank you. 
I have been making my living over the last 20 years as a logger, 

timber broker, and consulting forester. When I get down to the part 
of my testimony that addresses logging and timber harvesting-in 
1987 and 1988 my logging partner and I harvested almost 20 mil­
lion board feet on 14 different locations within two working seasons 
in Oregon's second growth forest on private ownerships. So when 
I start to talk a little bit about tuning the weighty part of the For-
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est Service, which is the timber production part of the agency, I 
would like to be sure that I have identified myself as a small, mini­
ature, almost a ranger size in terms of outputs, timber producer. 
That was before I resigned to become a volunteer director of this 
foundation which is comprised of many different kinds of resource 
profe~sionals. 

I would like to preface my statements about reviving the Forest 
Service by saying that I appreciate the professionalism that I en­
counter in the Forest Service. I have a deep respect for the people 
that work in it. I like the Forest Service. I particularly like to tour 
in the forest with the Forest Service. We have never had any prob­
lem as forestry intelligent citizens dealing with the Forest Service 
since the first scratchings of New Perspectives. We have been able 
to effectively meet and deal with the Forest Service. 

In the sense of being a good bureaucracy, I would score the For­
est Service extremely high, and I would say that what I like the 
most as a taxpayer is the access that I have to the agency and to 
the people that manage the forest. Many times without any com­
plications, I have been able to go in on little or any kind of notice 
and meet early in the morning with a forest supervisor and talk 
about something that that person is doing, and I simply can't imag­
ine myself being able to do that with any other part of the govern­
ment bureaucracy. 

The first point that I would like to make is that we need to shift 
the budget emphasis of the Forest Service. ~ a private forester, 
I do what my clients pay me to do. Private clients in the second 
growth forests of Oregon routinely paid me, until I retired from 
that activity, to clean off and replant various size acreages of es­
sentially Doug fir timber. 

That is what I was paid to do; I did it well. My motive was to 
leave the owner happy and to maximize the returns on the harvest, 
and I will say I have never cut attractive timber for anybody where 
they didn't make good money. The idea of cutting timber and losing 
m~.mey is somewhat foreign to me. 

I think there needs to be a shift of the budget emphasis. I think 
we need to look for ways, and I want to compliment you, Mr. 
Vento, on this hearing because I know that you are looking for so­
lutions, and I think that is where this new wisdom will start. I 
think we need to look for ways in Congress to match the budget 
to what we expect the Forest Service to do. If we expect them to 
manage for ecosystems, we need to search out new and innovative 
ways to match the budget to that mission because the Forest Serv­
ice is a "can do it" agency, and if we put the budget in harmony 
with the mission, I really believe that we will all be delighted in 
that effort and what that produces. 

So if we want ecosystem management and we want to holistically 
manage the forest for a variety of different species and a variety 
of different uses somewhat in accord with some of the original mis­
sion statements, then we certainly need to bring the budget to bear 
on that. 

My second point is on the matter of reducing top heaviness. 
Every good dirt forester knows that you manage a forest from the 
bottom up, not from the top down. This is a primary point in the 
gospel of forestry. The best forestry that I have seen is managed 
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from bottom up. It is managed in some places by senior foresters. 
The head forester being out in the forest with a paint gun who one 
day told me, ''You know, the trigger on this point gun controls the 
forestry," that was on the Collins-Almador 92,000-acre forest which 
I had the privilege of performin~ the first western sustainable for­
est study on in terms of producmg an actual certification through 
scientific certification systems. 

So I think there needs to be a reduction in the top-heaviness, and 
to me what that means is, we need to thin out some of the top 
echelons and shift that down to the technicians working at the dis­
trict level. 

There are a lot of really good technicians in the Forest Service. 
We never hear from them because they don't have a lot of academic 
credentials, but they have an extreme amount of ground level 
knowledge. We found this when we were monitoring yew harvest­
ing. The state-of-the-art research over the condition of the Pacific 
yew was vested in Forest Service technicians, bio-control people, 
people that were looking at how the yew replenished itself across 
the landscape. These people had a wealth of knowledge, and to let 
these people go at a time when we want to manage site level 
ecosystems is, to me, a tremendous disservice to both the agency 
and to the taxpayer. . · 

My other point along that same line is called getting back to the 
woods. A number of my Forest Service friends, including a friend 
of mine who manages . the largest cut in the nation, Bob Leonard 
in the Willamette Forest, he asked me once, he said, "What would 
you do to make my job easier?" And I said, "I'd put a Hughes 500 
up on the roof, I'd toss your computer out the window, and I would 
give you a bunch of people to handle all this paperwork and you 
would be out on every site on every sale in this 1, 700,000-acre . for­
est; you would be in everything and in everybody's face; there 
wouldn't be anything going on out there that you wouldn't land 
into from above," because once as a private forester I had run 12 
sites the same way by using a Hughes 500 turbine helicopter and 
by being on the location site. So the loggers knew when they were 
out there on the job that at any given time I could come ripping 
over the skyline and land on the landing and jump out and start 
kicking around, looking at things, and poking, and kind of getting 
into things, and that kind of presence is what we need in the forest 
for ecosystem management. 

We need for the managers to be out on the ground. We need for 
the rangers to burn fuel. We need for the rangers to put their boots 
on every day and go to work in the woods, because that is where 
forestry is, it is out in the forest. 

My next point has to do with building good models. I am watch­
ing a process in the Blue Mountains right now which is rather 
scary. A great deal of research is being done, and I suspect when 
the research is done we will try to make this rather awkward tran­
sition from the research to large projects like we tried the first time 
in northeast Oregon. 

What I would like to see us do is build models, actual wind-up 
ground-level operational forestry models. There is a great deal of 
technology out there that is being discovered that various forestry 
friends of mine are coming on to in terms of ground-level oper-
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ations that have minimum impacts. There is a great deal of oppor­
tunity to incorporate this knowledge, to fuse it with the research, 
to bring it together with the basically academic researchers who of­
tentimes fall short when it gets to how to put the bell on the cat, 
how do we take these feelings how do we take these discoveries, 
how do we retake this knowledge, and how do we weave it together 
on the ground? We do it by building models. So I would like to see 
a great deal of emphasis on model building. 

In Sweden's Natural Way Reform Movement, model building was 
seen to be a critical issue. If you design a good timber sale, even 
one the . size of a postage stamp, it is amazing how many different 
special interest groups and how many people you can bring to­
gether on that little piece of ground to marvel at how well things 
were done. So to see how we could in fact spread that over a larger 
area, I don't think the model building can be emphasized enough. 

Now, taking charge of timber sales, lots of possibilities, way too 
many here to talk about in a very short meeting. However, I think 
that some of the programs that are being put forward right now 
and some of the changes that are being offered up such as return­
ing to lump sum or going to a lumf sum sale, l think that could 
become, in my own opinion, a smal disaster. I don't like the idea 
of a lump sum sale, I don't like the idea of a purchaser being able 
to microcontrol my forest. 

I want my agency, the Forest Service, to control my forest, not 
a purchaser. I want the Forest Service to take charge of each site, 
and to do that, we have to give the Forest Service the right to man­
age the most important part of forestry, which is the logging. I 
mean that is where the rubber meets the road, that is where the 
conflict starts, when we start cutting timber. 

So if we are going to continue a subsidized investment in public 
forestry, I would like to see my appointed agency have charge all 
the way through that process. This means we have to change how 
we do contracts, we have to search for new and exciting ways to 
do contracting, we have to give the agency the flexibility they need 
to make ground-level decisions. I think we should be looking seri­
ously into public log sorting. 

I would be to glad to show Congress how the public log sorting 
could result in a wider distribution of public timber to small value­
added users and help to solve employment problems. I think we 
could maximize the return on the stump, what I call the stumpage 
return, and we haven't heard about that today. We have heard a 
lot of the toll level economics, but we haven't heard about getting 
more for the timber at the sale level, at the stumpage level. 

If we are selling right now today an 8- to 11-inch Doug fir sort 
for about $540 on a timber sale bid basis and at the same time I 
can get $850 for that same Doug fir sort in central Oregon, we 
have got a problem. If we are selling that log for 30 or 40 percent 
less because of the mechanisms and the way that sales are done, 
then what we can get for a private log of equal size and equal 
value, we need to start looking into that. It doesn't take a lot of 
intelligence to figure out how much money is lying out there get­
ting wasted at the stump. 

So I think it is extremely important that the Forest Service be 
allowed to engage in a fuller way in the product that we are most 
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concerned with or that we are most budgeted for, and that is the 
timber sale itself, the harvest and production of timber, and I think 
there are a lot of ways to address that available to us. I think that 
is an area of research that we could cover a lot of ground in. 

My last point is that managing forest ecosystems will be truthful 
as long as it is beneficial for the forest and consequently for all the 
people. I think personally, as a forester, that if you do what is right 
in.d what is good for the forest, you invariably do what is right and 
what is good for the owners and for the people, and that is where 
I would leave my statement. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Keene can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Keene, for your statement. 
I think the one point, taking charge of timber sales in terms of 

talking about their greater value in terms of some of the smaller 
sales, is of interest to me. I suppose from a standpoint of adminis­
tration, you look at economies of scale in terms of what they are 
able to do, and supposedly that all works out. I don't know that the 
Forest Service is limited. 

There are obviously some rules, but maybe we should have some 
differential methods of, in fact, moving forward, especially where 
we have got various types of species that have a high value, such 
as Doug fir, where we get this type of price differential, which is 
30, 40-well, actually this was about 60 percent higher than the 
price they were receiving. You can look at it that way. 

That is an interesting point. You would think that something like 
that would translate through. 

One of the issues that comes up in terms of an ecosystem ap­
proach to dealing with the forest is, of course, this issue of decen­
tralization. These almost should go together. But does that rep­
resent a special challenge in terms of having something like--I 
won't say national consistency or Federal consistency-in terms of 
what the policies are that are written in law and/or that the Forest 
Service at the regional or at the national level actually try to im­
pose on the Forest Service itself? 

The question I want to ask--:-and I hope I don't lose the train of 
thought here; I have been accused of that on occasion-but I think 
it is also reflected in the work that was done by the Office of Tech­
nology Assessment, if I can go back to the first panel, although I 
didn't repeat it then, and nobody picked up on it, which was very 
interesting, because, again, OTA suggested that-and Mr. Peter­
son, Mr. Nelson, Dr. Waller, and Mr. Keene, suggest again-that 
somehow the national office was actually superimposing or chang­
ing what the local decisions were; that basically they had made de­
cisions and that they were superimposed, so the tendency being to 
actually historically at least, based on .the OTA's study being a cou­
ple of years old, said they wouldn't let you do what you wanted to 
do, and now we are saying we have got an ecosystem management 
which, by implication, says that these areas-of course, it is true 
that ecosystems can be larger or smaller, we can also have biomes, 
but I don't want to complicate this too much. 
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But the fact is that we really need greater flexibility to, in fact, 
manage those mountains in Nevada. Is that what they are, Super­
visor Nelson? 

Mr. NELSON. I am sitting here trying to figure out how I am 
going to respond to all of that. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, it is really basically the same idea, but reflect­
ing on what OTA was saying this is what happened, reflecting on 
what were-where the direction is we are supposed to go. So how 
are we going to get that done, and how does this all-! want you 
to put this together. 

Mr. NELSON. I guess, ecosystem, you know, you can talk about 
the planet. 

Mr. VENTO. No, no, I don't want you to define that. 
Mr. NELSON. I want to make a point. 
Mr. VENTO. OK. 
Mr. NELSON. Or you can bring it right down to a specific drain­

age and talk about ecosystem management there. But there is 
going to have to be a lot of coordination, an agreement between the 
agencies, for example the BLM and the U.S. Forest Service. We 
both basically have the same mission, and when we move into eco­
system management or as we move into ecosystem management, 
there has to be coordination. 

Currently, I am in Nevada now, in Reno, working with UNR, 
University of Nevada at Reno, with Stanford represented on a 
biodiversity effort. All of the agencies, including the BLM, the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the Forest Service, are represented. We 
meet once a month working on this problem we are talking about 
on how we are going to manage from an ecosystem perspective. 

I have an ecology team; it has been working for me for four 
years, out in central Nevada in riparian areas which are the criti­
cal areas in central Nevada, and to figure how we are going to 
manage them, what should our desired future be, and they have 
come up with a process to develop score cards that our employees 
can use to determine the condition of an area. But they have also 
identified serial pathways that a riparian area can go through all 
the way to potential natural community from very early serial con­
dition, and they have identified what we are calling a conservation 
threshold below which a riparian area is in danger of being lost. 
We are providing that information. 

Mr. VENTO. I think that is appropriate. You have complicated my 
questions more than I intended, but I think it is a good point. This 
is obviously an assumption that is based on a naive view of the 
Federal Government. We assume that at least Federal agencies 
would work together. 

Mr. NELSON. I don't think that is always an accurate assump­
tion. 

Mr. VENTO. No, I know it is not. In fact, it is one that really is 
going to have to start taking place, though, I want to tell you. 

But what I am saying is, once you make those decisions on those 
riparian areas in Nevada, what the hell do you do when you tell 
the cattlemen no, and then you have got somebody in Washington 
that says, "But these people have grazing permits, and I don't care 
what your ecosystem says, they have to have access to that water 
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at a certain time," and so out the door goes all the planning, all 
the credibility. 

You want to know why Forest Service professionals cannot exer­
cise and utilize the judgment? The fact is that decisions that are 
made based on that are summarily rejected in light of other factors 
that come to play like grazing. It has never happened to you, has 
it, Mr. Nelson? You don't have to answer that question. 

That is my concern. We are all up here with the ecosystem ap­
proach, but the management part means we have to decentralize 
and let Jim Nelson, supervisor, and, more specifically, the profes­
sional with some science background on the ground, those techni­
cians that Mr. Keene was talking about, let them do their job. 

Mr. NELSON. I guess I feel like there is the public out there lo­
cally, and we are going to make some decisions that will adversely 
affect some operations, there is no question about that, but if we 
have got good public involvement and public knowledge of what we 
are doing and why we are doing it, I don't think I will get that 
mandate. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, that is another question. I don't know what 
they are going to do up above, but you may have someone in the 
House or someone in the Senate that thinks they ought to put it 
in an appropriation bill or a policy bill. 

Well, I have picked on you enough today. Let me go to the former 
chief, Mr. Peterson, who was criticized indirectly at least as a chief, 
for turning around some of those local orders, at least in the OTA 
report. 

What about the future, Mr. Peterson? Do you understand the 
problem I am alluding to? 

Mr. PETERSON. Oh, yes. I had some of my decisions turned 
around too, I expect you know, over the years. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, that isjust Congress. That is my problem. 
Mr. PETERSON. Oh, no, by the Department. 
Mr. VENTO. Oh, yes. 
Mr. PETERSON. But I think you are talking about reality here. 
I never turned over a decision of a local person, as far as I know, 

that was based on necessity to protect the resource. There is plenty 
of discretion in the grazing rules, for example, to reduce stocking 
or do other things that are necessary to protect a riparian area 
now. 

I guess the concern I have is that any time you adopt national 
things-and even though I agree with, say, 90-plus percent of what 
is in this grazing reform package right now-l have become very 
concerned when we try to develop some cookie cutter national 
standards that may not fit, and so I would suggest we err on the 
side of leaving some discretion out there. 

Most of the time I have seen that people in the field that are 
given discretion, 99-plus percent of the time they exercise it rather 
well. But I can also see your next GAO report saying the Forest 
Service is inconsistent in applying this. That is the worst criticism. 
One place we want to decentralize, and the next place we want 
consistency. Now those two things are inconsistent. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, well, you know, if you have the Sonoran Desert 
and the Mojave Desert and somebody is managing it one way in 
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one part of the Mojave and another way in the other part, you 
know. 

Mr. PETERSON. Let me complicate your life on ecosystem man­
agement a little bit. You are talking about cooperation between 
government agencies. Let me suggest that-the Endangered Spe­
cies Act that has taken some hits in this hearing-let me point out 
that many times the reason we have got endangered species on 
Federal land is, there has been nothing to pay attention to those 
species on other lands. 

Mr. VENTO. No. I heard you. I heard that in your earlier testi­
mony. 

Mr. PETERSON. But that is not going to be helped by just coordi­
nation between the Federal agencies. Any time you draw a circle 
that says we are going to manage that ecosystem and it is one­
third private land, we have a few problems there. 

It seems to me like-and I am not trying to do semantics here­
we are trying to practice conservation of ecosystems, which is dif­
ferent than putting the Federal Government in charge of managing 
that ecosystem. 

There are a lot of people that would buy into cooperation on con­
servation of ecosystems. I am really concerned about all these gran­
diose plans I see of great big areas in ecosystems. 

So I think the way to do this is, you have got to get a commit­
ment from private individuals, from States, and from others to an 
idea that it is worthwhile to them as well as to the public at large 
to conserve these ecological resources, and we are not there yet, as 
you know. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. It would be a lot easier if it wasn't a democracy, 
I might say, but this is a classic case of the organization of the For­
est Service versus the democracy of North America. 

Mr. PETERSON. I think we have got to be careful not to put it in 
that context. I think we have got to be talking managing the land 
out there in watersheds that are in very diverse kinds of owner­
ship. 

Mr. VENTO. I agree with you. I thought we had to start some­
where with it. At least that is the implication. I say that if we wait 
until all the States and other landowners line up, we probably will 
never get something put in place. But what is likely going to hap­
pen is, there is going to be a commitment to, and there is a com­
mitment to, an ecosystem approach which would necessitate a re­
writing of plans, and then you are going to have folks carrying it 
out. 

Mr. PETERSON. But less than 1 percent of the public today sup­
port any concept of ecosystem management, at least according to 
the polls done two weeks ago by the Defenders of Wildlife. 

Mr. VENTO. What I try to do is pick up a thread here, and I am 
getting the whole cloth. 

Mr. PETERSON. But let me suggest that somehow you need to 
bring all the players to the table. 

Mr. VENTO. One of the aspects is, for instance, are you going to 
have sort of an adaptive management, as was implied here by an 
earlier panel, the adaptive management type of scheme where you 
have local participation by State, by conservation, by environ-
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mental, by user groups, and so forth? Is that going to be something 
that is going to play some sort of role in terms of this? 

I mean I don't know where that model is working right now, so 
I am very concerned about superimposing it, especially on a broad 
basis here from a standpoint of policy. 

Mr. PETERSON. But you might permit-you see, right now laws 
like the Advisory Committee Act are actually working as a barrier 
to prevent cooperation, and I don't think we ever meant for the Ad­
visory Committee Act to work that way. 

Mr. VENTO. No, I am not aware of that. 
Mr. PETERSON. If you are going to get commitment of States and 

local people and others that are vital to the long-term future, you 
are going to have to invite them to the table. You can't say, well, 
the Feds are going to solve this, they are going to practice. eco­
system management. They aren't goingto be a long-term solution. 

Mr. VENTO. No. I think by definition you have got to look for the 
relationships. I agree with this conversation between me and Mr. 
Peterson, that the private and others have to be brought in. 

We do have areas like Nevada where I think it is critical to in­
volve them at least in terms of a knowledge of what is going on. 
Because they are not landowners probably isn't in the same frame. 

Let me invite Dr. Waller to get involved. 
Dr. Waller, you heard my initial question and how they led me 

astray here. Do you have any comments on any of this discussion 
between the Forest Service and myself? 

Dr. WALLER. Yes, I think _you have hit the nail on the head. I 
mean I have been trying to. We have all been trying to. 

Timber planning has been driven oftentimes a bit much from the 
regional and the Washington office; there is lots of evidence to sup­
port that. What I think is less apparent to everyone here is how 
often planning for wildlife or biological diversity has occurred o~ a 
micro scale, oftentimes on a stand-by-stand or opportunity-area-by­
opportunity-area basis, and the Forest Service will sometimes 
claim that there is no irretrievable commitment of resources at a 
plan stage and try and deflect environmental concern on to the in­
dividual OA's or stand decisions when, in fact-and this is clear 
from conservation biology-lots of these biological impacts are oc­
curring cumulatively across the landscape and depend very much 
on what is happening in the adjacent opportunity area or stand 
overall on the landscape. 

So I think at the same time that we try and bring timber plan­
ning down in scale we should work toward trying to plan on broad­
er scales with regard to these biotic issues, and hopefully there will 
be some areas where we can merge these two. I don't see them as 
incompatible. I really am optimistic about the ability of well-in­
formed managers working with well-informed scientists to come up 
with very viable solutions to a lot of these problems on a regional 
basis. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes. Unfortunately, as is so often the case in many 
issues we deal with, simplicity isn't a virtue in terms of the eco­
system and what needs to be addressed here in terms of the chal­
lenge. I think it sometimes translates into rather than conserva­
tion, as Max Peterson has implied, it results in preservation, say­
ing it is very complicated and therefore let's put a designation of 
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wilderness over a broader area, and this is only one of the ways, 
and we get frustrated in terms of saying it can't be managed. 

For instance, the whole issue, maybe it is the discussion of a 
whole . multiple use. Some nations, as you know, have said, well, 
multiple use is basically an internal combustion engine that is pull­
ing itself apart. 

Dr. WALLER. Getting back to the OTA report as well, I am very 
encouraged by some developments in the Wisconsin national forests 
where particular technical personnel are getting out in front now 
for the first time to actually map where the old growth exists, what 
areas have particular and distinct value, how they are putting 
them into maps, using GIS to analyze this, and doing it with State 
personnel, bringing in the Nature Conservancy and State DNR at 
the same time, and attempting before the second planning round 
due in a couple of years occurs-! think we are going to be in a 
very special position in the Wisconsin national forests, anyway, to 
make this defensible, cogent, and biologically reasonable plan. 

Mr. VENTO. I remember visiting in California, and one of the For­
est Service or Park Service personnel said that they knew where 
the tallest trees were that were in that area, the sequoias in Cali­
fornia, but they didn't want to say where it was because it was on 
private land and if they discovered this, they would cut down the 
sequoia because they didn't want this tallest tree on their land. In 
any case, I don't think they have done that. 

Obviously, this information is important. I am pleased to hear 
that they have and are doing that. 

Dr. WALLER. It also complements what is going on with the Na­
tional Biological Survey where we are finally getting into a position 
where we have the facts, where we know where these things are. 

Mr. VENTO. It hasn't been an easy task. There appear to be some 
that would rather remain in the dark about some of the informa­
tion such as that because of, I guess, the fear or concern with what 
the Federal Government may, in fact, then do with such informa­
tion, which constitutes another threshold problem of trust and sort 
of the attitude that the Federal Government can't do anything 
right, and we end up with all of these controversies. 

Clearly, this ecosystem approach is something that could be and 
should be tried and put into effect very quickly in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Dr. WALLER. Perhaps Mr. Keene is right, a couple of good dem­
onstration projects showing agreement. 

Mr. VENTO. Moving ahead very quickly, I think that is what is 
being suggested, the format proposal. So I think that would be very 
helpful in terms of giving a certain degree of understanding and a 
greater comfort level to those that are uneasy and to all of us, I 
guess, with regard to this. 

Well, I have stalled off the last panel long enough here with my 
own interest. Let me thank all of you for your testimony and your 
help. You can be sure that your testimony will receive careful re~ 
view by myself and many others on the staff as we move ahead 
with this forest reform, forest health, and reorganization. 

I had a lot of questions for you about what was happening in 
terms of reorganization right now, the law enforcement officials, 
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Mr. Peterson, but we will have to talk about those personally at a 
different time. 

Thank you all very much. 
Mr. VENTO. The last panel is Mr. Jon Roush, the new President 

of the Wilderness Society; Ms. Fran Hunt of the National Wildlife 
Federation; and, finally, Mr. Robert Wolf retired assistant chief of 
the Environmental and Natural Resource Division of CRS. 

I especially welcome all of you and thank you for your patience 
today as we have tried to move through a long list of distinguished 
witnesses, which of course you are added to at this late hour. 

So your testimony, as you know by my previous explanation, has 
been made part of the record, and you can therefore summarize in 
the five minutes or so, and take a few more minutes if you would 
like. I hate to have you wait this long and then be cut off. 

Mr. Roush, welcome. I was pleased to meet you last week and 
congratulate you on your new post. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF JON ROUSH, PRESIDENT, THE WIL­
DERNESS SOCIETY, WASHINGTON, DC; FRAN HUNT, NA· 
TIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, DC; AND 
ROBERT E. WOLF, RETIRED ASSISTANT CHIEF, ENVIRON­
MENT AND NATURAL RESOURCE DIVISION, CONGRES­
SIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, WASHINGTON, DC 

STATEMENT OF JON ROUSH 
Mr. ROUSH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am having the time of my life. 
Mr. VENTO. Great. 
Mr. RousH. The nation's 191 million acres of national forests, as 

you know, have been subjected to intense conflicting pressures pro­
viding habitat for fish and wildlife species, many of which occur no­
where else; water resources, clean air, recreation, commodities like 
timber, the national forests are like no other system of public lands 
in the world. 

Unfortunately, the emphasis that is placed on commodity produc­
tion has placed in doubt the capacity of the national forests to sus­
tain other uses. By pushing resource production to the limit, we 
scrape away the diversity and resilience built into these natural 
systems. 

A recent legacy of Forest Service activity points to a fundamental 
problem with forest management. The existing laws have failed to 
live up to their mandate, and the stewards of our public forests 
have failed to listen to the changing attitudes and desires of the 
public owners of these forests. 

The multiple use principles of the laws of 1897, 1960, and 1976 
that govern the management of our national forests need to be ex­
amined and revised to meet the challenges of the 21st century. The 
new guiding principle for our national forests should be the preser­
vation of biological diversity and the undeveloped forest landscape 
needed to support the diversity of life in this country. 

The Wilderness Society and many other groups and individuals 
across the nation have come to the conclusion that the current laws 
governing national forest management have failed. We recommend 
that Congress enact legislation to reinstruct the Forest Service that 
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protection of biological diversity and maintenance of natural eco­
system function are the fundamental goals for national forest man­
agement. 

In November 1992, Dr. Arnold Bolle, Dean Emeritus of the Col­
lege of Forestry of the University of Montana, opened the debate 
about changing the management of our national forests with rec­
ommendations on the status and future management of the na­
tional forests. Dr. Bolle enlisted Jeffrey Olson, director of the Wil­
derness Society's Bolle Center for Ecosystem Management, as co­
author. They enlisted a panel of nationally renowned experts on 
forest management and forestry to prepare background papers and 
recommendations. The panel's analysis served as the foundation for 
the report entitled "New Directions for the Forest Service." Mr. 
Chairman, I ask that a copy of the report be printed in the record 
of this hearing at the end of my statement. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, without objection, it will be. 
Mr. ROUSH. Thank you. 
Two . rules must guide Forest Service reform. First irreplaceable 

resources on national forests should be preserved for the future. 
Species that are eliminated can never be retrieved; unique 
ecosystems cannot be reconstructed. 

Second, renewable resources on the national forests should be 
managed on a sustainable basis. Government incentives that en­
courage the unsustainable exploitation of natural resources must 
be eliminated. 

The sustainable management of national forest resources called 
for by the Congress and expected of the Forest Service by the pub­
lic has been frustrated by policies that emphasize timber extraction 
over all other natural resources. Recent announcements of the For­
est Service of a move toward ecosystem management are certainly 
welcome, but the guidelines unveiled to date do not show convinc­
ing evidence of a fundamental shift in direction. 

The Wilderness Society recommends the following. One, appoint 
an independent panel consisting of ecologists and other biological 
scientists, economists, social scientists, and key interest groups to 
develop a blueprint for national and regional ecosystem manage­
ment for the major ecosystems on Federal forest lands. The report 
should be delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec­
retary of the Interior within 12 months. 

Two, repeal the authority for special accounts and trust funds 
such as K-V and Salvage Trust Funds. The reasons for that rec­
ommendation are described in our printed testimony. 

Three, establish that the minimum acceptable bid for the na­
tional forest commercial timber be set equal to the Government's 
costs. Personal use and wildlife enhancement sales would be ex­
empted. Stop construction of new logging roads into roadless areas, 
and require the Forest Service to conduct a system-wide evaluation 
of the adequacy of existing road networks to meet current and fu­
ture transportation needs. 

Begin a system-wide program to remove existing roads from criti­
cal watersheds and areas important to wildlife, especially threat­
ened and endangered species. The goal should be to reduce road 
densities 50 percent on the national forest system by the turn of 
the century. 
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Four, adopt timber management practices that emulate natural 
disturbance patterns as closely as possible rather than continued 
reliance on traditional even-age and uneven-age management sys­
tems. 

Five, ensure reforestation to meet the requirements of NFMA. 
Classify national forest lands as unsuitable for logging if on-the­
ground reforestation cannot be assured before logging is allowed. 

Six, remove forest lands allocated to the suitable timber base 
that are economically and physically unsuited for timber produc­
tion. In addition, all lands planted under the reforestation program 
three or more times should be automatically withdrawn from the 
suitable timber base. 

Seven, conduct a system-wide inventory to identify gaps in pro­
tected ecosystem types that can be filled by inclusion in the Na­
tional Wilderness Preservation System and protect those areas 
pending passage of wilderness legislation or inclusion in other ap­
propriate land protection systems. 

Eight, establish a system-wide ancient forest reserve network on 
the national forests. 

Nine, initiate a system-wide program to protect aquatic eco-sys­
tems including fish stocks. 

A positive aspect of reforming the Forest Service is that one can 
simultaneously protect the environment for future generations and 
contribute to the national effort to restore fiscal sanity to the Gov­
ernment. 

Along the way, we can recreate a Forest Service whose mission 
serves the long-term interests of the American people and whose 
accomplishments will stand as a lasting example to future genera­
tions. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Roush can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you for summarizing your statement. You 

added up your numbers. I was paging busily through it. I appre­
ciate your efforts and the statement, and we will review it care­
fully. 

Fran Hunt-welcome, Ms. Hunt-from the National Wildlife 
Federation. Please proceed with your statement. 

STATEMENT OF FRAN HUNT 

Ms. HUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am Frances Hunt. I am the forestry resource specialist at the 

National Wildlife Federation. I thank you for the opportunity to 
testify on national forest reform today. 

The National Wildlife Federation, as you know, supports national 
forest management that is, in President Clinton's own words, sci­
entifically sound, ecologically credible, and legally responsible. 

Much has been said today about the need for national forest and 
Forest Service reform, and I am not going to repeat that. I would 
just note that two recently released-and one about to be re­
leased-NWF reports demonstrate the problems within the Forest 
Service and point us in the direction of necessary reforms. 
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The first report, "An Agency in Defiance," was undertaken to 
gain a better understanding of the agency's record on compliance 
with NEPA, the National Forest Management Act, and the Endan­
gered Species Act, over the last 20 years. Time and time again the 
report demonstrates the Forest Service has violated law, and it had 
disregarded even its own regulations. 

In the second report, ''Where Are The New Forests?" The Na­
tional Wildlife Federation examined the agency's own records with 
respect to the reforestation of national forests following logging. 
The resulting report demonstrated the agency's inadequate atten­
tion to the future condition of the nation's forest resources. 

Finally, later this week, we will issue the findings of New Range 
Research in a report titled "The Forgotten Rangelands: A Call for 
Reform of U.S. Forest Service Grazing Policy." This report shows 
that the agency has allowed the widespread environmental damage 
of national forests through livestock overgrazing. The report also 
details a blueprint for reforming the management of grazing lands 
in keeping with a new focus on ecosystem management of national 
forests. 

Using these reports as a foundation, my written testimony out­
lined a number of policy reform items necessary to redirect the 
management of the nation's forests toward ecosystem management. 
In the interests of time, I have summarized my statement and 
would just like to highlight three of these reforms. 

First, as has been noted before, the agency's fundamental mis­
sion must be revised to promote the health of terrestrial and aquat­
ic ecosystems and the conservation of biological diversity. Only in 
this way can the agency provide forest management which ensures 
healthy and productive terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems that pro­
vide opportunities for people to live, to work, and to recreate. 

With respect to this new mission, we were encouraged recently 
by the December 9 memo which newly installed Forest Service 
Chief Jack Thomas sent to his high-level agency staff. In setting 
themes for the agency, Thomas said, "Among other things, we will 
obey the law and implement ecosystem management." 

As other witnesses have already noted, it is unfortunate that 
Chief Thomas is in the position that necessitates this seemingly 
simple admonition to obey the law. Nevertheless, as our previously 
mentioned report, "An Agency In Defiance," clearly demonstrates, 
this is perhaps the most fundamental reform which the agency 
must accomplish. 

Second, appropriate guidelines and standards must be developed 
so that management practices can be judged for consistency with 
the conservation of biological diversity. True ecosystem manage­
ment will require that attention first be given to understanding the 
productive capacities and limitations of ecosystems. Managers must 
first look at protecting critical ecosystem characteristics, including 
overall species viability with particular attention to threatened, 
sensitive, and endangered species, water quality, and soils. 

Third, the administration and Congress must work to reform per­
sonnel policies, to strengthen the diversity of disciplines rep­
resented at all levels of the Forest Service. Historically, there has 
been a personnel bias within the agency that has favored foresters 
and engineers over ecological and cultural scientists. As ever 
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changing budgets are now reducing agency employment, there is a 
real concern that the more recently hired ecological scientists will 
be lost disproportionately. In reality, no overall staff reductions of 
biologists should be tolerated, and so-called "early out" legislation 
is needed to give more senior and often more timber-oriented em­
ployees appropriate incentives for early retirement. 

Employee advancement has long been linked to timber produc­
tion. Employees should instead be evaluated based on their ability 
to understand and promote biodiversity and healthy ecosystems 
and their efforts to protect the critical ecosystem characteristics 
mentioned before, namely, overall species viability, water quality, 
and soils. 

In addition, my written testimony lists three other necessary for­
est policy reforms. The first is redirecting Forest Service budgets 
toward reso\lrce stewardship; second, reorganizing the agency to fa­
cilitate ecosystem management, putting the lead responsibility for 
this new mission in the hands of those within the agency best capa­
ble of supporting it, namely, the wildlife and fisheries biologists of 
the agency's existing fish and wildlife program. 

Finally, the agency's planning and research program should be 
reoriented to provide attention to ecosystem analysis and to the re­
lationships between aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, something 
we are only now beginning to do. We have seen the beginnings of 
it in the FEMAT and PACfish efforts that have come out of the Pa­
cific Northwest. In addition, the concepts of bioregional planning 
and, yes, once again, increased interagency cooperation are defi­
nitely in order. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said before, we have offered each of these 
policy reforms with the goal of redirecting national forest manage­
ment toward a direction that is scientifically sound, ecologically 
credible, and legally responsible, and I thank you for the oppor­
tunity to testify before you today. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hunt can be found at the end of 
the hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much for the summary of your state­
ment. We very much appreciate the effort you put into the prepara­
tion of it as well as the other witnesses today. I think everyone has 
had exceptional testimony at this hearing. 

Finally, we will leave the privilege of summing up to our last 
witness, Robert Wolf. 

Mr. Wolf. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT WOLF 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Chairman Vento. 
I note I am listed as having been with the Congressional Re­

search Service. I think if I had a preference, I would like to be list­
ed as a long-time friend of Hubert Humphrey, Mike Mansfield, Lee 
Metcalf, Scoop Jackson, and Clint Anderson. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, I remember. We met on an earlier occasion. I 
don't remember where it was. But I was surprised to learn that we 
had somewhat of a common responsibility here, or interest. So I 
hear you in terms of your work with those individuals in the Sen­
ate. Perhaps there are even some in the House you would like to 
be associated with at some point. 
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Mr. WOLF. Well, there are several also in the House. Sid Yates 
is one for sure, and Ralph Regula is another. 

I am a forester, and I am a fellow in the Society of American For­
esters, but I am not testifying for that organization. My interest in 
sound and effective resource management is deep and long stand­
ing. 

I have selected eight areas for your consideration; some have 
subsections. I am only going to touch on the topics. One is 
strengthening forest research; the second is communication; the 
third, there are better reasons to obey the law than the formality 
of doing so, and on that point I would just like to add that what 
happens over time is, a law gets enacted, people don't read it, and 
then they go off on a tangent, and then something in the public 
sector-some member of the public says, "Wait, that isn't what the 
law says," and if the agency doesn't change, they are taken to court 
and challenged. That happened on the 1897 Act, it happened on 
the Big Horn a few years ago on reforestation, and the problem is 
that we don't read our own laws, and as each generation of people 
come along, they forget what the law says. We get pushed by our 
regulations and what we think is policy. 

So when Jack Thomas said obey the law, what he was saying 
was also consult with people who know what the law is. Talk to 
your lawyers and see if it is proper. 

Mr. VENTO. My predecessor, Congressman Seiberling, was al­
ways fond of saying that whenever there was a dispute over public 
land policy, he would say, "When everything else has failed, why 
don't we try reading the law in terms of what it says." 

Mr. WOLF. Yes. 
The fourth point I would make is to adopt real monitoring. I 

think that is a vital thing that the Forest Service has not done as 
effectively as they should. And in the fifth area I cover a series of 
budget issues including a number of reforms that I think ought to 
be made, including repealing a lot of the standing back-door spend­
ing accounts which have outlived their usefulness. The sixth is wa­
tershed management and planning units and the authority to make 
operating boundary changes. 

In 197 4, the Congress enacted a restriction on the Forest Service 
that they can't move anything without Congress's approval. I might 
say I was instrumental in drafting that language, and I might just 
tell you a little background. Mike Mansfield called me over to his 
office, and he was awfully upset that President Nixon wanted to set 
up 10 standards of Federal regions, and in the process he was 
going to close the Forest Service regional office in Missoula. And 
he told me, he said, "Now I have already talked to Carl Hayden 
and Allan Bible about this," he said, ''but, Bob, I want you to draft 
language that makes certain that the President-nobody can 
change the Forest Service office in Missoula," and I said, ''Well, you 
have already talked to the chairman of the Appropriations Commit­
tee, you don't need it." He said, "I want to make damn sure it 
doesn't happen." 

Now that language persists 20 years later, and I think it has out­
lived its usefulness, it is tying the hands of the Forest Service to 
make rational changes, and I would hope that this Congress will 
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repeal that rider which appears every year in the appropriation 
bill. 

Mr. VENTO. That is probably an unintended consequence that it 
has had. The regions are long gone, but they are now using that 
for other purposes. It may have outlived its usefulness to Mansfield 
but not to others. 

Mr. WoLF. It is a good example of unintended consequences. 
Mr. VENTO. Right. 
Mr. WOLF. The seventh point is weighing land management costs 

in resource disposal. 
One of the problems that exists-and it is true with timber and 

grazing, and. it is also true in mining-is that we price the product 
based upon what we think the user can pay, which is a dam sight 
different than what it might cost you and I to grow the stuff and 
sell it and manage the forest. 

As long as we keep on the course of pricing products based upon 
what the buyer can pay, we are going to continue to have these 
problems. Now I don't object to subsidies. If you want to subsidize 
something, fine, but you would need to know what the subsidy is 
that you are giving me, and as the situation now exists in the natu­
ral resource area, you don't know what the subsidy is. In fact, the 
recipients of the subsidy don't know how much it is. All they know 
is that they go to the bidding table, they look around, if there is 
somebody there they have to bid against, that is what decides what 
they pay, not what it costs the Forest Service to manage it. I am 
not debating whether the Forest Service is efficient or inefficient. 
You can argue that also. But I think even if they were top efficient, 
the price being charged still has that defect. 

The eighth point I make is about the Tongass National Forest 
and its long-term contracts. There is a classic example of selling 
timber way below what it costs the Government to manage it. 

But, as I said, I won't discuss the eight points, but I did want 
to frame the situation as I see it. 

In 1968, John Gardner, citing confrontations in another public 
arena, illustrated the dilemma with the term "uncritical lovers and 
-unloving critics," and I use that as the title for my statement. He 
was addressing the commencement at Cornell, and he spoke of the 
conflict between people who demand change and institutions who 
resist, and he said, "In the resulting conflict we find our institu­
tions caught in a savage cross-fire, the uncritical lovers smother 
the institutions in an embrace of death, loving their rigidities more 
than their promise. Shielding them from life-giving criticism, the 
unloving critics are skilled in demolition and untutored in the arts 
by which human institutions are nurtured." Gardner pointed out 
that love without criticism brings stagnation and criticism without 
love brings destruction. 

I think Gardner's description of another public arena fits the For­
est Service as it has appeared in recent times and to many of its 
constituencies. 

Jack Ward Thomas, the new chief of the Forest Service, has my 
warm and wholehearted support. Assistant Secretary Lyons, then 
working for the Ag Committee and for this committee, urged the 
members to pick Jack and Dean Gordon of Yale, and Norm John-
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son and Jerry Franklin to analyze the Northwest forest resource 
situation. 

In my view, the work they did then and the work they have done 
since is a vital part of the formula needed to break out of the fro­
zen posture that gripped that issue in the Northwest and other is­
sues for far too long. These people did more to lay out the best 
science they could gather. They have shown how to .constructively 
address the issue, and their vital contribution has been illuminat­
ing the need for resource managers to have humility about our 
ability to harness the forces of nature. 

I close pointing out that three decades ago Clint Anderson said, 
"We must be willing wisely to nurture and use our resources if we 
are going to keep viable the inner strength of democracy," and I 
think this is what it is all about. I think running a large agency 
is a tough job, and the chief and his staff right down to the district 
level face strong external and internal obstacles, but I think many 
Forest Service people are competent, and I hope that the ideas I 
have expressed in my statement will be useful to you and others 
as you move ahead. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Wolf can be found at the end of 

the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. I think they will be, especially Mr. Gardner's com­

ments about reorganization efforts-uncritical lovers and unloving 
critics. That is very good. 

There is a lot that could be asked about the reorganization, the 
nature of the Forest Service and some of the policy paths that are 
being put forth. As political leaders, we are scored today, not just 
by skeptics but cynics in terms of not having the credibility, the 
ability to do things, and the question to make something work is 
to try and develop people like this team of forest scientists that 
came from all these different backgrounds in the Pacific Northwest, 
and they put it out, and you may not like what they are putting 
out, but they have the credibility of the information and knowledge 
behind them. So their answers were really very unpleasant in 
terms of what was being put to us. 

I was thinking as the last panel was testifying, and others, the 
professionals that are in the Forest Service--after all, we have 
39,000 professionals there, somewhat less than what we had at the 
beginning of the agency, and we're asking them to do more complex 
tasks. 

You saw, I think Jim Nelson, Supervisor Nelson, who held up the 
book in terms of what the problem was in Toiyabe that he has been 
charged with, and we are asking them to do more complex things. 
But we have people that are educated. 

Frankly, I don't favor reducing the qualifications in almost any 
area. In fact, I think we ought to raise the educational excellence 
and standards. But my concern is translating what they have in 
their heads into what they are able to do in the field and giving 
some autonomy and responsibility to let them do what they can do 
for themselves and to expect things of them. 

I find that if you expect things of people, then they get done. If 
you don't, if you suggest to them, well, here's a safe way to do it, 
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this is what we want you to do, that you are going to end up not 
gaining the resource. 

I don't know about all this retirement stuff. I look around, and 
I see some of my friends at my age retiring. I can't believe it, un­
less they have got some other job they are going to start or some-
thing. . 

But the point is that I just think that the professional qualifica­
tions there-how do we let that flower? How do we get the most 
out of professionals in the field? That is really what the question 
is here. You don't do that by repressing the individuals. That, of 
course, is a challenge because we want to have this sort of national 
standard in terms of the forests. 

But I think in more than one way we are facing a situation be­
cause of the nature of the information, the factual information 
here, that we will no longer be able to do that, and it is a dilemma. 

Is there enough of a professional residual within these land man­
agement agencies after being led down the primrose path or 
pushed in a different direction to actually manifest itself into sound 
management that will be credible and accepted? Again, Supervisor 
Nelson raised this question, and he thought so, but he has been in­
volved in a lot of controversy in just trying to do that. 

Mr. WOLF. I just want to point out that, this isn't it, but the 1905 
use book was this big, and every forest official had this little book. 

Mr. VENTO. Let the record show he is showing us about a 50 
page book that is 3 inches by 6 inches. 

Mr. WOLF. But organizations expand and times change. And bu­
reaucracy tends to layer things on. It doesn't matter whether it is 
a government agency or corporation. It always works the same as 
an organization grows. I don't see how, if the Federal Government 
is funding something, that I could expect at the field level....,;,.,.as 
much as I would like it to be that way-that I could write my own 
ticket and do what I want. It just doesn't work that way. And that 
is why we have government, the way it is built with the Congress 
that enacted appropriations. 

So, I think it is wishful thinking to think you can turn these peo­
ple loose at the local level and everything is going to work well. 
You have to have that internal teamwork, and the key is to have 
the centrifugal forces balanced. 

It was written in the late 1950's, and that is the test that really 
determines whether an organization has momentum and a direc­
tion or whether it sort of scatters off. And that is the problem the 
Forest Service has had for the last several years, and it is not re­
lated to the last administration, it just simply has had that scat­
tered-off effect because of the way in which our society has been 
operating. And it is the people that deal with the agency, just as 
well as the people inside the agency that are caught in this di­
lemma. 

But I think, you know, you are going to have to look at things 
you might do, and see if you can make some incremental changes. 
And give Jack Thomas a chance to see if we can make some of 
them. And we may be able to make some progress. 

Mr. VENTO. Ms. Hunt, did you have a comment on my question? 
Ms. HUNT. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. I have spent a fair amount 

of time in some of the national forests lately and have talked to a 
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lot of forest managers and before Jack Thomas came on board, I 
really got a strong sense that the managers were looking for direc­
tion from the agency. There were some people who were excited 
about the notion of ecosystem management and that gave them the 
opportunity to be the professionals that we know they are and can 
be, and to go forward in doing the things on the land. 

And others were skeptical wondering what was meant by eco­
system management. So we had people at all ranges of the spec­
trum; boldly going forward and doing the things, to holding back 
and waiting to see if the wind was going to shift again. 

So my sense is that there are a lot of real professionals out there 
that have a really strong urge to get a good sense of direction from 
the chief, and to go forward and to work to define ecosystem man­
agement. This amorphous topic that we are all talking about, I do 
think that as much as we have struggled and the bitter controversy 
that has, come out of the Northwest, as Bob Wolf indicates, there 
are some things that we have learned. And some of the ecosystem 
analysis that has been done, the work that the scientists, the For­
est Service, the BLM, the Park Service scientists all got together 
to. do the so-called "Gang of Four Report" that the committee has 
requested. 

I don't think anybody in years has seen that much excitement 
from these agency biologists and professionals. They were put in a 
room and allowed to do what they have been waiting years to do. 
And I think that is something that will provide an example and a 
tool that we can use in other ecosystems, other parts of the coun­
try, not just with the Forest Service and the agency biologists but 
bringing in people from outside the agency as well. 

I think if we do the ecosystem analysis, I think if we take the 
time and the effort to really look at the ecosystem and its produc­
tive cayacities and to look at some of the relationships between ter­
restria and quad ecosystems that we have ignored for years, I 
think we will be able to develop some practical management guide­
lines that management can take part in creating but can also fol­
low. And we will be given a better sense of direction for what they 
are to do and how to be professionals in the agency. 

Mr. VENTO. I think I would differentiate between accountability, 
that Mr. Wolf was referring to, and intrusion, which is more often 
the repressive issue that the OTA was referring to, I think. 

Mr. Roush, did you have anything you wanted to add to that? 
Mr. RousH. Well, you may be getting more answers than you 

hoped for, but it is a crucial question. And I think we cannot as­
sume that simply permitting Forest Service professionals to do the 
right thing is going to be enough. That there are disincentives in 
the existing system, some of which are legislative disincentives for 
doing the right thing. 

For example, the existence of trust funds which create a con­
tradiction in the agency and constituencies. Congress needs to clar­
ify what the expectations are. And Congress needs to set the frame­
work in which ecosystem management and those professionals who 
want to perform ecosystem management are permitted and encour­
aged to do so. 

We are talking about a cultural change within an organization 
and it is difficult to do and, unfortunately, it is not going to happen 
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spontaneously simply by decentralizing or changing. It is com­
plicated and Congress is going to have to be an active participant 
in encouraging that to happen. 

Mr. VENTO. I think that some of the trust funds, as much as they 
have been shaken today-and you heard my initial comments in 
terms of policies-but I think it is something that Mr. Wolf re­
ferred to as the unintended consequences that occur when we put 
in place something that seems logical. It is easy to get money into 
Washington and not so easy to get it out. So if you can keep some 
of it out there, that is the problem. All of the OMB and the appro­
priators like to come through here, and I understand why. 

I am being summoned to another activity. Happily my staff has 
delivered this message, and so I appreciate very much the patience 
of the recorder and the good work done by the staff on all of this. 
And I will be reviewing, especially the work of this panel as well 
as others. 

For instance, you notice that when you talked about the fact that 
there was a definition of ecosystem management, that happily on 
one panel here, we had some of the industry group that had pro­
vided us what the definition should be. And so there is obviously 
not agreement with everyone about that. 

Ms. HUNT. I would like to reserve the right to comment. 
Mr. VENTO. I reserve my rights, too. 
Mr. WOLF. And I would like you to take a good look at page 6 

of my statement where I discuss another unintended consequence, 
the way the salvage fund is operated. 

Mr. VENTO. One of the groups, Mr. Roush commented about 
some of the people in the Forest Service that went out and were 
looking at salvage trees. We know that there are controversies. 
With the shortage of harvest there is a tendency-well, there has 
been some misunderstanding or some misdirection of policy -in 
terms of salvage. 

But, I need to depart. I want to thank you very much, this panel 
and everybody today for their work. I think it has been a good 
hearing. And, hopefully, helpful to Congress and the administra­
tion as we move forward with this report in the area of forest re­
form. 

Thank you very much. This hearing stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 4:08p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, and 

the additional material submitted may be found at the end of the 
hearings.] 
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COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS, COM­
MITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m. in room 

1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Bruce F. Vento 
[chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and 
Public Lands] presiding. 

STATEMENT OF RON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A U.S. REPRESENTA­
TIVE FROM MINNESOTA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMI'ITEE 
ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 
Mr. VENTO. The Subcommittee on Parks, Forests, and Public 

Lands and the Oversight Subcommittee joint hearing will be in ses­
sion. 

This is the second day of our hearings on the topic of forest re­
form and the reform of the Forest Service. 

Tuesday we heard the numerous public witnesses who gave us 
positive and useful ideas on how to strengthen and improve the 
Forest Service. Today we will hear from tbe Clinton administra­
tion, specifically James Lyons, the Assistant Secretary of the De­
partment of Agriculture who oversees the Forest Service; and Jack 
Ward Thomas, the new Chiefofthe Forest Service. 

We have worked closely with both Assistant Secretary Lyons and 
Chief Thomas over the years, and I am pleased that both of them 
are here today, the Chief, for his first appearance since being ap­
pointed to the post as Chief of the Forest Service. 

These hearings are being held jointly by the two subcommittees 
of the Natural Resources Committee and; of course, my co-Chair­
man and Chairman, friend and colleague, George Miller, who also 
is very interested in this topic. 

Our purpose today is to identify what reforms are needed in the 
Forest Service and how best to make those changes. We expect As­
sistant Secretary Lyons and Chief Thomas will articulate their 
agenda for making the Forest Service a better steward of the land 
in their vision of the national Forest Service reform. 

We are following committee rules. The procedure is outlined 
today in the House rules and in the committee rules. Members will 
dispense with opening statements. Statements can be made during 
the questioning period under the five-minute rule. I expect numer-

(113) 
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ous members to be present. We want all of them to have an oppor­
tunity. 

I am pleased to see Deputy Chief Unger and the Associate Chief 
is present. And we welcome him, too, and congratulate both him 
and Chief Thomas and, of course, our friend and our former col­
league from the Agriculture Committee, Secretary Lyons, to the 
post that they have assumed. They have got a big job, and we want 
to help you. 

We are going to go to your testimony. Your statements in their 
entirety, without objection, will be made part of the record today. 

Hearing no objection, so ordered. 
Secretary Lyons. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES R. LYONS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ENVIRONMENT, DEPART· 
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Mr. LYONS. Thank you very much, Chairman Vento and Chair­

man Miller. 
I will briefly summarize my testimony. I want to begin by em­

phasizing the confidence that Secretary Espy and I have in the 
ability of Chief Thomas to lead the Forest Service and to help de­
sign a Forest Service that is prepared to not only deal with the 
challenges we face today but challenges we clearly face as we enter 
the next century. 

I think we are fortunate to have a resource professional like Jack 
at the helm, and I think Jack and his Associate Chief Dave Unger, 
make up a highly motivated management team in the right place, 
at the right time; and we are pleased to have that talent at the 
Agency. 

When I took office as Assistant Secretary 9, 10 months ago-it 
seems like years-! set out three major goals for the Forest Serv­
ice, and I would like to articulate them for you today. 

The first and most important one was to help restore the credi­
bility of the Forest Service in the eyes of the public we serve. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Forest Service has been much 
maligned in recent years. Some of the criticism is well deserved 
and some of it is not. I think, in large part, these public perceptions 
and criticisms stem from the belief that the Agency's sole purpose 
is to harvest timber. 

To the contrary. That is one of many management tools and 
shouldn't be the sole purpose of forest management. Management 
should be driven to achieve some clear set of goals and objectives 
related more to maintaining the basic health and functioning of for­
est ecosystems. 

I think criticism also stems from the concerns about the integrity 
of some aspects of Forest Service management; concerns related to 
inadequate monitoring of reforestation contracts to prevent use of 
contractors who hire illegal aliens, concerns about timber theft, and 
concerns about air tankers. These are concerns that keep me busy 
day in and day out. 

We have tried to adopt a new approach to forestry combined with 
improving the integrity of our management. We think these are im­
portant actions to help prepare us for the challenges ahead. The 
Agency has a long and proud tradition and renewed commitment 
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to addressing the needs of all Americans by using the full range 
of our management options and the management expertise that we 
have at our disposal will go a long way in restoring public con­
fidence in the Agency and in our programs. 

The second goal was to reinforce the professional role of resource 
managers who make up the Forest Service, the foresters, 
silviculturists, soil and water specialists, wildlife and fisheries bi­
ologists, the range conservationists, and all the others who are re­
sponsible for day-to-day management on the ground. 

Too often in the past, I think we have seen forestry professionals 
who have felt pressured to compromise their views to make the po­
litically correct call instead of the/rofessionally responsible one. 

Forest Service professionals an agency managers should give us 
the facts and the options and th~ recommendations as they see 
them based on a clear understanding of the situation on the 
grounds and sound management principles and on public input, 
and then we will make the appropriate political judgments and 
policies in determining how the forests will be managed. 

My third goal is to move forward with an ecosystem management 
approach, one that is scientifically sound, ecologically based, and 
integrated. This is the foundation for our new approach to manag­
ing the nation's forests and rangelands. This is a system that seeks 
to manage the whole rather than the individual parts of the forest. 
It is a management approach that steps back from the forest stand 
and, more importantly, focuses on the forest landscape; and, most 
importantly, it links human dimensions of natural resource man­
agement with the ecological elements that we are concerned about 
on the ground. 

Finally, it is an approach that incorporates and builds up science 
as a foundation for management decisions. Also, it is an approach 
that seeks to bring together the various agencies with jurisdiction 
and responsibility for management of natural resources to work to­
gether in collaboration and cooperation as opposed to in confronta­
tion as we have seen too often in the past. 

In fact, we have placed a great deal of emphasis on Federal agen­
cies working together as a team to try to jointly meet public needs. 
We have seen this in a number of examples and, most importantly, 
in a number of issues that are going to come before this committee 
during this Congress. 

The reform of the 1872 mining law, improvements in rangeland 
management, and development of strategies to protect Pacific salm­
on fisheries: These are all issues that we are trying to address in 
the context of a more cooperative Federal partnership. 

Most importantly, I would emphasize that we can't deal with 
those issues and resolve those issues without your participation 
and your assistance as partners as well. 

One of the themes that I want to strike today is the importance 
of our ability to work with you to help resolve these important is­
sues, issues that have languished for far too long and we feel now 
is the time to resolve. 

Finally, I will address a project that Jack initiated a short time 
ago which is well under way. It is a key element to our efforts to 
reform the agency and restructure ourselves to be prepared to deal 
with the challenges ahead. 
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Some time ago we chartered a team to develop a . process and 
strategies for creating the Forest Service of the future. This effort 
is well under way, and the team is engaged in an open and highly 
participatory process involving people within and outside the Agen­
cy; the team is going to look hard at people's ideas to improve what 
the Forest Service does and how we serve our customers and how 
we do a better job managing the natural resources that we are en­
trusted to manage. 

Our goals are to achieve that, but also to reduce overhead and 
provide more attention to customer service at a local level toward 
basic land management on the ground. Our prime consideration is 
structuring an organization that has the appropriate resources and 
the delivery system needed to meet the challenges of forest man­
agement as we see them today, but also as we see them in the fu­
ture. 

I should point out that, as a result of simple demographics, the 
Agency will face a significant turnover in leadership in the next 2 
years. It is nothing to do with anything that Jack will do but sim­
ply a function of the ways the organization is structured and the 
demographics of the leadership that we face. 

This will present a tremendous opportunity and a significant 
challenge as we work to reinvent the Forest Service and to put in 
those positions of leadership the people that have the vision, the 
determination, and the commitment to manage natural resources 
not only to meet today's needs but also tomorrow's . . 

Let me close, Mr. Chairman, by emphasizing the optimism I feel 
for the opportunities that are before us. Some would view them as 
significant challenges. I see those challenges, though, as opportuni­
ties, that we can capture, through our combined energy, imagina­
tion, and resourcefulness if we work together to strive to achieve 
that goal. 

I look forward to working with you and Chief Thomas in trying 
to take advantage of these opportunities and challenges today. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you Mr. Secretary. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Lyons can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Chief Thomas, welcome again and please proceed 

with your statement. 

STATEMENT OF JACK WARD THOMAS, CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you. I will give an abbreviated version. I am 
sure you will appreciate that. 

I am honored to give my first testimony to Congress as Chief of 
the Forest Service. Before addressing that agenda as Chief, I think 
I need to describe the core values that shape my goals for the For­
est Service. 

Basically, I share a land ethic put forward by another Forest 
Service employee named Aldo Leopold and I quote: "A thing is 
right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty 
of the biotic community." 

However, I believe that the human activity that is consistent 
with this ethic is properly within the realm of resource manage­
ment. Activity which would not be consistent with long-term pres-
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ervation of biotic community should be resisted for all but the most 
compelling reasons. · 

I believe that my views are consistent with the intent of the ex­
isting applicable statutes that guide the Forest Service, but I recog­
nize that people are inseparable from the ecosystems of which they 
are a part, and their very needs must be continually examined and 
accommodated if there is to be any national consensus about how 
our forest lands and range lands are to be treated. 

As Chief, I see my primary role as fostering an organization cli­
mate where diversity of viewpoint is accepted, where bad news can 
be safely delivered, where honesty is consistently rewarded, and 
where we all pull together to carry out management decisions that 
are openly made. 

Much has been made of ecosystem management, a concept which 
I fully believe and to which I have given my professional life and 
now lend my support. But we need to take the next step in imple­
menting ecosystem management, and we must do it soon. The ac­
tual change is the important thing. I would ask you that my tenure 
as Chief be evaluated on action, not on words, not on brochures. 

Now, why am I optimistic as I sit here? The challenges that the 
Forest Service people face in building on. the proud history and best 
traditions of the organization that has been my home for 27 years 
are well known. The Forest Service will face the c~allenges head 
on. 

Already having had a long and rewarding career of 37 years in 
the natural resources management business, I would not have ac­
cepted this position if I were not convinced that we can meet those 
challenges. Finally, I believe that that optimism is fundamentally 
justified by the commitment and the professionalism of our increas­
ingly diverse work force. 

I turn now to some of the major challenges facing the Forest 
Service and how I think the Forest Service will respond. The first 
is the implementation of ecosystem management. 

First, we must now quickly and successfully implement eco­
system management. That will change how the Forest Service 
interacts with other landowners, how we are organized, and how 
we request and allocate resources. But make no mistake, we have 
no option but to continue to move forward in natural resource man­
agement on the basis of what we know, or think we know; but we 
must be able to quickly adapt to new information and new under­
standing as it becomes available. 

A key element of ecosystem management is a consistent monitor­
ing effort and evaluation of management applied and to outcomes 
of that management. Monitoring cannot continue to be treated as 
an appendage that may or may not be done based on funding. 

In the past, we have consistently promised mitigation for risky 
courses of action by promising rigorous monitoring and mid-course 
corrections. Frankly, we have not always carried out the required 
and promised monitoring, nor have we been funded to do so. 

The underpinning of good resource management by the Forest 
Service has been, and will be, science. In implementing the eco­
system management, the use of science in the decisionmaking proc­
ess will be enhanced. The contribution of science and scientists of 
better natural resource decisions will require the continued and 
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strengthened independence of our research program. These are the 
technical aspects of ecosystem management. 

Equally important are the ways that we must change our ap­
proach to our job. More than ever before, we recognize that success­
ful management requires collaboration with others. The Forest 
Service has a rich tradition of partnerships to accomplish organiza­
tional goals. For example, we have developed no less than 12,000 
ongoing relationships with outside interests. 

But we will do more. I believe that a common ground can be 
found; one that a majority of Americans will support. 

The other task facing us is to establish and to clearly state de­
sired outcomes of our management and development of programs 
to achieve those desired outcomes. 

We need to evolve slowly beyond individual functional programs 
like timber, fish, and wildlife, grazing, water, and recreation, and 
realize that the total result is greater than the sum of the parts. 
We fully expect to demonstrate to all that their individual interests 
are being satisfied in the process of the shift toward more inte­
grated management programs. 

An example of this type of change needed in the direction I have 
recently given with the input of Congress to eliminate traditional 
timber targets in the 1994 budget allocations-rather than assign­
ing funding to meet timber targets, the forest supervisors are being 
held accountable for meeting timber goals that they determine are 
appropriate and attainable, given the land stewardship objectives. 

We will continue to accelerate, within available resources, em­
phasis on improving wilderness management and on meeting en­
hanced and defined fish and wildlife rangeland and water protec­
tion objectives in carrying out our overall job of stewardship. 

We need to re-examine our fire management programs in light 
of broader ecological objectives. We must emphasize collaboration 
and incentives to achieve stewardship on non-Federal forest owner­
ship, particularly those in proximity to national forests. Mter all, 
ecosystems do not stop on national forest boundary lines . 

. I want to make it very clear, we want to collaborate. This does 
not imply that we seek any additional authority over activity on 
private land. 

In 1994, the Forest Service is moving toward the challenges of 
the 21st century with an organization developed to meet the man­
agement objectives of the 1950's and 1960's. Our current organiza­
tion structure evolved in response to traditional multiple-use con­
stituencies. 

This functional orientation is reinforced with an appropriation 
process replete with multiple budget line items designed to target 
dollars to produce specific resource outcomes. The process and the 
bureaucracy to maintain the functional organization has become 
~o much a focus of our organizational activity and consumes too 
much of our available resources. 

This situation is not unique to the Forest Service. Through the 
National Performance Review, the Administration is working tore­
direct government energy away from preoccupation with process to 
a focus on consumer service, customer service. The Forest Service 
is part of this effort, having been designated a reinvention labora-
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tory. The Agency vigorously sought and we now relish that chal­
lenge. 

Finally, the Forest Service cannot be the world's conservation 
leader in . the future using yesterday's tools. In coordination with 
the Department and other agencies, we will continue to develop, ac­
quire, and effectively use a full array of technological innovation 
ranging from automated management tools to the latest in gene-
splicing equipment. · · 

I would like to close on reflecting what I want the Forest Service 
to be when my tenure comes to an end. 

With proper support, I believe we can manage the national for­
ests and grasslands so that they are a showcase for conservation, 
a model for resource managers throughout the world. Ecosystem 
management would no longer be a buzz word; having become a set 
of management processes and practice that focus on producing con­
ditions and outcomes desired by the American people for their for­
ests. 

I think that vision is consistent with our mission of caring for the 
land, serving people, and the principles that guide our actions. The 
Forest Service is a good outfit. l think it is the very best of its kind 
in the world, but we are not nearly as good as we need to be, 
should be, want to be, or will be. We are going to close that gap 
by continuing to build a team of highly trained, intensely motivated 
professionals with an obvious passion for the welfare of natural re­
sources and for public service. 

Our actions will be consistent with law and regulations. We will 
rely on the best science and technology available, and we will re­
flect a broad spectrum of view points gained from our employees 
and from upfront public participation in decisionmaking processes. 

We will get more of our resources to the ground where we can 
best provide customer service and in communicating with the 
American people. We will stress conservation leadership. 

I would like to tell you that the results of this new way of doing 
business will be rapidly discernible even to the casual observer, but 
it won't. 

The condition of our forests today is a result of decisions made 
decades ago under different mandates and different understanding 
of the times. It will take decades for the benefits of ecosystem man­
agement to be clearly seen by all. 

But our intention is the long-term sustainability, diversity, and 
productivity of our natural resources. That · places a special burden 
on Forest Service people to carry out our work with fortitude, per­
severance, consistency for the benefit of present and of future gen­
erations. 

As I have said before, if I didn't think the Forest Service was up 
to that task, I would not be here today. 

Thanks for hearing me out. I am happy to answer any questions. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Thomas can be found at the end 

of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much, Chief Thomas, Secretary 

Lyons. We are going to take, each of us, five minutes; so I want 
you to set that clock. 

I think that most of us understand-Chief and Secretary, I 
thought as you were speaking of the application and the expertise, 
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I, for one, am very appreciative of the fact that you have taken the 
job as Chief of the Forest Service, Dr. Thomas. 

I noted in your statement-and I hope the Members will look 
carefully at your statement-on page 5: "Science is only a tool-in 
the end, all managerial decisions are moral, not technical." 

And as someone with a little background in this and with a long 
history more of the political science of what happens, that seems 
to have dictated. And we have heard a lot of rhetoric; in fact, I 
think we are winning the rhetoric war. 

If you look at the testimony, everybody is now for ecological man­
agement of the forests. I suspect that, as in most issues, the devil 
is in the details. But your leadership really-and that of others-­
Secretary Lyons continuing on to work in region six and the efforts 
to Franklin and the . many others and trying to bring to fruition 
your recognition of the strength of the Forest Service in terms of 
its science and the genesis of all the work done, is really helpful. 

But now we have to carry that through. And so often it is within 
the budget process and in the legislative process that just doesn't 
translate in terms of dollars. 

One of the problems today is that 75 percent of the budget of the 
Forest Service is driven by timber resource. And I know, as we look 
at the other competing values that forests have, that they don't get 
a fair share of that budget. 

Now I know that that is important that that timber and the sort 
of gridlock that has existed in the job that you have taken on, trou­
bled waters here is one that is going to be tough. And clearly every­
body wants to set the format in which that timber will flow, but 
we have some challenges in dealing with that. 

Chief Thomas, how are we going to attack that in terms of bring­
ing together the timber industry, the conservation groups that are 
competing with one another so that we can get a middle ground? 

I have been criticized from both sides whether it is on wilderness 
in Montana or whether it is on other topics in trying to put forward 
plans. 

How are you going to reconcile those issues? 
Mr. THoMAS. I wasn't sure if you were making a speech or ask­

ing a question. 
Mr. VENTO. You are going to get a lot of that today. 
Mr. THoMAS. If you are a student of history, it is not uncommon 

for things-the field parlance is to go gunnysack periodically. 
We have had, for a very long period of time, until 10 years ago, 

a fairly remarkable consensus of what we should do with our public 
lands, if the reflection of our instructions from Congress do reflect 
our democracy. 

In the last 15 years, that consensus has broken down. However, 
I know if you are a student of history, when times look darkest is 
the time when people weary of the conflict and begin to look for 
a rational solution. 

I think as we put it as a scientist, if opinion is a bell-shaped 
curve, you will never get conciliation between the extreme edges of 
that curve. However, if you look one standard deviation in from the 
edge and people who have viewpoints and are concerned, working 
with those people, you can start to build a new consensus. 
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Mr. VENTO. Isn't it true that some groups have been excluded 
from the management of the forest and many of the decisions with 
regard to sales and other types of activities? 

Historically, the adaptive management areas as proposed is an 
effort, I think one that I have some questions abou~isn't that an 
effort , to try to bring in the conservation groups, the community, 
the State groups, the industry? f 

Industry has always been at the table in terins of these issues 
as far as I am concerned. How is that going to work? Is that going 
to be a workable model or not? 

Mr. THOMAS. I don't know. But one thing I will tell you is that 
I want all' forests to be an adaptive management area. We are 
going to have to learn to ·respond more quickly to public attitude 
and scientific information. · 

But the adaptive management areas put forward in the Presi­
dent's plan, the assumption there was that those areas would be 
areas where we would experiment not only with natural resources 
manipulation but with different means of involving constituencies 
and people. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
Representative Hansen. 
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief Thomas, I would like to ask you some questions. It is very 

fashionable in this committee to talk about below-cost timber sales; 
and everyone berates it as a bad deal. I am not going to stick up 
for it. I think sometimes it is how you figure it on the price of roads 
and who gets advantage of them. 

Coming from the West, I have gone all over Utah, Wyoming; and 
it is not just loggers that use those roads. Contrary to the popular 
belief around here, there is something called below-cost recreation. 
I am guilty of it myself. I have spent a lot of time in the outback. 

We have put together a little thing here. As you can see by this 
chart, overall in fiscal year 1994, the Forest Service budget for 
recreation alone is $400 million with expected receipts of only $55 
million. Now, that makes below-cost timber look pretty small. 

Do you plan on doing anything on that? We had the GAO in here 
two days ago, and I thought it was fascinating, I asked them the 
question, when we talked about below-cost timber sales and things 
we can tangibly grab. Then we started talking about the other 
areas; and they got flaky in the middle of that discussion, and they 
didn't want to say anything about it. 

Do you have any plans at all for all these other people that use 
the public land? 

Mr. THoMAS. Congressman, I don't think that I have the author­
ity, except to come to you and say that there are obvious revenues 
that could be captured from recreational use. 

Some time in my previous incarnation, I wrote a detailed paper 
about revenues that might be captured from a form of recreation 
called hunting. But I think that is more a policy statement for the 
government of United States to make than the Forest Service. I 
don't have plans to do that. 

In fact , we have been rather consistently told that that was not 
policy. If the policy were to change, I would carry it out. 
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Thomas, the President of the United States 
doesn't put the budget together, but he comes up here on the State 
of the Union, gives us his suggestions on what we should be doing; 
and we look to him as the executive to make those suggestions. It 
is not the 10 commandments but the 10 suggestions that he gives 
over there. 

I realize that you are not in the position to do exactly the same 
thing that we should do, but' you are the experts. You are the ones 
that manage the ground. You are like Hugh Thomas, one of the 
greatest foresters trying to handle the Dixie. He goes in there and 
tries to figure out what can be done. His people are excellent. And 
they say this tree can be cut, and that tree can be cut, and then 
they put it up for bid and the little places like Escalante Saw Mills, 
which is no more, Kaibab Industries, which is no more, and they 
go to the local bank; they try to borrow the money on that much 
like a rancher does. 

And then an extreme environmental group comes in and chal­
lenges it with a 29-cent stamp. 

Do you plan on changing the appellate process that these people 
have? They have ground down the businesses of the timber sales 
in some of these little areas? 

Mr. THOMAS. First Congressman, I believe in the appellate proc­
ess; the one we use is a bit unwieldy. 

We have a new appeal process in the form of being turned into 
regulations at the moment, which streamlines the process while 
maintaining the ability of the American citizens to appeal. That is 
under way. 

Mr. LYONS. I was going to point out that the new appeals process 
that is in place was the product of legislative direction that . we re­
ceived several years ago as a rider to one of the Interior appropria­
tions bills. Several members of this committee and other commit­
tees of jurisdiction were involved in structuring that. 

We hope that helps to resolve some of the appeals issues. I know 
that Congress shares that hope and interest. 

Mr. HANSEN. The thing that bothers me is that the people who 
make the appeals have nothing at risk. Big deal, they make it, and 
let it go; the other guy has got his life at risk, his business at risk, 
his stock at risk, everything he has got is just standing there at 
risk. 

Let me ask another one, if I may. When a road is going to go 
in, we see public hearings and people standing in line and both 
sides are there saying this road can't go in, it is a terrible thing. 

And then on the other side of the coin one of your foresters come 
in, and we close roads all over the West. 

Who is this guy with all this great knowledge and understanding 
that doesn't have to go through this process to close a road? 

Mr. VENTO. Respond, and then we will go to the next member. 
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It bothers me how easy it is on one side and how hard it is on 

the other side. 
Mr. THoMAS. Well, you may know something that I don't. The lo­

cation I just came from in the field road management plans were 
put exactly through the same process of public involvement that 
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road construction was in that each one of the districts had a road 
management plan that was settled in exactly that process. 

Maybe you know something about a place that I don't know. 
Where I came from in the field, road management plans were done 
exactly like any other. 

Mr. VENTO. Congressman DeFazio. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Either Secretary Lyons or Chief Thomas can ad­

dress this issue, whichever is appropriate. But I have a concern. 
One of the major problems I had with the last chief was that I 
didn't feel he was particularly forthcoming when he disagreed with 
the administration on something. That is, he wouldn't tell us what 
his best professional judgment was. Rather, he would just spout 
the party line. I sort of referred to him as a weather vane from 
time to time. 

Now, I have heard Chief Thomas say that we are going to get 
the truth, and it is going to be delivered unvarnished and so forth. 
And I am glad to hear that. 

Now let's get to the truth: the budget. 
Is the current budget, the fiscal year 1994 budget or the pro­

posed budget as you know it, adequate to implement the kinds of 
changes you are talking about in region 6? 

We have heard a lot about adaptive management and ecosystem 
management, and yet during my last two months in the district 
while Congress was out of session, I heard repeatedly that Forest 
Service was reducing staff and they were not being given the abil­
ity to implement any program on the ground. 

The regional forester has responded to me, and I lrovided this 
to Secretary Lyons yesterday-so I think he has ha a chance to 
review it-a letter dated January 25th. And the last two para­
graphs-! am not going to read them entirely, but in one part he 
says: "Such a scenario maynot allow us the capability to meet the 
needs of new ecosystem management strategies." 

How much money do you need? Do you have enough money? Can 
you get the job done? From what I am hearing out there on the 
ground, the answer is, no, you don't. 

Mr. THoMAS. The numbers that you asked for, Congressman, 
under our mandatory actions that we must carry out, we needed 
$64.2 million. We have budgeted $52.1 million. 

In our high-priority actions, including rural community assist­
ance, ecosystem restoration, we asked for $63 million. We have $35 
million. 

For further implementing actions, additional research programs 
project funding, we requested $29.5 million. We got $8.7 million. 

In grand total, we requested what we thought it would take to 
do the job, top drawer was $153.1 million. We have budgeted $95.8 
million. 

We are also in the process of trying to shift within our budget 
appropriations to add to that number. $95.8 million is not an insig­
nificant amount of money, and we think we do the best we can 
under that limitation. 

We will concentrate on carrying out the mandatory actions, 
which, as I gave you, those numbers were closer to what we need. 
The high priority actions, we can get some of those done. The other 
research action, et cetera, will slip behind. 

88-183 95-5 
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But those are the numbers. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. OK. Well, I appreciate that honest assessment. I 

mean, by those numbers--
Mr. LYONS. If I could offer additional comment on that. Of course 

the fiscal year 1994 budget process was well under way before the 
President's forest plan hit the street. In fact, the . House had al­
ready acted; and the Senate had not yet considered it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Good. Then when are we going to ask for a supple­
mental? 

Mr. LYONS. We have placed emphasis on dealing with manage­
ment issues that we think-hope, will allow us to proceed with 
management activities we had planned in a manner that is consist­
ent with the President's plan. 

If you look at the details and the numbers that Jack talks about 
in terms of watershed assessment, the estimated needs were $26.3 
million; and what was provided was $26 million. 

The estimated needs for preparing the timber program were 
$15.6 million. Region 6 got $15.6 million. We tried to focus on 
maintaining those activities and the timber flow so as to provide 
that element of support to the communities that may be impacted. 

I think our biggest problem in Region 6 is in impending layoffs 
and RIF's. I have been to Congress several times for assistance to 
get early-out authority to avoid laying off the people we need on 
the ground who actually prepare these sales and move forward. 

I think the letter that you referenced, the comments focused spe­
cifically on personnel resources and the problems we will face in 
Region 6 if we have to begin RIFing people; and the notices will 
go out in 15 days. 

So if we could obtain assistance in avoiding the loss of the per­
sonnel on the ground, I think we would be in a lot better shape and 
have the capability of getting the job done. 

Mr. VENTO. Congressman Thomas, do you want to go now? 
Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. Welcome, Chief. I recognized your 

name right away. I grew up in the Shoshone Forest. 
Talking about ecosystem management, which has been talked 

about for a very long time, a couple of questions. How are you 
going to define, generally, the boundary? Wouldn't it make more 
sense to talk about ecosystem planning than it would management, 
given that a good number of the lands inside are not going to be 
public lands? 

Mr. THOMAS. I agree. 
Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. Why don't we do that, then? 
Mr. THOMAS. Well, planning is merely a part of management. It 

is one aspect. 
Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. Management is quite different, and it 

scares the hell out a lot of people that you all are going to manage 
the private lands that happen to come within an ecosystem. 

And I think the fact is, it will cause your ecosystems to be much 
smaller than they might be if we did that, just--

Mr. THoMAS. I didn't understand your question. 
Now, when we deal with ecosystem management, you get popped 

from both sides. When we did the President's Plan in the Pacific 
Northwest, we got popped by the private landowners and by the 
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States because. we did not consider the contributions· of private land 
to the ecosystem. 

My suggestion is that that be involved in the planning operation. 
The . State is going to either involve themselves; the private land­
owQ.ers can involve themselves. I thought I made it very clear in 
my public statement: We seek no authority over private lands. 

However, if we are addressing questions where we are dealing, 
for example, with anadrom0us fish issues in the Pacific Northwest 
that run all the way from the ocean to the headwaters on the na­
tion~ forest lands, obviously that will jnvolve the entire watershed 
in some type of assessment. What can we contribute? What can 
they contribute? · 

I would not find it frightening. I would find it somewhat liberat­
ing, liberating in the sense that they ean participate fully in an 
overall thing a~opposed to managing the Federal lands--. · 

Mr. THoMAS OF WYOMING. That is fine. We want to participate 
in the plan:ning, but we don't . want you ru1;1ning the private land 
or taking the private rights wben _you are through planning. 

Mr. THoMAs. I hear that clearly. But I want you to hear my 
statement clearly: We seek no authority over private lands. 

Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. And I shall remember that. 
Do you feel like-according .to the Solicitor, they have asked for 

comments on reevaluating the re8erved water on wilderness. Do 
you think we need to ch~nge that? 

Mr. THoMAS. Change 1t from what? 
Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. From what it is now. 
Mr. THOMAS. Yes. We are putting forth-we have responsibilities 

in wilderness. And there is consideration of making a claim in sev­
eral States, in Idaho and elsewhere, for that portion of water. We 
are following the appropriate procedures in the State as that is 
done. 

Mr. THoMAS OF WYOMING. But your Solicitor has asked for a new 
Federal position on reserved water. 

Mr. THoMAS. That is correct. 
Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. And what do you think that should 

be? 
Mr. UNGER. I might just comment on that. The legal question, 

as you know very well, in the Congress on whether there is an im­
plied wilderness-reserved right for water in wilderness areas has 
never been fully determined. 

Mr. THoMAS OF WYOMING. There is a Solicitor's opinion on that, 
however. 

Mr. UNGER. Yes, in past Administrations, Mr. Meese delivered 
an opinion based on the Solicitor in the Department of the Interior 
at that time indicating that the Federal Government would no 
longer claim such reserved rights, even if legally it were deter­
mined that they existed. 

The present Administration has decided to open that question up 
again and has requested, through the Office of the General Coun­
sel, comments from the public as to whether that is a desirable 
thing to do. 

Mr. THOMAS OF WYOMING. I hope that is publicized. It came out 
around Christmas time and not a lot of people knew about it. 
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Mr. UNGER. I understand that a lot of letters were sent to all in­
terested parties, the governors and others who would be most con­
cerned. 

Mr. VENTO. The gentleman's time has expired. The committee 
will stand in recess pending the vote. Then we will come back and 
begin the meeting. 

[Recess from 10:45 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.] 
Mr. VENTO. The subcommittees will resume their sitting. 
If everyone would find a seat. We had just recognized Congress­

man Thomas, and he has concluded. And so Congresswoman Karan 
English. 

Karan. 
Ms. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 

committee. 
I have a couple of questions for you. And I appreciate you being 

here this morning. 
The first has to do with carrying out the philosophy. Setting an 

ecosystem vision for the Forest Service is greatly appreciated. 
How do you plan to have 36,000 employees reflect that vision or 

approach and actually implement the philosophy, and when? 
Mr. LYONS. Yes, when? 
Mr. THoMAS. I am going to wave my magic wand on the 15th of 

the month and then that will do it. 
No. No. We are a lot further along toward ecosystem manage­

ment in terms of how we will carry it out in process than it may 
appear. However, we will need to go through a considerable edu­
cational process, give and take, not only with the public but with 
our own employees as to get a real vision of what that is. 

Now, one of the things that we will have to overcome as we go 
forward with this new approach and new vision of doing things is 
to tell people what it is and to let them understand what it is. 

As we are apparently shifting some direction in mission within 
the Forest Service from an agency that understood quite well what 
it was supposed to do very clearly for a very long period of time, 
we have a big morale problem in the sense that that mission has 
been taken away, that we really, clearly, thoroughly understood. 

I find that an exciting thing to be happening; but, nonetheless, 
it will require a considerable amount of contact with our own peo­
ple. 

In terms of personal commitment, the way that we are setting 
up to run the Forest Service, Mr. Unger will take care of Forest 
Service operations on a day-to-day basis. 

I look at my role as leadership and taking the lead on doing ex­
actly what you are asking about. I am unable to travel very much 
at the present moment; but as that changes, I intend to take that 
on as my personal mission, and as soon as possible. 

Ms. ENGLISH. Thank you. The working relationship with Forest 
Service and other· Federal agencies and other levels of government 
have been criticized for as long as I can remember. And for a vari­
ety of reasons: checkerboard jurisdictions, as we have a lot in the 
West, accusations of empire building by one agency or other, per­
sonality conflicts, there is just a variety of reasons. 
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What can the Forest Service do to start to tum this around for 
a more cooperative, consistent management of the public lands of 
which you are a part, but I understand not the whole? 

Mr. THoMAS. One of the things we can do is follow the instruc­
tions given to us by the President of the United States and rein­
forced rather consistently and constantly by the Secretary and As­
sistant Secretary that, we are to move to a one-government ap­
proach, rather than having agencies like this that they will get to­
gether and be like that. 

Now, that is easy to say; a little bit more difficult to do, but we 
have had some experience in the Pacific Northwest of working to­
ward doing that. 

For example, instead of us considering-we figure out what we 
are going to do on the public lands, then we managed to have got­
ten some species listed; then we send our plans over to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service and say, hey, what do you think guys? They 
say, oh, we don't think that is so hot, and here we go again and 
again and again. 

We are working on a process now where, when we come to the 
final solution and decision, everyone will be on board with it and 
it will not be a matter of a consistent, yes, yes, no, maybe. 

But that is done through a number of things. One, we have the 
edict from the President to be one government. That helps. . 

I have never seen, in a 37-year career, so much attempt at co­
operation across Federal agencies. I would not mislead you by say­
ing everything is rosy and we don't have a love feast every time 
we get together, but we are moving forward. 

The biggest reason that we are is the President of the United 
States and the Secretary and the Assistant Secretary said, you are 
going to do that. 

Ms. ENGLISH. I want to get in one more quick question before the 
red light. 

Northern Arizona is plagued by a debate right now and you may 
or may not be aware of the fire hazards. We have had a couple of 
significant fires because of either not implementing a management 
plan or not carrying out the current management plans to deal 
with underbrush and smaller trees and just the evolution of the 
forest. 

And there is great concern right now that we really need to deal 
with a plan that will take care of what could be tremendous prop­
erty loss, besides what would happen to our forests. 

Will this be getting some attention? 
Mr. THoMAS. I think the question that you raise for Northern Ar­

izona extends throughout the entire Intermountain West and else­
where. One of the issues that continues to boil to the surface is 
what the questions are of forest health, of fuel accumulations from 
long periods of fire exclusion. 

Yes, it is receiving probably as much attention as anything I 
know of. One thing that is not Northern Arizona, but we are 
launching now with preliminary work on forest health into an eval­
uation of the entire situation in the Columbia Basin as a first step, 
one toward ecosystem management, and a second question of an 
assessment of how we might address questions just like that. 

Ms. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Doolittle. 
Mr. DooLITTLE. Dr. Thomas, I represent the California portion of 

Lake Tahoe; and due to drought and insect infestations, we have 
a proliferation of dead and dying trees. 

Do you support the removal of those in order to prevent wildfire 
and the subsequent environmental degradation? 

Mr. THoMAS. Yes. I haven't quit beating my mother either. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Did you say yes? 
Mr. THoMAS. Given the way you asked the question, it would be 

very difficult to say no. 
Certainly I support a rational approach to natural resource man­

agement that considers all of the things that you just laid forward. 
Now, supporting that as a statement of agreement and how to 

achieve that appropriately, both financially and in terms of ecologi­
cal condition, is another question. 

But do I support that in the sense of your question? The answer 
is, yes. 

Mr. DooLITTLE. I appreciate that. And we would be looking for­
ward to working with you and your office to accomplish that. 

The other question I would have, I will probably write you a let­
ter about this one. In the El Dorado National Forest, we are start­
ing to have some real problems, I guess what you would say 
through apparent negligence in the management of the thing. The 
forest is now faced with canceling 24 timber sales, and I guess hav­
ing to rebate $25 million to the timber companies. There is tremen­
dous unhappiness over this situation. 

May I just ask, are you aware of it? 
Mr. UNGER. Yes, Congressman. We have received a briefing on 

the findings of the year-long reconsideration of those decisions that 
were conducted by the Forest Service. We are assembling a team 
of Washington Office specialists and people from the Regional Of­
fice in the very near future to go and review those findings and see 
what changes need to be made and to look into the question of 
whether any action is necessary to respond to any apparent dis­
regard of the law or policy that was involved. 

Mr. DooLITTLE. I appreciate that. I am somewhat concerned be­
cause I guess the forest supervisor in charge at the time this hap­
pened is part of the President's team to reinvent the Forest Serv­
ice. 

Mr. UNGER. He became forest supervisor just at the time a few 
of these decisions were made. Others were made before. He left for 
the reinvention process shortly thereafter and really had no 
lengthy association with the Forest during most of that time. We 
are going to examine all the factors that are involved in that. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Well, I hope you will keep our office posted, be­
cause we get a lot of inquiries and concern constantly expressed 
over this situation. 

Thank you. 
Mr. MILLER. [Presiding.] Mr. LaRocco. 
Mr. LARocco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
This hearing is incredibly important for my constituents and, I 

think, for the management as we move forward. And I would like 
to focus on forward movement. 
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If we don't develop short-tenn and long-tenn strategies, I have 
a feeling that your efforts are going to unravel. 

I would like to focus my questions on a couple of pieces of legisla­
tion which I have sponsored, H.R. 229-and, Chief, I don't expect 
that you read that bill last night or are intimate with the sub­
stantive nature of that bill, but I have discussed it with Secretary 
Lyons-and my new bill, H.R. 373_2 to resolve the wilderness issues 
in my district. 

First of all, going to H.R. 229, my forest health bill, it appears 
to me that many of the initiatives that you have on ecosystem man­
agement on the east side and the refonns that you are attempting 
right now are contained in my bill. 

I would like to know whether you support the concepts in H.R. 
229 and comments about the agency's ability to carry out those 
components administratively and the need for legislation. 

It occurs to me that you may need authorities to move ahead in 
the programs you have, and whether that is Secretary Lyons or the 
Chief, please respond to that. 

Mr; LYONS. Thank you. Let me set up my response because we 
didn't go into this in detail in my opening remarks. We are today 
fonnally establishing an office or interagency team to conduct an 
assessment of the conditions of the forest in Eastern Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho; and that office will work out of Walla 
Walla. This eastside assessment, based in large part on some of the 
preliminary work done by Dr. Everett and others, in a report that 
was published this past May, will provide the basis for revising for­
est plans both in Eastern Oregon, Washington, and subsequently 
over in Idaho. 

We think that is critical to improving upon the existing data base 
we have and to making necessary changes in management to as­
sure that we are going to meet our leg8.1 obligations in those areas. 

With regard to specifics in your bill, I think it is important for 
us to have an opportunity to sit down and go over specific rec­
ommendations and authorities that would be provided us in the 
statute. We are moving forward in large measure reflecting some 
of the concerns that you have ·raised previously and, of course, is­
sues that I worked with you on when I was on staff for the House 
Agriculture Committee. 

I think we need an opportunity to walk through that looking at 
the existing authorities, ari.d then to detennine what, if any, addi­
tional legislative authority would be helpful to allow us to expedite 
our efforts in that area and particularly to focus on the forest 
health issue. 

Mr. LARocco. It seems to me that you are implementing mega 
plans. You are looking at moving beyond the forest plans that you 
now have and the intent of the NFMA. My bill would allow you to 
declare a forest health emergency, and it takes into consideration 
the scientific assessment that you are undergoing. 

Would you allow the States to be involved in the design for the 
scientific assessment on the east side? 

Mr. LYONS. Very much so, within the limits of FACA, a new law 
that I am learning a great deal about. We certainly want to involve 
all partners in that. 
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Mr. LARocco. Many scientists feel that no action is a great risk 
out in our part of the world because of the forest health conditions, 
and say that we must move aggressively in some of these areas. 
I think it fits in to what we want to do in ecosystem management. 

I have a specific question. In the 1992 and 1993 appropriations, 
it carried language starting a stewardship contract demonstration 
program in the Panhandle National Forest. Now we have run out 
of that authority. 

My point is that it seems to me that if we want to move to the 
basins and the drainage types of ecosystem management then we 
must start with the smaller projects. 

Is there any way that you have the authority to move forward 
with this demonstration project, the model project in the Priest 
Lake Ranger District that you know of, so that we can keep going 
with the stewardship contracts? 

Mr. LYONS. I can't address the specifics of the Priest Lake situa­
tion, but I can tell you that the stewardship concept is one that we 
want to continue. We do have attorneys who spent a lot of time 
fighting over whether or not we actually have adequate authority. 

I think those kinds of approaches to implementing the timber 
sale program in the future would provide us a little more flexibility 
and more management approaches to trying to achieve what we 
want to achieve on the ground are necessary. So we want to work 
to assure that we have adequate authority. 

Mr. LARocco. My bill addresses that, and I think we should give 
some thought as to whether that project specifically should con­
tinue. There has been a great deal of work. 

I would direct your attention to Roy Keene's testimony on Tues­
day that was outstanding. I have introduced a bill to resolve the 
wilderness lands question in the first district of Idaho. 

Is a bill like this, without getting into the boundaries, important 
to your land managers on the ground so that they know where 
those boundaries are and they know where they can go as we try 
to move away from the preserve system and into ecosystem man­
agement? 

Mr. UNGER. I would have to become more familiar--
Mr. LARocco. No. No. No. No. No. Here is the question. This is 

a question of, if the lines are drawn properly, is it important for 
you to have resolution on wilderness areas so that you know which 
of the roadless lands out of the 9.3 in Idaho are outside of wilder­
ness? 

Mr. THOMAS. Congressman, I think I finally got the question. Let 
me state it: Is it important to us to have a resolution to these is­
sues firmly made? 

Yes. 
Mr. LARocco. And is it important that we do this quickly? 
Mr. THOMAS. We always appreciate all deliberate speed in giving 

direction-yes. When we have resolutions to issues that fester and 
fester and fester and fester, it takes us an inordinate amount of 
time to continue to repeat processes and arguments. 

I have tried to do that in my brief tenure in going ahead and 
making some firm decisions and moving on with life. 

Mr. LARocco. Well, I believe that, too; and my time is up. But 
you mentioned that consensus has broken down and polarization 
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has flourished. I am trying to get resolution on these. And your 
statement is important to me to continue on and it is important for 
this committee to hear that. 

I appreciate you being here today and good luck. I will be in 
touch. But remember we need a short~term solution. The timber 
supply has dropped dramatically off the Federal lands in my dis­
trict. It has plummeted. 

Thank, you. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Good morning, gentleman. . 
Chief, you are the only one at the table that I am not acquainted 

with. I am Pat Williams. I represent here in the House, Montana. 
All of it. 

I want to direct a question to fou or the Associate Chief about 
timber inventory out our way. I I understand ·correctly, some of 
the difficulties that the Forest Service faced in the Pacific North­
west, particularly in and around the old growth areas, was perhaps 
based on incorrect estimates, overestimates of the timber base, 
which may have been one of the main reasons that led to 
overharvest. 

And a lot of people in region 1, including Larry and myself, and 
a number of our constituents, are concerned that we might have 
similar problems in the Northern Rockies. 

I want to bring your attention to a report that was entitled: "An 
Assessment of Montana's Timber Situation." It was written by 
seven of the people who are among the premier foresters in the 
area. 

Let me quote one of the findings: 
"Comprehensive timber inventory data were not available to 

allow us to project changes in timber inventory over time on the 
Forest Service suitable land base. We were forced to assume that 
timber harvest levels projected by Forest Service managers could 
be sustained by their timber inventory." 

So I guess, just generally, I would like to hear a little about your 
experiences in our part of the . Northwest. And I want you to know 
that I don't ask this question in an accusatory way. I want to work 
with you and not only to get accurat~if we don't have it-inven­
tory, but also raise the comfort level of folks out in our part of the 
Northwest. · 

Mr. THoMAS. I understand that our regional forester from your 
part of the world will be meeting with you this afternoon. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In a couple of hours. . 
Mr. THoMAS. We have concerns always about these things. If we 

are looking at the Pacific Northwest, we are looking at those issues 
which blew up into a very big thing. We are going to be constantly 
readjusting numbers. 

In the past, I thinkthat we came up with a thing called "annual 
sale quantity," and it seemed to be etched in stone. We prefer now 
to call that probable in the sense that those things change as in­
ventories go out of date and as we have on the ground experience 
of what is really there is what we can get and as law evolves, our 
responses to things evolve. · . 

We, however, are in the process of re-examining those numbers. 
Inventory is not all the problem that is involved in coming down 
on hard timber projections or even very firm timber projections. In-
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ventory is part of it. Amount of appropriations carrying out as­
sumptions within the plans are part of it. What you find out when 
you actually try to operate on that ground under appropriate con­
straints is part of it. 

But we are in the process of examining that, and I have an open 
mind always to re-examination. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thanks. Secretary Lyons, nice to see you. You re­
member that the Agriculture Committee had a hearing on my bill 
to simplify the fee system on the downhill ski operations, and we 
deferred action on the bill that was co-sponsored by a lot of mem­
bers of this committee, including my pal, LaRocco, because the For­
est Service wanted to finish the study on whether the ski areas are 
really paying fair market value for the use of the public lands as 
the law requires and should require. 

I am wondering if getting that study done and correcting the for­
mula is still, or will become, a priority? And is there anything I can 
do to help move it along? 

The difficulty here, as you know-but let me say quickly-is that 
ski areas have a moving target and a rather complex formula on 
their fee system. Some ski areas are willing to pay more if they can 
stop the target from moving and maybe they can lay off a couple 
of accountants. 

We are not trying to collect less money for the Treasury. We are 
just trying to make life a little easier for particularly the small ski 
operators. 

Mr. LYONS. Congressman, I certainly remember the discussions 
that we had about the ski fee bill as we called it. We have been 
working since the receipt of Ted Farwell's study which was being 
conducted by the Forest Service at that time with the ski industry 
to try and construct a ski formula, fee formula, that achieves three 
goals. 

We found from the Farwell study-let me say that, overall we 
were obtaining approximately fair market value. This is based on 
the methodology that Mr. Farwell used, which is reflective of mod­
em real estate principles. 

Don't ask me to get into the details because I really can't explain 
them. But suffice it to say that we have confidence in the study, 
and the industry has confidence in the study; but we found that 
there were some inequities. In some instances large areas were 
paying too little and small areas were paying too much. 

I asked the industry in December to join us to talk about a for­
mula that would ensure that we met our legal obligations but that 
we also achieved their goal, which was simplicity. 

Then a third concern that I raised, which was equity so that 
every area paid their fair share. We have been working with them, 
and I hope not too far down the road to be able to issue a proposed 
fee system. We are looking at some option working with the indus­
try that would then entertain full public comment on. But my hope 
is, and intent is, to have a new formula that meets those goals for 
the next ski season. And I think we are going to make that target. 

Mr. VENTO. [Presiding.] Congressman Miller. 
Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I appreciate your response right there on the fee system. We 
hope that that can be brought to a close and we can get that off 
the table and get on with it. 

Let me welcome you both and tell you how pleased I am of your 
appointments, Chief Thomas and Secretary Lyons. We lo9k forward 
to, I think, a great relationship between this committee and your 
offices. 

Chief Thomas,, let me say that I am looking at an AP story that 
goes back to a message you sent to the Agency which said the 
Agency will obey the law, tell the truth, and implement ecosystem 
management. And it sounds kind of fundamental; but as we find 
out sometimes in government work, it is very difficult to carry out; 
but we certainly encourage that effort. 

On the latter part, there is considerable concern about ecosystem 
management and what this means. From my point of view, I think 
it is a reflection, as you pointed out, you had a mandate that there 
was a coalition around for many,. many years and that coalition has 
come apart because of competing interests over the forest lands 
and the uses of those lands. 

I look at my pwn State of California; when you started we were 
around 5 or 6 million people; and today, we are 32 or 33 million 
people and those foot hills and those forest lands are our backyard. 
And there is an awful lot of people who use those to give them re­
lief from an urban society for multiple purposes, whether it is to 
park their trailer to hike, to camp, or to view the trees or maybe 
even to cut one down from time to time illegally or legally. 

In any case, as you look at the West, Arizona has picked up a 
million and a half people, Nevada a million people, Washington two 
and a half million people, and Oregon one and a third million. 
Even Montana picked up people over that same period of time. And 
they come with a different set of expectations and with different 
claims on those lands. 

And, yet, as I read the laws that govern your agency and your 
budgets and how money is categorized and channeled, it is some­
what inconsistent with the goal of the kind of multiple use and 
multiple claims for which people are going to demand that these 
lands are managed for. 

And I am back to where Mr. Vento was: How are we going to rec­
oncile this? You are not as free an agent as we would like to pre­
tend you were when you look at the laws that have sprung up over 
the years on how resources are directed. 

In your statement I see that overall resources devoted to recre­
ation and wildlife programs in 197 4 are about one and a half times 
that for timber sales administration and management. So obviously 
some shift, even in the category of programs, is taking place. 

Mr. THOMAS. Obviously, those shifts are occurring. I would imag­
ine that they will continue to occur. However, one of the things 
that I don't need to explain to the Congressmen from the West, 
where the pressure seems to be the highest, is that when we talk 
about the population of Oregon, for example increased, Oregon is 
like two States. Montana is probably like two States. Certainly 
Washington. 

The concentrated people in the urban areas where those people 
are concentrating and the old Oregon or old Washington where we 
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have rural communities that are almost totally dependent on natu­
ral resource basis for their continued existence. I think that if we 
divided those States along those lines, we would be able to get con­
sensus, I think, within those different divisions. 

I would look for that to be exacerbated as time goes on and those 
States build with new citizens with new and differing visions than 
the old. How we do that equitably and being concerned about those 
citizens in rural areas and trying to come to those new consensus 
and trying to figure out how we substitute if we adjust our resource 
management, which we are doing, and how we do that in a way 
that can be least damaging to those rural communities. 

I look forward to continue-part of the things that we may have 
been talking about is how do we capture resources and revenues 
and build on other aspects of our inttial land management as op­
posed to those that are extractive in nature. 

Mr. MILLER. But I think clearly, when you look at the popu­
lations in the West, we can no longer suggest that the forest on the 
east side of Washington or Oregon belongs to the people or commu­
nities of the east side of Washington or Oregon because I don't 
think you would find this in that State. This is one person, one 
vote still. 

And just as in California, 80 percent of the water used to belong 
to all of the farmers, and we had a referendum on that issue, and 
that is not going to be true any longer in the future. So you have 
to manage them for all of the people, where the people in Portland 
are going to go crazy at some point when they drive across the 
ridge and see what has taken place. 

So I appreciate what you said, but you are stuck with a budget 
and a direction that continues to force you or at least takes away 
from your flexibility to move to meet these competing demands, 
and these are demands by our constituents, not the Members of 
Congress. These are what the people in our State now view as the 
purpose for these resources. 

Mr. THOMAS. That is true. I vote true. 
Secondly, we are beginning to bring to you budgeting mecha­

nisms that we think would allow us more opportunity to respond 
in an ecosystem approach to those shifting demands. But when I 
deal with 76 line items, X dollars for fence construction and X dol­
lars for fence removal, it is very difficult to have much leeway to 
respond. 

We will be asking for some relief from that micromanagement 
and give us some chance to maneuver to satisfy those developing 
demands. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. I recognize myself and continue this. 
I was just pointing out, and the Chairman had pointed out to 

you, Chief, in Dr. Waller's testimony from Tuesday in which he 
pointed out that 75 percent of the budget still was in timber pro­
duction in 1985. I don't know what it is today, but I expect it is 
still very high. And part of that is that there is no flexibility with 
the KV fund with the receipts returned to the communities from 
timber harvest, timber salvage restoration, brush disposal, coopera­
tive work, largely timber production or management. 

And that is the problem with turning around this ocean liner in 
terms of where we are going in terms of a different type of manage-
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ment. I think that CongreSBman DeFazio earlier raised questions 
concerning whether or not we can get money from watershed res­
toration and do those sorts of things. 

So you need that type of flexibility if you are going to carry this 
out. This is where we are getting to brass tacks and everyone is 
on the same track talking the same rhetoric, but I don't know if 
they want to walk the same walk in terms of making it happen. 

One of the major concerns as the Forest Service begins to pre­
pare for the 21st Century is of course the shift in personnel. And 
you have got some direction to eliminate personnel. I read that as 
we are eliminating GS-14's, 15's, and may be even some 17's-well, 
we only have one 17; is that right? 

Mr. THOMAS. Not any more. 
Mr. VENTO. The Chief was a 17. He was the only 17 in the his­

tory of the Forest Service. It is an interesting debate about profes­
sionals and whether we were appointing a professional. And the 
appointment process became ironic in that sense. 

They say, it's bureaucracy; let's get rid of the high-priced guys 
and keep the folks on the ground that are doing their work. They 
are really performing. 

And we have things like public affairs, legislative affairs, budget­
ing. These are the bureaucrats that we don't need. Sort of the pop­
ulist attitude about changing this work force. 

And what do you think? We have an amendment on the Floor 
here, 252,000 Federal employees over five years. And you know, 
this is big with the administration. 

Can you give us any words of wisdom concerning this? 
Mr. THoMAS. First, I recognize the Forest Service is part of the 

U.S. Government. That is one great concession I am willing to 
make, and that we will bear our fair share of reductions in govern­
ment, given the budget crisis that we face. 

Now, those things are not as simple as they seem. There are civil 
service regulations; there are mechanisms we are asking for to help 
us adjust to those things. 

But I do have one comment in the mandate on Grade 14's and 
above. I think the assumption there is that we are cutting out mid­
dle management. As we move toward a more technological orienta­
tion to be able to deal with these questions with less people-for 
example, if you look at the research division, there are a lot of 
Grade 14's and above that are super scientists. They are not ad­
ministrators. They are top-of-the line technical experts. 

We have the same thing in State and private forestry. We have 
had a burgeoning need in the national forest system for people 
with higher levels of technical ability that we will have to pay ap­
propriate grade levels in order to attain them and maintain them. 

I am more concerned about that then I am about meeting the 
targeted reductions in personnel. 

Mr. LYONS. Mr. Chairman, if I could, I would suggest that the 
meat ax approach is not the way to get this done. We are hoping 
in the reductions that we implement in the department overall that 
we can accomplish a great deal of that through attrition. 

We face the unique situation in the Forest Service in that we 
have so many people of, or near, retirement age in leadership posi-
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tions. I mentioned earlier, in response to a question, our desire to 
obtain early-out authority. 

We think the right way to achieve those reductions-and particu­
larly reductions we have been directed to implement by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee in their report from last year-the right 
way to do that is to cull those people out from the top that want 
to retire, maybe give them an incentive to retire rather than to go 
through a RIF procedure laying off a lot of people at the ground 
level who are people who have helped to diversify our work force, 
who give us the diversity of disciplines we need to get the job done 
and who are on the ground and can make it happen. We also save 
money doing that. 

Mr. VENTO. One of my concerns has been wilderness and getting 
a director of wilderness at the national level. 

Another way to send a signal is to put people in positions in 
terms of the changing use of the Forest Service. 

One-sixth of the acres are wilderness. Last year we dedicated a 
wilderness research center in Missoula, Montana. The Forest Serv­
ice has taken a lead in that. This is where we have to go in terms 
of trying to professionalize and get the research work done and try­
ing to give the type of status to these new uses that we are com­
mitted to. 

And I hope, Chief Thomas and Secretary Lyons, that we will see 
some positive action on that. I don't know if the format that has 
been set for it is exactly what you want, but I hope to see some 
constructive effort along those lines. 

Congressman Miller has indicated he wants to continue his ques­
tioning; and since he was first here, he gets to go. 

Mr. MILLER. This is my second round. 
Secretary Lyons, let me ask you a question. In the last couple of 

days, we saw a press release and later an AP story criticizing you, 
Congressman Smith of this committee, and some other members. 

Eight Republicans said they sent a letter to the Agriculture In­
spector General dealing with the program that you have on timber 
sales on the east side-! believe in both Oregon and Washington­
and the screening process that you went through in the process of 
developing and bringing those sales to market. 

Can I ask you to comment on that for the record and to respond 
to that. 

The suggestion is that somehow somebody in this process got fa­
vorable treatment or disproportionate treatment or something that 
wasn't accorded to all of the parties to those sales. 

Mr. LYONS. I would be glad to comment, Mr. Chairman. 
Clearly there is a misunderstanding about the process and what 

it is we are trying to achieve. We face a situation on the east side 
that is not unlike the situation we faced on the west side some 
time ago. 

We have a sales program that was designed to meet yesterday's 
standards, and we face some p~rspective problems in moving for­
ward with that sale program. When I came into office, I was pre­
sented with this, and we were faced with a couple of options: We 
could move full bore ahead and face the likelihood of litigation, or 
we could try to work with all interested parties to try to maintain 
the flow of timber. 
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Obviously we elected the latter. Working with the regional for­
ester and the chief then, the Region devised a screening process to 
screen all existing sales to detennine their potential impacts on vi­
ability of species there, on riparian habitats, and the remaining old 
growth resources. 

The sales were run through screening. All interested parties 
were given an opportunity to review those screens and on the sales 
and what came out of the other end of the screening process. Then 
the regional forester made decisions with regard to what sales 
would move forward. 

These allegations that one party or another was given favorable 
treatment are completely untrue. The allegation that we would 
turn management of the national forest over to any interest group 
is ridiculous. In fact, I have a letter that was written by Congress­
man Smith to Secretary Espy that I hope to be able to provide to 
him today that lays out specifically the process we followed through 
and how we dealt with the situation on the east side. 

Mr. MILLER. When that is done, if there is no objection, I would 
ask that it be made a part of the record. 

Mr. VENTO. The intent to provide for the record a copy of Con­
gressman's Smith's letter to the Secretary to the Chief and a re­
sponse, without objection. 

[The infonnation may be found at end of hearing.) 
Mr. MILLER. On that point, let me say this: I think that the past 

administration was deeply invested in gridlock in this part of the 
country in the Northwest; and, as hard as members of this commit­
tee, Congressman DeFazio and LaRocco and Williams and the Re­
publican colleagues sometimes tried to break that gridlock, it was 
clear that people believed that this was going to bring about a cata­
clysmic event and they could get rid of the endangered species 
laws. And that hasn't happened. 

I am encouraged by your response to reach out and get these 
sales to market. I think it is obviously important for the people 
who are dependent upon that timber in those communities. 

And I want to tell you that the Speaker has asked me to tell you 
that he also strongly supports your effort to reach out to all the 
communities involved in these sales. 

And apparently it has, since a good number of these sales did go 
forward to get those sales done with and get them out and allow 
the mills to take advantage of them. And he is encouraged by your 
willingness to talk to all parties involved in that process. 

As I understand it, whenl.ou put forth a sale, essentially, any 
of those individual sales coul , in fact, be challenged. 

Is that not so, by any party? 
Mr. LYONS. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER. And the total sales program, or your activities, could 

also be subject to litigation under current law by any parties? 
Mr. LYONS. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLER. So the choice, as I understand your response, was 

you could sort of bully your way around the China shop here know­
ing that you would be subject to litigation and have the thing come 
to a grinding halt, which may serve somebody's agenda or you 
could set out an effort to talk to some of the parties of interest and 
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see whether some of these sales could pass through a screening 
process and go to market. 

The suggestion here is that somebody is exercising some rights 
that are outside the law they don't have. 

But as I have watched from this distance, almost any citizen can 
find a reason to challenge any single sale. 

Mr. LYONS. Well, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. We would rather 
work with those who are concerned about sales to avoid challenges 
rather than simply move forward and have them challenge us and 
have to deal with this in the courts. 

Mr. MILLER. How many of these sales-roughly, how many went 
through? 

Mr. LYONS. I don't have the exact numbers, but the impact of the 
screening process varied from forest to forest-a third to half were 
probably impacted by the screenings. 

We moved forward with 50 to 60 percent of the existing sale pro­
gram, and that is how we intend to proceed until we finish the EIS 
and revise the plans on the east side. 

Mr. MILLER. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. I think the issue is to hit this target that was. set 

up in PHMAP in region 6, and this will be tough if others are now 
going to court after you have had this out on the process questions. 

Congressman DeFazio. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you. 
I will take up where I left over an hour ago and ask the ques­

tions a bit shorter and ask the witnesses to keep their-particu­
larly the Assistant Secretary-to keep their answers, when asked 
a question, a bit shorter. I don't have much time here. 

Certainly, Mr. Thomas-Chief Thomas is aware of the PHMAP 
report. It says, pending additional fiscal analysis, we emphasize 
that the options selected should not be hastily coupled with reduc­
tions in funding and personnel based on inappropriate assumption 
that ecosystem management is somehow cheaper than traditional 
commodity production focused plans. 

The Chief has candidly provided the numbers which he referred 
to in his testimony. The President has made substantial promises 
to my region. Extraordinary promises. I am hearing from people on 
the ground they don't have the resources to deliver on the prom­
ises. 

I now have before me a document that shows we are getting 63 
percent of the funds, in the opinion of the Forest Service, that we 
need to fully implement that plan. This is this year's budget. This 
isn't with whatever anticipated cuts we have coming forward. 

And yet I find the Assistant Secretary essentially defending and 
apologizing and saying, yes, he has moved some money around and 
is addressing some part of it. There isn't enough money here. 

And have you, Mr. Assistant Secretary, or anybody else, gone to 
the President and said, Mr. President, you made these extraor­
dinary fromises in the Pacific Northwest, a new basis for manage­
ment o the public lands; and we have only about two-thirds of the 
money that the professional management agency charged with the 
preponderant amount of putting this into place requires? 

Yes or no, are you aware if anyone has made that statement to 
the President? 
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Mr. LYONS. We have worked with the OMB and the White House 
to move funds around to try--

Mr. DEFAZIO. Right. But we have 63 percent. 
Yes or no? The President? 
Because I am going to certainly go and try to get this message 

to him. , 
Mr. LYONS. It is 63 percent of the Agency's estimated wish list 

in terms of funding-- . 
Mr. DEFAZIO. We have a candid Chief here, and I was critical of 

the last Chief for never telling us when he didn't have enough 
money to do something or something wasn't possible or whatever. 

And until the Chief tells me, this is just a wish list that is gold 
plated, and he doesn't need these things because he went on in his 
opening statement about the need for continuing research. Well, 
the additional research programs to implement get funded at zero. 
That is a $9 million reduction. Ecosystem restoration, well we have 
two-thirds of what we need there. Rural community assistance, we 
are at less than half. 

I don1t think this is gold plated to say that the rural communities 
need the $33 million, and they are only getting $15 million. I don't 
think this is gold plating. 

I am sorry, Mr. Assistant Secretary; but I just think you are 
being a little too defensive here. And at some point, the President 
is going to be held to task and you are not serving him well if you 
are not keeping him infornied that he has made extraordinary 
promises and we don't have the money to deliver. 

And I don't know what is coming in this year's budget, but I 
think it is going to get worse. 

Mr. LYONS. We will do the best we can to fund the President's 
plan. As I pointed out earlier, we have got a mid-year in process. 

In fact, we are far long in the--
Mr. DEFAZIO. I know. And the Republicans blamed Jimmy 

Carter for 12 years. I will give you a year. This is the second year. 
I want to see a supplemental appropriation for whatever additional 
funds are needed in the judgment of the new Chief. I want to see 
the Chief go through this with a fine tooth comb and tell us how 
much money is needed. 

I would go down to the Appropriations Committee. But I would 
like to see a request out of the White House on this. I mean, other­
wise the President is going to be held up and vilified in the North­
west for not fulfilling his promise. 

Mr. LYONS. I appreciate that, Congressman. Let me point out one 
thing. Given the resources we have, we have tried to make the best 
use of them. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Right. But I want an advocate for more resources. 
Mr. LYONS. Well, you have an advocate for that here, Congress­

man. 
But let me point out something that regional forester Lowe indi­

cated to you in his letter in response to your request for informa­
tion about funding. He pointed out that a considerable portion of 
the region's funds, approximately 7 percent of the total, is for com­
ponents of the President's forest flan, such as grants to timber-de­
pendent communities, additiona research programs, and water­
shed restoration jobs in the woods. 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. I have got the letter, Mr. Assistant Secretary. I un­
derstand. 

Mr. LYONS. My point is this: Looking at resources and priorities, 
we placed priority on the things we felt we needed to do to get 
things done on the ground to make sure we could help commu­
nities, to help move a program forward. That is where we placed 
our priority. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I appreciate that you are working with limited re­
sources and you have been given a difficult task. I appreciate that. 

But what I want, and what I think I have in the Chief here is 
someone who is going to speak candidly to the administration; and 
I want that from you too. 

Your next opportunity and my next opportunity, I am going to 
present these numbers to the President and say, until you weigh 
in, this isn't going to get any better. If the President uses some of 
the same situation he used to get NAFTA through this House to 
get more money .to fulfill on his promise to the Northwest, I don't 
think we will have a problem. We might be building a few unneces­
sary bridges around the country, but we will get it done because 
we will get the votes. 

Mr. LYONS. I look forward to working with you to get the money. 
Mr. VENTO. The gentleman's time has not expired, but if he 

would yield to me. 
This is not a new problem in terms of OTA pointing out the proc­

ess. So I think . there is a credibility gap that historically has ex­
isted through resource, oriented line items, and the fact that the 
recommendations from the field have to go through the Forest 
Service Washington office, the Secretary of Agriculture, OMB, and 
of course the authorizing and appropriating committees. 

And so this has traditionally been a problem that, in fact, the 
budgets little resemble what is being asked for in the field. A lot 
of the moneys are outside that cycle in trust funds and mandated 
line items in the appropriation process, something that we have to 
look at in trying to provide flexibility. 

So I sympathize, and we want to keep the commitments that 
have been made. And I am going to certainly work with the gen­
tleman from Oregon and others to make that happen. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Again, the point is, Mr. Chairman, we have very 
specific promises made by the President of the United States. And 
I realize the budget process is lengthy, but I don't see that we 
should be complacent. This is the first time we have gotten these 
numbers, and I see the word "63 percent." I have been hearing this 
on the ground in the region. And there was an incredible amount 
of denial: Oh, gee, that is because of this or that. But the money 
isn't there. 

Mr. VENTO. It is a broader problem, though, just in terms of this 
particular commitment. This one has special status, I agree with 
you. But the normal routine is that we are not getting the forest 
management plans funded. That is the point. They are not getting 
through. What do we do? 

Give the Forest Chief the opportunity to come directly to the 
Congress and bypass this? This is one of the suggestions that we 
have had for some time, whether it was the Park Service or the 
BLM or the Forest Service. And I support that. 
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I was discussing timber supply issues in my district. Chief, what 
is current policy on salvage sales? Are you currently using the ex­
emption for a million board feet sales that exists under an ·execu­
tive order? I heard that you weren't and you were concerned about 
green timber going out in those sales. 

Mr. UNGER. I am not familiar with that. Let me ask if anybody 
here has any further information on that? 

We will have to get that for you. I am sorry, Congressman. 
[The information was not available at time of printing.] . 
Mr~ LARocco. Do you know what I am talking about? The au-

thority that the Forest Service has to issue timber sales of a mil­
lion board feet without an environmental assessment on salvage 
sales? 

Mr. UNGER. As I say, I am not familiar withthat specific provi­
sion and how we are using it at the moment. I would have to get 
back to you. 

Mr. LARocco. I understand that you are not using it and the 
concern is that there is green timber that is being included in those 
"salvage sales" and that you have ceased using your authority on 
these salvage sales. 

Let me make a recommendation, and that is: Stop allowing green 
timber to go out with these salvage sales. You have that authority. 

I have heard that there were problems in Lake Tahoe or that re­
gion. On the Boise National Forest, that has been used effectively 
for forest health concerns and also because of the desire to remove 
timber from the foothills. 

But we are concerned about the forest health in Idaho and the 
districts and the fact that you haven't continued with this exemp­
tion and this authority that exists. 

So my recommendation would be, don't allow any green timber 
to go out because I don't support any green timber going out in the 
salvage sale. This is where we get in trouble on the political side 
with regard to what forest health is all about. It is not synonymous 
with just salvage sales, but it is getting a black eye because some 
people are allowing this. 

But in dense stands, our concerns about fire, infestation, and just 
getting volume out, I think this is important to recognize. 

Mr. THOMAS. We had some problems in several of our regions 
with green trees going out in salvage sales. I think that has been 
stopped. The regional foresters are on that and have been in­
structed to pursue it vigorously. That has been stopped. 

We will use our authorities-in many cases it is not as simple 
as it appears in the sense that we run into threatened and endan­
gered species consultations. But I hear you, and we will use our au­
thorities where appropriate. 

Mr. LARocco. Thank you. I am concerned, as I think you are, 
about the consultation process and how long it takes to send every­
thing to Portland. 

What are we going to do about either increasing staff or getting 
NMFS to turn things around quickly? Do you have a plan for that? 
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This is really bothering us out in Idaho, that everything has to 
go through NMFS and they · are not staffed up to respond to what 
you are sending them. 

Mr. THoMAS. We have some suggestions about that. They are on 
the table with a number of other suggestions. 

AB I have· told you, we have direct instructions from the Presi­
dent that we are being pressed on-and I welcome that-to have 
one government. 

I put forward and will be putting forward some suggestions, for 
example, of detached offices where we have people from the regu­
latory agency sitting there where we can work with them on a con­
tinuing basis so that when we get to the end of the plan, we don't 
have to send it over and they say "yes,'' "no." We have modified it 
along to where when we get to the end, we have a final plan and 
it is "yes." That is our suggestion. I think we are working toward 
achieving that. 

Whether it would work exactly like I put forward or not, I don't 
know. We do have instructions that we are going to vigorously pur­
sue from the Forest Service's standpoint of being able to get that 
done so we don't have to have such a long and drawn out, agoniz­
ing, exhausting demoralizing process. 

Mr. LARocco. Well, you just described it. And I am happy to 
hear that you recognize it and that you have suggestions and you 
are working on it. I think that is good news. 

Mr. THoMAS. One more point. The Forest Service will under­
take-we signed a memorandum of understanding this last week 
with those agencies involving endangered species that we would 
work together to prevent listing and that, where we are listing, we 
will work together to deal with these things in the most efficient 
fashion. 

The U.S. Forest Service will take its responsibilities under the 
law to deal with endangered species and sensitive species very seri­
ously with the objective in mind not only to obey the law but to 
keep from constantly tripping over into the Endangered Species 
Act. Ecosystem management is a part of that. 

Mr. LARocco. I believe that is true, and the red light is back on. 
Closing statement: With all this talk about budgets, H.R. 229 does 
bring together those budgetary authorities that I think you need 
for ecosystem management and forest health. And, again I would 
hope you take a look at that. Let me know if that authority is im­
portant to you and that emergency declaration that would move 
you ahead because I think it is the way to go. 

Mr. THOMAS. Congressman, I haven't read it; but by the time I 
see you next, I will have. 

Mr. VENTO. Congressman Barlow. 
Mr. BARLOW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you very much for being here today Mr. Lyons, Mr. Thom­

as and Mr. Unger. When the Department was talking to the Agri­
culture Committee last year on departmental reorganization, it was 
brought up that there were some ideas about assistance to private 
forestry being improved. 

I come from western Kentucky. Agriculture is our largest indus­
try. We have a lot of small farms in our region. We do have a tim-
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ber industry, a very active timber industry, for the most part hard 
woods. No national forests. Thirty-one counties. Many farmers. 

I was home over the break. Three hundred farmers at one meet­
ing that I attended and only one question was put up to me, and 
that is: When is the Federal Government going to do better by pri­
vate forestry? That was the only question that came up out of 300 
farmers. 

Private forestry has been neglected by the U.S. Forest Service for 
many, many years. When I look at the national forests, I see dedi­
cated lands under multiple use being cut in significant measure. 
Whether you are talking about one type of cutting, selection cut­
ting, or clear cutting, you are talking about, generally, an even 
flow, a steady state flow of timber out of that national forest. In 
effect, it is a tree farm C?Ver time for the industry that i~ supplies. 

What can we do to encourage the same type of a dedicated for­
estry structure in private lands, small wood lots in agriculture re­
gions, the same type of dedicated structure that would provide a 
steady flow of timber to a timber industry-to better supply a tim­
ber industry through time? · 

When the Department was down here, I was critical of the De­
partment for not doing a proper job by private forestry. I asked 
them for their ideas. 

I am wondering if you, today, would like to discuss for us any 
ideas you may have in the Department, in the Forest Service, for 
improvements of private forestry regions in the country to help 
farmers diversify. 

Farmers are tired of waiting, and they are tired of reading about 
below-cost sales. They are tired of not seeing a strong support oper­
ation out in rural America for private forestry. 

Mr. LYONS. Well, I will take a crack at it, Congressman, I would 
say that the answers I hope are coming with this effort that we 
have initiated to-as we characterize it, to reinvent the Forest 
Service, we are looking at agency structure and delivery systems 
and certainly an important element of forestry, particularly with 
regard to timber supplies in the future is going to be State private 
forestry. 

I am sure you are aware of the working relationship we have 
with the State foresters in providing the services that we seek to 
provide. 

In the 1990 farm bill, several new authorities were provided, in­
cluding the stewardship program; and we are in a position of hav­
ing that up and running to try and provide the cost share assist­
ance as well as technical assistance to producers. 

I think we can make additional improvements there as we re­
dedicate ourselves to looking at management of forest resources as 
a whole as opposed--

Mr. VENTO. Would the gentleman yield? 
I also want to put in a word for urban forestry because I believe 

that program is very important to those of us in urban areas with 
problems like Dutch elm, oak wilt, and others. I think that that is 
a major role that I would like to see the Forest Service play more 
actively I know that it has been a good program in our State and 
in other States. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. LYONS. We are working to make those improvements. 
Through our efforts in implementing existing authorities and look­
ing at how we restructure and reorgani~e to face those challenges 
and deal with those opportunities, I am sure that we will be com­
ing forward with new recommendations for how to make improve­
ments in the State and private area. 

Mr. BARLOW. I encourage you to come to the Hill and perhaps 
have some briefing sessions on ideas that you are considering, rath­
er than waiting until you get a report and delivering a formal re­
port. There are a number of ideas that are coming up with the ge­
netic improvements that have been made in timber management, 
short rotations, the new technologies for many different types of 
products out of young trees. 

We are not talking anymore about a farmer having to. make an 
investment and wait 30, 40, 50, 60 years for return on his invest­
ment. In the Southeast and the Midwestern States, we can prob­
ably see a return out of an intensely managed stand in maybe 10 
to 12 to 15 years. 

On a rotation basis, we can see a steady flow of income to a 
farmer. This is something we must explore. We. have got to find a 
structure in which we can dedicate lands to a steady State flow of 
timber out of privately owned forest regions just as we see them 
out of the publicly-owned forest regions. 

I would encourage you to get down to the Hill with the Depart­
ment and bring us into the rrocess of exploring these ideas because 
you are going to hit a wal of criticism from this member if you 
wait too long. 

Mr. LYONS. I can assure you, Congressman, we intend to work 
very closely with you and other members of the committee. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think this is an important point. In terms 
of-I think that there is an opportunity, too, for, under the Week's 
act and other laws, to begin to look at-just this morning in talking 
to Gene Taylor, the member from Louisiana, we have a negative 
experience in terms, under the law, of losing some of the forests, 
the DeSoto National Forest or at least proposals to do so, earlier 
as you recall. 

And he was talking about the fact that there is Nassau land, and 
they are going to declare surplus and begin to look at opportuni­
ties, especially in New England in terms of looking at some sort of 
agreement with the private forests in New England and how we 
might achieve something more than a conservation easement in 
that particular instance. 

I think you better set the timer, because I don't want to prolong 
this, but I have a question. 

It is not red already, is it? The timer isn't working again? Please 
set it. 

One of the issues that there is a lot of confusion about, with the 
new policy, is where are we going on clear cutting? We have a 
number of bills introduced in Congress. Obviously new forestry im­
plies some new ways of addressing that particular issue. 

It is my understanding that the Forest Service has changed its 
policy with respect to clear cutting. And I would like you at this 
time to try to give me some general idea of what the attitude is. 
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We have major proposals and significant sponsorship in terms of 
this area. · 

Mr. THoMAS. Congressman, my predecessoz:, Chief Robertson, 
made the statement of Forest Service policy that we would move 
away from clear cutting as a primary regeneration technique in 
timber sales. We have done that. · 

For example, in terms of looking at it, in 1987, we sold 3'20,000 
acres of forest to be clearcut .. That diminished gradually, until 
1992, when we sold 96,000. Acres harvested trended down from the 
1988 total of 283,000 acres; it trended down to 162,000 in 1992. Of 
course, the lag time is between sold and cut. That Will continue. 

We do intend to hold clear cutting as part of our bag of silvicul­
tural options. In many cases, it is the best. In .the Star!ty Forest 
that I was in charge of, we did a considerable amount of clear cut~ 
ting to do with regeneration of new forest and replacement that I 
think was the right prescription. · 

However, we will continue to move away from that. •Candidly, 
there is some discussion as you move away from not so much clear 
cutting you can still be practicing even-age management under a 
number of silvicultural ·techniques: shelter cutting, et cetera. 

In many of those . cases, we would not do over-story removal in 
order to hold diversity within the stand. · 

Our. current policy basically eliminates clear cutting as a stand­
ard timber cutting process on the national forests. It is limited to 
areas where it is essential to meet Forest Service objectives under 
several of the following circumstances: establishment, enhance­
ment, or maintenance of habitat for threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive species; the enhancement of wildlife habitat or water 
yield values; or to provide for recreation, scenic vistas, utility lines, 
road corridors, facility sites, reservoirs and other developments; re­
habilitation of land severely impacted by fire, windstorm, or insects 
and disease and several others. 

We are applying that policy to all new sales nationwide. Some of 
the existing sales were modified in order to meet this new direc­
tion. It is still an appropriate silvicultural technique in some cases, 
but I think we are moving away from it as a standard policy, and 
we will continue to do so. 

Mr. VENTO. Chief and Mr. Secretary, we had an extraordinary 
hearing on Tuesday; and while I have shared some testimony with 
you, I hope that you will look at all of it. We had great testimony 
in terms of proposals to render more value to the Forest Service 
and more compatibility with local communities and smaller con­
tractors in terms of harvest and bidding. 

We have a vote on the previous question, and I think we are 
probably going to conclude things. 

Let me see if there is a question. 
Mr. MILLER. I would like, first of all, to enter some graphs and 

population figures that I cited in my last question in the record if 
I might, if there is no objection. 

[The information can be found at the end of the hearing.] 
Mr. MILLER. And, secondly, I would like to raise for the record 

the issue that, as we went through the Northwest experience here 
and as we grappled with the solution and the gang of four and ev­
erything that flowed from them at that point, I became increasingly 
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disturbed about our data base, in tenns of what was really going 
on on the land, not only in that region but now as we move to Cali­
fornia, we are finding additional problems. 

One of the concerns that this subcommittee had and issued a re­
port on was: What is really happening with reforestation? What 
does it look like 10 years later? And what does that mean to the 
available land base and the projected cuts? 

And it seems to me that one of the traps that we fell into was 
that the only real measurement seemed to be the output of board 
feet as opposed to the results and health of \those sales, the cumu­
lative sales back and forth. 

As we move into long-term, sustainable ecosystem management, 
are we going to improve our monitoring and our data base so that 
we can start to adjust as we see events that we either expected or 
that we find out we didn't expect but are occurring and have the 
ability to crank those into the data about various forests and var­
ious regions of the country? 

Mr. THOMAS. Yes. 
The point I wanted to get on the monitoring, it is one of my 

things that I believe in. We will be submitting the budgeting that 
goes with monitoring, and that is necessary to adaptive manage­
ment. 

I will also point out that if we don't monitor, we should be con­
siderably more conservative. There is a trade-off there. Basically, 
I think we are making some good moves in coordinated data bases 
and PHMAP operation and the ongoing studies that we have just 
instituted for the assessment on the Columbia Basin and the ongo­
ing studies in the Sierra. 

From those, I hope we learn enough to be able to move that 
across the country. I was somewhat shocked in my youth to find 
out, when I went to work on these old-growth issues, that we did 
not have data bases from California that matched those from Or­
egon and Washington; and BLM was on yet another set of data 
bases. It was interesting to note that it was impossible to reconcile 
those data bases. But we did it within less than 20 days on 
PHMAP. So we have laid the groundwork and we will be-

Mr. MILLER. So you think it can be pulled together in some kind 
of understandable fashion. 

Mr. THOMAS. Yes, sir, I do. But in order to do that, nothing 
comes cheap. 

Mr. MILLER. I understand. 
Mr. THoMAS. We will have to have the data acquisition capability 

and data management capability. We demonstrated under PHMAP 
and others that we could do it, and we could do it rapidly, given 
existing technology. 

Mr. MILLER. I would hope that that is one of the lessons that we 
would learn out of that process because I have to tell that you that, 
at various stages of that process, it was very shocking how little 
the Service and others knew about these lands. 

I had the opportunity to go to some areas of southern Oregon 
that were carried as fairly robust reforestation projects and in the 
rotation and were expected to come on line. And there is just no 
way that was ever going to happen. It was a complete failure as 
reforestation in some of these programs. 
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And yet, it is carried forward in the data base, and it is nonexist­
ent. So it seems that just intensifies the pressure on whatever is 
left if you are still trying to meet that old figure with that carried 
on the base. 

Mr. THoMAS. Two comments: One is that my staff just handed 
me a note, and I am proud to tell you that I have done such a mar­
velous job in the last two months that a report on reforestation suc­
cess will be complete within the next few weeks based on the latest 
information; and we will proudly bring that to you. 

The other is that, over a very long period of time--
Mr. MILLER. If you can do that in two months, this thing can be 

turned upside down. 
Mr. THoMAS. I was amazed at how well I had done. 
The second one is that there is more than one way to deficit 

spend. One way in natural resources is over a long, long series of 
years, in order to achieve objectives given to us, there is not 
enough money or enough resources ever, and you know that, that 
we have concentrated those resources and have not done some of 
the things that should have been done. 

It wasn't a matter of having evil intent. It was merely a matter 
of carrying out the direction that was passed down. We built up a 
backlog of need in monitoring, of finding out about our reforest­
ation success, and about our categorizations and about our inven­
tories. 

I hate to tell you this, but we built a considerable deficit of infor­
mation in that regard. Many of our things are out of date because 
we concentrated on other objectives. I hope to work with the Con­
gress to demonstrate where we are and demonstrate how we might 
catch up. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much, Chief. 
I want to have unanimous consent to put in the record an ex­

change of letters on law enforcement issues which I had and which 
you addressed those concerns; and I appreciate the prompt re­
sponse. I still have some concerns, I might add. And we are going 
to continue to monitor that. But I think it is important, in light of 
the reform proposals, that are taking place that it be a part of 
record. And so, without objection, my letter to the Chief and re­
sponse will be made a part of the record. 

[The information can be found at the end of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. That concludes the hearing. Thank you very much. 

I think it was an excellent hearing, and I hope that we can build 
on this in terms of a future policy path. 

The meeting stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:17 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, and 

the additional material submitted may be found at the end of the 
hearings.] 
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OPENING STATEMENT AND QUESTIONS 
THE HONORABLE JAMES V. HANSEN 
FOREST SERVICE REFORM HEARING 

FEBRUARY 3, 1994 

I would like to welcome Mr. Lyons and Mr. Thomas to 

our Committee and I appreciate their willingness to testify 

today and respond to the many questions we all have. 

I want to thank Chairman Vento for holding these 

hearings and I hope that Mr. Lyons and Mr. Thomas will 

review the record closely. We heard some very interesting 

testimony regarding the Forest Service that I believe 

provides ideas worth your consideration. We learned that 

the Forest Service is terribly inefficient, heavily burdened 

with excessive layers of bureaucracy, operating unsuccessful 

programs, and is failing to make non-timber programs pay 

for themselves. 
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In my State of Utah we have several concerns that 

have great impacts on our citizens. First is the appeals 

process by which environmental groups drive small timber 

companies out of business. Near the Dixie Forest in 

Southern Utah are the small towns of Panguitch and 

Escalante that depend almost solely on timber harvesting. 

Because SUW A or any other environmental group appeals 

nearly every timber sale with a 29 cent stamp, Kaibab 

Industries has left the area. These small towns are 

decimated. I hope that you will seriously look at the 

appeals process and find ways to make appellants 

responsible for their actions. Under the current system an 

appellant has nothing at risk except for a 29 cent stamp 

while the citizens who depend on the industry have their 
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very lives at risk. I would like to know both of your ideas 

regarding the appeals process and if there are any plans for 

making changes? 

Secondly, I am concerned that some make a big issue 

out of below cost timber sales. The Forest Service's 

premature list of "below cost" forests that would be phased 

out of production, would eliminate every single forest in 

the state of Utah from timber harvesting. On the other 

hand, I would like to show you a break down of what is 

being spent on Forest Service wilderness management in 

the state of Utah and how much is being earned from 

wilderness within Utah. As you can see in FY' 92, the 

Forest Senrice spent $693,000 and received just over 
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$40,000. In FY' 93, the Forest Service spent $597,000 and 

received under 39,000. These costs reflect wilderness 

management only and do not include other expenditures 

such as fire, range, wildlife, soil and water that are 

applicable to Wilderness. This is what I call "below cost 

recreation". I believe that the Forest Service should get a 

better return for its dollar from recreationists. We heard 

in the testimony on Tuesday that many recreationists are 

willing to pay as long as they see some recognizable 

returns. Overall for FY 94, the Forest Service budget for 

recreation alone is $400 million with expected receipts at 

only $55 million. Mr. Thomas what are your thoughts on 

recreation fees and do you plan to address this gross 

subsidy? 



152 

-5-

The last item I would like to address is the issue of 

access. Last year Chairman Vento held an excellent 

hearing on access to our public lands. One problem we 

face in Utah is the unilateral closing of roads by the Forest 

Service. People may have used these roads for years to 

access camping areas, hunting, backpacking, or fishing. 

However, without any notice, public comment or other 

process, the local Forest manager puts up a gate and the 

public is locked out with no explanation. I plan to try to 

remedy this problem and I would like to know each of your 

thoughts regarding the issue of public access? 
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STATEMENT BY 
THE HON. RICHARD POMBO (CA-11) 

BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT 

AND INVESTIGATIONS 
AND THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, 
FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 

OF THE 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

ON 
FEBRUARY 3, 1994 

Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for holding this very important hearing 
today on reform of the U,S. Forest Service. I 
welcome Assistant Secretary Jim Lyons and Forest 
Service Chief Jack Ward Thomas and look forward 
to hearing their views along with the 
Administration's goals for the future of the Forest 
Service. 

As owner and manager of 191 million acres of 
land, the policies of the U.S. Forest Service will 
have a substantial effect on millions of Americans, 
including recreational visitors, ranchers, miners, oil 
and gas developers, and timber harvesters. 
Keeping this in mind, I hope that we can engage 
today in a serious discussion -- not only on the 
Administration's goals, but also the effects of 
these goals on the American people. 

88-183 95-6 
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In recent years, the Forest Service has had to find 
the appropriate balance between providing the 
nation with forest service land resources and 
protecting wildlife and wilderness areas for both 
recreational use and conservation. In addition, 
since the Endangered Species Act is one of the 
most important issues facing the Forest Service 
timber sale program, I am anxious to hear the 
Administration's thoughts on how to avoid any 
future "Spotted Owl" controversies. 

I look forward to hearing from both members of 
this panel, as well as my colleagues on the 
committee, on these important matters, and to 
understanding the Administration's vision for the 
future of the U.S. Forest Service. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Messrs. Chairmen and Members of the Subcommittees: 

I am pleased to be here today to discuss issues that need to 

be considered in developing a strategy to reform the Department of 

Agriculture's Forest Service. The Forest Service is the steward of 

almost 30 percent of all federal lands and receives about 45 

percent of the annual federal appropriations and personnel 

allocated to managing the nation's natural resources. Thus, the 

Forest Service plays a central role both in preserving the nation's 

natural resources and in sustaining their long-term economic 

productivity. 

My observations today are based on the products that we have 

issued over the last several years on the activities and programs 

of the Forest Service and of the other three primary federal land 

management agencies--t~e Department of the Interior ' s National Park 

Service, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and Fish and Wildlife 

Service. My remarks also draw on the results of our ongoing 

efforts to identify natural resources management issues to be 

considered by the congress and the administration. 

Over the last 5 years, we have issued 76 reports and 

testimonies on specific Forest Service activities and programs.' 

The Service has agreed with the majority of our positions and has 

made or is making a number of changes to respond to our recommendations. 

1See appendix I for a listing of the GAO reports and testimony . 
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In summary, our work has shown th·at many of the issues that 

need to be considered in developing a strategy to reform the Forest 

Service transcend the agency's existing jurisdictional boundaries 

and affect the future effectiveness and efficiency of the other 

three primary federal land management agencies . These issues 

include the need to 

stem the deterioration of the nation ' s natural resources 

and the related infrastructure on federal lands; 

obtain a better return for the sale or use of natural 

resources on federal lands and dedicate at least some of 

the additional revenues to the agencies or individual 

land units, such as the parks, forests, and wildlife 

refuges, that generated the revenues through their 

activities or programs; 

refocus, combine, or even eliminate certain missions, 

programs, activities, or field locations to increase the 

agencies ' efficiency; and 

develop new approaches to preserve natural resources and 

sustain their long-term economic productivity by 

coordinating and managing activities and uses across 

existing jurisdictional boundaries. 

2 
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To adequately address these issues, we believe that a coordinated 

interagency strategy may be needed to link Forest Service reforms 

with reforms currently being considered by other federal land 

management agencies. 

INADEQUATE FUNDING TO ADDRESS DETERIORATING CONDITIONS 

We have reported that the infrastructure of buildings, roads, 

trails, bridges, developed sites, water and sewer systems, dams, 

and other facilities constructed to provide access to or make use 

of natural resources on federal lands--approaching $200 billion in 

value--is in a growing state of disrepair and that the condition of 

the lands is deteriorating. At the same time, federal land 

management agency staff are being asked to assume increasing 

responsibilities and to perform more duties. 

As a result, existing maintenance and reconstruction standards 

are being compromised, and trade-offs are being made among 

important yet competing work priorities. For example, we reported 

that the Forest Service will require (1) at least $644 million to 

eliminate maintenance backlogs and reconstruct trails and developed 

recreation sites and (2) millions of dollars more to develop and 

maintain special recreation and wilderness areas in accordance with 

current standards. Similarly, we reported that despite increases 

in the Forest Service's appropriations i .n recent years, funding and 

staffing levels are not sufficient to (1) bring recreational sites 

3 
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up to the condition called for by the Service ' s development plans 

and maintenance standards, (2) conduct the monitoring necessary to 

identify improper livestock grazing and devise remedies, or (3) 

implement actions to benefit wildlife set forth in approved land­

use plans. Moreover, tightening budgetary constraints will require 

substantial cuts in discretionary spending in future years and will 

not allow funding for new or deferred needs . 

OBTAINING A BETTER RETURN FOR THE SALE OR USE 

OF NATVRAL RESQURCES ON FOREST SERVICE LANDS 

One alternative to further cutbacks in services or maintenance 

standards would be to obtain a better return for the sale or use of 

natural resources on federal lands and to dedicate at least some of 

the additional revenues to the agencies or individual land units 

that generated the revenues through their activities or programs. 

Below-cost Timber Sales 

For example, the Forest Service does not always recover its 

costs on sales of timber, resulting in below-cost sales. 

Because the Forest Service does not maintain the data needed 

to estimate the annual receipts and costs associated with 

individual timber sales, it is difficult to determine precisely 

what budgetary savings could be achieved by phasing out all below-

4 
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cost timber sales . However, we estimated that in fiscal year 1990, 

under our most conservative definition of costs, $35.6 million in 

preparation and administration expenses went unrecovered. Our 

estimates ranged as high as $112.2 million when we considered all 

operating costs and payments to states. To illustrate the savings 

that could be achieved by phasing out all below-cost timber sales, 

the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that the net 

savings in federal budget outlays over fiscal years 1994 through 

1998 would be about $230 million if all future timber sales were 

eliminated in three of the Forest Service's nine regions where, on 

average over the last decade, cash expenditures have exceeded cash 

receipts by a 3-to-1 ratio. 

On April 11, 1991, the Forest service issued a draft policy 

and guidelines to address below-cost timber sales on individual 

national forests. The draft policy would have called for 

evaluating sales costs for forests as a whole. While such a policy 

would have been a step in the right direction, it would not have 

been comprehensive because it would not have evaluated the cost­

effectiveness of individual sales. This policy is currently being 

reevaluated within the Depart.ent of Agriculture. 

CBO and we noted that eli•ineting below-cost timber sales 

could adversely affect the stability of co.aunities in areas that 

depend on timber fro. federal lands for logging and other related 

jobs. To reduce the risk of econoaic hardship ln these areas, CBO 

5 
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suggested that (1) the level of below-cost timber sales be lowered 

gradually, (2) federal training in job replacement skills be 

provided, and (3) greater development of other activities--such as 

tourism and recreation--in the national forests be encouraged . We 

observed that (1) if the federal government provides assistance to 

dislocated workers to help them obtain the skills to reenter the 

workforce, their receipt of benefits should be closely tied to 

participation in the training, (2) efforts to provide retraining 

and income support cannot sustain workers or thei r communities 

unless new jobs are created, and (3) helping dislocated workers 

before or when they lose their jobs increases the likelihood that 

they will participate in assistance programs, which in turn 

facilitate their transition to new employment . 

Concessioners Operating on Forest Service Lands 

In other situations, the Forest Service could also apparently 

receive a better return for the sale or use of natural resources on 

its lands. For example, as we reported in 1991 on the basis of 

available financial data, concessioners operating on Forest Service 

lands pay the government, on average, about 2.4 percent of their 

gross revenues. In April 1993 we reported that the current ski fee 

system does not, as required by law, ensure that the Forest Service 

receives fees that are based on fair market value from permittees 

operating ski areas on its lands. In 1991, privately owned ski 

areas operating on Forest Service land generated $737 million in 

6 
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gross sales but paid about $13.5 million in fees, or about 2 

percent of the total revenues generated, to the government . 

Market-Based Incentives 

Obtaining a better return for the sale or use of natural 

resources on Forest Service lands could have environmental as well 

as economic benefits. For example, the Forest Service and BLM are 

examining the potential for using an "incentive- based" grazing fee 

system to improve the condition of federal rangeland. Under this 

system, the agencies would base annual grazing fees on the market 

value of federal land forage but would then reduc.e fees for 

ranchers on federal lands in exchange for good land stewardship. 

We believe that such a system, if properly implemented, could 

reward ranchers whose land management practices improve the 

condition of the range. At the same time, the system could 

encourage other ranchers to emulate beneficial practices. The 

Forest Service and BLM expect to issue a draft environmental impact 

statement on the grazing fee system and on rangeland reform next 

month. 

Focusing on incentives may provide other opportunities to 

encourage ecologically and economically sound use of the nation's 

natural resources. For example, some believe that forest managers 

should be rewarded for asking money and protecting the environment. 

Currently, however, the Service receives most of its operating 
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funds from receipts retained from timber sales and from 

appropriated funds linked primarily to timber management and 

harvest. Therefore, in every national forest--even in those where 

timber harvesting is uneconomic and other activities and uses are 

more valuable--forest managers are overwhelmingly dependent on 

timber sales for funds. 

Some have suggested that forest managers be allowed to charge 

fair market value for all of the resources within their land units 

and that each land unit receive funds from the net receipts it 

earned the previous year. While this approach would require 

specific statutory authority, legislative precedent exists for 

returning revenues, such as user fees and timber sale receipts, to 

the agencies or land units carrying out the activities or programs. 

Federal requirements that such receipts be deposited in the 

u.s . Treasury rather than returned to the agencies or land units 

that generated them have discouraged the agencies from generating 

additional revenues. For example, Interior's Office of Inspector 

General reported that the National Park Service did not collect as 

much as anticipated in entrance and user fees because the fees 

collected were not returned to the individual parks. Lack of 

incentive, together with staffing and funding shortfalls, resulted 

8 
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in the Park Service's not collecting an estimated $105 million 

during fiscal year 1991. 2 

Therefore, we believe that market-based incentives for both 

users and managers of natural resources on federal lands should not 

be excluded from discussions of reforms in the Forest Service and 

other federal land management agencies. 

FINDING WAYS FOR THE FOREST SERVICE 

TO OPERATE MORE EFFICIENTLY 

The current budgetary climate requires that the Forest Service 

find ways to operate more efficiently. Presently, the Forest 

Service is downsizing and restructuring its organization to 

reflect, among other things, declining timber sales and tightening 

budgetary constraints . To meet a $10 million reduction in its 

administrative appropriation for fiscal year 1994, the Forest 

Service is reducing its headquarters and field staff. In addition, 

as part of its ongoing efforts to achieve cost efficiency, the 

Service is considering either combining functions or closing 

locations. 

Budgetary constraints are leading other federal land 

management agencies to refocus, combine, or even eliminate certain 

'see Recreation Fee Charges and Collections. National Park 
Service, u . s. Department of the Interior, Office of Inspector 
General (Report No . 93-I-793, Mar . 29, 1993). 
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missions, programs , and activities to increase efficiency within 

their individual frameworks of laws and land units . However, such 

an agency-by-agency approach does not have the potential to achieve 

the efficiencies that could be derived through a collaborative 

federal approach to land management. 

Previously identified opportunities to simplify federal land 

management by consolidating responsibility for managing adjacent 

federal lands have not been implemented. For example, the June 

1970 report to the President and the Congress by the Public Land 

Law Review Commission recommended that the Forest Service be 

transferred from the Department of Agriculture to the Department of 

the Interior, which would then be renamed the Department of Natural 

Resources.' The Carter administration made a similar proposal, and 

in 1983 the President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control, also 

known as the Grace Commission, recommended that the Forest Service 

and BLM combine administrative functions, eliminate duplication of 

efforts, and plan a program of jurisdictional land transfers to 

accomplish these objectives . No significant legislation resulted 

from these findings, proposals, or recommendations. 

We believe that the current fiscal climate demands that the 

Forest Service and other federal land management agencies look 

' The Public Land Law Review Commission was established by the 
Congress in 1964 to conduct a thorough investigation of federal 
land management and report its findings to the President and the 
Congress. 

10 
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beyond existing jurisdictional boundaries in their search to reduce 

costs, increase efficiency, and improve service to the public. we 

also believe that opportunities exist to increase the efficiency of 

federal land management by refocusing, combining, or eliminating 

certain missions, programs, activities, or field locations. 

For example, in 1985 the Forest Service and BLM proposed to 

the Congress to merge all field offices located in the same 

communities in western Oregon, restructure boundaries to achieve 

optimum size and balance among land units, and eliminate some 

managerial and overhead positions. The agencies projected that 

this proposal would reduce the number of permanent employees by 280 

and would achieve annual savings of $10.3 million once it was fully 

implemented. Projected costs to implement the proposal were $18.6 

million over 5 years. However, no action was taken on the 

proposal. 

Although the number of permanent Forest Service and BLM 

employees in western Oregon is currently below the level proposed 

in 1985, both agencies still maintain separate field offices in 

three western Oregon communities. Meanwhile, in south central 

oregon, the Forest Service and BLM have begun an experiment in 

which a Forest Supervisor serves concurrently as a BLM District 

Manager in the same community. Objectives of the experiment 

include improving interagency coordination and customer services 

and streamlining the work of both agencies. We believe that such 

11 
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tests are needed to build support for consolidating the management 

of adjacent federal lands. Moreover, to increase the probability 

of success, we believe that the agencies should incorporate this 

and similar experiments into their ongoing efforts to downsize and 

restructure their respective organizations and that criteria should 

be developed to judge their progress toward achieving these 

objectives. 

MANAGING NATURAL RESOURCES ACROSS EXISTING 

FEQEBAL LAND UNITS ANQ AGENCIES 

In addition to budgetary constraints, scientific research 

seems to dictate that all federal land management agencies, 

including the Forest Service, rethink their organizational 

structures and relationships with one another. 

Federal land units do not exist in isolation and what occurs 

on nearby federal and nonfederal lands can and often does 

dramatically affect the land units. Moreover, scientific research 

has increased understanding of the importance and functioning of 

natural systems, such as watersheds, airsheds, soils, and 

vegetative and animal communities, specific components of which, 

such as threatened and endangered species and wetlands, are 

protected under various environmental statutes. This research has 

established that the long-term production of renewable natural 

resources depends on sustaining the integrity and functioning of 

12 
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natural systems . Therefore, stemming the decline in the ecological 

health of these systems may be necessary to sustain their long-term 

economic productivity. 

During the last 2 years, the Forest Service and the other 

three primary federal land management agencies have announced their 

intentions to preserve natural systems by implementing an approach 

that has come to be known as ecosystem management, and the 

administration is currently considering a strategy to implement 

this approach across the federal government. However, since the 

boundaries of natural systems and of the ecosystems that they 

combine to form are not consistent with the boundaries of existing 

federal land units, ecosystem management may require that 

activities and uses be coordinated and managed across existing 

federal land units and agencies. 

At the request of the Chairman of the House committee on 

Natural Resources and others, we are examining (11 the basis for 

moving toward ecosystem manage .. nt, (2) the status of federal 

efforts to iapleaent the approach, (3) the requireaents for 

iapleaenting it, and (41 possible strategies for iapleaenting it 

nationwide. we plan on issuing a report on these issues this 

spring. 

13 
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In summary, Messrs. Chairmen, our work has shown that 

budgetary constraints and scientific findings will challenge the 

Forest Service as never before to find new and different ways to 

achieve program goals with fewer resources and to realize the 

agency's vision for the future in an affordable manner . Responding 

to these challenges will be neither quick nor easy. 

We believe that the Forest Service needs to work closely with 

the Congress to obtain a better return for the sale or use of 

natural resources on its lands. It also needs to work with the 

Congress and other federal land management agencies to find ways to 

operate more efficiently and to manage activities and uses across 

existing federal land units so as to preserve the nation's natural 

resources and sustain their long-term economic productivity. We 

believe that to accomplish these objectives, a coordinated 

interagency strategy may be needed to link Forest Service reforms 

to reforms being considered by other federal land management 

agencies. The ultimate goal of this strategy would be to 

coordinate and integrate the programs, activities, and functions of 

the Forest Service with those of the other federal land management 

agencies so that these agencies operate as a unit at the local 

level. 

Messrs. Chair.en, this concludes -r stat ... nt. I will be 

happy to respond to any questions that you or other MeMbers of the 

Subcomaittees aay have. 

14 
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PERTINENT GAO REPORTS AND TESTIMONIES 
BY SUBJECT AREA 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

APPENDIX I 

Natural Resources Management: Issues to Be considered by the 
Congress and Administration (GAO/T-RCED-93-5, Feb. 2, 1993) . 

Natural Resources Management Issues (GAO/OCG-93-17TR, Dec . 1992). 

TIMBER MANAGEMENT 

Dislocated Workers: A Look Back at the Redwood Employment Training 
Programs (GAO/HRD-94-16BR, Dec. 13, 1993). 

Timber Sale Contract Defaults: Forest service Needs to Strengthen 
Its Performance Bond and Contract Provisions (GAO/RCED-94-5, Oct. 
28, 1993). 

Agricultural Marketing: Export Opportunities for Wood Products in 
Japan Call for Customer Focus (GAO/RCED-93-137, May 19, 1993). 

cancer Treatment: Actions Taken to More Fully Utilize the Bark of 
Pacific Yews on Federal Land (GAO/RCED-92 231, Aug . 31, 1992) . 

Agriculture Marketing: Status of the Forest Products Industry 
(GAO/RCED-92 - 170BR, June 23, 1992). 

Forest Service Timber Sales Program: Questionable Need for 
Contract Term Extensions and Status of Efforts to Reduce Costs 
.(GAO/T-RCED-92-58, Apr. 28, 1992). 

comments on Below-Costs Timber Bil~ (GAO/RCED-92-160R, Apr. 1, 
1992). 

CaOcer Treatment: Efforts to More Fully Utilize the Pacific Yew's 
~ (GAO/T-RCED-92-36, Mar. 4, 1992). 

Forest Service: The Flathead National Forest Cannot Meet Its 
Timber Goal (GAO/RCED-91-124, May 10, 1991). 

Forest Service Needs to Improve Efforts to Reduce Below-Cost· Timber 
~ (GAO/T-RCED-91-43, Apr. 25, 1991). 

Forest Service Needs to Improve Efforts to Protect the Government ' s 
Financial Interest and Reduce Below-Cost Timber Sales (GAO/T RCED-
91-42, Apr. 24, 1991). 
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APPENDIX I 

Better Reporting Needed on Reforestation and Timber Stand 
Improvement (GAO/T-RCED 91-31, Apr. 16, 1991). 

APPENDIX I 

Tongass National Forest: Contractual Modification Requirements of 
the Tongass Timber Reform Act (GAO/RCED-91-133, Mar. 28, 1991). 

Forest Service: Better Reporting Needed on Reforestation and 
Timber Stand Improvement (GAO/RCED-91-71, Mar. 15, 1991). 

International Trade: Export of Wood Products Under Federally 
Assisted Export Program (GAO/NSIAD-90-264, July 31, 1990). 

Administration of the Federal Ban on Exports of Unprocessed Federal 
Timber (GAO/T-RCED-90-77, May 8, 1990). 

Federal Timber Sales: Process for Appraising Timber Offered for 
Sale Needs to Be Improved (GAO/RCED-90-135, May 2, 1990). 

Forest Service: Timber Harvesting, Planting. Assistance Programs, 
and Tax Provisions (GAO/RCED-90-107BR, Apr. 13, 1990). 

Administration of the Federal Ban on Exports of Unprocessed Federal 
Timber (GAO/T-RCED-90 51, Mar. 20, 1990). 

Information on Timber Harvesting, Planting. Federal Assistance 
Programs. and Tax Provisions (GAO/T-RCED-90-45, Mar. 8, 1990) . 

Tongass National Forest: Administration of Two Long-Term Alaskan 
Timber Contracts (GAO/RCED-90-87, Feb. 21, 1990). · 

Administration of the Federal Ban on Exports of Unprocessed Federal 
Timber (GAO/T-RCED 90 8, Nov. 7, 1989). 

Federal Timber Sales: Legislative and Administrative Assistance 
Provided to Timber Purchasers (GAO/RCED-89-117, Apr. 21, 1989). 

National Forest: Financial Ability Reviews of Prospective Timber 
Purchasers Need Improvement (GAO/RCED-89-110, Mar. 31, 1989). 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT 

Mineral Resources: Value of Hardrock Minerals Extracted From and 
Remaining on Federal Lands (GAO/RCED-92-192, Aug. 24, 1992). 

Federal Land Management: Unauthorized Activities Occurring on 
Hardrock Mining Claims (GAO/RCED-90-111, Aug. 17, 1990). 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Federal Land Management: The Extent of Oil and Gas Activities on 
BLM and Forest Service Lands (GAO/RCED-90-123FS, Apr. 11, 1990). 

Mineral Revenues: Collection and Distribution of Revenues From 
Acquired Lands (GAO/RCED-90-7, Aug. 2, 1990). 

Federal Land Management: Better Oil and Gas Information Needed to· 
Support Land Use Decisions (GAO/RCED-90-71, June 27, 1990). 

BLM/Forest Service Implementation of the 1987 Onshore Oil and Gas 
Leasing Reform Act (GAO/T-RCED-89 69, Sept. 28, 1989). 

Federal Land Management: The Mining Law of 1872 Needs Revision 
(GAO/RCED-89-72, Mar. 10, 1989). 

Importance of Financial Guarantees for Ensuring Reclamation of 
Federal Lands (GAO/T-RCED-89-13, Mar. 7, 1989). 

CONCESSIONER MANAGEMENT 

Iederal Lands: Improvements Needed in Managing Short-Term 
Concessionaires (GAO/RCED-93-177, Sept. 14, 1993). 

Federal Land: Little Progress Made in Improving Oversight of 
Concessionaires (GAO/T-RCED-93-42, May 27, 1993). 

Forest Service: Little Assurance That Fair Market Value Fees Are 
Collected From Ski Areas (GAO/RCED-93-107, Apr. 16, 1993). 

Federal Lands: Oversight of Long-Term Concessionaires (GAO/RCED-
92-128BR, Mar. 20, 1992). 

Federal Lands: Improvements Needed in Managing Concessionaires 
(GAO/RCED-91-163, June 11, 1991). 

Recreation Concessionaires Operating On Federal Lands (GAO/T-RCED-
91-16, Mar. 21, 1991). 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

Forest Service: Difficult Choices Face the Future of the 
Recreation Program (GAO/RCED-91-115, Apr. 15, 1991). 

Changes Needed in the Forest Service's Recreation Program (GAO/T­
RCED-91-10, Feb. 26, 1991). 

Parks and Recreation: Resource Limitations Affect Condition of 
Forest Service Recreation Sites (GAO/RCED-91· ·48, Jan. 15, 1991) . 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

National Forests: Administration of Outfitter and Guide Policies 
at the Gallatin Forest (GAO/RCED 90-163, Aug. 22, 1990). 

Nation~l Forest: Special Recreation Areas Not Meeting Established 
Obiectives (GAO/RCED-90-27, Feb. 5, 1990). 

Parks and Recreation: Maintenance and Reconstruction Backlog on 
National Forest Trails (GAO/RCED-89-182, Sept. 22, 1989). 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Ranching Operations on Public Lands (GAO/RCED-93-212R, Aug. 17, 
1993). 

Large Grazing Permits (GAO/RCED-93-190R, June 25, 1993 and 
GAO/RCED-93-190R(S), July 16, 1993). 

Rangeland Management: Profile of the Forest Service's Grazing 
Allotments and Permittees (GAO/RCED-93-141FS, Apr. 28, 1993). 

Rangeland Management: Results of Recent Work Addressing the 
Performance of Land Management Agencies (GAO/T-RCED-92-60, May 12, 
1992). 

Rangeland Management: Current Formula Keeps Grazing Fees Low 
(GAO/RCED-91-185BR, June 11, 1991). 

Rangeland Management: Forest Service Not Performing Needed 
Monitoring of Grazing Allotments (GAO/RCED-91-148, May 16, 1991). 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 

Federal Land Management: Status and Uses of Wilderness Study Areas 
(GAO/RCED-93 151, Sept. 23, 1993). 

Wilderness Management: Accountability for Forest· Service Funds 
Needs Improvement (GAO/RCED-92-33, Nov. 4, 1991). 

Forest Service Wilderness Management Funding (GAO/T-RCED-91-11, 
Feb. 26, 1991). 

Wilderness Preservation: Problems in Some National Forests Should 
Be Addressed (GAO/RCED-89-202, Sept. 26, 1989). 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

National Forests: Funding Fish and Wildlife Pro1ects (GAO/RCED-91-
113, June 12, 1991). 
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APPENDIX I 

Public Land Management : Attention to Wildlife Is Limited 
(GAO/RCED-91 64, Mar. 7, 1991). 

APPENDIX I 

Endangered Species : SPotted Qwl Petition Evaluation Beset by 
Problems (GAO/RCED-89-79, Feb. 21, 1989). 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Federal Fire Management: Limited Progress in Restarting the 
Prescribed Fire Program (GAO/RCED- 91-42, Dec. 5, 1990). 

Federal Fire Management : Evaluation of Changes Made After 
Yellowstone (GAO/T-RCED- 90-84, May 24, 1990) . 

Federal Fire Management: Evaluation of Changes Made After 
Yellowstone (GAO/RCED-90-0lVR, May 24, 1990). 

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

First Audit of the Forest Service's Financial Statements (GAO/T­
AFMD-91-4, Apr. 25, 1991). 

Financial Audit: Forest Service's Financial Statements for Fiscal 
Year 1988 (GAO/AFMD-91-18, Mar. 18, 1991). 

Forest Services Efforts to Improve It's Financial Management 
~ (GAO/T-AFMD-90-19, May 2, 1990). 

Forest Service: The All-Resource System's cost Features and Areas 
for Future Improvements (GAO/AFMD-90-62, May 1, 1990) 

DATA ANp INFORMATIQN SYSTEMS 

Geographic Information System: Forest Service Has Resolved GAO 
Concerns About It's Proposed Nationwide System (GAO/T-IMTEC-92-14, 
Apr. 28, 1992). 

Geographic Information System: Forest Service Not Ready to Acquire 
Nationwide System (GAO/IMTEC-90 - 31, June 21, 1990). 

Forest seryice: Status of Geographic Information System 
Acquisition (GAO/IMTEC-89-27, Mar. 6, 1989). 

OTHER ISSUES 

Federal Lands: Public Land Access (GAO/T-RCED-94-72, Nov. 9, 
1993). 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

u.s. Forest Service: Independence Still Lacking in Law Enforcement 
Organization (GAO/T-OSI-94-1, Oct. 5, 1993). 

~venues: A Descriptive Compendium (GAO/RCED-93-19FS, Nov. 
27, 1992). 

Federal Lands: Reasons For and Effects of Inadequate Public Access 
(GAO/RCED-92-116BR, Apr. 14, 1992). 

Federal Lands: Status of Land Transactions Under Four Federal Acts 
(GAO/RCED-92-70BR, Dec. 3, 1991). 

Information on the Forest Service Appeals System (GAO/T-RCED-89-43, 
May 18, 1989). 

Forest Service: Information on the Forest Service Appeals System 
(GAO/RCED-89-16BR, Feb. 16, 1989). 

(140521) 
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Mr. Chairman and Memhen, I am Dr. Roll W. Gorte, Specialiat in Natural 
Re.ouree~ Policy with the Environment and Natural Re.ouree~ Policy Divieion 
of the Concreuional Raeareh Service (CRS), U.S. Library of Congrea. I am 
here today to diecuu concerne and conaideratlone in reforming or "reinventing' 
the U.S. Foreat Service, in part, baaed on I"IIIMt.lleb and reporte from my work at 
CRS, including NalionDl Form R~ Sourca ond IMpoeition. and Ckar­
cuttinlJ in 1M NatioMl Forem. 

I have aJeo completed a 14-moath auignment u the project direetor of an 
interim report, Forut &ruice l'ftlnniltB: &ltiAil Sbalqic DirtCIIDn. Un«r RPA, 
and an _,.,ent, Forut &rui« ~: kcollllriOdatinB U-, Produ.t:inB 
OulpuO, ond 8~ ~. for the Food and Renewable Re.ou...,.. 
Procram of the OMce of TecbnolOif ~nt (OTA). I appear before you 
today aJeo to provide relevant !Dformatlon &om the OTA etudy on concerne and 
conaideratione in reforming the Foreet Service. 

My t..timoft1' containe two eectione. The ftret deecribee eeveral concema 
about Foreet Service ..:tivltieo, and the caua. of the related problema. The 
-.t identift• eevera1 co...ideratio1101 in cban&ing "-t Service direction, 
111&J18181118Dt. and oveniibt that wiD iatlue- the etrectlvel*l of chaDpl on 
Foreet Service perfol"lll&llee. It ehould aJeo be aoted that, while the t..tlmoft1' 
pnerally focue. oo the Natloul Fore.t 8yltem, IIIAD1 of the ~te (e ... , 
inY8Dtorl.., monitoring. terpte, and incenti-) aJeo apply to the cooperative 
~ ofStete and Priwate F-ay and ofJDtemat!OIIal Foreatry, and could 
be UMd to eet:ebliah DHCia and prioritie. for For..try ~h. 

CONCBBNS ABOlJT I'OBBST SBilVICB AC'l1VlTIBS 

The Cour ftndinp identUW ill the OTA report, Fwal &rui« ~: 
~ u-. Produ.t:inB OutpuD. ond 8ufoUti1t,r ~ • ._,,. 
llla,jar- llftr Foreet Service .alv!U.. Tba four ftndinp are that: 

The "-t Service emrb-1- limber and o4llar ~ outpute in 
Planninc and clecioion!NkiDC 

Monltorlqotthelmpl_.•tlonofplaiiOianddocWOMiloinloMquate; 

lkMfciK ...... --w. the plaaniDc decilioDa; and 

NadoaaJ cllredlacl CUI DUJI~ Jocaldeci81oM. 
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Emphasis on Timber and Physical Outputs 

The Forest Service emphasizes allocating lands and producing physical 
outputs, especially timber, in national forest planning. Certainly outputs are 
important -- the forest reserves (national forests) were established to provide 
stable water flows and continuous timber supplies while protecting the lands 
and resources. In many ways, the national forests are analogous to trust funds, 
with outputs as important annuities. However, the ecosystems are the "invest­
ments" that generate the annuities, and their sustainability is paramount. 

Forest planning gives relatively little attention to ecosystem conditions. 
The emphasis on measuring and producing physical outputs, such as timber and 
grazing, has not been balanced with ecosystem health or nonphysical "outputs" 
-the nonuse "annuities" of the national forests, such as aesthetics or preserving 
a legacy for future generations. Planning has generally provided for nonuse 
values through land allocations, such as wilderness recommendations and lands 
identified as not suited for timber production, but such allocations are indirect 
means of providing the values that divide interests and ignore ·mutual benefits. 

The relative emphasis on timber and other physical outputs results from 
a wide variety of factors throughout the agency's planning and management 
systems. The Jaws governing such systems imply a focus on outputs: the 
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 directs balancing uses and sustaining 
outputs, while the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) focused 
more on regulating timber management than other activities. It is easier to 
inventory timber and forage than other resource conditions and values. The 
principal planning technology - FORPLAN - was developed from a timber har­
vest scheduling model, and the goal (objective function) is to maximize those 
outputs that can be quantified. Other aspects of planning and management -­
implementation, budgeting, and national direction -- also emphasize the quanti­
tative, physical outputs of the national forests. 

Inadequate Monitoring of Results 

The national forest plans have been developed with enormous expenditures 
of Federal and public time and effort, but it is uncertain how effectively those 
plans are being implemented. To date, monitoring has been inadequate to 
evaluate national forest planning and management. 

Inadequate monitoring results, in part, from the inadequate information 
base on resource uses and outputs and on ecosystem conditions. It is impossible 
to monitor changes in ecosystem conditions that result from management activi­
ties without baseline information on preexisting conditions. Monitoring could 
help establish baseline data, if appropriate measures are defined adequately to 
show changes in conditions that result from agency efforts (or that would have 
resulted without such efforts). Thus, inadequate monitoring and inadequate 
inventories are part-and-parcel of the same problem - inadequate information 
about the national forest resources and ecosystems. 
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Inadequate monitoring also results from the lack of incentives to monitor, 
or more precisely, from the lack of penalties for not monitoring. Forest Service 
managers are evaluated largely on: (1) achieving the specified, easily measurable 
annual outputs-- the "hard" targets, such as timber offered for sale; (2) spending 
money as it was appropriated and allocated; and, as in many organizations, (3) 
preventing problems from reaching the boas - by resolving the problem, post­
poning the decision, or otherwise avoiding the issue. Again, output production 
and expenditure control are important, but the general lack of monitoring could 
allow postponement of other activities and goal achievement, and thus resource 
and ecosystem conditions to deteriorate. Monitoring that shows degraded con­
ditions or unbalanced goal achievement would not only reflect poorly on the 
agency and its managers, but would provide the public with information that 
could be used to challenge the activities and practices. This could prevent 
achieving the hard targets and raise attention to problems. Thus, Forest Service 
managers have a distinct disincentive to monitor the implementation of certain 
forest plans and activities. 

Budget Decisions Overwhelm Plans 

The annual Forest Service budget request and the subsequent appropria­
tions from Congress are inconsistent with the budget levels and mixes assumed 
in national forest planning. This occurs, in part, because most forest plans 
assumed unrealistic budget increases to achieve all the goals desired by the 
public. Such plans can seem ideal, so long as the interested publics are not 
responsible for paying for the additional activities. However, the annual Forest 
Service budget request cannot be built directly from forest plans with unrealistic 
budgets. 

The resource activity line items used in the budget request and appropria­
tions also impede effective meshing of planning and budgeting. Forest plans 
establish an integrated, coordinated approach to land and resource management, 
which can result in project proposals designed to achieve multiple objectives. 
However, budgets for multiple-use management at the national forests must be 
translated into resource-oriented line items. These resource budgets are then 
modified by the Forest Service Washington Office, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Office of Management and Budget, and the congressional authorizing com­
mittees as well as the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations to meet 
their political needs and responsibilities. The result is appropriations that bear 
little resemblance to the coordinated budgets needed to implement the integra­
ted land and resource management plans. 

A third factor that hinders effectively meshing plans and budgets is the 
existence and nature of the agency's numerous special11.ccounts and trust funds. 
The Forest Service has 13 permanently appropriated special accounts or trust 
funds; because they are permanently appropriated, these funds are generally 
outside annual congressional oversight and control. These 13 funds accounted 
for nearly 30 percent of Forest Service appropriations in FY1992. Six of the 
largest funds, accounting for more than a quarter of Forest Service FY1992 
appropriations-- payments to States, Knutson-Vandenberg funds, timber salvage 
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sales, the Reforestation Trust Fund, brush disposal, and other cooperative work 
- are largely or entirely related to timber production or management. Thus, 
Forest Service managers (through available funds) and counties (through the 
payments to States) benefit from increasing the timber sale program. While the 
agency must rely on the appropriations proceBB for many of its activities, its 
substantial (but not unlimited) discretion over the size and use of these trust 
funds and special accounts can lead to continued or expanded timber programs 
while other resources may be constrained by the efforts to reduce the Federal 
budget deficit. 

When congressional or permanent appropriations conflict with forest plan 
goals and directions, the budget decision is invariably followed, because Forest 
Service employees are responsible (and some are personally liable) for 88Buring 
that money is spent as CongreBB directs. Thus, the line item appropriations and 
the permanently appropriated trust funds and special accounts -- not the forest 
plans -- essentially control most management activities in the national forests. 

National Direction Can Nullify Local Decisions 

The Forest and Rangelands Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 
(RP A) established a national strategic planning process for renewable resources 
on all lands under which the Forest Service is to assess opportunities and capa­
bilities, develop a long-term agency program, coordinate that program with 
annual budgets, and report annually on progress in implementing that program. 
RPA also required local planning for preparing land and resource management 
plans for the national forests. The Forest Service describes the connection 
between national strategic planning and local planning as iterative, with infor­
mation on opportunities and capabilities flowing from local plans into the RPA 
ABBeBBment and quantitative targets from the RPA Program being allocated to 
the national forests. 

As noted above, inadequate monitoring and inventories have prevented an 
effective flow of information on opportunities and capabilities from the forest 
plans into the RPA Assessment. More importantly, however, the allocation of 
RPA targets to the national forests can negate local agreement about appro­
priate management direction for a national forest. Allocated targets may be 
technically infeasible, because a comprehensive national analysis necessarily 
aggregates information on local capabilities, and loses site-specific interactions 
and constraints. Furthermore, the RP A Program is subject to national pressures 
and priorities that may be insensitive to local demands and capabilities. Thus, 
allocated national goals can be infeasible to achieve on the ground, and even if 
they are technically feasible, they can substantially alter the national forest 
management direction determined with considerable local analysis and public 
involvement. Better information on local capabilities, opportunities, and politi­
cal feasibilities is needed in the RP A Assessment and in the analysis supporting 
the RP A Program to prevent development of infeasible targets. 
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CONSIDERATIONS IN ALTERING THE 
STRUCTURE OF THE FOREST SERVICE 

Proposals to reform or reinvent the Forest Service are generally suggested 
to improve the agency's performance. Several factors will influence the effec· 
tiveness of such proposals: the comprehensiveness of direction; the measuring 
and reporting of results; and the structure of the budgeting system. 

Comprehensiveness of Direction 

Direction for Forest Service programs •• be it legislative guidance, depart· 
mental and agency regulations or directives, the RPA Program, or the national 
forest plans •• will be more acceptable to the interested publics, if it is reason­
ably comprehensive; that is, if it includes all of the values that are generated 
from forests and rangelands and if a broad array of possibilities are considered. 

Forests and rangelands generate many values. Some values are associated 
with the uses or outputs of the lands •• recreation, timber, livestock grazing, 
wild animals, etc. Other values are associated with the resource or ecosystem 
conditions or health; this value is often related to providing future uses or 
outputs, but is not limited to future productivity, since it can include providing 
a legacy in good working condition for future generations. In addition, forests 
and rangelands may l.tave spiritual or aesthetic values; some people value the 
naturalness of undeveloped lands, regardless of potential uses. Finally, forests 
and rangelands have financial values, often generating revenues, but requiring 
expenditures to manage. Different perceptions of the relative importance of 
these values contribute to the acrimony over national forest planning. Estab­
lishing goals and objectives related to all the values would at least demonstrate 
the intent of balanced, comprehensive management. 

Inclusive direction is also needed to coordinate activities among the several 
branches of the agency. The strategic RPA planning process has focused on the 
National Forest System, with program targets driven by the desire to alleviate 
projected resource demand-supply imbalances by increasing production from the 
national forests. This ignores the potential for research and financial and tech· 
nical assistance to stimulate supply from private lands. Forest supervisors and 
other line managers are held accountable for achieving physical output targets, 
but the researchers and State and Private Forestry staff have little or no respon· 
sibility or accountability. This focus has also led to an emphasis on National 
Forest System lands and outputs that exceeds their importance in the Nation's 
land and renewable resource base. 

Measuring and Reporting Results 

Monitoring and public reporting of the results of Forest Service activities 
are necessary to determine whether the goals were achieved, and if not, whether 
the deficiency occurred because the plan was not, or could not be, implemented. 
As with direction, monitoring will be most effective if it assesses performance in 
achieving goals for all the values associated with forests and rangelands. 
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Effective monitoring requires adequate baseline inventories and perfor­
mance measurements for all the values. The emphasis on the relatively easy 
measures of quantitative outputs was noted above; uses, such as recreation, are 
more difficult to measure, although standard measurement systems exist. More 
importantly, measures of resource conditions are rare. For example, the number 
and condition of various types of recreation facilities was regularly reported 
until the 1970s, but these data are no longer reported. For other resources, 
condition data are scarce. Rangeland condition is identified as satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory, with no distinction between barely adequate and superior quality 
rangelands. Wilderness is reported only in acres designated, with no data on the 
condition of the areas or on the number or condition of the trails within the 
areas. Acceptable measures of spiritual or aesthetic values are exceedingly 
difficult to develop; public dissatisfaction with participation processes as well as 
with the resulting plans and activities is one measure, although it must also be 
recognized that some individuals and groups are unwilling to accept any com­
promise or balancing of values. Finally, the Forest Service traditionally relied 
on unit cost information in its budget development and allocation, but has 
stopped using such data. Consistent, accurate, and thorough information on 
costs and revenues at the local level is generally unavailable today. 

Public reporting on the results also contributes to effective performance. 
Public reporting makes managers accountable to the public and allows compari­
sons to identify effective performance. Involving the public in devising the 
measurement systems may be necessary to develop acceptable measures of all 
values. Involving the public in monitoring helps the public and the agency to 
understand how the results relate to the goals and direction. Public involve­
ment can help the Forest Service reduce monitoring costs by performing some 
monitoring and by assuring that the critical outputs, sites, and other values are 
examined. Finally, accurate reporting of the results of activities on the many 
values of the national forests can help build trust between employees and the 
public and among the disparate interests in national forest planning and man­
agement. 

The Structure of the Budgeting System 

As noted above, budgets that are inconsistent with the comprehensive direc­
tion would probably undermine the efforts to establish acceptable goals for all 
forest and rangeland values. With accurate monitoring and reporting, such 
results would become known, but the current budget structure may not permit 
consistency between goals and budgets. 

One possibility, used by such other agencies as the National Park Service, 
would be congressional appropriations by unit - for example, by national forest. 
While this has some merit for assuring that budgets are consistent with the 
goals identified in the forest plans, it would increass interregional tensions by 
pitting congressional districts against one another. Such an approach might 
also reduce the linkage between appropriations and results, and thus could 
reduce the efficiency of Forest Service management. 



185 

OTA/CRS-8 

An alternative, proposed by the Forest Service, i1 known as end-results 
budgeting. The Forest Service has proposed consolidating the approximately 60 
line items for agency activities into a handful of categories, thus providing the 
agency with the flexibility needed to implement the national forest plana. The 
General Accounting Office has examined the _proposal, and reported favorably 
to Congress on its potential. The concern in Congress is the potential loss of 
control: increased flexibility often means increased discretion, which in turn 
means leas congressional control to serve their constituents. If the Forest 
Service develops adequate measures of all the values, especially the financial 
values, and adequately monitors and reports on their performance, then end­
results budgeting can fulfill its promise of providing Congress with control 
through management results, rather than through financial inputs. However, 
to provide such flexibility prior to the demonstrated ability to measure, monitor, 
and report on managerial performance would reduce Congress's ability to con­
trol the Federal budget. 

Three additional aspects of the current budget structure influence the 
agency's ability to improve its performance. One, as discussed above, is the 
number, structure, and importance of the trust funds and special accounts. One 
concern is that the deposits to and expenditures from some of these accounts is 
substantially within the discretion of the Forest Service. For example, the 
Forest Service can deposit an unlimited portion of receipts from each timber sale 
into the Knutaon-V andenberg Fund, and can spend the money on reforestation, 
timber stand improvement, or any other resource mitigation or enhancement 
project within timber sale areas on the national forest where the money was 
collected. Closer linkage between trust fund deposits from output-generated 
revenues and the subsequent use of those funds for output-related purposes, and 
more explicit reporting on the deposits and expenditures, would probably im­
prove the ability of the Forest Service to maintain balance among the values of 
the forests and rangelands and of the Congress to oversee the use of the trust 
funds and special accounts. 

A second aspect relates to the largest special account -- payments to States. 
Since 1908, the Forest Service has returned 25 percent of ita receipts to the 
States for use on roads and schools in the counties where the national forests 
are located. These payments were clearly intended to compensate the counties 
for the tax-exempt status of national forest lands, and are akin to an ad valorem 
severance or yield tax, which some jurisdictions use to tax private timberland 
owners. However, timber generally accounts for 90 percent or more of Forest 
Service revenues, but annual timber revenues fluctuate widely; thus, counties 
that depend heavily on the payments to States must rely on an unpredictable 
source of income from one resource output. It is unclear whether this revenue­
sharing syvtem, combined with the Payments In Lieu of Taxes (PIL T) program 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management, is equitable compensation, 
but a syvtem that fairly and consistently compensates counties for the tax­
exempt status of national forest lands would likely improve cooperation between 
local government officials and the Forest Service. 

The third aspect is the unrealistic budget assumptions used in national 
forest planning. To some extent, the Forest Service used such assumptions to 
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build consensus around goals and direction that ultimately proved to be fiscally 
infeasible. Assessing the potential changes in values that could result from 
increased budgets is a useful exercise, especially in providing information on the 
opportunities for national forest management as input to the RP A Assessment. 
However, management alternatives must portray realistic budgets so that the 
public can understand what is feasible within current budget constraints. Thus, 
to build an effective consensus on the goals of national forest management, the 
Forest Service must identify budget constraints, or perhaps a range of budget 
possibilities, for each management alternative considered in forest planning and 
for the final management plan for each national forest. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Several concerns about Forest Service activities have led various interests 
to propose reforms that would improve agency management performance. One 
concern is the emphasis on physical outputs, especially timber, with relatively 
little regard to ecosystem conditions and other values of the national forests. 
Another concern is the inadequacy of the monitoring that demonstrates Forest 
Service implementation of its plans and achievement of its goals. Other con­
cerns are that the current budget structure and national direction overwhelm 
the technically and politically feasible decisions made in national forest plans. 

Several factors will influence the effectiveness of reform proposals to im­
prove Forest Service performance. One is the comprehensiveness of legislative, 
administrative, and planning direction; proposals that expand the direction to 
consider all values of forests and rangelands - output levels, ecosystem health, 
aesthetics, and financial performance-- and to address all branches of the Forest 
Service will be more likely to lead to acceptable management and performance. 
Another factor is measuring and reporting results; monitoring changes· in all 
forest and rangeland values and public reporting of those results will enhance 
public acceptance of management direction and public trust in agency efforts. 
Finally, the budget structure is critical to influencing the agency's performance; 
proposals that improve the linkage between performance in achieving desired 
changes in forest and rangeland values and the expenditures to effect those 
changes will undoubtedly lead Forest Service managers, the public, and Congress 
to an improved understanding and control of performance. 
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FOREWORD 

Le Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental 
Ethics (AFSEEE) is pleased to present these recommendations for 
recapturing the Forest Service's position as the world leader in 
natural resource stewardship. This report is the synthesis of the 
ideas and work of many dedicated resource professionals. Many of 
the reforms put forward here result from the experiences of Forest 
Service staff subjected to harassment, demotion, transfer, ridicule, 
or worse, all because they expressed their belief that the national 
forests should be managed for the long-term public interest first 
and foremost, not for short-term private or bureaucratic financial 
gain. 

We hope these reforms will end the need for the personal and 
professional sacrifices made by these Forest Service professionals 
and make excellence in land stewardship business-as-usual on the 
national forests. Some may say that this is an unrealizable, idealis­
tic goal. However, the public and the nation's resources deserve 
no less than our best effort. 

January, 1994 

~!~irector 
Association of Forest Service Employees 
for Environmental Ethics 

Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics • 3 
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INTRODUCTION 

Now is the time to rebuild the U.S. Forest Service. During the 
1980s, the Forest Service deservedly lost its reputation as a conser­
vation leader. Distrusted by the public, chastened by Congress, 
and repeatedly branded an outlaw agency by the courts, the 
Service enters the 1990s with its credibility in tatters. To their 
credit, the Clinton Administration and Chief Thomas have ac­
knowledged many of these problems and appear committed to 
repair past damage. Having said the good words, it is now time to 
do the good deeds. 

The Forest Service's shortcomings have been well-chronicled. 
This report foregoes a rehashing of these problems; we focus 
instead on the future, on the changes needed to help the Forest 
Service become a great land steward. Success will depend upon 
changes in the Forest Service budgeting process, the agency's 

... Tbe problem,, are 

not .'Jenera 1/y 

tbe fault of 

particular a.qency 

employeer~~ hut of 

tbe bureaucracy;, 

.;tructure, babit,t, 

and incentil'e.t. 

personnel policies, and the 
Service's commitment to free 
speech, integrity and ethics, 
as well as the fundamental 
job of land stewardship. 

The recommendations we 
put forward share several 
common features. First, they 
are consistent with the 
agency's existing statutory 
authority. Second, with a 
few exceptions, as noted, 
they are capable of immedi­
ate implementation. Third, 
they are based on a simple 
principle - the problems are 
not generally the fault of 
particular agency employees, 
but of the bureaucracy's 

structure, habits, and incentives. Fourth, they are fully consistent 
with the recommendations of Vice-President Gore's Report on 
Reinventing Government. 

4 • Toward Excellence In the U.S. Forest Service 
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FOREST SERVICE BUDGETING 

he Forest Service is changing faster than Congress can antici­
pate. This is reflected no where better than in Congressional 
appropriations for the agency. At a time when the Service is 
embarking on a bold 
experiment in whole­
ecosystem management, 
Congress continues to 
adhere to arcane "line 
item" appropriations. 
Ecosystem management 
must know no functional 
boundaries if it is to suc­
ceed. AFSEEE recommends 

L'co.,y.,tcm 111a na_qt•mt•n t 

lllu.lf know no 

functional boundaric.1 

~lit i,l I 0 ,1/ll'C('C{). 

that Congress experiment with lump sum appropriations for at 
least one Forest Service region (Region 6 in the Pacific Northwest 
appears to be the best candidate). 

To ensure an effective experiment in lump sum funding, 
AFSEEE recommends that the Forest Service forego the expendi­
ture of K-V, brush disposal, and salvage sale receipts in the 
selected region. These trust funds, which are authorized but not 
required by statute, are a disincentive to integrated ecosystem 
management. The funds result from one functional activity -
timber - and are tightly limited by law to financing certain 
limited practices. We recommend that, if collected, these funds be 
returned to the Treasury. 

Associated with ecosystem management and lump sum budget­
ing, AFSEEE recommends that numerical resource output "targets" 
be eliminated as a measure of Forest Service performance. Ecosys­
tem management requires that resource outputs become a 
consequence of, not a cause for, management actions. The funda­
mental goal of sustaining healthy ecosystems is entirely 
inconsistent with commodity target-driven management. Agency 
funding must not be linked with resource extraction. 

AFSEEE recommends the Forest Service and Congress develop a 
new set of criteria for judging agency performance - criteria 
rooted in ecosystem management. Such criteria would necessarily 
be more qualitative in nature and linked to ecosystem function 

Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics • 5 
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and structure. Further, the new criteria should evaluate the perfor­
mance of interdisciplinary departments that result from merging 
the agency's existing functional departments. 

Multi-year budgets and appropriations would provide managers 
the stability, flexibility, and predictability necessary to plan and 
implement ecosystem management. In contrast to single-year 
appropriations with fixed numerical timber targets, ecosystem 
management's results will be more difficult, if not impossible, to 
evaluate in a single year increment. Multi-year funding, which 
could be accomplished in part with a carry-over allowance for 
unspent funds, will encourage ecosystem planning and lessen 
wasteful spending practices. 

FOREST SERVICE PERSONNEL 

L implement ecosystem management effectively, the Forest 
Service needs workers with diverse skills who are encouraged to be 
innovative. In addition, the increasing demands of science-driven 
management require that personnel have the proper training, 
education, and experience for the job. 

AFSEEE proposes that the Forest Service: (1) establish minimum 
qualifications for each 
resource specialty to ensure 
that employees have the 
knowledge and skills for the 
job; (2) have the authority 
to offer incentives for early 
retirement of senior em­
ployees in order to save 
money and make room for 
junior employees with the 
up-to-date training and 
expertise necessary for 
ecosystem management; (3) 
create career-fulfilling, on­
the-ground management 
positions so that employees · 
develop an intimate knowl­
edge of the resources and a 

Tlu Serl'ice :~ 

cci.1lin.'l per.wnnel 

r~yr~tem tl1a I fa I'Orrl 

.~eniority ol'er 

prt~f'e.~.~ional 

mu) teclmical 

qual~/icatiOJM 

mu.~l be reformed. 
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working relationship 
with the public; (4) give 
permanent status to 
temporary employees 
who are hired year after 
year; (5) evaluate person­
nel on the basis of their 
success at protecting 
ecosystem integrity, not 
producing resource 
outputs; and, (6) make a 
stronger commitment to 
race, ethnic, and gender 
diversity within the 
Forest Service. 

At a time when the 
Forest Service is forced to 
change the composition 
of its workforce to meet 
the challenges of ecosys­
tem management and 
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simultaneously downsize in response to fiscal imperatives, the 
Service's existing personnel system that favors seniority over 
professional and technical qualific:;ations must be reformed. 
AFSEEE recommends that the agency establish minimum profes- · 
sional qualifications (based on education and/or relevant 
experience) for each resource specialty to prevent more senior (but 
less qualified) personnel from "bumping" qualified (but more 
junior) personnel. 

Retaining the workforce needed to meet the challenges of the 
21st century will also require incentives for early retirement of 
senior employees to make room for the skills needed to imple­
ment ecosystem management. AFSEEE encourages the Forest 
Service to work together with the appropriate committees in 
Congress and the National Federation of Federal Employees union 
to ensure that the agency has the flexibility necessary to cut 
middle and high-level"fat" while keeping the agency's on-the­
ground "muscle." 

Frequent transfers have been common practice and a prerequi­
site to promotion in the Forest Service. Though the original intent 

Association of Forest Service -Employees for. Environmental Ethics • 7 
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behind this policy might have had merit at one time (to encour­
age allegiance to the agency's interests), the demands of a more 
diverse public and more complicated resource management call 
for sustained tenure. AFSEEE encourages the Forest Service to 
provide career incentives for those who make the commitment 
necessary to become expert stewards of their particular piece of 
the national forest system. The "land steward" concept being 

developed on the Clackamas 
Ranger District, Mt. Hood 
National Forest in Oregon, is 
a promising first step. 

The Forest Service has 
worked hard at attracting a 
younger generation of tal­
ented resource;managers 
with the training necessary 
to respond to ecosystem 
management's challenges. 
However, many of these 
employees do not enjoy all 
the benefits of employment 
because they are seasonal or 
temporary employees, but 
who nonetheless have years 
of experience with the Forest 
Service. In order to retain 

this talent base, AFSEEE recommends that the agency create 
"permanent-seasonal" positions for seasonal work and grant 
permanent status to those full-time "temporaries" who are em­
ployed by the Forest Service year-in and year-out. These changes 
would provide these valuable employees reason to dedicate their 
careers to the Forest Service. 

Retaining the Forest Service's increasingly diverse workforce will 
require more progressive and empowering personnel policies. The 
traditional hierarchical"command and control" policies threaten 
to stifle precisely those agency staff with the creativity and vision 
necessary to surmount new resource management t:hallenges. 
AFSEEE recommends replacing "target" driven personnel evalua­
tions with criteria that measure public satisfaction and the views 
of peers and subordinates (in addition to supervisors). 

8 • Toward Excellence-In the U.S. Forest Service 
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In sum, the Forest Service is undergoing major changes in 
staffing levels and composition. The Service's challenge is to 
ensure that in the end the agency has a diverse, talented and 
committed workforce. In addition to diversity in technical skills, 
the Forest Service's workforce must beco~e representative of the 
nation's racial, ethnic and gender mix. Ultimately it is the quality 
of the agency's people and the support they receive from the 
organization that is at the root of land stewardship success. 

FREE SPEECH, INTEGRITY AND ETHICS 

Lo many Forest Service employees have suffered from an 
atmosphere of fear and intimidation within the agency. Chief 
Thomas has eloquently expressed his opposition to this unfortu­
nate legacy. Meaningful reform, however, will require concrete 
action, which should include at least the following steps: (1) 
rescind formally all"gag orders" issued by former Chiefs and 
other line officers that infringe upon the First Amendment rights 
of agency staff; (2) prohibit 
the suppression of scientific 
research results that may 
suggest changes to agency 
policy or practice; and (3) 
extend whistleblower protec­
tions to agency scientists 
who suffer retaliation for 
telling the truth about 
environmental risks. 

In addition to adopting 
humane policies for its own 
workforce, the Forest Service 
must reform its attitudes 
towards the public owners of 
the national forests. AFSEEE 
recommends an "open door" 
policy that encourages 
discussion and debate 
among Forest Service 
employees and the public. 
Access to Forest Service 

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Jim Lyons 
speaking at the 1993 Protecting Integrity and 
Ethics Conference. 
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employees should be available to the public upon request. In 
addition, AFSEEE encourages the Forest Service to make all docu­
ments available to the public by foregoing the use of discretionary 

;lccountaiN"IihJ i,, a 

preret;ui.,ite to 

re.,forin.tJ a.tJCill".lf 

and pcr.wnnel 

crcdi/,ilihJ. 

exceptions to public disclo­
sure provided for by the 
Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA). 

Accountability is a prereq­
uisite to restoring agency 
and personnel credibility. 
AFSEEE recommends that 
the interdisciplinary teams 
(ID teams) that plan Forest 
Service projects retain over-
sight authority over project 
implementation and moni­

toring. This will better ensure that projects are implemented in 
the manner originally intended (and promised to the public) and 
that those doing the planning learn what works and fails on the 
ground. 

Much of forest management is a long-term proposition. For 
example, the time between prescribing a silvicultural practice, 
such as reforestation, and gaining monitoring results of the suc­
cess of that practice can be a decade or longer. There is no agency 
process to ensure that managers learn the consequences of their 
decisions; did it work or fail? AFSEEE recommends that the Forest 
Service establish a system for ensuring that managers (including 
members of ID teams) be informed of the consequences of prior 
decisions regardless of where the manager is now stationed. 

Beginning with the Interagency Scientific Committee .plan for 
the northern spotted owl, the Forest Service has started to utilize 
the scientific peer review process for plans that involve complex 
scientific issues. AFSEEE believes that independent scientific 
review is a valuable addition to the required public notice and 
participation requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act and the National Forest Management Act and encourages the 
Forest Service to seek such review in appropriate cases. 

The recently required "stove pipe" reform of Forest investigative 
agents and law enforcement officers should be expanded to in­
clude FOIA officers. FOIA includes administrative sanctions that 
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resemble criminality for the improper withholding of documents 
from the public. ·FOIA officers should be free of undue influence 
from managers who might be embarrassed by what is in govern­
ment documents. The chain of command should bypass, at a 
minimum, the administrative level in which FOIA officers work. 

LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

In NFMA, Congress directed the Forest Service to ref~rm its 
forest management practices. NFMA's thesis is that intelligent 
planning conducted in partnership with the public will lead to 
better land management decisions. The measure of success for 
forest plans is the extent to which managers in a fiscally respon­
sible manner to preserve future options and eliminate irreversible 
commitments of resources (such as destroying undeveloped areas, 
eroding hillsides, endangering wildlife species, and losing biologi­
cal diversity). 

The 1980s saw Congress' 
reform effort torpedoed by 
the timber-first agendas of 
the Reagan and Bush Ad­
ministrations. Assistant 
Secretary John Crowell, 
previously of Louisiana­
Pacific Corporation, 
presided over a complete 
rewrite of the NFMA regula­
tions designed to place the 
burden of proof on those 
who would protect and 
manage national forests for 
recreation, wildlife, water 
quality, and other public 
values. The forest plans 
promulgated under these 
rules have proven to be so 
out-of-touch with the 
public's values as to be 
impossible to implement 
on the ground. 

Old-Growth in the Lolo National Forest, 
Western Monttma. 
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The Forest Service is now revising its NFMA plans for many 
national forests. Successful plan revisions will require new plan­
ning procedures to ensure that the public's expectations are met. 
These include, at a minimum: 

• Replace FORPLAN and other output~oriented planning tools 
with map-based tools, such as GIS, that allow managers and 
the public to see the real world consequences of proposed 
actions; 

• Replace the "benchmark analysis" process with conflict 
analysis that identifies conflicts and compatibilities of differ-
ent land uses on particular sites; · 

• Replace computer 
generated hypothetical 
harvest projections with 
actual on-the-ground 
timber growth achieve­
ments during the 
preceding 10-year 
period, and limit future 
sale levels under the 10-
year plan accordingly; 

A decentralized fore.lf 

planning procedd i.; the 

be.ft way of aPoiding 

future .fyr~temic error.1. 

• Eliminate functional budgeting from the NFMA forest plan­
ning process; plans need only identify a lump-sum budget 
necessary to implement the plan in its entirety; 

• Require plans to identify sources of funding adequate to 
implement the plan and consider alternative funding mecha­
nisms that are not linked to commodity extraction or 
Congressional appropriations; 

• Replace "output" or "production" disclosure in Environmen­
tal Impact Statements with environmental effects disclosure, 
emphasizing pictures and narrative descriptions of particular 
places on the national forest. 

These recommendations are remedial only; they seek to cure 
several shortcomings of the 1980s planning process. Eliminating 
these problems should help clear the field for the Forest Service 
to experiment at the ground level with innovative planning proce­
dures based on local circumstances. A decentralized forest 
planning process is the best way of avoiding future systemic errors. 

12 • Toward Excellence In the U.S. Forest Service 
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ADDITIONAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. INITIATIVES 

AFSEEE recommends to the Forest Service the following addi­
tional initiatives designed to improve resource stewardship and 
management efficiency. 

• The Forest Service's practice of selling timber "on the stump" 
increases the likelihood of timber theft and permits unneces­
sarily speculative bidding by purchasers. AFSEEE recommends 
the agency adopt a pilot program of selling timber at a log 
sort yard to reduce timber theft and speculation. Timber sold 
by this method could be more accurately appraised based on 
current open market log prices, better ensuring a fair return 
to the government. The cutting and hauling of timber would 
be performed by independent contractors working for the 
Forest Service rather than for the timber purchaser, better 
ensuring compliance with environmental safeguards. 

• The agency's State and Private Forestry (SPF) program has a 
long history of working with state and private landowners to 
encourage professionally acceptable silvicultural practices. 
AFSEEE recommends that SPF broaden its educational mis­
sion to encourage use 9f recycled paper and wood products 
and to promote local building codes that conserve wood 
products at no cost to structural integrity. 

• Successful managers retain options wherever possible to 
better ensure the flexibility needed to respond to unantici­
pated change. AFSEEE encourages the Forest Service to go 
beyond the letter of the law, which requires identification of 
irretrievable and irreversible commitments of resources, and 
adopt a substantive policy of preserving future options. This 
will require managers to look beyond the traditional narrow 
purposes of many agency actions (i.e., to meet timber targets) 
to determine whether the larger public interests can be 
accomplished without irreversibly destroying roadless areas, 
threatening wildlife species, or otherwise foreclosing resource 
options. 

Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics • 13 
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CONCLUSION 

he Forest Service was once the model successful federal 
agency. AFSEEE believes the Service can regain its past stature by 
enacting the reform propos-
als recommended herein. 
These changes will require 
wisdom and leadership from 
the top, patience and toler­
ance from within, and trust 
and cooperation from Con­
gress and the public. It is, 
however, the Forest Service 
that must make the first 
substantive moves to re-earn 
the public trust and coopera­
tion it squandered during 
past decades. Adoption of 
these recommendations is a 
good place to start. 

Tbe Fore.;t Sert•ice 

... nu1.1t make tl1e 

fir.1l ,tub,lfantil'e 

nzot•ed tore-earn 

tbe public tru,tl 

and cooperation it 

,tquanderu) rJuring 

pa.tl rJecaoe.1. 
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Toward Excellence in the U.S. Forest Service 
Summary of AFSEEE's Recommendations 

BUDGET REFORM 
Shift from line item budgeting to lump sum budgeting. 

• Forego special trust funds that hinder ecosystem management. 
Replace commodity targets With performance criteria rooted in ecosystem health. 

• Establish multi-year budgets to further long-term restoration goals. 

PERSONNEL REFORM 
Establish minimum qualifications for resource specialists responsible for ecosystem 
management. 
Offer incentives for early retirement to make room for those more willing and able to 
implement ecosystem management. 
Create career-fulfilling positions for on-the-ground management personnel. 
Offer job security to dedicated temporaries and seasonals. 
Foster all forms of diversity Within the agency. 
Evaluate employees based on their success at protecting ecosystem health, not productng 
commodity outputs. 

PROTECTING INTEGRITY AND ETHICS 
Rescind all speech inhibiting "gag orders" issued by the agency. 

• Rather than suppress research that challenges the status quo, encourage agency sdentists to 
address challenging issues in their research. 
Protect scientists and resource specialists from rep:isals for telling the truth in the course of 
doing their job. 

• Institute open-door policies with the public. 
Forego discretionary exceptions to public disclosure of agency documents under the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

• Retain interdisciplinary planning teams through project implementation. 
• Insure that forest managers are kept informed of the long-term consequences of their actions. 
• Use independent peer review to Improve management plans that involve complex scientific 

issues. 

LAND PLANNING REFORM 
• Replace FORPLAN With map-based analytical tools. 

Identify conflicts and compatibilities between uses of particular forest areas. 
Replace hypothetical computer estimates of timber yield with more field-verified data. 
Use planning as a policy tool, not a functional budget tool. 
Use the planning process to identify alternative funding mechanisms for implementation. 

• Replace output disclosure with environmental effects disclosure . 

STEWARDSHIP REFORMS 
• Sell timber at the yard, not on the stump. 
• Institute programs to encourage the public and industry to reduce demand for wood 

products through recycling, and new building codes. 
• Adopt a substantive policy of preserving future options. 

Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics (503) 484-2692 
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Testimony of Randal O'Toole 
Reinventing the Forest Service 

Imagine a supermarket whose owners rewarded the manager for selling dairy products 
·no matter what the price but gave the manager no reward for selling anything else. Since 
dairy products provide the only reward, it wouldn't be long before the market was 
stocked mostly with dairy products. Of course, the store's losses would skyrocket as 
the manager responded to the incentive to lose money by selling more at lower prices. 

This is the situation in the national forests today. Forest managers are rewarded for 
losing money on timber sales, but Rre given little reward for most recreRtion, wildlife, 
or wRtershed. Naturally, the Forest Service responds by emphasizing timber above all 
other resources and by losing money on most timber sales. 

The National Forests Should Make Money 

People once said that the Forest Service was the only federal agency that made money. 
This should still be true. National forest assets are worth close to $100 billion, more 
than any Forbes 500 company. Nearly all national forest resources, including timber, 
forage, recreation, many species of fish and wildlife, and even water are marketable 
resources. Gifford Pinchot himself believed the national forests should earn a profit. 

Yet the agency costs taxpayers $2.0 billion per year. The Forest Service loses money for 
several reasons. First, it is top heavy. Fewer than hRlf of its employees Rnd less thRn 
30 percent of its budget Rre spent Rt the rRnger district level, which is where the real 
work of managing the forests get done. 

Second, forest managers are hampered by laws restricting them from charging fair 
market value for most resources. The agency is required to charge fair market value for 
timber, but cannot charge market value for most recreation. forage, minerals, or wildlife. 

National Forest Timber Managers Are Rewarded for Losing Money 

But the biggest reason the Forest Service loses money is that it is rewarded for doing so. 
It's biggest reward comes from losing money on timber sales. Managers are allowed to 
keep an unlimited share of the timber receipts, and many forests keep nearly all of the 
receipts they collect. Even when the Forest Service charges fair market value for timber, 
most sales lose money because managers keep the receipts. 

The laws allowing managers to keep receipts, and in particular the Knutson-Vandenberg 
Act, give broad discretion to how the money is used. The Forest Service spends almost 
a third of its K-V money on administrative overhead. Ten percent is spent on wildlife, 
but most of this is to mitigate the effects of timber cutting or grazing on wildlife. Small 
amounts are spent on recreation and watershed, but most of the rest is spent on timber. 
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Managers find all sorts of ways to spend the money they keep. One forest used K-V 
dollars to inventory cultural resources that would be destroyed by timber sales. Another 
used K-V dollars to hire someone to explain to recreationists why clearcutting is good 
for them. Often K-V dollars are spent "improving wildlife habitat" by dosing the roads 
built for the timber sales-roads that wouldn't exist if below-<:ost sales weren't sold. 

The only significant restriction on the use of K-V funds is that they must be spent in the 
sale area. A review of forest budgets shows that, where timber prices are higher, forest 
managers find more things to do in the sale area and thus keep more of the receipts. 

•In the central Rocky Mountains, where prices are fairly low, managers keep an 
average of $200 out of timber receipts per acre cut. 

•In the Northwest, where prices are considerably higher, managers keep an average 
of $1,000 per acre cut. 

•Where prices are highest, such as on the Willamette, Olympic, Siuslaw, and Six 
Rivers forests, managers keep $3,000 to $5,000 per acre cut. 

Evidently, managers eventually run out of ways to spend money in the sale area, so 
some forests do return funds to the Treasury. But the fact is that just 20 nRtional 
forests return OfJer 80 percent of all timber receipts that the Treasury receifles. Still, 
these forests keep $1,200 or more of timber receipts per acre cut for their own budgets. 

This suggests that, under the current system, most below-<:ost forests will remain below 
cost until their sales earn at least $1,200 per acre plus the costs to taxpayers of 
arranging the sales and accessing the timber. That is far more than timber is worth on 
most forests. Even then, there is no guarantee that creative forest managers will not be 
able to find more things to do, as have the Siuslaw and Six Rivers forests. 

The Tongass National Forest: A Specific Example 

In 1992, the Tongass National Forest cost the Treasury $64 million on its timber 
program, which is probably a record for the National Forest System. The Forest Service 
spent almost $50 million out of the Treasury arranging timber sales and building roads, 
and returned minus $14 million to the Treasury. 

How does the Treasury receive minus $14 million from a forest? In 1990 and 1991, the 
Tongass charged timber purchasers an average of $25 per thousand board feet for the 
timber they cut (which is less than the $35 per thousand that the Tongass spent out of 
tax doUars to arrange and access the sales). But in 1992, the Forest Service decided that 
it had overcharged the purchasers, and it gave them $9.8 million in cash refunds and 
$12.3 million in credit towards more timber. 

The primary beneficiaries of this decision are the two pulp mills, Alaska Pulp Company 
(APC) and Ketchikan Pulp Company (KPC), which hold fifty-year timber sale 
contracts. Ketchikan Pulp, for example, cut 160.9 million board feet of timber worth 
$16 million but paid only $121,719 in cash and received $9.4 million in cash refunds. 

It turns out that the pulp mills have been getting paid by the Treasury to cut public 
timber since 1975. Prior to that year, the mills always paid appraised rates and no Jess 
than a minimum base rate for timber. In 1975, however, purchaser road credits were 
added to the long-term contracts. When the pulp mills built roads, they were able to 
credit the road cost against timber that they had cut and paid for prior to 1975. By the 
end of 1992, total payments to the Treasury by the two mills was nearly $1 million Jess 
than they had been in 1975. 
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In essence, taxpayers are paying the pulp mills to cut nearly 300 million board feet of 
timber per year. Purchasers of short-term timber sale contracts are not allowed to credit 
road costs against sales they cut years ago. Although the Tongass Timber Reform Act 
directed the Forest Service to make the long-term contracts comparable to short-term 
contracts, the agency has refused to fix the purchaser credit provision. lhis refusal cost 
taxpayers $5.4 million in 1992 alone. 

The Tongass' size and fifty-year contracts are unusual, but its losses are typical in that 
national forest managers have no incentive to worry about returns to the Treasury. In 
fact, managers frequently describe payments to the Treasury as "losses" because they 
lose control of them. lhis is completely inappropriate but it is a predictable result of the 
current budgetary process. 

Only BudgetAry Reforms Will Co"ect the Misincentives 

The fundamental problem with the Forest Service is not poor accounting, inept 
managers, or a bloated bureaucracy. Nor is it too much clearcutting or too little 
ecosystem management. These are all symptoms of the real problem. The fundamental 
problem with the Forest Service is that ••.e incentives managers face have been 
haphazardly designed and reward good people for doing bad things. 

Proposals to ban below-cost timber sales, ban clearcutting, or otherwise limit managers' 
discretion cannot work. The details of managing 191 million acres are too complex to all 
be decided in Washington, DC. More important, such prescriptive legislation does 
nothing to change the incentives that lead to poor management. 

Those incentives are primarily budgetary. Forest managers can charge fair market value 
for timber and keep timber receipts in their budgets. They cannot charge fair market 
value for other resources or keep most recreation or other fees in their budgets. Fixing 
these problems means changing the budgetary process. 

New Incentives Will SAve TRXpayers Money and Improve ManAgement 

We don't have to spend more money to improve forest management. In fact, more 
spending will probably do more harm. The best way to improve the national forests is 
to eliminate their deficits . Losses to the Treasury are a symptom of poor forest 
management because they mean that the forests are producing things that people don't 
want. Net returns to the Treasury are a symptom of good forest management because 
they mean that managers are producing things that people want enough to pay for. 

My book, Reforming the Forest Service, proposes a comprehensive set of reforms that 
create new checks and balances to insure that the national forests will truly be managed 
for multiple use and sustained yield of all forest resources. In essence, I propose to 
reinvent the Forest Service. These proposals can be summarized in four basic steps. 

1. Congress must stop spending tax dollars on the national forests . Instead, each 
forest should be funded out its net income. This will give managers an incentive to 
make money and eliminate incentives to lose money. 

2. Congress should allow forest managers to chArge market value for all resources, 
including recreation, grazing, and minerals. Each forest should be given the 
authority to determine fair market value on its own. Managers rewarded for 
making money will do their best to find a fair value for all resources. 
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3. To protect forest resources that are not marketable-and there are only a few­
Congress should direct the Forest Service to remooe the '"use it or lose it'" 
protlisions from its contracts. In other words, a rancher should be able to pay 
grazing fees but let the elk or deer have the forage, and a timber purchaser should 
be able to pay the agency to not cut the trees down. Such '"conservation 
easements" would give environmentalists a new and less controversial way of 
protecting resources. 

4. Congress should dedicate seed money to special trust funds for conservation 
easements out of certain user fees. The funds would be managed by boards of 
trustees. Wilderness and wild river fees should go to wilderness trust funds that 
would purchase conservation easements, thus expanding the wilderness and wild 
river systems without all the political turmoil we lace today. Wilderness boards of 
trustees could be elected by wilderness users in each state or region. 

In addition, ten percent of all other user fees should go to a biodiversity trust fund 
administered by a board of trustees consisting of experts in conservation biology 
selected by the Interior and Agriculture Secretaries and/ or the director of the 
Smithsonian Institute. The board would use the funds to pay land owners or 
managers to protect habitat. 

4 

Together, these four proposaJs.--funding out of net receipts, charging fair market oalue 
user f«s, conservation easements, and trust funds for wilderness and biodioersity-will 
insure balanced multiple-use management of the national forests; multiple use is only 
possible with multiple incentives. They will also save taxpayers over $2 billion per year 
because managers will be rewarded for producing profits, not losses. 

Managing National Forests for Profits and for People 

"Managing the national forests fur a profit" sounds like a strange concept. Yet in 1905, 
Gifford Pinchot promised Congress that, if he were given the national forests to manage, 
he would run them at a profit. Today, profits seem strange only because, after so many 
years of losing money, we think losing money is the right thing for them to do. 

In fact, losing money is a symptom of a serious problem-the same problem indicated by 
environmental conflicts in the national forests: The Forest Strtlice is producing things 
that people don't really want. Most national forest resources can be marketed. In a 
market, losses mean that managers are producing goods that no one really wants, at 
least not enough to pay their cost. Profits mean that managers Rre producing the things 
that people want enough that they are willing to pay for them. 

Profits will give the American taxpayers a return on all the investments they have made 
in the national forests. But more important, profits willprooe that the Forest Strtlice is 
m1maging the forests for the people and for the things that people want. Once 
wilderness and biodiversity are given appropriate protection, what "the people want" is 
really the best measure of how well the national forests are managed-and profits are 
the best measure of what the people want. 

These four proposals will ease the tension and polarization forest managers face today. 
Markets encourage people to work together rather than fight. Once these ideas are 
implemented, national forest managers will again be able to proudly say that they work 
for an excellent organization, one of the best in the world. I urge you to consider them in 
any legislation you propose. 
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INLAND EMPIRE PUBLIC LANDS COUNCIL 
Forest Watch Program 

P.O. Bax2174, Spokane, WA 88210 

(101) 327-1M 

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members, 

W. 3115 MINkin, Spokane, WA 88201 

FAX: (101) 321-4310 

Thank you for providing me this opportunity to appear before 
you. I am Barry Rosenberg, Director of the Inland Empire Public 
Lands Council's (Councill Forest Watch Program, a program which 
trains concerned citizens to become effective forest advocates. 
The Forest Watch Program monitors Forest Service (FS) activities on 
28 ranger districts on 9 national forests in northern Idaho, 
western Montana, eastern Washington and eastern Oregon. The 
offices of the Council are located in Spokane, Washington. I am 
also a member of the Board of Directors for the Selkirk-Priest 
Basin Association of Priest Lake, Idaho. 

I have worked in our national forests for 15 years, both as a 
logger and· reforestation contractor. For the last 12 years I have 
devoted most of my time to trying to atop destructive and illegal 
Forest Service logging and road building practices. The first 
eight of these years I worked independently, and for the last four 
years I have been on the staff of the Council. 

I would like to begin my testimony with a quote from an 
editorial which appeared in The Spo!tesman-Review, a moderately 
conservative regional newspaper published in Spokane, Washington. 
Spokane is in the heart of the Inland Empire, one of the largest 
timber-producing regions in the country. This editorial was 
printed in The Spokesman's three-part series entitled "Our Failing 
Forests," published in November 1993, and since that time mailed by 
the Council to every member of Congress. The editorial stated: 

• ••• The u.s. Forest Service, which he (Gifford 
Pinchot] founded, has degenerated into a tool for the 
logging industry. Over the years, powerful senators and 
congressmen browbeat local forest managers into 
swallowing conscience and regurgitating logs. 

The logging companies appreciated the profits. 
County governments appreciated their cut of the timber 
sale revenue. Constituents appreciated the jobs. The 

1 
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politicians appreciated Big Ti.Jiber'a caapaign 
contributions. 

What a ayatam. 
What a mesa. 
What a betrayal of the public interest, and of 

Pinchot'a legacy.• 

This hearing today ia an acknowledgement of these problema. 

For years I shared with some of you the perception that the 
Forest Service vas an agency out of control. I see nov that this 
is not true. The agency has exerted tremendous control over its 
employees to conform to an industrial agenda that uses our national 
forests as a production facility. As a result of 10hat narrow focus 
those in power have systematically and knowingly destroyed much of 
the biological integrity of our national forests, along with the 
public service careers of many caring and productive employees. 

Since the passage of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) 25 years ago, the Forest Service has been issuing 
environmental documen~s for timber sales supporting Findings of No 
Significant Impact (PONSia). As evidence~ by the necessity of 
these hearings, these agency findings have obviously been wrong. 
Yet these same mana~era keep issuing flawed and damaging decisions. 
The majority of timber sale decisions we are receiving still need 
to be appealed. While the Forest Service is mouthing the right 
buzz words, these sales still advocate destructive and illegal 
actions. Obviously, Chief Thomas' message to his employees, "Obey 
the Law and Tell the Truth" has yet to filter down the ranks. 

The map on the table before you is a graphic and dramatic 
illustration of the result of the Forest Service's flawed and 
illegal policies. This map depicts the state of watershed health 
in the Idaho Panhandle National Foresta (IPNF), and is part of an 
evaluation of watershed conditions across all of Region 1. 

The red indicates watersheds that the Forest Service calls 
"management constrained." If you want to be more blunt and 
truthful, these watersheds are trashed. The yellow indicates 
drainages which preliminary indications suggest have some o! the 
parameters of instability and these watersheds require further 
study. The green displays watersheds that still have integrity. 
Moat of these watersheds are in roadleaa condition, and/or have 
been only lightly logged. 

Perhaps the moat dramatic illustration of watershed abuse in 
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the entire Rational Foreat Syat- baa taken place in the llorth Fork 
of the Coeur d'Alene River drainage, which enca.paaaea the Farnan 
and Wallace Ranger Diatricta on the IPIIF. Bxcea.aive road building 
baa created areaa that have road cienaitiea of up to 20 ailea per 
aquare Idle. Maaaive clearcut logging and aining have yielded 
atre .. inatability and toxic heavy metal pollution. Floodwater& 
from the North Fork are diagorged onto a floodplain contaminated 
with heavy metala, puahing toxic metala and nutrient& into I.ake 
Coeur d'Alene. In apite of thia, Foreat Service officer& continue 
to propoae large tt.ber aalea. Theae aalea call for the aame 
clearcut-like logging that baa deatabilized the Coeur d'Alene 
waterahed and cauaed the extirpation of the bull trout and the lose 
of viability of the native weatalope cutthroat trout, Idaho's atate 
fish. 

Fortunately, these and aany other proposed sales have been 
stopped by appeal& through the efforta of local Poreat Watch 
activiata and the Council. Appeals filed by Poreat Watch during 
the laat four yeara have been reaponaible for a 75 percent overall 
reduction of timber sale offering& on the Colville, Okanogan, 
Clearwater, and Idaho Panhandle National Poreeta, aa compared to 
the Poreat Plan Allowable Sale Quantities for theae foreata. 

I wish to acid that there are no spotted owla on theae foreata. 
The reduction& in timber aale offeringa have reaulted froa intenae 
scrutiny by local citizens intent on upholding the public's 
environmental lawa protecting what reaaina of the biological 
integrity of our national foreata. 

The aucceaa of theae adainiatrative appeala ia tinged with 
irony. While the Foreat Service baa learned from citizen 
advocatea, it baa unfortunately learned the wrong leaaona. Inatead 
of improving ita forest practices, the Forest Service has learned 
to write lese transparent documenta, so .. which coat up to half a 
million dollara each. The agency has begun improving ita 
documentation while etill propoeing environmentally uneound timber 
sales. 

The Forest Service ie comfortable in the belief that the 
appearance of. procedural compliance with National Bnviroa.ental 
Policy Act (HBPA) will likely reault in a favorable ruling in the 
courts. As illuatrated by this aap, the perception preaented in 
the HBPA documents does not reflect the reality in the forest. 

Even when the Poreat Service cannot hide the ecological abuses 
of proposed timber sales behind slick NBPA documenta, it atill 
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attempts to disguise them by portraying them as •salvage•, 
•rehabilitation•, or •restoration• projects. While restoration is 
admirable and necessary, tying it to timber sales ia inappropriate. 

During the Forest Planning process on the IPNF, Allen 
Isaacson, who was then Supervisory Hydrologist for that Forest, and 
IPNF Forest Hydrologist Pete Bengeyfield urged the Forest Service 
to stay out of the damaged drainages of the Coeur d'Alene River. 
for at least ten years. Their pleas were ignored. Instead, 
Isaacson was offered a transfer fr0111 north Idaho to Atlanta, 
Georgia, which he refused--terminating his 23-year career with the 
agency. Bengeyfield was 1110ved off the IPNF to the Beaverhead 
National Forest. 

Bengeyfield returned at the request of the Wallace District 
Ranger to review a proposed logging/rehabilitation project on the 
Wallace District. In a June 11, 1993, letter to the Forest 
Supervisor of the IPNF, Bengeyfield clearly stated that while 
rehabilitation waa necessary, logging these beleaguered drainages 
to obtain funding for these projects was counterproductive: 

Because these drainages are already over their 
respective thresholds, further canopy removal 
exacerbates the portion of the scenario that 
leads to the greatest instability in the 
streams. The work that is being done by the 
Wallace district will reduce energy in the 
channel, but not enough to offset the energy 
increases from concurrent timber harvest in 
the same drainage. Once ' the vegetation is 
removed, the only control over the amount of 
energy increase is the size of the climatic 
event that produces the runo;t (see attachment 
U). 

The Forest Service claims rehabilitation is needed, in part 
due to a lack of road maintenance. The Farnan District Ranger on 
the IPNF admitted that funding constraints prohibit maintenance of 
about two-thirds of the roads that the Forest Service constructs. 
New timber sales, with incumbent road construction, are then 
planned in order to generate revenue necessary to fix damage which 
was caused by previous roading and timber sales. Not only does 
this make no sense, but the lack of road maintenance violates state 
and federal laws and perpetuates the problem they are purporting to 
fix. 

The current funding system must change. Rehabilitation 
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dollare JaUit be independent of timber eale funding. You a ..... o~ loo 
your way to vat;er1hecl health. In addition, the Fore1t Service 1m1t 
set realistic and appropriate goals concerning watershed 
rehabilitation. A project of euch magnitude at re1toring the North 
Fork of Coeur d'Alene River is not possible given pa1t Fore1t 
Service budgets. We IIIUit realize that ~ is the eeeential 
ingredient. Time is needed for the forest canopy to grow back to 
moderate the exce~sive water runoff and for the 1treame to regain 
stability. 

Reetoration can both help the fore1t and provide jobs for 
local timber communitie1. Many llliles of unneeded roads should be 
obliterated. Thi• will not only help to repair the watershed, but 
it will put displaced loggers back to work. There is no one acre 
qualified to do this than those who build forest roads. Because of 
the enorlllity of the combined impacts of massive clearcutting above 
heavy .. tala, Congress should make forest restoration and heavy 
aetal clean-up of the Spokane--Coeur d'Alene Baein a national 
priority. 

The Forest Service needs to consult with non-agency experts. 
I would recommend that Dave Roegen of Wildlands Hydrology and Allen 
Isaacson of Water Management of North Idaho be employed as 
consultants by the Forest Service to evaluate and eubmit 
recommendations of the actions needed to reetore this critically 
important watershed. Ro1gen, a former Forest Service employee with 
experience in the Coeur d'Alenes, is regarded as one of the 
foremost experts in the country on river re1toration. Rosgen was 
also recently featured in National Geoaraphic' 1 epecial iesue 
entitled "Water•. Isaacson, has had over 25 years experience 
working in the Coeur d'Alene waterehed and was one of the first to 
recognize the problem• caueed by logging in that drainage. 

Bow can Forest Service officials, entrusted with our public 
forests, now acknowledge to themselves and the public that they are 
responsible for the de1truction of an entire river eystem? The 
managers and employees deny their responsibility by stating they 
juet followed order•; orders which came from their IUperiors and· 
Congress. The argument of "I wat just following ordert" has been 
tried and rejected before. 

The high level of concern by Congress and the commitment by 
the new administration xll! bring change to the Forest Service. 
Still, there are many within the agency who are fiercely reeisting 
this change. This is because the Forest Service is governed by 
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those who made their way up the ranks using stumps as stepping 
stones. For 30 years these individuals have been rewarded for 
cutting down large numbers of trees. The more trees they cut down 
the more they were rewarded. Their current behavior suggests they 
are incapable of change-- it's hard to break a Pavlovian response. 
If these managers have been unable to see the significance of the 
impacts in the last 30 years, I doubt they ever will. 

On the other hand, those employees who could not compromise 
their ideals and spoke out against the abuse were transferred or 
forced to quit. Even today the old guard is solidifying their 
position by driving out of the agency those who not only want 
change, but who have the vision, courage and ability to implement 
that change. Too few are still hanging on, waiting and hoping for 
the inevitable to manifest itself. When the change occurs will 
there be anyone capable of administering it? 

In the course of my work, which involves public oversight of 
9 national forests, I talk to many Forest Service employees, line 
officers and resource specialists. When I ask these people what 
they need from Congress, the consistent first response is, "Change 
the incentive and budget system. Reward those whose management 
results in healthy, sustainable, diverse ecosystems, not those 
whose focus is commodity extraction.• 

There must be accountability on the part of Forest Service 
employees. To facilitate personal responsibility these employees 
should remain on their districts long enough to witness the 
consequences of their actions. Therefore the agency must limit the 
frequency of transfers. 

Another very apparent problem is that members of the Forest 
Service talk primarily to themselves. The Forest Service is a 
closed society, one where the mantra "got to get the cut out" has 
been chanted for so long that it is ingrained in nearly every 
employee. FS experts talk to other FS experts who talk to other FS 
experts. Unfortunately, these experts are so much under the 
influence of the mantra and the rationale of compromise that the 
information they provide each other often doesn't match reality. 
The Forest Service needs to talk to non-governmental experts 
familiar with the area and resources. 

In addition, Forest Service employees need to be de-programmed 
to rid themselves of the institutionalized prejudice towards 
commodity extraction. We need some method to "flip the switch" so 
that, in the words on one Forest Service hydrologist, employees can 
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"do the right thing for the land, instead of trying to find ways to 
minimize the damage from proposed timber sales.• 

Finally, the Forest Service should not be obligated to support 
itself through the extraction of commodities. Our national forests 
are of inestimable worth to the physical and spiritual well-being 
of our country today and for future generations . Until the 
employees of the Forest Service have a fundamental change of heart, 
and until Congress changes its method of Forest Service funding, 
our physical and spiritual well-being will continue to be 
jeopardized. 
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On June 7th and 8th, at the invitation of Steva William&, I had the 
opportunity to participate in a peer review of the watershed restoration 
program on the Wallace District. I waa atationed on the IPNF from 1979-84 as 
the hydrologist on the planning teaa, and a8 faailiar with the watershed 
problema on the Coeur d'Alene. Followinr; are ay thou&}lta rep;ardinp; ehe 
Wallace review. 

The approach the diatrict ia takinp; ia conceptually sound and they are 
executing it well on the r;round. They have a good knowledge of the problema 
that exist, the processes that caused the•, and ehe extant of effectiveness 
that their restoration efforts can be expected to achieve . Don Loper is doing 
an excellent job of supervising thia effort, and hia enthusiasm should be 
commended and encouraged . One of the points streaaed by both the district 
personnel and those participating in the review was the benefit of involving 
the specialists from the SO and nursery in a consultin& capacity for 
interperations that will enhance the chance of success . The need for 
restoration in the tributaries of the Coeur d'Alene River is extensive . and 
the results will not be apparent for many decades, however the district is 
taking the correct steps at the present time to achieve watershed recovery at 
the earliest possible date. 

Perhaps the greatest benefit to the program is the realization by the 
personnel involved that they are not actually •fixing• the watersheds . The 
drainages within the Coeur d'Alene Basin will recover only when the 
vegetation lost through timber harvest is replaced by new stands of timber 
that approximate the density and height of the original stands. The peak flow 
augmentation resulting from timber harvest is the mechanism that provides 
excess energy to the channel system, and that energy will only be reduced aa 
a new canopy is established. Given this constraint to recovery, the district 
correctly recognizes that by reducing the effects of other adverse impacts of 
past timber harvest (high road densities, debri• removal , encroaching road 
fills), rate of watershed recovery will be enhanced as vegetation recovers . 
However, no amount of work on these other factors can eliminate time from the 
equation . 

The work we reviewed in the Autumn-Martin area waa effective in restoring the 
proper width to the channel, establishing woody debris as a grade-control 
mechanism and ripping roads to increase inf~ltration . These are the three 
areas in which on-the-&round efforts can be ~at effective on the Coeur 
d'Alene Forese , and they can be repeated throughout the dozens of drainages 
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on the Wallace and Fernan districts where previous tt.ber harvest has led to 
peak flow/bedload problema. 

One area that could be iaproved lathe. coordination between the various 
inventoriea that are neceaaary within a &ivan draina&• to determine the 
location of projects and the rype of channel that repreaenta the Desired 
Future Condition. The aurvey of roads to determine areas in need of rippinc, 
culvert removal and alope reestabliahment ia atraightforward and waa 
well-dona in Autumn-Martin. Of equal iaportance ia a aurvay of the stream 
channel to eatablish the phyaical characterhtica that will enaure the 
channel functions properly once the projects are completed and time replaces 
the vegetation. This survey is iaperative for woody debris replacement and 
removal of encroachinc road filla for it daterainea the di-naiona to which 
the channel should be restored. It should be accomplished by the hydro/fish 
people on the district, and ahould include channel rypin&, RASI and 
pool-fillin& data. This aurvay abo aarvea aa the baaia for lone-term 
•onitoring to determine effectiveness, •• well as incorporates the aquatic 
components of Ecosystem Manas-nt. 

Of lesser iaportance to the field activities, but maybe of createst 
importance to the planning effort, ,is the .J;Unning of the various models to 
determine existing condition. WATSED, rain-on-snow risk assessment and other 
"paper• analyses can help prioritize which drainaces have the greatest need 
for restoration scheduling. These toolo, especially when coupled with RASI, 
are much more powerful than the analysis I did to determine the deferred 
drainages in the Forest Plan. If properly used, they could be used to &IDIDend 
the Forest Plan to obtain a more realistic assessment of the need to defer 
drainages from timber harvest. 

Which brings me to two negative points that need to be raised with respect to 
the watershed situtation on the Panhandle. 

Evidently, some of vry recommendtions concerning deferred drainages and the 
conditions for entering them have been changed since I left the Forest. 
Drainages, especially on the Farnan and Wallace districts, were deferred from 
harvest because of the increase in stream energy as a result of canopy 
removal. Conditions for reentry in those drainages that were scheduled with 
mitigation were based on not increasing peak flows beyond current levels, and 
a monitoring program that shoved aeasurable improvement in the stream 
channel. The only harvest rec01111ended was oingle-tree selection from existing 
roads. Before any harvest was to take place, a watershed·specific analysis 
was to be done that would detail conditions to a far greater extent than the 
planning analysis was able to. These were agreements between myself and the 
management team that were to go into the Plan so that watershed 
recovery/protection would be assured. I understand that a number of the 
defet:red watersheds have been entered, and that harvest beyond single·tree 
selection has been done in those drainages that were scheduled with 
mitigation. As yet, no monitoring has been done that shows an improvement in 
the stream channels. These activities uight well negate some of the 
assumptions and effects reported in the Forest Plan. 

Secondly, in drainages that have been deferred or scheduled·with·uaitigation 
for water yield concerns (the majority of those on Farnan and Wallace) it is 
inappropriate to schedule harvest as a means to fund restoration work. 
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Becau.e theaa drain&&•• are already over their reapective threaholda, further 
canopy re.oval exacerbate& the portion of ·tha acanario that laada to the 
sreateat inatability in the atra .... Tha work that ia bain& done by the 
Vallace diatrict will reduce anergy in . the channel, but not enough to offaet 
the anergy incraaaaa fro• concurrent tt.ber harvaat in the .... drain•&•· 
Once the vesetat1on 1a removed, the only coqtrol over the -unt of anergy 
incraaae ia tha aize of the clt.&tic event that produce& the runoff . 
Reatoration would have to be in place for quite awhile to &iva the channel 
ti .. to adapt to the exiatin& peale nov increaaaa. without .. kin& thoae 
increase& sreater by additional tiaber h&rveat. For the a.- reaaon, it ie 
alao inappropriate to aaau.e that onca the reatoration project& ere 
coaopleted, the waterahed 1a "fixed" end further h&rveat can be initiated . 

The need to treat vasatation in deferred drain•&•• aa a maana to offaet 
future water yield increaaea due to inaect end/or diaeaaa conaiderations ia 
not valid for tvo reaaona. Firat, .. ny of thoae drain&&•• ara 30•-40• 
h&rveated. Ve&etative recovery ia occurring, however alowly, over that 
portion of the drain&&•· Root rot, if praaent, covera a .uch amaller portion 
of the drainase, and apreada at a alov rata. In deferred drain&&••· where 
waterahed recovery ia the drivin& factor, any nasative effect on water yield 
ariain& from the apreadin& of exiatin& root rot will ba .ore than offset by 
the recovery in the larser portion of the area in exiatin& harveat units . 
Secondly , the atandin& dead treea left by root rot will not have near the 
effect on water yield as a clearcut or aaad-tree harveat . The branches 
provide aome interception of anov, and the bolea interrupt the wind blowing 
across the snow surface during rain·on-snov events. This warm wind • snow 
surface interaction ia the .. in .. chanism for heat transfer to the anovpack . 
Either way, its a bad aitutation, but creating additional claarcuta or seed 
tree unite will only III&Ximize water yield izicre .. e on those acrea harvested, 
while setting them further away from eventual recovery . 

My recom.endation would be to ehooae a deferred drainage on the Coeur d'Alene 
where the hydrologists think that reaaonable recovery might be expected, and 
do the necessary surveys and on-the-ground restoration aa currently being 
dona at Vallace. Once that is done and documented, a strong case could be 
aada for the effectivenesa of the practice&, and the nead to implement them 
if watersheds are ever going to function properly in the context of Ecoayate• 
Hanage .. nt. Aa an agency, we need to explore the poaaibility of uaing 
traditional funding like KV over a vidar area to i~lement restoration . That 
would allow dollars generated fro• harvest in drainages t:hat are atill able 
to withstand timber harvest to be used .to rehab drainage& that are currently 
over their threaholda . If we can be •reaponaive• enough to deal with 
ailvicultural emergencies such as root rot, we should at least be abla to 
&ive watersheds the .... eaophaais. 

After a nine year abaence. it waa sratifyins to ••• at l•••t one district on 
the Panhandle begin to come to grlpa with the lecacy of watershed neglect the 
currant leadership ta .. baa inherited. Steva should be commended for the 
rational approach he's taking, and that app~ech aight well aerve •• a model 
for the reat of the Forest. 

/&/ Pete Bengeyf1eld 
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MISTER CHAIRMAN: 

Thank you for inviting the testimony of the Government Accountability Project 
('GAP") concerning reform of the United States Forest Service. My name is Jeffrey Ruch 
and I serve as GAP's policy director. GAP is a non-profit, nonpartisan whistleblower 
defense and support organization. Since 1979 we have represented hundreds of 
whistleblowers from both the public and the private sectors in legal challenges to 
employment reprisals. GAP has also consistently advocated on behalf of stronger laws 
and policies to protect employees who speak the truth. GAP led the constituency 
campaign that resulted in the unanimous passage by CongrEISS of the Whistleblower 
Protection Act of 1989 which defines free speech rights of federal civil servants. 

Since 1991 GAP has served as the legal arm of the Association of Forest Service 
Employees for Environmental Ethics (AFSEEE) representing Forest Service employees 
in the filing and prosecution of whistleblower claims. During this period, GAP has 
interviewed and counselled scores of Forest Service employees who were facing career 
jeopardy for voicing dissent. GAP has waged successful legal actions to reverse unjust 
terminations, suspensions, and even 'directed reassignments' or forced transfers which 
a.re normally considered a management prerogative. We have also obtained rulings 
extending whistleblower protection to temporary and seasonal employees facing 
nonrenewal of their contracts as well as probationary employees who were denied 
permanent status in reprisal for whistleblowing. 

This morning AFSEEE has presented testimony recommending changes in the 
Forest Service structure, mission and operations. My testimony will focus on the 
personnel practices of the Forest Service with particular emphasis on continuing 
retaliation against whistleblowers, •gag orders', suppression of scientific dissent, and the 
lack of accountability of agency managers. 

The atmosphere within the Foreat Service haa over the peat decade been one 
of lncreaalng tear and Intimidation. Foraat Service managera have attempted to 
retaliate agalnat employees who dlacloae caaea of agency waate, fraud, or 
mismanagement, to atlfte or dlec:redlt aclentlata whoae flndlnga conflict with a 
particular activity or agenda, and to Interfere with employees' rlghta to expreaa their 
paraonal vlewa outalde of work. 

The new Chief of the Forest Service, Jack Ward Thomas, has made some 
encouraging pronouncements about a new direction in Forest Service policies, a new 
openness, and freedom of expression. Unfortunately, this new message of candor has 
not reached the 'troops' on the ground. The rhetorical commitment to change must, in 
order to be effective, be matched by direct action in individual cases, i.e., rescinding 
retaliatory discipline imposed against conscientious employees and holding responsible 
managers accountable. Some of these cases requiring action are now literally on the 
new Chief's desk awaiting decision. Others have moved to litigation and could be 
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expeditiously settled. Still other employees are currently experiencing or being 
threatened with adverse action on a daily basis. 

The cases described in this testimony involve Forest Service employees who in 
the normal course of their duties have been subjected to a pattern of intimidation and 
harassment. They are not environmental zealots. They are not using loopholes and 
technicalities to try to stop all development. They care about resources but understand, 
and have served, the multiple missions of the Forest Service. What got them in trouble 
was simply doing their job. 

I. END RETALIATION AGAINST WHISTLEBLOWERS 

The best way to illustrate the nature of the continuing retaliation within the Forest 
Service is to review a sampling of current cases in just one Region of the Forest Service, 
Region 5 (California): 

A. NANCY SANDBURG-BIOLOGIST, LOS PADRES NATIONAL FOREST 

Nancy Sandburg has worked for the Forest Service for more than 17 years on the 
Mendocino, Rio Grande, the Tongass, and, since 1989, the Los Padres National Forests. 
Ms. Sandburg had a spotless service record, is highly regarded by her peers both inside 
and outside the federal service, and has received recognition and awards for her work, 
including a cash bonus with a certificate of merit from then Chief of the Forest Service 
F. Dale Robertson. 

In her current capacity as the Wildlife Biologist for the Santa Barbara District of the Los 
Padres, Ms. Sandburg oversees or writes the Biological Evaluations and the 
Environmental Impact Studies for all activities in the district. The Los Padres supports the 
last natural riparian ecosystem in Southern California which is inhabited by several 
threatened or endangered animal species, including the arroyo southwestern toad, the 
California red legged frog, the two striped garter snake , and the southwestern pond 
turtle. 

In late 1992 Nancy Sandburg discovered that the Forest Resource Officer had ordered 
the construction of a road through extremely sensitive riparian habitat without either 
informing her or doing any of the environmental impact studies required by law. Forest 
engineers had run bulldozers through the streambed at five different locations, killing 
untold number of arroyo toad. Ms. Sandburg vigorously protested through the chain of 
command. Both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Army Corps of Engineers ,after 
investigation, issued letters "of concern' over the incident. By early 1993 Ms. Sandburg 's 
continued efforts resulted in her being abruptly summoned to the office of newly 
appointed Forest Supervisor David Dahl. At the meeting which was also attended by the 
Resource Officer and other top managers of both the forest and the district, it became 
clear that no action would be taken on the Mono Creek Road bulldozing incident. 
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Further, Supervisor Dahl warned Ms. Sandburg that if she continued to talk about the 
incident that he would withhold $160,000 in funding from a grant that Ms. Sandburg had 
obtained for riparian protection initiatives on the forest. 

Three months later while at home recuperating from surgery, Nancy Sandburg received 
a call from a University of California scientist with whom she was doing a joint research 
project on the arroyo toed. The scientist had witnessed Forest Service crews pouring 
concrete into fencing post holes dug into the Mono and Indian Creeks themselves. 
Concrete is a toxin to some plants and animals, especially when combined with the high 
alkaline content of the streams. Further, the actions of the project crew was contrary 
to the Biological Evaluation, Ms. Sandburg's written instructions and the Corps of 
Engineers permit requirements. After confirming the report, Ms. Sandburg contacted 
both her District Ranger and the Forest Resource Officer demanding an investigation. 

Shortly after this second incident, a campaign of harassment of Ms. Sandburg by forest 
management began. The most galling tactic was the insistence by the Forest Resource 
Officer that Ms. Sandburg supervise a particular forest technician against whom Ms. 
Sandburg had been forced to obtain a restraining order. The restraining order was 
issued on the basis that this employee had been stalking and harassing Ms. Sandburg 
for over two years, had physically assaulted her and had even broken into her housing 
unit. Ms. Sandburg reminded the Resource Officer of the restraining order and 
suggested that the resource officer contact the issuing judge if he wanted to obtain an 
exemption from the order. 

Events accelerated when a local reporter who was referred to Ms. Sandburg by the 
Forest Resource Officer began asking questions about both the fencing and the earlier 
bulldozing incident. Ms. Sandburg truthfully disclosed what she knew about both 
incidents to the reporter. The reporter then contacted the Forest Supervisor who 
admitted in the interview that he had indeed threatened to take away funding for 
Sandburg's riparian project. That afternoon, Ms. Sandburg received notice of a proposed 
two week suspension. The basis for the action included her refusal to supervise the 
employee who was the subject of the restraining order. 

The subsequent newspaper article in the local paper was not flattering to the Forest 
Supervisor or to management generally on the Los Padres. The reporter also wrote 
several follow-up articles including one that focused on Nancy Sandburg and the 
disciplinary actions that had recently been taken against her. Soon after this article 
appeared, Nancy Sandburg received a formal Letter of Reprimand for creating a hostile 
work environment. 

Nancy Sandburg contacted AFSEEE and GAP. GAP filed a complaint under the 
Whistleblower Protection Act with the Office of Special Counsel (OSC) in the summer of 
1993. OSC has yet to begin an investigation, let alone act on the complaint. As a result 
of the stress occasioned by the long, unresolved conflict, Nancy Sandburg has taken 
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extended sick leave and is rethinking her career commitment to the Forest Service. 

B. SANDRA SCHULTZ--BIOLOGIST, SIERRA NATIONAL FOREST 

Sandra Schultz began her short career with the Forest Service as a Forest Ecologist on 
the Shasta-Trinity National Forest in May of 1991 . In January of 1992, she accepted a 
position as the Wildlife Biologist for the Kings River Ranger District of the Sierra National 
Forest. Shortly after arrival on the Sierra her supervisor asked her to sign off on a timber 
sale which she had not even reviewed. Ms. Schultz resisted the request and went out 
to the proposed sale site. There she discovered that the sale was in a protected spotted 
owl habitat area and several of the trees marked for "salvage" as dead or diseased were, 
in fact, 'green• or healthy and appeared to be prime nesting trees. After she reported her 
findings, she was no longer consulted on the sale, which later went to bid. 

Shortly thereafter, in a meeting with several top staff of the Forest Supervisor's office, 
Schultz was told that biological impact analyses on riparian areas and fisheries were not 
appropriate on grazing permits because "grazing actually improved the conditions of the 
meadows ... " 

In April of that year, Ms. Schultz's review of proposed spotted owl habitat maps were 
grossly inaccurate in a way which made it appear that there was substantially more 
suitable habitat than actually existed. Over 70% of the maps had major discrepancies. 
When she raised these concerns with district timber staff she was ignored. Only by 
threatening to take the matter to the Regional Office was she able to bring the matter to 
a head. Unfortunately, the matter was resolved by her termination. 

Three days before her one year anniversary (and the end of her probationary period) in 
the Forest Service occurred in May, Ms. Schultz was abruptly terminated. Reasons cited 
included 'conduct unbecoming a forest officer' arising from a meeting in which Sandra 
Schultz allegedly threw a box of donuts across a table at a colleague, and "inability to 
work with other resource managers ... " Ms. Schultz filed a complaint with the Office of 
Special Counsel which over a year later, in November of 1993, formally declined to take 
action, inviting her to file her own complaint with the Merit Systems Protection Board. 

Regardless of the merits of Ms. Schultz's case, the message to every employee of the 
Region was quite clear--don't rock the boat unless you are prepared to be thrown 
overboard. 

C. THOMAS LAKE-FORMER TRAILS KEEPER, MODOC NATIONAL FOREST 

The case of Thomas ("Tom") Lake is one where the harassment follows the employee 
even after he has left the Forest Service. Tom Lake has spent his whole working in the 
outdoors. In 1966, he went to work for the Forest Service in a seasonal position as a 
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trails keeper. For 25 years, Tom Lake worked the 70,000 acre South Warner Wilderness 
of the Modoc National Forest. As trails keeper, Tom Lake and the volunteers he recruited 
maintained 77 miles of mountain trails. Motor vehicles are prohibited in the South Warner 
Wilderness, so that all travel has to be done on foot or on horseback. It is no 
exaggeration to say that Tom Lake knows the South Warner Wilderness better than 
anyone alive. It is also no exaggeration to say that Tom Lake loves the area and feels 
responsible for its maintenance and preservation. 

Throughout the 1980's, Tom Lake noticed an increase in grazing activity in the South 
Warner Wilderness. More and more of his time was being assigned to livestock related 
improvements instead of wilderness projects. Despite a growing amount of livestock 
work, Tom Lake's salary and supplies were paid out of wilderness funds. Curiosity led 
Tom Lake to investigate. He discovered that Modoc wilderness funds were systematically 
and illegally being diverted to livestock projects. Mr. Lake also documented severe 
overgrazing in certain areas of the Forest in violation of permit conditions as well as 
grazing activity in prohibited areas. 

In 1983, Tom Lake filed his first internal grievance on these matters. When that proved 
fruitless, he filed a formal complaint with the Department of Agriculture Inspector General 
(USDAJOIG) regarding the misappropriation of funds. USDA/OIG eventually confirmed 
the misappropriation of funds and the matter was resolved. The supervising Ranger in 
the Modoc District, who had condoned this activity was transferred and promoted. 

By the late '80's, Tom Lake's supervisors openly regarded him as a "troublemaker" and 
began petty harassment such as questioning overtime records and obstructing volunteer 
citizen projects. In 1989, Tom Lake stimulated a Congressional investigation into 
overgrazing which led to significant reforms in permit enforcement despite management 
opposition on the Forest. The backlash from supervisors continued apace. First, Tom 
Lake was ordered not to communicate any work related information to anyone but 
himself. Next, he was forbidden to recruit volunteers. Then he was severely restricted in 
the amount of field work he was allowed to do. Finally, in October of 1991 , he was 
informed that his seasonal contract would not be renewed due to lack of funding. 

Tom Lake filed a complaint challenging his termination with the Merit System Protection 
Board. The Forest Service negotiated a financial settlement of the complaint with Mr. 
Lake in return for his retirement. 

In 1992 Tom Lake and his wife, Ruth, opened an outfitter-guide business to take people 
on hikes and horseback rides through the South Warner Wilderness. Their business 
requires a permit from the Modoc National Forest. Not surprisingly, the handling of the 
Lakes' permit has been far from routine. First his permit application was "lost''. The 
permit was finally granted well after the season for work had begun. The next year his 
permit access privileges were curtailed in a manner to which no other permittee was 
subjected. Now his former supervisors have ordered an audit of Tom and Ruth's 
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business for charging lower than standard fees to customers. Mr. Lake has made it clear 
that his rates are on a client-by-client basis, taking into account factors such as the 
weight of the equipment, the nature of the services rendered, and in one case, the fact 
that his client was handicapped. One side effect of this new investigation is that the 
Lakes are not listed, despite their repeated requests, as eligible contractors to bid on 
mapping and trail clearing work in the Modoc and surrounding Forests. 

Not surprisingly, Tom Lake has not been quiet about ongoing mismanagement, illegal 
grazing and other problems on the South Warner Wilderness. On April 5, 1993, the 
Lakes summarized these concerns in a letter to Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy. In 
July, Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources and the Environment, James Lyons, 
announced an official investigation of their allegations. The investigation is still pending. 

Despite the vast acreage of the Modoc and the solitude of the South Warner Wilderness, 
today there still does not appear to be enough room in this National Forest for people 
who speak their minds like Tom and Ruth Lake. 

These cases are only some of just the GAP cases still arising out of Region 5. 
Several private law firms in California have enough work to be able to specialize in 
Forest Service cases. GAP is also counselling several other Region 5 employees who 
have similar stories but did not want their cases discussed for fear that harassment 
would only intensify as a result of any public attention. 

Region 5 is not atypical of the Forest Service generally. Fear of retaliation is a 
daily fact of life for many Forest Service employees who are candid with their own 
supervisors or members of the public about problems with Forest Service operations. 
Conditions for employees vary tremendously from Forest to Forest, even from District to 
District on the same Forest. Often, the "solution• for employees faced with these sort of 
situations is to transfer away from the problems and continue their careers as if nothing 
happened. Unfortunately, the criteria for advancement within the Forest Service over the 
last decade has, in our view, tended to reward intolerance, cover-ups and 
mismanagement. 

What is needed is an amnesty for whistleblowers in the Forest Service so that 
those who have sacrificed their careers in trying to change things for the better can 
come 'home• again. Concerted, specific action in a great number of these cases is 
needed in order to even begin to make a salient difference in the •culture• of this self­
styled para-military organization· known as the United States Forest Service. 
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II. STOP SUPPRESSION OF SCIENTIFIC DISSENT 

In the Forest Service, biologists, hydrologists, botanists and other scientists are 
known collectively as "ologists". In many circles, these professionals are known or label 
themselves as "combat ologists" because they are often in conflict with their own 
management. A typical war story of a combat ologist is the Forest Service botanist on 
the National Forests in North Carolina who, in 1991, was sent out to do her rare, 
threatened, and endangered plant and flower surveys in winter when the ground was 
covered in snow. 

Forest Service scientists often unavoidably find themselves on the front line of 
resource conflicts. Their findings and recommendations can facilitate or obstruct projects 
such as timber sales, mining permits, road building, and range improvements. 
Consequently, the practice of "good science' can and has proved dangerous to the 
professional well-being of many ologists in the Forest Service. 

Uke whistleblowers who report fraud, waste, and abuse, scientists who faithfully 
report deteriorating environmental conditions, animal populations falling below viable 
levels, or dwindling timber reserves can find themselves the subject of intimidation, 
harassment or termination. In some ways, however, the conscientious conduct of science 
can be more of a threat to established resource policies of a land management agency 
like the Forest Service than disclosures of mismanagement or misappropriation of funds 
because the former challenges the very assumptions upon which policies are based and 
not merely deficiencies in their execution. 

To illustrate the current aspects of scientific suppression in the Forest Service, the 
profiles of two ologists are presented as well as an example of growing attempts to 
prevent academic researchers from documenting conditions on national forest lands. 

A COLE CROCKER-BEDFORD-BIOLOGIST, KAJBAB NATIONAL FOREST 
(REGION 3, ARIZONA) AND THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST (REGION 10, 
ALASKA) 

Cole Crocker-Bedford has been a Wildlife Biologist with the Forest Service since 1978. 
Extremely well regarded in his field, he has received numerous awards and citations. His 
work is often ~ in academic and scientific joumals. 

From 1981 through 1(J87, while employed on the Kaibab National Forest, Crocker­
Bedford did extensive research and writing on declines in goshawk populations. His 
analysis indicated that successfully nesting goshawk pairs required much more 
undisturbed area than previously thought The implications of his work Indicated that the 
type of timber harvesting being practiced, clearcutting, would have ._.e negative 
consequences in goshawk habitat areas. His published, peer-reviewed research became 
the basis of court challenges to proposed timber sales brought by environmental groups. 
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Regional Forester himself, have mounted an aggressive campaign of attacks on Crocker­
Bedford's goshawk studies and on Crocker-Bedford's professional integrity. Crocker­
Bedford, who had transferred to the Tongass National Forest, has received gag orders 
from his current supervisors not to respond to these attacks. Further, Crocker-Bedford 
has been denied permission to represent the agency at, or to even attend, conferences 
on goshawks. Further he has b~ forbidden from writing new material or submitting 
existing material to peer review journals. 

Compounding the situation for Crocker-Bedford is the work he has been allowed to do 
since coming to the Tongass. In 1989, in the midst of a major timber sale appeal, 
Crocker-Bedford conducted a field surve.y which revealed serious deficiencies in the 
Forest's retention of old growth stands as well as the implementation of stream buffer 
strip program. His report on these matters was subsequently introduced in the judicial 
proceedings and influenced the issuance of a restraining order against the Forest 
Service. 

In 1991 Crocker-Bedford chaired the first inter-agency, interdisciplinary Viability 
Populations Committee (VPC) to produce a study detailing the resource requirements 
to maintain well-distributed viable populations of wildlife throughout the Forest. The 
completed report of the VPC was never issued by the Regional Office. Crocker-Bedford 
is then subjected to the worst performance evaluations of his career. His supervisors are 
now seeking to revise his performance criteria around highly subjective factors to 
promote greater team-play. 

Significantly, several of the other Forest Service ologists involved in the suppressed VPC 
report have since transferred off the Tongass. A number of the remaining scientists are 
being subjected to a variety of adverse actions by Tongass management. 

B. UNNAMED 'RESOURCE PERSONNEL', CLEARWATER NATIONAL FOREST 
(REGION 1, IDAHO) 

Another highly politicized resource battleground within the Forest Service are the former 
timber 'breadbasket' forests of western Montana and the Idaho Panhandle. The 
Clearwater National Forest is one of several Forests in the Region which 'crashed', 
hitting the wall of lower timber harvests. In 1992 the Clearwater harvested only 27 million 
board teet of timber, little more than a third of its timber target that year of 75 million 
board feet. A similar pattern of dramatically lower than projected harvests occurred that 
year in 11 of the Region's 13 Forests. 

A Regional Office Management Review of the situation requested by the Clearwater 
Forest Supervisor concluded that the problem was the 'resource personnel' (i.e, the 
biologists, hydrologists, etc.) who should be made 'collectively accountable' for the 
failure to meet timber targets. At the same time research work on the Clearwater 
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indicating that 71 percent of watersheds on that Forest were so damaged already as to 
be in violation of Forest Plan standards was ordered stopped. 

Only an aggressive public campaign by AFSEEE prevented what most observers felt was 
imminent transfer or demotion of the core scientific staff on the forest. The senior 
biologist on staff subsequently retired citing impossible working eonditions, lack of 
management support and frustration at the continuing failure to address · deteriorating 
resource conditions. · · 

C. SUPPRESSION OF INDEPENDENT RESEARCH 

The treatment of Dr. Peter Stacey, a professor of wildlife biology at the University of 
Nevada at Reno, by. the· Forest Service has stimulated considerable comment. StaceY 
had for years conducted, bird research in National Forests and in 1992 was in the midst 
of a major study on MeXican spotted owls when he was confronted by armed Forest 
Service officials who threatened Stacey and his research team with arrest if they did not 
leave the Gila National Forest within 24 hours. Stacey was cited for doing •unauthorized 
research' for failure to apply for a 'special use permit" although none' had ever previously 
been required. The new• Forest Service research permit conditions would have. severely 
limited Dr. ~·s access to research sites and would give the Forest Service the right 
to cancel the permit, without cause, at any time. 

While the final outcome of the Stacey case is pending, a number of other academic 
scientists are reporting to GAP new Forest Service restrictions on independent research. 
In one very recent case, a reputable botanist on the faculty of a major research university 
working under contract to another federal agency and in posseSsion of a state 
endangered plant species collection permit was barred from two National Forests in 
Region 9. This researcher has been told that a special Forest Service permit will be 
required for any plant collection but the process for obtaining such a permit has not 
been spelled out. Significantly, however, timber sales in both of these Forests have 
successfully been appealed because of rare or endangered plants have been discovered 
in the proposed harvest areas. 

On March 23, 1993, twenty three top conservation biologists and resource 
scientists wrote an open letter to Vice President Albert Gore, Jr., which read: 

"[W]e are concerned by recent actions taken by the U.S. Forest Service to 
suppress scientific studies and penalize scientists and resource professionals 
whose findings do not lend support to current timber programs .... (T]he Forest 
Service has, in several instances, attempted to alter the findings of scientists and 
resource specialists in order to meet commodity targets set by the agency or 
Congress ... .We believe that this systemic problem in current Forest Service 
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management is the largest single obstacle facing you as you steer the 
Administration along a new path toward sustainable national resource 
management. Failure to correct these problems will undermine your every effort." 

To my knowledge, this letter has yet to be answered. 

Ill. HOLD MANAGERS ACCOUNTABLE 

The flip side of whistleblower protection is addressing the problems which led the 
employee to risk his or her career. When waste, fraud or abuse is uncovered, the Forest 
Service has not been notable for holding responsible managers accountable for their 
actions. Ironically, disciplinary processes in the Forest Service are often used for the 
perverse purpose of removing good managers, silencing critics, and spreading 
intimidation. 

The profile of cases that follows illustrates how accountability within the Forest 
Service is turned on its head. Outrageous conduct goes unpunished or, in some cases, 
is actually rewarded. Conscientious managers are subject to arbitrary removal. 

A. ERNIE NUNN---SUPERVISOR, HELENA NATIONAL FOREST, AND CURT 
BATES-FORMER SUPERVISOR, CUSTER NATIONAL FOREST (REGION 1, MONTANA) 

In 1989 the Forest Supervisors of Region 1 jointly submitted a letter to the then Chief of 
the Forest Service, F. Dale Robertson. The first signature on the letter was from the 
Regional Forest, John Mumma. The letter, called the "Sunbird Letter' after the Arizona 
resort where they presented it to the Chief, warned that the Forest Service had lost sight 
of its stewardship mission and had become an organization out of control. It is an 
understatement to say that the letter was not well received. 

Two years later, John Mumma was removed as Regional Forester. In that same year, a 
directive to remove Ernie Nunn, the man Mumma recruited as the Supervisor of the 
Helena National Forest, was withdrawn as a result of considerable public outcry on 
behalf of Nunn. 

In the period following the inauguration of the Clinton Administration, a moratorium on 
high level personnel transfers was instituted in most agencies, including the Forest 
Service, so as to give new Clinton appointees time to evaluate existing operations and 
personnel. One exception to this moratorium in the Forest Service was disciplinary 
moves. That June, while the moratorium was still in effect, Ernie Nunn and Curt Bates, 
Supervisor of the Custer National Forest, were notified that they were to give up their 
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Bill Shoaf, a 15 year Forest Service veteran, had served as the interdisciplinary team (10 
team) leader for long-term timber sale projects on the T ongass National Forests for three 
years. In the summer of 1991, Shoaf wrote a report to his superiors that a Notice of 
Intent to prepare a major timber sale was illegal in that it dramatically understated the 
size of the unit slated to be harvested. After having his objections consistently ignored 
by his superiors, he submitted a letter of comment as a private citizen on the very 
Environmental Impact Statement that his own 10 Team had prepared. 

Shoaf's letter of comment caused a lot of comment, as well for calls for an investigation 
whether Shoaf's charges were true. No investigation was conducted. No one on the 
Forest even addressed Shoaf's concerns. 

As Shoaf's 10 Team begin preparing for the largest timber sale in the nation, the Central 
Prince of Wales Island sale, Shoaf concluded that not only was the same type of illegal 
1.1nit expansion taking place on the project but that estimates of harvestable timber were 
grossly exaggerated. In fact, Shoaf concluded that the extensive nature of the reliance 
on false data placed the Forest Plan itself in violation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act, the National Forest Management Act, the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act 
and the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

On June 14, 1993, Shoaf's immediate supervisor, Dave Arrasmith, issued a written 
direction that Shoaf and the 10 Team not disclose any of these matters to the public and 
instead rely on the inflated timber supply estimation which Shoaf's team had 
documented as unsustainable. With the assistance of AFSEEE and GAP, Shoaf filed a 
formal 'Whistleblower disclosure" with the Office of Special Counsel documenting this 
pattern of illegalities and mismanagement on the Tongass. After reviewing the 
submission, the Special Counsel determined that Shoaf's disclosures had "a substantial 
likelihood of validity' and ordered the U.S. Department of Agriculture to investigate. 

The Department of Agriculture requested an extension until January 1994 before even 
beginning an inquiry. 

In the meantime, Bill Shoaf waits. For three years he has been trying to get someone to 
pay attention to what was happening on the Tongass. Shoaf has been removed as 10 
Team leader and stripped of any real responsibility. In his words, "I have a paycheck but 
not a job.' In his timber dependent community, Shoaf attracts a lot of attention. He 
avoids public gatherings and has even been hassled while shopping for groceries. 

The same managers who approved and, in some cases, ordered the use of false and 
misleading data in public documents to facilitate the timber sales are still in their 
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C. TWENTY FNE UNNAMED SPECIAL AGENTS (REGIONS 5 and 6, 
CALIFORNIA, OREGON AND WASHINGTON) 

Recently, Congress mandated the formation of a separate law enforcement program 
within the Forest Service. Under the "stovepipe' requirements, the approximately 160 
Special Agents (detective level investigators) and 500 Law Enforcement Officers 
(uniformed peace officers) were removed from the authority of line managers, such as 
District Rangers and Forest Supervisors and placed in their own chain of command 
reporting directly to the Chief. 

In making this change Congress reacted to a flood of stories of management 
interference with law enforcement investigations, particularly investigations into timber 
theft. These stories were documented in General Accounting Office reports and 
Congressional studies and depicted on several network television news magazines as 
well as many newspaper and magazine articles and, finally, detailed by Special Agents 
testifying under oath before several Congressional Committees. Besides timber theft, 
accounts by Special Agents of interference included cover-ups of rank corruption, such 
as use of tax funds to pay for prostitutes, widespread illegality, such as the routine use 
of undocumented workers on Forest Service reforestation and brush removal crews, and 
violations of public trust, such as falsifying responses to requests for documents under 
the Freedom oflnformation Act. 

The extent of ongoing timber theft that was tolerated within the Forest Service is 
staggering. Forest Service official estimates say that timber theft from National Forests 
ranges trom $10 million to $100 million each year, unofficial estimates run even higher. 
As much as one dollar out of ten from our public timber program may be stolen. Yet, 
even more staggering, is that these thefts have been going on for decades. Timber theft 
is not reflected in Forest Plans. Some designated reserves are nonexistent because they 
have been taken while the Forest Service deliberately looked the other way. 

The Forest Service vigorously opposed the law enforcement stovepipe plan. One top 
Forest Service official even helped direct letters of opposition by timber executives to key 
Senators. While ultimately unsuccessful in Congress, line managers in the Forest Service 
have shifted venues to fighting the bureaucratic implementation and budgeting for the 
new program. 

What remains unclear is whether a single manager will suffer even the mildest reprimand 
for their role in the timber theft and other cases documented by these Special Agents. 

The foregoing cases are offered to show that within the Forest Service there is 
little effort to get to the root of problems. Investigative resources and merit system 
sanctions are employed in petty vendettas while millions of dollars of timber is stolen. 
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little effort to get to the root of problems. Investigative resources and merit system 
sanctions are employed in petty vendettas while millions of dollars of timber is stolen. 
Serious allegations made by its own employees are stonewalled. The careers of good 
people are ruined but nothing is ever done to the retaliator. 

The Forest Service's lack of accountability has taken a cancerous toll on the 
public credibility of its top management. In my view, one motivation for not drawing the 
new Chief from the ranks of the Senior Executive Service within the Forest Service is that 
the top management of the agency has been complicit in misconduct of a bewildering 
variety for so long that it is justifiably discredited and mistrusted. The only path back to 
credibility is to make accountability concrete in specific cases and not just a dictum. 

CONCLUSION 

GAP would like to join AFSEEE in urging that current Forest. Service gag orders 
be rescinded. We would also join in AFSEEE's call for protections for whistleblowers and 
for safeguards enabling scientists to pursue and publish needed research even when the 
findings or implications of research are politically inconvenient. 

We are graatly encouraged and hopeful that the new Chief of the Forest Service 
will meaningfully address the issues raised by this testimony. There have been memos, 
policies, and directives from the Chief's Office before to the effect that retaliation against 
whistleblowers will not be condoned. Tolerance for divergent scientific and policy points 
of view has for years been enshrined in the Forest Service Manual. We are anxious to 
see how official policy is actualized in the many individual cases awaiting decision. 

The Forest Service professionals with whom we at GAP feel honored to work love 
the Forest Service and want to be proud of it once again. There are many conscientious 
and concerned ologists, foresters, technicians, and law enforcement personnel who want 
to help reform the agency to which they have dedicated their professional lives. 

Thank you again for inviting my testimony. If I can provide any additional 
information about these issues, I would be happy to work with you and your staff. 
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REFORM OF- THE FOREST SERVICE 

Mr. Chairman, I am Doug Crandall, Assistant VJCe President, Public Forestry, of 
the American Forest & Paper Associathn (AF&PA). I appreciate the opportunity to 
address you here today. 

My testimony is presented on behalf of the American Forest & Paper 
Association. AF&PA is the national trade association of the forest, pulp, paper, 
paperboard, and wood products industry. AF&PA represents member companies 
engaged in the growing, harvesting, and processing of wood and wood fiber, and the 
manufacture of pulp, paper, and paperboard products from both virgin and recycled 
fiber, and solid wood products. Of the association's 400-plus company members, 
approximately 260 are solid wood manufacturers. The association is also the umbrella 
for more than 60 affiliate member associations that reach out to more than 10,000 
companies. 

AF&PA members make an important contribution to the U.S. economy. They 
employ 1.6 million people, enjoy annual sales in excess of $200 billion, and have 
facilities in all fifty States. AF&PA members account for over 7 percent of the U.S. 
manufacturing output , producing goods and nurturing a resource which enhances 
the daily lives of all Americans. 

Forltt Health and Timber Supply Indicate a Nttd for Change 

The trendy words, dysfunctional and gridlock, do a fair jOb of describing the 
Forest Service of the 90's. As a result of our national forests being managed less by 
professional foresters than the courts, we are seeing the ability of the Forest Service 
to achieve its mission of "caring for the land and serving people" severely restricted. 

ThiS legal gridlock is pervasive across Forest Service programs, but is most 
noticeable in two areas: 

First, forest health problems are spreading in fiNery region. Insect and disease 
epidemics and catastrophic fires are occurring at an escalating rate. · Our 
knowledge of these problems, while incomplete, is sufficient to the degree that 
we can address and ameliorate them - with active hands on management. 
Foreat health must be a priority In any dlacuaalon of the future of the 
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Forest Service. 

Second, the Forest Service timber sale program is in a free fall. Attached to 
this testimony is a graphic review of the Forest Service timber sale program. 
Figures one, two, and three clearly show the plummeting timber sale program. 
Figure four shows the resulting train wreck; volume of timber under contract at 
a desperately low level. Figure four shows why about 150 mills have shut down 
in the west in the last two years and why hundreds more will be lost in the next 
two years. 

While reasonable people tould have -disagreed over land allocations and sale 
levels during the eighties, the resulting correction went way beyond any 
reasonable person's expectations. In an over zealous attempt to modify sale 
levels, the entire timber sale mechanism was derailed, legally and politically. 
Extrapolating out the trends on the graphs for another two years shows the 
disaster complete. If moved upon quickly, a portion of this disaster can be 
averted •• for all the right reasons: 

+ In the U.S. today we have more forested acres than we did fifty years 
ago, and we are growing 37 percent more than is being harvested. We are the 
world's most successful tree growers, have some of the most productive forest soils 
on earth, and have the best forest practices. 

+ Approximately one-third of the United States is owned by the Federal 
Government. Of that, the Forest Service manages 46 percent of the nation's inventory 
of softwood sawtimber, yet these lands have traditionally provided only 24 percent of 
the annual harvest of softwood sawtimber-- dropping to 15 percent last year. 

+ Abundant examples internationally have made it clear that a healthy and 
competitive economy must have a strong manufacturing component. In the United 
States the forest products industry plays an important role in this capacity by directly 
employing over 1.5 million people and by producing more than 7 percent of the total 
manufacturing income of the country. 

+ Wood products are far more desirable from an environmental standpoint 
than are its substitutes. Wood is renewable, reusable, and recyclable. Energy 
consumption for the production of wood products is, on average, seven times less 
than for wood substitutes such as aluminum, steel, concrete, or plastic. 

+ In recent years, timber price trends have continued to rise to record high 
levels. Studies by the National Association of Home Builders conclude that a 20 
percent price increase in wood construction products will force 65,000 families 
annually out of the new home market. 
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t International demand for wood products is increasing at an Increasing 
rate. The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) forecasts a global 
increase in demand lor forest products of 40 percent by the year 201 0. 

The Forest Service's encounter with gridlock Is keeping national forest 
lands from supplying their responsible share of forest resources to the American 
public. The resulting timber supply shol1age Is reducing U.S. manufacturing 
capability, wreaking economic and human havoc In thousende of rural 
communities, driving up the U.S. trade deficit, forcing consumers to buy wood 
substitutes that are environmentally Ia .. preferable, and making It much more 
expensive for Americans to buy a home. 

Supplying a dependable and sustainable level of timber outputs to meet 
the wood end fiber demands of the American people must also be a fundamental 
component of any discussion about the future of the Forest Service. 

This hearing over the Mure of the Forest Service is timely considering the 
urgency of the situation from the standpoints of forest health and timber supply. For 
the sake of this discussion the American Forest & Paper Association offers the 
following recommendations. 

Reinventing the Forest Service 

AF&PA strongly supports the Administration's current reinvention efforts within the 
Forest Service as a means to reunite and redirect the agency. There has been an 
unmistakable identity crisis within the Forest Service from the lack of strong leadership 
and solidarity of purpose which has allowed a series of competing and divisive 
subcultures to be formed. Any serious reinvention, therefore, dictates a reevaluation 
of what it is the Forest Service does and how it does it. This will require a solid 
dedication from all levels of the organization to: (1) determine what the goals of a 
reinvented Forest Service should be; (2) evaluate each agency program in lieu of 
those goals; (3) make the necessary program and policy changes; and (4) generate 
support and a clear common vision of the goals among agency staff. 

These steps need to begin relatively quickly as the agency Is already being 
haphazardly restructured due to budget cuts •• without any guidance from a 
comprehensive plan or list of goals. The result of this uncontrolled restructuring will 
be a continuation of forest management gridlock, and a furthering of economic and 
ecologic degradation. 
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Ecosystem Management 

One of the primary aspects of reinvention needs to be the implementation of 
ecosystem management as a process for developing and maintaining forest health. 
Anne Heissenbuttel will go into that in more detail during her testimony. 

Restructure !he Agency 

Another basic aspect of ~:einvention will be the actual restructuring of the Forest 
Service into a more streamlined organization. The Forest Service has four major 
layers of administration: ranger districts, forests, regions, and the Washington office. 
Each of these layers has its own sub-layers. 

Three major developments of the past decade have made this structure 
outmoded: (1) advances in communications make it as easy to send a memo or map 
across the country as across the hall; (2) the expanded role of the courts in forest 
planning and operations makes it far more important than in the past for Forest 
Service policy to be precise, consistent and appropriately documented, with the 
consequence that much greater direction and coordination, especially as to process, 
is required; (3) federal budget strictures compel the agency to become more 
administratively efficient. 

As a result: (1) geographic proximity is no longer required for efficient 
communications; (2) the present heavily layered structure is obstructing precise and 
uniform direction needed to satisfy legal requirements; (3) an eJ<.cessive proportion of 
agency funds are being spent on administration rather than direct program use; (4) 
district and forest staff are spending a disproportionate amount of time in the office 
rather than in the field; and (5) every layer has accumulated its own complement of 
technical experts ("ologists") causing much duplication of effort, 

Therefore, the Forest Service should streamline its operations by reducing 
its major layers of administration to at most three, or perhaps two. As part of that 
reduction, numerous office locations should be closed, consolidated or moved. 

A Blue Ribbon "Base Closing" Commission 

AF&PA recommends that a blue-ribbon commission be established to 
make the streamlining recommendations, and that these recommendations be 
accepted or rejected as a whole. 

This mechanism would help to assure that choices are made on a basis of a 
coherent plan to achieve over-all efficiency, rather than being merely a sum total of 

4 
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External Communication Needs 

Various aspects of the agency still sustain a significant level of credibility with 
the public that need to be used to spearhead a campaign to build public awareness 
of forest management. These assets include, but are not limited to, local field 
personnel and scientists, symbols (e.g. Smokey the BePr), and a solid history of 
effective stewardship. 

The agency should develop a more aggressive approach toward informing the 
often emotional public debate on forestry issu~s with the relevant facts. The 
professional esteem' and technical expertise of the Forest Service should be more 
actively engaged in the process of informing the interested public (i.e. the agency's 
•customers") about the rudiments of forest resource management. The agency 
ahouldn't abdicate Its reaponalbllltles to educate the public and to defend 
pollclea and practicea which are justified by acientiflc practice and profeaalonal 
experience. 

Develop a Federal Commission to Review Environmental Laws and Regulations 

Although federal commissions, such as the Outdoor Recreation Resources 
Review Commission (ORRRC) and the Public Land Law Review Commission (PLLRC), 
have met with varying degrees of success, this is clearly the level at which a review of 
federal environmental laws and regulations must take place. Since conflicting laws 
and regulations are a direct result of congressional intervention it will take this kind of 
congressional commitment ~ there is to be any chance of resolution. 

The Forest Service must comply with a number of interrelating and conflicting 
laws and regulations addressing environmental and land management concerns. 
While each law was passed to address one or more issues related to national forest 
or federal land management, inherent conflicts among the statutes were often not fully 
understood or, in some cases, did not develop until the agency's interpretation and 
implementation of the laws came into question. In addition, many of the agency's 
implementing regulations were written to achieve specific objectives without full 
consideration of the broader statutory direction. 

In order to make the Forest Service ''work better and cost less," the first 
directive of this type of commission would be to do a preliminary review with the 
Forest Service to determine how laws and regulations are hindering or preventing the 
agency from achieving its goals. 

Next, at a minimum, the commission should undertake a comprehensive 
evaluation of the interrelationships between the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 
1960 (MUSY), the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Forest and 
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Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA). the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). 
The review may identify other applicable laws which should be included as weD. The 
review should identify conflicting prOVisions among the laws themselves, as well as 
circumstances where agency interpretation and direction have subsequently created 
the conflict. In particular, the review must focus on those relationships and conflicts 
which have effectively prevented timely and cost-effective land management, including 
forest planning, plan implementation, and NEPA compliance, In recent years. 

Finally. the commission would craft and present legislation in acoordance with 
the findings of the study. 

Conclusion 

Of all the problems the Forest Service has; one of tham is not a lack of highly 
qualified foresters who take thair charge of stewardship of the land very seriously. 
What is the problem is that these people aren't allowed to do their jobs. One of the 
key principles in AI Gore's National Performance Review is "Empowering Employees to 
Get Results" and states that "effective entrepreneurial governments transform their 
cultures by decentralizing authority. They empower those who work on the front lines 
to make more of their own decisions and solve more of thair own problems." 

In 1985 the Forest Service published a task force study on agency communications 
and awareness. Here are some conclusions from the report; they should sound 
familiar. "There is a belief that the Forest Service is burdened with an overly complex 
planning process which has not resulted in signifiCant contributions to •on the ground" 
management. Many of those interviewed also expressed concern that the Forest 
Service has become too process oriented, citing the appeals and contracting 
procedures as examples. This has consumed time, energy, and limited resources at 
the expense of getting the job done on the ground." 

"There is widespread concern about the declining ability of the District Ranger to make 
decisions and effectively complete •on the ground" work. As perceived, this is brought 
about by an erosion of decision authority, complex and overly burdensome 
environmental assessment requirements. excessive paperwork leading to limited field 
[work] for the District ranger and key staff, and loss of effective contact with 
"grassroots" constituency." 

These concerns, though prevalent throughout the agency for many years, have gone 
largely unnoticed. The Mure success of the Forest Service in developing and 
conserving forest health and in maintaining a dependable and sustainable level of 

'7 
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timber outputs will depend primarily on two things: the agency's ability to empower 
the people on the front lines, and the willingness of the Administration, Congress, and 
the leadership of the Forest Service to work together to provide consistent national 
direction and support to those implementing agency goals on the ground. This Ia not 
Juat an opportunity but an obligation - to reinvigorate an agenC!! that haa an 
lmmenae rllponalblllty to aoclaty. AF&PA atands ready to ... lat In any -y this 
committee would find uaeful. 

8 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD 
OF 

DR. WILLIAM MCKll.LOP 
PROFESSOR OF FOREST ECONOMICS 
COLLEGE OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 

HEARING ON MANAGEMENT REDIRECTION ON THE NATIONAL FORESTS 

Introduction 

BEFORE THE 
NATIONAL PARKS, FOREST AND PUBLIC LANDS 

SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FEBRUARY 1, 1994 

My name is Dr William McKillop I am Professor of Forest Economics in the College of 
Natural Resources, University of California, Berkeley. I have authored over 100 research 
publications and conference papers in the area of forest and natural resource economics. 
Prior to joining the UC Berkeley faculty in 1964, I was a research officer with the 
Canadian Forestry Service. In addition, I have undertaken temporary assignments with a 
number of national and international organizations, including the United Nations and the 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service. A major focus of my research and teaching is analysis of the 
economic effects of changes in forest policy. Recently, I have engaged in a number of 
activities related to the effects of restricting timber output in California and the Pacific 
Northwest, including a study for the State of Washington, service as an expert witness for 
the U.S Bureau of Land Management in its Spotted Owl petition to the Endangered 
Species Committee, and Chair of the Oregon Lands Coalition Socio-economic Panel 
which reviewed President Clinton's Forest Plan. 
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The Economic Effects of Management Redirection on the 
National Forests 

William McKillop, Professor of Forest Economics 
CoUege of Natural Resources, Univenity of California, Berkeley 

February 2, 1994 

Executive summary 

This report analyses the economic effects of management redirection on the National . 
Forests. It focuses on a range of economic effects relating to: (a) outlook for government 
revenues, (b) effects on U.S. consumers, and (c) regional non-timber activities suc:h.as 
recreation and tourism, service employment in forestry, marketing of special' for~st' 
products, and commercial fisheries . To demonstrate the consequences ofnianagernent 
redirection it uses, as a case study, the effects of adopting the Forest Ecosystem · 
Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) option 9 on the National Forests of California 
and the Pacific Northwest in the region of the Northern spotted owl. ThCre will be:similar 
types of effects for other National'Forests such as those in the California ·sierra Ne\lada if 
proposed management plans for the California spotted owl are implemented. . . · 

Baseline harvest levels 

The social and economic costs of management redirection on the National Forests can be 
gauged only by comparing proposed timber harvest levels to a baseline aliemative which 
reflected concern for local commuiuties and regional economies. 

The most appropriate baseline period for assessing the effects of redirection is the ten-year 
period, I 980 through 1989. 

Reductions in timber outputs 

Management redirection under FEMA T option 9 would result in a federal scheduled 
timber harvest level in the owl region of 1.084 billion board feet (Bbf) per year. This is 
lower by 3.440 Bbf (76 percent) than the 1980-89 average federal harvest level of 4.524 
Bbf . 

FEMA T assumed that the three-state owl region net timber harvest decrease under option 
9 will be 3.065 billion board feet because nonfederal harvests will rise in response to 
decreases in the federal cut. This assumption is untenable. Environmental constraints and 
lack of mature growing stock will prevent increases in the overall level of private harvests. 

Decreases in regional employment and income 

The 3. 440 billion board feet reduction in federal timber harvests resulting from 
management redirection under option 9 will result in the loss of 34 thousand jobs in the 

2 
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timber industry and a loss of38 thousand other jobs in Washington, Oregon and 
California, for a total loss in employment of 1f thouSIIICI jobs. 

There will be a corresponding reduction in regional income of$1.7 billion per year. 

The above estimates do not include job losses due to reductions in reforestation and other 
silvicultural activities. Olson and Maki included the effect of those reductions in their 
estimate of 81.5 thousand lost jobs. 

Losses to federal, state ud local covemmeot 

The loss in net timber sale receipts to the U.S. Treasury will be $289 million per year due 
to management redirection under option 9. 

This will result in a reduction in federal payments in-lieu-of-taxes to counties and school 
districts of $209 million per year. 

There will be losses of over $5 million per year in sales taxes and over $6 million per year 
in timber yield (excise) taxes in California and Washington. 

State personal and business income tax receipts will decrease by $56 million per year. 
Federal income tax receipts will drop by $117 million per year. 

Unemployment compensation payments to cover laid-off workers for a twelve-month 
period will be $746 million. Costs of supplementary programs to assist the unemployed 
will be additional and substantial 

Consumer losses 

Data in the FEMAT report permit a conservative estimate of longer term losses to U.S. 
consumers due to management redirection under option 9 of$1 .2 billion per year because 
of higher timber prices. 

In the shorter term, annual losses to consumers because of higher lumber and plywood 
prices will be almost $3 billion in each of the next several years. 

If timber outputs in other regions do not increase in response to the decline in West Coast 
harvests, as FEMA T suggests, the annual $3 billion consumer loss could continue 
indefinitely. 

Aggregate national losses 

Aggregate national losses due to decrease in regional income and losses to consumers 
from higher wood product prices will amount to $4.6 billion per year in the initial years of 
management redirection under option 9. This level of aggregate loss could continue 

01130/94 
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indefinitely if other regions are unable to increase timber output to panially compensate 
for the reduction in Pacific Coast timber harvests. 

Land allocations 

The argument that the economic benefits of timber harvesting on the National Forests can 
be replaced by economic benefits from increased recreation or by setting aside more areas 
where timber harvesting is banned or severely restricted is false. 

Proponents of management redirection attribute to it economic effects of government 
expenditures that are more readily justifiable or more feasible under policies that permit 
1980-89levels of timber sales to continue. 

Timber harvesting is already precluded on 6.98 million acres of Congressionally­
withdrawn federal land which is 29 percent of the 24.26 million acres of federal land 
within the range of the Nonhem spotted owl. 

Harvesting is also precluded on 1.65 million acres that were administratively withdrawn 
during earlier forest planning effons. 

These Congressional and administrative withdrawals, totaling 8.63 million acres (36 
percent of the total federal acres) represent a substantial prior commitment to preserving 
natural ecosystems on the public forests. 

With management redirection under option 9, 9.28 million acres will be withdrawn from 
timber production to provide "late-successional reserves" and "riparian reserves", in 
addition to 8.63 million acres in Congressionally and administratively withdrawn status. 

Timber harvesting will thus be precluded on 17.91 million acres (74 percent) of federal 
lands in the owl region, and will be subject to intense regulation on the remaining acreage. 

On-site recreation 

Claims are made that there will be advantages to increasing non-motorized recreation 
opponunities at the expense of recreation opponunities that are motorized or require 
vehicular access. These are based on estimates of values (average willingness-to-pay) per 
visit whose reliability and validity are highly suspect. 

For example, FEMAT uses a value per daily visit of$35.86 for hiking, biking, 
horsebacking and other "nonmotorized visits". It is inconceivable that this type of 
recreationist would be willing to pay such a large fee per daily visit. 

Optimal allocation of forestland should be based on the benefits that are provided per acre 
in each use. On the basis of recreational value per acre, the FEMAT repon shows that 
vehicular-based recreation is a superior form of land use. 

4 01130/94 
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The vast majority of persons who use the National Forests require roads for pursuing 
fishing, hunting and general recreation activities; and most back-country users need access 
by road to the trailhead. Without timber harvesting, most National Forest roads would not 
have been built. 

Vehicular-based recreation and timber harvesting are joint and complementary uses of the 
federal forests. Claims of unsatisfied demand for nonmotorized recreation opportunities is 
not a legitimate basis for adopting management redirection. 

Sport fishing 

It is distinctly misleading to imply that current timber harvesting creates a problem with 
regard to fish habitat. The effect on fisheries of management redirection will be little 
different than would occur with maintenance of timber sales programs at the 1980-89 
level. 

Tourism 

It is improper to claim that management redirection will increase tourism. An objective 
appraisal would find that it will have no significant beneficial effect relative to recent 
policies. 

Discussions, such as in the FEMA T report, of potential tourist activity under redirection 
fail to acknowledge that the bulk ofrecreationists on BLM and U.S. Forest Service 
forestland are regional residents. An increase in attendance at new or expanded recreation 
areas will come mainly through reduction in attendance at other areas. Thus there will be 
no net increase in overall economic benefits to the region from levels of recreation under 
the FEMAT alternatives as implied in the report. 

Furthermore, wage scales for employment in sectors of the economy catering to tourists 
and other recreationists are much less than timber industry rates so there is no possibility 
that tourism and recreation activities will provide alternative employment for laid-off 
timber workers. Wage scales in the timber industry are probably double those in economic 
sectors catering to tourism. 

A report published by the Southeast Women's Employment Coalition refers to the 
promotion of tourism as a "flawed economic development strategy" because it provides 
only low-paying jobs of a seasonal nature. Tourism is an useful component of the 
economy of any region but it is totally misleading to pretend that tourism will increase if 
option 9 type of management redirection takes place on the National Forests of Northern 
California and the Pacific Northwest Even if it did, it would not provide meaningful 
employment opportunities for displaced timber workers. 
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Service employment in forestry 

As FEMA T correctly notes, the decline in timber harvesting under redirection will • greatly 
diminish the need for forestry services workers• for reforestation and timber stand 
improvement work. 

FEMAT, however, claims that wildlife surveys and watershed assessments, as well as 
"some recommendations for watershed restoration and forest stand improvement will 
likely help offset some of the declines in the forestry services sector - and potentially 
increase empl ... yment in the sector•. It is improper to suggest that these activities will 
increase employment in the sector. 

FEMA T notes that costs for these projects would be substantial. No meaningful analysis 
has been made of potential funding sources . The fact that these projects have not been 
undenaken in the past indicates that they were not competitive in the budget allocation 
process. It is obvious, in the face of continuing federal budget deficits and reduced timber 
revenues, that they will be substantially less competitive in the future. 

Funherrnore, wage scales for employment on forest rehabilitation projects are much less 
than timber industry rates so there is very little chance that such projects will provide 
meaningful opponunities for the many thousands of laid-off timber workers. 

Special forest products 

It is unlikely that the overall supply of special forest products such as floral greens, 
Christmas ornamentals and wild edible mushrooms will increase under management 
redirection. 

Proponents of redirection, such as FEMA T, fail to acknowledge that timber and many 
special products are complementary rather than competitive in their production and that 
special products harvesters require access by road to successfully pursue their activities. 
Thus redirection may reduce, rather than increase, the overall level of activity in the 
special forest products industry. 

Commercial fisheries 

Proponents of redirection, such as FEMA T, say that improved watershed and management 
policies may aid fish stocks in the longer term. A more accurate statement would be that 
current logging and road-building practices do not significantly affect fish habitat and that 
watershed improvements could be undenaken without reducing recent levels oftimber 
harvest. 

As early as 1968, VanHyning pointed out that an increase in ocean fishing was the major 
factor in the decline of the fall chinook run. Kaczynski and Palmisano (I 992) indicate that 
modem timber harvesting practices have a very minor effect on salmon stocks. 
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Advene environmental impacts 

Management redirection on the National Forests will have large and negative 
environmental impacts at the national and global levels, including impacts on global 
biodiversity. 

Increased pressure on the sensitive boreal forests of Siberia and the tropical forests of 
Malaysia and Indonesia will occur because of reduction in timber harvests on the U .S. 
National Forests. 

There will be serious effects on global environmental quality and biodiversity because 
timber harvesting in those regions is not subject to the stringent forest practice regulations 
in force in the US. 

Reductions in U.S . timber harvests will lead to increased use of wood substitutes, such as 
steel, aluminum and concrete, with environmental impacts that will be adverse and 
substantial . 

It has been conclusively established that wood has a substantial advantage in relation to 
other materials in terms of energy consumption per unit of finished product 

Because of the low energy intensity of wood-based materials, comparatively little carbon 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides are released in producing them. 

The use of non-renewable structural materials such as steel, aluminum, concrete, brick or 
plastics in place of wood products in construction will result in a substantial increase in 
energy demand . 

One must ask whether a U.S. policy designed to create a pristine domestic environment 
through continued and increasing reliance on other regions of the world for raw materials 
is ethically and morally defensible. 
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Introduction 

This report analyses the economic effects of management redirection on the National 
Forests. It focuses on a range of economic effects relating to: (a) outlook f'lr government 
revenues, (b) effects on U.S. consumers, and (c) regional non-timber activities such as 
recreation and tourism, service employment in forestry, marketing of special forest 
products, and commercial fisheries. To demonstrate the consequences of management 
redirection it uses, as a case study, the effects of adopting FEMAT (Forest Ecosystem 
Management Assessment Team 1993) option 9 on the National Forests ofCanfornia and 
the Pacific Northwest in the region of the Northern spotted owl. There will be similar 
types of effects for other National Forests such as those in the California Sierra Nevada if 
proposed management plans for the California spotted owl are implemented . 

Outlook for government revenues 

Baseline harvest levels 

A major change in the ability C'f the federal agencies to manage lands under their 
jurisdiction within the range of the Northern spotted owl occurred in 1989 with the 
decision of the U.S. District Court for Western Washington regarding of the adequacy of 
the U.S. Forest Service environmental impact statement for its spotted owl management 
option. Therefore, the most appropriate baseline period for assessing the effects of 
management redirection under FEMA T options is the ten-year period, 1980 through 1989. 

The period 1980-89 contains a range of highs and lows in forest product markets. It is 
equivalent in length to the I 0-year period used by the U.S. Forest Service in calculating 
decade-by-decade sustainable levels of allowable sale quantities on the National Forests. 

Federal timber harvesting in the period 1980-89 was conducted under comprehensive and 
detailed land use plans of the U.S. Forest Service and U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
which ensured a supply of timber on a sustained yield basis, and struck a balance between 
protecting natural ecosystems and meeting the obligations of these agencies to support 
local and re!!ional economies. 

After 1989, in response to political pressures as well as court decisions, the U.S. Forest 
Service and Bureau of Land Management initiated substantial replanning efforts. It is 
important that the baseline alternative does not include the effects of these replanning 
efforts so that the full cumulative impacts of policy changes can be properly assessed . 

U.S. Forest Service Region 6 harvest levels in 1980-89 have been incorrectly 
characterized as record highs. Average harvests of the 1960's and the 1970's were higher 
than during the 1980's (Rasmussen 1993). 
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It is improper to claim that existing Forest Service management plans significantly 
overestimated the amount of timber available for harvest, and prescribed high harvest 
levels that could not be sustained. Harvest levels projected in existing plans were 
sustainable, given the land allocations pennitted prior to court decisions (Rasmussen 
1993a). 

Reductions in timber output under FEMAT option 9 

Management redirection unde. FEMA T option 9 will result in a federal schedule<> timber 
harvest level in the owl region of I .084 billion board feet (Bbf) per year. This is lower by 
3.440 Bbf (76 percent) than the 1980-89 average harvest level of 4.524 Bbf(forest 
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993). 

The FEMA T report implies that, if the federal cut is reduced, nonfederal harvest levels will 
increase in response. Close familiarity with California conditions indicates there will be no 
nonfederal increase in that state (Krumland and McKillop 1990). Analyses by Rasmussen 
(1993a, 1993b) properly conclude that there will be no significant increase in nonfederal 
timber harvests in Oregon and Washington in response to the decline in federal output. 

Among the factors limiting the first decade allowable sale quantities (ASQs) calculated for 
recently completed NFMA forest plans is the fact that the National forests have an 
unbalanced age class distribution. Under a non-declining harvest constraint, harvest during 
the first decade can be limited by the number of acres available for harvest in the future. 
Withdrawing a large number of additional acres for late-successional reserves and riparian 
reserves will likely exacerbate the effects of an unbalanced age class distribution 
(Rasmussen 1993a). 

FEMAT option 9 refers to an average federal cut of 1.2 billion board feet per year. This is 
based on the addition to the 1.084 Bbfmentioned above of some 116 million board feet of 
unscheduled timber harvest such as salvage cuts. This 116 million bf is not included in this 
analysis because information, such as its probable location, has not been made available. 

This analysis is, however, conservative with respect to the effect of the drop in harvest 
because it does not consider the lower quality of timber that will be produced under option 
9 relative to that which was harvested in the 1980-89 period. FEMA T estimates of 
employment per million bf (FEMA T table VI-14) are based on timber harvest and 
employment data for 1989-90. Timber harvested under the option 9 will provide less 
employment per minion bfthan timber harvested in 1989-90. The lower quality of timber 
will also dampen rises in stumpage prices anticipated by FEMA T . 

Decreases in reaional employment and income 

Using sub-regional estimates of timber industry employment per million board feet of 
timber harvested in FEMAT table VI-14, it is estimated that the 3.440 Bbfnet reduction in 
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cut resulting from management redirection under option 9 will result in the loss of 34 
thousand jobs in the timber industry. The July I, I 993 White House announcement of 
President Clinton's forest plan said that it "will directly impact 6,000 jobs". It appears that 
this 6 thousand job loss was derived by comparing the option to some alternative that 
already had incorporated in it a major degree of damage to the economy of the owl region, 
rather than comparing it to an alternative that represented a balance between biological 
and socio-economic concerns. In Washington, Oregon and California, timber industry job 
losses due to the option will be 7.4, 23 .8 and 2.6 thousand respectively. These estimates 
do not include losses in employment due to reductions in reforestation and other 
silvicultural activities. 

The FEMAT repon uses an employment multiplier of2.122, indicating that each timber 
industry job suppons just over one other "nonbasic" job in the rest of the economy. Use of 
this multiplier shows that management redirection under FEMA T option 9 will lead to a 
loss of38 thousand nontimber jobs and a total employment loss relative to 1980-89 of72 
thousand jobs in the regional economy. In Washington, Oregon and California, total job 
losses due to the option will be 16, SO and 6 thousand respectively. 

Olson and Maki (1993) estimate that 81 .5 thousand jobs will be lost under option 9. Their 
analysis included the loss of 6 thousand direct jobs and 6. 7 thousand indirect jobs due to 
reduced activity in the forestry services sector. Addition of job losses in this sector would 
significantly increase the estimate of 72 thousand lost jobs derived above. 

Data provided by Rasmussen et al . (1991) on average aMual earnings per job in 
Washington, Oregon and California were used to estimate that management redirection 
under FEMA T option 9 will lead to a reduction in payrolls of$1.6 billion per year for the 
three states combined. Losses to the individual states will be $393, 1092 and 130 million 
respectively. 

Reduction in total regional income will be exacerbated because of a loss in proprietors' 
income and net corporate earnings of some $58 million per year. The total loss in regional 
income will thus be almost S I. 7 billion per year. 

Revenue losses 

Neither the DSEIS (U.S. Forest Service and U.S. Bureau of Land Management 1993) nor 
the FEMAT Rcpon (Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993) provide 
information on 1980-89 average levels of gross and net timber receipts or disbursements 
to local governments in the owl region. However, rcpons by the U.S. Forest Service 
(1992) and the U.S. Bureau ofLand Management (1992) permit estimates to be made of 
these levels for the 1986-90 period. Management redirection under FEMAT option 9 will 
generate $355 million in gross annual timber sale receipts. This is $690 million less per 
year than was generated in 1986-90. 

II OI!JO~ 



259 

The loss in net receipts to the U.S. Treasury is estimated to be $290 million per year under 
the assumption that timber sales costs per million feet do not increase under FEMA T 
option 9. In fact, these costs wiD undoubtedly be much higher than they were in 1980-89. 
As a result, the loss to the Treasury will be significantly greater than $290 million per year. 

Federal payments "in-lieu of taxes" (PR.T) to local governments (counties and school 
districts) resulting from management redirection under option 9 will be $11 0 million per 
year. In 1986-90, they averaged approximately $319 million per year. Redirection, 
therefore, will result in a loss in revenue to counties and school districts from this source 
of$209 million per year relative to 1986-90. In Washington, Oregon and California, 
aMual PR. T losses will be $26, 172 and 12 million respectively. 

Losses in revenues from sales taxes, timber yield taxes, property taxes, personal income 
taxes and corporate income taxes are not estimated by the DSEIS or the FEMA T report 
but they, also, will be substantial. For example, on the basis of McKillop and Spri88s 
( 1993) it is estimated that there will be losses of approximately SS million per year in sales 
taxes and $6 million per year in timber yield (excise) taxes in California and Washington. 
(These taxes are not levied in Oregon). 

Annual reductions in personal and corporate income tax payments will also be substantial. 
Based on McKillop et al. ( 1993), it is conservatively estimated that management 
redirection under FEMA T option 9 will result in reductions in state personal income tax 
receipts of$51 .1 million per year in Oregon and $0.3 million per year in California. 
(Washington does not have a state personal income tax). Losses in state business tax 
receipts will be $1 .7 million in Washington, $2.4 million in Oregon and $0.2 million in 
California. · 

Based on McKillop et al. (1993), it is conservatively estimated that management 
redirection under option 9 will result in reductions in federal personal income tax receipts 
of S J 0 J million per year for the three-state region. Losses in federal corporate income tax 
receipts will be $16.3 million per year. 

Accentuating the burden of tax revenue losses, will be substantial increases in 
goverrunental costs to assist persons rendered unemployed by option 9. For example, on 
the basis of McKillop and SpriBSS (1993), it is estimated that unemployment compensation 
payments to cover laid-off workers for a twelve-month period will be $660 million. In 
Washington, Oregon and California payments will be $163, 525 and 58 million 
respectively. These amounts do not include costs of supplementary programs to assist the 
unemployed. Such costs will be substantial. 
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Effects on U.S. consumers 

On page Vl·38 FEMAT gives a very brief discussion of increased costs to consumers. 
Because consumer surplus is included in FEMA T estimates of recreational values, an 
objective, scientific analysis would include estimates oflosses in consumer surplus to 
buyers of wood products, but FEMA T pays no attention to this aspect. 

Although the FEMA T report fails to provide an estimate of aggregate losses to consumers 
it contains some information to permit an approximate estimate of them. 

As Schmal en see ( 1971 and 1976) indicates, losses in consumer welfare resulting from 
increases in wood prices may be estimated using changes in markets for primary goods 
such as standing timber (stumpage). The FEMA T report shows estimates of timber prices 
from runs of the TAMM model (Haynes and Adams 1985) for federal harvest levels of 1.0 
and 2. 5 Bbf This is a I . 5 Bbf difference in cut FEMA T option 9 reduction relative to the 
1980·89 average will be more than twice that A price change of twice the difference in 
prices for these alternative TAMM runs will be used as an estimate of the effect of the 
option on stumpage markets. An estimate of the resulting loss to consumers is obtained by 
multiplying this price change by the 1980-89 average harvest level (McKillop 1974). This 
results in a conservative estimate of losses to consumers of wood products at the national 
level of $1.2 billion per year in the first decade. Additional losses will occur in succeeding 
years. 

The above estimate of consumer loss is based on analyses which assume that increases in 
lumber shipments from other regions will offset the decline in West Coast production to a 
significant extent Even if such an increase is possible it will take time for adjustments to 
occur. An estimate ofimmediate losses to consumers because of the restriction in federal 
timber supply may be obtained in the following alternative way. Random Lengths ( 1993) 
provides monthly average composite prices for framing lumber in the U.S. (This 
underestimates the average price for all categories of lumber). The unweighted average 
increase in this composite price for January through April of 1993 versus 1992 was $136 
per thousand board feet (Mbf). The level of U.S. softwood lumber consumption for this 
period in 1993 was 14.653 billion board feet, and the levels ofU.S. housing starts for the 
first pan of the year are similar for 1992 and 1993 (Western Wood Products Association 
1993). A conservative estimate of the consequent loss to consumers in the January· April, 
1993 period is obtained by multiplying the price increase by the level of consumption 
(McKillop 1974). The consumer loss for the four month period is therefore estimated to 
be $2 -billion. 

The first four months of 1993 contained a spike in lumber prices due to the traumatic 
effects of court decisions and actions by federal agencies. By May, lumber markets had 
settled down and the average price for May, June and July 1993 was only $51 per Mbf 
greater than for the same period in 1992. This $5 I increase will be used as a measure of 
the medium tenn effect of timber sales restrictions in California, Oregon and Washington. 
T AMM model runs suggest that the average aMuallevel of U.S. softwood lumber 
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consumption for the next decade will be approximately 48 biUion board feet . On this basis, 
it is estimated that the annual loss to consumers will be approximately $2.46 billion in each 
of the next several years. If timber outputs in other regions do not intrease in response to 
the decline in West Coast harvests, as FEMA T suggests, this level of loss could continue 
indefinitely. 

The above estimates reflett increases in only softwood lumber prices. There will also be a 
significant loss in consumer welfare due to increases in softwood plywood prices. The 
Random Lengths average prite for 3/8" exterior CD plywood was used to estimate the 
effect on national plywood prices. This prite for May, June and July 1993 was $27 per 
thousand square feet (Msf) greater than for the same period in 1992. T AMM model runs 
suggest that the average annual level ofU.S. softwood plywood consumption for the next 
decade will be approximately 18 billion board feet . On this basis, it is estimated that the 
annual loss to consumers will be $490 million in each of the next several years. 

The total loss to consumers from increases in softwood lumber and plywood prices will 
therefore be $2.95 billion per year over the next several years, or beyond if other regions 
are unable to make up the losses in output due to management redirection that will occur 
in the-Northern spotted owl region. 

Alternatives to timber harvesting 

Introduction 

An attempt has made in recent years to argue that the economic benefits of timber 
harvesting on the National Forests can be replaced by economic benefits from increased 
recreation or by setting aside more areas where timber harvesting is banned or severely 
restricted. This argument is false. 

Proponents of redirection violate the basic principle of economic analysis that assessments 
of change should be "ceteris paribus" (holding other things equal). They attribute to it, 
economic effects that were already taking place under prior forest plans. They also 
attribute to it, economic effects of government expenditures that are more readily 
justifiable or more feasible under policies that permit 1980-89levels of timber sales to 
continue because they can be funded out of timber revenues rather than by increasing 
federal borrowing. 

Timber harvesting is already precluded on 6 . 98 million acres of Congressionally­
withdrawn federal land which is 29 percent of the 24.26 million acres of the federal land 
within the range of the Northern spotted owl. Harvesting is also already precluded on I .65 
million acres that were administratively withdrawn during earlier forest planning efforts 
(U.S. Forest Service and U.S. Bureau of Land Management 1993). 

14 0 1·'30'94 



262 

These Congressional and administrative withdrawals, totaling 8.63 million acres (36 
percent of the total federal acres), represent a substantial prior commitment to preserving 
natural ecosystems on the public forests . 

Funhermore, over the last twenty years or more, regulations governing timber harvesting 
and road building on federal lands have become increasingly more stringent to ensure 
adequate protection for water quality, fish habitat and soil productivity. Land use options 
that were in force prior to 1989 cannot legitimately be characterized as promoting timber 
production without regard to other values. 

With management redirection under FEMAT option 9, 9 .28 million acres will be 
withdrawn from timber production to provide "late-successional reserves" and "riparian 
reserves", in addition to the 8.63 million acres in Congressionally and administratively 
withdrawn status. 

Timber harvesting will thus be precluded on 17.91 million acres (74 percent) of federal 
lands in the owl region, and will be subject to intense regulation on the remaining acreage. 

On-site recreation 

Proponents of management redirection may rely on various statements from the FEMA T 
repon to suppon their case. For example, FEMA T page II-62 says that "Policies that 
provide more recreation opponunities that are deemed in shan-supply could bolster the 
region's tourism. This primarily means offering more opponunities for primitive and 
semi primitive nonmotorized activities." 

FEMAT page II-62 also says that "Retirement of road systems within some Key 
Watersheds as pan of watershed restoration activities could thus provide side benefits for 
recreation and tourism." 

FEMA T page 11-62 says that "Because we currently fail to fully charge for recreational 
use of the forest, we tend to understate the value of recreation outputs. Recreation fee s, 
while contentious with much of the public, could provide a source of replacement 
revenues to the agencies and the local govenunents. Traditionally. much of the recreation 
improvement had been funded out of timber receipts. With declining receipts, charges may 
be required to guarantee a continual offering of public recreation opponunities." 

Referring to noncommodity outputs, FEMAT page VI-16 says "While these outputs may 
not have a direct economic value as expressed through market prices, they are valued by 
society and can lead to tangible economic returns through tourism and through increasing 
attractiveness ofthe region to new firms ." 

On page VI-1 6 FEMAT claims there is an "excess supply of .. . more developed motorized 
forms of recreation" and that "Forests of the region ...... appear to be providing less of the 
primitive and semiprimiti ve nonmotorized than is desired by forest recreationists". 
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FEMAT appears to base these claims on estimates in tables VI-7, 8 and 9, which are 
derived from an unpublished draft report prepared for FEMAT by Swanson and Loomis 
(1993) and made available to the public in mid-September 1993. The values per visit used 
by Swanson and Loomis are based on RPA program estimates (U.S. Forest Service 1990) 
which in tum are based on a 1984 report by Sorg and Loomis. Their reliability and validity 
are highly suspect. 

Weakness ofFEMAT estimates of recreation values 
I 

Table VI-71ists a value per daily visit of$35.86 for hiking, biking, horsebacking and other 
"nonmotorized visits". This value per daily visit is obviously an estimate of average 
willingness-to-pay because it is multiplied by 10.803 million visits in 1990 to get a total 
annual value of$213.429 million. (Expenditures by these recreationists, over and above 
willingness-to-pay, is listed as $8.53 per visit, for a total annual expenditure of$92.1 SO 
million. Those expenditures are presumably for purchases made in conjunction with the 
recreational activity). 

It is distinctly implausible, in fact inconceivable, that this type of recreationist would be 
willing to pay such a large fee per daily visit. It should also be noted that willingness-to­
pay values incorporate consumer surplus which is the net benefit derived by the consumer 
after paying any fee that may be charged. Because recreational on the federal forests are 
mostly provided free, the values in tables VI-7, 8 and 9 are made up almost entirely of 
consumer surplus. 

In FEMA T table VI-7, motorized sightseeing and exploring is given a value of only $4.00 
per visit; boating, canoeing and rafting only $6.00; and swimming and wading only $3.00 
per visit . 

The infonnation in FEMAT tables VI-7, 8 and 9 comes from the Swanson and Loomis 
(1993) report. The Swanson and Loomis data is, as noted, is taken from the 1990 U.S. 
Forest Service RPA "program" report. The data in the RPA report come from a 1984 
publication by Sorg and Loomis which describes Sorg as a wildlife biologist with the U.S. 
Forest Service and Loomis as an economist with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The Sorg and Loomis publication is essentially a review of willingness-to-pay estimates 
from various, quite disparate studies. Wilderness values, for example, were drawn from a 
1982 study by Walsh and Gilliam in the Indian Peaks Wilderness Area in Colorado, a 1981 
study by Walsh et al. for Colorado, 1979 and 1980 studies by Loomis for southern Utah, a 
1978 study by Smith and Kopp for the Ventana Wilderness in central California, and a 
1979 study by Brown and Plummer for the Glacier Peaks, Goat Rocks, Diamond Peaks 
and Eagle Cap areas of Washington and Oregon. Walsh and Gilliam used contingent 
valuation; the others used the travel cost method. 

Table Vl-8 shows acres required per visit for various types of recreation and values per 
acre assigned to each type. In spite of the use of an implausibly high value per visit for 
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nonmotorized versus motorized recreation, table Vl-8 shows that the value per acre for . 
primitive recreation is only $1.01 and only $2.45 for semiprimitive nonmotorized 
recreation. Semiprimitive motorized and "roaded natural" recreation on the other hand 
show a value per acre of$7.35 and $9.18 respectively. 

Forest land is a resource to be allocated among different uses (including both commodity 
and noncornmodity uses) for the benefit of society. Optimal allocation ofland should be 
based on the benefits that are provided per acre in each use. On the basis of recreational 
value per acre, table Vl-8 1hows that vehicular-based recreation is a superior fonn of land 
use. 

Defects of FEMA T analysis of recreation needs 

In arguing the case for increasing recreational opportunities of the primitive and 
semi primitive nonmotorized type, FEMA T relies on statements by Swanson and Loomis 
( 1993) which are based on reports such as the Oregon Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan (SCORP). 

SCORP-type estimates of recreation needs were based on a recreation demand survey of 
households in Oregon, Washington and Idaho. Settings for location of recreation were 
listed as "primitive/semi-primitive", "roaded natural", "roaded-modified" and "ruraVurban. 
Respondents were asked which type of setting they actually used for various types of 
activity such as fishing, hiking, sightseeing and sports. They were also asked which setting 
they would have preferred to use for each type of activity. When the percentage preferring 
one type of setting was greater than the percentage using that type of setting, it was 
asserted that there was a shortage of that type of setting. 

This type of analysis on which the FEMA T arguments are based is not scientifically sound. 
It does not allow for the fact that it requires more time and effort for a recreationist to 
travel to a primitive or semi-primitive setting to engage in recreation. In other words it 
ignores monetary and non-monetary cost to the user. It is akin to asking a sawmill owner 
what quality of Jogs the sawmill uses and then asking what quality the owner would prefer 
to use, without reference to the cost of the logs. 

A related defect is that this type of analysis also ignores the possibilities of substituting one 
type of recreation for another depending, for example, on their relative monetary and non­
monetary costs. A more penetrating analysis would have attempted to determine why the 
observed behavior of respondents did not correspond to their stated preferences. 

As McKillop et al. (1993) noted, the vast majority of persons who use the National 
Forests require roads for pursuing fishing, hunting and general recreation activities; and 
most back-country users need access by road to the trailhead. Without timber harvesting, 
most National Forest roads would not have been built . If timber had not been sold and 
logged, the National Forests would be largely unroaded, and would be the private 
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preserve of a very limited number of backpackers who are able to spend a lengthy period 
of time to get into the backcountry without using a vehicle for preliminary access. 

Vehicular-based recreation and timber harvesting are thus joint and complementary uses of 
the federal forests. Addition of the substantial values per acre that are obtainable from 
timber production to those for vehicular-based recreation in FEMAT table VI-9 make it 
abundantly clear that nonmotorized recreation values displayed in tables VI-7, 8 and 9 do 
not make a legitimate contribution to the c:ase for adopting management redirection. 

Sport fishing 

Proponents of management redirection may also rely on statements in the FEMA T report 
that have .limited credibility. For example, in discussing sport fishing for trout, salmon and 
steelhead, FEMA T page VI- I 6 says "Forested watersheds can have marked impacts on 
these species. Radtke and Davis (1993a) show that, while it is not attributable solely to 
forest conditions, Pacific Northwest salmon fishing c:atc:h rates and angler days have 
declined greatly from the 1970's". 

The statement is distinctly misleading. Although logging and road building practices of 20 
or 30 years ago may have reduced spawning potentials for these species, modem logging 
and road building practices followed for the last 20 years or more do not contribute 
significantly to reduced fish stocks. As early as 1968, VanHyning pointed out that an 
increase in ocean fishing was the major factor in the decline of the fall chinook run. In 
addition, a recent review by Kaczynski and Palmisano (I 992) indicates that modem timber 
harvesting practices have a very minor effect on salmon stocks. 

In mid-1993 the Interagency SEIS Team released two studies by Radtke and Davis 
(1993a, 1993b). Neither of them warrant the FEMAT statement and neither, in any way, 
provide an assessment of the effects of the FEMA T alternatives in spite oft he fact that the 
FEMA T report refers to them as if they did . 

Tourism 

Proponents of management redirection imply that tourism activity will offset timber 
industry job losses. On page VI-29 FEMA T says that tourism is a "large and important 
part of the coastal economy" and that "Many thousands more are supported by the inland 
recreation industry as well". It also says "In the near term, the alternatives proposed will 
likely not radically change the nature of coastal tourism, but in future decades, restoration 
of salmon and trout runs could have marked impacts on coastal recreation activities". 

These statements are misleading and defective in several respects. It is improper to insert 
the word "radically" to create the impression that the alternatives will have a non-radical 
effect on coastal tourism. An objective appraisal would find that the alternatives will have 
no appreciable effect. Current logging practices are designed to avoid significant impact 
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on fish habitat. The effect on fisheries of the proposed FEMAT alternatives will therefore 
be little different from that which would occur with maintenance of timber sales programs 
at the 1980-89level. 

As noted earlier, it is improper to violate the basic principle of economic analysis that 
assessments of change should be "ceteris paribus• {holding other things equal). All of the 
FEMA T options will result in a substantial decrease in federal revenues. If watershed 
improvements can be undertaken when federal revenues ue decreased, they certainly can 
be undertaken if recent levels of timber sales ue maint\ined. In other words, if the federal 
government is truly willing to spend more on watershed improvement projects this can be 
done while continuing to maintain a significant timber sales program. 

A major defect in the charge given to FEMA T was that it was not required to use a 
meaningful baseline alternative. Use of a meaningful baseline alternative would have 
provided an assessment of the substantial opportunity cost, and loss to society, of the 
options it considered. 

FEMA T discusses jobs created by tourism and sport fishing under prior forest options as if 
they were to be created by its proposed alternatives. This is improper. In addition, 
FEMAT fails to acknowledge that the bulk ofrecreationists on BLM and U.S. Forest 
Service forestland are regional residents. At any point in time, the total level of outdoor 
recreation activity in the region is virtually fixed. An increase in attendance at new or 
expanded recreation ueas will come mainly through reduction in attendance at other 
ueas. Thus there will be no net increase in overall economic benefits to the region from 
levels of recreation under the FEMA T alternatives. This is contrary to what is implied in 
the FEMAT report . 

Furthermore, wage scales for employment in sectors of the economy catering to tourists 
and other recreationists ue much less than timber industry rates so there is no possibility 
that tourism and recreation activities will provide meaningful alternative employment for 
laid-off timber workers. Wage scales in the timber industry ue about double those in 
economic sectors catering to tourism. 

A report published by the Southeast Women's Employment Coalition (Smith 1989) refers 
to the promotion of tourism as a "flawed economic development strategy• because it 
provides only low-paying jobs of a seasonal nature. Tourism is an useful component of the 
economy of many regions but it is totally misleading to pretend that tourism activity will 
increase if option 9 type of management redirection takes place on the National Forests of 
Northern California and the Pacific Northwest. Even if it did, it would not provide 
meaningful employment opportunities for displaced timber workers. 

Service employment in forestry 

Claims may be made that laid-off timber workers will find employment in service forestry. 
FEMA T page VJ-31 correctly notes that the decline in timber harvesting under its 
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alternatives will "greatly diminish the need for forestry services workers" for reforestaticm 
and timber stand improvement work". However, it claims that wildlife surveys and · 
watershed assessments, as well as "some recommendations for watershed restoration and 
forest stand improvement will likely help offset some of the declines in the forestry 
services sector - and potentially increase employment in the sector". The validity of these 
claims is extremely doubtful. It improper to suggest that these activities will increase 
employment in the sector. 

FEMJ.T notes that costs for these projects "would be substantial ... in excess of$250 
million per year". No meaningful analysis has been made of potential funding sources . The 
fact that these projects have not been undertaken in the past indicates that they were not 
competitive in the budget allocation process. It is obvious, in the face of continuing federal 
budget deficits and reduced timber revenues, that they will be substantially less 
competitive in the future. 

Furthermore, wage scales for employment on forest rehabilitation projects are much less 
than timber industry rates so there is very little chance that such projects will provide 
meaningful opportunities for the many thousands of laid-off timber workers. 

Special forest products 

The harvesting of special forest products such as floral greens, Christmas ornamentals and 
wild edible mushrooms has become "the subject of intense interest in the Pacific 
Northwest" over the past several years (Schlosser and Blatner 1993). Schlosser et al. 
(1991) note that the special forest products industry has become an "important factor in 
forest management". 

Some claims of doubtful validity have been made that the special forest products industry 
will be able to absorb some unemployed _timber workers if management redirection takes 
place. On page 11-62, FEMAT says that "To adequately capture the economic value of 
products such as mushrooms, boughs and ferns, and to guarantee that the inherent 
productivity of the resources is not adversely impacted by the harvesting of timber, the 
agencies will have to take a more active role". It fails to point out that this active role 
could be undertaken even if timber harvests were maintained at recent levels. 

In fact, rather than imply that its recommendations would help the industry, it would have 
been appropriate for FEMA T to acknowledge that timber and many special products are 
complementary rather than competitive in their production and that special products 
harvesters require access by road to successfully pursue their activities. Thus redirection 
of management as suggested by FEMA T may reduce rather than increase the overall level 
ol' activity in this industry. 

Schlosser and Blatner (1993), in a report prepared for FEMAT, note that "Forest site 
disturbances, such as fire and timber harvesting often create early succession conditions" 
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wrucn tavor spectes Cles&recl by tloral greens prOducers. They say that the mountain 
hemlock forest zone is "utilized to a high degree for timbct production, which can be 
matched with floral greens management", that "Evergreen boughs ate normally harvested 
from young trees", and that "In the Pacific silver fir zone, management prescriptions can 
target the joint production of floral greens and traditional forest uses". Schlosser and 
Blatner also note that because chemic;al taxol has now been synthesized in the laboratory, 
the "future of the Pacific yew harvest is limited". 

Schlosser and Blatner also say that "employment in the special forest products industry is 
not a panacea", and that economic development experts "rudy discuss the predominant 
characteristics associated with the harvest and processing of these products- relatively 
low paying, often seasonal jobs with no benefits and a high degree of uncertainty". They 
note that "approximately 70"/o of the edible wild edible mushroom harvesters also received 
welfare, and 50% received unemployment compensations". Thus it is highly unlikely that 
this industry can in any way offset the job losses due to decreased timber harvests. 

Other commodity production 

FEMAT page VI-10 notes that it "did not deal explicitly with the management of the 
federal lands for commodities other than timber" . It did, however, note that the likely 
future expansion of mining and mineral processing in the region "may be limited to some 
degree" by its proposals. It also recognized that the proposals would have adverse 
economic consequences for the range livestock industry but that these "would likely be 
overwhelmed by other economic considerations in the region" . 

Commercial fisheries 

In mid-September 1993 the Interagency SEIS Team released a 1993 study by Radtke and 
Davis on commercial fishing. Although the study draws attention to the decline in 
commercial fisheries it does not provide an assessment of the effects of the management 
redirection under the various FEMA T alternatives and does not suggest that the 
alternatives would increase fish stocks. 

As noted above, VanHyning (1968) pointed out that an increase in ocean fishing was the 
major factor in the decline ofthe fall chinook run, and Kaczynski and Palmisano (1992) 
indicate that modem timber harvesting practices have a very minor effect on salmon 
stocks. 

Advene environmental impacts 

Management redirection on the National Forests will have luge and negative 
environmental impacts at the national and global levels, including impacts on global 
biodiversity (McKillop et al., 1993 ). 
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Siberia is very likely to play a prominent future role in providing wood to U.S. mills and 
consumers to replace lost U.S. timber output. Increased pressure on the tropical forests of 
Malaysia and Indonesia is also likely as a result of management redirection on the U.S. 
National Forests. 

There will be serious effects on environmental quality and biodiversity because timber 
harvesting in those regions is not subject to the stringent forest practice regulations in 
force in the U.S. · 

RLductions in U.S. timber harvest reductions will lead to incr~ usc of wood 
substitutes, such as steel, aluminum or concrete, with environmental impacts that will be 
adverse and significant. 

It has been conclusively established that wood has a substantial advantage in relation to 
other materials in terms of energy consumption per unit of finished product. 

Because of the low energy intensity of wood-based materials, comparatively little carbon 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides are released in producing them. 

The use of non-renewable structural materials such as steel, aluminum, concrete, brick or 
plastics in place of wood products in construction will result in a substantial increase in 
energy demand. 

If the proposed reductions in U.S. Pacific Coast timber ouiput under FEMAT option 9 
were to be replaced by non-renewable resources, energy demand will increase by 
approximately 2.3 billion gallons of oil annually, while quantities of carbon dioxide 
released each year to the atmosphere will increase by 24.8 million tons. 

Other environmental impacts associated with energy usc (i.e. spills, generation of carbon 
dioxide and sulfur dioxide, and acid deposition) will likewise increase. 

The annual increase in energy use triggered by option 9 would be sufficient to power a 
fleet of9.8 million automobiles for one year. 

As Bowyer (1991, 1992) emphasizes, one must ask whether a U.S. policy designed to 
create a pristine domestic environment through continued and increasing reliance on other 
regions of the world for raw materials is ethically and morally defensible. 

Cooclusioo 

As indicated in table I , management redirection on the National Forests by adoption of 
FEMA T option 9 will lead to major economic losses to California, Oregon and 
Washington and to the nation as a whole. 
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Aggregate national losses due to decrease in regional income and losses to consumers 
from higher wood product prices will amount to $4.6 billion per year in the initial years of 
management redirection. This level of aggregate loss could continue indefinitely if other 
regions are unable to increase timber output to partially compensate for the reduction in 
Pacific Coast timber hiiiVests. 

Net revenue loss to the federal government through reductions in tax receipts and net 
revenue from timber sales will amount to more than $400 million per year. State and local 
governments will suffer losses of $277 million per year and, furthermore, will be forced to 
pay more than $746 million in unemployment compensation to laid-off workers, not 
including costs of supplemental programs to assist the unemployed. The loss to federal, 
state and local governments in the first year of management redirection under option 9 will 
thus be over $1.4 billion. 

Those who argue for management redirection either ignore these very large and tangible 
economic losses or try to mask them by claiming the existence of dubious economic 
benefits associated with redirection. Claims of economic benefits to be derived by adding 
to the Pacific Coast's already extensive areas of wilderness, parks and reserves are not 
based on rigorous, objective analyses and have very limited credibility. 

Proponents of redirection violate the crucial"ceteris paribus• rule of economic analysis. 
They fail to hold "all other things equal" by claiming benefits of governmental actions that 
would be more feasible, or more readily achievable, if timber hii!Vest levels were 
maintained at recent levels instead of being decreased as required by redirection. 

Management redirection on the National Forests will have large and negative 
environmental impacts at the national and global levels, including impacts on global 
biodiversity. One must ask whether a U.S. policy designed to create a pristine domestic 
environment through continued and increasing reliance on other regions of the world for 
raw materials is ethically and morally defensible. 
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Table I. Recional and national economic costs of FEMA T option 9 

Total Total 
WA OR OR&WA CA 3 state 

Reduction in federal harvest level mil. bfi)T 841.0 2190.0 3031.0 409.0 3440.0 
Loss in gross federal timber revenue mil. S/}T 102.3 548.8 651.1 41.9 693 .0 
Loss in net federal timber revenue mil . Si)T 36.1 237.8 273.9 15.1 289.0 
Loss in direct jobs thous. 7.4 23 .8 31.2 2.6 33 .8 
Loss in indirect & induced jobs thous. 8.3 26.7 35.0 2.9 37.9 
Loss in total jobs thous. 15.7 50.5 66.2 5.6 71.7 
Loss in regional pa~Tolls mil. Si)T 393.4 1092.4 1485.8 129.7 1615.5 
Loss in business net income mil. S/}T 14.2 37.1 51.3 6.9 58.2 
Loss in total regional income mil. $/}T 407.6 1129.5 1537.1 136.6 1673.7 
Loss in personal income taxes - state mil. S/}T 51.1 51.1 0.3 51.4 
Loss in personal income taxes - federal mil. Si)T 24.7 67.5 92 .3 8.4 100.7 
Loss in business tax receipts • state mil. Sf)T 1.7 2.4 4.1 0.2 4.3 
Loss in business tax receipts - federal mil. Si)T 4.0 10.4 14.4 1.9 16.3 
Loss in federal county & school pa)ments mil. $/)T 25.5 171.8 197.3 11.7 209.0 
Loss in timber tax receipts mil. Si)T 5.1 5.1 1.3 6.4 
Loss in sales taxes mil. Si)T 4.0 4.0 1.4 5.5 
Net revenue loss to federal g0\1. mil. Si)T 64.9 315.7 380.6 25.4 406.0 
Revenue loss to state & local go\1. mil. Si)T 36.3 225 .4 261.7 14.9 2766 
Revenue loss to fed ., state & local go\1. mil. Si)T 101.2 541.1 642 .2 40.3 682 .5 
Increase in unempiO) ment compensation mil. s 163.1 525 .0 688.2 57.8 745.9 
First year loss to state & local go\1. mil. s 199.5 750.4 949.9 72.6 10225 
First year loss to fed ., state & local go\1. mil . $ 264.3 1066.1 1330.4 98.0 1428.5 
Annual loss to US consumers 1994-96 mil. Si)T 2950.0 
Annual consumer & regional income loss n11Tli57 4623 .7 

Notes I. Base for timber receipts is 1986-90 a\·erage, othcrnisc 1980-89 a\'crage. 
2. Excise taxes on public timber and sales taxes are notlc\'ied in Oregon. 
3. Personal income ta.-.cs are not levied in Washington. 
4. Costs of supplemental programs to assist the unemployed are not included 
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Thank you tor the opportunity to testify today. lam Anne Helssenbuttel, Director of 

Forest Planning and Policy tor the American Forest & Paper AssociatiOn. lam 

testifying on behalf of one of our members, the Northwest Forestry Association, 

headquartered in Portland, Oregon. 

The Northwest Forestry Association represents 75 forest products manufacturer8 and 

forest land owners in Oregon and Washington who are dependent. either In total or In 

part, on public lands tor their raw material aupplies. Some of these companies own 

landholdings which are adjacent to or Intermingled with National Forest lands. Many 

of these lands may be considered part of the National Forest "landscape" and thus will 

likely be affected by the agency's ecosystem management policies. 

These companies, fike othenl around the nation, ere particularly concerned about the 

future management of the national forests. As Mr. Crandall pointed out, legal gridlock 

Is severely hindering our Industry's ability to provide the forest products our nation 

needs. The gridlock has also prevented the Forest Service from addrelllng critical 

land management concema, such as Improving the health of the national fcrells. 

I. Ecosystem Management Pners Promise fpc Ending the Grid!ock and !mDroytna 
Forest Management 

The forest Industry ~ eco&ySt8m management, properly d8lined lind IIP(llled, 

offara ,_ opportunities to Alduce the public conllic:t that has haltediNifl8g8tl'l8nt 
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activities on many federal lands, especially in the Northwest. In addition, managing 

ecosystems should provide a better way for the Forest Service to manage the lands in 

Its charge to meet the various public goals and objectives. 

1he Forest Service definition, however, is not sufficiently clear to explain what the 

agency means by •ecosystem management.•' This is evident in the confusion among 

agency employees in the field, as staff attempt to carry out the new direction, and 

among the public, who wish to participate in the decision-making process. 

We suggest the following working definition: 

"Ecosystem management is a resource management system designed to 
maintain or enhance ecosystem health and productivity while producing 
essential commodities and other values to meet human needs and desires 
within the limits of socially, biologically and economically acceptable risk." 

This definition recognizes that ecosystem management is a ~ used to achieve 

the national forest goals: maintain and enhance ecosystem health and productivity, 

while producing commodities and other values. (Or, as stated in the Forest Service 

Mission: "caring for the land and serving people.") It also recognizes that land 

management entails certain risks - that decisions to take an action (or !lQl to take the 

action) will have consequences that may or may not be predicted accurately. 

' "An ecological approach will be used to achieve the multiple-use management of 
the national forests and grasslands. It means that - must blend the needs of people 
and environmental values in such a way that the national forests and grasslands 
represent diverse, healthy, productive, and sustainable ecosystems.• Chief 
Robettson, June 4 1992. 
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We are not suggesting a top-down process for management of the national forests. 

Our recommended definition merely provides the necessary sideboards - It clarifies 

the national goals - within which local forest plan decisions must be made. 

Thus, in implementing •ecosystem management." each National Forest should seek to 

define the forest conditions needed to meet ecosystem management goals and 

objectives, including economic and social needs. The Forest Service must establish 

these "Desired Forest Conditions" through the forest planning process, with tun public 

participation. 

II. Determining Forest Goals: Define the Desired Forest Condition. 

The agency's forest planning regulations required, for the first-generation plans, •a 

description of the desired future condition [DEC] of the forest or grassland and an 

identification of the quantities of goods and services that are expected to be produced 

or provided during the RPA planning periods ... • 36 CFR §219.11 (b). While included in 

fiVery plan, the concept of the DEC was never well understood by those writing or 

using the plans. HowfiVer, we believe this is one of the most important decisions to 

be made. Every other decision made in a forest plan should be designed to help 

achlfiVe the agreed upon "desired forest condition.• 
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The Desired Forest Condition will very by region and by national forest. Therefore, the 

agency should define the Desired Forest Condition specifically In each forest plan, and 

generally at the national and regional levels. 

The concept of "desired forest condition• is described more fully In a paper by the 

American Forest & Paper Association, which I have attached to my testimony. In that 

paper, the DFC is described as one of a number of elements which must be 

incorporated into an ecosystem management strategy for it to be effective. (See 

AF&PA at 3)1 

The Desired Forest Condition describes a dynamic ecosystem condition, selected for 

a planning unit, which can be developed and maintained over the long term. It 

should: (1) provide a range of seral stages and natural vegetation types and 

structures across the landscape that will meet the needs of the known species existing 

within the ecosystem; (2) minimize the risk of catastrophic levels of destructive natural 

agents, including insect epidemics or uncontrolled wild fire; (3) maintain the health and 

vigor of the forest; and (4) ensure the economic health and vigor of local communities, 

which are, in tum, necessery to sustain the ecosystem. 

• Ecosystem Management: A New Approach to Federal Forest Management and 
Planning. The American Forest & Paper Association, Nov. 5, 1993. 

4 



279 

Ill. Forests Must Use the Most Cos!-Effectjye Methods. Based on Sound Science 
and Accepted Manaoement Principles. to Achieve the Oesjred Forest 
Conditions. 

A number of tools are available to land managers to achieve the specified 

management goals. However, an ecosystem approach to management does not fit 

easily into the TSPIRS accounting system currently used by the Forest Service. Under 

this system, costs incurred In connection with timber management activities have been 

fully or substantially charged against the timber sale program, even when the activity 

may be designed to benefit wildlife, recreation, or other program areas. 

Under ecosystem management, accomplishment of the Desired Forest Condition will 

require the effective use of timber management tools where appropriate, but it will also 

utilize other tools such as prescribed burning or access management, to use two 

examples. In working toward the desired condition, land managers will have to 

choose the most effective methods to achieve the interim and long-term goals. In 

doing so, it no longer makes sense to judge individual timber sales solely on their 

economic or financial merits. Instead, managers must consider the cost of the entire 

management scheme, including timber sales and other activities, against the benefits 

received. Measuring the costs of the separate components would be meaningless, 

since the activities ~ are defined to accomplish the specified goals. 
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In addition, the agency and Congress must recognize that ecosystem management 

win lnaease the costs of managing the national forests. It wiU require more complex 

plans, development of new planning models, and mora datailad monitoring programs. 

Congress must recognize and support this Mad during the annual funding process. 

To mora appropriately address the "below-cost" concams, the agency must continua 

to improve its management atlicienc:ies wherever possible. Mr. Crandall's 

recommendations on "reinventing" the Forest Service are designed In part with this In 

mind. The bottom line, however, Is that ecosystem management makes the concept 

of "beeow-cost sales" completely moot. 

r.l. Ecosystem Management Must be APPlied Across the Entire National Forest 
Landscape. 

Ecosystem rnanagemant must be applied across the entire national forest landscape If 

It Is truly to address management of the ecosystem. It must not be limited to those 

lands designated as "suitable timberlands" In the current forest plans, for example. 

Nor should It be a sat of new constraints simply over1aid upon the land management 

allocations In the current forest plans, as was done In Option 9, President Clinton's 

plan for management of habitat within the range of the northern spotted owl. 

Similarly, Inflexible land allocationll and Inviolable standards and guidelines we not 

compatible with the ecosystem management conoept. Land managers must have the 
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experience and flexibility to explore aB reasonable options and design alte-apecific 

management practices that most effectively achieve the Desired Forest Conditions. 

By contrast, the management plan for the northern spotted owl region, commonly 

described 88 "'ption 9." is based upon the current forest plans with new management 

cons1raints and land set-asides simply overlaid upon the original land management 

designations. It focuses on preservation, not management. 

The stated objective of Option 9 is to restore the forest to "presettlement conditions. • 

We have two serious conoems with this objective. First, It I& based upon the faulty 

premise that "60 to 70 percent of the forest area of the region was typically dominated 

by late-successional and old-growth forests." 88 stated In the document, Forest 

Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment. This is 

misleading because the area described included 80 to 100 year old trees, which are 

not usually considered old growth. 

At the same time, Option 9 seeks to maintain old growth "preserves" without 

recognizing that forests are dynamic and ever-changing, and that even old growth 

forests do not live forever. It I& a serious lhortcomlng that the plan does not consider 

the need to provide an adequate range of eeral stages throughout the landscape to 

ensure the long term availability of old forests. 

7 
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V. Future Management ()ecislons Must Incorporate Adaptive Management 
PrincjQies. 

Unlike the concept used In Option 9, effective land management must utilize adaptive 

management prindples throughout the planning process. Forest land managers 

recognize that it Is not possible to predict with complete precision the outcome of 

management decisions within a given ecosystem. Therefore, they must utilize 

adaptive management techniques, lnduding proven silvicultural practices, to limit risk. 

"Adaptive managemern" is a process by which land managers: (1) define management 

goals; (2) Identify areas of biological and management uncertainty; (3) construct 

management models that bracket the range of uncertainty; and (4) conduct 

experiments to eliminate the worst models and thereby raduce uncertainty. In 

practice, managers take action based on the beS1 available information, assess the 

results, and use the resulting Information to constantly reline their management 

dedsions. 

The "adaptive management areas• described in Option 9 are far different - and much 

less effective - than the process desaibad above and generally understood by 

scientists. A particular weakness In the Administration's approach Is that It develops 

only one paradigm which it will attempt to prove or disprove through research, rather 

than testing multiple hypotheses at once. We understand that the adaptive 

management areas in Option 9 are designed to test additional theories, but the land 

8 



283 

base Ia far too Jimltecl and the coustnliniS ere too many to make the procesa elfective 

and practicable. 

II the Forest Setvlce truly Intends to prac:tioe ecosystem management within the 

northern spotted owl region, It must apply these adaptive management principles to 

the entire national forest landbate within the owl region. Without a coordinated 

program of decision-making, Implementation, and monitoring, which builds upon 

existing knowledge and research, sound edaptive management strategies cannot be 

developed and decisions based on theories cannot be Improved. 

VI. In lt!e Future. Managemem PoDc!es for lt!e National Forests Must Ensure that 
Plans Will be lmplememed. and Managers Must be Held Accoumable for the 
.Bm!!!l. . 

To ensure Implementation, ecosystem management strategies must be technlcaly, 

economically, politically and aoclally IOU'ld. Successful implementation wiN require 

breed public acceptance and support. This, in tum, wiD require the agency to improve 

its public involvement procedures. 

Acce~ce and support for agency decisions wiU also depend on whether forest 

managers are held accountable for achieving the desired conditions and resulting 

predicted outputs. The Forest Service must be able to demonstrate that It can 

act1ieve the goals established through the forest planning process, and When 

9 
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necessary, adjust those goals In an open public process. 

Effective implementation of ecosystem manegement will require greater emphasis on 

local ("bottom up") planning and an active partnership between the agencieS and 

interested citizens. But such decisions must still be placed in the broader context of 

national goalS. The agency must do its part to help meet the nation's needs for forest 

products and other values desired by the public, while providing for the long term 

austainability of the forests and the wildlife it supportS. 

The agency's Washington and Regional offices must also play an important role in 

providing consistent analytical tools and broad guidance on global, national, · and 

regional issues. However, within these sideboards, local managers must have 

maximum flexibility to work with local interest groups to design progrerns appropriate 

for the unique ecological, social, and economic needs of each federal land unit. 

Enduring solutions must be worked out by the people closest to the land 1111d those 

most eRected by the issues. 

VII. Implementation of Land Managemerit [)ecisions Will Oeoend Upon E1!!!ct!ye 
Implementation of the Forest Service's Becenttv·Amtnc!ed Admlnistrat!yt Appeal 
Procedurti· 

We are hopeful that the Forest Service's new administrative appeal procedures for 

10 
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project-level deeiSiOns will Improve the agency's ability to Identify and address public 

concerns In a timely manner. The requirement for earlier public Involvement In 

projects should result in better, more acceptable decisions. In addition, the shorter 

time frame for reaching decisions on appeal should reduce the uncertainty that has 

plagued national forest management over the past five to ten years. We wiH be 

closely monitoring the Implementation of the rule over the coming months, end hope 

that It will fulfill the direction issued by Congress over a year ago In Public Law 102-

381, Section 322. 

VIII. Future Forest Service Management Must Build on the Knowtedge Gained 
curing the NFMA Forest Planning Process. Improve AccoUntabjlity and Ptovide 
Greater Certainty tbat tbe Plans Will. In Fact. be Implemented. 

In conclusion, I must emphasize that the Forest Service, Congress and the public 

have learned a great deal from the first round of forest plans. As Mr. Crandall pointed 

out, many management changes have been made as a result of those first land and 

resource management plans. Unfortunately, too often the plans have not been fully 

implemented, resulting in tremendous uncertainty, economic hardship In the atrected · 

areas, and a shortage of timber supplies nationwide. 

In the future, the Forest Service must Incorporate ecosystem management as a new 

process for achieving its land management goals; It must develop broad national 

guidelines and e meaningful definition of ecoeyatern management to clarify Ita direction 

11 
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to the field; and it should Incorporate the guiding principles described by AF&PA to 

ensure the ecosystem management goals can be achieved. 

In addition, the agency must hold itself accountable to meet the national forest goals, 

Individually and collectively, in order to regain public confidence in its decisions. It 

must demonstrate that it can effectively manage the national forests, producing the 

goods and services needed by society while protecting the values and ecosystem 

processes that are desired. Ecosystem management should become a useful tool to 

meet these objectives, leading to decisions which may be implemented on the ground 

with the certainty that is sadly lacking today. 

Finally, Option 9 must be revised to fully incorporate the ecosystem management 

principles described above and in the attached paper by AF&PA. Option 9 and other 

management schemes must utilize appropriate management tools to achiave the 

desired forest condition, determined through the forest planning process, and provide 

accountability in meeting forest goals. The goals must address social and economic 

needs as well as biologic needs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I would be happy to answer any questions 

you may have. 

Attachment: "Ecosystem Management: A New Approach to Federal Forest 
Management and Planning" 

12 
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ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT: 
"A NEW APPROACH TO FEDERAL FOREST MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING" 

Approved by the AF&PA Fcnet Rnourcel Board 
November 5, 1893 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

Aller more 1han 15 years or forest planning mandated by the Natlonll Foreat ~gement Ad 
or 1976 (NFMA), the level or public c:onftlc:t surrounding many nat1on11 forest llllllllgei'Mrlllluel 
hallnc:reued to the point that reasOnable 101ut1on1 no longer INIII polllbll. Some nallonll 
forest& have yet to complete a formal plan. In l'lllponll to thll c:hallenge, the Foreat Service hu 
edopted ecosystem management aalts new pollc:y for managing national forest lends. Similarly, 
the Bureau or Land Management has adopted en ecosystem management approach for Ita Ianda. 
Management planning for BLM II guided by the Federal Land Polley end Management Ad or 
1976 (FLPMA). 

Thll paper ouUineathe American Forest & Paper Alloc:latlon'a (AF&PA) recomrnendatlonl based 
on our M18111118nt that eooeyatem management. ptOperly defined end applied, oi!IIS new 
opportunities to reduce the pubUc conftlc:t that hu nearly halted management ac:t1v111ea on many 
federll lands. In addition, managing ecosysteme provldn a bitter way for federll agenc:les to 
menage lands to meet the various public golla and objec:tlvel. The forest Industry mUll now 
work with the Foreat Service, the BLM, other agenc:lel end lntereat groups to design a workable 
approec:h to ecosystem management before the crltlc:ll elements become cast In atone. 

Definition 

An AF&PA taak group examined a number or dellnltlonl or the term "eooeyatem management. • 
found none or them entirely aoceptable, end developed one or Ita own. We I'ICOIIIIIIIIId the 
following deftnltlon 11 a philosophical balls for the forest Industry's work on the eooeyatem 
management Issue: 

"Ec:osys!ltm management Ia a I8SOUtCe menagamant ayaf8m designed to IMintaJn or 
enhance ecosystem health end ptDductMty while producing essential commodities ll1d 
other~ to meat human naadl and dNitN wllllln the llmlta ol aoclally, biologically and 
ec:onomJcaJiy acc:eptllble tfllk. •• 

In other words, ecosystem management meena Implementation or a range or foreatry prac:tloes 
designed to provide positive benelltl to all renewable natural rnouroea end to the people who 
use them. 

K8yPrlnclpl• 

The abow definition lnoorporatn the following eaentlal prlnc:lpl8l: 

1. Human beings and their ac:t1v111ea are en lntegrll part of aoosyatema. Ecosyatem 
management must consider the full range or human I)HCII. 

2. Healthy aooayat11111 are Bllentlll to the health and sullllnablllty or human loc:lllles and 
the quality of human life. Human ac:tMtlel (aa weD aa dac:lllonl not to ac:t) mull maintain 
or enhance long-term aooaylllm health. 

3. Forest ecosystems are dynamic, rnlllent end subJect to a variety or Of'I1IOing 
disturbances. They cannot be "prnervad" In a lillie condition. 

4. Active resource management II en Important and often -nUll component of 
aooayatem management end the coiiiiMIIIon or blocl~lty. 

5. Eeosyllems are edaptable to change. A wide range of blologlcally-eouncl menagemen1 
optlonllldlts. Identifying the "belt" option II bolh a aodal and blologlcallllul. 

' Planners must recognize that there II risk In doing nothing. 
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6. It II not possible to predict with complete precision the outcome of management 
decisions within a given ecosystem. Proper use of adaptive management, Including 
proven atMcuttural practices, wiD help to Dmlt rlsk.1 A coordinated program of rat~~~areh 
and monitoring, which bulldl on existing knowledge, II nec:nsary to develop 1011nd 
adaptive management strategies. 

Implementation 

A national 'ecosystem management' policy tor federal lands must recognize the diversity of 
ecological, aoctal, and economic condltlona within and belwMn various regions of the country. 
It also must provide flexibility for local forest managera to design on·th81Jround management 
programs appropriate for each reglon'a unique ecological, loclal, and economic nettdl. 
Legislation, regulations, or national policy direction developed to Implement ecoeystem 

management ahould provide broad •guiding principles,• without tightly dennlng how these 
principles will be applied at the local forest lfNe/. 

In addition, ecosystem management must Include the foDowlng elements to ensure effective 
Implementation: 

1. Ecosystem management llrategles must be technically, economically, politically and 
aoclally aound. Successful Implementation will require broad public acceptance and 
aupport. 

2. Ecosystem management must not mean abandoning the principles of national torest or 
BLM management established by Congress.• The Forest Service and other federal land 
management agencies should ttrtve to sustain healthy ecosystems and produce goods, 
Hrvices, and amenities as mandated by NFMA, FLPMA and other guiding llatutes. 

3. Wrthln the context of these principles, the emphasis of forest planning should ahlft from 
defining commodity output targets, land allocations, and management constraints to 
defining the forest conditions needed to meet ecosystem management goals and 
objectiveS, Including economic and social needs. The Forest Service must establish 
these 'Desired Forest Conditions' through the forest planning process, with full public 
participation. The agency must Identify the resulting outputs to assure thet predictable 
and austalnable levels wiU be llchleved. 

4. The Desired Forest Condition may vary by region and by national forest. The Forest 
Service should define the Desired Forest Condition specifically In each forest plan, and 
generally at the national and regional levels. 

The 0881red Forest Condition describes a dynamic ecosystem conclltlon, eelected tor e 
planning unit, which can be developed and maintained over the long term to: 

a. provide a range of seral stages and natural vegetation types and structures across 
the landscape that will meet the needs of the known apecles existing within the 
ecosystem; 

b. minimize the risk of oocurrence of c:atastrophlc levels of destructive natural agents, 
Including Insect epldemlce or unconiJolled wild Ire; 

c. maintain the health and vigor of the forest cover at a level that wiU aDow It the 
maximum oppcrtunity to repel the et1ec:t1 of natural disasters, recognizing that a 
certain level of dead/down wood Is MHntlal In a healthy forest ecoeystem; and 

• 'Adaptive management' II a procesa that: (1) defines management goala; (2) ldentlllea 
areas of biological and management uncertainty; (3) construc11 management modell that bracket 
the range of uncertainty; and (4) experiments to eliminate the worat models and thereby reduce 
uncertainty. In practice, managera take action based on the best available Information, 8ISIII 
the results, and use the resulting Information to constantly refine their management decisions. 

• Prlnclptea Include: multiple use, sustalnabllity, wilderness preservation, and Integrated 
resource planning and management 
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d. eMUra the economic hNIIh and vigor of locel COIIVI'IUIIIIIM, which are, In tum. 
rNICIISUIY to IWialn the ecosystem. 

5. Ecosystem managers lhoutd underlland the elementS of forellllructln which existed 
during pre-Europe.n Mtllement tlmn, to the extent that 1hoM condlllona have been 
llludllld and described In -arch notes, publications, or other llteralure. UncleraWldlng 
put changes In fornt atructura will enable fornt rn.nagars to better predict opportunllln 
to achieve the Mlected Dnlred Fornt Condition for a national fornt or BlM planning 
areL Howevw, undarstandlng of pre-European Mlllamanl oondlllonl doal not Imply that 
restoration of oartaln conc1111ont lhoutd be an obfecllve. 

8. On-thailround·rnanagemant lhould tocu1 on practlcn dnlgned to achieve and maintain 
the Desired Fornt Condition. Soma of V.. practlcn wll produoa predlctabla ..._of 
resource outputs. While output "largets' wll not drive the rn.nagament prooMS, forest 
managers must be accountable for achieving the dnlred conc1111ont and reUIIng 
predicted outputs. 

7. Ecosystem management must be applied .acroa the anUra national fornt and BLM 
landac:ape. n must not be limited to thole lands dallgnatad • 'aultabla tlmbarlandl' In 
the current fornt plan1, for example. Management actlvltln ITIUit malnla!n. anhanoa and, 
where 118C811111Y. rntore the health and long-term productivity of t11a anUra t.daralland 
ecosystem. ActMIIn must be conalstent with the laglllatlve aulhorlty for agency lands. 

8. lnllaxlbla land a11ocat1on1 and Inviolable .tandardl and guldalirwlare not oompallbla with 
the 800iyll8m rnanagamant conoapt. lM1d manager~ nut have the apaclala and 
tlaxlblllly to explore all raaonabla opCionl and dallgn IIIHpaclllc managarnant prldlon 
that most alllclently achieve the Dnlred Fornt Condlllont. Eootyltam management 
must not bacoma .no1her layer ot atandards and guldellnel grafted onto the elds1lng 
forest plans. 

Sl. n. 8g8ACiaiiTIUit Implement aooayllem managamant ttvough the forest plana In .. 
compllanoa with applleabla lawl. New managamanl dlrecllon InUit be dwllopad with .. 
public lnvolvemairt, a mandatad by NEPA, for plan M*ldrnant, mlllon and 
lri'lplamantatlon. 

10. Ecosystem managers muat r.oogniD 1ha Urnllallons of aolantHic knowledge, eooapt 
,_ONibla rllk. and prOYida a ~ for 1noorporat1ng new lnfomlallon • n 
~ awllabla. ·Adapllvl rnanagamant will be the key to both daallng with rllk and 
llllllralnlng.fulura III8I1IIQ8III8n opllona. 

' :. 
11. Ecoayatam managamant anabln manager~ to prOYida for··fla riMCia of .al . apaclaa, 

wllhout the need for Mparata plans to proiKt Individual apaclaa within the planning --



290 

12. Ecosystem management, applied on federal !Mdt, .t1ou1c1 recognize the poaltlve 
contributions of and impacts on private lind. Private IMdt that are managed according 
10 the forest management principle• adopted by M&PA oontrlbute10 .ustalnable foreltl. 
Ecosystem management on federal Ianda InUit not lmpole federal ~ 
management guidelines on, or r•ullln the reduction of, private landowner management 
optlona. 

IMPUCATIONS FOR FOREST PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

The Forest Service can Implement IICQiyltem management within the framework of existing lawl 
and ragulatlonl-lndeecl,lt has already begun. HoMver, a number of legtslallve, .-.gulatoly, and 
adminil1ratlw changea would, we believe, make Implementation more ellec:IIW. 

Federal lind management planning has been driven largely by Y8fY apeclllc procedural 
requlremllntl. For example, the NFMA regulatlona (drafted by a CommltiM ol Sdentilts) 
ntablilhed detailed procedural requirementl beled on the aaumptlon that following the 
proceduraswouldleadloreuonable,8clenllllcally.-edriiOiutlonoltheilluM. Unlol1unately, 
many planning problema are not ICitntlllc. In pracllol, thll emplluil on detailed proceclurel 
foc:ulecl1he publiC debate on whathar or not 1he agency had fully complied with the required 
procecturea. Thia approach created numeroua opportuniUea for legal challengea, but did IIUie 1o 
reaolve 1he public debate on ileun that are Pflmatlly IOcial and political rather than ICientiiiC. 
The heavy anipl\alll on procedurea alto led 1o a cumbelsoma planning procealtlat look yaara 
1o complete and produced plans that often were out ol date by the 11ma they were t1na11y 
Implemented. 

Both IOciety and our level o1 knowledge aboulac:oeywtemlare undergoing conllnuoul change. 
Th8le condltlona requite ftaxlblllly lo reapond lo evolving illun and new Information on a timely 
bail. Therefore, foraat planning IIIUit be vlawld ... luld, ongoing ptDOfllll rather than • 
problem 1o be "'oMd," a Mt o1 procedurello be complied with, or a talk 1o be "'ornppatad" 
8Y8fY t8n yen. 

New regulatlonl or policy c11ract1on d-'oped 1o Implement 8COiylllm management ahould lead 
to allmplllled and tlaxlbla plllnnlng procea. The procea ahould provide lmpRMd opporUIIIIaa 
for ... Foralt $ervlce and ... pubic to work togathar to dellna ooncepla, ... ~ 
acoayatam managaniant llrataglal, monitor the CIUicoiM, and mak8 relli181118rds bnad on the 
reau11L Eooaptam managamant muat not become just anolhaf Mt ol proceclunll ~ 
lnatud, It mlllt provide a procea to addrMI the long-t8nn health and producllvlly ol tareata 
- ... federal land landlcapa. 
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The tollowlng elements ol torest pl8nnlng end llllflaglmll'lt ~ oould be Improved: 
public per11dpatlon; agency orgenlzatlon 8lld budgeting; regulatoly end ~ hmewol1l; 
and research 8lld monitoring. EliCh ~theN II 8ddrea8d below. 

Public hl1lclpMion 

Forest planning hu prawn lnelfKI!ve In resolving oontroverelel owr natlciMI foreat 
management, In spite ol ellorta1hrough forest planning to Include 1he public In 1he ~gency's 
dec:lalon-maklng proceu. In reality, 1he prooau hu provided opportunltiel for 1he public to 
Identify llsuea and COilCeml, "Comment" on proposed dona, apply poiiiiCIII preuure, 8lld 
appell or Utlgate unacceptable declllonl. · 

The public must have a greater MnM ol-partnerlhlp"ln making 1he cleclllonlthal wll-'fec:llhelr 
llvn, although agency 1ne otllc:er8 must continue to make1he tna1 declalorw 8lld be aocountable 
for 1he results. More effective use ol public participation during forest planning II MeCied to 
ensure greater public ownen~hlp In agency cleclllonl. 1h1s II esaentla1111he agency hopei to 
get beyond encleQ conflict 8lld public polarization. 

Effecllve 1mp1ementatlon o1 ecoeyatem management will require greater emphu1e on local 
("boolom up, planning and an active pw1nerlhlp between 1he agandea and 1rarelted auz-. 
Small citizens' groups, often organized by local citizens, lnaeaslngly appear to oller prorn1le for 
reaoMng complex Issues at 1he landscape ecale. Rather 1han acting u facilitator., lne olllcerl 
8lld rasource managers must also actiYe1y plltlclpate In 1he process. They must not delegate 
1he rcile to resource or Interdisciplinary team stall. 

The agencies' Washington 8lld Regional ol1lcea w1l continue to play an 1mpoc1ant role In 
providing consistent ana1yt1cal tools and broad guidance on global, national, 8lld reglonalluuee. 
However, local managers must have lllllldmum texlblllty to work with local Interest ~ to 
design programs appropriate for the unique eoo1oglcal, eocial, aAcl eocnom1c neec1a ~ Net! 
federal land unit. Enduring 101ut1on1 must be worked out by the people c1oaest 10 the land and 
those most affected by the /ssUit$. 

Agency OrganiDtlon and Budgeting 

Effecllve Implementation ol ecosystem management may require e1gn1fic:ant changes In both 1he 
agency organization and budgeUng proce1181, which currently are organized along fUncl1onll 
Unes. Thl1 ayatem encourages competition rather than cooperaUon between rasource lpeCiallsll, 
and wiU pose a atgnlllcant bari1er to liTiplimentatlon ~ ieolyltem managemenl · Similarly, 1he 
Foreat SeiVIce'a four-leVel atrvc:ture p.e. Wuhlngton Otllce, Aeg1onal Otllcea, Foresta, and Ranger 
DistrictS) hu a'eated a "IOp-heivy" organization, conlllht1y changing JIOIIcY direction, e.c...ung 
costs, reduced productivity, and high frustration levels on 1he part ollleld people. 
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Eco.yatem ~ wiU ...quire hlghly-comp.tent hid ~ with Intimate lcrlowledge 
of their local torests and commLIII!Iet. Changea may be IIHCied to _... the 8geiiCIN' 
orgenlzatlonel structurt and budgellng procna wtllluppolt ralhtr then lmptde efltc:tlvotdtclllon­
maklng at the local level. 

/ 
L8g181atlve and Rtgulatory Rtfonn 

lmpltmtntatlon of a workablt aooaysttm manegemtnt prooaaa may require modlftcatlon of 
oartaJn existing ltglllallve and rtgutatory requlramantl. For example, the Forest Strvloa'1 
rtgulatlonl requiring vllble poputatlonl of all native wrtebratelpteln within the planning araa 
hal foculed managemtnt on lndMdual 1pecil1 ralhllr then aoosywttml. In many caa~, this 
requlremtnt hal created almoat Insurmountable managemtnt probllml. Conoeplually, an 
aoosywtem-basad approach to management would provide for the 1'.-ds of .. lptCin and 
eliminate the need for teparate plans for protecting lndlvldullllpteln. 

Similarly, the current requlrlmtnt to Identify landllultabll tor timber management would be 
Irrelevant under an ec:osyatem management aysttm where lands art not "alloc8tld" tor llrf lingle 
uaa.• GrNtlr amphasls on ec:osyattm-band goall and ob)lctlvM ralhtr than rwource output 
target~ would ello change the procna for dlllmnlnlng fWn llmbar Nlellv.ll or olhlr outpull. 
For tumple, ono11 the Dltlrld Forest Condition II Mllc:led, the vegetation natrnent. to be UMd 
and· the predicted rnour01 outpull, bald on acres treated, would be dltlrmlnld and 
docurnlntld. Forests would monitor the accompllshmlnt of acr11 trlatld to ICtlllw the Dlllrad 
Forest Condition. 1he agency would be held accounlllble for mHIIng theM aortage target~ and 
for II1IUI'Ing predicted outpull .. llchlft8d. 

A oomptll'llnllw review of the plltlnlnt 111M and regulatlonl wll be oomplllld. L.tglllatM and 
rtgUiatoly changal may be IIHCied to ellectiYely lmpllmlnt toOSyltlm ~ NFPA'I 
riCOIMMIIldatlonl regarding national foreat plan lrnpllmlntatlon, am~~ldmlnt and rwv111on 
prooldur11 remain rllevant and lhould bl adopted to _...lfllclent •ICorporallon of aoosysl8m 
managerntnt prlnclpln Into amended or rMid land management pWw. 

• NFMA raqulrH the Forest ServiOI to lpec:lfy guidlllnll which "requlrl the ldlnllllcallon of 
the IUitablllty of lands tor I'I80UrOI rnanagemant.• Ul U.S.C. 11104, Sec. 8(g)(2). I also raquHI 
the Secrataly to ~ Ianda within the ~ ... which .. not IUitld tor timber 
production • •• [and) except for lllvage Iaiii or Iaiii niOIUIIatld to protact Olhlr nUIIpiHIN 
valull, no 1lmbar hanlwtlng lhall occur on IUch Iandi tor a ptrlod of 10 yen. 1Midl on01 
ldlntlllld .. uniUIIabll tor timber produdlon lhall contlnul to be traatld for rwforaatallon 
purpcllft, particularly with regard to the protection of other mulllple-UM valuel." 1 e u.s.c. Sec. 
Cl(k). 
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R~ lind Monitoring 

Ecoaystem management will require a strong ICienllftc basil for nnagtiTIInt dlclelona llld 
alrengthened linkages between forest aclence 8nd nnagement. Howwer, en enhanced 
ICienllftc framework .Jone C811nol reaolve most reaource management end llllocetlon oonftk:la. 
Fede.-.1 egencies must placa aclenllftc conclusions, assumptions, parameters llld ecoaystem 
nHda In context with IOCUI, economic end pollllc.J needa. 

Additionally, the agencies must enaure thet the ICience used to aupport nnagement declalons 
II clearly examined end presented for blind peer review end to the public. Land menegement 
plennlng, project Implementation, 8nd ~ agency lnlliatiYes all demand thle thorough 
examination prior to adoption of a particular line of reasoning end ... umpUona. 

Finally, agency procedures must .Jiow agency land m8nagers fuU ftexlblllty to develop end 
consider policy options based on sound scltnce; It Is appropriate to obt.Jn ICientlsts' comments 
on options developed by line ollicers and policy makers. However, ICientlsts must not haW the 
reeponalbllity for making policy-level decisions. In addition, eny aclenllftc panels or comrnru­
organlzed to conalder apecllic lllues must Include the fuU renge of ICienllftc dlacipllnea and 
~ 8lCp8ltlae ll80HI8fY to oonalder prop8lti the aubject under OCinllderatlon. Such 
panels or committees must oP.ate In fuU compliance with the Fedn Advisory CornmiUee ~ 

The agencies' Immediate priorities lhould be to: (1) de81gn e11ect1ve monitoring programa, and 
(2) aynthaslze existing restarc.h Information ~ practlcal advice that wUI help. fteld 1n1111Q411S 
~the potenti.J consequencea of their manegement declalons end Implement adaptive 
rnanagement techniques. New reaearc:h. lhollld focua on the priority Information needl for 
effective ecosystem management All forest ownership lectors ahould be I!MIIved In Identifying 
priority needs for ecosystem management r-arch. 

AGENCY TRAINING 

To date, agency land management planning hu lnc:reaslngly focused on the UN of apecillland 
.Jiocatlona, 'buller zones" end other management "Conntralnts". This epproach hu ellecllvely 
down-played the positive role yagetatlon management C8l1 play In achieving aoclety'a ecoaystem 
rnanagement objectives end Instead focused on mitigating potential negative ellects. Land UN 
pi- haW become "Zoning' documents which .Jiow, prescribe, or proacrlbe cert.Jn activities on 
apecltlc management areas, without aulllclent conalderatlon of opportunltlea to achieve 
nnagement goa aild ob)ectlvea acroaa the entire fede.-.1 land ownerlhlp. 

This reductlonlst approach II not conalstent with the prlnclplea of ecoaystem management .00 
oould lead to adoption of ecoaystem management u nothing more than a ayatem of rww 
-.landarda end guldellnea" or a aeries of unrelated, pro)ect-level "8cooyst8m management" 
actlvlllel. 
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Effective Implementation of an ecosystem-based management ~proach wiD require a carefully 
directed program of agency training to ensure broad understanding, acceptance and application 
of ecosystem management principles. 

PUBUC EDUCAnON 

The agencies must undertake efforts to ensure broad public understanding and accaptance of 
ecosystem management. Improved public understanding should lead to mora ellectlve public 
Involvement and, hopefully, earlier resolution of public Issues and concerna. In adopting an 
ecosystem management approach, public education program1 must focus on the benellls 
achieved by management of the entire federal land baM to achieved the Desired Forest 
Condition for the federal lands. 

CONCLUSION 

The decision to embrace ecosystem management- clearly an attempt by the Forest SeMce 
and BLM to mlnlmlzajudlclal and administrative actions that create deadlock In the ~ 
of the national forests and BLM lands. Mora Importantly , It recognized the need for a batter way 
to plan and carry out management direction on these federal lands. 

To achieve the Desired Forest Condition, forestry practices will be needed In IOm8 araas where 
none would occur under today'• "all or nothing" management ooncepll. Mora acral will be 
managed to achieve Integrated management objectlvel and maintain long-term ecoayatam 
health. Such an approach lhould result In forestllhat .. better .tlla to provide a ful range of 
goods and l8rVIces demanded by today'• IOc:lely. 

An ecoaystem management approach will change the natura of the forest management debate 
and has significant potential to reduce public oonlllct over the long term. The approach outlined 
In thll paper provides M opportunity for Interest group1 to work with the tederal land 
mMAgement agencies to design an affective planning process for the national forests and other 
federal lands. It should lead to decisions which may be Implemented on the ground and provide 
greater certainty for communities deptndent upon the federal land• for their economic and IOcial 
well-being. 
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Testimony for the 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands 

February 1, 1994 

GettiDJ to the Bottom or Below-Cost Timber Sales 

by 

Don Leal 
Senior Research Associate 

Political Economy Research Center 

My name is Don Leal and I'm a senior research associate at the Political 

Economy Research Center(PERC} located in Bozeman, Montana. PERC is frequently 

described as a free market think tank focusing on market solutions to environmental 

problems. 

Today, I would like to discuss a very critical public lands issue: below-cost timber 

sales. For over a decade, this issue bas served as a lightning rod for reforming 

management of the Forest Service's timber program. It is an issue in which I agree with 

environmentalists in concluding that there is something definitely wrong with bow the 

Forest Service manages the sale of timber. 

I pan company, however, with those who say the solution to below-cost timber 

sales is either to stop selling timber altogether or, alternatively, to raise the price of 

timber to match the costs of the Forest Service's timber program. 

In comparing timber sales on state and national forests in Montana I found 

evidence that the Forest Service loses money on timber sales because its costs are too 

high. For three different growing regions in western Montana, the state made money 
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selling timber on its forests, while the Forest Service routinely lost money selling timber. 

In northwest Montana, the state grossed $239 for every dollar spent selling and 

growing timber, while nearby Flathead National forest failed to break even, grossing only 

$0.75 for every dollar spent. Similarly, in southwest Montana, the state grossed $1.98 for 

every dollar spent, while nearby Bitterroot National Forest grossed only $0.44 for every 

dollar spent. Even in the dryer, less productive region of central Montana, the state 

grossed $1.07 for every dollar spent, while Gallatin National Forest grossed a paltry 

$0.23. 

Overall, from 1988 to 1992, the state's timber sales generated nearly $14 million 

in income, while the ten national forests in Montana showed a cumulative loss of $-42 

million. This is a startling result, especially when we consider the fact that the state 

harvested one-twelveth the volume of timber harvested by the Forest Service during this 

period. 

Different lands, different duties? State forest lands are often located right next to 

national forests in western Montana In addition, recent surveys by the Forest Service 

indicate that state and national forests have similar timber growing potentials. State 

foresters and the Forest Service also carry out similar duties. Both prepare and 

administer timber harvests, carry out environmental assessments, conduct competitive 

auctions, plan and build roads, prepare sites for reforestation, and conduct stand 

improvements. Importantly, both must integrate timber with other uses such as public 

recreation, livestock grazing. and wildlife habitat. 

But the state carries out its duties at substantially lower cost. For example, in the 

2 
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northwest region the state spent an average of $66 per thousand board feet of harvest to 

manage its timber program from 1988 to 1992, while flathead National Forest, located 

right next to some of those forests, spent 60% more-$106 per thousand board feet. 

Elsewhere, the cost picture is similar: In Montana's central region, the state's costs 

averaged S80 per thousand board feet of harvest versus S 133 on nearby Gallatin National 

Forest. 

It appears that the state uses a fraction of the labor used by the Forest Service to 

carry out its duties. For example, to harvest a given volume of timber, the state used 4.5 

hours of labor in central Montana, while the Forest Service used 11.6 hours on Gallatin 

National For est. 

Given the Forest Service's higher costs, one would expect that environmental 

quality would be higher. After all, one may attribute the higher cost to greater 

environmental protection on national forests. But a 1992 statewide audit of recent 

harvests ranked the state highest in protecting watersheds among all landowners, 

including the Forest Service. The audit, requested by the Montana legislature, was 

conducted by interdisciplinary team of experts in hydrology, forestry, soil, and biology 

and several representatives of environmental groups. 

And the state does a substantially better job of sustaining quality timber; that is, 

trees that are alive and free of disease. Timber surveys by the Forest Service indicate 

that Montana's state timber lands are closer to their timber-growing potential than 

nearby national forests. In the national forests, more trees have aged and succumbed to 

disease. 

3 
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In sum, the solution to below-cost timber sales isn't weaker environmental 

standards. Nor is it, as some have recommended, to stop selling timber in money-losing 

forests like those in Montana. The solution is to identify and eliminate wastes in timber 

sales programs. As a first step, I recommend that the Forest Service 

1. Explore options with state and private foresters in reducing the costs of 

its timber programs. 

2. Award bonuses to government personnel who carry out innovative and 

cost effective approaches to timber management and environmental 

protection. 

3. Contract out for program functions whose costs have risen dramatically 

in recent years. 

While these steps are preliminary, I believe they provide a basis for reducing the 

costs of Forest Service's timber programs. I thank the subcommittee for their time on 

this crucial issue. 

4 
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U.S. House of Representatives 
Natural Resources Committee 

National Parks, Forests and Public Lands Subcommittee 

Testimony of Clark L Collins 
BlueRibbon Coalition Executive Director 

February 1, 1994 

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON 
US FOREST SERVICE REFORM 
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WIN WIN SOWTIONS ARE POSSIBLE 

Some Forest Service critics are fond of saying that recreation and tourism will 
replace the resource industries they seek to eliminate. The BlueRibbon Coalition is a 
recreation organization that promotes cooperative resource management. Our public 
lands can accommodate healthy natural resource industries 'and' outdoor recreation. 
We represent nearly 300 member organizations nationwide who share that view. 

Many old timber harvest and mining access roads are now being used for 
recreational purposes. Most of our western single track trails exist today because they 
have been used for trailing livestock. The fact is that most backcountry roads and trails 
nationwide were originally built for our natural resource industries. 

The push to replace U.S. Forest Service management of vital natural resource 
industries with a new recreation focus just doesn't make sense, even for recreationists. 
Recreation shouldn't be expected to replace those industries and attempts to push that 
concept merely encourage conflict. 

Workers in our natural resource industries often recreate in backcountry areas 
near their job sites. Overly restrictive federal land use policies have a negative effect 
on both their job and their recreation. Many of our members are being caught in this 
lose-lose situation. 

Recreationists in the BlueRibbon Coalition realize the value of our natural 
resource industries, not only to our economy but to recreation and tourism as well. We 
actively promote projects that highlight the recreational benefits provided by industries 
who also provide local jobs and supply our nation's vital raw materials. 

We feel that win·win solutions are possible but are often overlooked by federal 
agencies catering to the demands of 'no-use' special interest groups. Recreationists 
and our resource industries must work together to 'Preserve our natural resources 
FOR the public instead of FROM the public.' 

Artificial conflicts between commodity users and recreationists have been 
stimulated by poor agency coordination. The Forest Service has been negligent when 
it allows a timber sale, a mine, or other use to disrupt recreation. This has caused 
conflict among groups that should be allied in the productive use of our forests. Proper 
inter-departmental coordination can eliminate these problems. 
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An example of a win-win solution: 

Our local forest service district asked for comments on a timber sale that 
would have wiped out a section of trail. The trail was part of an important loop 
route that was popular with both motorized and non-motorized trail users. The 
trail in that area was actually an old logging road from a previous sale. Still, 
blocking access to that section would have broken the loop, creating a serious 
access problem for use of the rest of the trail system. This would surely have 
upset local trail users. 

I suggested that the agency oonstruct a new trail around the harvest 
activity prior to the sale, which they did. The result is a new section of trail that 
is better than what it replaced. It was engineered specifically for trail recreational 
use rather than as a road. The timber was then harvested without disturbing 
local trail users. We have a better trail than before and didn't even realize a 
timber harvest was taking place nearby. 

Sound resource management policies must prevail. Unfortunately the USFS is 
caught in a cross fire. CertaJn publics are demanding that managers let nature take 
it's oourse. They are persistent in those demands because some managers bend to 
that pressure even though they know the policy being demanded is unsound. Catering 
to unreasonable demands has just made the situation worse. 

It's our view that reform .of the USFS to satisfy the demands of no-use 
advocates would be a big mistake. Recreational forest users would be the ultimate 
losers in such a shift of policy. Wise multiple-use management is the original mandate 
of the Forest Service and should be· defended. 

US FOREST SERVICE RECREATION FUNDING: 

It's true that recreation needs are not currently being met by the U.S. Forest 
Service. Inadequate funding for trails has resulted in an over $200,000,000 back log 
of trail maintenance funding. Rather than blame this shortfall on agency bias against 
recreation we helped secure a user funded program for trails. 

The BlueRibbon Coalition worked with our members and other recreation 
organizations on the passage of the National Recreational Trails Act of 1991 (NATA). 
We worked very hard to ensure that a portion of this fund would be available for 
Forest Service trails to benefit a broad range of trail enthusiasts. Unfortunately, 
adequate funding for this program has been difficult to secure. Forest Service 
recreation programs would benefit greatly from increased congressional support for full 
funding for the NATA. 

(see appendix A for additional information on NATA) 
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It was our intention for the NATA to stimulate Increased cooperation between 
diverse trail users. The current support for this program, through the Coalition for 
Recreational Trails, by equestrians, mountainbikers, the American Hiking Society and 
Rails to Trails Conservancy, Is indication that we have achieved much of that objective. 
However, some USFS districts still focus on perceived conflicts between diverse trail 
users rather than encouraging cooperation. 

Unfortunately, recreational bigotry is still a serious problem and some USFS 
personnel are guilty of it. Bias against certain forms of recreation has no place in an 
agency who's motto is "Caring for the land and servi1g people." However, in many 
cases this apparent bias is driven by pressure from anti-OHV organizations. USFS 
districts catering to this pressure only prompt even more unreasonable demands. 

WHAT DO WE REALLY WANT. 

Anti OHV groups misrepresent our intentions. Let me set the record straight on 
a few of those misrepresentations: 

The BlueAibbon Coalition is not an •anti-environmental organization. • On 
the contrary our member organizations nationwide are heavily involved in trail 
maintenance and improvement, litter clean-up, environmental restoration projects 
and working with other users and our land managers to build cooperative 
environmental protection programs. 

The Blueribbon Coalition is not •anti·Wildemess." We have supported 
reasonable additions to our Wilderness preservation system such as is proposed 
in the BLM's California Desert Conservation Plan and the recently enacted 
Colorado Wilderness bill. We do, however, actively oppose Wilderness 
designation of areas presently used by mechanized recreationists because that 
designation disallows our continued use of those areas. Wilderness designation 
is not necessary to protect our backcountry areas. 

The BlueRibbon Coalition is a major recreation component of the "Wise 
Use Movement," but that movement is being grossly misrepresented by some 
special interest groups~ Yes we do think that recreationists, and loggers, and 
private property interests, and other natural resource users should work together 
lo protect each other's interest, but we don't think that our environment should 
be sacrificed in the process. 

CONCLUSION 

We feel the US Forest Service's multiple use mandate should be defended. 
Forest Service District Rangers must be free to make balanced decisions that take 
local conditions into consideration. They should be encouraged to promote cooperation 
between diverse natural resource users. We urge our congressional representatives 
to reaffirm the USFS multiple-use mandate. 
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APPENDIX A 

AMERICA'S RECREATION TRAILS 

Trails provide diverse recreational opportunities and are an integral part of the 
multiple-use management of our natural resources. 

Trail recreation encourages environmental responsibility by helping educate the 
public about natural resources. It also encourages appreciation of wildlife and our 
natural heritage. 

Trail based recreation accounts for over 30 million recreation visitor days each 
year on our National Forests alone. 

Historically, trail maintenance and construction has not been adequately funded. 
According to a recent study, there is a trail maintenance back-log of over 200 million 
dollars on our National Forest alone. 

Funding for trail maintenance and construction should not come at the expense 
of other resource programs. 

NATIONAL RECREATIONAL TRAILS ACT OF 1991. 

The Symms National Recreational Trails Act was signed into law in December 
of 1991. It is Title I, Part B and Title VIII of the lntermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). 

This act allows for the fuel taxes paid by off-highway recreationists to be used 
for trail maintenance and improvements to benefit all trail users. 

SUPPORT FUNDING FOR TRAILS 

* In accordance with the authorizing legislation, a national advisory committee 
composed of diverse trail interests is working together to foster cooperation between 
trail users. Increased funding will encourage and enhance this cooperation. 

* This fund, supported by users fuel taxes, is a pay-as-you-go program and should be 
fully funded as authorized at $30 million annually. 

* To date only $7.5 million has been appropriated for this program. That meager 
allocation was stretched to meet just a few of ovr nation's trail maintenance and 
development needs. More funding is needed to fully implement this environmentally 
responsible program. 

• Support the full $30 miUion funding for the National Recreational Trails Fund Act 
(NRTFA) as authorized in the 1991 lntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
{ISTEA). 
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STATEMENT OF 
R.M. (JIM) NELSON, FOREST SUPERVISOR 

TOIYABE NATIONAL FOREST 
FOREST SERVICE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Before the 

Subcommittee· on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 
and the 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations 
Committee on Natural Resources 

United States House of Representatives 

Concerning "New Directions for the Forest Service" 

February 1, 1994 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

I am honored to be here today at the request of the Committee to share 

with you the results of a study that was prepa.red by employees of the 

Intermountain Region, .also known as Region 4, of the Forest Service. 

I should point out th·at this study has not been approved by the Forest 

Service nor endorsed by the Administration. My name is Jim Nelson. I 

am proud to serve as Supervisor of the Toiyabe National Forest which 

covers nearly 4 million acres in Nevada .~nd California. 

In 1986, Dale Robertson, then Chief, authorized the Pilot Program. 

This program was designed to provide latitude for innovation in 

management of field units. The program marked the begin~ing of Foresb 

Service focus on management improvement initiatives, an area of 

emphasis that has the full support of the current Administration. 

In 1989, the Intermountain Region adopted a Total Quality Management 

('l'OM) Program as our Region·s vehicle for promoting organizational 

excellence. 
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In 1991, in response to concerns expressed by the Region's District 

Rangers, a Quality Improvement Team was chartered under the TQM 

Program to evaluate strategies which, when implemented, would enhance 

both internal and external customer service at the Regional, Forest 

and District levels. I served on the team in the dual capacity of 

mentor, providing a line-management perspective, and as an active 

member. As a starting point for our work, the team made a number of 

observations that reflect our collective experience as Forest Service 

employees. They were: 

1. Public interest in, knowledge of, and demands on Forest 

Service programs are rapidly increasing; 

2. Value conflicts exist over the proper balance between 

amentities and commodity production on National Forests; 

3. Appeals and lawsuits are increasing at a rate that interfers 

with effective Forest management; 

4. The growth of lava, regulations, and budget line items is 

significantly reducing managerial flexibility; and 

5. Ranger Districts, the level where most of the on-the-ground 

work gets done, are experiencing flat or decreasing budgets--they do 

not have the resources to implement Forest and Resource Land 

Management Plans. But the total number of people in the Supervisor 

2 
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Offices and the Regional Office of Region 4, and the number of people 

in the Chief's Office have increased. 

The Quality Improvement Teem spent 15 months in completing its work. 

In February, we presented our findings and recommendations to the 

Regional Leadership Team. OUr key findings were: 

1. Region 4 has spent a great deal of money and time in adopting 

improved technology with an expectation that this change would reduce 

total resources devoted to many administrative activities. In 

practice, the organizational structure has not adjusted to these 

innovations and no additional resources have been released for 

on-the-ground work. 

3 

2 . Functionalism (work oriented along specific program lines such 

as recreation, timber, wildlife, etc.) and duplication of effort are 

on the rise, as is reflected in the growth in staff above the District 

level. 

3. External pressures are putting the organization under severe 

stress. Litigation, changing public demands, and unprecedented media 

scrutiny, with limited or no increase in funding to respond to· the 

increased work load has produced a "crisis" mentality in management. 

4 . The employees of the Forest Service are like the public at 

large. We are internally debating the appropriate balance between 
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commodity and amenity programs. This is an issue that has polarized 

parts of our work force as it has polarized the American public. 

5. External customers exist at three identifiable levels--the 

ground, state and National levels. The Forest Service has four 

organizational levels. This lack of symmetry between public and 

organizational levels contributes to reduced organizational 

performance. 

4 

Budget information included in our report supported these findings. 

First, the budget in Region 4 was divided as follows: 12 percent goes 

to the Regional Office; 43 percent to Supervisor Offices; but only 45 

percent to Ranger Districts. Second, nearly two-thirds of our budget 

is used to support organizational needs leaving too little for 

on-the-ground activities. 

While some of these problems are beyond ~he control of the Forest 

Service, opportunities for positive change clearly exist. 

The Quality Improvement Team made an overarching recommendation: 

The Forest Service should be positioned based on a philosophy of 

organizing close to our customers and identifying nonduplicative 

roles appropriate for custo .. rs expectations and land stewardship 

needs . 
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The team also developed options to reduce duplication of functions and 

improve customer service. These options were structured around three 

variables: the type of work (divided into three generic categories: 

contacts with customers and the actual doing activities of the Forest 

Service; support and coordination activities; and, strategic functions 

and interaction with the Administration, Congress, and National 

interest groups); the number of organizational levels (two, three and 

four); and, geographic considerations such as state boundaries and 

ecoregions. Each option was also designed to improve organizational 

performance by promoting self-managed teams, rightsizing, integration 

of operations, and enhancing the attractiveness of Districts as career 

destinations. 

The Regional Leadership Team has agreed to evaluate various options 

developed by the team. As part of this effort, the Region is 

evaluating appropriate roles for each organizational level. In 

addition, each job is being reviewed to ~etermine how it contriubtes 

to the agency's mission. This information will be used to assign work 

between various organizational levels. 

We hope to finish the evaluation process by the end of t~is year. Ou~ 

employees have been supportive of this effort and are eager to begin 

implementation of the reorganization plan that is ultimately s&lected 

by the Regional and National Leadership Teams. 

Our report has been given to the Forest Service Reinvention Team for 

consideration. Although this is only one of many initiatives the 
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Reinvention Team is reviewinq, I believe that our work will be a 

valuable contribution to the overall reinvention effort. 

6 

This concludes my testimony·. I would be happy to answer any questions 

you miqht have. 
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Testimony of 
Dr. Donald M. Waller 

Before the U.S. House of Representatives, Feb. 1, 1994 

Natural Resources Committee Joint Subcommittee Hearing: 
National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands (Rep. Vento, Chair) 
Oversight and Investigations (Rep. Miller, Chair) 

Subject Forest Service Reform 

Introduction: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the important issue of Forest Service 
reform today. My testimony here is not aimed at any individual employee of the Forest 
Service. I have·a deep personal respect for most agency personnel that I have had the 
pleasure of knowing and working with over the years. Many of these individuals have 
gone out of their way to indicate that they share my concerns and that they appreciate 
the efforts I am taking to sway Forest Service management back to scientifically-based 
conservation. I feel some responsibility to these personnel to speak plainly and clearly, 
as their own voices are so often muffled or guarded. 

Background: 

Over a century ago, at a point when this nation had already cut about half its 
original forests, Congress made history by holding hearings to consider the state of our 
forested lands. Congress heard many stories about destructive and wasteful patterns of 
cutting, the general disregard among private logge~s to protect watersheds and wildlife 
habitat, wildly destructive floods and fires, and the impending timber famine that 
would follow unsustainably high levels of logging. At the time, private logging 
concerns were buying up public land at very low cost, cutting the best timber in the 
cheapest and fastest way possible, and then moving on, often abandoning their cut 
lands and defaulting on their tax obligations. By then, waves of deforestation had 
already rolled over the Midwestern forests, leaving in their wake moonscapes of cut­
over lands, massive soil erosion, decimated wildlife populations, wildly destructive 
slash fires, and a succession of economically devastated ·communities. 

These hearings led directly to the Forest Reserve Act of 1891 which sought .to 
protect watersheds and some remaining forests from abusive logging practices. These 
"Reserves" became our National Forests and the U.S. Forest Service was created in 1905. 
That agency made a name for itself in its early years as a staunch defender of our 
national forests against private interests that would see them liquidated. Under strong 
leadership, the Agency developed a reputation as a progressive institution dedicated to 
applying the best of contemporary forest science. 

Sadly, we face similar problems today, a century later: . 
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• Federal lands are being logged at UNustainably high rates and low cost, often to 
benefit private corporations. · 

Populations of many native species are. seriously threatened across the country in 
our National Forests. 

Once pristine streams and rivers are suffering high rates of siltation due to 
extensive grazing and logging. 

• Low cost forest products from national lands are discouraging careful 
stewardship of these and other forests and more efficient utilization and 
recycling in the wood fiber industry. 

Ironically, many of these problems can be traced to the Agency entrusted by the public 
to oversee their National Forests: the U.S. Forest Service. What has gone wrong? 
Why has this agency lost so much of its original reputation and the trust of the public • 
they serve? Why are agency personnel concerned with protecting watersheds, natural 
values, wildlife, and economic sustainability often over-ruled by their superiors and 
made to feel threatened within the agency they have chosen to serve? Why are 
suggestions to rMirect management away from c:ommodity production and toward 
management that could more effectively conserve forest and wildlife values so 
frequently spumed? Many in and outside the Agency are asking these questions. 

I will first desCribe a few significant problems that confront the Forest Service 
and my own experiences in trying to promote improved conservation of biodiversity on 
Forest Service lands. Next, I attempt to analyze the bases for these problems and the 
degree to which recent and current efforts at reform are succeeding. Finally, I present 
recommendations for reform that I feel go beyond current efforts by addressing the 
underlying structural and economic incentives that have so consistently and 
pervasively biased National Forest management. 

Problems in Forest Service Management: 

The U.S. Forest Service is the premier land management agency in the country, . 
managing 1/3 of our forest lands distributed among 156 National Forests covering 193 
million acres. This is more land than that managed by the Fish and Wildlife ~rvice, the 
National Park Service, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Bureau of Reclamation 
combined. Thus, the decisions this agency makes control the fate of a large fraction of 
our nation's biotic heritage. 

The Forest Service is expected to meet goals that often conflict 

Since its inception, the US. Fore5t SerVice has sought to fuUill two distinct, and, 
at times, conflicting goals: to conserve and protect the National Forests and their 
natural resources, and to prOvide a stable and sustainable supply of commodities from 
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those Forests. Through time, the former has progressively lost out to the latter. In 
response, the Forest Service has encountered a rising crescendo of protest from both the 
informed public and, more recently, from its internal ranks. The public rancor that has 
accompanied the implementation of recent Forest Service policies and forest plans point 
to widespread concern that this Agency has lost sight of its essential goals. While 
controversy is not new, current storms of protest extend into the daily papers, prime 
time television, and even the pages of Sports illustrated. These conflicts have also 
precipitated an identity crisis within the agency regarding its goals and how they 
should be pursued. 

"'In terms of both its original charter and today's standards of environmental 
protection, we should judge the Forest Service according to two criteria: 

1. Does the Agency act so as to protect and enhance the economic and 
ecological value of the lands it oversees? 

2. Does the Agency effectively and efficiently carry out the duties set for it by 
Congress? In particular, does this Agency embrace the spirit, as well as 
the letter, of the environmental laws of the land? 

While there are a great many cases where the Agency meets either or both of these tests, 
its performance has been inconsistent and often glaringly deficient. These failures are 
too common and too pervasive to be excused as occasional oversights. In fact, the 
frequency with which this Agency has been on the wrong side of efforts to protect the 
environment demonstrates substantial institutional bias toward logging and commodity 
extraction that often supersedes concerns for protecting biodiversity, stream quality, 
and other natural values. 

The Agency has failed to meet public and Congressional expectations 

The American people, through Congress, have made clear via the Multiple Use 
Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and, even more explicitly, via the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 their will that the National Forests meet multiple uses, 
including the perpetuation of wildlife, public recreation, and the sustainable harvest of 
forest commodities. The NFMA goes further to stipulate that management of the 
National Forests should maintain and enhance the natural biological diversity of those 
lands (and remains the only federal law with diversity as an explicit goal). Yet despite 
these plain directives, the Forest Service has stubbornly remained primarily and . 
overwhelmingly biased toward timber cutting. This bias is obvious when one examines 
budget allocations over past decades (Fig. 1) and appears remarkably insensitive to 
changes in political party among administrations. 

Taxpayers might expect such heavy timber cutting to at least bring federal 
government substantial revenue. Alas, this is not the case - timber harvesting and 
associated road construction costs exceed net revenues to the federal government. 
Ironically, the Agency has even justified high rates of cutting and associated costly road 
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construction in terms of the very wildlife and recreation values that are being 
diminished. Virtually every long-term plan developed under the NFMA has been 
contested or appealed on environmental grounds. And we see an Agency that has 
stubbornly refused to accept its responsibilities under NFMA and the Endangered 
Species Act to effectively protect threatened populations of plants, fish, and wildlife. 
While these failures and the agency's reluctance has often been hidden behind glossy 
brochures and sanguine public relations announcements, the reality is evident in the 
string of appeals and court cases it has confronted. At the same time, environmental 
groups have pointed out that these high rates of cutting, in addition to threatening 
environmental values, have not even succeeded in raising enough revenue to offset 
their steep economic costs of administering timber sales and building roads. 

The Agency is beset by internal dissent; repression is common. 

Within the Agency, these problems have also taken a heavy toll, manifest in the 
discord and fear many employees feel. This dissatisfaction led to the creation of the 
"Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics" in 1989, an 
organization whose existence and popularity testifies to the atmosphere of intimidation 
that exists within the Agency. Loyal employees are forced to choose between pleasing 
their superiors and protecting natural resources and value5. In November, 1989, all the 
Forest Supervisors from the Western Region signed a pointed letter to the Chief 
complaining that "the current emphasis of National Forest programs does not reflect the 
land stewardship values embodied in our forest plans. Congressional emphasis and 
our traditional methods and practices continue to focus on commodity resources." 
Regional Forester John Mumma also resisted pressure from the Washington office to 
maintain excessive and non-sustainable levels of timber harvest. As you know, 
Mumma was forced to accept early retirement shortly thereafter. By this past August, 9 
of these 13 Supervisors had been transferred, reassigned, or took retirement. 

The Agency has failed to accept and apply conservation biology 

Stories involving the Forest Service all too often bring news of environmental 
threats or degradation. In the Northwest, a succession of scientific panels reviewing 
reams of data have repeatedly concluded that continued harvesting of this country's last 
extensive old-growth forests directly threatens many species of birds and mammals. 
The American Fisheries Society finds 134 salmonid fish stocks at risk of extinction 
within the National Forests. Seventy percent of the watersheds on the Clearwater 
National Forest are degraded below plan standards. 

As a conservation biologist, I am particularly upset by the Forest Service's 
failures to effectively absorb and apply the lessons of conservation biology. By now, 
hundreds of individual studies have led to two broad conclusions: 

1. To sustain natural communities, it is essential to sustain tN natural 
conditions and disturbilliCle regimes (floods, fires, wind-throw, etc.) to 
which most species are adapted. 
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2. To sustain viable populations of the most sensitive native species, it is 
often essential to protect large areas of natural habitat. Smaller areas are 
often simply incapable of supporting enough individuals, or providing the 
full range of conditions necessary, to prevent local extirpations which, 
collectively, spell extinction. 

These are not subtle or arcane concepts. We should expect the nation's largest land 
management agency, with an explicit charge to protect diversity, to have a full 
understanding of their importance and relevance to particular situations. High levels of 
timber cutting and associated road construction,. especially when dispersed across the 
landscape as scattered patterns of openings, contribute directly to habitat loss and 
habitat fragmentation. Species specially dependent on forest interior or old-growth 
conditions are most threatened in the U.S. today. Nevertheless, Forest Service planning 
documents often reveal an Agency preoccupied with common species of wildlife, or 
with outmoded interpretations of ecological science. Both draft and final long-range 
management plans for the Wisconsin National Forests revealed that biodiversity issue,s 
were consistently misunderstood or, worse, misrepresented. In a glaring example, the 
Forests chose to interpret the diversity provision of the NFMA to mean that the forests 
should be repeatedly logged so as to maintain "age-class diversity." 

We assumed at the time that these errors reflected oversight, gaps in qualified 
staff, or the commodity orientation of most planners. We therefore attempted to assist 
the planning team by providing background information on conservation biology and 
alternative management suggestions. Oddly, while the staff of one Forest sought to 
verify the legitimacy of our analysis and incorporate elements of our proposals, staff 
from the other Forest ridiculed our suggestions as a "veiled grab at wildemess".and 
refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of mainstream ideas from conservation biology. 
While this stark dichotomy in response itself indicates a need for reform , we were 
unprepared for what happened next. The progressive elements introduced into the 
Chequarnegon National Forest Plan by the Supervisor were mysteriously removed in 
May, 1986 by the Regional Forester. This occurred behind closed doors without any 
scientific or economic review or public discussion. When this decision was appealed to 
the Chief, we waited over three years for a decision that, while acknowledging the 
deficiency of biological analysis in the Forest Plans, refused to allow establishment of 
the Diversity Maintenance Areas we had proposed, even on an experimental basis. 

Why are the underlying causes of these problems? 

These problems lead us to ask why this Agency has been so wedded to meeting 
unrealistic and damaging targets for commodity outputs and so resistant to reform. 
Even well-informed and well-motivated Forest Service staff can not overcome failures 
in leadership. The causes of many of these problems appear plainly rooted in this 
Agency's structure and the incentives that pervade it. 
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With a budget of over $3 billion for 1990, 39,000 employees, and a huge land 
base, the Forest Service would rank among the largest corporations were it 
indl!pendent. We as a nation should expect such an agency to be administered with 
efficient dedication to the goals laid down for by Congress. Unfortunately, Congress 
and the structure of the Forest Service itself present those working within the Agency 
with conflicting goals and incentives that virtually ensure the problems just outlined. 
Most conspicuously, those working within the Agency have for years been judged by 
their ability to meet specific Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) targets set for them at the 
Washington and Regional offices. In contrast, goals for protecting forest health, stream 
quality, and wildlife populations have been much fuzzier and have rarely contributed 
to advancement within the Agency. Officers are judged on their ability to get along 
with various (often commercial) "customers" and are often moved frequently from 
Forest to Forest and Region to Region, preventing intimate knowledge of local 
ecological circumstances. 

Staffing within the Agency has for decades favored the foresters, silviculturalists, 
road engineers, economic planners, and managers that could work well together in 
meeting the timber targets set by Congress. Leadership, in particular, has usually 
drawn from these professions. These individuals are usually well trained in their 
specialty, but almost atways have a perspective that emphasizes economic outputs. 
While such professionals are fully qualified to manage forest stands for timber 
production, they are rather less qualified to understand the consequences of their 
management on complex ecological relationships among forest saprophytes and 
pathogens, soil micr~arthropods, keystone herbivores, ~tropical migrant songbirds, 
and threatened populations of salmonid fishes and top carnivores. While the Agency 
employs many well-trained "ologists" that do understand many of these interactions, 
their voice in planning and management has not consistently been sought out or 
heeded. This is especially true for the many scientists segregated in the Research arm 
of the Forest Service. Furthermore, even when they are consulted, their opinions are 
often dismissed or even disallowed. I recently heard a scientist in the Northwest 
complain that a decision to base management decisions regarding salmonid fisheries in 
the Tongass National Forest on the best current information then coming from research 
in Washington and Oregon was over-ruled on political grounds in Washington DC. 
Scientists told that obviously pertinent research is irrelevant to their area lose faith in 
government institutions and their Agency. I have also heard cases where scientists' 
opinions have been solicited, then ignored. Worse, scientists have been told to rewrite 
their opinions to better match agency policy or political pressure. These occurrences 
violate norms of scientific conduct and endanger this Agency's ability to make· informed 
public decisions regarding our valuable national resources. 

A set of pernicious economic incentives has also contributed to Agency bias in 
favor of timber cutting. The Act of May 23, 1908 established that counties would receive 
25% of all gross timber sale receipts from timber sales within their boundaries. These 
Payments to Counties in Lieu of Taxes provide powerful economic incentives for local 
governments to push for increased timber harvesting in the National Forests ($235.7 
million in 1985 and $497.6 million in 1986). Not surprisingly, many communities are 

6 



320 

now economically dependent on these payments (as well as a steady supply of low-cost 
timber). Such constituents guarantee acrimony and bitter local opposition to attempts 
to more effectively conserve the National Forests, even when total forest outputs remain 
unchanged. 

The Knutson-Vandenberg Act of 1930 allowed the Forest Service to retain that 
fraction of its timber sale receipts that it believes are necessary for reforestation. The 
NFMA extended this allowance in 1976 to include thinnings and wildlife management 
activities associated with timber sales. Expenditures of K-V funds expanded more than 
SO% between 1975 and 1980 and augmented the Forest Service budget by $186.1 million· 
in 1985. As it is natural for an institution to augment its discretionary budget, this Act 
provides an internal incentive to increase timber harvests. In addition, it has favored 
the increased use of clear cuts since these demand the highest costs of reforestation. 

A third law passed in 1964 established the right of the Forest Service to grant 
"purchaser credits" to build roads, a necessary, but expensive, part of the infrastructure 
needed to support timber harvests. Under this act, the Forest Service lets timber 
purchasers deduct the cost of the roads they build from the amounts they pay for the 
trees to the Forest Service. In 1985, the Forest Service obtained $192.3 million worth of 
roads in this way in addition to the $234.8 million directly appropriated by Congress for 
this purpose. · 

Aren't current steps to reform the Forest Service sufficient? 

With the many other important issues Congress is facing this term, you are 
doubtless tempted to assume the Forest Service has already embraced reform under its 
Ecosystem Management program and the appointment of a new Chief. The Agency 
itself will also no doubt try to persuade you that their problell)S are now under control. 
While these are substantial signs of progress, it woUld be a grave mistake to assume that 
the Forest Service is "out of the woods" in terms of the internal and external difficulties 
it faces. If Congress expects this Agency to live up to its obligations under the laws 
Congress has laid down for it, and to do so in the future as well as under the current 
Administration and Chief, it will have to face up to the structural and bureaucratic 
barriers that still exist. 

When the new Chief was appointed last Fall, some complained that his 
appointment was improperly political. Sadly, this Agency has been blatantly pOlitical 
for many years. So many internal and external incentives favor maintaining timber 
outputs that its ability to respond to even overwhelming evidence of environmental 
degradation and public outcry has been slow and limited. Will the appointment of 
Chief Thomas suffice to bring reform? Possibly, but he will face difficult and perhaps 
impossible obstacles unless Congress assists him. Congress alone has the power to 
realign the budgetary and structural incentives that continue to favor timber cuts and 
grazing over even minimal protection of our wildlife, streams and forests. 
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Will Ecosystem Management improve Agency performance? 

TI\e Forest Service progressed rapidly in recent years from "Multiple Use" to 
"New Perspectives" to "Ecosystem Management." While this succession of programs 
may represent a sincere attempt by many within the Agency to come to grips with 
environmental protection, they also act as camouflage to cloak continued high levels of 
timber cutting. Ecosystem Management as practiced to date has amounted mostly to a 
public relations initiative aimed at deflecting public scrutiny and criticism. Small-scale 
pilot projects are held up as exemplars of Ecosystem Management, then reversed or 
negated by decisions made later or for other, usually much larger, areas. At times, it 
seems as though the Agency is desperate to devise techniques to minimize 
environmental impacts, provided they do not conflict with high timber harvest targets. 
In separate, unrelated incidents, senior personnel from the Washington office sought to 
reassure audiences that Ecosystem Management would be limited to demonstration 
projects and would not affect timber targets or the bulk of on-the-ground management. 
Such 'business as usual" pronouncements belie the public stance of the Forest Service 
and lead to widespread public cynicism. 

The focus of New Perspectives and Ecosystem Management programs thus far 
has been to establish demonstration projects in each Region to show how conventional 
silviculture can be modified to simulate natural processes or old growth structure more 
closely. Drawing on Jerry Franklin's work, there has been the recognition that retaining 
live and dead trees in a stand and allowing some coarse woody debris to remain in cut 
stands provides important 'biological legacies" that can aid the retention of old-growth 
and disturbance-sensitive species. While such programs hold some promise, they are 
too small in scale and number to yet represent any substantial change in overall 
direction for the Forest Service. In addition, we should admit that these modified 
silvicultural techniques remain unproved. They sN.>uJd therefore be considered 
experiments rather than solutions to the problems posed by intensive and extensive 
timber harvests. Forestry, because it involves making changes that often last centuries, 
should be a conservative profession. Foresters will need to follow the consequences of 
many such projects for decades before we can feel confident regarding their impacts on 
forest ecosystems. In particular, we need to demonstrate via continued monitoring that 
they can sustain viable populations of forest-interior songbirds and other edge-, area-, 
and isolation-sensitive species. 

An obvious way to maintain forest structure and processes in areas managed for 
timber production is to replace clear-cuts and associated -forms of even-aged 
management with lower impact selective cutting techniques that involve removal of 
individual trees or small clumps of trees. Selective cutting varies widely in intensity, 
but has the potential to minimize the size of forest canopy openings, soil compaction, 
and associated impacts on the forest and watershed. I have seen forests in the 
Menominee Indian reservation in Wisconsin and the ColJ.!N-Almador private forest in 
California m~ged via such selective cu~g regimes. These lorests look and feel more 
intact than mc:ist National Forests I have visited, suffer lew~ problems With erosion, 
and appear to support a full complement of plant and wildlife diversity. Low-impact 
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selective harvesting techniques deserve careful study to confirm these superficial 
impressions and could contribute to the ultimate success of Ecosystem Management. 
Ironically, the techniques used at Collins Pine are based on research and 
recommendations made by the Forest Service in the 1930's, then abandoned by this 
same agency on our western National Forests. 

In addition to ameliorating the local effects of timber harvesting, Ecosystem 
Management must incorporate wider views of how diversity is sustained across 
forested landscapes. Uses often conflict with one another, limiting the extent to which 
multiple uses can coexist on the same land at the same time. Jerry Franklin himself has 
admitted that local approaches alone do not suffice and should be complemented on the 
landscape scale by allocating at least some large, contiguous areas to uses other than 
silviculture. lhis segregation of competing uses formed the center of our proposals to 
the Forest Service in 1985 and 1986, and has been championed by others as well, both on 
environmental and on economic grounds. Federal Judge John Dwyer also 
acknowledged that landscape and biogeographic concerns should play central roles in 
forest planning under the NFMA in his decision regarding Grider Creek. Agency 
pronouncements regarding Ecosystem Management should be carefully scrutinized to 
ensure that they encompass effective concern for these landscape aspects of forest 
diversity. 

Recommendations for reform : 

Do these problems imply that we should dismember the Forest Service, turning 
lands important for conservation over to another steward such as the Department of 
Interior? There are those who believe the agency can only be reformed via this drastic 
''New Zealand solution." Alternatively, this agency might join the other federal 
agencies in embracing not just the rhetoric but the i_mperatives of environmental 
protection. To this end, I urge Congress to consider the following recommendations. 
They are not especially original· many others have converged on similar points of view. 

1. Re-align priorities and provide better leadership 

The Forest Service needs to erect a command structure that demands respect 
from its employees, the scientific community, and the public. District and Forest 
personnel deserve leaders they can respect and a dear and scientifically informed vision 
of the job to be done and how to do it Because science and management will continue 
to co-evolve as we gain deeper insights into ecosystems, these leaders will need . 
flexibility and imagination as well as trust. It is the role of Congress to make our public 
priorities and overall commitments dear and demand leadership that reflects these 
priorities. 

The appointment of a new Chief is an essential first step. Many in and outside 
the Agency are impressed and encouraged by the fact that our new Chief is trained as a 
biologist We trust that this Agency will now demonstrate its sincerity about protecting 
biodiversity and other natural values by re-aligning its priorities and embracing a 
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consistent set of goals which will be dearly communicated to its staff on all levels. 
Evaluations and advancement within the Agency should depend on how well 
employees perform relative to these clearly enunciated goals and not on meeting 
timber quotas or expanding loc:al budgets. While all decision making should not be 
centralized, conscientious officers attempting to enforce Congressional mandates to 
protect environmental values should not work in fear of being over-ruled, demoted or 
transferred. Loc:al expertise and sensitivity to loc:al ecologic:al conditions should be 
encouraged. The Agency should also consider adjusting staffing levels among job 
categories and among loc:al versus regional and national offices 

:Z. Eliminate line-item appropriations and specific ASQ targets. 

In setting budgets for the Forest Service, Congress has funded partic:ular 
activities related to intensive forestry such as road building at far higher levels than 
those related to conservation (Fig. 1). We c:annotexpect the Forest Service, even under 
new leadership; to achieve effective reform and a coherent set of internal goals in the 
presence of such micro-management. After setting overall objectives via legislation and 
some set of standards to judge how they are being reached, Congress should step bac:k 
and avoid setting line-item: appropriations. In addition, individual members of 
Congress that attempt to sway policy in individual Forests within their Districts do the 
American people and their colleagues in Congress a disservice . . Their attention is 
needed for oversight, not intervention. Having set policies collectively via legislation, 
Congress should limit its activity to ensuring that these policies are carried out. 

3. Eliminate perverse economic incetltives .atat skew priorities. 

Congress shares responsibility for the agency's failure to effectively protect 
environmental goals and must move quicldy to remove obsolete and perverse economic: 
incentives that contribute to Agency bias. It is hardly surprising that Forest personnel 
often work to maximize their own budgets rather than returns to the U.S. Treasury or 
ecosystem sustainability. Through the retention of K-V funds and the construction of 
purchaser credit roads, one out of every three National Forests managed to retain more 
than 75% of their timber receipts in 1985. Such actions often contradict the goals of 
other legislation Congress has passed specifically to curb the excesses brought about by 
intensive timber management. 

4. Ensure that the Agency obeys environmental laws 

The MUSY Act of 1960, the NEPA of 1970, the ESA of 1973 and the NFMA of 
1976 all provide dear direction on what the Agency should know and do to conserve 
biodiversity and other natural values. While many of us are optimistic that the Forest 
Service has turned a comer in accepting and enforcing these laws, its recent history of 
modest to flagrant violations of these laws points to the need for this hearing and other 
Congressional oversight. A primary objective in re-defining priorities (1. above) should 
be to meet all obligations and expectations. under NEP A, the Endangered Species Act, 
and NFMA to protect biologic:al diversity and the natural processes that sustain it. 
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Congress's Office of Technology Assessment has already completed an evaluation of 
monitoring on the Forests. I would urge regular such independent assessments, 
coupled, perhaps, with independent review of Agency performance by some scientific 
body, such as the National Academy of Sciences. Such reviews might logically be 
conducted on a regional basis as issues are often specific to each region. 

S. Elevate the zole of conservation science in forest planning and 
management. 

Ecosystem Management holds the prospect of improving stewardship of our 
federal lands but its successful implementation will require the careful meshing of 
economic, forestry, and ecological science. The Forest Service will need the skills of all 
its professionals in these fields to effectively re-design forestry practices, including those 
now in the Research branch. Science and management will also need to be more closely 
integrated. Conservation science should be used more explicitly in planning while 
management should be used more extensively as a research tool to improve that 
science. Conservation biology and landscape ecology are also needed to integrate 
management decisions more effectively across our landscapes. 

While additional research and monitoring are clearly a necessary part of 21st 
century forest management, knowledge is often already extensive enough to dictate 
important changes in inanagement without waiting for further definitive results. We 
know that scattered clear-cuts fragment forests. We know that cutting old-growth 
eliminates critically needed habitat And we know that extensive road networks, 
extensive logging (especially on slopes), and high levels of grazing all directly degrade 
stream quality. Given the long-term nature of forest management decisions, we can not 
demand incontrovertible proof regarding substantial environmental impacts before 
taking action. Rather, we must begin to reshape fo:restry in light of what we already 
know, modifying our management techniques as we learn more. 

In some cases, the need for further research and study has itself been used to 
delay reform while allowing destructive grazing or logging to continue. We were told 
by Regional Forester Floyd Marita and Chief Robertson that insufficient evidence 
existed regarding threats to biodiversity to justify changes in planning or forest 
management, but that they supported further research into the issues. Such words ~g 
false to conservation scientists aware of the extensive information already available 
from decades of study on the many damaging effects of habitat fragmentation on edge­
area-, and isolation-sensitive wildlife species. 

6. Promote research into conservation science. 

The Forest Service and the USDA should also recognize the need to encourage 
competition and widen the spectrum of research being done within their research 
programs. Currently, rather little of the research done for the Agency occurs via the 
competitive bidding or open competition process common in other areas of science. 
This handicaps the overall research effort by sometimes insulating the Agency from 
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diverse and innovative research approaches or alternative topics of study. 
Conservation biology and landscape ecology have grown quicldy in recent years, 
providing s.lcilled pools of researchers eager to investigate consequences questions of 
direct relevance to forest managers. The active field of forest economics is similarly 
widening its domain of concern to ask how interacting outputs depend on patterns of 
forest management. 

Restrictions on research occur even within the Agency. I recently heard that 
although considerable research dollars were being committed to Ecosystem 
Management overall, proposals from scientists within the premier research institution 
of the Forest Service, the Forest Products Laboratory, were apparently not being 
seriously considered. If this is true, it is a disappointment as they have particular 
expertise in diseases of forest trees that may be exacerbated by intensive management 
and the design and manufacture of more efficient forest products that could help stretch 
wood supplies. I also join AFSEEE in asking Congress to support further Agency 
research into aspects of recycling and demand management that hold great promise for 
conserving this nation's forest resources. 

7. Plan Forest activities at the appropriate scale 

The Forest Service has too often managed our National Forests piecemeal, 
propagating similar patterns of timber harvest over broad areas instead·of recognizing 
distinctive values and acknowledging the conflicts that exist among some alternative 
uses. Planning generally centers on individual Forests, Districts, and even Opportunity 
Areas rather than the broader landscapes and biogeographical regions that should 
properly be their focus. This has had the effect of promoting extensive timber harvests, 
even in lands ill-suited to them or poor in their economic return. At the same time, 
threats to biotic communities have been dealt with.on a species-by-species basis, 
ensuring an ever-growing list of threatened and endangered species. As Ecosystem 
Management develops, it must attempt to resolve these conflicts by recognizing the 
clear advantages to be gained by aggregating compatible uses together onto lands best 
suited for these purposes. Similarly, conflicting uses must be effectively segregated and 
such allocations must occur at the broad scales necessary to sustain natural ecological 
processes. 

aosing statement: 

You have an historic opportunity here, similar to that faced by Congress a century 
ago, to stem abuses of our national lands and redirect an Agency back to its original 
purpose. Committed professionals within the Agency, conservation scientists like myself, 
and the informed public all support the need for such reform. Please accept your 
responsibility here to help return this Agency to its original mission and pride of purpose. 
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Blocrapbical Statement for Donald M. Waller: 
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DeparomentofBouny 
University of Wisconsin 
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{608) 263-2042 
262-2207 
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1977-1978. 

Professor of Bouny and Environmental Studies 
University of Wisconsin· Madison 

Assisunt and Associate Professor of Bouny 
Bussey Post-doctoral Fellow, Gray Herbarium, Harvard University 

Education: Ph.D. 1978. Princeton University 
Biology - Population Biology 

A.B. 1973. Amherst College- Independent Scholar in Biology 

Fields or Scientific Interest: 

Evolution: 

Ecoloa:r : 
Conservation 
Bloloa:r : 

Life history theory, breeding systems, and the genetic structure of 
populations. 
Plant demography, reproductive biology, and forest dynamics. 
DemoSG~PhY and genetics of rare plants; plant-animal intelliCtions; 
Effects of habitat fragmentation and ungulate brnwsingon plant 
communities. 

Other Professional Positions: 

Co-chair, Wisconsin Scientiftc Roundtable on Biological Diversity {for the US Forest Service) 
Executive Vice-President, Society for the Study of Evolution {1991-94) 
Associate Editor, Evolution (1994-) 
Editorial Board, OecoJocla (1990-1992) 
Board of Directors, Natural Areas Association (1989-91) 
Population Biology & Physiological Ecology Review Panel, 

National Science Foundation (1991) 
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Among 9 Ph.D. srudents, several have womd on the demography, genetics, and population 
biology of rare and threatened plant species. 

Publications: . 
Dr. Waller has co-authored a book with W.Kuhlmann and W. Alverson regarding biodiversity 
and forest management entitled: 

Wild Forests: Conservation BioloCY and Public Polley 
{Island Press, Spring 1994). 

He has also authored or co-authored 4S scientiftc articles and book chapters and several 
technical reports, including one for the OT A on biological monitoring in National Forests. 

Teaching Experience: 
Dr. Waller teaches courses in ecology, evolution, and conservation biology, and chairs the 
undergraduate major in Biological Aspects of Conservation. He also helped initiate the Univ. 
of Wisconsin's M.S. program in Conservation Biology and Sustainable bevelopment. 
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TFSTIMONY SUBMITTED TO 
THE HOUSE NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS 

AND PUBUC LANDS SUBCOMMITTEE 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

ON CHANGES IN U.S. FOREST SERVICE PRACTICES 
by R. Max Peterson, Executive Vice President 

International Assodatlon or F1sb and WlldW'e A&encles 
February 1, 1994 

Thank you, Mr. · Chainnan, for the opportunity to share with you our perspectives of the 
U.S. Forest Service, particularly as it relates to advancing objectives for fish and wildlife 
resources, and the habitats that they depend on. As you are aware, Mr. Chairman .. even on 
Federal lands, such as National Forests, the States, through their respective fish and wildlife 
agency, retain jurisdiction for the conservation of fish and wildlife resources. Since the Federal 
agencies, as the USFS, manage the land, and thus the habitat, a working, effective partnership 
between the State fish and wildlife agencies and the Federal agencies is absolutely vital to 
meeting overall conservation objectives. We appreciate the opportunity to reflect on where and 
how these partnerships with the USFS can be improved to benefit both the natural resources and 
the citizens of this country. 

As you are aware, the lntemational Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, founded 
in 1902, is a quasi-governmental organization of public agencies charged with the protection and 
management of North America's fish and wildlife resources. The Association's governmental 
members include the fish and wildlife qencies of the states, provinces, and federal governments 
of the U.S., Canada, and Mexico. All SO states are members. The Association has been a key 
organization in promoting sound resource management and strengthening federal, state, and 
private cooperation in protecting and managing fish and wildlife and their habitats in the public 
interest. 

The USFS has a significant role to play in the conservation of forests and rangelands, and 
not just on lands of the National Forest System. The many other programs under their 
administration such as research, State and Private Forestry, and lntemational Forestry provide 
opportunities, in working with other partners, to enhance forest conservation both national! y and 
globally. 

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, approximately ~ of the land in the United States is 
privately owned, by either industry or individuals. It is clear that in order to meet our objectives 
for the conservation of fish, wildlife and other natural resources, we need to encourage and 
involve the interest and support of the non-public landowners in this country. The State and 
Private Forestry program of the USFS provides ~;:xcellent opportunity to do this. Working 
in cooperation with the State Forestry and State ~ and Wildlife agencies, this program can 
coordinate local, regional and national assessments of forest health and provide information, 
technical assistance and incentives to private forest owners. The Forest Stewardship program 
is a good step in this direction. By providing the landowner a comprehensive land management 
plan which integrates the conservation of natural resources with landowner objectives, the 
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program endones sound forest stewardship to meet holistic objectives. While enrollment in the 
program is voluntary, once the landowner enrolls, they agree that all activities conducted on the 
land will be COIISUtent with a stewardship plan. 

Once a landowner is enrolled in the program, they become eligible for fuwJcial 
incentives to implement the plan under the Stewardship Incentive Program. 

We encourage the development and expansion of this and similar programs as a focus of 
the State and Private Forestry Program of the USFS. We certainly m:ognize that we cannot pay 
incentives to every landowner for good stewardship, but on the other hand, not all landowners 
are looking for out-of-pocket payments. In many instances technical assistance may be enough 
to get significant results. Many landowners are just sincerely interested in enhancin& their 
property for fish and wildlife because they enjoy them for observation, hunting, etc. And, as 
you are aware, there are multitudes of incentive programs at the Federal, State and local levels 
which, once a conservation plan is written, could be available to fund its implementation, at least 
in part. 

The other thing a stewardship or conservation plan brings to landowners is some Certainty 
to future management. A comprdiensive plan which integrates their land management intentions 
with natural resources conservation gives them a firm idea of what measures may be necessary 
to protect important and sensitive habitats on their property, as wetlands, threatened and 
endangered species habitat, etc. I think the next step we need to look at is giving the landowner 
some legal assurance that if they, in good faith, implement a plan drafted or approved by the 
responsible State or Federal natural resource agencies, that they would be given some protection 
against citation or pro~eCUtion. That is way outside the scope of this hearing, but is an issue that 
we think needs some attention. 

The USFS Research program has a real opportunity to addias resource questions that 
have implications, both on and beyond National Forest management. As an example, one area 
of increasing concern to wildlife professionals is the conservation of neotropica1 migratory birds, 
that is, those species (many passerines, some wading and shore birds) which nest in the United 
States, but winter in Central and South America. We are just tqinning to understand their 
forest habitat req~ts, but need much additional information on the effects of different 
forest management regimes on these species, the quantity and quality of habitat (both public and 
private) necessary to support viable populations of these species, and other basic biological and 
ecological in1ilrmltion about these species. This is an area where, working in coordination with 
the biologists on· USFS staff and the respective State fish and wildlife agencies, ·the USFS 
research procr1111 can and should be contributing more to our knowledge of these species and 
what we should be doing to conserve the ecological communities they depend on. 

The International Forestry program can and should be lakin& the lead in coordinating the 
assessment of global forest heslth and . the conservation measures which will be necessary to 
ensure sustainable use of those forest ecosystems. Over the yean rather modest international 
assistance programs have paid real dividends. 

2 



330 

The President's escablishment of the National Service Corps provides substantial 
opportunity to help address longstanding maintenance and other needs on National Forests and 
other public linda. But just as importanUy, it also gives the public both a chance to contribute 
to the stewardlhip of their public lands, and, in doing so, enhance their sense of pride and 
"ownership" in these lands. The USPS should not pass up the opportunity to be a leader in this 
program. 

Turning now to the National Forests, Mr. Chainnan, as you are obviously aware, the 
public use of and values they ascribe to the National Forests have been evolving over time. 
There is a shift which has been going on since shortly after World War II towards placing more 
importance on fish and wildlife values, watershed and habitat conservation, recreational uses, 
and wilderness, even though there are also increasing demands for traditional uses such as 
timber, rangeland, oil and minerals. This is not to denigrate or diminish the, so called, 
commodity focused uses, but reflects a change in society • s values as it relates to public lands. 
It does mean that as stewards of public lands and resources, the management agencies, such as 
the USPS, will have to ensure that there is integrated use of public lands, and that extractive use 
is done in a manner that ensures the integrity of the ecological communities, and is sustainable. 

As this Committee is well aware, the last 20 years have been a time of substantial 
controversy and polarization between different user groups, with the Forest Service much of the 
time squarely in the middle. Let me first mention some areas where we see progress, as well 
as highlightin& some areas of concern. We are pleased at the progress in the last decade or so 
of both increased budgets and staffing for fish and wildlife. We can cite many examples of 
successful partnerships, between the Forest Service and fish and wildlife groups such as Trout 
Unlimited, the Wild Turlley Fedention and Ducks Unlimited. In many instances the state fish 
and wildlife qency has been an effective partner in such efforts. Forest Service cooperation in 
developing and implementing statewide habitat management plans has in many cases been very 
good. 

Let me nes:t tum to some specific areas of concern. First, despite reference in numerous 
laws (National Forest Management Act; Federal Land Policy and Management Act; Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act; Wilderness Act, etc.), Departmental regulations, and Departmental and 
agency policies, to the raponaibility and role of the State fish and wildlife qencies on Federal 
lands, the Stalel' in...,._t is beiq increasincJy stymied by teal or ima&ined barriers of the 
Federal Adviay Committee Act. This is not just a problem with the USPS as it relates to the 
State role on llltmlilciplina Teams, Wild and Scenic Rivers, etc., but has been used to thwart 
State filii and wlldlite qency involvement in other USDA propams and USDI procrams where 
the State filii and wildlife qency c:learly has statutory primacy. There is no statement in either 
the FACA law or report which relates to state-federal cooperation. We do not think that the 
FACA was meant, or should be u!led, to impede government to government cooperation, 
consultations, communications or other relationships, especially where the States have primary 
juriJdiction (u resident filii and wildlife) or concurrent jurisdiction ('l'hrealaled and &ldangered 
Species, RJi&ratory birds, anadromous fish). It -wean. however, that a Conpeuional 
resolution of this problem may be the only remedy, and, while not the subject of this hearing, 

3 
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we may need your support of such a legislative fix. 

We aiJo have some concerns about the proposed bud&et =tructuring in both the USFS 
and BLM, apparatdy desiped to support a move towards ecosystem IIWII&ement and give more 
f!Wbility to fidel ~~W~~&cn. I append a copy of our letter to Dr. Thomas articulating these 
concerns, for your infonnalion. In short, we wish to work with the USFS and other qencies 
as they develop this budget transition, but are conc:erned that the existin& proposal sacrifices both 
an Ullderstanding of what is planned as well as IIIXlOUiltability for performance evaluation, and 
could eucerbate the diiCOIIIIeCt between the budget and Forest Plans. We simply ask that the 
qencies slow down the proc:esa, originally iutalded to meet FY 9S budget submission deadlines, 
to allow greater involvement of their partnerS. 

We also have concerns that, in the face of existing fiscal COIIJtraints, staff downsizing in 
the absence of buy-out authority (now pencfin& before Congress) will Ji&nificandy affect the fish 
and wildlife and threatened and endanaered species staff of the USFS. As you are aware, it has 
only been in the last decade or so that a si&nificant hiring increase of these professional staff has 
occurred. Thus, in the face of Reductions-in-Force, without buyout authority, and using the 
tests of seniority and minimum qualifications, more senior professionals in other disciplines or 
thole who have special status but who meet minimum qualifications for jobs now held by fish 
and wildlife bicJio&ists will ditplal:e thole more rec:endy hired bioloaists, even though the more 
senior people may not have functioned in fish and wildlife jobs for years. We encouraae your 
support of early out, buy-out or other incentives to preclude this from happening as agencies 
downsize. 

We have also been made aware of xvera1 qency reorpniDtion ideas, which are of 
concern to us. Althoup we have 1ee11 no firm proposals, and thus cannot comment on specifics, 
one propola1 we have heard IOIIIethinJ about would aroup liviD& resource professionals under 
a conceptual "ecosyllelll resource llllftliematt director". This position, under that scenario, 
would anJwer to the Forest Supervisor. This may result in dcpreuina the if&des of the technical 
staff professionals, since penonneJ. ru1ea pnerally diJcoura&e or prohibit grade slaCking. In 
addition, such a reorpoization could inlulalle line lll8llqen from the advice and counsel of fish 
and wildlife professionals. If this happens, the USPS could Joee competeot people to other 
aaencies such as USDI, EPA, de. which Jive them more visible jobl and compensate them ll 
the higbee, more competitive l'lle. We would CIICOUJ'IIe the USPS to recopize and be lei!Sitive 
to the implctl of reorpaiZidion on the retention of its profeuionaJJivin& resource staff, and take 
step1 to maiDIIia dleir ability to compete with the other Federalqencies for these classifications. 
We need to llf'eplrd the ldvanc:a that have been achieved in the Jut decade in this area. 

Finally, I have appcDCied to my acimony the ranarla which I shaRd with your 
subcommittee a1IDOit four yem qo on profeuiooalism in natural resource qeoc:ies. 1 believe 
thole are still very germane. As I llid then, people mlerin& natural resource careen today are 
bella" educated than they wae 40 years qo when I began work- Nalura1 resource pro(euiona 
today are more compli<:aled, there is more controversy and there is leas rapect for the 
professional who is dedicated to the long-term resource situalion. The degree to whidl -
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attract, main and utiliz.e the skills of high quality people in natural resources will, to a large 
degnie, delennine our resouroe future. 

On a persooal note, Mr. Chairman, permit me to note that it will be seven years 
tomorrow siDce I retired as Chief of the Forest Service. For more than five of those years, it 
has been my privilege to serve as Executive Vice President of the Intcmalional Association of 
Fish and Wildlife Agencies, and therefore representing the interest and c:oncems of the state fish 
and wildlife agencies on a variety of subjects. This has given me a somewhat unique 
opportunity to be involved in important natural resource policy as well as gain a somewhat 
broader perspective of the Forest Service. 

I am going to resist the temptation to use that vantage point to provide a detailed critique 
of the Forest Service. Anyone who knows me ra:ognizes that this is not easy for me to do, 
because even when I was Chief of the Forest Service, I was, at times, somewhat dissatisfied 
with our ability to anticipate and lead future events. 

I am sure that several who have testified before· you today will insist that they have the 
answer much better than the men and women of the FORSt Service or the state fish and wildlife 
agencies who have dedicated their time and talents to natural resources management. Even 
though I am sure you received many good ideas, let me suggest you be somewhat skeptical of 
those who are quite sure that their claim on the national forest is so superior to others and in the 
public interest that they castigate both agency personnel and other users. This tearing down 
other users and uses, whether it comes from commodity or non-commodity groups, in an attempt 
to get Congress to enact legislation or budgets favoring their particular interest, has been a 
significant contribution to the problems facing the Forest Service and other natural resource 
agencies today. In my view, one of the best things Congress could do would be to provide some 
policy direction and then back off. You could and should remove some of the impediments to 
coopemtion between federal and state agencies such as amending the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act and providing funding to prevent species from becoming threatened or 
endangered rather than calling out the emergency forces when a species requires extraordinary 
measures upon becoming threatened or endangered. As you know, one of the major initiatives 
of the state fish and wildlife agencies is to secure permanent and reliable funding to begin to 
address the 9S percent of species that are neither threatened, endangered, fished or hunted. 
Intellectually, many have seemed to reach that conclusion in a critique of the Pacific northwest 
which Secretary BabbiU bas frequently called a ttainwreck, but that intellectual agreement has 
not, to date, been reflected in funding at either the federal or state level. In a ~ff on the 
theme that we Deed !DC!! land women) to matcb our mountains, we need action to match our 
IW!Iil;. 

I am going to make a few specific suggestions that I think will be helpful: 

1. Provide a two year budget and some increase in flexibility so that people in the 
field can prooeed with more assurance that important wort gets done. Require 
increased cooperation, both between federal agencies and with state agencies 
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charged with impor1ant natural resource responsibilities. 

2. Establish t.echnk:al teamS at the Stale level composed of federal and stale 
professional employees to address specific areas of improved cooperation. 
Eocourage participation in those technical team deliberations by non-governmental 
orpnizalions who have sipificant information, expertise or interest in the subject 
matter. Exclude the operations of the technical teams from the operation of the 
Advisory Committee Act to promote openness and effective involvement. 

3. Make a detailed review of piocess legislation including the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act to see what 
can be done to stmunline and simplify the required processes without changing 
the substance of either act. In other words, try to make those impor1ant landmark 
pieces of legislation serve managers and users. Unfortunately, the processes have 
become so complicated that they tend to serve primarily lawyers and courts. 

4. Significantly streamline and reduce staffing at levels above the national forests or 
project research level. The advent of new technology including improved 
communications as well as additional expertise at the local level, means that 
former roles of the regional office or the national office are somewhat obsolete. 
Rather than trying to abolish a level, I believe it would be possible to 
substantially re-assign people from higher levels who have years of experience 
and knowledge to lower levels in the organization. At the same time, it would 
be necessary to re-design the district ranger job 11! make it a job to go to rather 
than to &o tbrou&h. A deliberate important effort to significantly increase the 
tenure of professional staff assigned to forests and districts would pay significant 
dividends. There simply are too many people at those levels today who literally 
are strangers to the land they are charged with managing. 

5. Create on a state-by-state basis a coordinated resource information system which 
is GIS based and which allows the free interchange of information between state, 
private and federal agencies. Available technology allows the responsible agency 
to acquire and update such information and still allow it to be available to othen 
without great difficulty. 

6. At the risk of really meddling, let me suggest that this committee look at the 
superstructure that has been built in the various departments above the natural 
raourc:e agencies. The wont of those, of course, are at the Department of 
Commerce with NOAA but both the Departments of Interior and Agriculture have 
tended to build large orpnizations in !he Secretary's office which ostensibly 
supports the agencies. That is clearly contrary to Vice President Gore's theory 
of reinventing government, but it continues apace. You might even look at such 
a dramatic idea as eliminating Assistant Secretaries in the various departments as 
line officen over agencies. Before you consider that impossible, let me point out 
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that such layers did not exist until after the Eiaenhowu administration. Prior to 
that time, qcaciea generally reponed to the Cabinet officer or his deputy. You 
miaht review apin the report of former Federal Raerve Chairman Paul Vole!= 
wbidl called for substlntial reform includin& fewer political appointees in 8y 
slots witbin an administralion. The average Assistant Secretary is YOUDI and 
inexperieoc:ed and will be in the job on the avenae laa than two years, yet they 
~e the effective IIWII&en of the Federal Governments largest and ~t complex 
programs. No wonder the public is disenchanted with its government! 

Let me close by lbaring with you wbal I bave alrady slwed with Dr. Thomas. I bave 
told him that he bas the support of our Asaociation and we and our member State agencies ~e 
looking forward to working and cooperatina with the USPS u we collectively seek to ensure the 
future of our valuable and vital natural reaourta of this great Nation. By working together, we 
can improve and enhance our abilities to do so, and capture opportunities to excel at this 
endeavor. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our perspectives with you, and I would be happy 
to adllress any questions from the subcommittee. 

7 
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International Aaaoclatlon 
of Flah and WlldiHe Agencies 

~- ld Wanl Tbomu 
Cllief 
u.s. Faral SlrYice 
P.O. b96090 
WulliJialiaa DC 2CJ090.6090 

Dell' ~- Tbomu: 

.,_.._ 22, 1993 

I bave IIIII a cbulce to preliminarily IWiew tile USFS budpt ~ 
JliiiPOIII-*1111 to comport tile budpta-. widiiD ~ 
pblloqlly. We....-.... 111at oacoltlle ._..., oldlil budpt -'!+tine 
ia to pnMdl JN1W lpllldiJII diac:nllall to lila bat tupaVilon. We IIIIo 
Ulldlnllad IIIII tile Service may try to pnpll't aad ~ tile PY 95 budpt ill 
tile rm.l fanDit. 

We bave lilt IIIII IUftlciiDt lime to lWView tile prapoll1 in cldlil but 
bellow 111M a.,. ollllilllllpilude llloald NCIM dllllled IWiew by lilt only 
tile SlrYice, bat bJ J1DUr pulllln, Waie llleaalilll Gplrllioaal. We IUppOft 
maJdaa ~IIi tbe budpt IINCIIft lila dlln II- Car ~I in 
~. but we _... lllae 10 be a Olllllrilluf.ID ,.,_ in tile leYilioal. We 
llllnl'are ..,_ IIIIIIDy major dllllpl ill budpt llrUI:tUrc be foc:Uied 011 tile PY 
96, aad lilt tile py 95, budpt. 

E•ocutr.o At. Jlllll IN-· die c:um:nt budpt llriii:IUie ... cleveloped- a loq 
~- 1

- plriod of d-. 'l'IID ia 1111 qllllliOII illlloald be mi..s to lllllal il liJDpC IIIII = :-.... _ - flldlleiD 111M plll(euianl1s ill die lleld C1D lllllaiiDUIId- clecisigns, o.-.,.•·- ... -- ..... - 1bouab larp IIIII camp~a,. ia NUOIIIbly well 
~ ......... bJ ec.p., die Service's JIIIIDIII, ..,. .. _.., aad tile public. 
JooyJ. - ...... ~ ~ allowl easy !d!wclfke!ion olwllll ia ~by :;,: : .110.,_. ........ ..Sjult u imponllldy, prcMileiiD aepllllle level oliCCDUIIIability 
...... - ea.. .. s.w. tW ill opeDdillc. 'l'llla --.alty ... 6dlitllled tipificul .. ....... .... .. I Dl--- Car flail, wildlile,lllll.......-11111 ........ species ='y.-=- __. ca NldGaal .,_ by 1*'1*1 IIIII.,."'.._;. illdulliftl our 
,.,__ Auoclllloa. ll ~-only pNdiDt 10 tllatcblly II~ cbanps IDd 
T-.,..... be - IIIey !law ....... ..,__ IIIII lllpPIIIt Waie llllkin& major =:.-..:-- ...... .. _ _ ...... ----M -H.-~ .... N4 

111111 ~. wbik lpllldiDa flellillllllJ II tile NllloDal Faral level is 
a......,. pl. w ue --s IIIII it ..W be a liCIItle Car --aemcnr by 
tile paticullr l1lc:llllldaa of tile -... widloul-~procedures. 
JlftiiD wllll welllw - oldie~ NIIIUCIIIrill&. tile eaiiiiDa IICCOWirability 
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.-, be laiL Wbile we J11C10111ia dill 11101t Jllllll&aS ill die Service will 
Pl'l' 'orw!!y IDd ~ ~ daeir ...,..., ia 1D orpnizalioft U 
Jarae IDd u llekklrieDied u die USFS, .._ will be diOie wbo may not wildy 
IIIC lhiJ speDIIiJia flaibility. 

One . IIIIICition for budpt limplificalion/ralriiCtllriD& lhlt we have 
supaficially eumiDed would be 10 ha11e 1 _.. of ~ Ida of major budaet 
liDe ileml UDder eiCia of~ JIIOII'IIIII (NIIiDIIII fcnlla; Slllle Uld Private ; and 
a-rdl). 'l1len would be- llllllrl1 - mt,jor liDe illem (!IOil and 
..... raqe, ftlllllld wildlife, llfiC.) UDder eiCia prapam; - forat protec1ion 
and belldl (fire, ~. inJect, llfiC,) UDder elda; IDd I capilli iiiVCIUIIalc/land 
acquisilioll ICiivity UDder eiCia prapam. We tllillk dlat IIIia may prOYide 
lldditioaal ipllldilla cliJcmiaa, but lllo llllintaill -..llbility if I ,_ well 
c:t.c reponilla ileml - ilx:luded UDder eiCia mt,jor liDe illem bodl ia tbe 
budpt ,_-lllioo Uld -..llbility.... Mcnmplioh-t reponilla lllould 
idellly ilx:ludea ..-n oltaaple accompli"'-" u weD u a- oldie 
quality al wwt. Some quality iDdicaiDn llliPt Cllly be ....... - .-..nl 
ytan. Some type al tie 10 Ponll paaa lllo ia NqUired if paaa are 10 ha llliiD 

Mriouly - lime. 

The A.a.daa appnc:illa die opportuaity 10 ~t 011 die pnlPOIIl 
Uld would liD 10 OOIIIiDue 10 wut willa die USFS • it dewllopa die new budpt 
llniCtUft. We ut IIIII ,au delay illlplemiDIIIiall Ulllil FY 96 ill Older 10 ~ 
a produet IIIII bodl .-a JUIIr oiJjeciMa -s would ha1le die 1U1JP011 of your 
~ pu1Da1, iDdudiJia die 511111 ftlllllld wildlife apacia. 

• llr. 1-. L,cm. USDA AlliiiiDt s.er.ry 
llr. L MIX,.,_ 
Mr. AI Semple 
Mr.DaveUapr 
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.• International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
Hall of the States 

444 North Cap1tot St NW, Su1te 534, Wash1ngton, DC 20001 (202) 624·7890 
R Max Petlr~on Execu t• ve V1ce Pres•dent 

rEs Tl~ON Y ~t:r'O:'t:: T ME 
rlJUSi:: •tiH J.uNAL PAAKS 141'() 1'\..itlLlC LAriOS Si.JBC01-11<l T i'O:O: OF' THE HOlJ5i:: 

: . ,T<:~IJil A<IO I:-ISUL~ln llr'FAffiS (;JM!'4ITTO:O: A1l0 THO: SudCO~t;·tiTTEE 
j; ~ rrc:: ClVIL SI::RVICE JF ltt: ..{)uSE PUS T •.JFF !.:E 

,.\;ll) ~IVIL SC::RV!L:t:: ca.~~ lTTi::,; 

oy R. ~·1ax Pete::-son, Exec".Jtive Vic! P:-esi·jent 
International 11ssochtion ~f r"isn anu wildlife Agenci~s 

~pril 5, 1990 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be here today tJ 
contribute to the dial09Je ;abOut personnel prOblems ;and opportunities i n 
natural resource agencies. In doing so, I looK oack over 37 1/2 years in 
the fe1en1 civil service. Since my retirement three years ago, I nave 
g3i'led some perspective about persomel practices in the state and 
privata sector. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the International Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies, wnich I represent, was founded in 1902 and is a 
quasi-governmental organization of public agencies charged with the 
protection and managerwent of North Afllerica•s fish and wildlife 
resources. The Association's governmental memoers include the fish anj 
\lildlife agencies of the states, provinces, and federal governments ~f 
the u.s., Canada, 1nd 1'4exico. All 50 states are members. The 
Associ1tion has oeen a key organization in promoting sound resource 
management and strengthening federal, state, Jnd private cooperation in 
protecting and managing fish and wildlif~ and tneir naoitats in tne 
puolic interest. 

First, let 118 state enphetic:ally that, in my view, people working . in 
natural resources today in the Feoiral, state and private sector are 
oetter eqycated and .oat are equelly as dedicated to their taSk as tney 
were llhen I began woztc in natural resources more tnan 40 years ago. In 
saying that, tf""I044\, 1 do not rne.n to imply that all is well. There are 
a ni.I!Oer of p~. u well as opportunities to improve the performance 
or natural resource agencies througn improved personnel policies and 
practi~ I firmly believe that the oual!ty of people whO work in 
naturll riiQUrces and their dedication to that ~rk has a strong tleariny 
on the quality Of natural resources mandgement and therefore our 
long-terll Will being as a nation and as a ..or ld. Let me no. turn to some 
specific proolems and opportunities as I see tnem. 

Natural reSCIU1'1» ....,t hU oecane incre .. inqly canplex. 

There are many reasons for this increased complexity. Some 
ca.TClexity results from increased recOQ'Iition of tne interrelationship 
between soil, water, air, vegetation, animals, fish, wildlife and 
people. Another factor is the rapidly increasing uses or our natural 
resources t>ecause or both increased pooulations and increased rates of 
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per capita coosumotio, . ....t t :"''e s3ri'le time .-~e nave cxoeriencea inc:!ase J 
'-JSd of our 1atural resourc':!s, ':ner~ is a str ':lng =~mana to Keep s i zeJo .i.e 
seg:-nent~ of our natural resources j ust as tney are, or!serveo fo:­
enj=·r •ent or t:'li; ar.J fut'Jra generations. 3oth sustat•eo !JSe and 
Preservation are l!!gitimat e goals of society . rne profess i onal 
frP.Qu~'l t l y is CdU';''t in t t•e .~i:ole ··nen nignl y organiz~d groups clo:;n 
ove; ·'"~O "' ::..::~ ~ .ana -Je resources in a ;)art i cular 3re3. 

h is c~mple!' 'latJrd resourcP.s situation rt!~ires tne int~raction - • 
·nan y diffl!rent disci;:~Hnes oecause no one Jiscipline can hope to 
encompass t ;;e entire natural resources fielo . Interdisciplinary analvs i; 
and interdisciplinary tear.,~ are the norm for natural resource manageme~. : 
ot today and tne future. 

Unfo r tuna t ely, into tnis more complex, inter(tlsciPlinary world we 
launch a ne• college graduate. Academic training, usually in a Sin\;l e 
oiscipline, is liKely to oe very technical and researcr1 oriented. It , a , 
not provide any real traini:og or unoerstanding of interdisciplinary 
processes or the fact tnat people as well as t:Oe physical and biologica i 
sciences <0111 influence resource 'nanagernent ~cis ions. lf you couple 
tnis with t:oe fact tnat many natural resource graduates grow up in uroa~ 
areas wnere there is limited opportunity to interact oith natunl 
resources and t:oerefore gain firsthand experience, it is no w~1der that 
tne transition from academic life t o a field assigrvnent in natural 
resources can ::le rather traynatic. 

~ather tnan lament the situation, it is oovious that agencies si~o:. 
must rl!alize the reality and plan accoroingly. This does not mean it i > 
not ~ossi::lle to improve academic training Out doing so is not easy gh~" 
the different anci someti;nes contradictory goals for training . Specif i~ 
ori.mtation and 3pprentice programs for employees which provide 
~ppropriate on-the-job training, coaching and -'toring are essential. 
t::arly experience in the interdisciplinary process is a necessity for 
successful perfor:nance. Doing this in the first few months of employment 
can mean the difference between proouctive, high performing, long-term 
employees or many disillusioned and rese1tful people whO will leave t~ 
organization. 

It 18"11Gt. ,.. to tl'li.a ~ttea tr.t natural raource ~W~&gement .,u 
*-~)' eantroversul, partkul.arly uinG the last 20 
ynn• n.r. are ~ ~ for tni.s l.nc:naM in cantroversy, 
including the 1nc:reaed public awareness of natural resource issues . 
This has caused increased political involvement into decisions wnich a~ 
one time were considered the domain of the professional natural resour~ e 
manager. This increased political and pl1llic interest in natural 
resources can oe constructive and beneficial. lilfortlllately, the ris~ ·. • 
single interest groups dedicated to promoting 3 particular resource or 
interest, and whO use the press, the courts, the Congress and the 
Executive dranch to press their case, can raise wn~t used to be a l oc 1 •. 
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prMessicr~al ~Hural resource decisi'll1 t a a 'lat i onal l evel controversy. 
so.~etimes tne oppasing 5i.Jes attacK tne oojecthity, creoioility or even 
t :1e •natives af tnose professionals r3sponsiula for tne ::lecisio~. 

Tne net result or this level or controversy is that cnany •ell 
·lU~lif ied natural resource professionals do not aspire to key natural 
: esource jocs. 1\ purely teChnical or researcn oriented joe may seem ,,ora 
appeding! 

I do not nave many suggestions as to •hat to do to reduce 
controversy. First, I thiri< we sir.lply need to recognize tnat controversy 
in natural resource decision maKing -.ill apparently be a fact af life for 
tne foreseeaole future. Second, I thinK it is i.J'!Iportant for all af us, 
includi;1g t;o.ose at tne political level in the Congress as well as tne 
~xecutive Brancn, to seeK to find common ground for solutions to 
difficult natural resource problems. I oelieve you ;1eed to Challenge 
those wno appear Defore you to suggest solutions that serve all the 
people and not just their particular clientele. We also may have to look 
for ·•ays to snield some natural resource decisions from tne political 
level, including the Congress and maybe ~ven from the courts, in order to 
oe sure that scientifically appropriate decisions are made. Tnis would 
~an s~ type of a scientific panel or a professional review board 
ratner tnan a court or the Ccr~gress would be a more appropriate forum for 
at least making findings and recommendaticr~s on hignly controversial 
natural resource proolems. 

Let me quickly llllke two points. First, 1 a111 not pointing the finger 
in just one dir.cticr~. Both the career professicr~al and tne political 
executive share the respontibility for llllking tnat interf1ce constructive 
and effective. A CIIID:ney by definition r~iret! an interface between 
elected l•«~er• lnd the caner t'orce. Second, 1 recog1ize there are many 
reuon8 t'or the ecftr/polltical interface prcc11111, wn1c:n ere ~d out 
in the riC*It VolkU ec.s.slicr~ l'8IXIrt, so I will cr~ly touc:n on a few. 

There is an ine'litlble dit'terence 1n time perspective of a career 
;:~rofess10nal in a natural resources agency wno sees tne importance of 
lcr~g-tett~ tJendl lnd the need for continuity in natural resources 
.11anagena~t. The political executive liKely will want to see some 
specific naultl 1ttributaole to nis or her ti• in ot't'ice. lhlt type of 
tension can be constructive beCause it can lead to same positive tnings 
being acCOIIIPlitl'lecl. The reverse ll'fort~.nately nappens also. The rapid 
turnover of' political executives at tne Federal level, now averaging less 
than two years, rnell'll tnat the political-career interf•ce can be in a 
state at constant tutlllil. 

A second probltnl aru is tnat a typical political eucutive 11 in his 
or her Middle to late tnirti• witlt lltta til' no 811Pft'18"11» Ill' tnining 
in natural resource~. Typically suel'l political executiva provide line 
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superv isiCW'I o-..er programs neaded oy career people with 20, 30 or ."lQr~ 
years of experience plus ;~stantial acallemic background in natural 
resources. To put it mildly, tnis i s not a reci!)e for obvious success! 

:,, my vie><, the Assistant 5'!!cret>ry level is t~e critical level in 
fe~erll. 3Jcnc!.es. ~ecole i n those jobs 3r~ tne key representatives Jf 
cne ""'e·~ 32'1"'1.:. : .!.5 ::-ation. From my ouserv3tion our ing several feoeral 
i<l'llinistraticns, little lPPar~nt tnougnt is given to t"" t!duC~ti:Jn, 
training 3.nd cxoeri':!n~-3 of 11any ?eople at t~e Assist3nt Secretary leve l 
se~pervising r'eoeral natural resource prognms. T~ey snare one common 
trait -- very Fe·* nave :>ad either education or traini"g in natural 
resources. 

l.hfortunately, the proportiCW'I of tne Federal budget devoted to 
natural resources nas been cut in haH in the last decade. Many state 
budgets nave followed tnat trend. lie certainly camot expect to enjoy 
the benefits of a resource secure future if we are not willing to provide 
tne necessary funding. 

Most people 1 know el'tlarKed on natural resource careers, not oecause 
they expected to oecome rich, out because they were attracted to tne type 
of work involved and were dedicated to the future of natural resources . 
There is certainly continuing evidence that those reasons still orevai l 
for people now entering natural resource careers. In spite of that 
')enenl rotivation, there are some slbstantial proolem areas. First, 
there are some extremely ni\11 cost areas around the country sucn as some 
metropolitan areas and resorts wnere tne cost of living is simply not 
.. itnin reason, particularly for lower level professional, tecnnician and 
clerical employees. Some type of locality pay seems like the only 
reasonable solution to tnat problem. l.hless this is done, we will 
continue to see hi\11 and costly turnover as well as inability to recruit 
qualified people for such locations. 

The seconcl part . of tt\is probl• area is tne tendency in recent years 
3t ooth tiW Federal llld state level to retroactively rewrite salary or 
benefit ~ to the dludll.ntaoe of 1Qn9-tem !IIPlo~. This apparent 
breettl of'·"'th l'la adllern consequences, not only tor tnose directly 
affected, ·but spills over to y!UIQI!r .,._,loyeea and evtn to tnose wt\0 are 
cons1dll'1n0 a Federal or state natural resource career. Let me lllel'ltion 
just a ~. In the 1986 Fedlual Tax Rafam Act, the only retroactive 
provision was one tnat chlngld tne tax treatment for federal .-ployees• 
contribution to their retir_,t plan. The secCW'Id change 'lfaS tne 
decisiCW'I to irailaterally mal<e federal employees medicare eligible and 
therefore subject to a laroe medicare tax, even tnolql tne .,Coverage was 
not needed by retirees. Third, in recent ye:us the principle of 
cQII1larability _between public and private sector jobs has s~ly been 
abandoned and less tnan cost of living allowances nave been the rul'!!. 
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. •gency and personal costs of transfers nas dramatically increasea. 
: y ~lcal transfer costs $40,000. Tne ty:Jical t ·•o-career fami:y nas 
~ :"''c r~.:;.3.! ; t::e ;J,erson~l ·:ost ')f moves and maKes t!"''e r:'!Ove .1\ore Jifr'icuit 

•fo r 111 c:Jnczr;,eo. l t is tnerefore oovious tn;~t agencies will ;,ave :~ 
11e~t fut'.Jr e trai"li.'1g neeas ·.~it~ fewer transfers. In some cases temco: ~: , 
•ssignments, details or cross tn.L~ing lt t:1e same location can be "'~~ 
t:J reouce transfers. Tnere is no suostitute for 1 variety of joo 
assignment s. Tne reality of tne t--o-career family simply rnust :Je 
~ddressec:l. I believe tnis means assistance in joO placement for t ne 
spouse, as ~ell as some relaxation of nepotism and other personnel rul~s 
to help ratner than hinder transfer of two-career famil ies. 

High quality performance during one administration can become a 
liability when the adMinistration Change!. 

rii\J"I performing people may actually .Je suspect witl1 a new . 
aUr.linistration. Career professionals are expected to be responsive to 
the current administration. Presidents going !lack to Eisemower nave 
~een critical of the laCk of responsiveness by the career bureaucracy. 
ironically, responsiveness to the policies of one administration may oe a 
slilstantial liability in a succeeding administration. There are, of 
course, some practical realities. An incoming administration might oe 
uncomfortaDle with a person in a key position whO, in a previous 
administratia~, actively supported a position tnat is different from t ."e 
one desired oy this adMinistration. Certainly the cueer professional, 
as well as the incoming administration, should recognize those situat i~rs 
and look for constructive solutions that do not simply ass i \J"I the car~er 
executive to the "turkey farm" or to early retire:nent. 

The creation or the Senior Executive Service oy the Civil Service 
Reform Act or 1979 ~~~~at, at this point, be viewed with some skepticism. 
As a charter meMber of the Senior Executive Service, I witnessed, 
firsthand, ooth tne promise and the reality. To me personally, the 
Senior Executive Service was oeneficial. I re<].Jlarly received bonuses 
and did not experience the negatives reported oy others. Even though 
personally benefited from the Senior Executive Service, I reluctantly 
concluded tNt there are several t!"lings that snould be examined. For 
example, the fixed linlits a1 tne percentage of SES memoers who can 
receive ocnuses, 1 Oelieve, are <l'lduly restrictive and at times oetuct 
·rrom the teaniWOrk the agency n..~st nave in its top levels to perform 
effectively. The predominant practice of the private sector i s to rewa:: 
~ rruch higher percentage at the upper level with IJonuses, even tnougn t -e 
amo<l'lt or tne ca~us mio1lt vary ca~sieleraoly oy indiviD.Jals. !n fact , ~-'! 
current practice in private i.nOJstry appears to be that if a manager :r 
executive does not get 3 Oonus, he or She ShoUld oe lOOking for anotne: 
joe. 
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4 secon.:l P.rOO l em in the 5aniJr ::xecuti•e Service is tne creati-J•' of , 
ral'll<less system wnere ;11 se:1ior executive joos ~re seen ~s ~ual. 
~lt.;owjn theoreti cally 03tte:ned 3r'ter tne '!lilitary witn tM 
ran:~-.:.~-oerson concept, in Ot'3Ctice t:1e Senior Executive Service wor~<s 
just tne opposite. There is no ClifferentiatiJn. T:J oe similar to tne 
'l'l i ll~-:~:--r. ~ o· Jl .:: ~eouire joos to :Je =: l assified ~t a p;uticular grade ~it:1 
~-:e l :J ~~ .:. :1 ':J :tss i gn ..t person on~ level 1aove or ~nc l.lvel oel~w t r.3c: 
g:3ce c~ ;::1e pos i tion. 

_. c uCiinal theory wnen the Senior t:xecutive Service •as cre~ tcel ••• 
t~e concept t nat tne s~ior executive •ould ~e Oetter rew~rde CI ana i~ 
return would have somewhat less job security. ln practi:e tne 
coMpression in upper level salaries n:~s meant tnat the senior executive 
receives less job security but '10t really increased pay. n. recent 
a roved increase in SES salaries althou aeserved nas created another· 
Sl!l'lificant prOb em. !•lost Senl.or executives simp y cannot a ord to 
retire snort or the three years service at the higher level salary. Tnis 
i s ~lready affecting retirements and •ill likely create 3 siQ'lificant 
:;iatus in the 'Jpwud movement or people ·•itnin the reaeral systef'!. A way 
to address this prOblem at reasonable cost might be to base retirement 
salaries on the salary that would nave been reeeived without the salary 
canpressiO"'. This would apply to all or those ..no had an asterisk beside 
tneir salary level in salary tables. I reeo'7"ize tnat to do so llfOUld 
ta.<e a change in the law but "'oul~ ce a "'ay to deal •ith the situation at 
reasonaille cost. It mi<;t~t, in fact, save money if the cost or stag'lation 
could be canputed. 

There is a clear need to sM_¥lify, streamline and make more 
understandaole the ~rsonnei po~cles and practices that apply to 
petSOMel manaoemen . 

Since tne ~ulK or my experience has Jeen in the reoeral sector, let 
~e 1irect my c~nments to that level. l ~elieve tne principles will apply 
to others. 

Lnfortunately, uing my career 1 saw the personnel laws, regulations 
and manuals expand to the point .onere a1ly persaY~el specialists could 
even keep up witn en., let alCI'Ie understand tlie ramifications. At one 
point the Forest S.Vice had one persO"'nelist for each 60 employees. 
Enol'IIIOUS .atr~ts of time were spent in sucn non-proO.Jctive tasks as 
writing, rewriting, classifying anll reclassifying temporary employees. 
Proressianal personnel people were as frustrated as anyone else by the 
need to ~ the rua tnat applied ratner than what made sense. 

lt mi~t~t oe a real challenge if there was a real life projeet to 
thrO\OI out all of the pers<rl'lel direction except a ff!!W basic laws ..t~icto 
include principles that a --.ager or executive is expected to follow. we 
mi~t~t be generous and say tnat up to 100 pages c., be used to provide 
this direction if necessary! The net result would certainly be persO"'nel 
policies that would be read by employees, managers and executives and it 
would do mucn to "demystify" present ~ractices. 
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levels 

rnere see"1s to :Je an insatiable appetite oy t'ligher levels of 
.,ae~agement to continue to manage the :letails of sutlordinate parts of ,-~ 
organization. The prolifl!ration ~f single purpose organizations wnicn : 
.;entioned eulier and tne information explosion nas increased t.,e 
tendency and opportLnity for higher levels to tighten tne "control "ocse" 
to t:1e point 111here on-the-<;~round resource people spent an inordinate 
amount of tneir time reporting, justifying and completing various proce;, 
requirements. 

In 1965 the Forest Service undertook a "pilot program" to 
deliberately give additional responsioility and authority to selected 
field units, including more control over hOw fundS 111ere spent. il1e of 
the reasons 111e did this on a pilot basis was that we simply could not 
secure broader approval. Lest you think I am pointing tne finger upwa:c 
only, let me point out that our experience indicated that many ~f the 
constraints had bes1 placed by the Forest Service itself and sometimes cy 
local and regia~al offices. Others were in rules of nigher levels sucn 
as tne Department, CJ.4B, OPM, GSA or by tne Ca~gress. Those pilot efforts 
proved ca~clusively that if you give sutlordinate Lnits more freedom, t~.el 
•ill find miny innovative 111ays to improve productivity and resulting 
puolic service. To make tnis work, tnougn, Congress will have to oe ' 
partner and will have to be willing to exercise less control and 
.nicromanagement over agency activities. This does not necessarily mean 
less oversight. It might mean increased oversight including field 
visitations by the committee. 

within natura~ 

I expect tne caaaitt8e would oe surprised if I did not address the 
subject of polit1Cil appointees within natural resource agencies. Let ~ 
make it clear, tho1Jc11 1 that I am not talking about a particular 
administntian or a particular political party. The trend to appoint 
political agency heads and even other executives and managers below tne 
agency twad has bee'~ in my view an unfortunate trend over tne last 20 
years. .n.n 1 begin work for the Forest Service, all of tne major 
Federal .. stat. naotunl resource agencies were heeded by career 
professionals. At t:tw Federal level tnat included tne Forest Service, 
Soil Con8enatian Service, National Park Service, Bureau of Land 
t~anagement, Fish and Wildlife Service, u.s. Geological Survey and 
Agricultural Research Service. Today only the Forest Service has oeen 
ca~sistently headed by a career professia~al. At the state level, t,e 
situation is mixed but career professional positions sUCh as the direc~:~ 
of fish and game or the state forester may or may not be a professioni. 
today. 
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l car.,ot, ·of course, claim complete oojectivity on tnis suoject! Le t 
me at leut make a few points I consill~r si71ific:ant in any ratioMl 
examination or tne question. 

Therl! is obviously 1 need for 1 cJreer professional/political 
execut~ve i.1 terf~ce in PI.Olic agencies. 1\t t:'le Feaeral level, I Oelieve 
it can ~e ~emonstrated tMt the 1110st constructive interface r,as been 
:Juilt aver t i me if t"e a~cy has unQUestioned professional orientation 
and expert i se out responsive to tr,e electorate throug1 politically 
appointed !!xecutives. T~e agency tnen is a dependable ~ervant of 111 tne 
people and not an advocate for a particular political party or 
administration. 

?olit i cal appointments or agency heads and irrmediate subordinate 
levels inevitaoly leads to political appointments throu~out the 
organization. This can tJe delnonstrated as being the net result over 
ti~~~e. The net result is confusion, persornel reluctillt to make tough 
decisions oecause of potential political repercussions, ana an opening of 
tne agency polici es and prac~es to political manipulation. 

We are increasingly recog1izing the importance of agency culture to 
its lon;-term performance. The culture or acceptea nor.n in natural 
resource organizations for many years •as that those who perfor~~~ed well 
could aspire to any job in the organization including the top ones. Even 
thOU~ few people will reach tnat level, the possiDUity remains a 
positive force. 

It is tough to make difficult natural resource decisions if you are 
unsure of wnetner you will receive bad<inO. As stated earlier in my 
testimony, numerous natural resource decisions are complex and 
controversial. The person -.king the dlcision needs to have a commitment 
to the best decision in the !Ullic interest, not the decision that ·•ill 
be politically popular or will be sustained Dy SOIIIeOI'Ie whose primary 
concern is the political riMifications, 

The long-tua endibWty of decisions nada in a natural resource 
aganc:y is illlportant to all those concerned with -tainlbll long-term 
natural r~ --.gw&lt. ExperiAwlces indicate that tne l)t.blic's 
acceptance or dlc1sfana can be si!Jlific.ntly undmllined if those making 
the deciaia1 an ~riecl or delllonStrate prilllary allegiance to 
politics .._. tNn resourca m.nag~~~Wtt. 

I haW deliberately tried to address this question withOUt reference 
to exaql],es or to a particular aaninistration. In lilY view this is a 
generic ~estion ana does not relate to a particular aaninistration. 

To .-~<e the record CQIIPlete, I shauJ.d .l.ndkate that I dO not favor 
sucn arrang11181'1ta • lllkJng agn:y ~ diEectly ~ to the 
Presidlnt or sa. other exotic arra•~•t wrw:n, in the long pull, may 
be aJ~~tterprocllctive. It thould be obVious to all that no Pnsidlnt can 
supervise 1ll the people lnd or;~nizations that currently report to him. 
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In the real world NkinO an agency head report direct to the President 
•ould ,...an 10111 staffer in the lllhite House would draw the supervisory 
responsibUity. I thin< it is far preferable to keep that responsioility 
with a callinet officer. · 

4s 1 pas~tive step, l would sugge:;t consioeratlon .be gi.ven to (ll 
est3olis,i~g ;tronger qualific1tions for top executives in natural 
resource 1gencies and (2) providio1g for single term .aPPOi.1'tments or, say 
7 ye1rs, for agency n~aos. As you will recall, tne nead or tne Fill "as • 
lO year term appointment. 

Natural resource a~cies l!l.lst in the future deal with a l!l.ICh 
diverslrled workforcete~ of disclpl!nii, riCIS, sex and national 
orlg!li. 

1 have seen a considerable a!IIOU't or handwringing and apprehension 
about projeetions Wl'licl'l show a draNtic cl'lange in the future workforce. 
There are, withOut doubt, some significant probl.-. and oPPOrtunities 
anead. 

Let me first talk abOut saM! of the oppor~ities. I believe a 
diversified workforce l1l.lcl'l more represllltative of our society by race, 
culture, sex . and national origin is santthing we sl'lOuld welcaae. 1 nave 
suggested early ret.inmlllt to sane whO had great probl- with this 
penc1ing change. It will, in fact, happll'l. The real ~tion is hoW do 
we get frOift here to there in a way that is constructive and reasonably 
equi~ble to all concerned. 

There is a long list of' resl life reasons why natural resource 
agencies have been slow in attracting, recruiting and retaining women and 
minorities, for ex~e, in adequate nUICII!rs to IMI<e lll)rl! rapid changes 
in Statistics. ReQ,ction in the total WOrkfOrce Of natural resource 
agencies 3:Jring the last decade has s~stlntially aggravated tne prOblem. 

Let 111 further statlt tNt I f'Jzlll¥ beUave 1n prggreu, not excuses. 
The real QUHtian "t. lwJir IU:fr ~ and lit'...._ price? 1 would favor 
an honest connibnlllt to setting ' or 10 year goals for sustained progress 
and I would ev111 favor ·providing saae additional tools to ~~~~nagers to 
make suen progress. The first opportunity for progress would be existing 
eft'Qloyeel .no, with 10111 training and some relaxation or qualifications, 
standardl lftd 111try levels, could move~. In ~W~Y organiZations 
minoritU. and _, ~~ay be present in adeQuate nii!Cers out concentrated 
at lower grtdls. An aggressive progr1111 to identify and train thOse 
eQ.lcationally disadVantageous bUt capaDle en~Ployees would be an excellfl1t 
investment. In tne market for college trained people and for promotions, 
dmost every agency is lOOking for ~lifted ~ and 11inorities bUt 
theoretically are pursuing e<Jality of eft'C)lo~. The obvious tllt 
towardS WOII*'I and lllinorities hes I!IBde nw'ly people resllltful and 
disillusioned. lt has 1111de highly capable 1101111'1 and minorities feel that 
their employment or well deserved promotion has beln discounted or 
diluted by a perception that it •as gained because or ravoritisll rather 
thari merit. 
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l ~m alooa.,.s in favor ~f oeing aoove ~oar:l !1110 nonest in such 
situations. Let us searcn for solutions recog-~izing tnat a diversified 
.. ,orkforce is a aesin:~le goal O•Jt it will t.b<e s001e time to get tnere. 
If n~c~ssary, mayoe assign preference paints just like we cia for 
veterans? At least people woulo <S~derst.mo tne rules of tne game. 

Let .ne end my presentation by listing a few tnings wnicn l believe 
ue important if natural resource agencies ~re to attract, develop ana 
retain top quality people. 

l. Provide an organizational culture where professionalism, 
confidence, publi c service, integrity and mutual respect are nurtureo ;n" 
r~og-~izeo. 

2. C>l.ve people an oppertunity to meaningfully participate in natural 
resource decisions. ldeally this Should extend from the top to tne 
oot tom of the organization. 

J. Encourage innovation, new ideas and new approaChes to old 
proolems. Encourage delegation of resource decisions to the lowest 
practical level ~here the realities of the on-the-ground resource 
situation can oe envisioned. Avoid second ().Iessing those decisions or 
hi~er levels. 

4. Recognize contributions of ooth individuals and teams who perform 
well. 13oth monetary and nCJil-ftlonetuy award syst~ need to oe kept 
simple and delegated so that recciJlition can be readily related in a 
timely way to performance • 

.5. Seek out, encourage and counsel tnose whO demOnstrate leaderShip 
capa:~ility to prepare to move up to hiiJler levels of responsibility. 
Ironically it is not necessarily those .no have the greatest capability 
wno seet< to move up. ln fact, it may be the person whO is fully 
challenged and occupied by the present job and who is dOing outs tanding 
work wno will be reluctant to move on. 

6, lnterdlanga people between headquarters and field levels to 
improve t-ori< lnd current ~derstanding of resource issues. Q.Jite 
candidly, if it is ~~~»•ible to move directly to hi!111Y sCJU!11t-after jobs 
in the field without goinQ throug'l upper level regional or neadi).Jarters 
assignmenta, Mny will adopt that strategy. The net result is that uppe: 
levels ue dlprived of the service of some of its best people and 
headquarters will becane more and more insulated from the reality of t ."'e 
f'ield resource situation. 

7. Expect and derRand integrity, responsiveness and hiltl (Jlllity 
performance. Poor perform.x:e that is not dealt 1111:1'1 blconleS corrosive 
to the agency and sets a new nom of' ll!ldiocrity. I includll in this 
category the need to aeal with l.ll!lthical, illegal or other performance 
that is not up to reasonable standards. l.hfort~ately, the safe~ros 
that nave oeen put in place over the last 20 yean to protect employees 
nave been used by both managers and employees as an excuse not to ded 
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PUBLIC FORESTRY FOUNDATION 

FOREST SERVICE REFORM OVERSIGHT MEETING, FEBRUARY 1, 1994 

TO: SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS, AND PUBUCATIONS 
SUllCoMMITTEE ON GENERAL OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS 

FROM: · ROY KEENE, EXEcUTIVE DIRECI'OR, PUBUC FORESTRY FOUNDATION 

REVIVING THE FOREST SERVICE 

The Public Forestry Foundation and the Forest Sernce 
For five year$ the Public Forestry Foundation (PFF) has worked with the Forest 

Service at the Forest and Ranger District level to promote and help implemeot more socially 

responsive, excellent forestry. We helped to form partnerships such as the Mt Hood 

Oackamas Focus Group during the Bush era, before partnershipping and •consensus• 

were politically oorrect. We took Forest Service line officers and scientisls on tours of 

excelleot private forestry operations like Collins Pine in Northern Califomia. We worked 

on the original New Perspectives projects, including Shasta Gosta in the Siskiyou Natiooal 

Forest We helped catalyze what is now being called •ecosystem managemeot• with Forest 

Service line officers and silviculturists in the Cazsoo and Santa Fe Natiooal Forests of New 

Mexico; the Baker-Snoqualmie and Colville Natiooal Forests of Northern Washington; the 

Tahoe and Lassen National Forests of California; the Nez Perce and Pan Handle Natiooal 

Forests of Idaho; the Flathead Natiooal Forest of Montana; and, closer to our home base in 
Oregon, the ML Hood, Siskiyou, Rogue River, WiDcma, Oclloco, Umatilla, Siuslaw, 

Umpqua, Deschutes, and W'illamette Natiooal Forests. 

PFF Foresters are Printe Forestry Coasultanta 
PFF routinely collaborates with cooscrvation and legal groups to review wasteful ot 

exploitive public forestry practices. We documeoted reforestation failures and salvage 

lbuses in the Sequoia and Siem Natiooal Forests and violations of forest trust management 
in Idaho and Washington State Forests. PFF bas helped dozens of pssroots 

euviromnental groups to make coutad with JOOd managers and JOOd forestry on both 

public and.private lands. .A. private forestry consultanlS we receody worked with 

Sc:ientific Certificatioll Sysrmns to establish the first western SDSiainahle forestry 

PUBUCFORESTRYFOUHOATlON • P.O.BOX371 • EUGENE. OREGON 974-40·0371 • (503)687·1 993 • 
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certification project. We consult with Native American forest owners such as the 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla to work toward sustainable forestry on tnballands. 

We routinely work with progressive elements of private industry, and are currently 

cooperating with Springfield Forest Products in Oregon and Louisiana-Pacific in Northern 
Idaho and Northeastern Oregon to conceptualize and implement sustainable forestry and 

forest products. We are embarking on a project this spring to help the US Army at Fort 
Lewis, Washington, create a long-range sustainable forest management plan that maintains 

spotted owl habitat 

My Personal Viewpoint 

A:!. PFFs executive director, my own views of public forestry, its present strengths 

and weaknesses, have been aired on national television networlcs including Bill Moyer's 
Listening to America, ABC's Day One and on regular news programs including 

CNN. My forestry opinions are routinely scattered through the newspapers, a noteworthy 

accomplishment considering that I am on the road or in the field a great deal and not easily 

reached for timely comments. My opinions of the Forest SerVice's institutional problems 
and possible solutions are based on professional observations gleaned from working with 

Forest Service officers across a broad region on the ground, where, as our foresters say, 

the "rubber meets the road. • My reflections are also shaped by my experience as a 

practicing forester wbo has managed private forestland, and as a volunteer conservationist 

who bears and is affected by the concerns of local citizens throughout many foresiS in the 

West. 

Improving a Good Bureaucracy 

I would like to offer some simple, realistic criticisms and practical suggestions toward 

helping the Forest Service (and those who control their purse strings) do a better job for 

their public clients and our nation's heritage forestlands. I want to preface my comments 

with the assertion that the US Forest Service Is, in my opinion, one or the best 

governmental bureaucracies. They are comparatively accessible, sensitive to their 

clients' inputs, and, as such, reasonably accountable. With the exception of the Se<iuoia 
National Forest, Forest Service personnel on Districts and Forests have always been 
willing to cooperate with us as forestry peers (or just as concerned citizens) to 
conceptualize and implement better forestry on the ground. As fellow foresters, we are 

most concerned about the institutional conflicts within the Forest Service that inlnbit them 
from carrying out their mission of "caring for the land and serving people. • 
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Shiftlaa Badaet Emphasis 

Ia workilla for forest owners IS <Xlnsulting foreslers, we carefully match the forest 
owaer's goals to both our duties and our compeosation. The Forest Service is a •caa do it" 

agency. Like private foresters and &ood public servaats they do what they ate paid to do. 

Coasequeatly,likc all corporate entities, their budJel dictates boch their thoughts and 

actions. If we ask the Forest Service to manage ecosystems, but budget them accordillg to 

the amouat of timber cut or miles of road built, we caa expect them to continue to focus on 

harvesting timber and buildin& roads, tegardless of what name they call it 

If we are aoing to commission the Fotest Service to maaaae ecosystems, we mast 

match aaeac:y badaets with outcomes rather than outputs. Funds should be 
allocated on the bssis of acres managed rather than board feet of timber cut There is no 
resson to hold the agency accouatable for managing ecosystem integrity and health unless 

respoDS1ble <Xlngressionai representatives are willing to match appropriations to the desired 

outoomes and acres affected. The Forest Service mission-budget dichotomy is a major 

frustration to every District Ranger I kaow who is <Xlnscieatiously trying to take better care 

of our aatiOaai forests. 

Reduclaa Top-Heaviaess 
Recent Forest Service lay-offs have dn.stically reduced the technical workforce at 

District lewis that is vital to implementing ecosystem lllati2JelllenL Activities such IS 

watersbcd surveys and selective timber hatvesting will require more ground level labor, not 

less. The forest needs a stroag, skilled, technical workforce now more than ever. PFF 

would rather see the ageac:y thin its overstocking of "little chiefs" at the Forest, Region, 

National and IDteraationallevels. One lesson we've learned IS practicing foreslers: forests 

are most emdently maaaaed from the bottom up, not the top do'ti'D. In some 

of the best managed forests we've seen (like Collins Pine). the senior foresters ate still in 
charge of marking the trees to be cut It is my opinion that persoDDCl cutbacks should 

begin in the higher echelons. Many deskbouad upper level folks should either return to the 
woods or take early retirement I suggest the ageac:y go so far IS to <Xlnsider disbanding 

the Regional offices and dispersing vital personnel out to the Districts. 

GettiD1 Back to the Woods 
It is almost impossible for a single person to intelligently comprehend and supervise 

what goes on in an area much Jar&er than 50,000 acres. We suggest the ageac:y take a 

closer look at the stewlWship conoept being implemented in Districts like the Cackamas 

(Mt Hood Forest, Oregon) where technical "generalists" ate put in charge of sub-basin 
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level areas with the commission to get familiar with the land aud help oversee aud 

coordinate all activities. These "mini-rangets" should work direc:tly with local citizen focus 

groups comprised of people from the entire spectrum of forest values. 

It is somewhat disconcerting for me when I visit a Forest Supervisor's office and 

almost the entire professionll staff is typing away at computer lmDinals. Although useful 

for juggling inventories and evaluating mapped-out landscapes. computers cannot replace 

ground intelligent managers and foresters. The Forest Service sbould make an effort to aet 

foresters away l'rom the computer screens and bllclt out ID the woods! We 

view the Forest Service's tendency toward more computerizalion, centralization, aud 

specialization as a potentially counter-productive move away from doing a &ood job on the 

ground. 

Building Good Models 

Forestry is highly visual, which is why clearcutting often equals conflic:L The Forest 

Service has a tendency (the Blue Mountains salvage effort in Eastem Oregon is a classic 

example) to jump from research right into big projects. A visual model of a forestry 

concept allows all the parties to see what the Forest Service is lalk:ing abouL The agency 

should enc:ouraae and facilitate modeiiD& forestry operations ou the around 

simultaneously with research. Forestry operations are ;where scientists typically fail to 

c:ouned with reality. Model buildin& is a good way to integrate researcheiS with highly 

experienced agency leclmicians, private forestets and loggets with high-tech operational 

expertise. The simultaneous building of on-the-ground forestry models will also help to 

draw in the c:oncemed public while educating researchets. 

Taking Charge of Timber Sales 

If we are going to continue a subsidized investment in selling public timber, lei's at 

least do it rigbL It is difficult for us as practicing foresteiS to imagine selling a client's 

timber and allowing the purchaser to come in and lake control of the uniL The present 

move to lump sum sales is, in our opinion, a step bllclt from efficiency, accountability and 

good stewardship. We would like the Forest Service to reconsider the present system C?f 

timber sales that essentially puts the purchaser's logger (often the lowest bidder) in control 

over the most biologically sensitive and economically important part of timber managemenL 

Public forestets need to be able to effectively direct and control ground level logging 

operatioas from layout, felling, bucking, yarding and hauling ... all the way to log 

delivery. This is a vital part nf the job every private forester maintains COGtroi of. In 

similar fashion we think the Forest Serrice should take daarJie and 
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responsibility to directly hire and supervise logging, sort logs to maximize 

MBF returns, and deliver logs directly to purchasers in order to increase 

accountability. This change would also discourage purchasers from holding long-term 

public timber contracts like a free commodity option. We also think the agency should quit 

using outside contractors to reforest, slash or prune in forest stands, and, instead, hire 

people from local rural communities. 

Reviving the Mission, Forestry, and Public Esteem 

The Forest Service logo of "caring for the land and serving people" is often in direct 

opposition to geUing out the cut. The new mission of managlna forest ecosystems 

will be truthful as loua as It is beneficial for the forest, and, consequently, 

for all the people ... particularly future forest heirs. Forestry, in a classic 

Webster's defmition, is "the an and science of keeping and developing the forest". 

Forestry is not (and should have never become) simply the business of removing the 

public's forest. We suggest that if the Forest Service, their congressional funders, and 

their powerful timber clients will begin to "walk their talk," public esteem and respect for 

the Forest Service will follow. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Roy Keene 
Executive Director 
Public Forestry Foundation 
February 1, 1994 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
NEW DIRECTIONS FOR THE FOREST SERVICE 

TESTIMONY OF R. JON ROUSH, PRESIDENT, THE WILDERNESS SOCIElY 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBUC 

LANDS, COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 
OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FEBRUARY 1, 1114 

The nation's 191 milllon-aae national forest system has been subjected to intense 
and conflicting pressures. Providing habitat for fish and wildlife species - many of which 
occur nowhere else - water resources, clean air, recreation, and commodities such as 
timber, the national foresta are like no other system of public lands in the world. 
Unfortunately, the emphasis placed on commodity production haS placed in doubt the 
capacity of the national forests to sustain other uses. By pushing resource production 
to the limit, we scrape ~ the dlll'erslty and resilience built into natural systems. 

This recent legacy of Forest SeMc:e activity points to 8 fundamental problem with 
forest management - the exiSting laws have feilecl to adequately live up to their mandate 
and the stewardS of OU' public forests have failed to listen to the changing attitudes and 
desires of the public owners of these forests. The multiple-use principles of the laws of 
1897, 1960 and 1978 that govern management of our national forests need to be 
reexamined and revised to meet the chellenges of the 21.st Century. 

We muSI eliminata the conflicts and the impoverishment of our natural heritage that 
are a result of out of date policy. In short, the National Forest System and the u.s. 
Forest Service need a new mandate that reflects the importance of our national forests 
to the United States and the world community in the next century. The new guiding 
principle for our national forests should be the preservation of biological diversity and the 
undeveloped forest lanclsc8pe needed to support the diversity of life in this country. The 
Wilderness Society and many other groups end individuals eccrou the nation have come 
to the conduslon that the curer-. laws governing nallon8l forest management have failed . 
We recommetld that CongreA enact legislation to reinstrud: the Forest Service that 
protection of biological diwrsity end maintenance of natural ecosystem function are the 
fundamental goals far. national forest management 

900 SEVENTEENTH STREET, N . W . WASHINGTON , D . C . 20006 

(202) 833-2300 
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In November 1992, Dr. Arnold Bolle, Dean Emeritus of the College of Forestry at 
the University of Montana, opened the debate about changing the management of our 
national forests with recommendations on the status and future management of the 
national forests. Dr. Bolle enlisted Jeffrey Olson, Director of The Wilderness Society's 
Bolle Center for Ecosystem Management, as co-author. They enlisted a panel of 
nationally renowned experts on forest management and forestry to prepare background 
papers and recommendations in their areas of specialization. The panel's analysis served 
as the foundation for the report NEW DIRECTIONS FOR THE FOREST SERVICE. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that a copy of the report be printed in the record of this 
hearing at the end of my statement. Also, Mr. Chairman, copies of the report have been 
provided to the subcommittee staff for the use of members. 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) reaffirmed multiple-use as 
the guiding management philosophy for the national forests. In part, Congress formulated 
the NFMA as a means to restore trust in an agency that had lost that trust through 
management policies that were in conflict with public expectations. In so doing, the 
NFMA sought to refocus the USDA Forest Service (USES) on the non-timber and non­
market resources that the national forests provide. In hearings prior to passage of the 
bill one of the NFMA's principal architects, Senator Hubert Humphrey, stated: 

The days have ended when the forest may be viewed only as 
trees and trees only as timber. The soil and the water, the 
grasses and the shrubs, the fish and the wildlife, and the 
beauty that is the forest must become integral parts of the 
resource manager's thinking and actions. 

Senator Humphrey went on to observe that the Forest Service's record had brought into 
question the extent to which the agency could be trusted to protect and administer the 
public resources. He proposed that the NEMA be shaped to prevent the Forest Service 
from turning the national forests into tree farms. 

Today, some 18yearsafterthepassageofthe NFMA, Forest Service management 
policies are stiH biased towards timber production. Throughout the 1980s, national forest 
timber sales averaged nearly 11 billion board feat, the same level they were when the 
NFMA was passed. Senator Humphrey's vision that the national forests be managed for 
more than timber, that they conserve wildlife habitat, and provide clean water and 
recreation still seems distant. 

Two rules must guide the agency if it is to meet the intent of the NEMA. First, 
irreplaceable resources on national forests should be preserved for the future. Places of 
great scenic beauty, once spoiled, can never be restored; species that are eliminated can 
never be retrieved; unique ecosystems cannot be reconstnJcted. Second, renewable 
resources on the national forests should be managed on a sustainable basis. Both 

2 



355 

present and Mure generations must be considered iA- this equation. Government 
incentives that encourage the unsustainable exploitation of natural resources must be 
eliminated. 

A grest deal must be done to fulfill the Forest Service's stewardship mission. While 
existing laws are sufficient to shift the agency's management emphasis from timber to the 
full complement of resources that comprise the forest, they have not been Implemented 
in the spirit with which they were passed. In addition, amendments to NFMA should be 
adopted to set a new management direction for our national forest lands for the 21st 
Century. 

The Wilderness Society's recommendations for Forest Service reform can be 
organized in three major categories: (1) sustainable land and res6urce management; (2) 
fiscal accountability; and (3) ecosystem management. 

SUSTAINABLE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and the NFMA of1976 sought to 
ensure that the national forests would be managed to provide the full range of forest 
resources in perpetuity. Unfortunately, the emphasis that the Forest Service has placed 
on timber production implies that the agency views timber as the most important resource 
in the national forests even to the detriment of other forest resources. Indeed, some 67 
percent of the national forest system's annual budget is spent on timber management. 

The sustainable management of national forest resources called for by the 
Congress and expected of the Forest Service by the public has bean frustrated by 
policies that emphasize timber extraction over all other natural resources. Recent 
announcements from the Forest Service regarding a move towards ecosystem 
management are certainly welcome, but the guidelines unveiled to date do not show 
convincing evidence of a fundamental shift in direction. To that end, ·The Wilderness 
Society offet's a series of recommendations covering topics related to timber sale policies, 
ecosystem management, and protection ot biological diverSity. If implemented, these 
recommendations would usher in a new era of sustainable land and resource 
management. 

A. Timber 

A significant majority of the national forests lose money selling timber year after 
year. Losses in Fiscal Year 1992 totalled more than $350 million. Actual losses are even 
grester because the Forest Service does not report the results of individual timber sales. 

Aside from the obvious impact on the ever-growing federal budget deficit, below­
cost timber sales result In logging on lands that are physically and economically unsuited 
to timber production. Far more roads are built than good economic sense and ecological 
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wisdom would dictate. These practices destroy valuable wildlife habitat, scar the visual 
landscape, and squander irreplaceable resources. 

Below-cost timber sales artificially reduce log prices for the majority of the timber 
producers and discourage more efficient timber processing techniques for private 
industry. New products such as oriented strandboard and engineered lumber, which are 
more efficient in their use of wood fiber than traditional lumber products, are placed at a 
competitive disadvantage relative to products manufactured from subsidized national 
forest timber. Recycled fiber is also placed at a disadvantage by such subsidies. 

Finally, these subsidies retard the evolution of rural, forest-dependent communities 
toward a more sustainable economic base. By masking market forces that would induce 
workers and businesses to adapt to changing conditions, these subsidies often create 
greater economic instability in the very communities that they are intended to stabilize. 

Therefore, The Wilderness Society recommends the following to ensure sustainable 
forest ecosystems and timber management on the national forests. 

1.) Phase out below-cost timber aal ... Congress has said that, with rare 
exceptions, eech timber sale should assure that it will either break even or produce a 
positive net retum to the U.S. Treasury. The Forest Service has frustrated this policy by 
claiming that timber sales benefit other resources such as wildlife and recreation. In 
Fiscal Year 1993, over two-thirds of the timber harvested was for commercial use. While 
there are cases in which timbef sales do achieve other resource management objectives, 
often the detrimental impacts that logging may have on soils, streams, viewsheds, and 
watersheds are not considered. Studies have demonstrated that below-cost timber sales 
occur most often where productivity is low - particularly in the inland West, on steep 
slopes, and at high elevations. Clear direction, not new laws, will put timber sales on a 
sound footing. The Congress should direct the Forest Service to: 

o Stop construction of new logging roads to enter roadless areas and require 
the Forest Service to conduct a system-wide evaluation of the adequacy of 
the existing road network to meet current and anticipated future 
transportation needs. 

o Begin a system-wide program to remove existing roads from critical 
watersheds and areas important to wildlife, especially T&E species. The 
goal should be to reduce road densities 50 percent on the national forest 
system by the tum of the century. 

o Establish that the minimum acceptable bid for national forest commercial 
timber be set equal to the government's costs of managing and offering the 
timber for sale and for regenerating the pre-existing forest condition. 
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Personal use and wildlife enhancement sales should be exempted from this 
directive. 

o . Revise the timber sales accounting system to provide an honest reporting 
of the cost and revenues of ucb commercial timber sale. 

2.) Promote economic dlviii'Siflcatlon Mel auatalnable community 
development for forelt-dependent cltl• and towns. Community stability, a long­
standing concern of the Forest Service, has been cited as a reason to continue selling 
timber at subsidized prices. Its emphasis on timber production locks communities into an 
intolerable dilemma: federal government policies promote the cutting of forests that would 
otherwise provide greater long-term benefits to mora people through ecosystem products, 
and contribution to quality of life if they were left standing. Federally subsidized 
commodity production anchors communities in the past. Technological and market 
changes have become far mora Important determinants of community employment, 
revenue, and stability than logging levels. The Congress should take .the following steps: 

o Full funding and coordination of the community assistance provisions of the 
enacted 1991 Farm Bill should be actively promoted in rural communities 
by the Forest Service. 

o Direct the Forest Service to work with the Commerce Department and other 
agencies to help communities that are seeking to develop new industry to 
dival'sify their aconomias and to retain existing businesses. This includes 
increasing investment in infrastructure and education, reducing foreign 
barriers to trade in finished wood products and increasing value-added 
wood products manufacturing. 

3.) Avoid for..t almplmcatlon and fragmentation. Management for highly 
productive stands of commercial timber species generally diminishes diversity. It does 
this by the very methods employed to maximize timber yields. To minimize losses of 
biological diversity to forest fragmentation and simplification the Forest Service should be 
directed to: 

o Adopt timber management practices that emulate natural disturbance 
patterns as closely as possible rather than continued reliance on traditional 
evan-aged and uneven-aged management systems. 

o Emphasize natural regeneration over artificial methods. Planting, when 
done, should include the mix of species characteristic of natural stands. 
Deed and down woody material should be retained to the extent possible. 

4.) Enaure retor81tatlon to meat the raqulrementa ot NFMA. NFMA 
prohibits timber harvesting on national forests except where reforestation is assured within 
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five years. It requires that the national forests be maintained in forest cover and that 
regular monitoring certify that reforestation was in fact achieved. 

Achieving adequate regeneration within five years of logging is difficult in many 
areas. lh Forest Service Region 1, for example, there is good evidence that on the 
Missoula Ranger District of the Lolo National Forest, regeneration takes about twice the 
maximum time allowable under NFMA. Yet the USFS has not acknowledged this, nor has 
it analyzed data on past regeneration failure. In addition, there is virtually no information 
on how well regenerated trees actually grow once they have become established. Several 
studies of Forest Service regeneration success, most notably a 1992 report from the 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, reported similar problems on national 
forests in other regions. 

To insure that the renewable timber resource is indeed renewed and to meet 
NFMA requirements, the following steps must be taken: 

o The Congress should conduct an independent review of USFS regeneration 
success. 

o Define 'on the ground' reforestation within five years to mean that 
regeneration using economically and technically feasible methods is 
achieved. 

o Monitor regenerated-stand growth rates to insure that those growth rates 
are consistent with forest plan assumptions. 

o Classify national forest lands as unsuitable for logging if 'on the ground' 
reforestation cannot be assured before logging is allowed. 

5.) Reaueu the land area that 11 designated as suitable tor timber 
production. Considering the extent and magnitude of the below-cost timber sale 
problem, reforestation difficulties, and inadequate site-specificity of forest planning, it is 
inevitable that the USFS has over -estimated the area that is suitable for timber 
management. The Forest Service should be directed to: 

o Remove immediately, on a site-specific basis, forest lands allocated to the 
suitable timber base that are economically and physically unsuited for timber 
production. The NFMA Section 6(k) requires such a removal as part of the 
planning process, but the Forest Service has ignored the provisions of the 
law. 

o All lands planted under the reforestation program three or more times 
should be automatically withdrawn from the suitable timber base and the 
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timber ASQs reduced commensurately. To paraphrase President Clinton's 
State of the Union speech: Three strikes and the Forest Service is out. 

6.) Improve Inventory and monitoring of biological re10urc:ea In the 
national foresta. The Forest Service needs a much better inventory of the biological 
wealth of the National Forest System, including timber. Knowledge of the location, status, 
and condition of the elements of biological diversity is essential for proper, ecosystem­
based management of the national forests. Populations of rare and sensitive species 
must be carefUlly monitored to assess the impacts of logging, grazing, and other 
activities. Current monitoring programs are inadequate. The Congress should diract: 

o The Forest Service to allocate adequate funds to monitoring on each 
national forest before timber sale and other extractive activities may 
proceed. Without funding for monitoring in place, the Forest Service should 
not undertake any management activities on the land or in the water of the 
national forest system. 

o The Forest Service to submit to an independent review of inventory 
procedures and implement the recommendations of the 1992 Blue Ribbon 
Panel on Forest Inventory and Analysis, particularly as they relate to 
ecological and biological resources. 

o The Forest Service to implement an All Resources Accounting System. 

B. Biological Diversity 

Biological diversity represents the full array of the structural and functional 
complexity of life at four levels of organization: genetic, species, communities, and 
ecosystem/landscapes. A crude analogy is that bio-diversity represents the living infra­
structure of our environment. Increasingly, scientists are concerned that the pace of 
development, especially the conversion and fragmentation of remaining natural habitats, 
is eroding this living infrastructure at a rate that is likely to be harmful to human society. 
In fact, the Environmental Protaction Agency considars erosion of biological diversity as 
big a threat to our society es globel climate change and thinning of the ozone layer. 

Because biological diversity is being lost principally to the modification of natural 
ecos-ystems and landscapes, its conservation requires protection at the ecosystem and 
landscape scale. Because biOlogical diversity is a common property resource that is not 
traded in formal markets, the public sector has a unique responsibility to assure that these 
resources are maintained for the benefit of all. Thus, our nation's public lands are central 
to conserving biological diversity. At minimum, the national forests should maintain an 
abundant number of sites for their indigenous biological diversity. This can be 
accomplished through a focus on ecosystem management that mimics natural ecosystem 
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dynamics as well as selected special measures on behalf of species already considered 
threatened or endangered, or that have specialized habitat requirements. 

The recommendations that follow will further enhance protection for biological 
diversity. 

1.) Protect major ecosystem types occurring on the national forests. By 
protecting major ecosystem types, the Forest Service is protecting natural communities 
and groups of species. This reduces the number of potential endangered-species crises, 
and it creates a baseline for research and monitoring. Biologists have advocated 
planning future additions to the National Wilderness Praservation System around natural 
ecosystems, with a goal of having at least three to five examples of each . of the major 
ecosystem types in the United States protected es wilderness. The Forest Service should 
be directed to: 

o Conduct a system-wide inventory to identify gaps in protected ecosystem 
types that can be filled by inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, and protect these areas pending passage of wilderness legislation 
or inclusion in other appropriate land protection systems. 

2.) Establish a system-wide ancient forest reserve network on the national 
forests. The importance of old-growth forest ecosystems to maintaining biological 
diversity is only now becoming fully appreciated. Eradication of old-growth and ancient 
forests, once considered biological deserts, is virtually complete throughout the national 
forest system. The largest contiguous blocks of old-growth and ancient forest occur on 
the national forests of the Pacific Northwest and Alaska. Elsewhere in the National Forest 
System only pockets of ancient forest remain and many forest stands would now be 
approaching the species mix and structural complexity characteristics of old-growth 
forests. The importance of these forests for biological diversity conservation, research, 
and monitoring makes their protection imperative. Therefore, the Forest Service should 
be directed to: 

o Implement a policy that protects the remaining ancient forests of the Pacific 
Northwest to insure that there will be a high probability of retaining a 
functioning old-growth ecosystem, recover endangered species and prevent 
other species from becoming endangered, and protect fisheries. 

o Implement a comprehensive, system-wide inventory of the remaining old­
growth and ancient forests on national forests outside the Pacific Northwest. 
The inventory should be completed within five years, with site-specific 
management plans developed as ancient forest remnants are identified. 
Areas identified should be protected from logging and road building. 
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o Where old-growth examples of forest types no longer exist, identify suitable 
arees on which to attempt to restore old-growth conditions. The goal 
should be to protect multiple examples of all of the different types of old­
growth forests in the U.S. 

3.) Initiate a ayatem-wlde program to protect aquauc ecoayatema, 
· Including flah atocu. According to the American Fisheries Society, more than 100 
major salmon and steelhead stocks in the Pacific Northwest have been lost and another 
214 are at serious risk of extinction. Many of these threatened stocks depend on 
spawning and rearing habitat in national forests. To prevent further losses in the Pacific 
Northwest and elsewhere, the Forest Service should be directed to: 

o Designate large buffer zones around riparian arees and prohibit logging and 
roed building within them. Watersheds harboring high concentrations of 
sensitive fish and other aquatic organisms should be designated es aquatic 
reserves and all road building, logging, and grazing activities eliminated to 
ensure the protection of aquatic bio-diversity. 

o Restore damaged riparian arees by increesing staffing for riparian restora­
tion work and establishing yearly goals for miles of riparian arees restored. 

4.) Emphasize protection of rare, Imperiled, and declining species. The 
Forest Service is promoting management practices that increese populations of 
widespread species at the expense of rarer or more sensitive ones. To prevent further 
endangerment of species, the Forest Ser.vice should be directed to: 

o Amend its planning regulations and manual to require planners and 
managers to devote special attention to protection of the habitats and 
populations of native species whose populations are diminishing in the 
state, commonwealth, or Forest Service administrative region where the 
national forest is located. 

FISCAL ACCOUNTABIUlY 

The recommendations presented will help enable the Forest Service to meat its 
stewardship mandate for management of tha national forests under the NFMA. 
Unfortunately, these recommendations are vulnerable to the conflicting goals and priorities 
that arise through the annual appropriations process. 

Powerful incentives exist to maintain the agency's emphasis on commodity 
productiOn. Special accounts and trust funds drawn from gross receipts comprise about 
a third of the Forest Service budget and receive little or no annual scrutiny from 
Congress. The largest Is the Forest Service revenue sharing acoount that distributes 25 
percent of all forest receiptS to county payments for roads and schools. For Fiscal Year 
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1992, these payments totaled $324 million. In addition, several other trust funds and 
special accounts collectively generate about $500 million annually for national forest 
management activities. These include the Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V) Fund, the Timber 
Salvage Fund, brush disposal, and other special accounts and trust funds. These funds 
result mostly from timber harvests, but the expenditures can be directed and controlled 
at the forest level and are not limited to timber sales or investments. Thus, the counties 
(through revenue sharing) and the forest managers (through permanent appropriations) 
have a direct interest in increasing timber sales, again contributing to the emphasis on 
timber outputs in Forest Service decision-making. 

The Forest Service spends an average of $2.6 billion annually, 92 percent for 
management of the national forests and the remaining 8 percent for research and 
technical assistance to states and private forest landowners. More than 74 percent of the 
national forest system budget is spent on timber and payments to counties. 

Special accounts and trust funds -- one-third of national forest annual spending -­
are derived from gross receipts and receive little congressional scrutiny. Congress 
should: 

o Repeal the authority for these special accounts and trust funds and require 
that all proceeds received from timber sales be returned to the U.S. 
Treasury. 

o Subject all these prior authorities to direct appropriations. 

o Require the Forest Service to present more information to Congress on the 
need for appropriation for these activities and allow Congress to exercise 
greeter oversight and control over these programs. 

o Replace the current program of returning 25 percent of the~ Forest 
Service receipts with a system that will fairly compensate counties for the 
loss of revenues caused by the tax-exemp\ status of federal lands and 
activities. 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

Change is a continuing feature of a public agency responsive to shifting public 
attitudes and values. The agency's ecosystem management policy, for example, commits 
it "to using an ecological approach in the future management of the national forests and 
grasslands.· The implicalions are far-reaching if the policy is to be implemented. Instead 
of treating a forest as a set of disaete resources, it will be treated as a whole. Social and 
economic criteria will be placed on equal footing with biological criteria 
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1.) Convene an Independent panel of experts to review the ec;ologlcal, 
ec;onomlc, and aoclallsaues .auoelated with ecosystem management for federal 
forest Ianda. The Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management will need continuing 
advice from experts and representatives from the ecological, economic, and social 
science Communities. as well as leaders from key interest groups to further develop and 
implement the concept of ecosystem management consistent with the NFMA and 
Resources Planning Act. The political boundaries separating individual national forests 
do not reflect ecosystem boundaries. Animals such as elk, grizzly bears. salmon, and 
migratory birds freely move across them, and rivers run through them. The current forest 
planning process, with its emphasis on finely divided management areas within individual 
national forests, Is ill-suited to the management of ecosystems. To provide the 
appropriate level of review, the President and the COngress should: 

o Appoint an independent panel consisting of ecologists and other biological 
scientists, economists, social scientists, and key interest groups, to develop 
a blueprint for national and regional ecosystem management for the major 
ecosystems on federal forest lands. That blueprint will be revised regularly 
to reflect new understanding regarding the ecological, economic, and 
cultural values associated with managing ecosystems. The first report 
should be delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the 
Interior within twelve months. 

o Prohibit the use of 'FORPLAN' computer modeling for all new and revised 
national forest land management plans. 

o Direct the Forest Service to establish 'Federal Ecosystem Management 
Assessment Teams' (FEMAT) for the major forested ecosystems in North 
America. 

2.) Create an effective public Involvement proc:eu for national forest 
planning. The forest planning process has left many local communities feeling alienated 
from decision-making. As the Forest Service turned to more formalized processas for 
public participation, it emphasized written comments on forest plans. People living next 
to national forests who had long and personal relationships with national forest managers 
became disenfranchised because they communicated their concerns verbally. They heve 
felt betrayed because their verbal comments are not Included in the plan documentation. 
Ukewise, residents of more distant communities have had access to the planning process 
only through membership In adYoc:acy organizations. To improve the public participation 
process the Forest Service should: 

o Revise regulatory direction regarding public participation to provide for 
public deliberation about significant commitments of public resources. 
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Conclusion 

In the 1980s and early 1990s, the federal government ran the highest budget 
deficits ever recorded. Relative to the size of the economy, they were the largest since 
World War 11. High and rising deficits are objectionable for reasons of economics, budget 
policy, and equity. In this environment, federal agencies must reexamine themselves and 
their mission in terms of their performance and the cost effectiveness of the services they 
provide. 

The national forests belong to all the citizens of the United States. Money-losing 
timber sales, subsidized mineral extraction and grazing are objectionable on financial 
grounds. But they are also objectionable because they foster environmental degradation. 
To smother a salmon spawning ground or drive an endangered species to extinction is 
tragic; to do so in the guise of public policy at the taxpayer's expense is nothing less than 
appalling. 

The positive aspect of reforming the Forest Service is that one can simultaneously 
protect the environment for future generations and contribute to the national effort to 
restore fiscal sanity to our government. Along the way, we can recreate a Forest Service 
whose mission serves the long-term interests of the American people and whose accom­
plishments will stand as a lasting example to Mure generations. 
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PREFACE 

During the past twelve years the 
nation's 191 million-acre national forest 
system · has been subjected to intense 
pressures. Providing habitat for game and 
wildlife species - many of which occur 
nowhere else -- water resources, clean air, 
recreation, and commodities such as tim­
ber, the national forests are like no other 
system of public lands in the world. Un­
fortunately, the emphasis placed on com­
modity production during the past twelve 
years has placed in doubt the capacity of 
the national forests to sustain other uses. 
By pushing resource production to the 
limit, we scrape away the diversity and 
resilience built into natural systems. 

With the arrival of a new adminis­
tration it is an appropriate time to review 
the policies and revise the emphasis of 
national forest management to better meet 
the needs of the American People. The 
report that follows provides that review. 
It was prepared by Dr. Arnold Bolle, 
Dean Emeritus of the School of Forestry 
at the University of Montana, and Jeffrey 
T. Olson, Director of The Wilderness 
Society's Bolle Center for Forest Ecosys­
tem Management. They assembled a 
panel of nationally renowned experts on 
forest management and forests to prepare 
background papers and recommendations 
in their areas of specialization. The 
panel's analysis served as the foundation 
for the paper that follows. The authors 
emphasize, however, that although the 
panel provided their thoughts and re-
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viewed the resulting recommendations, the 
responsibility for all statements and rec­
ommendations contained in this report 
rests with Dr. Bolle and Mr. Olson and 
not with the panel members. 

The authors wish to express their 
thanks to the following individuals who 
participated as members of the advisory 
panel: Dr. Hanna Cortner, Director, 
Water Resources Research Center, The 
University of Arizona; Dr. Dennis 
LeMaster, Chairman, Department of 
Forestry, Purdue University; Dr. Alan 
McQuillan, Professor, College of Forest 
Resources, The University of Montana; 
Mr. Walter Minnick, President, TJ Inter­
national Corporation; Mr. Steve Rich­
ardson, Professional Staff Member, House 
Environment and Energy Committee; Dr. 
Margaret Shannon, Associate Professor, 
College of Forest Resources, The Univer­
sity of Washington; Dr. David Wilcove, 
Senior Ecologist, The Environmental 
Defense Fund; Mr. Robert Wolf, Retired, 
Congressional Research Service. The 
authors also wish to express their thanks 
to Ross Gorte of the Congressional Re­
search Service for his diligent review of 
this report. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The National Forest Management 
Act of 1976 (NFMA) reaffirmed multiple 
use as the guiding management philosophy 
for the national forests. In pan, Congress 
formulated the NFMA as a means to 
restore trust in an agency that had lost 
that trust through management policies 
that were in conflict with public expecta­
tions'. In so doing, the NFMA sought to 
refocus the USDA Forest Service (USFS) 
on the nontimber and nonmarket resourc­
es that the national forests provide. In 
hearings prior to passage of the bill one of 
the NFMA's principal architects, Senator 
Huben Humphrey, declared: 

The days have ended when 
the forest may be viewed 
only as trees and trees only 
as timber. The soil and the 
water, the grasses and the 
shrubs, the fish and the 
wildlife, and the beauty that 
is the forest must become 
integral parts of the re­
source manager's thinking 
and actions. 

Senator Humphrey went on to observe 
that the Forest Service's record had 
brought into question the extent to which 
the agency could be trusted to protect and 
administer the public resources. He pro­
posed that the NFMA be shaped to pre­
vent the Forest Service from turning the 
national forests into tree farms. 

Today, some 16 years after the 
passage of the NFMA, Forest Service 
management policies are still biased to-
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wards timber production. Throughout the 
1980s, national forest timber sales aver­
aged nearly 11 billion board feet, the same 
level they were when the NFMA was 
passed. Senator Humphrey's vision that 
the national forests be managed for more 
than timber, that they conserve wildlife 
habitat, and provide clean water and 
recreation still seems distant 

Two rules must guide the agency if 
it is to meet the intent of the NFMA 
First, irreplaceable resources on national 
forests should be preserved for the future. 
Places of great scenic beauty, once 
spoiled, can never be restored; species 
that are eliminated can never be retrieved; 
unique ecosystems cannot be reconstruct­
ed. Second, renewable resources on the 
national forests should be managed on a 
sustainable basis. Both present and future 
generations must be considered in this 
calculus. Government incentives that 
encourage the unsustainable exploitation 
of natural resources must be eliminated. 

A great deal must be done to fulfill 
the Forest Service's stewardship mission. 
While existing laws are sufficient to shift 
the agency's management emphasis from 
timber to the full complement of resources 
that comprise the forest, they have not 
been implemented in the spirit with which 
they were passed. The annual budget and 
appropriations process frustrates the goals 
and objectives set by long-range manage­
ment plans for each of the individual 
national forests, effectively revising those 
plans each year. Finally, the agency needs 
to reorganize itself to provide appropriate 



incentives for its personnel and to facili­
tate multiple resource-oriented manage­
ment. Many of the agency's own employ· 
ees recognize the need for change. The 
formation of the Association of Forest 
Service Employees for Environmental 
Ethics is a clear illustration of the depth 
of concern. · 

This report presents our recom­
mendations for change in the policies that 
govern the national forests and the Forest 
Service. These recommendations are 
organized in three major sections: ( 1) 
sustainable land and resource manage­
ment; (2) forest planning. budgeting and 
fiscal accountability; and (3) institutional 
change to facilitate ecosystem manage­
ment. Each section contains recommen­
dations and directives desiped to provide 
a new sense of purpose .for the Forest 
Service and to move the agency fuitber 
towards the vision and intent expressed in 
the NFMA 
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SUSTAINABLE LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield 
Act of 1960 and the NFMA of 1976 
sought to ensure that the national forests 
would be managed to provide the full 
range of forest resources in perpetuity. 
Unforrunately, the emphasis that the 
Forest Service has placed on timber pro­
duction implies that the agency views 
timber as the most important resource in 
the national forests even to the detriment 
of other forest resources. Indeed, some 67 
percent of the national forest system's 
annual budget is spent on timber manage­
ment. Employee reward systems are 
based in large part on the degree to which 
timber sale quotas are achieved. The 
national forests are, on average, less pro­
ductive for timber growing than the 
nation's privately held forestlands, the 
source of 80 percent of the nation's timber 
supply. In fact, less than 15 percent of the 
timber cut each year in the United States 
comes from the national forests. 

Numerous other resources on the 
national forests are of equal or greater 
importance. Three-quarters of the West's 
scarce water resources flow from the 
national forests, providing some of the 
nation's most productive fisheries, as well 
as vital supplies for agricultural and do­
mestic use. Scenic beauty, outdoor recre­
ation, and wildlife habitat are among the 
many unmarketed resources provided by 
the national forests. Oil and gas, "hard 
rock" minerals, and rangelands comprise 
other marketable assets of the national 
forests. 
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In fact, the most important re­
source in the national forests is not timber 
and forage, but rather the one resource 
that makes them all possible: biological 
diversity. The diversity of life is the basis 
of sustainable forestry. The myriad organ­
isms within the forest maintain the fertility 
of the soil, recycle nutrients, and produce 
oxygen and maintain clean water. Biologi­
cal diversity enables forests to adapt to 
changes in the environment, and is the 
source of new products for medicine, 
agriculture, and industry. The goal of 
national forest management should be to 
maintain the structure and function of 
natural forest ecosystems, and in so doing, 
maintain the full set of valuable resources 
that national forests can provide. That, in 
fact, is the essence of sustainable forest 
management and the Forest Service's 
stewardship role. 

"Healthy forests" should not be 
defined solely on the basis of rapidly 
growing, disease-free trees. From an 
ecological perspective, a healthy forest is 
a place where natural ecosystem distur­
bances such as fire, insect outbreaks, and 
predation, continue to occur, where distur­
bance regimes reflect those in which resi­
dent species evolved, where species are 
not threatened with extinction, and where 
humans can continue to meet their biolog· 
ical, aesthetic, cultural and spiritual needs. 

Beginning with the Organic Act of 
1897 and extending through the NFMA of 
1976, Congress has consistently affirmed 
that national forest commodity programs 
must be economically and environmentally 
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sound. Unfortunately, the Forest Service 
has a mixed record in its pursuit of this 
essential goal. Irreplaceable resources 
such as anadromous fisheries, rare plants 
and animals, clean rivers, and old-growth 
forests are being destroyed. Renewable 
resources are not being renewed; rather, 
they are often liquidated at great cost to 
the taxpayer with no assurance of future 
productivity. 

In short, the sustainable manage· 
ment of national forest resources called 
for by the Congress and expected of the 
Forest Service by the public has been 
frustrated by policies that emphasize 
timber extraction over all other natural 
resources. Recent announcements from 
the Forest Service regarding a move to­
wards ecosystem management are certain· 
ly welcome, but the guidelines unveiled to 
date do not show convincing evidence of a 
fundamental shift in direction. To that 
end, we offer a series of recommendations 
covering topics related to timber sale 
policies, timber management and protec· 
tion of biological diversity. If implement· 
eel, these recommendations would usher in 
a new era of sustainable land and resource 
managemenL Timber sale programs 
would be shaped by a greater regard for 
their economic consequences and the long 
term renewability of timber resources 
would be assured. Biological diversity - a 
resource in its own right- would be af. 
forded greater protection, and as a result, 
the many other nontimber resources pres­
ent on national forests would be main· 
ta.ined. 
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More than rwo-thirds (81 of 120) of 
the national forests lose money selling 
timber year after year. Losses in 1991 
totalled more than $245 million. Actual 
losses are even greater because the Forest 
Service does not report the results of 
individual timber sales. Only the verdant 
coastal forests of the West consistently 
generate financial profits and even those 
come at the expense .of other marketable 
commodities such as salmon and such 
non-market resources as aesthetics, bio· 
logical diversity, and recreation. 
Throughout the arid, Rocky Mountain 
west, the desert southwest, the east, and in 
Alaska, the national forests are unable to 
cover the costs associated with selling 
timber. 

Aside from the obvious impact on 
the ever-growing federal budget deficit, 
below-cost timber sales result in logging 
on lands that are physically and econom· 
ically unsuited to timber production. Far 
more roads are built than good economic 
sense and ecological wisdom would die· 
tate. These practices destroy valuable 
wildlife habitat, scar the visual landscape, 
squander irreplaceable resources, and 
compete unfairly with private timber 
owners who must earn a profit from their 
lands. 

Below-cost timber sales artificially 
reduce Jog prices and discourage more 
efficient timber processing techniques. 
New products such as oriented strand· 
board and engineered lumber, which are 



more efficient in their use of wood fiber 
than traditional lumber products, are 
placed at a competitive disadvantage 
relative to products manufactured from 
subsidized national forest timber. Recy­
cled fiber is also placed at a disadvantage 
by such subsidies. As was the case with 
government-protected steel and auto 
industries of a generation ago, these artifi­
cial barriers to new and more efficient 
manufacturing technologies will render the 
U.S. forest products industry less competi­
tive in an emerging global marketplace. 

Finally, these subsidies retard the 
evolution of rural, forest-dependent com­
munities toward a more sustainable eco­
nomic base. By masking market forces 
that would induce workers and businesses 
to adapt to changing conditions, these 
subsidies often create greater economic 
instability in the very communities that 
they are intended to stabilize. 

Therefore, tbe Congress and tbe 
Executive Branch should consider the 
following recommendations to ensure 
sustainable timber management on tbe 
national forests: 

Phase out below-co.st timber salq. 
Congress has said that, with rare excep­
tions, each timber sale should assure that 
it will either break even or produce a 
positive net return to the U.S. Treasury. 
The Forest Service has frustrated this 
policy by claiming that timber sales benefit 
other resources such as wildlife and recre­
ation. While there are cases in which 
timber sales do achieve other resource 
management objectives, often the detri-

372 

5 

&est ztt lMI •"""" "......., 

mental impacts that logging may have on 
soils, streams, aesthetic quality, viewsheds, 
and watersheds are not considered. Stud­
ies have demonstrated that below-cost tim­
ber sales occur most often where produc­
tivity is low ·• particularly in the inland 
West, on steep slopes, and at high eleva­
tions. Clear direction, not new laws, will 
put timber sales on a sound footing. 
Consequently, the Forest Service should 
be directed to: 

0 Impose a moratorium on construc­
tion of new logging roads to enter 
roadless areas and require the For­
est Service to conduct a system­
wide evaluation of the adequacy of 
the existing road network to meet 
current and anticipated future 
transportation n~eds. That evalua­
tion should give explicit consider­
ation to new logging technologies 
that minimize road requirements. 
Tbe 360,000 miles of roads on the 
national forests are enough to 
reach around tbe earth 14 times. 
With this grid in place, further 
road cOnstruction risks further 
wasting of taxpayer dollars and 
environmental degradation. 

0 Establish that the minimum ac­
ceptable bid for national forest 
timber be set equal to the govern­
ment's costs of managing and offer­
ing the timber for sale and for 
regenerating the pre-existing forest 
condition. Personal use sales 
should be exempted from this 
directive. 



o Revise the timber sales accounting 
system to provide an honest report· 
ing of the cost and revenues of 
~ commercial timber sale. The 
current system reports timber sale 
results by national forest, masking 
the number of individual timber 
sales that are not economic. 

Promote economic diversificqtjqn 
and su.stqinable communUv deyelqpment for 
forert-tlepm4ent cjJje.r and tqwn.s. Commu· 
nity stability, a long-standing concern of 
the Forest Service, has been cited as a 
reason to continue selling timber at subsi­
dized prices. There arc two problems with 
the agency's position regarding commupity 
stability. First, there is no specific legal 
authority for the Forest Service to adjust 
its management policies to meet commu­
nity stability concerns. Second, while the 
Forest Service has a legitimate role in the 
economics of forest-dependent local com· 
munities, its emphasis on timber produc­
tion locks communities into an intolerable 
dilemma: federal government policies 
promote the cutting of forests that would 
otherwise provide greater economic op­
portunity through recreation, tourism, and 
contribution to quality of life if they were 
left standing. Technological and market 
changes have become far more important 
determinants of community employment, 
revenue, and stability than logging levels. 
Many communities that were dependent 
on timber arc increasingly dependent on 
other forest resources including recreation 
and the quality of life associated with 
diverse and beautiful natural surroundings. 
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o Direct the Forest Service to work 
with the Commerce Department 
and other agencies to help com­
munities that arc seeking to de­
velop new industry to diversify 
their economies and to retain exist­
ing businesses. This includes in­
creasing investment in infrastruc­
ture and education, reducing for­
eign barriers to trade in finished 
wood products and increasing val­
ue-added wood products manufac-
turing. 
Ayqid fomt sjmpfitjcatjgn and frqz· 

menta#on. Management for highly pro­
ductive stands of commercial timber spe­
cies generally diminishes diversity. It does 
this by the very methods employed to 
maximize timber yields. Planting and/or 
intensive site preparation and subsequent 
treatment reduce the riChness and variety 
of species present in the forest The 
maintenance of the forest in young and 
mature stands also reduces structural 
diversity both at the site and at the land­
scape seale. To minimize losses of biolog­
ical diversity to forest fragmentation and 
simplification the Forest Service should be 
directed to: 

o Adopt timber management prac­
tices that emulate natural distur­
bance patterns as closely as possi­
ble rather than continued reliance 
on traditional even-aged and un­
even-aged management systems. 

o Emphasize natural regeneration 
over artificial methods. Planting, 
when done, should include the mix 
of species characteristic of natural 



stands. Dead and down woody 
material should be retained to the 
extent possible. 

Ensure reforestaJjon ta meet the 
regujremenls qf NFMA. NFMA prohibits 
timber harvesting on national forests 
except where reforestation is assured 
within five years. It requires that the 
national forests be maintained in forest 
cover and that regular monitoring cenify 
that reforestation was in fact achieved. 

Achieving adequate regeneration 
within five years of logging is difficult in 
many areas. In Forest Service Region 1, 
for example, there is good evidence that 
on the Missoula Ranger District of the 
Lolo National Forest, regeneration takes 
about twice the maximum time allowable 
under NFMA Yet the USFS has not 
acknowledged this, nor bas it analyzed 
data on past regeneration failure. In 
addition, there is vinually no information 
on bow well regenerated trees actually 
grow once they have become established. 
Several studies of Forest Service regen­
eration success, most notably a 1992 re­
pon from the House Committee on Interi­
or and Insular Affairs2, reponed similar 
problems on national forests in other 
regions. Hence, it is not clear that regen­
eration growth rates assumed in forest 
plans are correct or that related allowable 
sale quantities (ASQs) are in fact sustain­
able. 

To insure that the renewable tim­
ber resource is indeed renewed and to 
meet NFMA requirements, the following 
steps must be taken: 
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Through the Congress, conduct an 
independent review of USFS regen­
eration success. 

o Define 'assured' reforestation 
within five years to mean assurance 
based on the probability of regen­
eration using economically and 
technically feasible methods. 

o Monitor regenerated-stand growth 
rates to insure that those growth 
rates are consistent with forest plan 
assumptions. 

o Classify national forest lands as 
unsuitable for logging if reforesta­
tion cannot be assured. 

Reas.sw the ltzn4 an:a thqt is des­
i-etl as sujtable for 'tjmber production. 
Considering the extent and magnitude of 
the below-cost timber sale problem, refor­
estation difficulties, and inadequate site­
specificity of forest planning, it is inevita­
ble that the USFS has over-estimated the 
area that is suitable for timber manage­
ment. The Forest Service should immedi­
ately: 

o Review, on a site-specific basis, its 
land . allocations to the suitable 
timber base to exclude those lands 
that are economically and physical­
ly unsuited for timber production. 
The NFMA requires such a review 
as pan of the planning process, but 
the Forest Service has ignored the 
provisions of the law and adopted 
regulations that make those provi­
sions irrelevant. 



o Adjust timber sale targets to con­
form with the real biological and 
economic potential of these forests 
and temporarily reduce ASQs to 
levels already judged achievable by 
forest supervisors, pending forest 
plan revisions. 

lmDr!lVc jnvemorv wul monitorinl Q{ 
bioiozical n:.wua;u in the DJJtjqnpl fotest.t. 
The Forest Service needs a muc:h better 
inventory of the biological wealth of the 
National Forest System, including timber. 
The well-reported problems of "phantom 
trees" on the Y aak Ranger District of the 
Kootenai Forest may be just the tip of an 
iceberg. There is no assurance that steps 
currently underway to alleviate inventory 
problems have statistical integrity or sam­
pling intensity sufficient to provide reliable 
information for forest planning. . Knowl­
edge of the location, status, and condition 
of the elements of biological diversity is 
essential for proper, ecosystem-based 
management of the national forests. 
Populations of rare and sensitive species 
must be carefully monitored to assess the 
impacts of logging, grazing and other 
activities. Current monitoring programs 
are inadequate. 

o The Forest Service should submit 
to an independent review of in­
ventory procedures and implement 
the recommendations of the 1992 
Blue Ribbon Panel on Forest In· 
ventory and Analysis3, particularly 
as they relate to ecological and 
biological resources. 
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Biological diversity represents the 
full array of the structural and functional 
complexity of life at four levels of orga. 
nization: genetic:, species, communities, 
and ecosystem/landscapes. A crude anal­
ogy is that biodiversity represents the 
living infrastructure of our environment. 
Increasingly, scientists are c:onc:erned that 
the pace of development, especially the 
conversion and fragmentation of remain­
ing natural habitats, is eroding this living 
infrastructure at a rate that is likely to be 
harmful to human society. In fact, the 
Environmental Protection Agency• con­
siders erosion of biological diversity as big 
a threat to our society as global climate 
change and thinning of the ozone layer. 

Because biologiciu diversity is being 
lost princ:ipally to the modification of 
natural ecosystems and landscapes, its 
conservation requires protection at the 
ecosystem and landscape scale. Because 
biological diversity is a common property 
resource that is not traded in formal mar­
kets, the public sector has a unique re­
sponsibility to assure that these resources 
are maintained for the benefit of all. 
Thus, our nation's public lands are central 
to conserving biological diversity. At 
minimum, the national forests should 
maintain their indigenous biological diver­
sity. This can be accomplished through a 
focus on ecosystem management that 
mimics oatural ecosystem dynamics as well 
as selected special measures on behalf of 
species already considered threatened or 
endangered, or that have specialized habi­
tat requirements. 



Redirecting national forest timber 
management programs to employ har­
vesting techniques that mimic the natural 
disturbance regime, and emphasizing 
natural regeneration will go a long way 
towards protection of the natural diversity 
of our national forests and are the essence 
of ecosystem management. The recom­
mendations that follow will further en­
hance protection for biological diversity. 

Protect mqjar ecawstem types occw­
rint on the ngtjonql forr:S(s. By protecting 
major ecosystem types, the For est Service 
is protecting natural communities and 
groups of species. This reduces the num­
ber of potential endangered-species crises, 
and it creates a baseline for research and 
monitoring. Biologists have advocated 
planning future additions to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System around 
natural ecosystems, .. with a goal of having 
at least three to five examples of each of 
the major ecosystem types in the United 
States protected as wilderness. However, 
of the 261 ecosystem types identified in 
the most widely used classification scheme 
(the Kuchler-Bailey classification), over 
100 are not represented in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. The" · 
Forest Service should: 

o Conduct a system-wide inventory to 
identify gaps in protected ecosys­
tem types that can be filled by 
inclusion in the National Wilder· 
ness Preservation System, and 
protect these areas pending passage 
of wilderness legislation. 
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Establish a svstem·wide ancient 
forest reserve n!!IWQrk on the ngtjonal for· 
au. The importance of old-growth forest 
ecosystems to maintaining biological diver­
sity is only now becoming fully appreciat­
ed. Eradication of old-growth and ancient 
forests, once considered biological deserts, 
is virtually complete throughout the na­
tional forest system. The largest contigu­
ous blocks of old-growth and ancient 
forest occur on the national forests of the 
Pacific Northwest and Alaska. Elsewhere 
in the National Forest System only pockets 
of ancient forest remain and many forest 
stands would now be approaching the 
species mix and structural complexity 
characteristics of old-growth forests. The 
importance of these forests for biological 
diversity conservation, research, and moni­
toring make their protection imperative. 
Had the Forest Service taken an ecosys· 
tern management approach during the 
course of the past century, more old­
growth forests would remain and many 
forest stands would now be approaching 
the species mix and structural complexity 
characteristics of old-growth forests. But 
the agency's focus on timber production 
has resulted in a truncated distribution of 
age classes across much of the national 
forest landscape and special management 
protection is now required. Therefore, the 
Forest Service should be directed to: 

o Implement a policy that protects 
enough of the remaining ancient 
forests of the Pacific Northwest to 
insuie that there will be a high 
probability of retaining a function· 
ing old-growth ecosystem, recover 
endangered species and prevent 
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other species from becoming en­
dangered, and protect fisheries. 

Implement a comprehensive, sys­
tem-wide inventory of the remain­
ing old-growth and ancient forests 
on national forests outside the 
Pacific Northwest. The inventory 
should be completed within five 
years, with site-specific manage­
ment plans developed as ancient 
forest remnants are identified. 
Un.til site-specific management 
plans are complete, areas identified 
should be protected from logging 
and road building. 

Where old-growth examples of 
·forest types no longer exist, identify 
suitable areas on which to attempt 
to restore old-growth conditions. 
The goal should be to protect 
multiple examples of all of the 
different types of old-growth forests 
in the U.S. All of this work should 
be done under the joint supervision 
ofthe Forest Service and National 
Academy of Sciences. 

TnjljDtc a wnm·widc Dml!fTlm to 
protect qgugtic econ.ttmts. iPclwliv fish 
S1J1&kJ, According to the American Fish­
eries Society, more than 100 major salmon 
and steelhead stocks in the Pacific North­
west have been lost and another 214 are 
at serious risk of extinction. Many of 
these threatened stocks depend on spawn­
ing and rearin& habitat in aatiooal forests. 
To prevent further losses in the Pacific 
Northwest and elsewhere, the Forest 
Service should: 
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o Designate large buffer zones 
around riparian areas and restrict 
logging and roadbuilding within 
them. Watersheds harboring high 
concentrations of sensitive fish and 
other aquatic organisms should be 
designated as aquatic reserves and 
all road building. logging. and 
grazing activities reviewed to en­
sure that levels are compatible with 
the protection of aquatic bio­
diversity. 

o Restore damaged riparian areas by 
increasing staffing for riparian 
restoration work and establishing 
yearly goals for miles of riparian 
areas restored. 

Empfupjzc prorectjon Qj ran:. jm­
M'#t4 tm4 dcdininl sll«jcs. The Forest 
Service is promoting IIWillgement prac­
tices that increase populations of wide­
spread species at the expense of rarer or 
more sensitive ones. To prevent further 
endangerment of species the Forest Ser­
vice should: 

0 Amend its planning regulations and 
manual to require planners and 
IIWillgers to devote special atten­
tion to protection of the habitats 
and populations of native species 
whose populations are diminishing 
in the state, commonwealth. or 
Forest Service administrative re­
gion where the national forest is 
located. · 
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FOREST PLANNING, BUDGETING, AND FISCAL ACCOUNT ABiliTY 

The initiatives presented in the 
preceding section will help enable the 
Forest Service to meet its stewardship 
mandate for management of the national 
forests under the NFMA. Unfortunately, 
these initiatives are vulnerable to the 
conflicting goals and priorities that arise 
through the annual appropriations process. 
The annual budget decisions quite often 
overwhelm and scramble the priorities 
produced by the forest plans. Congress 
and the Executive Branch must cooperate 
to change the Forest Service budget pro­
cess. 

Since its inception, the Forest 
Service has prepared land use plans. 
Early efforts generally focused on indi­
vidual resources. This system has been 
modified by the Multiple Use-Sustained 
Yield Act (MUSYA), the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act (RPA) and the NFMA to require 
assessments of all renewable resources on 
National Forest System lands every 5 and 
10 years and detailed, land management 
plans to guide the overall direction for 
management of ~ national forest for a 
period of 10 to 15 years. 

Forest plans are the most detailed 
statement of Forest Service policy devel­
oped and implemented on the forest level. 
However, there is no assurance that annu­
al Forest Service budgets will be consis­
tent with the forest plans. In fact, the 
annual congressional appropriations for 
Forest Service programs bear little resem­
blance to the coordinated budgets needed 
to implement the integrated land and 

II 

resource management plans. Forest Ser­
vice employees are legally responsible for 
ensuring that the agency's spending meets 
congressional intent, whether or not that 
direction is consistent with forest plans. 
As a result, the annual budget process 
effectively revises each forest plan each 
year. 

The Forest Service has tried to 
justify the poor resolution between forest 
level information and the results of the 
budgeting process by maintaining that the 
forest level budgets are only the starting 
point. Other factors are taken into ac­
count such as national priorities, dollar 
constraints, and congressional direction5• 

The notion of managing a forest 
only for its outputs is anachronistic. This 
is true even if we consider those outputs 
to include clean water and recreational 
visitor days, catchable fish and huntable 
elk. Stocks must also be maintained. This 
includes biological diversity, old-growth 
forests, gene pools, carbon storage. It 
extends to the existence of things which 
have inherent worth and beauty from 
which people derive spiritual or aesthetic 
value. Yet the annual budget request is 
expressed in dollars appropriated for 
physical outputs such as billions of board 
feet of timber prepared, supplied, or sold; 
thousands of miles of roads engineered, 
bartered or reconstructed; and hundreds 
of acres treated, thinned or planted. As a 
consequence, annual budgets do not 
reflect any meaningful performance stan­
dards drawn from the forests plans. 



The difference between forest plan 
budgets and annual appropriations also 
results from the differing budget assump­
tions that the Forest Service uses to pre­
pare forest plans. For example, some 
Forest Service regional offices have re­
stricted forest plan budget assumptions to 
funding levels that they assume to be 
reasonably achievable. But other forests 
have permitted forest planners to develop 
plans that rely on unrestricted and often 
unrealistic budgets to achieve the goals of 
a forest plan. As a result, it is impossible 
for the agency to develop annual budget 
requests direc:tly from forest plans. 

Beyond the budget process, pow­
erful incentives exist to maintain the agen­
cy's emphasis on commodity production. 
Special accounts and trust funds drawn 
from gross receipts comprise about a third 
of the Forest Service budget and receive 
little or no annual scrutiny from Congress. 
The largest is the Forest Service revenue 
sharing account that distributes 2S percent 
of all forest receipts to county payments 
for roads and schools. For Fiscal Year 
1992, these payments totaled $324 million. 
In addition. several other trust funds and 
special accounts collectively ,enerate 
about SSOO million annually for. national 
forest management activities. These in­
clude the Knutson-Vandenbera (K-V) 
Fund, the TUDber Salvage Fund, brush 
disposal, and other special accounts and 
trust funds. These funds result mostly 
from timber harvests, but the expenditures 
can be directed and controlled at the 
forest level and are not limited to, timber 
sales or investments. Thus, the counties 
(through revenue sharing) and the forest 
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managers (through permanent appropria­
tions) have a direct interest in increasing 
timber sales, again contributing to the 
emphasis on timber outputs in Forest 
Service decision-making. 

The Forest Service spends an aver­
age of $2.6 billion annually, 92 percent for 
management of tbe national forests and 
the remaining 8 percent is spent on re­
search and technical assistance to states 
and private forest landowners. More than 
74 percent of the national forest system 
budget is spent on timber and payments to 
counties. Cost effectiveness of programs, 
and their cost per unit of production, is 
difficult to discern from standard reports. 

The timber sale program and the 
timber road construction program illus­
trate the consequeoces of failing to con­
sider cost effectiveness. TUDber manage­
ment expenses in 1992-equivalent dollars 
averaged $105.63 per thousand board feet 
prepared for sale between 1979 and 1992. 
Falling timber sale levels between 1989 
and 1992, without corresponding adjust­
ments in spending, pushed timber program 
costs to $216 per thousand board feet, an 
increase of $111.44 per· thousand board 
feet sold during the last four years. Re­
ducing per unit timber management ex­
penses to their average levels of the past 
decade could have saved the federal trea­
sury SSOO million dollars on the 1992 
timber sale program of 4.5 billion board 
feet. 

Reorpnizing the Forest Service to 
achieve basic objectives of the forest plans 
and to improve the performance of the 



Forest Service will require the cooperation 
of Congress and the Executive Branch. If 
the forest plans are to be implemented, 
the planning process must be reconciled 
with the budget and appropriations pro­
cess. The budget-making process of the 
Executive Branch must be coordinated 
with the budget assumptions, resource 
constraints, and the goals and objectives of 
forest planS. The budget process must 
provide balanced consideration of all the 
resources, conditions, and goals of the 
forest plans. 

Cougress and the public need bet­
ter information to evaluate the impact of 
budget assumptions on achieving forest 
plan goals and objectives. For example, 
Congress and the public need to know 
whether the forest plans are cost-effective 
and realistic, or something less. As writ­
ten, recent annual budget requests fail this 
test. Future budget requests must de­
scribe and repon how spending will pro­
duce results necessary to fulfill the goals 
and objectives of the forest plans. Future 
appropriations must give the Forest Ser­
vice the flexibility necessary to implement 
forest plans while maintai!ling cougressio­
nal control of cost-effectiveness and na­
tional spending priorities. The following 
discussion describes three suggestions for 
improving the Forest Service budget rec­
onciliation process to implement the forest 
plans. 

Elimjnplcqpqrppri41ion.s bycr:.squrcr.. 
Forest Service budget requests and con­
gressional appropriations have been ar­
ranged in some 60 line items, specifying 
expenditures for resource activities such as 
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timber sale preparation, road construction, 
wildlife habitat improvement and land line 
location. The principal casu3Ity of this 
process is integrated, multiple-use land 
management. The beneficiaries are mea­
surable, physical outputs per line item, 
such as board feet of timber supplied or 
miles of roads, which are easily described 
and controlled but seldom, if ever, deliver 
the mix of uses prescribed in the forest 
plans. On the other hand, the impact of 
underfunding such activities as planning 
and monitoring. which are essential under­
takings that do not readily conform to the 
resource activities budget model, are un­
counted and are simply lost in the system. 
To resolve this problem Congress should 
adopt the following recommendations 
intended to shift the focus away from 
achieving hard timber targets towards 
measurement of the co'st-effectiveness of 
management and the success of manage­
ment in producing those conditions identi­
fied as goals and objectives of the forest 
plans: 

o Appropriate funds by management 
activity, rather than by resource 
line item, and direct the Forest 
Service to develop its budget ac­
cordingly, based on activities need­
ed to implement the forest plans. 

o Replace resource-oriented appro­
priations with appropriations for 
managing all the resources of the 
national forest system - planning. 
implementing 'and monitoring for­
est plans. 



Ne '""""" ., ... , .. Stain 

0 Require the Forest Service to con· 
sider the cost effectiveness of its 
programs on a cost·per·unit basis. 
Such costs should not be allowed to 
exceed historic averages, adjusted 
for inflation, unless specifically 
authorized by Congress and justi· 
fied by forest plans. Forest Service 
managers should be rewarded for 
controlling unit costs and meeting 
forest plan goals and production 
targets. 

RCflUirc the Fqmt Sgyjcc to usc 
rrqlj.srjc butJ1ct a.s.sumption.s in foast p/Dn.s. 
At present, the Washington, D.C. office 

of the Forest Service does not provide 
forest planners with any direCtion on 
either budget assumptions or cost-effec· 
tiveness criteria for use in preparing forest 
plans. As a result, it has been impossible 
for the agency to develop annual budget 
requests directly from forest plans. Be· 
cause of the increasing pressure on the 
Executive Branch and Congress to reduce 
the federal budget deficit, unrestricted 
forest plan budgets are unrealistic. The 
Congress and the public need to know 
how the forests can be managed within 
limited budgets, including the impact of 
cost-effectiveness criteria on the goals and 
objectives of forest plans. The Coogress 
should direct the Forest Service to: · 

o Include consistent and realistic 
budget assumptions in the final 
version of all forest plans. 

Cqlllrpl pdql 4£!i9WILr qnd trwt 
/JmiJ,s, Spec:ial accounts and trust funds -
one-third of national forest annual spend· 
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ing - are derived from gross receipts and 
receive little congressional scrutiny. As 
such, those trust funds present a signifi· 
cant incentive to maintain high levels of 
timber production at the expense of the 
goals and objectives of both forest plans 
and the original intent of the special ac­
counts and trust funds. Congress should: 

o Require the Forest Service to pres­
ent more information on these 
funds and exercise greater over· 
sight and control over their use. 

0 
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Conduct an independent review of 
their use and whether such special 
accounts and trust funds should be 
continued, reorganized or eliminat· 
ed. 

Replace the airrent program of 
returning 2S percent of the i[Q& 
Forest Service receipts with a sys· 
tem that will fairly compensate 
counties for the loss of revenues 
caused by the tax-exempt status of 
federal lands and activities. 
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INS1TIUTIONAL CHANGE TO FACILITATE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

Change is a continuing feature of a 
public agency responsive to changing 
public attitudes and values. The recom­
mendations discussed in the preceding 
sections together with the ecosystem man­
agement policy which was announced on 
June 4, 1992 represent major changes in 
Forest Service policies. The agency's 
ecosystem management policy, for exam­
ple, commits it "to using an ecological 
approach in the future management of the 
national forests and grasslands. • The 
implications are far-reaching if the policy 
is to be implemented. Instead of treating 
a forest as a set of discrete resources, it 
will be treated as a whole. Social and 
economic criteria will be placed on equal 
footing with biological criteria. Integra­
tion of management strategies will be 
necessary, and this will work against the 
effectiveness of staffing organized in terms 
of specific resources as it is today in the 
Washington office and most regional and 
national forest offices. 

In addition to new attitudes con­
cerning its administrative responsibilities, 
planning. and spending priorities, the 
Forest Service should reconsider its orga­
nizational structure and personnel needs 
in the context of a new emphasis on man­
aging forest ecosystems. 1be following 
directives will facilitate implementation of 
this new set of professional obligations 
necessary to meet challenges of the com­
ing decade: 

&view and n:viM the Qisti1w em­
pltzy« rewqrd ,wtem to prrzvi4e jnc(lllives 
forsustajngble mQlllll(lllent Q[forest ecom-
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tml.i.o The Forest Service currently bases 
employee performance evaluations and 
promotions on success in meeting resource 
output targets. Because the agency has 
provided professional recognition and the 
most attractive career opportunities for 
personnel engaged in timber management, 
even congressional efforts to broaden the 
capabilities and mission of the Forest 
Service have been thwarted. To resolve 
this problem the Forest Service should be 
directed to: 

o Revise employee incentive systems 
to provide greater incentives for 
meeting forest plan output and 
condition targets, unit cost targets, 
and effective public participation in 
the forest planning process. 

o Establish a professional job series 
and career ladder in wilderness 
management to ensure that each 
national forest containing wilder­
ness has the necessary complement 
of trained and qualified manage­
ment professionals. 

Reyjew an4 mise the otJanizatjonal 
.stryt:tua of the Forest Service to better 
fqcilitate a policy Q[ecosvstem mQIIQW!Ient. 
The Forest Service commitment to ecosys­
tem management requires that it review 
its organizational structure in the Wash­
ington, D.C. office and its regional offices. 
Instead of treating a forest as a discrete 
set of resources, ecosystem management 
implies that management will treat the 
forest as a whole. The agency's current 
management structure consisting of staff 



groups organized in terms of resources 
(e.g. timber) is contrary to the integration 
needed. Such an organizational structure 
tends to make each group an advocate for 
its . own resource in planning. budgeting. 
and management. Resources are treated 
in isolation, apart from the integration and 
synergistic function of ecosystems. 

o Convene a working group consist­
ing of Forest Service and Office of 
Personnel Management staff to re­
view the compatibility of the cur­
rent Forest Service organization 
and suggest revisions appropriate 
to implementing ecosystem man­
agement principles on the national 
forests. 

Convene an jn4eperr4Mt panel of 
aperts to reyjcw the ecql@cal. eccmomic. 
an4 sqcjgl 4uw a.s.sqcjqted Wh ecosvstmz 
lll4l!liiC'"enl for federal fqrcst lands. The 
Forest Service and Bureau of Land Man­
agement will need continuing advice from 
experts and representatives from the eco­
logical, economic, and social science com­
munities, as weU as leaders from key 
interest groups to funher develop and 
implement the concept of ecosystem man­
agement consistent with the NFMA and 
Resources Planning Act. The political 
boundaries separating individual national 
forests do not reflect ecosystem bound­
aries. Animals such as elk, grizzly bears, 
salmon, and migratory birds freely move 
across them, and rivers run through them. 
The current forest planning process, with 
its emphasis on finely divided management 
areas within individual national forests, is 
ill-suited to the management of ecosys-
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terns. To provide the appropriate level of 
review, the President and the Congress 
should: 

o Appoint an independent panel 
consisting of ecologists and other 
biological scientists, economists, 
social scientists, and key interest 
groups. to meet on a periodic basis 
to develop a blueprint for ecosys­
tem management on federal forest 
lands. That blueprint wiU be re­
vised regularly to reflect new un­
derstanding regarding the ecologi­
cal, economic, and cultural values 
associated with managing ecosys· 
terns. The first repon should be 
delivered to the Secretary of Agri­
culture and the Secretary of the 
Interior within twelve months. 

Cmpc an dfer:tivc wblic invo/ye­
menl l2I'QCW for natjqn4l fQCCSt qlannine 
The forest planning process has left many 
local communities feeling alienated from 
decision-making. As tbe Forest Service 
turned to more formalized processes for 
public participation, it emphasized written 
comments on forest plans. People living 
next to national forests who had long and 
personal relationships with national forest 
managers became disenfranchised because 
they communicated their concerns verbal­
ly. They have felt betrayed because their 
verbal comments are not included in the 
plan documentation. Likewise, residents 
of more distant communities have had 
acc:ess to the plaJUiina process only 
through membership in advocacy organiza­
tions. To improve the public participation 
process the Forest Service should: 



o Revise regulatory direction regard· 
iog public participation to provide 
for the kind of democratic process 
envisioned by the ideals of public 
deliberation about significant com· 
mitments of public resourCes. 
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CONCLUSION 

In the 1980s and early 1990s, the 
federal government ran the highest budget 
deficits ever recorded. Relative to the 
size of the economy, they were the largest 
since World War D. High and rising 
deficits are objectionable for reasons of 
economics, budget policy, and equity. In 
this environment, federal agencies must 
reexamine themselves and their mission in 
terms of their performance and the cost 
effectiveness of the services they provide. 

The recommendations for the 
Forest Service presented here talk of a 
new direction. They were developed in 
part to offer ideas that would reaffirm the 
Forest Service's basic mission in a way 
that reduces its demand on the Federal 
Treasury. In fact, the new direction pre­
sented here is a return to Pinc:hot's guid­
ing philosophy of providing the "greatest 
good for the greatest number in the long 
run.• 

The national forests belong to all 
the citizens of the United States. Money­
losing timber sales, subsidized mineral 
extraction and grazing are objectionable 
on financial grounds. But they are also 
objectionable because they foster envi­
ronmental degradation. To smother a 
salmon spawning ground or drive an en­
dangered species to extinction is tragic:; to 
do so in the guise of public: policy at the 
taxpayer's expense is nothing less than 
appalling. 

The positive aspect of reforming 
the Forest Service is that one can simul­
taneously protect the environment for 
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future generations and contribute to the 
national effon to restore fiscal sanity to 
our government. Along the way, we can 
recreate a Forest Service whose mission 
serves the long-term interests of the 
American people and whose accomplish­
ments will stand as a lasting example to 
future generations. 
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ITATBMBHT OF FRANCES A, BUMT ON BBRALP or· TBB NATIORAL WILDLIPB 
PBDBRATION, BBFORB TBB BOOIB COHXITTBI ON NATURAL RESOURCES -­
IOBCOKMITTBB ON NATIORAL PARKS, FORBITI AND PUBLIC LANDI AND 

SOBCOKMITTBB ON OVERSIGHT AND INVBITIGATIONI 
REGARDING NATIONAL PORBIT RBPORX 

February 1, 1994 

Mr . Chairmen and members of the Committee , my name is Frances A. Hunt . I 
am the Forestry Resource Specialist for the National Wildlife Federation 
(NWF). I thank the combined Subcommittees for this opportunity to 
present our views on reforming the USDA-Forest Service and its .management 
of the National Forest System. · · 

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) is the nation's largest 
conservation education organization. Founded in 1936, NWF works to 
educate, inspire, and assist individuals and organizations of diverse 
cultures to conserve wildlife and other natural resources, and to protect 
the Earth's environment . Our members and supporters have a longstanding 
interest and involvem~nt in management issues on our National Forests. 

My complete testimony submitted for the record elaborates on each of the 
areas I will briefly describe here . 

NWF supports National .Forest management that is, in President Clinton's 
words, •scientifically sound, ecologically credible, and legally 
responsible.• In that regard, the National Wildlife Federation's vision 
for the Forest Service and the National Forest System for the decades to 
come is to redirect the agency towards a long-term vis.ion of promoting 
both healthy forest ecosystems and sustainable human communities. .To 
accomplish this, the needed reforms include: 

1. Revising both the agency's mission and the purposes of the 
National Forest System to promote the health of terrestrial and 
aquatic ecosystems and the conservation of biological 
d i versity. The agency must abandon its focus on commodity 
production targets, develop measurabl~ guidelines for the 
implementation of ecosystem manageme. . and use these 
guidelines to insure that its management activities are 
consistent with its new mission. In the course of this reform, 
the agency must learn, in the words of its new Chief, t 0 "Obey 
the law.• Reformat'ion of the agency's approach to both timber 
and . range management will be fundamental outgrowths of these 
chanq_es .. · 

2 . Redirecting Forest service budgets towards resource 
stewardship and protection to provide ecosystem based 
management of our National Forests. Incentives for 
mismanagement must be eliminated and replaced with appropriate 
incentives and budget policies includi ng expanded use of 
recreation user fees. 
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3. ·Improving agency personnel policies to correct the 
longstanding hiring and promotion bias within the agency, which 
has been overly focused on commodity production, and favored 
foresters and engineers over biologists, archaeologists and 
other ecological/cultural scientists. "Early-out" legislation 
-such as that offered by Rep. Bil~ Clay and Del. Norton (H.R. 
3345)- is also suggested as a means of handling agency 
downsizing while facilitating increased employee diversity. 

4. Reorganizing the agency to facilitate ecosystem management 
by placing lead responsibility for this effort with the 
agency's ecological experts currently in its wildlife and fish 
P>Ogram. 

5. Re-orienting the agency's planning and research funetions 
to address ecosystem management through increased atte1 ion to 
the aquatic and terrestrial ecological sciences, ecosystem 
analysis, bioregional planning with a watershed focus, and 
interagency cooperation. 

THE IMPERATIVE FOR A NEW VISION FOR THB NATIONAL FORESTS 

The National Forests contain unique ecological, cultural, and economic 
resources • . They endow all Americans with a natural heritage that 
comprises many of our last remaining wild areas, including wild and 
scenic rivers, wilderness areas, and native qrasslands. National Forests 
also provide a variety of resources: they provide wood for our homes and 
water for drinking; they provide invaluable wildlife habitat and are 
among the richest remaining reserves for native plants and wildlife; they 
also provide unparalleled opportunities to hunt, fish, and recreate. In 
short, the National Forests are an integral component of the quality of 
life in this country that will become increasingly valuable in the years 
to come. 

Since the pa,.sage of the Multiple-Use sustained-Yield Act in 1960, the 
National Forests have been managed under the banner of "multiple-use" 
while the emphasis on timber management, road-building and other resource 
intensive and ecologically harmful practices has increased. Over 360,000 
miles of roads have been constructed on National Forests -a vast road 
network some nine times larger than the nation's interstate highway 
system. Timber sales levels on National Forests grew from 1.5 billion 
board feet in 1941 to 11.5 in 1981. Through legislation, appropriations, 
and policy shifts, Congress and the Executive Branch have placed 
unbe·arable. pressure on the commodity outputs of .the National Forests. 

As a result, our National Forests suffer from an over-emphasis on 
commodity production. Extensive clearcuts, road-building and grazing 
have shattered landscapes, degraded water quality, and left forest 
ecosystems in a state ' of .crisis~ Too little attention has been paid to 
the lOn9-term social and economic cost~. of unfettered resource 
development: polluted and diminished public water supplies, social 
dislocation, boom and bust economic cycles, biolegical and ecological 
impoverishment, and resource scarcity and depletion. Federal Judges in 
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the Pacific Northwest and Texas, for example, halted Forest service 
logging plans found to illegally jeopardize wildlife populations -as 
scientists elsewhere warned that agency management practices threatened 
grizzly bear and bull trout in Montana, black bear in Arizona and New 
Mexico, and gray wolf in the upper Great Lakes, to name a few. 

Resource extraction and utilization have traditionally been justified in 
the name of economic growth, community development, and job creation. 
The truth is that the commodity resource industries (timber, mining, oil) 
have a long and checkered history of cut-and-run resource development 
which has served to generate short-term profits for far-away shareholders 
while leav ing loCal communities to suffer the long-term costs of · . 
technological change (automation) and unsustainable resource develo~ment . 
In the Pacific Northwest, for example, rural commun·l.ties suffered as 
industry employment declined by some 14,000 jobs between 1980 and 1988 
-while lumber production actually increased by nearly 20 percent . 

Because rural, resource-based economies tend to lack diverse economic 
structures, they become the victims of changing economic trends. Federal 
forest management policies and practices have severely exac erbated this 
problem by promoting undiversified, timber- dependent communities focused 
on maximizing short-term timber harvests . Conversely, ecosystem-oriented 
National Forest management which pro vides sustainable levels of a diverse 
range _of forest products (recreation, water, timber, etc.) is necessary 
for diverse and stable local economies. 

The short and long-term effects of excess resource development on the 
National Forests affect not only local communities, but also have 
profound impacts on urban communities which often rely on many of the 
benefits of the forests . For example, Portland, Oregon's municipal 
drinking water comes from the Bull Run watershed on the Mt. Hood National 
Forest. While Bull Run water currently comes to the city pure and 
unfiltered, Portland may have to spend in excess of $200 million to build 
a water treatment plant if water quality is impai red by logging in the 
Bull Run watershed. Similarly , across the Pacific Northwest, 
sedimentatiOn from road construction has severely impaired salmon 
spawning habitat and, consequently, the long-term health and viability of 
the region's billion dollar fishing industry. The irony is striking; 
while justified on the basis of economic gain, short-sighted, commodity­
focused National Forest planning has created sizable environmental and 
economic costs . · 

Two recently released -and one about to be released- reports of the 
National Wildlife Federation exemplify the problems within the Forest 
serv ice_ and point us in the dire ction of necessaiy reforms! 

1. An Agency in Defiance; The United States Forest Seryice 
Compliance with Fegeral Environmental Laws. (September, 1993). 
To qain a better understanding of the agency's record of 
compliance with NEPA, the National Forest Management Act, and 
the Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Federation 
reviewed _a number of court cases filed against the agency over 
the last 20 years. our analysis demonstrated that the courts 
have found time and again that the Forest Service has routinely 
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violated the law, disregarded its own regulations, and 
exhibited remarkable contempt and disregard for anyone who has 
questioned the benevolent wisdom of its management decisions. 

2. Where Are the New Forests? NWF examined the agency's 
record -based on Forest Service generated information- with 
respect to the reforestation of National Forests following 
logging. The result was a report demonstrating the agency's 
inadequate attention to the future condition of the nation's 
forest resources. 

3. ~orgotten Rangelands: A Call for Reform o~S. Forest. 
Service Grazing Policy. (To be released on 2/3/94.) The 
report contains the findings of new research showing that the 
agency has allowed the widespread environmental damage of 
National Forests through livestock overgrazing. For example, 
more than 11 million acres of forested uplands are in 
unsatisfactory condition and likely to be deteriorating. The 
reporl also details a blueprint for reforming the management of 
grazing lands in keeping with a focus on ecosystem-management 
of national forest lands. 

For these and other reasons, reform of National Forest management goals, 
policies, and practices is essential. As we look to the future, for 
example we realize that the u.s. population, currently 249 million 
people, is expected to increase to 371 million in the next 50 years and 
could double to as many as 553 million people by the end of the next 
century. This population explosion will place increased pressure on this 
country's natural resource base: water, air, land, and food. Our 
national forests affect the quality or availability of all of these 
resources. In light of this impending global crisis, it is crucial that 
we prepare to face new imperatives for National Forest management in the 
21st century. 

National Forest management must ensure environmental health and ecosystem 
integrity through healthy, productive ecosystems which promote . 
opportunities for people to live, work, and recreate both now and in the 
future. sustainable forest management must ensure ecosystem health by 
retaining all of the biotic (native plants, animals, insects, and fungi) 
and abiotic (water yield and natural disturbances such as fire and wind 
throw) components of healthy ecosystems; it must foster economic security 
through a predictable and sustainable flow of local forest resources 
(water, wildlife, recreation, forage, wood products); and it must promo.te 
social stability through employment and economic opportunities, free of 
the social d.,slocation caused by resource development practices which 
encourage depletion and abandonment. 

To prepare for ·forest management in the next century, we must anticipate 
the future challenges presented by increasing demand for all of the 
resources ~lean water, wildlife, recreation, wood product&- harbored in 
our National Forests and develop management strategies for sustainable 
ecosystems and. sustainable human communities and economies. 
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NWF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A NATIONAL FOREST REFORM AGENDA 

FOREST SERVICE MISSION: 

For too long, forest ecosystem management and healthy human economies 
have been treated as if they were somehow mutually incompatible, when in 
reality, healthy and productive forest ecosystems are a necessity for the 
creation of healthy human communities and econowies. 

A new mission for the agency and new purposes for the nation's federal 
forests are essential to put the Agency on trdck. 

The agency's mission and the purposes of the National Forest System must 
be to promote the health of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and the 
conservation of biological diversity. 

This, in turn will provide ecosystem-based forest management policies 
that further healthy and sustainable relationships between federal 
forests and local human communities and economies. 

This new mission could be created legislatively. An alternative approach 
would be an Executive Order which recognizes the authority and direction 
that existing law provides for balanced, ecosystem-oriented forest 
management and provid~s specific direction to the agency to change its 
longstanding commodity emphasis. 

However initiate0, attainment of ecosystem management must include a 
greater commitm~nt to a significant role for science in guiding land 
management decisions. Our best scientific understanding of ecosystems, 
their capacities and limitations will be required. Instead of recent 
policies emphasizing commodity production at any cost -economic or 
environmental- logging, grazing, and other forest uses must be set at 
levels compatible to the protection of fundament~l ecological processes, 
wildlife habitat relationships, the overall productivity of the 
ecosystem. This will ensure the development of sustainable and diverse 
human economies. 

With respect to a new mission, we were encouraged recently by the 
December 9, 1993 memo which newly-installed Forest Service Chief Jack 
Ward Thomas sent to deputy' chiefs, regional foresters and others, noting 
that he intends to prepare the agency for new challenges in the 21st 
century when entire forest ecosystems will receive more attention. 

Thomas said, "We will: 

"Obey the law 

"Tell the truth 

"Implement ecosystem management 

"Develop new knowledge, synthesize research and apply it. 
to management of natural resources 
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• "Build a Forest Service organization for the 21st century 

"Trust and make u~e of our hard-working, expert work­
force." 

It is unfortunate that Chief Thomas and the Forest Service are in a 
position necessitating the seemingly simple admonition to "Obey the law." 
Nevertheless, as our previously mentioned report ~ncy in Defiance:_ 
The United States Forest ~ui&e~!!!I!li.!!nce with Fedeul_~vironJ!l!L!lta]. 
~ demonstrates, this is perhaps the most fundamental reform which the 
agency must accomplish. We look forward to working with Chief Thomas to 
redirect the agency to accomplish our mutual objectives of legally­
sufficient, ecosystem-based forest mandgement. 

In the process of re-orienting the agency's fundamental mission, I would 
like to highlight two specific changes which need to occur if the agen~j 
is to truly provide ecosystem-based management on our National Forests: 

A. Shifting the buruen of prQQf. National Forest management 
has been characterized by a cherished presumption that logging, 
grazing, fire suppression and other management techniques are 
appropriate and beneficial to forest ecosystems. Agency 
personnel, non-agency scientists, citizen activists, and others 
concerned about the negative ecological impacts of excessive 
logging, road construction or other management activities have 
been forced to prove that the agency's management techniques 
are unsound, a difficult burden of proof in court for exarr< •. le, 
as a result of the judicial deference to agency expertise. 

Given the damage that has already occurred to our forest 
ecosystems and the increasing demands that our society will 
place on these ecosystems in the future, we must shift the 
burden of proof within the agency.. Legislative and policy 
changes are needed to create an agency in which forest managers 
must demonstrate that the activities they propose (mining, 
grazing, recreation, etc.) are consistent with the fundamental 
mission of providing healthy and productive forest ecosystems. 

B. Demonstrable standards/Elimination of "timber targets." 
Appropriate guidelines must be developed by which forest and 
range management practices can be judged as consistent or 
inconsistent with the agency's reformed priorities. For 
example, true application of ecosystem· management will require 
tha.t attentlon first be given to understanding the productive 
capacities and limita.tions of the ecosystem in question. 
Forest and range . managers must first look ·at protecting or 
restoring critical ecosystem characteristics including, but not 
limited to·: 1) overall species viability, with particular 
attention .to threatened, sensitive and endangered species, 2) 
water quality, and 3) soils . 

Traditionally, resource use levels have been set at or above 
the maximum that we feel the forest can provide. In the 
future, we .must practice the art of forestry with enough 
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humi lity to leave a margin of safety to protec t the ecosys tem 
(and ourselves) if we err in our judgements and management 
prescriptions. 

As part of protecting forest ecosystems and their critical - ·and 
vulnerable- components the agency must develop and implement 
new criteria to identify lands which are unsuitable for 
livestock grazing and logging. For example, as our soon to be 
released report, Tbe Forgotten Rarurn~_;__A Call for Reform of 
u.s . Forest Service Graz ina _:P.Ql.i&y demonstrates, the Forest 
service rarely exercises its existing authority to ban gra zing 
on damaged lands. 

once adequate guidelines for the protection of these and other 
crit.ical characteristi cs of the forest ecosystem are d.eveloped , 
then resource use allocations for logging, grazing, r e c.ceat i on 
and other activities can be made so as not to damage the 
ecosystem's integrity, functioning and ·future productivity . As 
demonstrated in our report, ~Are the New Forests?, an 
important, and overdue, component of protecting the future 
productivity of forest r esources will be reformed and adequate · 
attention to the reforestation of National Forests following 
logging. 

REFORMING THB POREST SERVICE BUDGET 

The Forest Service budget -and those of individual National Forest~ 
increase as more timber sales, road construction, and logging operations 
are conducted, even in areas where logging is ecologically destructive or 
does not produce a profitable return for the u.s. Treasury. Such budget 
distortions, which have rippled through the agency for decades, have 
fundamentally affected staffing, policy, and on-the-ground management 
decisions. If the Forest Service is to provide ecosystem based 
management of our National Forests, Forest Service budgets must be 
redirected towards resource stewardship and protection . 

For too-long, agency managers have been in a position of being seduced by 
the money-making potential of logging and grazing. Inappropriate 
incentives · for these management activities -including timber salvage 
funds and other mechanism.- must be reviewed and reformed . In addition, 
new incentives for appropriate managem~nt -including expanded use of · 
recreation user feea-must be developed. 

currently, in an effort to "institutionalize ecosystem management and 
also minimize th" number of budget line items," the Forest Service is in 
the . process of evaluating changes to ita budget structure. The current 
budget . structure includes ·a budget line item (BLI) for Wildlife and 
F.isheriea, and four expanded budget line times (EBLis) for management of 
1) wildlife, 2) inland fish, 3) anadromous fish, 4) and threatened, 
endangered and sensitive (TES) species habitats. Budgets and 
accomplishments are. formulated, alloc·ated, and accounted for by EBLI. 
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The proposed budget structure would eliminate the current BLis and 
replace them with two new items : "operations and maintenance" and 
"capital improvement." For each of these BLis, there would be a single 
EBLI for all •wildlife, fish and TES" management. 

While agreeing with the goal of facilitating ecosystem management, NWF 
and numerous other conservation, wildlife, and environmental 
organizations have expressed strong reservations about the proposed. 
budget changes for the ·Forest Service . While supporting the concept of 
separating "capital improvement" and "operations and maintenah..::e" 
functions, the National Wildlife Federation is nonetheless concerned that 
the proposed changes would likely diminish accountability of agency 
wildlife, fish and ecological expenditures. For example, given the new 
budget structure, it is not clear how the Forest Service would meet its 
annual obli~ation to the USDI-Fish and Wildlife Service to report 
endangered species-related expenditures. 

Worse still, these changes could actually facilitate the misuse and 
diversion of wildlife, fish and TES funds within the agency as budget 
~ccountability requirements are reduced. The Forest Service has 
traditionally had a terrestrial vegetation management bias (logging and 
grazing). Many of the staff officers with responsibility for fish and 
wildlife mdhagement on National Forests are actually foresters or range 
conservationists -not biologists. Other institutional biases exist 
against fish and threatened and endangered species efforts .as, for 
example, wildlife management biologists outnumber fisheries biologists by 
2 to 1 in the agency -even after several years of aggressive work by the 
congress to fund additional fisheries personnel. Given this 
institutional bias combined with the lack of specific guidelines 
currently in place on ecosystem management and the overall reduced 
opportunity the new budget proposal affords for accounting for wildlife 
and fish expenditures, we oppose changing the current budget structure at 
this time. 

~ORBST SBRVICB PBRSOKHBL POLICIBS 

The Administration must do all that it can through Office of Management 
and Budget personnel polici~s and Congressional cooperation to maintain 
and strengthen the diversity of disciplines represented at all levels of 
the Forest Service. · Historically, there has been a hiring and promotion 
bias within the agency, favoring foresters and engineers over biologists, 
archaeologists and other ecological/cultural scientists. As changing 
budgets and ti.Jober sale levels are already reducing empl.oyment levels 
within .. the Forest Service, there is now real concern that the more 
recently hired ecological scientists (biologists, etc.) will be lost 
disproportionately. In reality, no overall stat! reductions of 
ecoloqj,cal scienti'sts should be tolerated. 

Early-.out legislation, as suggested during the last Session by Rep. Bill 
Clay and Del. Norton (H.R. 3345) offers one potential solution to this 
issue. This government-wide bill, whi~h otters incentives to federal 
employees who retire or resign early from government service, would 
reduce the cost ot federal agency downsizing and encourage the diverse 
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employee-base riecessary for the improved management of National Forests. 
A number of environmental groups in eastern Oregon recently asked for GAO 
to examine whether the Forest Service may be laying off some of the very 
employees who are most qualified to help it restore the ailing National 
Forests east of the Cascades. • 

In addition, employee advancement is also currently linked to timber 
production. Individual Forest Service employees should instead be 
evaluated and promoted based on their ability to understand, protect, and 
promote healthy forest ecosystems. Specifically, Forest Service line 
officers should be evaluated based on their performance with regard to 
the protection of critical ecosystem characteristics including 1) overall 
species viability, with particular attention to threatened, sensitive and 
endangered species, 2) water quality, and 3) sensitive soils. Important 
ecosystem management activities -including the adequate monitorin~ of the 
post-management effects of logging and other management actions- should 
also be an essential element in the employee performa nce evaluations. 

FOREST SERVICE STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION 

The .Forest Service must be reorganized to facilitate ecosystem 
management. The agency must place lead responsibility for this effort 
with it's ecological experts: those scientists in the wildlife and fish 
program. 

Unfortunately, the agency's current restructuring efforts appear to be 
intended to actually downpl~Y the role of Forest Service fisheries and 
wildlife biologists and ecologists. The Forest Service has actually 
ignored the clear and repeated direction from the Appropriations 
Committees to place the agency's wildlife and fish program in charge of 
ecosystem management. Instead, a reorganization of the agency is 
proceeding at the regional (Region's 5,6,9, and 10) and National Forest 
levels which once again is placing wildlife professionals under the 
supervision of the agency's timber leaders and is even actually removing 
biologists from individual National Forest management teams at the Forest 
Supervisor's office level. 

Incredibly, in the Pacific Northwest (Region 6), the regional director 
and deputy director ,for wildlife, fish, and endangered species programs 
have been placed on the agency's •surplus employees" list - and their 
staff have been buried deep within the region's newly created renewable 
resources ~anagement group. 

Other examples of. these changes can be found nationwide, including on the 
Shawnee National Forest in Illinoi s, where the forest biolcqist is in the 
process of being removed and downgraded from the Supervisor's office to 
the District level . On the Mt. Hood National Forest in Oregon, the 
forest's GS-13 .Biologist is also in the process of being given a directed 
re•assignment to another National Forest, once again leaving the timber 
director in charge o.t wildlife management on that important and often 
controversial" forest. 

The agency's wildlife and fisheries biologists and ecologists are 
uniquely suited to leading the agency into the new vision of providing 
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bala nced long-term e c osy s tem management ·that protects both forests and 
healthy human economies . We urge the Committee to wo,rk closely with the 
agency to insure that its reorganization efforts appropriately support 
ecosystem management. 

ECOSYSTEM PLANNING . ~~ RESEARCH 

National Forests and Nati6nal Grasslands across the country are 
experiencing an alarmi ng increase in the number of aquatic and 
terrestrial plant and animal species that are at risk of extinction. 
The agency's planning and research functions must be revised in order to 
address ecosystem management through increased attention to the aquatic 
and terrestrial ecologic al sciences, ecosystem analysis, bioregional 
planning with a watershed focus, and interagency cooperation. 

After years of controversy, the Pacific Northwest is providing important 
new approaches to forest ecosystem management which can be applied in 
other parts of the country . In the Pacific Northwest, ecosystem analysis 
and management efforts -including the Report of the Forest Ecosystem 
Management Assessment Team, or FEMAT- represents a unique attempt to 
address broad ecosystem values in a regional and interagency context. 
Likewise the Pacif i c Anadromous Fish initiative -or PACfish- which is to 
be appl i ed on federal lands throughout the range of anadromous fish in 
the region, addresses important resource conditions and management 
considerations on a scale which is appropriate to the geographic and 
biological scope of the ecosystem -the essence of bioregional planning . 

These efforts are also noteworthy for their recognition and treatment of 
the fundamental relationship between terrestrial and ·aquatic ecosystems. 
For the first time in such a comprehens ive fashion, watersheds are being 
used as a primary planning unit. The watershed as a unit of planning of 
federal lands makes ~ense: watersheds have a fundamental ecological 
significance, they can be nested hierarchically, and they have definite 
boundaries. The concept of watershed and aquatic habitat protection and 
restoration on federal lands has broad implications for all our forests 
and the species which depend on them. This type of comprehensive 
analysis can and should also be applied to other unique, Vulnerable, or 
controversial terr~strial and aquatic ecosystem management issues 
throughout the National Forest System. 

CONCLUSION 

The National Wildlife Federation has offered the proceeding forest 
policy, legislative, administrative, and budget reform items with the 
goal of redirecting National Forest management towards a direction that 
is, in President Clinton's words, "scientifically sound, ecologically 
credible, and legally responsible.• We believe that National Forest 
management must ensure environmental health and ecosystem· integrity 
through healthy, productive ecosystems which promote opportunities for 
people to live, work, and recreate both now and in the future. Thank you 
for the opportunity to testify before you on these important issues. 
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Statement of Robert E. Wolf 

Before the House Coa•ittee on Natural Resources, Feb. 1, 1994 

''Uncritical Lovers - Unlovin~ Critics'' 

Hr. Chairman: 

I testify at your request, not on behalf of any or~anization. I am a 
forester. and a Fellow in the Society of American Foresters, but I am not 
speakin~ for it. My interest in sound effective forest and ran@eland resource 
mana!ement is deep and long standin,. I have selected 8 areas for your 
consideration. Some have subsections. 

1. Strengthen Forest Research. (p-31 

2. Communication. (p-3) 

3. There Are Bett.er Reasons to Obey The Law Than The Formality Of Ooin~ So. 
( p-3} 

4. Adopt Real Honitorin4. Sec. 614l13l1Cl of NFHA, 116 USC 16041 . lp-51 

5. Bud~et Issues. ( p-5 l 

6. Watersheds as Hana!ement and Plannin~ Units and Authority To ~ake 
Operating Boundary Changes. fp-11 I 

-1 . Weighing Land HanaSj:ement Costs in Resource Disposal . ( p-121 

8. The Tongass National Forest And Its Long Term Contracts. lp-151 

1 shall not discuss the 8 points. However, I do want t o frame the 
situation as I see it. Durin~J: my career I had a chance to to.:ork on the 
enactment of a number of forest laws. The main ones were the 1960 ~ultiple 
Use Act , the 1964 Wilderness Act. th~ 1964 Forest Road and Trails Ac t. the 
Resources Planning Act of 1974 and the National Forest Hana«ement Act of 
1976, and the Payment In-Lieu of Tax Act of 1976. With the benefit of 
hindsight, I can aee that not all of these Acts were perfect. But also, there 
are parts of ao•e of these laws which the Forest Service has ' mi sa. ppl ied. 
Ha.ior changes in law are not needed to assure effecti v e land mana'{e-ntent. 

In 1968 Dr. John Gardner citin~ confrontations in another public arena 
illustrated the dileama with the term "Uncritical Lovers- Unlovinq: Critics". 
He spoke of the conflict "between people who demand change and institutions 
who resist". He said, "In the resultinq conflict we find our institutions 
cau~ht in a sava~e crossfire.'' The ''uncritical lovers'' smother the 
institutions in an embrace of death, lovin! their ri!idities more than their 
promise, shielding them from life-~ivinq criticism. The "unlovin~ critics'', 
... "are skilled in demolition and untutored by the arts by which human 
institutions are nurtured ..• " Gardner pointed out that " . ... love without 
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criticiaa bringa stagnation , and criticism without love brings destruction. 1" 

Gardener's description of another public arena fits the Forest Service 
as it has appeared to aany in recent times, and to its contituencies. 

Jack Ward Thomas , as the new Chief of the Forest Service , has mv warm, 
wholehearted support . Ass't Sec. Jim 'Lyons, then working for the A«riculture 
Committee, urged its Members and this Committee to pick Jack , Dean Gordon, 
Norm Johnson and Jerry Franklin to analyze the Northwest forest resource 
situation. In my view the ' work they did then, and the work thev ha,·e done 
since , is a vital part of formulas needed to break out of the fro ze n oosture 
that has gripped this issue, and other issues, for too ion~. These D~ople did 
more than lay out the best science they could gather. They havP ~ho\o.u how to 
constructively addresse ·· issues. Their vital contribution has been 
illuminating the need for resource managers to have hu•il it...- 3hout. our 
ability to harness the forces of nature . 

It would serve no useful purpose to discuss why and how thE" Forest 
Service has lost so much cre~i bi litv. Dr. Thomas has \aid out 5 excellent 
~uides that can restore its credibility and reputation • 

Three decades ago Sen . Clinton P. Anderson said, ''We must be willing 
wisel)' to nurture and use our r

3
esources if we are going to keep viable the 

inner strength's of democracy. " 

The 8 issues outlined bui.ld on the themes of Clinton And~r s•)t \ ~r1d Jack 
Ward Thomas. I would appreciate havin~ m~ entire statement and att~ · · hmPnts in 
the record. Should there be questions. now or later, I will ans"' ~r them. 

************** 

1 John W. Gardner . "Uncritical Lo"·ers . Unloving Crl tic8 ... 
Com•enceaent Address, Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y. Junf" t. 
1968 . 

[!)' Obey the law, [21 Tell the truth, [3) Implem .. nt 
ecosystem management, [41 Develop new knowledge, synthesize 
research and apply it to manaqement of natural resourc es, I 5 I Bu i 1 d 

· a Forest Service for the 21st century. 

3 Ameri can Forests . Julv 1963 
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1. Strengthen Forest Research. 

The 1990 i•plementations of the recommendations by the National Researc h 
Council , chaired by Dr. Gordon 4, should have an Forest Service led annual 
review. This should analyze accomplishments, work in progress, emeriJ i ng 
issues and ·plans to address them. The Service's annual report should update 
the picture. Issues resolved and issues needing attention should be sharply 
defined . Applications of research should be cited . The bud4et s hould focu s on 
why selected issues are recei v ing priority attention. 

2. Communication. 

The Advisory Boar d provisions of NFMA 5 haven't been u sE- d . Wh e ther 
boards are set up under the Advisor :v Committee Act , or informa l I \· , this 
important '' l i stening " system should be widely used. The Forest S P rvi c e me e ts 
with numerous groups. It meets twice annually in a closed door meP tlrl~ with 

~~:c!;~e~a~n~i:~e:h:~f~h~~:~s Committee, discussing topics o f ""' i de publi c 

It should use re~ular , loc al. publi c meetings of di v ers e SJroups designed 
to listen to concerns , promo t e an interc han~e of ideas , and build bridges t o 
head off conflict . These need not be formal '' Advisorv Committees '' . 

A recent article by Ms . Sarah Bat~s pro v ides an interest i n~ analys i s of 
how some in the Forest Serv ice. and e lsewhere, are seekin~ to c han~e the 
focus from the overworked but unworkable concept of "community st.abi I itv'' to 
the idea of "a community of values" . Gi ven the diverse expe c t a ! ,,)ns from 
these public lands, securing understandintif of what is possibl P coml•.'lred to 
what is desired is challenging . The ar t icle ' s concepts deserv e con!'tid t-"t'l'l tion . 

3. There Are Better Reasons t o ObE"\' The La~ Than The Formal i t\' tH Dn 1 mz So. 

Obe y ing the law assures that policies the law prescribes are i m p l~mented 

in good faith. If laws have flaws. the sol u tion is to see k the i 1· <.' h~-tr ul(" , not 
flout t he law. Obeying the law preven t s c ostly lawsuits . The 1975 £'•Hirt o f 

4 Forestry Research - A ~anrlate For Chan~e. National R ~~ ("~-tr c h 
Counci l, Chair, Dr . John Gordon. Yale University, 84 pa~es . 1990. 

5sec. 14 (b), 16 U. S.C. 1614. ·· . . . the Secretar v . ... s hall 
establiah and consult (advisor\· I boards . . . .. 

1 Typical topics are : Ill Pro(ram Tar(ets. (21 Bud~e t s. 13 1 
Agency Appropriations, (4) <:ost-£fficiency Pro._iects, (51 TimbeC' 
Contract Revision, [6) Timber Pr i cin~-Appraisals. Iii Ti mber 
Payment Terms, [8] Timber Measurement, (9) Timber Theft. 1101 
Skewed Bidding. 

1 Public Land Communities In Searc h of a Communitv of \i aluP s, 
Ms. Sarah F. Bates, The Public Land Law Review, Vol . 14 . Sprina-
1993 . pa~es 41-80 . 
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Appeals obaervationa in the Kononcahela case should be read re,~larly 
Violating a law tor 70 years does not repeal it. Here are exaiDples of 
workable eectiona of law ignored by the Forest Service. 

a. Annual Reports Sec. 8 ( c I Resources Plannin( Act of 1974, ( 16 USC 1606 I 

The law says that Annual Reports shall be publicl.y availa.blE" when the 
budget is submitted to Con(ress . It seldom is· available betore June. An 
improved annual report can be a useful tool in undera.tandirig th~ resu 1 t of 
proposed budget choices. 

The Forest Service needs to do more than meet the time requ i rPm~n t. 

The Off ice of Technology Assessm·ent' s 1990· and 1.992 repo.rts. cit•n•l oped 
with wide public input, provide a road map for i•proveaent report iu ll ~ots well 
a s improved Forest Plans • The annual reports tAbles are seldo• h\' Fo res·t . 
They uniforaly fail to reveal essential facts that would enhan r· t- public 
understanding. 

Annual reports should more effectively show cause and effect of Ac tions. 
The acres cut by various syateas, the condition of the land, th~ per acre 
timber vield , revenue and actual cost, the appraised versus bid pric~s , the 
degree ;,r competition, ·the value and volume of tiaber held under contract, 
the costs of various tasks, the unit costs for campgrounds, roada. trails , 
their maintenance, the ratin! of range lands ·in· acres per AUH, t.hfl' ran(e in 
permit sizes, the miles of rivers, their condition -rating, and num~r(His other 
program elements deserve better reporting by FOREST. 

The Com•ittee may wish to exa~nine how reports can be in~proveod >t n •l "'·hich 
the su~gestions in these reports have been adopted. 

b. Sec . 6fll of NFHA , Representative San~ples of Tim~er Progra11 Elt~ m••r1t s , 
116USC1604l. 

It doesn't take a law for an agency to provide itself and t ht· vublic 
with representative saaples of the costa and results of its acll\"it.iPs. The 
Service not only fails to apply Section 6 Ill but also it fails to ~oblish 
useful data on other work it does, showin! results, costs, and ~he-l. h~r this 
is the most environaentally effective way to secure the outco•e. 

1 The Court attir•ed that the proper place to aaend laws ·· 1 s 
not the court but the Congress ce 9551 " . Following the instructions 
in W. VA ; Div. ot the Izaak Walton L. of AH., Inc. v. Butz. 522 
F.2d 945 119751, and 367 F. Supp 422, in the Diat. Ct. would h~tve 
helped the Forest Service avoid several subsequent' lawsuits it has 
lost, includin( the BiJhorn N. F. and Spotted Owl caaes. 

1 Forest Service Plannin~ OTA-F-144, July 1990, 140 pa~es GPO : 
Su•aary, Forest Service Plannins, OTA-F-506 Feb. 1992, 22 paces. 
GPO: Forest Service Plann ~nc , OTA-F-505, Feb, 1992, 206 pa~e-s. GPO . 
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c. The K.V. Act Liaita The Use Of Such Funds To: 
~national forest land cut over b~ the purchaser" 116 USC 576bl 

It is understood that the Forest Service internal policy permits the 
expenditure of K.V. Funds up to 1/4 mile, 11,320 ft) outside the cut over 
area . How can this be authorized given the clear words in the law? 

Since the budget contains added funds to do work on any land, there is 
no need to violate the K.V. Act. At pa~e 6 under "Budget Issues" . repeal of 
the K.V. Act is suggested. 

4. Adopt Real ~onitorin~, Sec. 61~11311CI of NF~A, 116 USC 16041. 

The Act requires " • •. continuous monitoring and assessment in the field" 
as well as '' .•• evaluation of the effects of each manatJement system .. . ". 

It does not require a law to find ways to measure success and problems. 
The Forest Service did not inst itute a Forest-wide monitorin~ until 1988. 
Unfortunately, what it has is a ''feel good'' report. It describes planned 
outputs and targets reached , not " the effects of each mana~ement system . .. ". 

The objective of this section of law was to position the Service so that 
it knew of and be~an to deal with emer~in~ problems before folks reported 
them. It would either apply proven procedures or move on diagnostic research. 

Dr. Thomas is keenly aware of the need. It is said there are plans to 
mo ve to effective monitoring. The changed procedures should be ~Jiven wide 
dissemination . This is a key element in restorinq public credibilitv. 

5. Budget Issues . 

The size of the Debt, despite current forecasts of reduced annual 
deficits, means the National Debt will continue to grow. This impacts settin~ 
national priori ties. Federal resource mana@'ement is a! ready fee 1 in~ this 
pressure. 

Several a c tions can help improve setting priorities, the liSe of people 
and funds. There are, as noted. useful ideas in the OTA studies . Attached to 
my statement ia a 15 year'(1979-1993l national overview of timber ~eceipts, 
earmarked funds and the auch of appropriated timber pro~ram funds · 

IO This analysis does not count appropriated fund costs for 
insect and disease detection and control. · l ·aw enforcement, 
buildin~s and maintenance , etc .• pro rated to timber .. It also does 
not count the reduction in National Forest ti•ber prices for such 
things as additional brush disposal and loggin~ road maintenance 
performed by timber buyers, their payments to . private seal in~ 
bureaus, and possessory interest yield taxes some States levv in a 
manner that makes them applicable to public timber. 
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A. Eliainate Special Accounts That Earmark Funds . 

The K.V. Pund and the related " Reforestation Trust Fund" , the SalvatJe 
Fund should be put under the budget, abolishing them as separate accounts. 
Purchaser Road Credit, which trades timber for roads, is a special case . I 
recognize the budgetary attractiveness of "back-door" spending. Putting these 
accounts "on budget" will assure better on-the-ground manafiJement and 
accountability. 

a. K.V . Fund and Reforestation Trust Fund. (see Encl. 1) 

The Forest Service reports reforestation costs only nationall y . not by 
Forest. It omits the cost of seed, stock and General Administrat i on. It 
counts acres where the planting fails to meet standards as a new plantin~. it 
provides no useful data on costs for artificial regeneration versus na t ural 
re~ener~tion. It provides no measures of results, such as number of trees by 
species that must be planted or naturally secured to provide full stockin( 
and number accepted at various stand aqes to assure desired future stocking. 
Further, eaphasis has been on trees for timber, rather than the desired 
botanical com.unity needed . to recreate a healthy forest environ•ent . 

Reforestation comes after either a natural disaster or a timber sale. In 
addition to the KV Funds in 1993, another S92 million was appropriated. 

The budget lead time is ample to rely on appropriated funds. The 
Reforestation Trust Fund is a bud,et (immick. 

b. The Salvage Fund ISec 141hl of NFHA 116 USC 472al. lsee Encl . 1 I 

This Fund was intended to provide money for small salva(e sttles not 
covered in a current bud~et. It was expected use would be so small that 
excepting the Fund froa county pay•ents would assure receipts would cover the 
costa cited in the law that •ust be recovered . This was specif i ed t.o limit 
the subsidy: sales that wouldn't recover these costs would not be made. 
However, additional appropriated funds could be spent is these costs were 
recovered. This was a $12,000.000 pro~raa in 1979, a $20,000,000 procram in 
1984 . In 1988 a Senate Appropriations Coa•ittee amendment made receipts 
subject to county pay•ents. 

Then the uae of the Fund ballooned to a $145,000,000 in 1989 and .iumped 
to Sl94,000,000 in FY 1992. The 1992 ret(ular appropriation headed "' Timber 
Sales.. waa $284,000 , 000 (see Enc I. I I . 

The Service fails to publiah information by Foreat on the volume of 
timber sold and cut under the Fund and whether the Advertised Price covers 
the costa required by law. The definition of the proportion salvat(e needed to 
use the Fund has become minor. Appropriated funda are •ixed with the Salva~e 
Fund for larce sales. What was intended for li•ited use ia now rna.jor backdoor 
spending. It is illogical that after all of these years of mana(ement that 
dead and dying trees •uddenly erupt•d on such an unprecedented seale in 1989 . 

Clearly, the need for two "ti•ber" accounts has evaporated. Given sale 
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planning lead tiae under the Service " Gate Systea" , this Fund shou ld be 
abolished. However, tiaber sales are an activity which make a good c ase for 
a two year budtet with authority to carry over funds . 

c. Road Maintenance, Construction and Purchaser Road Credit. 

Oddly, despite a 369,124 mile road system, and with roads a focal point 
of debate, annual reports don't reveal either the scope of the road s~stem or 
show it BY FOREST. It shows only the construction and reconstruc tion of roads 
and bridges by States tTable 41•, purchaser ''election" by Stateg !Table 42), 
and miles maintained by States (Table 43). Only here can one c an find the 
total mileage, but it is only by States. The response to a re-qu~s t. for the 
data by Forest was that the Washin~ton office did not have it . 

The national cost data is in total dollars, omits sittnificant c o s ts, and 
provides no unit costs. Road •aintenance is listed by undefined tpr·m$ that 
have no meaninfJ to the public. Five (51 levels of ~aintenance arP said to 
exist, but what. do they mean? Roads are also shown as '' fully maintained" or 
"lacking full •aintenance" , but their meaning is not clear . There are 3 
additional undefined categories, {ll Closed, [2] "High Clearanc p " & (3) 
"Passenger Car " roads. "Closed~' show as both "fully maintained " & ' ' lacking 
full maintenance'' , there bein~ 33.000 ''closed'' miles in each cate«orv. 

''High Clearance'' appears to be a euphemism for " logging road'', Passenger 
vehicles regularly travel to and from lo~ging sites. A more lo«i~~l svstem is 
needed to define the road system. 

Purchaser Credit System CPRCI Restricts Good Stewardship. (see R.!~o 1-:ncl.l) 

This long-standing practice has roots in the fact that. evPn 1f less 
efficient and •ore costly, " off budtJet " costs are hidden. It has hP Pn fA-vored 
by OHB as well . as Industry, but for different reasons . Limitin~ sales to 
firms that can handle •ajor road construction limits bidder part H"ipation. 
Well before conservation groups became concerned about the E"nv i r o ncaental 
damage fro• roads, the timber industry •aintained a constant prPs~ur~ on the 
Forest Service to liait such roads to the •ini•u• needed to loc B sBle . 

In 1964 Industry aot a provision in law that purchasers <·an not be 
required b y the Service to butfd a road to ".,.a higher standard than needed 
in • •• the particular sale... " . This 30 year old lidlitation slands ~ood 
Federal land •tewardah·ip on its head. It makes loiJ!(in~ road constru c tion a 
sale-by-sale event, not a planned watershed protection and de v~lopment 

action. One fruit of this li•itation is that in the last 5 years alone 65X of 
the ti•ber sale road work has been rebuildins. This also helps explain why 
logging roads create so much stream deterioration and fisheries dl\mage. 

Good land mana1ement requires building the right road, in the ri~ht 
place, in the right time, for the ri~tht reason. Sale planninc lead time makes 

11 Sec. 4. National Forest Roads and Trails Act of 19A4 . see 
16 usc 535. 



405 

it eminently sensible to build needed sale roads before the s ale is let . With 
roads in place purchasers can begin cutting as soon as the sale is awarded, 
thus reducing risks due to market changes, loss from insects or fire after 
the sale is let, etc. Firms would not have funds tied up in road building. 
This would levels the bidding "table" so that firms without large road 
building equipment can compete equally. The Service would ~ain by better 
roads and a solid knowledge of road costs, rather than relyin~ o n estimates 
that are never tested by separate bids. 

Purchaser Road Credit Also Spawned The Practice of "WOODEN DOLLAR BIDS'' 

Were there not enough problems with PRC the Forest Serv i c~ a d op ted at 
Industry insistence a bizarre appraisal-Purchaser Road "WOODEN DOLI.AR BID" 
system that applies in what ar~ called '' DEFICIT TIMBER SALES". Th ts ts a sale 
where the Service appraisal estimated that a buyer will lose mo ne:--· lo't~in g 
it. When this occurs potential buyers are asked·, ''Should it be ~d,· ·rt ised at 
our minimum prices?" If the answer is "Yes" prices are set at either ( 1 l 
artificial minimum rates or f2) barebones KV costs+ $0.50/MBF, and the PRC 
is declared "Ineffective". If th..: sale is bought at the Advertised Price, the 
buyer builds the road. get no PRC, payin~ for timber when cuttin~ be~ins. 

A WOODEN DOLLAR BID chan~es this . Assu•e a 2,000 MBF sale with 
" I neffec tive" PRC at $10 / MBF or S20.000. Assume the bidder raises the bid by 
just $20,000. He builds the road. Now he can cut $20,000 worth of timber 
without paying anything. HE PAYS FOR THE BALANCE AT HIS BID PRICE WHICH WORKS 
OUT TO BE NOT ONE CENT MORE THAN IF HE HAD NOT BID THE TIMBER UP $10/HBF, 
THUS THE TERM "WOODEN DOLLAR BID". As a hidden bonus he also ~ ~ t s ' S<O.OOO 
interest free loan for the period it takes to cut this much timbPr·. Hut the 
Federal cost is even l]:reater. If th£> Advertised Price · had bt> Pn S:!O/MBF . 
$40,000, the counties would get 25~ 1$10 . 000). Under the "wooden doliRr bid" 
the Service revalues their "re-ceipts" at. $60 , 000 , payinlil the .-u un ti e s 
Sl5 , 000 . Instead of havin~ SIS.OOO to cover an estimated $19. 500 in 
reforestation costs, the Serv ice now has only $5,000 to cover l hP $19.500 it 
will cost to replant the log~ed land. 

Selling timber in a way that n~t the seller less revenue i f thP sale i s 
NOT bid up, as occurs in WOODEN DOLLAR BID SALES, defies all tests of 
rational business behavior. "DEFICIT SALES" have the same defec t . 

Elimination of Purchaser Road Credit would promote bet t E"r rPsourc e 
management, and save money i n the lonq run . Decisions on t he scope and 
location of roads over and above th~ 370.000 existing miles ~ould bE" b~sed on 
total resource.. considerations. Industry would stron~ly objec t . 

d. Allocation Of 10~ Of All Receipts for Road Construction And Maintenance. 
(16 usc 5011. 

This is another anachronism. Its repeal would reduce bookkePDin~ costs. 
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e. Cooperative Deposits for Brush Disposal and Road Maintenance , t16 USC 
490 and 538. (see Encl. I l 

These are not "cooperative" payments as the term is commonlv understood. 
The payment is "required". Amounts in excess ot need are transferred to the 
Treasury. The price of the timber is reduced by the Forest Service e~timate 
of its cost for each task, with the purchaser paying this sum to the a(ency. 
In addition, other allowances reduce the timber price to cover th~ estimated 
purchaser cost to pile brush and keep up roads while logging. 

If the deposit provisions were repealed the price paid fOr_;tlml · ~~ r · \<.'Ould 
go up and 25" county payments would be made on this added "recE" i pt ·• . Re peal 
of these "deposits " without a change in 16 USC 500 would hi'• r·<Hmter 
productive. However, both the deposits and the allowances art?' t P \des of 
timber assets for work. The Forest Service incurs addi tiona! road m~t a t1t f' nance 
costs. It uses both appropriated and "deposit" dollars to maintain r11ads. 

Brush Disposal presents another issue, Part of this work, both •tf"posi ts 
and purchaser work, are for site restoration to assure stand recent"ration. 
This is a regeneration cost , althou~h never so tallied. 

f. Allocation Of Receipts For Land Acquisition and Special Purpo~es. 

There are long-standing laws that allocate receipts from som~ forest for 
land acquisition. These laws apply to 9 Forests (Cache, Wasatc h ~t nd Uinta 
(UT), the Toiyabe (NV), and the Angeles, Cleveland, San Bernadino and SPquoia 
CCA)). The attached table shows an average cost of 11,175,000 in ··rP<'Pipts" 
to secure 249 acres. While the Ser~ice does not show it, the cost ~ ~ $4,727 
per acre. There are 1,041,000 non F.S. acres in these Forests. At th r- r· urrent 
purchase rate it will take 4,200 years to acquire all inholdin~ ~. ~ c·t tJally, 
the Service interest is in only certain tracts . However, at a curr~nt ··os t of 
$4,700 per acre, these acquisitions should be decided wei!Jhuul ( ' <)St and 
benefits, not whether receipts can be earmarked. (see Encl. 2l 

B. Land Management Service Contracts . 

A Service recent endeavor is a trial of a system where it n~~ut lates a 
grant of timber at an agreed price to a selected timber company; in turn the 
company will do apecified work both on the sale area and elsewherf" that is 
supposedly equal in value to the @ranted timber. The Service has -4 <:ontracts. 
The 1994 Approjriations Conference report told the Forest Servic~; i ssue no 
• ore contracta., evaluate the results, then seek legislation if in lhf> public 
interest. 

For 1988-1992, 5 years, on 42 Forests ·the timber pro~rRm already 
consumed over 100" of the timber receipts before even countinlit 
appropriations . Another 63 Forests consumed so much of receipts that their 
appropriations did not cover ti•ber program costa. Only 17 of the 12 2 Forests 
had sufficient receipts to cover appropriated costs. 

The Dixie (UTl with one test contract, for the 5 years, 1988-1992. 
earaarked ALL TIMBER RECEIPTS PLUS $5.78/HBF CUT . It earmarked $2 2/ao·~ mor·~ 

9 
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than timber receipts. In fact for the past 11 years it earmarked an avera~e 
of $5.05/MBF •ore than its timber receipts. The Idaho Panhandle CIDI, with 
another contract, tor the saMe 5 years earmarked all but $10.46/MBF of its 
timber receipta. With appropriated costs runninf in the $70/HBF range, it 
does not take a degree in accountin~ to see their financial posture. Its 11 
year record show~ only 113.69/HBF reachin' Treasury to offset about S70/MBF 
in timber pro~ram appropriations. 

This situation casts a large cloud over whether such contracts have a 
common sense financial footing. 

Further because of the way the 25% law works, it is not clear what the 
effect on county payments may turn out to be. The Dixie pays around SO. 20 per 
acre from all receipts. If timber paid nothin!l PILT (31 USC 69011. which 
currently bl-ings county payments up to SO. 75/acre, would continue the cu rrent 
total payments. 

The Idaho Panhandle situation is more complex. It co•bines the Couer 
D'Alene and St Joe which pay around $2.80/acre, and the Kaniksu which pays 
about $1.80/acre. PILT would not make up payments lost by this scheme. 

The idea raises fundamental questions since in reality most · National 
Forest fail to generate enough timber revenue to cover their costs. Most of 
the "Owl'' Forests now secure receipts well in excess of all costs. After the 
pendin~ FEIS decisions are reached on these Forests there can be as much as 
a 75" reduction in their cut and increased costs to restore previously 
damaged anadromous rivers. Their ''profitability~ will surely fall. 

Beyond these concerns there are issues over whether the work the Service 
contracts for is needed, and whether this approach spawns one more backdoor 
spending device. With looming budget reductions trading timber so that 
private timber companies wi 11 perform desired agency work rna~· seem 
attractive. However, the consequences need to be weighed. It will take 
logging far more National Forest acres and logging far more National Forest 
timber to cover road building and rebuilding under Purchaser Credit, KV, and 
25 X costs, plus finance the desired ''conservation'' work. The ''off-bud~et'' 
seemingly painless financing may become a sn"are and a delusion. 

C. Overall Budget Account Siaplification. 

Much can be accomplished without the total collapsing of budget line 
items sought b7'the Forest Service. This is not to say that less accounts is 
a bad idea. 

The credibility issues the Service faces suggests here is a better route 
than pushing now for a few budget line items. Adopt an orderly set of reforms 
such as those outlined here. Install the desired reduced budget l i ne items 
after the other changes have been tested and show improvements. 

The needed early actions are: 

I. Repeal redundant ''backdoor'' spending devices, and special ac counts. 
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II. Adoption of better measures of program effectiveness, including data 
published in annual reports by Forest. 

III. Set forth real data on the cost to secure desired results. Give 
attention to whether an action creates costs that are bein~ ignor~d 
or deferred. 

6. Watersheds as Hana~ement and Plannin~ Units and Authority To Make 
Operating Boundary Changes. 

The National Forest System has 9 Re~ions that ~overn 156 ''Proclaimed 
National Forests" which have been combined into 122 Administrative Forests. 
The organization of Research will not be d i scussed here, but deserves to be 
weighed as NFS changes are made. 

Some Backli(round 

Virtuall y every National Forest ' s size, shape and boundaries are 
accidents of the times , not creations from well de veloped plans. In the earl y 
years boundaries moved in and out, and e ven whole Forests we re chan~ed, as 
local ~roups sou~ht land for homesteading, while others later sought 
enlargement for watershed purposes. As timber companies liquidated, their 
lands were acquired by "stumps-for-stumpage " exchan'~es, as well as Weeks Act 
and other purchases. The same is true for Regions. For example, there is no 
Region 7; it was merged into Region 9 forty years ago. 

At the end of WW II the agency began to change from a small year round 
force largely involved in protection to one with a large year-lon~ staff , 
most of who were involved in tiaber sales and road building. In the 1950's 
the Service began moving people from "on-the- Forest" stations to l ar«er, more 
distant towns. This was in response to concerns about the effect o n familie.::~, 

inadequate on the Forest housiniJ, and other valid issues. This increased ,job 
travel time and removed a constant fiel4 presence. Later chan~Jes brought in 
people with numerous disciplines. The results produced gains and losses. 

Considerin( Change s 

As part or Chief Thomas's "21st Century" ,goal it would be useful f o r t he 
Service to exaaine whether the right • i x and number of people are l o cated 
close to the land, if adjustments are needed, and, if so, the best way t o 
make them. 

There ia also a need to examine whether field subunit, Ranqer District , 
and Forest •ade up ot LOGICAL WATERSHED BUILDING BLOCKS. 

A ma j or impediment to makin~ such changes is a restrict i on on changing 
on-the ground office structure has been in Forest Service appropriation laws 
since 1974. Its purpose was to stop Pres. Nixon's ill-fated effort to mold 
all agenc ies into 10 standard Federal re,iona. The continuation of this 
proviso prevents the Forest Service from aakin~ rational chan~es in Ran~er 
Districts, Forests, Regions and the Research structure. 
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"Adainiatrative" Forests must track receipts by "Proclaimed" Forests. 
The "proclai•ed" boundariee should be abolished. Twenty-five percent payments 
to counties vary widely from year to year. Many Forests have such low 
payments that PILT, (31 USC 69011 adminietered by BLH, controls - fixing 
payments at $0.75/acre. 

Resource and land mana~ement are _moat effective when watersheds are the 
basis for plans and actions. Useful Savin&a would accrue, and people power 
saved if the 1974 restriction was d-roPped and so that the Forest Service 
could combine Forests into togical J.' wate.rshed-based" units. ThP internal 
subdivision of Ranger Dist-ricts would ·be aligned by watersheds. Plannin~ and 
operations would be move logiclilly. from the smallest definable watPrshPds, to 
the major ones governing that Administrative Forest. 

Water has received more lip service than attention. TherE' is little 
doubt that where there are trees the se·rvice has been "timber-drin:.n" and 
where there is livestock fa:ralj'e this .has been the dominant force. 

Organizing National FOi-es·ts on a watershed basis would be an E"ffective 
w_ay to help Dr. Thoaas build a Natio"na.l Forest System for the 21st Century. 

The restriction on moving offices should be eliminated. In the current 
budlj'et climate this re·striction wi 11 force the Service to use less cost­
effective "RIF's" and continue inefficiencies, rather than ad,opt chances with 
greater long-term savings. Moving off ices does generate oppoH it. ion. The 
Service, if granted relief, should consider using the "hns,. ··losinl{ 
commission'' model. 

7. Weighing Land Management Costs in Resource Disposal . 

On Nov. 19, 1991, Chief Robertson wrote the N.Y. Times Edit,l r : 

"Nationally, timber growth on National Forest lands excef"ds 
timber harvest by 55 pe~cent .. " 

In June 1992, President Bush said 12 : 

''In the United States, responsible forest conservation is 
a long-standing tradition • . Annual forest growth now exceeds 
tiaber harveate by 37 percent , and the total national volumf" 
of wood 1• Z5 percent larger than it was in 1952.'" 

Both are .. aningleaa claims. They combine hardwoods, which ar~ tn hu~e 
surplus, with softwoods, often in local short supply situations. 

If these claims were correct. there would not be Softwood lo\l t:-xport 
limits, there would not be the ti•ber industry soulj'ht tariffs on softwood 
lumber imports from Canada, nor money-loain~ National Forest t.imher sa.les . 

I! U.S. Actions For A Better Environ•ent, White HousE" June 
!992, Page 8. 
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With such elegant- surpluses we would be happily exporting lo!Js, and not 
i•portinl luaber. Further, Industry would 

13
revert top its 1920's posture -

urging reduced tiaber public tiaber sales . 

a. Pr i cing National Forest timber. 

The Service Manual at 2420.2 directs that: 

''The objective in Forest Service stumpa~e appraisals is to es ta blish 
fair aarket value (36 CFR 223 . 4) . Fair market value or appraised value 
as used by the FOrest Service is based on the operat,or of a\·e-ralle 
efficiency and is .aimed at a market value which will inte~est s1aff ic ien t 
purchasers to harvest the allowable cut under multiple use a mi su~lained 
yield principles. In accomplishir1~ this objective consideratior1 must be 
given to providing an adequBt e mar~in for profit and risk ~~~i,·h will be 
sufficient to maintain operations over the long run ·and thus pr·ovide a 
stable market for National Fores t timber. " 

There is not even the sli~htest Forest Service notion that its timber 
price should cover its costs to ~row trees. mana~e and protect the Forest so 
the trees can be logged , make timber sales, and regenerate its " forest 
c apital " . 

Earlier mention was made of som~ of the idiosyncraci es of the pricin~ 
system. It gets more byzantine. 

Two Appraisal Concepts, Equall~ Flawed. 

[1] Residual Value; deduct lo'{ging and milling cost fr o m Pst.imated 
produc t price, allow the "adequate mar~in for profit" in the Han1utl. -.· ith an:v 
residual being TJ'le Stumpage Rate . 121 is ter•ed "Transaction E\"iden~e 
Appraisals ITEA) 1 whi c h is not th~t al all. A sale appraised a t $71.66 /~BF 
is advertised at 524.66/HBF. When bid at 5120.70/HBF, TEA, the de•Pi o pment of 
which was being overseen by a industry ajJency commit. tee. is dt•c I A. red a 
success. 

Plus Other Oddities. 

These systems are further c ompli c ated by an illogical mi n imum ·price 
system. The total sale must cover "barebones" K.V. costs +SO.SO/MBF. 
Individual speciea prices can't bE' l~ss than their arbitrarv minimum . •hich 

ll In that era F.S . sales were 1 Bil . SF/year. lndustrv ur~~d 
legislation to control lumber production to stabilize prices IF.S. 
An. Rpt. pages 2-3, 1929}. President Hoover had alread y limit~d 
F.S. sales that would add mill capacity, and other sale to dPfin~d 
conditions (ibid pa~es 22-23. 19271. 

14 TEA is best described by its author in "Stumpa(e Appr·a is~ l: 
TEA and the Northern Re,ion". Combes et al, Forest Industries . Oct. 
1989. pa~es 18-20, See Encl . 3 attached. 
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is has no standard. If one species appraises above its m1n1mum price. while 
another is below it, the prices are shifted: the above minimum species price 
is lowered enouch to raise the below minimum species up to the minimum rate. 

There are "deficit" sales and wooden dollar bid sales when Road Credit 
is 11 lneffective" because the sale is .. deficit". This term means that the 
Service estimates a buyer will lose money if he pays the Advertised Price. 

There is "Stumpage Rate Adjustaent" (SRAl which permits the actual price 
to rise in dollars only 50X of an Industry maintained "Index", but fall 100~ 
of an Index decline. Ther_e are price reductions for early cuttimr. Th~re are 
complex payment schedules designed to limit a firms advance paymPnt~. 

There are also "no-cost" contract term extensions that have l>P1'n \!r·anted 
on a faulty basis. The Forest Service has millions in uncollectrd "'11ms from 
firms that failed to pay for timber logged. In sum, there is not h 111~ 1 n the 
pricing system that is designed to properly price the timber as ; t ~r <>wer­
manager-supplier of timber would rationally use. 

b. Measuring Timber Sold. 

the Eastern Regions. and parts of othet's use "tree measuremPnt ·· sales. 
The agency estimates the volume by species as the basis for bids and pa~·ment. 
In the West, estimates are made but payment is on log scale made b'' private 
sealing bureaus. Until the early 1950's the scaling was done t.v tUJency 
employees. As the program rapidly expanded the price of the 1 imhrr was 
reduced by the estimated payment by the purchaser to a scaling bur·••lt l l r o have 
the Forest Service timber scaled. Scaling Bureaus are Industr' · r·· ·. ,1 11res. 
There have been several recent convictions involving cri•inal , ·or,.f 1oc t in 
their scaling , The Appropriations Committee's Investigations :- · d'f has 
reported on these matterS. The retired U.S. Attorney in Oregon. t """! 1 r ;t>d on 
the problem before the Post Office and Civil Service Committee-. fh·· For·est 
Service has been instructed to adopt lump sum sales and drop pri \'~tt1· :-;,a I i ng. 
It has long resisted doing so on the fascinating notion that old-!lr' r•\oof h tree 
volumes can't be deter!ll.ined when the tree is standing as well Its ~oo.ht>n the 
logs are piled on a truck. 

BLM, on the 0 A. C lands, has successfully sold well ov~r :=i P h1ll ion 
board feet in lump sum sales, the highest total dollar bid w~ns. li111 . the 
telling weakneaa of the Forest Service contention is found in it~ n.ppraisal 
system, a defect also in BLH's. Appraisals are ao low that in !ttl' normal 
competitive salea, bids are typically 50X over the advertised prii:P. l1•mp sum 
or scale. 

A basic problem with scaling and volume estimates is that boBrd foot 
measures are meaningless. Mills make lumber, venee~, .and chip wood for 
several p.roducts, while the log rules purport to measure .1" :"( 1 '2" x 12" 
boards. The cubic measure, which the Service is now adopting has t . h~ same 
defect. Each mill reaches its own determination of the yield of A timber· 
.stand. Scale •easures are only crude surrogates. 

The Service could improve, simplify and reduce the cost of oper~tt ini( th•~ 
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sale prot: ram b)" •hitting to fixed price, lump sulil, total dollar sales. 
Bidder• would be provided a sample or lOOX tree count (nu•ber of trees bv 
species, dia•eter and height) . As they do now, bidders would use their oW~ 
estimate of volume to determine whether the total 'dollar advertised price met 
their ability to pay. Trees cut in trespass would be charged at rates that 
increased by diameter on a logarithmic scale; a stolen tree 40'' dbh would 
cost 8 times the char~e for a 20'' tree. The savin@s from droppinq the 
convoluted appraisal process, and checking scaling bureaus would be applied 
to better sale inspections to assure protection of the land. The chanl(e would 
drop the ''early cut" · discount, SRA, etc,, and use a payment schedule that 
made the last payment when lOX of the timber was still to be cut. 

c. Below-Cost Timber Sales. 

For 15 years the FOrest Service has been in denial that thes~ exist. 
This view persists even though their TSPIRS accounting system finds that over 
50 Forests are ''below-cost''. My cash analysis covering 11 years, 1983-1993, 
shows that at least 100 of the 122 Administrative Forests lose money. 

Industry contends the issue is a plot to prevent logging. Common sense 
tells one that mills don't pay more for timber than it is worth to them to 
convert to products. So long as the Forest Service, or any owner, will sell 
timber at the price buyers will pay, Industry will buy it. Industry can not 
be expected to urge that the Forest Service sell timber only when it recovers 
its costs . In fact, Industry continually argues for the sale of timber where 
the Forest Service loses money. 

Subsidies are part of the American Way Of Life. The main Service 
proposal to deal with below-cost sales pretends that the condition does not 
exist, but if it does it is washed away by a theoretical benefit test. Rather 
than the Service pretending it is on the verge of some great ''solution·· , the 
agency might better define the subsidy in each sale if purchased at the 
advertised price. The Service should measure costs for the claimed benefits 
sought by the sale against the cost of securin~ them without lo~gin(. 

For Food Stamps there are limits on who may get them, the condition the 
recipient must be in, and how much worth one can get, so it should be with 
subaidi~ed timber aalea. A system of ''Tree Stamps" should be adopted for 
subsidized tiaber aalea. 

8. The Tongaaa National Forest And Its Long Term co'ntracts. 

In 1989 the Tongaaa issued "Understandin.; the Past • • . Designing the 
Future .. , a 60 page color brochure. It claimed that H.J. Res. 205 in 1947 was 
enacted fl) to make Forest Service Southeast Alaska available to Japan in 
response to an alleged petition, (2) authorize lon~J-term timber sales, and 
(31 guarantee timber would be supplied to the •ills (page 161. 

The hearings clearly show that the Forest Service asked Inter-ior to seek 
H.J.R. 205 because it had 2 fir•s thAt it claimed wanted to establish 
newsprint pulp mills on the Ton~ass to help solve our domestic newsprint 
shortage. The Alaska Natives were claimed the Tongass was theirs. All that 
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H.J.R . 205 was provide that if the Forest Service sold any Toncass timber the 
proceeds would be placed in a special fund until the Native Claim issue was 
settled, and any fir• buying such timber would not be liable for damages 
should the Native position be sustained. There is not one word in the 
hearings, committee reports, flOor debates or the law about authorizing long 
term sales or providing wood to Japan!!! H.J.R. 205 was a temporary measure. 
A solution to the Native Claims promised in 1948. 

After passage of the HJR one 5 billion BF PULP sale was advertised. It 
got no bid, and was readvertised in 1948. A Pug:et Sound Pulp and Paper -
American Viscose joint venture the appraised price. After numerous extensions 
7 years later (1954), it opened a 500 ton rayon-dissolving _ pulp mill. The 
emergency that prompted H.J .R. 205 evaporated before its ink --w'as drv . 

Next a 3 billion BF sale was awarded in 1954, which had constant start­
up sawmill-pulp mill problems. In 1967 the F.S. canceled 2 billion BF of the 
contract and in 1970 ALP took over the balance of the timber under contract. 

A 7.5 billion BF sale went to Georgia-Pacific in 1955. It gave up the 
sale after 6 years, having done nothing. 

The Japanese did not enter the scene until they bid on the Sitka PULP 
sale in 1956, 5 . 25 billion BF. Their mill opened in November 1959. 

A fifth 8.75 billion BF sale, bid in 1965, followed the pattern of the 
G-P sale. It never operated and was canceled in 1976. 

The 1989 Forest Service brochure typifies their constant flow of 
misinformation that has complicated dealing with the impact of lo~"in~ on the 
anadromous streams of the Tongass. 

Ever since 1980, land actually before), the Tongass ti•ber program had 
an appropriated fund subsidy to operate (see Encl 41. This is clear when one 
looks at the receipts left after earmarking $224,692,107 worth of timber for 
Purchaser Road Credit, K.V., Salvage and 25X payments. Treasury was 
-$29,475,809 in the ''red''. This loss is before appropriations, plus 
$433,000,000 subsidy provided by the Tongass Timber Supply Fund fs~e Encl.ll . 

The Mrazek Act was designed to reform Tongass sales, but under Forest 
Service manage•ent Treasury took a qreater "bath". After earmarks for these 
4 years the Treaeury lost -$20,876,588. In the 1992 faced with a $17,495,321 
cash heaorrh&le aa a result of reducin~ the price of timber under the two 
long term contracts, the Service pro11ised that 1993 would show a profit . 
Instead, the "red ink" hemorrh~~e continues. Before counting appropriations 
Treasury was out -S5, 612,749 [ ) , 

Clearly anyone who wants to see the Tongass financial future, need onl~ 

15 See Encl. 4, an analysis of timber "receipts" from the F.S. 
All Service Financial Reports, and timber cut from agency records 
1980-1993. 
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understand the paat aa it really is, not as the agency wishes it were. There 
are other resource degradation problems that have plagued the Ton~ass timber 
prograa. 

The recent act i on on the ALP contract by Chief Thomas is the first 
realistic step the agency has taken in decades to cut its environmental and 
financial losses on the Tongass . 

Summary 

There are 8 major points. Some are matters the a~enc y can add n •ss . Some 
are matters Congress may wish to consider. The Forest Servi c e f ll ct•s lar~e 
problems, some of which are part of the budget exi~encies A.!l a t.: t" nci es 
c onfront, while others are peculiar to it. 

Runn i ng a large agency is a tough ,job. The Chief, his staff . ~r11J those 
all the way down to the District , face external and internal obsta c les. 
Forest Service people are competent . I hope that these are useful i deas . 

Robert E. Wolf 
3 245 Bowen Road 
St . Leonard Hd, 20685-2~11 
410-586-1767 

Enc l. 1. 15 year·, 1979-1993 Analysis of Timber Rece i pts, Earmar·k trut . and 
Appropr i ations . 

Encl. Special Act Acquisitions and costs. 
Encl . Stumpage Appraisal : TEA and the Northern RetJ.ion. Fo r e-sf I tl'l llst. r ie s 

October 1989 
Encl . 4 . Tongass Timber Receipts and Earmarking, 14 years , 19go -t ~ • ~L~ . 

[hnrt.es t .docj 
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Pa«e 1 ot 
a2a.wk3 

Timber Procram - Receipts Less Costs 

A. 

B. 

c. 

Jan 7. 1994 rev. 
Summarv 

Tot. Vol. Cut MBF 

TOT TBR RECEIPTS 

C + D = COSTS 
EARMARKED TBR REC 
1. Purch Road Cred. 

2. K.V. Fund 
3. Tbr Salv&fe Fund 

Subtotal 

4a Brush Dlsp Dep 
4b Road Malnt Dep 
Subtot Spec. Dep. 

Sa 25" Co Paymnt 
Sb 50" OI<C Paymnt 

Subtotal 

C. EARMARKED TBR REC 
Percent of Rec. Earmrk'd 

D. APPROPRIATED COSTS 

t 

D. 

1. Timber Sale Admin. 
2. Support 

3. Reforestation- TSI 
4.Roads FRT/PEP Accnt 

5. Gen Admin I Eatl 
6. Tongasa Tbr Fund 
7. S pee '89 Approp. 

TOTAL APPROP COST 
Without Tontj&aa 

15 Years FY 1979 - 1993 

TOTAL AVERAGE 

146.232,005.000 9. 748,800.333 
==~========•==================:::= 

$16.536.335.816 11.102,422.388 
==========··============::~.=====·= 

** A Wash For 
11,875,897.237 
12.667.991,085 

1997,831,842 
15,541,720,163 

1760,308,000 
1678,741.000 

11,439,049,000 

13,660,673.943 
$152,558,276 

13,813,232,220 

110,794,001,383 
65" 

12.999.242,000 
11,342.947.520 
11,515,219.000 
12,769,419,000 
11,378.369,903 

1433.052,000 
129,252,000 

110,467,501,423 
110,034.449.423 

Cash Analysis 
1125,059,816 
1177,866,072 
166,522,123 

1369,448,011 

150,687.200 
145,249,400 
195,936,600 

1244,044,930 
110,170,552 

1254,215,481 

1719,600,092 

1199,949,467 
189,529,835 

1101,014,600 
1184,627,933 
191,B91,327 
128,870,133 
11,950,133 

1697,833,428 
1668,963,295 

Aver. Per 
MBF Cut 

1113.08 

Purposes 
112.83 
118.24 
16.82 

137.90 

15.20 
14.64 
19.84 

125.03 
11.04 

126.08 

173.81 

120.51 
19.18 

110.36 
118.94 
19.43 
12.96 
10.20 

171.58 
171.25 

E. Total Costa IC+Dl 121.261,502.806 11.417,433,520 1145.40 

F. CASH NET I 8 - E l IS4,725,166,990l 11315,011,1331 1132.311 

Reference Notes 
Note 1 Net Receipt& Attar EarmarkinC 

N.F. Fund Net 15,589.776,156 
0 a. C Fund Net 1152,558.276 

Total Net Rec. 15,742,334,433 
Note 2 0 a. C Payment is SOX of Receipt& 

1372,651.744 
110,170,552 

1382,822,296 

138.23 
Sl.04 

139.27 

Note 3 NF County 25" Multiplier 114,657.880,784 1977,192,052 1100.24 
Baaed on Sum of Purchaser Road Credit, K.V., N.F. Fund, a. Salva11e Fund loince 19881. 

·••" Support; Land Line. Location, Road Maintenance, Rance, Fire, Soil/Water, Wildlife/Fish Monev 
Tongaaa Tbr. Fund Only* 1433,052,000 128,870,133 180.11 
Salv+BD+RM+Tbr S +Suprt 17.212,122,362 1450,757,648 146.24 
* Base for Added AK Coat 

NET CASH 

NF Fund Gross(&) 

114,725.166,9901 

19,250,449,621 

/·o-f:!'/ 

I 1295,322,937 l 1130.281 

1578,153,101 159.29 



A. 

B. 

c. 

Pa«e 2 of 
a2a.wk3 -
Jan 7. 1994 rev. 

Summarv 

Tot. Vol. Cut MBF 
======a•a:aa:a::a 

TOT TBR RECEIPTS 

C + D = COSTS 
EARMARKED TBR REC 
1. Purch Road Cred. 

2. K.V. Fund 
3. Tbr Salvage Fund 

Subtotal 

4a Brush Diap Dep 
4b Road Malnt Dep 
S u btot S pee. Dep. 

Sa 25" Co Pa:vmnt 
5b 50" OlC Pa:vmnt 

Subtotal 

C. EARMARKED TBR REC 
Percent of Rec. Earmrk'd 

D. APPROPRIATED COSTS 
1. Timber Sale Admin. 

2. Support · 
3. Retoreatation- TSI 

4.Roada FRT /PEP Accnt 
5. Gen Admin lEoti 

6. Tongaao Tbr Fund 
7. Spec '89 Approp. 

D. TOTAL APPROP COST 
Without Tongasa 

E. Total Costa IC+DI 

F. CASH NET I B - E I 

Reference Notes 
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Timber Procram - Receipts Leal Coate 
11 Yeara 1983-1993 

TOTAL 

111,923,365.000 

AVERAGE 

10.174,851.364 

Aver. Per 
MBF Cut 

a========:r:.===== :~:a:~a:::a::aaa 

112,833,659,026 11,166,696,275 1114.66 
: as:::::::z===•=••===••=••=a:aaa::a ==••=== 

** A Wuh For Caah Anal:rato Purpoooeo 
11,204,162,237 1109,469,294 110.76 
12,237,557,085 1203,414,280 119.99 

1952,208,842 186,564,440 18.51 
14,393,928,163 1399,448,015 139.26 

1801,763,000 154,705,727 15.38 
1567,855,000 151,623,182 15.07 

11,169,618,000 1106,328,909 110.45 

12,836,769,403 1257,888,128 125.35 
1106,556,276 19,686,934 10.95 

12,943,325,679 1267,575,062 126.30 

18,506,871,843 1773,351,986 176.01 
66" -------------- ------------

12.294,842,000 1208,622,000 120.50 
11,105,047,520 1100,458,865 19.87 
Sl,l19,719,000 1101,792,636 SlO.OO 
11,724,819,000 $156,801,727 115.41 
$1,257.729,903 1114,339,082 111.24 

1367,752,000 133,432,000 13.29 
129,252,000 12,659,273 10.26 

-------- ---------
17.899.161,423 1718,105,584 170.58 
17,531,409,423 1684,673,584 169.63 

----------- -------------
116,406.033,266 11,491,457,570 1146.58 

-------------- ---------
113,572,374,2401 11324,761,2951 1131.921 

aa:zaz==•••====== •==•z===•==== 

Note l Net Receipta Attar Earmarking 
N.F. Fund Net 14,220,230,906 

0 " C Fund Net 1106,556,276 
Total Net Rec. 14,326,787,183 

Note 2 0 l C Pa7o'ment io 50" ot Receipta 

1383,657,355 
19,686,934 

1393,344,289 

137.71 
10.95 

138.66 

Note 3 NF County 25" Multiplier 111,362,262,472 $1,032,932,952 1101.52 
Baaed on Sum of Purehuer Road Credit, K..V., N.F. Fund, l Salva1e Fund !since 1988). 

" t " Support; Land Line, Location. Road Maintenance, Range, Fire, Soil/Water, Wildlife/Fish Money 
Tongaaa Tbr. Fund Onl:v* 1367,752,000 133,432,000 197.75 
Salv+BD+RM+Tbr 5 +Suprt 15,889,468,362 1535,406,215 152.62 
* Baae tor Added AX Coat 

NET CASH 

NF Fund Groaalal 

113,572.374.2401 

17,057.000.309 

z. ~~l 

11324,761.2951 1$31.901 

1641,545,483 163.03 



417 

Pace J of i 
a2a.wk3 

Timber Procram - Receipts Lesa Coata 
5 Years 1983-1987 

Timber Pro(ram - Receipts Lesa Costs 

Jan i. 1994 rev. 
SummarY 

A. Tot. Vol. Cut MBF 

TOTAL AVERAGE Aver. Pe 
MBF Cut 

55.212.587.000 11,042.517.400 

5 Years 1988-1992 

TOTAL AVERAGE 

50. i93.840.000 10.158.768.000 

Aver. P'!r 
~1BF C\Jt 

.. TOT TBR RECEIPTS 15.097.490.898 11.019.498,180 1104.58 16.645.366,137 11.329.0i3,227 1130.83 
••••-••••••••::c =••••••••••=-• =•••aa••• ••::~••••••::~a::ca••••==::c::c•::;aaa::caaaaa :a:::aa=== 

c. 
C+O.-COSTS 

EARMARKED TBR REC 
1. Purch Ro&d. Cred. 

2. K.V, Fund 

** A Waah For Caah Analysis Purpous 

3. Tbr Salvate Fund 
Subtot&l 

-ta Bruah Diap Dep 
4b Road ~aint Dep 
Subtot Spec. Dep. 

5& 25K Co Paymnt 
Sb 50K o•c Paymnt 

Subtotal 

C. EARMARXED TBR REC 
Percent of Rec. Earra.rk'd 

D. 

o. 

E. 

F. 

APPROPRIATED COSTS 
1. Timber Sale Ad.mtn. 

2. Support 
3. Reforeatation- TSI 

4.Roada FR'IVPEP Accnt 
5. Gen Adain ( Eatl 

6. Toncua Tbr Fund 
7, Spec '89 Approp. 

TOTAL APPROP COST 
Without Toncua 

Total Ca.ta IC+Dl 

CASHNETIB-EI 

Reference Notea 

636.549,380 
872,470.S73 

88,666,000 
1,597,685,953 

278.018.000 
213.434,000 
489,452,000 

1,108.648,694 
42.389,061 

1,151,037,755 

3,238,175.708 
64S 

904,236,000 
439,500,283 
538,936,000 

1,079,100,000 
592,353,656 
218,803,000 

0 

1127,309,876 111.33 
1174.494,115 115.80 
117,733,200 11.61 

1319.537,191 128.94 
10 

155.203.600 15.00 
142,688,800 13.87 
197.890,400 18.86 

10 
1221.729.73~ 120.06 

18,477.812 10.77 
1230,207,551 120.85 

10 
1647,635,142 158.65 

--------- ----
1180.847.200 

187.900,057 
1107.787.200 
1215.820,000 
1118,470,731 

143. 7&0,600 
10 

116.38 
17.96 
19.76 

119.54 
110.73 

13.98 
10.00 

3,772,928,939 1754,585.788 1111.33 
3,554,125,939 1710,825,188 -02 

7.011,104,647 11,402,220,92V 1126.98 

11,913,613,7491 11382,722,7501 1134.881 

Note 1 Net Receipt& Alter EariD&l'kinC 
N.F. Fund Net 1,81&.926,129 1363,386,226 132.91 

0 l C Fund. Net 42,389,081 t8,477.812 10.77 
Total Net Rec. 1,859,315,190 1371,883,038 133.68 

Note 2 0 l C Pav .. nt i• ~ of Receipt& 

1502.865,478 
11,090,113.931 

1673,694,107 
12,266,673,516 

1256.733.000 
1287.304.000 
1544.037.000 

11.491.727,241 
159,617,656 

11,551,344,897 

14,362,055,413 
66S --------------

553,047,237 
488,570.000 
550,914.000 
581,376,247 
148,949.000 
29.252.000 -----

3,503,681.484 
3,354, 732,484 -----
7,865,738,897 -------

11,220,370,7801 --········-·· 
2.223.693.068 

59,617,6156 
2,283,310,724 

1100,573.096 
1218.022.786 
1134.738.821 
«53.334. 703 

151.346.600 
157.460.800 

1108.807.400 

1298.345,448 
111.923.531 

1310.268.979 

1872.411.083 

-------------

1110.609,447 
197,714.000 

1110,182.800 
1112,275,249 

12St. 789.800 
15.850,400 ---------

1700.736.297 
H70,946,497 

--------
11,573,147.379 -----------
11244.074.1521 

aaaa::ca::c,.aa::a:: 

14«.738,614 
$11.923,531 

1456,662,145 

Note 3 NF County '25'll Multiplier 4,434,594,776 1816,918,96& 180.32 , 5,982,093.824 11,196,418,765 
B&Md on Sum of Purcbuer Road Credit. LV., N.F. Punct, l Salvac~ Fund l•ince 19881. 

"t" Support; l.aftd Line, Location, Roed Maintenance, Rance, Ftre, Soil/Water, WUdlife/Ftah Money 
Toncua Tbr. Fund Only• 1218,803.000 143,780,600 1158.81 T 1148,941,000 121,789.800 
Salv+BD+RM+Tbr S +Suprt $3,741,811,311 t749,782,271 117.10 3,091,300,344 1618,280,069 

19.90 
121.46 
113.26 
144.62 

15.05 
55.66 

SlO.Tl 

129.37 
5l.li 

530.54 

585.88 

110.89 
19.62 

110.85 
111.05 

12.93 
50.58 

168.98 
168.83 

5154.86 

1124.03) 

143.78 
11.17 

144.95 

1117.77 

172.59 
160.86 

NET CASH 111,1188,7110,8141 11331,752,1631 1130.021 

... 131,425,932 t12e.285,11Ms t74.7e 

11,220,370,710) 112«.074.152) t 124.03) 

NF Fund Grooolal 1,171,573.000 1234.314,600 123.07 



a:la.wkJ tr , 9' ~'1;. 1 o,; I 
Jan 7. 1994 re v. 

Summarv 

A. Tot. Vol. Cut MBF 

8. TOT TBR RECEIPTS 

c. 

::::a::aaaassaaaaas 
C +. D s COSTS 

EARM_~RKED TBR REC 
1. Purch Road Cred. 

2. K.V. Fund 
3. Tbr Salva«e Fund 

Subtotal 

4& Bruah Diap Dap 
4b Road Malnt Dap 
Subtot Spec. Dap. 

Sa 25X Co Pa:rmnt 
5b SOX 06,C Paymnt 

Subtotal 

C. EARMARKED TBR REC 
Percent of Rec. Earmrk • d 

D. 

• 

D. 

E. 

p, 

APPROPRIATED COSTS 
1. Timber Sale Admin. 

2. Support 
3. Reforeatation- TSl 

4.Jioada FRTIPEP Accnt 
5. Gen Admin n:atl 

S. Toncau Tbr Fund 
7, Spec 'at Allllrop. 

TOTAL APPROP COST 

Total eo.ta IC+DI 

CASRIIETIB-11 - ·-Reference llot.ee 

418 

1992 1992 

7.289.632.000 

Aver. Per 
MBF Cut 

1155.87 
11.136.256.764 1155.87 

aassaaaaa::a::::ra =======•= 

88,880,107 
246,708,429 
193.885.326 
529,453.863 

30.271.000 
56.310.000 
88,581,000 

254,715,363 
7.814,725 

262,530,088 

878,564.951 
77X 

263,745,000 
128,800,000 
96,521.000 
95,180,000 

117,000.000 
n.a. 

1189 only 

701.14e.OOO 

112.19 
133.84 
126.59 
172.63 

14.15 
17.72 

111.88 

134.94 
11.07 

136.01 

1120.52 

136.18 
117.64 
113.24 
113.17 
115.05 
n.a. 
n.a. 

196.28 ----- ·---
1,51C),410.t61 

1444.154,1111 

1211.80 

iSIIO.II31 ··----- ----
- 1 Net R8ceipta Altar s.r....ltinl 

II.F. Puod !let Z411.177.oll 
o • c r.aod 11et 7.114,725 

Total NW be. 257,8111,113 
-2 OlC~181011olR8celpta 

134.21 
11.07 

135.35 

1993 1993 

5,916,938.000 

Aver. Per 
MBF Cut 

$184.35 
11,090,801.991 1184.35 

z.zsaaaasa:saa:sa za.za:::::::::r 

64,747,379 
274,972,581 
189.848.735 
529,568,695 

69,012,000 
67.117,000 

136,129,000 

236,393,468 
4,549,559 

240,943,027 

906,640,722 
83X 

219,033,000 
112,500,000 

112,213,000 
94,805,000 

104.000,000 
n.a. 

1969 only 

622.551,000 

$10.94 
146.47 
132.09 
189.50 

$11.66 
111.34 
123.01 

139.95 
10.77 

$40.72 

1153.23 

137.02 
119.01 
Sl5.58 
116.02 
117.58 

n.a. 
n.a. 

1105.22 ------ .......• 
1,5211,191,722 

1436,319,7311 

1258.44 

1174.091 ··- --···-
1711,811,709 

4,549,511 
114,111,289 

130.38 
10.7? 

131.12 

11- 3 liP Couoty ZIS MultlpU.r 1.034,048,314 1141.15 , 145,573,172 1159.81 
1ue<1 on •- ol Purcbuer Road Credit. LV., ll.r. Puod, l Selva~• P11nd laince 111811. 

"t" SUIII>Ort: LaDcl Llae, r-uoa, Road Maintenance. Rance, rtre, loll/Water, WUdllfe/Fiah Money 
Tone- Tbr. r.aDCI Oftl,.. n.a. n.a. T n.a. n.a. 
SaiY+ID+RM+Tbr S +I11Pt't 172,791,321 lt2.29 157,510,735 1111.12 
• · .... for Added Alt Coet 

lfft CASH 

NP P11nd Grou{al 

1444.154.1111 

504.5ft.451 

ISIIO.II31 

.... u 

1431.311,7311 1174.091 

418,0011,117 170.31 



T
i .

. l
u

•r
 

l1
n

u
l'n

u
tt

 
-

H
 ..
 t·P

.i
U

l!
't 

I.
@

H
ft

 
C

o
al

e
 

l)
o
ll

a
n

 
15

 
Y

ea
n

 
F

Y
 1

97
9-

19
91

 
l'

n
lf

t• 
r, 

n
( 

I 
111

2f
ii,

W
k

:J 
.h
m
7

.
1
~
 

r .
. v

. 
s

u 
.
.
.
 r

w
 

to'
.S

 • 
.u

.u
n

c
e

d
 

0 
1 

C.
 

in
c:

lu
d

e
d 

H
e

v
ia

e
d

 
lo

 
In

c
lu

d
e 

B
ru

s
h

 
D

la
p

o
 .
.
 l 

a
n

d
 

H
o

e
d

 
M

ai
n

te
n

an
c

e 
D

ep
o

ai
 l

a 
19

79
 

19
11

0 
19

81
" 

1Y
82

 
19

8J
 

19
84

 
19

01
5 

.. 
T

ot
.. 

V
ol

. 
C

u
t 

H
B

F
 

10
,3

7
7

,3
47

.0
00

 
9.

14
7

,8
39

.0
0

0
 

8
,0

36
,1

94
.0

0
0

 
6

,7
41

.2
60

.0
0

0
 

1
5

55
,3

55
,8

41
 

9
,2

44
,0

3
7

.0
0

0
 

10
,5

48
,6

8
7

.0
0

0
 

1
0

,9
2

1
,2

7
0.

0
0

0
 

H
. 

T
O

T
 T

B
H

 
R

E
C

E
IP

T
S

 
&1

,1
76

,0
S

ti
,9

50
 

1
9

9
3

,0
8

7
,0

0
0

 
1

9
7

8
.1

1
7

,0
0

0
 

C
 
+

 0
 

z 
C

O
S

T
S

 
C

. 
€

A
A

H
A

R
K

E
D

 
T

B
R

 
R

F.
C

 
1.

 
P

u
n

:h
 

R
oa

d 
C

re
d

. 
2.

 
K

.'J
. 

F
u

n
d

 

•
•
 

A
 W

aa
h 

F
o

r 
C

a
a
h

 
A

n
a
b

e
la

 
P

u
rp

o
a
e
a
 

:t.
 

T
b

r 
s.

-l
v

ac
e 

F
u

n
d

 
S

ub
t.o

t.-
1 

4a
 

8
ru

1
h

 D
ia

p
 

D
ep

 
4

h
 

R
oa

d 
M

al
n

l 
D

ep
 

S
u

b
lo

t 
S

p
ec

. 
D

ep
. 

S
. 
2
5
~
 

C
o

 
P

a
v

•n
t 

S
h 

S
O

. 
O

i<
: 

P
a
y

•n
l 

S
u

b
to

tA
l 

C
. 

E
A

W
H

A
H

K
E

D
 T

B
R

 
R

E
C

 
P

•r
ce

n
l 

ot
 H

er
..

 
E

a
r•

rk
 'd

 

D
. 

A
l'f

'A
O

f'R
IA

T
E

D
 

C
O

S
T

S
 

1.
 

T
l•

b
e

r 
S

..
. 

A
d

a
ln

. 

• 
2.

 
S

u
p

p
o

rt
 

:l.
 

A
f!

ro
re

•L
aU

o
n

-
T

S
I 

4
.N
u~

r~
d•

 
fR

T
/P

io
:P

 
A

cc
n

l 
5.

 
t:

.m
 

A
d

•i
n

 
I E

at
l 

6
. 

T
u

n
•u

• 
T

b
r 

F
u

n
d

 
7.

 
S

p
ec

-
'8

9
 A

p
p

ro
p

, 

---
---

---
---

---
---

---
-

o.
 

T
O

T
A

l. 
A

P
P

R
O

f' 
C

O
S

T
 

W
U

hn
ul

 
T

on
e•

••
 

--
---

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

-
to:

. 
T

u
l"

l 
t"

o•
l•

 
IC

+D
I 

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
... 

('
A

S
II

 
N

F
.T

 
I 

8 
-

E
 

I 
-z

a
a
•z

a
a
a
:.

::
a
•
:.

::
:

:::
o:

:
:
:
 

N
:•f

e
rP

.n
t·e

 
H

ot
t:

• 

1
1

5
4

,7
2

7
,0

0
0

 
11

64
,2

26
,0

00
 

11
11

,4
62

.0
00

 
1

1
1

6,
57

6.
00

0 
11

2,
38

1.
00

0 
1

1
4

,5
3

0,
0

0
0

 
U

'I
 ..

..
. .O

OO
 

1
2

9
5

,3
3

2
,0

0
0

 
I I

T
t 

19
80

 
14

2,
13

11
.0

00
 

1
4

2,
31

4,
00

0 
12

1.
12

2.
00

0 
1

2
t.
-
.o

o
o

 
l&

t.M
I.O

O
O

 
1

7
2

,3
5

9,
0

0
0

 

$2
6&

,6
1

5
.7

0
0

 
12

20
,2

83
,7

50
 

t1
5

,6
7

3
.0

0
0

 
tl

2
,5

3
1

,5
0

0
 

12
81

.2
81

,1
00

 
12

32
,8

15
,2

50
 

16
29

,1
15

,1
0

0
 

1
6

0
0

,5
0

6
,2

5
0

 
54

!1
 

-
--

--
--

---
--

--
---

---
---

---
-

11
69

,0
00

.0
00

 
1

1
1

8
,8

0
0.

0
0

0
 

$3
6,

00
0,

00
0 

15
8,

00
0.

00
0 

19
4

,1
t0

0,
0

0
0

 
1

1
0

1
,5

0
0

.0
0

0
 

1
2

4
5

.4
0

0
,0

0
0

 
12

03
,2

00
,0

00
 

I•
 •

b
o

v
e
 

l•
 a

b
o

v
e
 

n
o

t 
In

 
la

w
 

n
o

t 
ln

 
la

w
 

19
89

 o
n
l
~
 

19
89

 o
n

ly
 

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
---

---
---

---
-

15
45

,2
00

,0
00

 
1

6
0

1
,5

0
0

,0
0

0
 

15
45

,2
00

,0
00

 
16

01
,5

00
,0

00
 

--
--

---
--

---
--

---
---

---
---

-
$

1
.1

7
4

,9
1

5
.7

0
0

 
11

,2
02

,0
06

,2
5

0
 

---
--

--
--

---
--

---
--

--
--

--
--

11
,1

41
.2

50
 

fl
2

0
8

,9
1

9
,2

50
1 

a
a
a
::

::
::

o
:a

a
a
 

:
:

::
r.

a
a
a
a
a
a
:a

: 

N
,.

l 
He

t:
e
il

,l
• 

A
rt

e
r 

E
a
r•

a
rk

in
c
 

N
.J.

". 
F

u1
1d

 
N

et
 

1
5

3
0

.6
ti

H
.2

50
 

13
80

,0
49

,Z
50

 
f)

 
A

 
C

 
F

u
n

d
 

N
et

 
1

1
5

,6
7

3
,0

0
0

 
&

12
,5

3
1

,5
0

0
 

T
o

la
l 

N
e

t 
R

ec
, 

1
~
6
.
3
4
1

.2
5
0
 

13
92

,5
80

,7
50

 
N

n
t.•

 
I 

()
 I

 
c.; 

P
11

1v
.e

nl
 

i•
 

50
'S

 o
f 

R
e<

:e
lp

l•
 

N
o

te
 

2 
,.

 •.
 C

.0
tt

t1
h

 2
$

1
 M

u
lt

ip
li

e
r 

lt
.o

6
2

,4
6

2
,9

5
0

 
M

8
1

,1
J5

,0
0

0
 

11
88

,6
54

,0
00

 
11

24
,8

60
,0

00
 

11
1,

88
4,

00
0 

1
3

2
5,

39
8,

00
0 

19
81

 
1

4
3

,8
4

4
,0

0
0

 
12

7,
52

6,
00

0 
$1

1,
36

9
,0

00
 

12
17

,7
64

,2
50

 
t1

1
,8

9
3

,5
00

 
1

2
2

9,
6

1
1

,7
5

0
 

&
82

6,
44

4.
 7

5
0

 
64

!1
 

---
---

---
---

-
11

97
,8

00
.0

00
 

$6
6,

90
0,

00
0 

11
04

,9
0

0
,0

0
0

 
12

62
,9

00
,0

00
 

I•
 a

b
o

v
e
 

12
3,

30
0,

00
0 

19
89

 o
nl

Y
 

--
--

--
--

--
--

-
1&

55
,8

00
,0

00
 

16
32

,5
00

,0
00

 
---

---
--

---
--

1
1

,2
82

:,Z
44

,7
S

O
 

---
--

--
--

---
-

11
30

4
,0

6
7

.7
50

1 
z
a
a
a
::

:z
a
a
:
:
:
:
 

1
3

3
9

,8
38

,7
5

0
 

11
1.

89
3

,5
00

 
1

3
5

1
,7

3
2

,2
5

0
 

&
87

1
,1

37
.0

0
0

 

11
64

,1
28

,0
00

 
17

7,
54

8.
00

0 
16

,8
22

.0
00

 
12

48
,4

!1
1,

00
0 

1!
11

2 
12

9,
58

8,
00

0 
12

6,
25

4
, 0

0
0

 
15

5.
11

42
,0

00
 

11
20

,2
20

,8
41

 
15

,l
l0

4,
0

0
0

 
1

1
2

8,
12

4
,6

41
 

14
30

,4
82

,8
41

 
78

11
 

---
---

---
---

1
1

5
8,

8
0

0
,0

0
0

 
$7

1,
00

0
,0

00
 

19
4,

30
0,

00
0 

12
73

,1
00

,0
00

 
11

20
,6

40
,0

0
0

 
$4

2.
00

0,
00

0 
19

89
 o

n
ly

 
---

---
--

---
--

17
65

,8
40

,0
00

 
17

23
, 6

40
,0

00
 

--
---

--
---

---
11

,1
96

,3
02

,6
41

 
--

--
--

---
--

--
11

64
0,

94
7

,0
00

1 
::

:z
a
a
a
a

a
a
z
a
: 

11
18

,9
89

,0
0

0
 

15
,9

04
,0

00
 

1
1

2
4

,8
9

3
,0

0
0

 

1
4

8
0

,8
83

,3
62

 
R

fl
a

•d
 

o
n

 
S
u

•
 o

f 
P

u
rc

h
&

M
r 

R
o

.d
 C

re
d

it
, 

I(
,V

.,
 

N
.F

. 
F

u
n

d
, 

&.
 

S
A

iv
a«

e 
F

u
n

d
 

la
ln

c
e
 

19
88

1 
. 

1
8

2
0

,6
0

8
,6

4
0

 

11
53

,2
03

,2
61

 
1

1
7

3
,0

9
1

,8
5

4
 

1
1

4
,1

0
6

,0
0

0
 

13
40

,4
01

,1
15

 
1!

11
3 

I 
14

1.
11

44
.0

00
 

13
3,

85
9.

00
0 

1
8

1
,7

0
3

,0
0

0
 

1
1

7
8

,7
2

4
,0

6
9

 
14

,1
16

1,
88

2 
11

83
,6

7
5

,7
51

 

' 
S6

05
,7

79
,1

M
l8

 
74

!1
 

---
---

---
---

-
11

58
,3

40
,0

00
 

11
3,

53
0,

00
0 

11
01

,1
16

3.
00

0 
12

34
,5

01
,0

0
0

 
11

27
,S

66
,0

00
 

14
2,

62
0,

0
0

0
 

19
89

 o
il

l:
v 

---
---

---
---

-
18

08
,5

20
,0

0
0

 
17

68
,0

00
.0

00
 

---
---

---
---

-
1

1
,4

1
4

,2
9

9
.8

6
6

 
--

--
--

--
---

--
11

59
3,

69
1.

22
81

 

·····
····=

=· 
S

Z
09

,8
7

7
 ,0

92
 

14
,9

51
,6

82
 

$
2

1
4

.8
2

8
,7

74
 

17
14

,8
!1

1
,2

16
 

.. ,
 ..

 
S

u1
•1

oo
rt

: 
l•

n
d

 
l.

ln
e

, 
l.

o
cA

li
o

n
. 

R
o

ad
 

H
a
ln

le
n

•n
c

e
, 

R
an

ce
, 

F
ir

e.
 S

o
il

/W
at

er
, 

W
il

d
li

fe
/f

l•
h

 
H

o
n
e
v

 
T

o
ru

f1
11

••
 

T
b

r,
 

F
u

n
d

 O
n

lw
• 

n
o

l 
in

 
l•

w
 

n
o

t 
In

 
la

w
 

I2
3,

JO
O

,O
O

O
 

1
4

2
,0

0
0

,0
0

0
 

1
4

2,
5

2
0

,0
0

0
 

S
"l

v
ti

U
h

H
H

+
T

b
r 

S 
•S

u
l•

rl
 

1
2
8
7

.~
4
H

,O
O
D
 

ll
2

J,
M

9
,0

0
0

 
· 

13
71

.2
5

3
.0

0
0

 
1

34
0

.4
64

.0
0

0
 

&
38

0.
11

J9
,0

0
0

 

N
t:

T
 

C:
A

S
II

 
ll

.l
4

1
.2

f'O
 

1
1
2
0
f
i

,9
1
Y
.2
~
J
I
 

IU
U

4
.t)

67
.7

!;U
) 

ll
fi

4U
,V

47
,U

U
tH

 
ll

!t
9

:l
,fi

V
I

.2
25

1 

N
t" 

t"
u~

t~
f 

t;
ro

a
tt

l•
l 

l
l
~
.
:
t
H

:I
.~
M
I
 

I6
0

0
,J

JJ
,U

UU
 

1
~

!)
7

,f
i4

!
:1
.U

UI
I 

1
2

J9
.2

09
.J

fi
2 

U
K

H
.6

01
.1

61
 

1
9

8
8

,6
54

,7
71

 
19

16
,2

36
,5

44
 

S1
5<

t,
IC

)8
,2

05
 

11
07

,9
48

,1
22

 
11

65
,4

62
.8

43
 

IU
M

i,
l0

7.
20

4 
12

0,
51

4,
00

0 
11

5,
23

2.
00

0 
13

40
,0

85
,0

48
 

13
09

,2
81

,1
12

S
 

1!
11

4 
2 

19
85

 
3 

18
0,

29
0,

00
0 

15
3,

73
4.

00
0 

$4
3,

97
6.

00
0 

$3
8,

61
3.

00
0 

11
04

,2
66

,0
00

 
19

2,
34

1.
00

0 

12
11

,4
01

,8
58

 
11

98
,1

50
,5

9
3

 
19

,1
33

,8
69

 
11

,0
27

.5
11

 
$2

20
,5

35
,5

21
 

12
1!

6,
11

1,
11

0 

18
64

,8
8&

,5
15

 
.1

80
7,

81
3.

oo
&

 
61

!1
 

-
---

--
--

--
--

--
--

---
--

--
--

--
11

81
,5

41
,0

00
 

11
94

,1
02

.0
00

 
$8

5,
19

4
,0

00
 

1
1

9.
4

9
4

.0
0

0
 

$8
5,

58
2

,0
00

 
11

04
,6

6
4

,0
0

0
 

12
61

,(
19

5,
00

0 
12

34
,8

18
,0

00
 

11
23

,8
8

3
,e

o
o

 
II

 24
,1

3
5

,6
0

0
 

14
1,

08
3,

00
0 

14
7

, 1
00

.0
00

 
19

89
 o

n
ly

 
19

89
 o

n
ly

 
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

---
---

-
17

84
,3

8
4

,6
0

0
 

17
95

,5
13

,6
00

 
17

<4
3,

30
1

,6
0

0
 

17
48

,4
13

,8
00

 
--

--
--

--
--

--
-

---
---

---
---

-
11

,4
49

,2
71

,1
15

 
11

,4
03

, 3
2

6
.-

---
---

---
---

-
--

--
---

--
--

--
11

48
0,

6
1

6
,4

04
1 

(1
48

1,
09

0.
00

21
 

··
··

·=
===

==
=

 
a
:a

:
::r.
a
•
a

a
a
a

z 

13
14

.6
3

4
,5

2
7

 
S

3
0

0
,3

ts
,t

5
2

 
1

9
,1

3
3

,6
6

9
 

18
,0

27
,6

81
 

1
3

2
3

,7
6

8
,1

9
6

 
1

3
0

8
,4

2
3

,6
3

9
 

$&
45

,6
0

7
 ,4

33
 

17
92

,8
0

2
.3

1
0

 

U
I

,0
8

3
,0

0
0

 
&

47
.1

0
0,

0
0

0
 

St
:\M

,6
0

4
,0

0
0

 
*4

36
,8

15
,0

00
 

11
4f

iU
,I

ii
6

,.J
U

41
 

I 1
48

7 
,0

9
0

,0
6

2
) 

1
~
2

fi
,U
:t

fi
,:

IM
5 

$4
91

1,
5

4
6

,5
44

 

~
 

.....
. 

cc
 



11
1

\.
1

! 
li 

o
r 

7 
D

n
ll

lt
l'

fl
 

:t
l!

a.
w

k
:l 

.... .
.-

Jt
~u

 
7.

 
19

94
 

re
w

. 
,,..

. 
19

11
7 

.... 
. ... 

19
90

 
S

u
• .
.
 rv

 

A
. 

T
ot

.. 
V

ol
. 

e
u

t 
M

B
F 

11
.7

86
,4

90
.0

00
 

12
.7

12
;1

03
.0

00
 

12
,6

16
,3

61
.0

0
0

 
11

,9
50

,1
37

.0
00

 
10

,4
81

,9
91

.0
00

 
8,

47
4,

91
!t

.O
O

O
 

:a
••

••
••

••
••

••
••

•a
 

.. 
TO

T 
T

B
R

 
R

B
C

II
f'

T
S

 
ll

,I
JO

,H
-4

,&
66

 
11

.2
41

,7
06

,3
78

 
11

,3
50

,8
70

,1
25

 
11

,4
91

,3
23

,2
72

 
11

,4
19

,7
14

,4
01

 
11

,2
41

,4
01

,5
75

 

··
··

··
··

··
··

··
"~
· 

••
=•

••
••

:a
••

••
••

:a
aa

aa
•a

a•
••

••
••

••
••

••
••

••
=•

••
•:a

a.
o:

aa
aa

a:
a:

o;
;.:

;a
aa

z:
:a

aa
•=

••
••

••
••

a•
=•

••
••

••
••

••
•a

aa
a 

c.· 
t 

D
 a

 C
O

S
T

S
 

("
. 

E
A

R
M

A
R

lB
D

 
T

B
R

 
R

E
C

 
1.

 
t>

ur
ch

 R
oa

d 
C

re
d

. 
1

1
1

7
,0

U
.1

7
4

 
11

04
,2

&
3,

41
1 

lt
i,

O
C

U
,7

11
 

11
01

,6
41

,0
94

 
11

04
,8

83
.1

44
 

11
04

,5
71

,7
21

 
2.

 
l.

V
. 

'"
n

d
 

11
11

.4
10

.1
71

 
tt

ti
,:

M
IA

IS
 

12
15

,2
20

,1
&

1 
12

21
,8

96
,7

41
 

12
01

.4
81

.6
•
 

.... -....
 

3.
 T

h
r 

S
a
lw

••
• 

F
u

n
d

 
_,..

,_ 
11

1,
13

7,
00

0 
13

2,
1 .

.
 ,9

22
 

tl
4

4
,4

1
6

,7
6

1
 

II
U

.2
0

6
.1

tt
l 

ll
4

4
,e

31
,.2

61
 

S
u
b
~
l
 

-·-·
 t3

1
8

,7
tl

,l
ll

 
13

45
,4

21
,7

1'
7 

14
10

,7
23

,&
11

 
14

81
,5

51
.2

11
 

14
41

,5
15

,1
74

 

·-.. 
U

JI
7 

5 
·-I 

·-· 
t.

~1
'.

1!
'r

.:
t 

11:
: 

m:m
• 

tU
:U

l:=
 

1
6

8
-
-

1
6

4
,4

6
8

-
M

7,
12

1.
00

0 
.....

.. -
IM

,3
l2

.0
0

0
 

m
,•

1
1

-
.....

.. _
 ....

.. ,_
 

S
u

b
l.

o
l 

S
p

e
c
. 

D
ep

. 
.
.
.
 17

1.
00

0 
ll

lt
.N

7
.0

0
0

 
11

18
,t

li
,O

O
O

 
11

01
,0

13
.0

00
 

11
00

,7
&

1.
00

0 
IU

2
,T

3
8

,0
0

0
 

511
1 

2
5

S
 C

.n
 

P
a:

v
•n

l 
t2

4
l,

8
3

2
,1

1
7

 
12

71
,7

31
,2

01
 

1
3

0
2

,0
0

Z
,7

tl
 

1
3

H
,I

J5
,Z

U
 

13
23

,Q
II

M
,I

25
 

ti
7

Z
,I

Z
I,

It
7

' 
5

b
 S

OW
. 

O
lf

: 
P

e
v

•n
l 

.....
.. ,..

. 
11

0.
12

7,
77

4 
11

1.
.1

10
,4

11
 

11
1,

12
4,

80
1 

11
3.

34
3,

46
0 

1
1

,1
1

4
,3

 .
.
 

S
u

b
tc

t.
al

 
IJ

5
1

.o
ii

,S
II

 
12

11
2,

68
1,

18
2 

ll
i4

M
3

.2
7

Z
 

ll
M

,0
3

t.
l7

1
 

13
31

,4
01

1,
07

5 
1:

18
1,

50
3,

$1
1 

t:
-'M

"'A
M

II.
F.

D
 

T
B

R
 

R
EC

 
16

43
,4

23
.3

17
 

17
11

.2
12

.1
16

 
17

77
,2

23
,0

18
 

11
43

,7
76

,4
12

 
~
-
.
7
3
6
,
3
1
1
 

M
$6

,7
55

.(
51

5 
r
~
"

:•
n
l
 

o
f 
R
~

: .
..

..
 r•

rk
 'd

 
•••

 
... 

... 
. .. 

... 
. 
... 

---
---

---
---

---
---

---
--

---
---

---
--·-

---
---

---
---

-
---

---
--

---
--

---
---

---
---

-
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

---
---

D
. 

A
rt

'I
K

W
M

IA
T

£0
 C

O
S

T
S

 

" 
I.

 
T

l•
tM

U
' 

S
al

fo
 

A
d

•l
n

. 
11

74
.l

l0
7,

00
0 

11
11

.1
40

,0
00

 
II

II
S

,N
I.

O
O

O
 

12
07

,3
31

,0
00

 
12

51
,7

M
.O

O
O

 
12

13
,1

33
.0

00
 

~
 

" 
. 

;,:.
 
S

u
p

p
o

rt
 

11
11

.2
Z

7.
ts

l 
11

2,
06

4.
3J

O
 

.
.
.
 $1

0,
23

7 
11

11
,7

 • 
.0

0
0

 
11

06
,1

31
.0

00
 

ll
ll

.p
oD

.O
O

O
 

~
 

\ 
J.

 
tt .

. r
o

r.
.e

lA
U

o
•-

T
S

J 
II

6
.4

JJ
,O

O
O

 
11

1,
21

4,
00

0 
18

4,
12

l,O
O

O
 

II
O

I,O
C

U
.O

O
O

 
lt

l,
1

8
8

..
0

0
0

 
IJ

O
I,

I6
1

,o
cl

l 
t.

M
oa

da
 

•.
 R

T
/P

B
P

 A
er

n
t 

11
57

,7
16

.0
00

 
II

IO
M

I.
O

O
O

 
11

32
 ..

. 7
.0

00
 

11
12

,1
10

.0
00

 
•
•
•
 17

1.
00

0 
11

03
,4

11
.0

00
 

~
 

~.
 

li
en

 A
d

•i
n

 
1 ~
t
l
 

11
03

.Z
9Z

.5
10

 
11

12
,1

76
 .
.
.
 

IM
,3

1
1

.Z
4

7
 

II
O

I,
IU

.O
O

O
 

II
IO

,C
J6

.0
0

0
 

11
28

,0
00

,0
00

 
&

. 
T

u
n

• .
.
.
 T

b
r 

F
u

n
d

 
14

5.
10

0.
00

0 
14

2,
30

0.
00

0 
1

3
4

,o
7

3
-

13
&

,o
34

.0
00

 
13

8,
16

6.
00

0 
.....

.. _
 

7.
 s

.-
,.

· 
'I

I 
A

p
p

ro
p

. 
li

f
t 

o
n

h
' 

l
.,

o
n

b
 

11
11

 o
n

b
 

12
t.

2.
2.

!'
00

 
l .
.
 o

n
l"

 
1

9
8

to
n

l"
 

---
---

---
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

---
---

-
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

--
---

--
---

---
---

---
-

----
---

---
---

---
---

---
---

-
D

. 
TO

TA
l.

 
A

f"
PR

O
f' 

C
O

ST
 

1&
16

.1
66

,&
-C

l 
1

7
li

.I
M

.I
• 

II
Z

S
.t

7
0

,4
 ..

. 
17

21
,1

11
,0

00
 

..
..

..
..

 1.
00

0 
1

7
M

,4
8

0
,0

0
0.

 
W
~
U
.
o
.
t
t
 
T

o
n

c
 .
.
 a 

ti
1

1
,1

6
$

,S
43

 
11

71
,1

66
,1

11
 

11
58

1.
11

1 .
..

..
. 

-.
 ... -

16
1Z

,4
1J

2.
00

0 
17

13
.5

73
,0

00
 

---
---

--
---

---
---

---
--

---
---

---
---

-
---

---
---

---
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

---
-

---
---

---
--

---
---

---
---

-
"· 

T
o

lla
l 

<'
C

M
II.

a 
u

:t
O

I 
11

.;1
01

,1
71

,1
1

0
 

..
..

. 3
6.

22
1,

01
1 

1
1

,4
0

t,
II

3
,H

3
 
~
~
~
:
7
 .. ~~

~~
2 

11
.1

01
,1

12
,3

81
 

ll
.e

1
2

.2
1

5
,M

$
 

---
---

---
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

--
---

--
---

---
---

---
-

---
---

---
---

-
--

--
--

--
-

--
---

---
---

•.. 
f"

A
SH

 
N

£T
 f

 
It

 
-

E
 

' 
ti

17
1,

.8
!N

,3
45

' 
ll

li
J.

5
2

1
,7

1
Jt

 
ft

50
,S

23
,4

21
1 

II
II

B
,t

ii
,I

IO
I 

.....
.. , ..

.. 
lf

J1
0

.1
1

l,
tl

0
1

 
•a

••
••

••
••

•a
••

••
••

•=
a•

 
H

o•
(o

•r
er

tt:
e 

N
ol

#.
a 

N
ut

f' 
I 

N
et

 H
a:

r.
it

•l
.a

 
A

rt
er

 E
ar

 .
.
 rk

ln
• 

N
.Y

. 
Y

un
'*

 
N

et
 

14
77

,4
12

.8
41

 
t6

1
4

,a
o

$
,1

1
0

 
S

M
Q

,S
II

,&
15

 
1$

31
,&

22
.2

04
 

14
11

,1
35

,6
15

 
13

T&
.I

7
1

.1
1

t 
n 

I 
(: 

t'
u

n
d

 ,
..

~,
 

.....
... ,.

., 
11

0,
12

7,
77

4 
11

2.
11

0.
48

1 
11

1.
92

oi
.&

O
I 

11
3,

34
3,

45
0 

..
..

 , .
..

 3
M

 
T

o
ta

l 
N

et
 R

K
. 

.
.
.
.
.
.
 1.

19
8 

I$
2

5
,U

l,
4

8
4

 
16

73
,4

47
.0

51
 

15
53

,5
41

.1
10

 
1

5
1

Z
,I

7
t.

0
3

5
 

ll
l5

,l
o

ii
,O

IO
 

N
ol

l• 
2 

CJ
 

&
 

('
 

l'
•
•
 ..

. n
t 

ia
 S

OW
. 

o
f 
~
e
i
p
t
a
 

N
ol

f' 
l 

Nf
o' 

c:
au

nL
v 

2
5

S
 M

•d
t.

lp
li

er
 

lt
M

,5
:1

1.
86

7 
11

,0
81

,9
51

,8
30

 
ll

,Z
O

I.
0

1
1

,1
1

3
 

1
1

,3
N

,4
1

1
,0

8
0

 
11

.2
12

,2
51

,5
01

 
11

.0
11

,3
18

,7
81

 
...

...
...

. 
w

. 
S

u
• 

o
r 

P
u

r.
-h

aa
"r

 
M

ol
.d

 
f:

re
d

ll
, 

I.
.V

.,
 N

.F
. 

F
u

n
d

, 
6 

S
a
lv

a
••

 F
u

n
d

 t
al

n
ce

 
19

88
1 •

 
..

..
. 

So
tJ

 ..
 oo

rl
: 

l"
'n

d
 

J.i
r..

.-
. 
t
-

·•
li

u
n

. 
H

oa
d 

M
•l

n
t.

I'
M

n
ce

, 
tt

.n
.e

, 
F

ir
e.

 
Sc

M
II

W
•t

.a
r.

 
W

ll
d

tl
fe

/F
ia

h
 M

on
eY

 
Tu

fiC
"I

W
I 

T
b

r.
 

•·
u

n
d

 U
n

l•
• 

14
5.

11
00

,0
0

0
 

14
2.

30
0.

00
0 

13
4,

07
3.

00
0 

13
5.

03
4.

00
0 

ll
8,

H
S

.O
O

O
 

14
1.

18
7.

00
0 

S
A

I,
.t

K
O

•H
M

•T
hr

 S
 

tS
u

l•
rt

 
1

4
Z

s.
aw

.9
5

:1
 

1
4

5
7

,0
U

.:t
M

I 
1
4
~
7

.2
11
2

,1
5
t
 

16
05

,1
89

,7
51

 
1&

52
,1

64
,1

15
1 

a 1
02

 ,e
!t

z 
.2

se
 

• 
R

.. 
..

. 
f"

r 
A

ol
ot

..d
 

A
ll 

l'
ut

~l
 

N
t:

T
 f

'A
S

H
 

t
l
l
7
t
U
i
~

.:
l4

51
 

I
I
I
!
U
.
~
2
1
.
7
1
l
t
 

I
I
!
W
.
~
2
.1

,U
I
I
I
 

1
II

M
.4

1
1

,H
I0

1 
,.

,M
6

.4
67

.9
65

1 
ti3

70
,8

1J
,!

I'!
II

O
' 

fH
' 

•.
 ,.

,.
 ..

 
r:

ru
t~

al
«d

 
l1

2f
i,

O
U

,.
II

I6
 

17
11

ti
,l4

4,
11

7 
1M

ti2
.5

"9
,l

fi
6

 
IH

75
.7

37
 ,4

6
j 

U
I2

2,
7U

O
,:I

:IU
 

16
49

,H
O

U
.II

12
 

~f
'I
'J
.-
If
JI
"f
 I
'
~
 'f 



,.,
..

,.
 

1 
"
' 

1 
T

l•
l.

.,
r 

l'r
c>

ll
r•

• 
-

R
"•

:.
ip

t•
 t

.-
• 

C'n
t~

t•
 

IS
 

Y
el

ln
 P

Y
 

l!
i7

9-
11

93
 

~
r
 

M
IF

 
C

U
T 

.. 
t.

.w
k

:l 

J"
''1 

7,
 

1!
JI9

4 
r
t'

Y
. 

1
t1

t 
I
~
 

tt
8

1
 

IM
Z

 
11

13
 

19
14

 
11

15
 

1
9

8
1

 
1

.-
1

 
~
-

l
t
n

 
li

tO
 

J
il

l 
lf

ll
2

 
1 :
,
 

~~
~-
-,
,.
 

Pf
'rM

A
F 

P•
rN

~t
· 

P~
rH

I'
F 

r,
.r

i4
R

r 
P

u
N

il
F

 
P

er
14

1F
 

P
e
rN

IP
 

P
er

M
IP

 
P

er
M

IP
 

P
er

M
IP

 
P

lr
rN

IP
 

P
er

M
IP

 
'-

rM
IF

 
,.

rt
ti

F
 

.
.
 C
 \

 

f(
>l

. 
\l..

a. 
C

'u
l 

M
IF

 
~~~

17 
1 :;~

48 
(~~

~:M
i 

c:,
~47

 :
 

c:
.~
 

~:,
~.,

 
~~

~~
 

~~-
~17

 
~:,

~12
 :

 
~:.

~. 
~~
~~
 

~~~
!11

 
c;_

~fl
 

c:
.~

 
:.ti

T 
1'

. 
T~;

;·;
~~·

·:;
;~~

;;.
~ 

ll
ll

.J
:.

 
11

01
.5

&
 

11
21

.1
2 

11
2.

31
 

..
_

1
7

 
lt

l.
1

2
 

11
3.

H
 

tM
.t

o
 

tt
'T

.. 
11

07
.2

3 
11

2&
.2

1 
t1

35
.4

4 
11

48
.4

8 
11

11
.1

1 
tJ

M
,l

ll
 

....
....

.....
.....

. 
. ...

....
....

.....
... 

,. ....
.....

.. ,..
.....

. 
. ....

•.•.
 ,.,. ..

.....
.. .

.....
....

 ...
....

.. ..
....•

.. 
. ...

.....
 ···

·-··
·· ...

.•..
....

....
....

....
.. 

I'
 

t 
II

 •
 

C'
O

S
T

S
 

r.
 

f.f~
R~

~~
r~

~t
;~

c!
:R

c~
~ 

~· •
• ;.

~•
h 
:.
o:
.~
uh
 :;

:.~
.-'

• rt
:r.:

-
11

1.
67

 
II

U
U

 
lt

.l
l 

lt
.t

3
 

.
.
.
.
 

17
.7

8 
ll
.t

l 
11

0.
00

 
II

Z
..3

4 
li

Z
. I

t 
II

O
.M

 
2 ·

 
k.

V.
 

'u
n

c
i 

11
0.

74
 

11
2.

74
 

11
5.

64
 

11
1.

41
 

11
1.

11
 

11
5.

11
 

11
1.

04
 

11
2.

16
 

tl
l.
tl

 
11

7.
01

 
ll

t.
ll

 
ll

t.
fO

 
1

1
1

.•
 

13
3 ·

: 
:
:
:
:
 

l.
 

T
h

r 
$~
~
=
 Fu

n
d

 
.:!

:!:
 

~~
= 

~:
: 

.::: 
.:::: 

,;£
:: 

.::
: 

.:!
::

 
.::

:: 
.::

:: 
::

::
 

::
-:

 
:::

:: 
:u

 
-.e

o 
41

1 
ll

ru
•h

 
D

t•
p

 ~
P
 

14
, 1

2 
14

.a
 

..
..

 
M

-J
I 

11
, 1

1 
16

, 7
2 

M
.a

 
ac

.•
t 

M
.a

 
I4

.M
 

N
.l

l 
M

.t
o

 
tt

.a
 

N
.l

l 
I
U

M
 

4 b
 .

._
,.

 "
-t

n
l 

O
.p

 
12

.1
1 

tl..
 

P
.U

 
t.

J.
8

t 
IJ

.I
I 

t4
.1

1 
U

.M
 

U
.t

1
 

14
,1

3 
M

.f.
S

 
..

..
. 

..
.I

I
 

11
.M

 
t7

.1
l 

ti
i.

M
 

~l
ib
ln
t 

~f
*:

. 
O

P.
p,

 
.
..

 7
] 

1
1

.t
l 

.
.
.
 

.
.
.
 

..
..

. 
lt

.•
 

..
..

. 
..

..
. 

• .
. .

,.
 

l
t
.•

 
..

..
. 

lt
.l

l 
I
l
l
..

 
.
.
.
.
.
 

..
..

..
 

~~
 :S

\~
c ':

:::
!. 

•::
:: 

~::
:: 

':!:
!: 

•::
:: 

•:
:: 

•:
: 

•:
;: 

~:
::

 
~
=
 

·=
~=

 
':::

 ':
::: 

•:::
 -

:::; 
-::;;

 
!i

ub
tG

ta
l 

12
1.

11
 

12
S.

46
 

ta
.M

 
tl

i.
U

 
11

~1
1 

18
).

11
 

1
1

1
.•

 
1:

11
,_

, 
1

1
2

.U
 

1:
16

.0
0 

t
a

f
t
 

tn
.a

. 
'"

-1
1

 
U

I.
O

I 
.
.
.
 ft

 

ltA
itH

A
R

U
O

 
TR

R
 

R
IC

 
M

O
.I

I 
M

S
.&

4 
tn

.t
l 

ea
,.e

o 
11

6.
6J

 
M

l.
O

l 
IS

I.
II

 
tN

.H
 

11
1.

3l
 

ti
i.

'JO
 

1
1

1
."

 
.
.
.
 1
0

 
1

1
0

0
.•

 
1

1
a
.t

1
 

II
U

.U
 

""
I 

n
t 
a
-

. 
,.

,.
r•

rl
t'

d
 

5
4

. 
to

1
 

.
.
.
 

f
a

 
7

._
 

IT
S

 
1

ft
 

I'J
'S

 
M

S
 

M
S

 
U

S
 

M
1l

 
-

11
'11

 
I!

'&
 

~;
~;

;~
;~

~~
;.

-l
tD

 C
OS

TS 
-··

·-·
·-

--
--

-··
 -

-·
--

--
-·

--
--

··-
-

--
··

·-
··-

--
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-

--
--

--
-
-
-
-

-
-
-

1.
 
Tl•

2 ~;
~~

~~
~d

•l
n.

 
1 !~

!:
 

'!::
: 

•::
:: 

:~t
:: 

':
!:

~ 
1 ~
 

*~
f.

 
1 !!:

:~ 
'!::

: 
~~

: 
·~

::
 

:::
: 

~~
-=

 
::-.: 

:r .. -
: 

.aa
. 

).
 "

"
'0

"
'•

t·
T

S
I 

lt
.l

4
 

11
1.

10
 

IU
.O

& 
ll

).
M

 
U

f.
6J

 
11

.1
1 

0
.1

1
 

11
.1

0 
11

.1
1 

..
. ,
.
 

11
.1

'1
 

..
..

. 
ti

i.
D

S
 

11
3.

14
 

IJ
I,

M
 

~
 

4 ·
 "

""
'"

• 
fl

tT
/P

R
P

 
12

3.
16

 
12

1.
71

 
13

2.
11

 
M

0-
41

 
11

5.
31

 
11

4.
15

 
U

:l
.I

O
 

IU
.J

t 
11

5.
01

 
11

0.
13

 
11

0.
. 

lt
.1

1
 

11
2.

11
 

11
3.

11
 

11
1.

01
 

t-
' 

~-
1 ~
"
 A

d
•i

n
 

IP
:•

tl
 

In
 a

b
o
v

• 
In

 a
b

o
v

e 
In

 a
b

o
v

e 
11

1.
• 

II
S

.I
t 

11
1

.1
4 

11
1.

41
 

&
1

1
 

..
. .

.,
 

11
'.1

1 
n

.n
 

11
0.

13
 

11
4.

17
 

I
I
..

..
 

li
t .

..
 

~-
T

n
n

• 
T

h
r 

f'
u

n
4

 
n

o
t 

In
 t

a
w

 
ta

.t
o

 
M

.z
t 

14
.1

0
 

t)
.n

 
14

.:
n

 
13

.1
1 

IJ
.J

J 
U

.?
O

 
U

.t
J
 

IJ
.U

 
tL

O
I 

IO
.O

f 
10

.0
0 

7 · 
~,
-.
 

'M
 A

p
p

ro
p

. 
'H

 o
n

l.w
 

'1
9

 o
n

l'
 

..
. 

on
l)

' 
..

. 
ot

~l
, 

"I
I 

o
n

l'
 

"
'I

 O
ft

b
 

"t
l 

O
ft

b'
 
.
.
 o

n
l1

 
"I

I 
o

n
l1

 
't

l 
o

aa
,.

 
11

.4
1 

W
 

01
11

1 
W

 
•
I
J
 

1
0

.0
0

 
to

.O
O

 

:;~
;.~

~~
·;,

:;
~;

;;
-~

~;
T 

--
~·5

·2~
;; 

··;
;-,

~;;
 

---
.-.

-~~
~~ 

--
.-.

-.
-;

:;
; 

---
.;,

~;;
 

--
.,

-.
~-

--
~-;

;:;
; 

-
;
.;

:
;
;
 
-~
-;
:;
 

··
-
;.

-
;;

 
--;

;;
i 

·-
..:

;; 
--

·
 -
-
·
 t

iO
i:U

 
W

lll
w

H
ll

 
T

u
n

tt
••

• 
n

..
. 

n
.a

. 
M

t.
M

 
ti

iS
.J

t 
.
.

. 2
4 

11
2.

18
 

11
0.

01
 

16
11

1 
16

4.
M

 
M

&
.J

I 
IH

.1
1

 
.
.
.
.
.
 

II"J
.. 

..
..

 
tl

O
I.

II
 

•--
---

-
---

---
--

~-
--

--
-A

 
--·

---
--

--
--

--
---

---
-

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

---
-A

--
--

---
--

--
---

-
--

--
--

--
--

--
11

1
:1.

22
 

11
31

.4
0 

1
1

5
1.

51
 

11
17

.:1
0 

II
U

.O
O

 
11

37
.3

9 
11

 .
.
 41

 
11

11
.0

1 
1

1
1

1
.•

 
11

11
.1

4 
li

lt
.•

 
11

13
.1

3 
t
t
•
z
l
 

I
l
l
..

. 
U

ll
.4

4
 

f'A
~II

 M
R

T 
t 

R
 

-
K

 
• 

·-
;;
:~
; 

--.
-u-

2~;
;1 

--,
-.-

;,~
;;,

 -
-.-

.-
..
~-
~ 

--.-
..:u

, -
-.
-M
·~
;;
, 
-.;

;;.
;, 

·c;
,·a:

u, 
--,-;

.-.-
:;, 

-,
-;:;

., -
;.-

;.;;
, -,

.-.-,:
;;)

 --;
.-..·

,:;;,
 -;

-.;
;:;,

 -;
;1

-.
:;

, 

.....
.... ,.

.....
....

 
.....

....
 ..

.....
• .

....
..•

 ···
·-··

 ·
····

--
....

••...
 ...

....
. ··

---
··-·

--
.....

... 
--

···-
··· 

-··
-

""
''•

 
N
M
~
a 

1
-

1
-

1
.
.
 

11
11

 
I 

,.,
., 

•
-

· 
M

t..
or

 
,.

, .
..

 rl
tl

n
c 

: 
: 

N
.l

'. 
'u

n
d

 l
fe

t 
t5

J.
I4

 
14

1.
55

 
14

Z
.a

t 
1

1
1

..
. 

IZ
L

10
 

IH
.U

 
12

1.
61

 
M

Q
.6

1 
tf

0
,4

1 
M

C
.I

O
 

14
4.

. 
14

1.
11

 
M

4
.t
l 

IM
..

 
U

O
.M

 
It

 6
 t

: 
'"

'n
d

 
N

d
 

II
.S

I 
ll

.l
J 

11
.4

1 
to

.M
 

10
.5

4 
10

.1
1 

10
.1

4 
to.

• 
10

.1
6 

11
.0

1 
11

.4
1 

11
.1

'1
 

IJ
,O

I 
II

.C
r'J

 
10

.1
1 

T
..

ta
l 

N
f't

 
R

K
. 

15
2.

16
 

14
2.

1'
2 

14
3.

11
 

ti
L

II
I 

.1
23

.2
4 

IJ
O

.f
l 

12
:1

.2
4 

14
1.

3
1 

14
1.

33
 

14
6.

12
 

M
I.

S
I 

M
t.

M
 

14
1.

10
 

.
.
.
.
.
 

11
1.

12
 

Z
 

n 
I 

1:
 f

'•
u

-n
l 

I•
 

;o
w

 o
f 

R.
c:

el
~t

l•
 

l 
N

f' 
C

'o
.m

h
 

ZS
S 

M
u

lt
ip

li
e

r 
11

02
.3

1 
tt

s.
J2

 
11

01
.4

0 
11

1
.2

1 
17

1 .
 .)

4 
11

0.
11

 
11

2.
61

 
11

4.
31

 
18

1.
61

 
1

-.
1

0
 

11
13

.1
0 

1
1

1
:1

.•
 

ll
21

.1
T

 
11

41
.1

1 
II

IL
II

 

T
un

c 
f'

un
.t

.v
• 

T
o

n
e 

C
u

t 
18

0.
73

 
.
.
.
 78

 
tl

t6
.l

0 
11

11
.0

1
 

12
02

.t
1

 
11

11
.1

1 
11

11
.1

1 
-
.1

1
 

1
1

&
A

 
11

L
S

4 
ll

l1
.f

l 
• 
.
.
,
 c

-
c
.W

 
lil

•l
vt

ll
in

•R
H

•T
h

r 
S 

•S
u

p
rt

 
IZ

1.
M

 
U

5.
.
 

U
l.

20
 

15
0.

4
t 

14
1

,1
3 

M
U

I 
14

0-
11

 
13

1.
13

 
IJ

I.
.t

l 
1 .

.
 3
0

 
11

0.
• 

tu
.•

 
11

1.
11

 
lt

'l
.f

t 
11

11
.1

1 

N
F.

T 
r.
A
~
H
 

10
.1

1 
11

22
.8

41
 

11
37

.1
4'

 
fi

M
.t

ll
 

ft
ll

.n
l 

11
43

.t
U

 
11

44
.1

01
 

ft
iS

.I
II

 
11

11
.1

21
 

C
M

.O
U

 
tl

lf
.O

I)
 

11
11

.7
11

 
(1

43
.1

1)
 

f
tc

.t'
31

 
ct

14
.0

1
l 

N
f' 

f'
u~
tt
l 

tO
I"

O
ee

l•
l 

11
6.

73
 

U
5

.6
3 

M
V

.3
9 

1
)6

.4
5 

U
I.

IR
 

14
9.

17
 

14
6.

15
 

11
1

.1
0 

M
I.

. 
11

8.
41

 
17

3.
11

 
11

1.
4

t 
11

1.
11

 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

FY 1992 
FY 1993 
Est '94 

Average 

422 

Special Act Acquisitions 

Private Acres and Years to Acquire 

Cache 
Uinta 

Forest 

Wasatch 
Toiabye 
Toiyabe Spec. Area 
Angeles 
Cleveland 
San Bernadino 
Sequoia 

Total 

Years to Acquire 

Non. F.S. Acres 

11,076 
76.824 

186.591 
158,782 
224,001 

38,944 
144,876 
148,899 
50,946 

1,040,939 

4,186 

Acquistions and Cost 1992-1994 

Cost Acres Acquired 
$1,134,000 426 
Sl,180,000 160 
S1,212,000 160 
========= ========= 
$1,175,333 249 

Source: F.S. Budget Notes page 11-2, FY 1994 

Robert Wolf, Feb. 1, 1992 

specact.wk3 

Cost/Acre 
$2,662 
$7,375 
S7 ,575 

========= 
$4,727 
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For ye~ the Forest Service has usee the RV methoa 
of appr4ll almost exclusivety. But a new approach. 
Trans-._ Evidence Appraisal. is gaining popularity 

Stumpage appraisal: TEA 
and the Northern Region 

.II_JI_ 
no u.S. Fo,_.,_ ...... l.,. 
~ IIIII- ior aar1J 1 ......... In 
:t:c ....,. cia,a. I~ -
i'roa&btY mMii aa u .,..at .......a 
to uaa tlaca o.i a borll. DUtU~ 
iilll oec:am• man totmalllll.. so oni 
>:OIUIILB' 191•.tllcR....,valuc 
:\ \'\ rr.r.;DOG ol stWDDatl ID111"1.1S&& 

... u ~~ ataousbla aao WCN• GOIIU· 
,. .. iorl11Cna&10,..... 

1'1liap ll'tl ..._. Al-un II ___ I __ ... .,.... 

Wlta RV. no.- a.illllllrtl 
. 111M OD 1ni- f,_ aaa& . _____ ...,. ...... 

By Jonn A. Comc-. 
MldiMI J. NICCOIUCCi. 
ana Ervin G. Schusler 

icma "' u r, ....... ..,. End•- ,..,. 
a,ar.rau 1 TE. .. l. · 

~.., .. ... 
F-.a...,....- ..... llwUIIIilor 

..__ 11c - for 1- 11w1 111 .,.,. 

pl'811111 ..._ • Funllor. llloy llqllllaia 
tba&tllo..,_.ot-.eappruai 
islll-iairmana..-sma 1- 191' tile ,.... s.mc. ba& ,_ill._. ·-·-­ni 1-.. •llciol!-cr.--.•­........ _ ei...._ __ 

tile lcaa oilldoaL 
CutiWIIICiilcyilior I_. ....... 
lisllllll-ftlu 
• .lllal will Cll• _,....... 
10 -llloot· 
lonilll-~ 
IJ' ••• aM ..... I 
fair ...... "',.. ..... _._ 
-· Ulllil-. 
till .,._ s.me. 
.... tile Rlllllul 
v.-......,. ot -·JIIII8ilai .._ ........... 
At. .._ is 
".-\allylical ·"-" 
~· or 1111 
~ R .. 
tara"---.RV ............ .... -.. _,... 
lllattile ..... oll ,..--.­
uu..oelllo .._ ........ 
f.a. ........ 

lllc fillai _ ..... '""" u .lzU. S&anolf 
wtc• aa 111uaaca oi 1be ._ ..,....._ 
~UiaiCOUICIIIo-f.a.tllo 
lop.Sublncl au--,.....__ 
!011181 CDIU iot lftC OOIND'fli ...... 
err...._. The .......... ·-... 
:.ra.··ne-maraoscliftdod 
xc.._ oocn.tor DnHit ana rislr anci 
ilUIDDqC YaiUL U:.C I&Uer COIIIUUIIIAI 
tbC •aaJftDCQ. YIUIL fhil ftiUL ajsa 
KROWII u Ule -uosa DnCL .• _.,. u &be ;-=--· ... -· Tlla RV ....- otwa111 Ill& IIIIIIWO 

~-fim.ll··-· ...... aocl11111111111111lo_,..,___ 
,...... ....... .... ._,., lllillilll 
--Ls-.lllo....,......_ •f••-•u...,_llid....._ _,.--u,-..ua...u 
oi tbeoo ,.....,.. ..... - liPUr •.-?....__ 1910. .......... 
... •- for ai_,_ .av. 
.-.m 
T_E.,._A~is 

not. • 111ft* oi st~ a,.....&: it 
,s I ciua oi .,.._ aU ol ·- -1ni._._ iroaa mana .,.__ 
ut8o._-. TEA.-.-ao . ....-----'-­.......__ ........... ,... ....... lllillia---..... ailTEA ....... ...,_ ... r-a--'...._-.., 
otdJ tlifr.r ia ...-;.y - - ... 
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lV ....... lDC ...... --. SCIIM 
:taUGUJ iotcns •• tM s.c-ua ua 
ohe ln-.. R ... - TEA .. -.. -·_....,._ 
IS~UiiU. ........ Uif'llilcl 
\&,....,~ .......... .... 
!awdiD,_.---.,..,..._. 
traLuGIOO.. 

It il _, dilllallt 1a - -_...., __ ..._ 
•aaaa-...--.-. 
The lint .___ llolilt ta •­:nu.- ia tu ._a .... , ... 
:>talt5CIIan-...-blo-­
:hrt ..,_ C1CW10011 wftell C0111WW1 
\Cft Ofh¥ DqtiUIIU 10 OC 0~ 

:":111Ca iaa UIIG. lvtllcena ai tbe t%01. 
:n.~ COIDC*&a~ ..,. man .,.... "-.... Ill&·-ai Lallli Maa-,__. .... a,._.. W111 •• ...-----· pr..-. -o...-. W""'--
afti~Miii&y of ............. -
........ lt10o-....... TEA 

----..-a~. 111 ......... ...... n. ,...,._, lllioll ai ... r.-
s.m..- ......... iara ai TEA. 
AI ....... oely ~ a....- lor ----....--.....-. .. -.. ......... -~ ..... .,.._ltiO.-filld ...... 
•·- .. •n•. Today tile ,.;.....,. 
R..-a--TEAil­
•lllytlle--•tlla__.. 

To-TEA -_ ........... ~lit 

-· ......,_ ...,.._ 
-.Fara ......_ .... ___ .._.,.,...... .... _ 
.-. 

Cli maw- ).14(.._1 
lobay ,.,..,u ............... .. 
........ IIIia ..... __,. nllla-tllallilllifl __ _ 

TEA. 
.....-.--~ ........ .._.. .................... 
4---------~ ,_.,..... ................ 
-·-~--far ....... all ..... _ ... _ 

llaiP&il ....... --........ _,. 
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..v1il imOI'O'IC. :ic::::oaa, ta SPLT~ ave~•• 
:ree aiaamcr at orasz aeawilr. tADBHl 
is oitca the cm...a areaic&Gr oi 
stum;taJC vaiuc. r:,. 2A .bows a oiol oi 
the dat.a tn~um•1c pnc:c. 
SPLT •na AOBH-for the same 10 
saia. iike Oa.Us susDaiUii in a OO•. 

The tbree-attllCIIIDI:&l COWI~n 
~o a two-Oimenaoua str-at•ilr. line 11 a 
plaae or rlat suriac:e. iit. iB shows trt11e 
piaac tttar. best 1i1.1 tae D&Ucrn ai dou 
shown 1ft fi1. lA. As wun tbe sr.rattill 
line. \lie plaao 01 r.,. lB can be cie· 
sc:nbed ia. an eauuoa: 

- s ..... ,. il&t& - -16.01 
• 0.4l1SPLTI .;. U I(ADBHl. AfiUD. 
the ·16.01 is the.,,_ aaa 0.43 aaci 1.7l&Rtllc ___ a._ 
ponra.,.. \lleciioaoa••-P pna 
of a one-ttDR c:-..... tn SPLT ana 
.\DBH. , .. ,......,.. If SPLT ....,,. 
S211 anti avcran a..-.r were ll.O 
in .• the DrCGiclcci suamaqe pnce woutci 
0c S67.0S per >tBF lor .;6.01 -
·Hllllll + ;. ::;;J.Oll. 

Two ~nu nna cmaaaswn1-- fine. 
l.l5lJIIII1n'ic IUIIIIC of_., UlCI. ICYC'f'· 
11 ditraan ~uauauc:an De~ 
cac:1a oC whiclo-- a olifferan IIR" 
d- oi st ............... This il be­
ca .. U. lia oi ~ coci(Jdca~a 
in..a.....-.....-••itidaodll:r 
sail cbaraalrillioa ... - u pnolic· 
ton iD lila .. - ADtl oooir..-... 
1--u, c~w~p .... clilr- &&1M 

.... - .. --.... aoltledor ~ .__ -ncioaa ta TEA _..._"-lA-· 
tiollil...,~---

s-i.aluaapa.....,.. rqraoioa 
a..u,.a C.. be \'lSUiiloll lr&Pilicalllf. 
aau& a.aat,.u o1"0c:..IINN arc cnureiy 
madlaalucai. T:: ::a eroceaura hel.­
dela"'IIIU wineD 1&11 ciw'act&nluca 10 
include u preGICUn. aow maay cilarac: .. 
tcrilticl &a UICi~ 11111 wlbcileqii&UOII 
isba&. 
na-~-iadlc 

N...-.._.._.,..,lilaapc· 
pretliaor ..,._-...., 

-'--"Price -
.16.)6 
+US (SPLTI 
+1..16(ADIHI 
+0.09 (Vol-..-acnl 
~.,. (~- ...._ piacol 

~.90 ~~ -- ,....1 
~-" (~ ..... Mliao!urt 
·IUO (Mila oi -- ltat&ll 
+O.OCIOl !Vol-ta I&WliDiborl 

u ......... \lla&t&ilciP&·preoliaor 
oq..U. ilalalai-oftlta­
aaci ._...,.;---.AI~ 
)'Oil-~--i&.&ryiG 

i-- lila ·--- tleaoriltiat lila.,__,.; 1-'-P 
iq dlrwP u. alllli • . t ..... 
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425 

Ho~. zt ~ not oecessan co luJly 
~:laentUG lb.e tec:UJCU mterwonaa.p 
ci rqrasaoa anuysu "' aavc a cc:aa:w.j 
:· : :iiq: iot Dow u ~u::s.. to aoprea:atc 
: t.S ucilliDcu. aaa &a acuw.a• I&IC u. Not 
many oi l&S iuilv unocm:aDa dtc tnfta" 
·.wor&ia.a oi the moaera.. zntem&l com .. 
:usUoe· enJIIIC. Yet ._ &99RCI&cc ana 
operate w autDIDDDIIc. 

To .,.,aate the Nonb1n1 Rqioe'a 
TEA eauauon. ssm~nu::ra~tc 
"' IIU.O ior Ill sale CllllactUIItiCL as a. 
tore. 1a our CUJDDIC. Ula& wanaa are: 

PnlolicuGStlllllll&l"i'ricc­
·86.36 
+iUS 12811 
+l..S6113.01 
~0.09 113.0 MBF aer ac:n:t 
.O.IM 10.0 ~ d- lad,_ !fiDel 
.().90 (0.0 '1. oiaa white DIDO I 
-0.76 10.0 '1. ..,;.,.. aciiC......rt 
-O.SO II.S nulca •••- roatil 
+O.OCIOJ 12910 MBF aawttmilcrt 
Prediaaa Stuma.tc rrtce -

574.66 ocr .MBF. 
Bu& !)rCGIClUUJ stumacc lCilia«; 

~rna • not Ule aa. The Fotat ~ 
seda umacr t.broa.p ID a.cnwtiiCG auc. 
ti~ Wlta& pnce s....a be UIG 10 acan 
thca-! Siutulclubc\lle~ 
seiliq -~ Prllbaitrl ..._ IC tlta -di_aailiq ___ ullleiDw-

.. ,_.ltiolpra.we-Ctally 
u_.,...dtaaialfollila-of· 
fereci"' ,_aa 1nc1a. nw- be 
u-llc. All TEA _.,.tnllia 
st-aailiqpra. H-. allllldl 
TEA.,.._ lclliq - .,_ be 
adjaaali 10 tbc - ,_,..,. bid p-iiO- lcoa Wl- ea· 
can .. ICUft bidliillf.. 

In lite Nllnbcn Rqioa. t1ais acijul• 
mca1 • Called lbc · suusticat aclju1 .. 
meat iaa..' It is ._ • Ole DOUDil :na•w=--...... ,.,...ctJtc_. . 
dic:r.otl- ..................... ,.._ 
in fii. IBtlle_....liao __ IO 

tilraoJta all o1ua -. Pretliaiaaa 
r,_ tlta&- an aiilta a1-n 
abotottorllelawtbcaaaaiolala..,..._ 

A ........ - ... -ia ......... is_ta,._ . ._Uitl 
-·i-......-lila ··~ 
• ._ .......... ,...llilil,oftlta 

·---faiJiq­tltalilaila•- na..- .. 
n- lila ftft8ltilily lD lila Wabet -dala.fata&ltllliL_Iila __ 
.... 10 ._. ........... preoiiaar 
TEA&~~--.Uie~_.._,.. 
tonal Cot tile pretlicull.._.. .... 
of S7U6 por MIF-a- S%4.66 10 
SI%4A6 por MBF (or S7U6 s:S$0.). 
Tha& il. - •• ~,...wily tltat 

.... ~---dlia-­ber- Will fall ......... illllnaL 
Tlte N..-. .._.__,_ 

tlta ~ ,._...,- "' ........ . 
................ llla"'wiotiaalltd-

~ ustmcnc r'actcr · rs suoln.ctca irom tnc 
~:-cazaea stum'Dii@C cnee to cstaaiilb 
the iowwc accaxaa1c oui Dncc. i24.66 
;:er MBF (or i74.60 · ' 50\ ror tbe c:ue 
a can. This once ts u.sea to aa•crusc uae 
:: rnDcr Slle beiore IUCUGIL--- - . 

"'iin"Ofetll'lliCrts ilnau. ac1vmaeci \ 
ami &UCUGileci.. diffumc:a ~ dtc \ 
variDu &Jtpraacnea tO TEA or ocnn.n ) 
TEA ana RV I~JJI"&ISI.IS ba:amc 1fi"Cic. 
vanL AD1'f'&ll&i cncu ana ICU&IJ mari:as 

taU OYet. In ou.r CSimDIC umacr ~~.~ea l 
the a...U bilhca ••• .. • iill0.70. per 
MBF. wcU OYer enaa- tnc aavenaed. 
rate oi S24.66 or the lftOICUillta.llllllp 
nc. oi S7'.66. I 

L ......... ..._._ 
Tit& Nonbcnt ll.c, .. ua- uiq 

iu cqu&UOG·ouea TEA cu:llllln:ty 
siJICIC: 1981. Two CGYIUDM arc rnaJDo. 

taaaaa. one tor use ov iorau eut oi die 
COGUIIC8tl.t Divide lftCII one ror watlllda 
foresu. Jnformauon ru&c cnataCU:nl· 
t ic:s.. aui value 1 1 rom au umocr IONS s.nce 
: 980 is ft\lllll.&lnco 1n .a camR&er au& .. 
base anci new ta1ea arc COIIIIIIIUY belftl 
added.. TEA cauauou arc I'C'tlllli C\"Cr'Y 
six IDODUII.. buea on tae ..a,..... J6 
moa1111 oi timber u~& TEA ~ .. 
ma.c:a a maauorco av ~ fA"' 
dic:ua DI'1CIS Wtth ac:uw ...._ 

Tlta TEA systcm • - D)' a 
joillt iaolli&U1f·•-- Wbea 
the aroo' tim nanea WOI'IJIII w1dll 
TEA. maay.,.-11 ua-.- a...· 
For m• now. chc bell • tnY aad ... 
tin1 lipra". • 

THE AUTHORS"".,.,. rill U.S. F­
,n S''"" 111 Mi~~aw,._ 11-. eo..r 

~;r'=·~:or~r-,. coapa:a 
.Vonit~11 RtfiDIL Ht 
is ~I• .for,,. 
bw stiU dU&p. .,.. p---- . ' r--.NI«<IIwau .___......... . 
/Ill&" J ••• Ill- - . 

E:*.a:.~~. •-•fri..-
•IIU 4/utfiL Ht •lso 
d_.,.. rill Non"­R.._., TEA._ 
riaa.SduutBu-
"'' lftMr of..- · 
iu l'ftftl'dt ••• rlu 
/uta: • R..­s,.,. s ...... ....... 
h• _,.....,. 

""rlw- of 
_,....__ 
--~,_ 
,..,._,~ llw 1111 ... 
-wm. 
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Pace 1 of 2 Toncaaa Net Timber Recetpta Left to Cover Needed Timber Appropriati.ona 
14 Years, 1980-1993 

Part A, Flocal Dollan, ASR 13-1 

Fiocal Pun:huar "J[V" Salvaae llat.fonal Groea Timber Fed. 25ll II.F. Bal. 
Year -.!Credit Fund Fund For. Fund Receipts Payment Att Earmark 

B c D t B . P, B+C+D+E Ga 25li*F H = E-G 
1980 t11,988,423 st,Q58,966 )I.A. S4,934,D45 szs.ooo.ooo . S6,600,000 (Sl,565,9551 
1981 U0,118,132 · S1,188,028 )I.A. 13,701,164 us.ooo,ooo $3,750,000 IS48,8361 
1982 S16,422,413 S2,600,838 !I.A. 12,488,464 t21,600,000 t5,400,000 (S2,913,5361 
1983 S6,ZZ9,573 t628,870 !I.A. (13,712,3761 15,143,867 U.285,987 (14,998,343) 
1964 t3,272,608 !12,984, 7151 N.A. U,552,o77 13,831,970 tt59,993 SZ,592,085 
1985 (t1,434,3861 S1,159,350 .!I.A. 1374,988 d9,t30 t24,983 t349,964 
1986 S1,718,871 1357,510 )I.A. (f275,784) U,7118,397 *449,599 IS725,3831 
1987 ($2,933,7031 S4,116,504 )I.A. t287,305 U,470,105 t387,527 lt80,2221 
1988 (S847,1861 t823,320 141,882 t1,206,9118 u,024.&34 S258,209 t950,790 
1989 S16,487 ,271 t823,713 at8,353 12,828,374 al9,988,711 14,989,178 112.159,8041 

10 yr. Tot S63,017,836 Sl7,347,984 158,035 all,384,233 St5,133,811 123,983,454 (t8.599,2211 
10 Yr. Av S6,301,784 U,734,7118 15,804 U,538,423 .,,513,382 12,398,345 IS659.9221 

1990 U9,780,876 t837,287 S5,854,861 S8,471,888 135,644,270 S6,886,088 t585,501 
1991 t22,853,801 1438,718 12,747,194 U0,807,344 S38,645,886 st,181,484 tt.845,860 
1992 S20,479,52t 14,442,032 SZ,122,211 IU4,312.S011 t12,731,278 13,1U,820 "11.495.3211 
1993 U2,888,230 S2,433,878 Sl,l17,t47 (11,1181,D41) Sl4,488,808 13,821,702 1&5.812,7491 

4 Yr. Tot S75, 780,238 ST,t41,811 Sll,702,811 13,975,484 ltt,408,209 124,862,052 I S20.878,5881 
4 Yr. Av. 118,145,051 11,1187,423 S2,t25,705 sm.- S24,86Z,o82 81,213,013 (15,211,147) 

14 Yr. Tot 1138,798,012 125,211,675 S11,760,854 att,351,897 t196,342,G24 S48,835,508 (S2t,475,809l 
14 yr. AV. .,,914,148 U,808,977 S840,051 11,311,838 U3,983,G02 13,488,260 112.105,415) 

Put B, Per MBF Cut. n-1 Dollare 6 Tlaber Cut 
Flocal PurcbaMr "J[V" Salvace lla&loaal Qr.Tbr hd. 25ll 11.1". Bal. Tl•ber 
Year -.!Credit Pund Fund ror. ru .. d . Rcpte Per-ot .o\ftKnork Cut MBJi' 

L M II 0 p Q R w 
1180 127.99 821.15 )I.A. su.sz IID.71 US.18 113.581 428,300 
1181 szt.80 U.44 M.A. .10.90 144.11 UJ..OS (10.141 339,500 
11182 SSO.ZI 11.18 )I.A. 11.11 .... 14 Ul.l3 tsa.tzl 328,600 
1983 13Z.85 11.110 M.A. (t14.121 tao.64 sa.u t•1t.961 250,482 
1184 S1Z.64 1.11.441 M.A. •u.e1 U4.Tl .,.. tt.tl 260,t17 
1185 tsa.zu sa.oz M.A. 11.a lo.43 to.ll 11.51 231.035 
188 15.81 S1.23 . ..~.. (10.961 11.18 11.11 ISZ.SOI 290,822 
1- 1 ... 741 112.21 M.A. - S4.21 ILCMI 110.241 331,1410 
1t88 182.131 Sl.lf to.10 83.04 ez.• to.l4 12.38 311,345 
1 .. m.oe 11..40 to.04 11.38 ....... .11.22 (M.MI 444,801 

10 yr. Tat 3,305,121 
10 Yr. Av .• lt.Of .... M.A. .... 821.01 11.21 (SZ.601 330,513 

1990 S42.01 11.31 112.01 820.12 115.11 Sl ... 11.24 410,111 
lt81 ..... .1.110 S1.58 821.11 1100.'111 aL1t ... 53 313,701 
1tn .... 40 112.02 15.14 11&111 N4.14 ... 11 1147.321 38t ... 

__ _ lfP. - !!!:!!.._ ...!!:!!. u.a .!~~~ 144.13 S1J..1S (Sl7.HI 325,211 . . ---·------·--·-.. 

4 Yr. A ... .. ... as.ao M.A. suo -.oo 111.25 I11S.S81 :112,353 

14 Yr. Tat 4.834,542 
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STATBMBNT OF 
JAMBS R. LYONS, ASSISTANT SBCRBTARY 
NATURAL RBSOURCBS AND BNVIRONMBNT 

UNITBD STATBS DBPAR'n«BNT OF AGRICULTURB 

Before the 
Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands 

and the 
Subcommittee on OVersight and Investigations 

Committee on Natural Resources 
United States House of Representatives 

Conce;ninq "New Directions for the Fore•t Seryice• 

February 3, 1994 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MBMBBRS OF THB CCMaTTBB: 

I am pleas~ and honored to be here today with Chief Jack Ward Thomas 

to discuss the Administration's goals for positioning the Forest 

service to meet the c:b&llengea of taaorrow. I know you share my deep 

concern for ~~~&~~&g-nt of the Nation • s forests in order to meet the 

needs of the American people today, &Dd to continue to .aet those 

needs on into the 21st Century &Dd beyoDd. This ia a humbling 

respoasibility, for we are coatinually charged with balancing the 

needs of people today with those of future generations. 

I would like to begia by e.pbaaiaing the coafidence that Secretary 

lapy &Dd I have ia tba ability of Olief Thomas to lead the Forest 

Service. We are truly fortunate to bave a ruource professional of 

tba caliber of Jack Mard 'l'taa.aa to bead the Agency iD thue difficult 

t~s. Jack, aad his a.sociate Olief Dave unger, .alee-up a highly 
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skilled and motivated management team that is in the right place at 

the right time . 

Today, I will confine my remarks to the Administration's goals for 

change and discuss some key challenges we'll .face. I'll let Jack tell 

you his vision for the Forest Service and how he plans to address 

these goals and challenges. 

My goals 

I have three major goals as Assistant Secretary. I believe they 

provide an essential starting point for preparing the Forest Service 

and forestry to enter the next century. They reflect my strong belief 

that the Forest Service must regain public trust and respect by 

building on the strong professional foundation which has served the 

Nation so well for so many years. At the same time, some changes are 

necessary to addresa probl~ and to refocus our actions clearly on 

good land stewardship and conservation practices. It is imperative 

that we do this, if we are to maintain the functioning and 

productivity of ecosystems and previde for people'a needs in a way 

that is sustainable over the long te~. 

l4storinq ere4ibility 

My first goal is to restore the credibility of the USDA Forest Service 

in the eyea of the public we serve. Forestry, the Forest service, and 

forestry professionals have been much maligned in recent years . We 
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must work to respond to valid criticisms and work to regain the public 

trust. 

In large part, these public perceptions stem from the belief that the 

agency's ~purpose in forest management is to harvest timber. It 

is reflective of the fact that timbering on the National Forests grew 

substantially during recent decades, and that clearcutting has been 

the tool of choice more often than not. Harvesting timber is a tool 

of forest management. It should not be the ~ purpose. Management 

should not be driven to achieve some independently-conceived harvest 

goals. Clearly, management should not result in degradation of the 

functioning of basic forest ecosystems. It is time that we recognize 

the public's concern on this subject and make appropriate changes. A 

high priority is to correct any problems caused by past management 

activities. 

Criticism also stems from circumstances that have led to questions 

about the integrity of some aspects of Forest Service management. 

Some examples include inadequate monitoring of reforestation contracts 

to prevent use by contractors of undocumented workers; insufficient 

enforcement related to timber theft; and cases where some law 

enforcement agents may have been unduly hampered in their efforts to 

investigate wrongdoing and institute proper enforcement actions. In 

that regard, I would like to state that both Jack and I are 

unequivocally committed to addressing these issues head-on, and have 

taken actions to address them. 
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A new approach to forestry, coupled with intenaified emphasis on 

integrity in management, are both important actions needed at this 

time. The Forest Service has a long and proud tradition. A renewed 

ccmmitment to addressing the needa and concerns of all Americana, by 

using the full range of management options at our disposal, can go a 

long way toward restoring public confidence in our programs and our 

people. 

lwinfgrc• Prof•••igpali .. 

My second goal is to reinforce the professional role of resource 

managers who make up thw Porest Service -- the foresters, 

silviculturalists, soil and water specialists, wildlife and fisheries 

biologists, range conaervatioaists, and others who are responsible for 

on _the ground management. Too often in the past, forestry 

professionals have felt pressured to compromise their views, to make 

what they believed to be the politically-correct call instead of the 

professionally-re•ponaible onw. Porest Service professionals and 

agency managers should give -. facts, options, and recommendations 

based on sound land management principles and public input. Political 

judgments that have to be made in guiding national forest management 

must be left to those of us who have been given that responsibility. 

This may be the place to address the concern that this Administration 

intends to break with tbs loag·standing tradition of professional 

leadership at the bela of the agency. Let me make abUndantly clear 

that that is not the case. We are committed to maintaining the Chief 
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of the Forest Service .. a person who comes from the ranks of the 

agency, who has been a career civil servant, and who has the highest 

professional at&n4ing. Jack Ward Thomas certainly meets these 

qualifications. We remain committed to return the position of the 

Chief to career statue as soon as possible. 

11ov• rarwar4 nth lco.,.t• "'n•a=nt 

My third goal is to move forward with an ecosystem management 

approach, one that is scientifically sound, ecologically-based, and 

integrated. This ia the foundation for our new approach for managing 

the Nation's forests and rangelande. Strategies like ecosystem 

management and landscape or watershed-baaed planning are designed for 

the long term. Common sense dictates that this approach, one that 

considers the sum of the parts rather than each piece in isolation, ia 

the proper way to proceed. 

Ecosystem management is a system which seeks to manage the whole, 

rather than the individual parts of the forest. It is a management 

approach that steps back from the forest stand and focuses on the 

forest landscape. Bcosystem management links the human dimensions of 

natural resource management with the ecological elements. Finally, it 

is a management approach that incorporates and builds upon science . 

In short, we face the immediate challenge of managing forest resources 

in an integrated and coordinated fashion. The social, economic, 

biological, and ecological elements of the forest landscape must be 
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linked to enaure that the capacity of the forest to produce the goods 

and services necessary to meet the ever changing demands of human 

beings, under ever changing natural conditiona, continues -­

unchanged. 

To my way of thinking, this is the logical transformation of 

multiple-use management, a mandate given the agency 3 decades ago. 

Translation: Multiple reaourcc management. 

Challonqes W. rase 

Many of the challenges we face are already upon us -- restoring public 

confidence; responding to an increasingly diverse clientele with 

different and sometimes conflicting values and goals; diversifying our 

.workforce to better reflect the culturally diverse citizenry we serve, 

to encourage different points of view, and to involve different 

disciplines and areas of expertise in formulating our policies and 

management plane. These challenges must be met in a time of shrinking 

budgets and reduced workforce. 

Clearly we must become .are efficient and responaive and concentrate 

our efforts on the .a.t important tasks. We must focus resources 

available -- both fiscal and ~~~ -- to implement our long- te:nn 

vision. We would like to work with the Congress to enaure that we 

meet the goal of providiag loag tera stewardship of our forest and 

rangeland resources. 
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In addressing these challenges, the President and the Administration 

are willing to make the tough choices, provide necessary leadership, 

and cooperate with others as needed to end the logjam on major public 

policy issues. We have placed great emphasis ·on Federal agencies 

working together as a . team to meet public needs. This is particularly 

evident in the President's Plan for the Pacific Northwest, an effort 

to which Chief Thomas devoted great energy and professional talent. 

It is also true in our efforts to work with the Congress in reform of 

the 1872 Mining Law, to improve management of our rangelands, and to 

develop a strategy for protection of Pacific salmon fisheries, all 

issues of key interest to Members of this Committee. 

Finally, I would like to address specifically a project underway to 

addreas address the twin missions of the Administration's National 

Performance Review--to make government wor~ better and cost less. 

This projecst will also address fundamental change withip the Forest 

Service. Chief Thomas &Dd I have asked Hank Montrey, Associate Deputy 

• Chief for the Hatiooal rorest Syst .. , to lead a team to identify a 

procesa and · develop strategies for creating the Forest Service of the 

future. This effort is well underway. The team is engaged in an open 

and highly participatory proceaa that involves people within and 

outside the Forest Service &Dd looks bard at people's ideas to improve 

what the Poreat Service ia doing aDd how the it ia doing it. Part of 

the effort include& aaaa.bling information from earlier reinvention 

efforts throughout tbe Porest Service. we are looking particularly 

hard at ways to reduce overhead coats and provide more attention to 

meeting customar needs at tbe local level, and towards basic land 
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management on-the-gr0U1111. A prime conaideration is structuring an 

organization that baa the appropriate resources and the delivery 

system needed to address the challenges that remain in this century 

and beyond. As a result of simple demographics, the agency will face 

a significant tum-over in leadership during the next two years. 

This, too will position us with a tremendous opportunity and a 

significant challenge as we work to •reinvent• the Forest Service. We 

would like to work closely with the Congress as this •reinvention• 

effort unfolds. 

I would like to close by re-emphasizing the the optimism I feel, and I 

hope you share, for our future, for the future of the Forest Service, 

and for the future of our forests and rangelands. There are a great 

many challenges ahead. They will require our combined energy, 

tm&gination, and resourcefulness. But they can also provide us with 

great opportunities. I look forward to working with Chief Thomas and 

with the Congress as we move forward to meet these challenges. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes Ill)' stat-nt and I would be happy to 

answer your questiona. 

8 



435 

STATBMBNT OF 
DR. JACJt WARD THOMAS, CHIBF 

PORBST SIRVICB 
UNITBD STATBS DBPAR"DIBNT OF AGRICULTURE 

Before the 

Subcommittee on National Parke, Forests and Public Lands 
. and the 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations 
Caaaittee on Natural Resources 

United States Bouse of Representatives 

concerning •Ney pirectiopa fgr tbc Forest Seryice• 

February 3, 1994 

MR. CHAIRMIUf Aim MIMBDB OP 'I'D CXWI'l"IBB: 

I am honored to deliver ., firet teatt.oay to Congress as Chief of the 

Ponst Service. I would Ukl to express appreciation to Secretary 

Mike aspy and Assistant Bscretary J ... s Lyons for the confidence they 

have shown me. The challiDfe& the Poreat Service face• are great . 

1Utb the support of the lecretary &lid Assistant secretary, others in 

the Adlliniatration, &lid t.ha C0119reaa, the dedicated eq~loyeea of the 

Poreat Service can .ake &lfDlficant progress in resolving the issues 

in land MD&g-nt that the .. uoo faces. 

Cog yaluea 

Before address lag ay ....... as Claisf, I wat to describe the core 

values wllic:h abape -r wo-ls for tM Poreat Service. I ahara a land 

ethic put foEV&Ed br as Mrly PorHt lervice ~~~ployee named Aldo 



436 

Leopold, and I quote "A thing is right when it tends to preserve the 

integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community.• This ethic 

accepts short-term constraints on human treatment of land so as to 

ensure long-term preservation of the integrity, stability, and beauty 

of the biotic community. I believe that human activity that is 

consistent with this ethic is properly within the realm of resource 

management options. Activity which would not be consistent with the 

long-term preservation of the biotic community should be resisted for 

all but the most compelling reasons. I believe my views are 

consistent with the intent of existing applicable statutes that guides 

Forest Service activities. I also recognize that people are 

inseparable from the ecosywt ... of which they are a part and people's 

varied needs must be continually examined and accommodated if there is 

to be any national CODIIeDSUII about how our forests and rangelands are 

to be treated. 

An essential characteristic of any organization with a strong land 

ethic is a commitment to the truth. Porest Service employees, 

Administration officials, and the Congress will be making hard 

decisions concerning the policy and management of the people's forests 

over the next few years. The reliability of the information on which 

these decisions should be based is partly a product of the willingness 

of administrators to seek out, demand, and listen to the 

truth--however disappointiag or disconcerting that may be in the short 

term. As Chief, I see ., role as fostering an organizational climate 

where diversity of viewpoint is accepted, where bad news can be safely 

delivered, where honesty is consistently rewarded, and where we all 
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pull together to carry out management decisions that are openly 

made. 

Additionally my core values include a commitment to exercise 

leadership, bring about needed change, and a desire to be judged on 

results. Actions truly speak louder than words. 

Much has been made of ecosystem management--a ~ in which I fully 

believe and to which I bave given my support. But we need to take the 

next step in implementing ecosystem management and do it soon. Unless 

we are able to quickly develop tools to measure the health and vigor 

of our forests and rangel&Dda and the plant and animal communities of 

which ecosystems are composed: unless we implement management 

strategies that truly conserve biodiversity and maintain aesthetic 

values-·while producing ueeded commodities: we bave changed only 

labels, and not actual management. The actual change is the important 

thing and I ask that my tenure as Chief be evaluated on actions, not 

words. 

Why I Am Opttmiatic 

The challenges Forest Service folks face in building on the proud 

history and the beat traditions of the organization are well known. 

some, such as bringing stability to the management of the National 

Foresta of the Pacific ROrthweat, implementing ecosystem management, 

and reforming mining &lid range -g-nt lawe and regulations, are 

shared with other Peder&l land -.nagement agencies. Others, such as 
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resolution of highly-publicized problems with undocumented workers, 

timber theft, and improved conUdence in the Agency, are not unique to 

the Porest Service but are problems we will and are addressing. The 

Porest Service will face these challenges head on. We will make 

change where necessary and will seek your assistance when legislated 

remedies seem imperative. Raving already had a long and rewarding 

career of 37 years in natural resource research and management, I 

would not have accepted the position of Chief if I were not convinced 

that these challenges can be -t. 

My optimism is grounded in the belief that the Administration and the 

Congress are committed to do wbat is best for the land which we hold 

in trust for the American people and to do what is right for the 

American people over the long term. Squally important is my faith in 

the ability of the Porest Service as an organization of 

highly-skilled, highly-motivated, and intensely-dedicated 

professionals to serve as the world's premier conservation 

organization. 

This faith is not baaed on empty hopes; it is based, in part, on 

positive change. Forest cover in the United States, particularly on 

eastern forests, is greater today than it was 70 years ago; the rate 

of growth of our foresee conti.Due to exceed the rate of removal. Blk 

populations, once on the verge of extinction, are now near an all time 

high. Rangelands have been illlproved. Wild turkey and ruffed grouse, 

species somewhat dependent on .aA&ged forests, are more widely 

distributed than ever before. The Forest Service has had a hand in 
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all of these outc0111ea. couvenely, a0111e apeciea bave fared poorly. 

But, it ahould not be forgotten that the Poreat Service baa led the 

way in coming to resolution of the premier iaaue over threatened 

apeciea--the northern spotted owl- - through research efforts, synthesis 

·of information and management leadership. 

Examples of successes even more directly related to Forest Service 

programs alao come to mind. 'l'hey include: technology tranafer 

efforta; challenge coat-ahare program&; reaearch (I am a proud alumnua 

of PS research) ; hiiiiWl reaoilrce prosrr-; the wildland !ire 

organization; outdoor recreation; and many othera. 

Finally, I believe that aay optillli- b moat thoroughly justified by 

the commitment and profeaaioaali- of our increeaingly diverae 

workforce. 

I muat aay that aay optillli- ia BCMIIIIwhat teznpered by what I see as a 

growing perception that, with enough acience, we can find an 

impeccable aolution to any resource management problem. We live in a 

society that aeema to dem&Dd inatant and perfect and perennially 

acceptable answera, but the Poreat Service manages a resource that 

reaponda to human activity over time framea of millennia. Through 

acience, we can deacribe optiona for addressing management problema 

and provide aaeea ... nta of their conaequences. But ecience aimply 

will not and can not give society "the answer.• Science ia only a 

tool--in the end, all .anageriel deciaiona are moral, not technical. 
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Challenges faced by tbe Poreet Seryise and hgw ye propose to resolve 

I turn now to eome of the major challenge• facing the Porest Service 

and how I think the Poreet Service will respond. I hope you will 

remember that I have been Chief for only two months and am etill 

gathering information and underetanding from many sources. That 

continued learning may affect .y view Of where we are and how we need 

to move to reepond to today'• and future challenges. 

nmplementatign of ecosystem menaqement 

Pirst, we must quickly and .ucceeefully implement ecosystem 

management. Succeeeful implementation will affect more than how we 

manage National Porests and Graeelande. It will also change how the 

Poreet Service interact• with other land ownere; how we are organized; 

and bow we request and allocate reeourcee. 

Bcosyetem management ie a tera aJch in vogue but too little 

underetood. AI an ecologiet., I have epent. liluch of my career etudying 

ecosystems and how they work. Theee eyet.ema are incredibly complex 

and we will never underetand ecoeyeteme completely. But we have 

learned a great deal. ADd .ake no mietake, we have no option but to 

cont.inue t.o move forward in nat.ural reeource management on the baaia 

of what we know or think we know. But, we muet quickly adapt to new 

information and new underetanding ae it become• available. 

6 



441 

Bcoayatem mauagemeDt ia a holistic approach to natural resource 

management, moving beyond a compartmentalized approach focusing on the 

individual parts of the forest. It is an approach that atepa back 

from the forest stand aDd focuaea on the forest landscape and its 

position in the larger euviroa.BDt in order to integrate the human, 

biological, and physical dimaaaiona of natural resource management. 

Ita purpose is to achieve auatainability of all resources. 

The Poreat Service has already .-ployed ,ecoayatem management 

principles in a number of aituationa. The Baataide Forest Bcoayatem 

Health Allae•-t aDd the revised management strategies for the 

OU&chita National Poreat• are two well known cases. We are building 

on the knowledge gleaned Cna then effort• to develop new operating 

practices . Also, the Pore•t Service ia changing planning regulations 

to incorporate eco•y•t .. mauag ... Dt principles. These regulations 

will drive future pl&DDiDI &Dd .aaag ... at activities on the National 

Poreat• &Dd Graaal&Dda. 

A key element or ecoay•t .. manag ... nt ia a conaiatent monitoring 

effort, an evaluation of ..aag ... nt applied, aDd to outcomes of that 

_, ... nt. Where -c:eeNry. tbie evaluatiOD ia used in adapting our 

-g-t to incorporate aew 1Dfoc.at10D. MaaitoriDg C&DDot continue 

to be treated •• an appeadage tbat -Y or -Y DOt be done baBed oa 

future funding. ID the put. .. bave proposed aaitigation for ri•Jcy 

cOilree• of actiOD by pnaiaiag dtoroua ~toriDSJ aDd aaid·courae 
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correction. Frankly, we have not always carrie<! out the required and 

promised monitoring--nor have we always been funded to do so. 

The rgle of •ciepce ip Lmplementing ecoaywtem management 

The underpinning of good resource management by the Forest Service has 

been and will be science. In implementing ecosystem management, the 

use of science in the decision making process will be enhanced. The 

contribution of science and scientists to better natural resource 

management decisions will require continued and strengthened 

independence of our research program. At the same time, we must 

develop guidelines for enhanced collaboration between scientists and 

decision makers without campraaising scientists, and the continuous 

upgrading of the technical skills or our work force. 

These are the technical aspects of ecosystem management. Bqually 

important are the changes we alllt ll&ke in the way we approach our 

job. 

The impgrt•nce gt cgtlabprattoo 

More than ever before, we recogDbe that successful management 

requires collaboration with otbera. Tbe Forest Service has a rich 

tradition of Ulling partaerabipa to accomplish organizational goals. 

Por example, we have de¥eloped DO lees than 12,000 on-going 

relationships with a boat of outside interests. We also collaborate 

with sister agencies at all levels of government; universities and 
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An example of the type of chaDge needed is the direction I have 

recently given, with the input of Congress, to el~nate traditional 

timber •targets• in our 1994 budget allocations. Jl&ther thaD 

assigning fUDding to meet tilllber targets, Rat-ional Forests are being 

held accountable for meeting timber production goals that are 

appropriate and attainable given land stewardship Objectives. 

Also, we will continue and accelerate, within available resources, the 

emphasis on improved wilderness III&D&g~t and on meeting eDhaDced and 

defined fish, wildlife, recreation, rangeland, and watershed 

protection Objectives in carrying out the overall job of stewardship. 

Por example, overall resources deYoted to recreation and. wildlife 

programe in 1994 is about 1.5 tt.ee that for timber sales 

administration and manageaent. 

we need to reexamine our fire ..a.g ... nt programs in light of broader 

ecological objectives. .. .u.t .-pbaaize collaboration and incentives 

to achieve etewa~hip oo DOD·Pederal forest owaerehips--particularly 

those in prox~ty to the .. tlooal roreata. After all, ecosystems do 

not atop on .. tional roreat bouDdary lines. I want to make clear we 

want to collaborate··tbia dose aot t.ply that we ... k any additional 

authority over activities oo private laada. 

We .u.t evaluate these ca.poaeot progr... carefully to eu.ure that 

they are realistic to t.pl ... ot, are integrated, and provide 

sigoificant gaine t-l'd the desired outccae. 

10 
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Qraanizational Rffectiyenesa 

In 1994, the Forest Service is moving toward the challenges of the 

21st century with an organization developed to meet the management 

objectives of the 1950's and 1960's. Our current organization 

structure evolved in response to our traditional multiple-use 

constituencies: livestock grazing, t~er, wildlife, recreation, 

water users, and mining. This fUnctional orientation is reinforced by 

an appropriation process replete with multiple budget line items 

designed to target dollars to produce specific resource outcomes. 

Process and the bureaucracy to maintain this functional orientation 

have become too much the focus of organizational activity and consume 

too much of available resources. The situation is not unique to the 

Forest Service. Through tbe National Performance Review, the Clinton 

Administration is working to redirect government energy away from a 

preoccupation with process to a focus on customer service . The Forest 

Service is a part of this effort having been designated as a 

•reinvention laboratory•. We vigorously sought and now relish that 

challenge. 

OUr initial step toward reinventfon has been to create a Forest 

Service Reiuveutiou Team. The team's charter is broad and they have 

beeu instructed to be bold iu tbin.kiug and execution. The team is 

looking at all aspects of bow we do business and is collecting ideas 

from our customers &Dd collaborators--as well as our employees--in 

developing recammendatiODB for re-iuventing our organization. The 
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desired outcome of this process will be to create an organization 

that baa a stronger customer orientation, based on a better 

understanding of their expectations. Another reinvention goal is to 

better integrate science into the decision making process. Finally, 

program coordination, both within the Forest Service and with other 

land management agencies, will also be enhanced and, more of our 

resources will be concentrated where it counts--on the land itself. 

The team is scheduled to present its recommendations to me early this 

spring. we look forward to sharing with you the results of the team's 

efforts and will work closely with the Congress as this effort moves 

forward. 

Finally, the Forest Service cannot be the world's conservation leader 

for the future using yesterday's tools. In coordination with the 

Department and with other agencies, we must continue to develop, 

acquire and effectively use a full array of technological innovations 

ranging from automated information management tools to the latest in 

gene splicing equipment. 

Wbere will all of thin tajc ua 

I would like to close by reflecting on what I want the Forest Service 

to be when my tenure as Chief caees to an end. With proper support, I 

believe we can manage National Porests and Grasslands so they are a 

showcase for conservatioa··a .adel for resource managers throughout 

the world. Ecosystem .aaag ... nt will no longer be a buzzword, having 
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become a set of management processes and practices that focus on 

producing conditions and outcomes desired by the American people. 

Programs will take us to forest, rangeland, and water resource 

conditions that are in accord with our mandated 

responsibilities--conditione will not be the result of piecemeal 

resolution of interest•group demands or the latest court injunction . 

This vision is consistent with our mission of caring for the land and 

serving people and the principles that guide our actions. 

The Forest Service will grow in stature and develop as an organization 

as ecosystem management is implemented. The Forest Service is a good 

outfit. I think it to ba the vary best of its kind in the world--but, 

we are not nearly as good as we need to be, should be, want to be or 

will be. I want to close this gap by continuing to build a team of 

highly trained, intensely motivated, professionals with an obvious 

passion for the welfare of natural resources and for public service. 

Our actions will be consistent with law and regulations. We will rely 

on the best science and technology available. And we will reflect a 

broad spectrum of viewpoints gained from our employees and from 

up- front public participation in the dacisionmaking process. We will 

get more of our resources to the ground where we can beat provide 

cust~r service. In caa.unicating with the American people, the 

Forest Service will stress conservation leadership. But, we will 

focus on selling good consarvatlon principles and practices, not on 

selling the Forest Servlca. 

l3 



448 

I would like to tell you that the results of our new way of doing 

business will be rapidly discernible even to the casual observer 

but--it won't. The condition of our forests today is a result of 

decisions made decades ago under the mandates and understanding of the 

times. It will take decades for the beneficial effects of ecosystem 

management to be clearly seen. Our intention is the long-.term 

sustainability, diversity, and productivity of our natural resources. 

This places a special burden on all Forest Se.rvice people to carry out 

our work with fortitude, perseverance, and consistency, for the 

benefit of both present and future generations. But as I said before, 

if I did not think the Forest Service were up to the task, I would not 

be here before you today. 

Thank you for hearing me out. I would be happy to answer your 

questions. 
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Background 
oversight Hearing on Forest Service Reform 

The first forest reserves were designated from the public domain 
by President Benjamin Harrison in 1891 as the result of 
legislation (the Forest Reserve Act) which gave the President 
this authority. In 1897, Congress passed the Forest Management 
Act to clarify the purposes of the reserves (watershed 
protection, forest protection and timber supply). This Act is 
referred to as the Forest Service's organic act. The reserve 
system dramatically increased in size under President Theodore 
Roosevelt who was influenced by Gifford Pinchot, America's first 
professional forester. In 1907, Congress removed the President's 
authority to create forest reserves. In the hours preceding the 
law going into effect, ·Roos-evelt, with the help of Pinchot, 
designated millions of additional acres. These became known as 
the "midnight reserves". 

Between 1891 and 1905, the forest reserves were managed by the 
General Land Office of the Department of the Interior. In 1905, 
Congress, at the urging of President Roosevelt, transferred them 
to the u.s. Department of Agriculture and established the Forest 
Service with Gifford Pinchot as its first Chief. The forest 
reserves were renamed national forests in 1907. 

Because there was little public domain land in the east, all the 
early national forests were located in western states. Congress 
remedied this by passing the Weeks Act of 1911 and the Clark­
McNary Act of 1924 which authorized the Forest Service to 
purchase private lands which had been · logged and abandoned. The 
Forest Service restored these lands and eastern national forests 
were established. 

Influenced by Aldo Leopold, one of its employees in the 
Albuquerque Regional Office, the Forest Service designated in 
1924 the nation's first administrative wilderness area, the Gila 
Wilderness in New Mexico. · In the 1930's, the FOrest Service 
designated an entire wilderness system, the idea of Bob Marshall, 
the Director of Recreation in the Forest Service's Washington 
office. In 1964, the Congress passed the Wilderness Act which 
gave these areas legislative protection instead of 
administrative; 

Much legislation has been passed over the years pertaining to the 
Forest Service. Probably the most significant have been the 
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, the Forest and 
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 and the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976. 

RESQURCES 

Today the Forest Service manages 191 million acres in 159 
national forests and 19 national grasslands. These lands include 
34 million acres of wilderness; 4,316 miles of wild and scenic 
rivers; 120,000 miles of trails; habitat for much of the nation's 
wildlife ·and fish species including 33' of all threatened and 
endangered species; the majority of the watershed lands in 
western states; 288 million recreation visitor days, the most of 
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any land management agency ; and 9.4 mill i on animal unit months of 
grazing under 9 , 900 grazing permits. The national forest system 
also includes mining, oil and gas development and timber 
harvesting. In FY 1992, 26,539 mineral cases were processed and 
7.2 billion board feet of timber was harvested. 

ORGANIZATION 

The Forest Servi ce has approximately 36,000 employees, the most 
of any land management agency. It is led by the Chief, Jack Ward 
Thomas, assisted by an ' Associate Chief, Dave Unger. Under these 
two officials are six branches each led by a Deputy Chief. These 
branches are (l) the National Forest System, (2) Research, 
(3) State and Private Forestry, (4) International Forestry, 
(5) Programs and Legislation and (6) Administration. 

The National Forest System is divided into nine Regions each led 
by a Regional Forester. Each Region is divided into national 
forests led by forest supervisors and each national forest is 
divided into ranger distr i cts led by district rangers. There are 
approximately 900 ranger districts in the 159 national forests. 

The Research Branch includes eight research stations· located in 
each regi on of the country . These stations administer 183 
research work units i n 74 proj ect locations in the Uni ted States, 
Puerto Rico and the Pacific Islands Trust Territories. These 
units include three notable research institutes. The 
International Institute of Tropical Forestry in Puerto Rico, the 
Institute of Pacific Islands Forestry in Hawaii and the Aldo 
Leopold Wilderness Research Institute in Montana. With over 700 
Scientists producing over 2,000 publications annually, the Forest 
Service research branch is the largest natural resource research 
organization in the world. 

The International Forestry Branch provides technical assistance 
to nations throughout the world. Recent priorities have been 
tropical forests and the boreal forests of the former Soviet 
Union . 

The state and Private Forestry branch provide grants and 
technical assistance to forests that are not federally owned. 
Its priority are the 57\ of the nation's forests that are in 
nonindustrial private ownership . It maintains close relations 
with State Foresters who receive some of their funding from the 
Forest Service. 

The annual budget of the Forest Service is appropriated each year 
by the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act in 72 
line items and is approximately $3.4 billion, the largest of any 
land management agency. The Forest Service has proposed to the 
Appropriations Committee to simplify the budget by reducing the 
number of line items to 42. The Forest service returns to the 
Treasury approximately $1.4 billion in annual receipts . The 
largest share of the budget goes to the management of the 
national forest system. 
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The budget includes several special trust funds, independent of 
the normal appropriations process. The most siqnificant is the 
Knutson-Vandenberq (K-V) fund financed by funds d~posited by 
timber sale purchasers. It provides the Forest Service with over 
$200 million annually. Its purpose is to restore lands that have 
been harvested throuqh reforestation and projects for wildlife, 
fish, watersheds and recreation. The K-V fund has become 
controversial. Some argue that it has made the Forest Service 
dependent on selling timber to finance. its orqanization. Others 
say it is beneficial becaus.a it makes timber companies pay to 
restore the lands they have loqqed. 

25' of most of receipts qenerated by the national forests are 
returned to the states and counties where the national forests 
are located. This totals over $300 million a year. Its purpose 
is to fund roads and schools in areas where national forest lands 
are not part of the normal tax base. Since most of this money 
comes from selling ·timber, this fund has become controversial. 
Local qovernments have become dependent on national forest timber 
sales to fund their proqrams . 

_ISSUES AND CONTROVERSIES 

In every Administration in' recent history, Forest Service 
policies have generated significant controversies, especially in 
the public domain forests of the west which comprise the primary 
jurisdiction interest of the Natural Resources Committee. 
Especially during the past two Administrations, the perceived 
aqency bias toward timber harvest to the detriment of other 
forest resources has in many cases resulted in a virtual gridlock 
of appeals to the courts and the Conqress for intervention in 
Forest Service management decisions. 

Amonq the controversies facing the Clinton Administration are the 
policy questions of whether an.d,how to implement ecosystem 
management, reduce taxpayer subs;dies for timber road building, 
eliminate below cost sales, protect remaining old-growth and 
roadless areas, and a host of other changes in Forest Service 
budgeting and internal operations. 

The fundamental issue facifl~ p0licymakers is how_ the! Forest 
Service should balance coDUitC:Iclity extraction proct:raq with non­
commodity amenity programs. The goal of provid1n9, the nation 
with forest commodities such as timber, qraz-inq, minerals and oil 
and gas often directly conflicts with the goa~ of providing the 
nation with forest amenities such as wildlife, fish, watersheds, 
recreation and wilderness. Both goals are mandated in statute. 
This basic conflict has polarized .'i1)_terest groups and, 
policymakers, created internal ,_;divisioris :.within th·e "Torest 
Service and become the root cause of most of ·:the controversies 
facinq the Forest Service today. · 
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~------------~~.~ 
Statement for the Record 

to the 
House Natural Rcsoun:cs Committee 

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands 
on 

Forest Service Reform 
February 1, 1994 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Member.; of the Subcommittee: 

I am Neil Sampson, Executive Vice President of AMERICAN FORESI'S, tbe nation's oldest 
citizens conservation organization. Our organization has long sought to provide factual and 
balanced information to ·Congress as it searches for responses to issues affeding our nation's 
public forest lands and federal land management agencies. To assist you in addressing the 
challenge of reform or change in the Forest Service as the agency moves to implement policies 
based on an ecosystem approach to natural resource management, I would like to offer several 
points for your consideration. I request that this statement be included in the record for this 
hearing. 

Demands for reform in the Forest Service arc being driven by many concerns, such as the 
increasing number of threatened and endangered species, loss of biological divcr.;ity, harvesting 
of old-growth forests, and lack of trust in Forest Service land manager.;. I would like to focus 
our statement on a major concern that our organization has been working aggressively on for the 
last two ycar.;--forest health. I will usc the forest-health issue as an example to discuss the 
types of policy changes that may be nccdcd to help the Forest Service more effectively develop 
and implement an ecosystem approach. 

Forest Health 

Forest health is a critical concern because thousands of acres of federal, state, and private 
lands in the Inland West have developed "unnatural" and dangerous conditions. Due to a 
combination of past timber-management pradices, recent droughts, and fire-suppression efforts, 
many of these forests have changed dramatically in species composition and stocking--from 
stands with widely spaced, fire-resistant species to dense thickets of species that are much more 
susceptible to drought and attacks by insects and disease. As trees compete for scarce moisture 
in these overstocked forests, they become ripe for invasion by insects and disease; and as they 
succomb to these attacks, they become virtual tinderboxes ready to explode into distastrous 
wildfires. 

P~-:twU: ( ".\RIN<i ftlK TRH:S ..\:'\:ll Hlii[STS SI:"\:< :L 1875 
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My experience as chairman of the National Commission on Wildfire Disasters, which has 
studied this problem for the past two years, has convinced me that the nation must radically re­
think its wildfire strategy. We have relied on improved suppression technologies, interagency 
coordination, communications, and investments in equipment and manpower. But across millions 
of acres in the nation today, no amount of spending for traditional fire fighting apparatus will be 
adequate if we get a combination of weather conditions and ignition that touches off the current 
fuel situation. Just as the California fires of last November were a completely predictable event 
in light of the huge areas of old, even-aged brush that had developed, so too are future disasters. 
The federal treasury is in serious jeapardy, as are the lives and livelihoods of thousands of people 
who live in or next to wildland ecosystems that have built up explosive and unmanageable fuel 
levels. Without a significant new infusion of management, much of which will need to be 
funded by federal budgets, far greater economic losses can be virtually assurCli. 

Interagency forest-health studies in the Blue Mountains of eastern Washington and 
Oregon have assessed many of these forest ecosystems and found some to be outside of their 
historic range of variability. Many scientists fear that both ecosystem and economic values are 
at risk--watersheds, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, aesthetics, and timber. If wildfires 
occur, they are likely to be unusually intense, capable of scorching soils and setting the 
ecological clock back to zero. Moreover, wildfires pose a tremendous hazard to the many 
communities, homes, and people that have located in these forested areas in recent years. 

Interagency scientists have developed an array of management activities which could help 
restore the 'health of these forest ecosystems, re-establishing ecosystem patterns and processes 
that are more likely to be sustainable over the long term. Whether these actions will be carried 
out on these public forests, however, depends on whether the federal land management agencies 
can work their way through the often burdensome and complex administrative requirements, 
whether the public will accept increased management activity, including timber harvests, on these 
lands, and whether Congress will provide sufficient funding. 

Scientific Workshop 

A November 14-20, 1993, workshop sponsored by AMERICAN FORESTS, the USDA Forest 
Service, Idaho Department of Public Lands, Boise Cascade Corporation, and the University of 
Idaho, brought together 35 scientists and land managers to assess forest-ecosystem health in the 
Inland West. The participants concluded that preventive treatments and management are urgently 
needed, especially on federal forests, to avoid major ecological setbacks that would damage major 
forest areas and impose large costs on both local and national economies. They estimated that 
there is a brief window of opportunity--perhaps 15-30 years--before most of the management 
options are foreclosed by catastrophic ecosystem change and collapse. They point out that 
scientific and management tools exist to mitigate the problems, but that they are not being 
applied fast enough to meet the urgency of the situation, particularly on the federal lands. 
CUrrent legal and procedural requirements on federal land management agencies impose delays 
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which, combined with public opposition to timber harvesting, prevent timely management. 

The question of risk is at the heart of the options facing society in the Inland West's 
forested areas. Any management action--including no action at all--has certain costs and 
uncertain outcomes. It takes leadership and courage, in the face of uncertainty and public 
skepticism, to take actions that may be inconsistent with past practices. That is, however, what 
is demanded in the current situation facing Inland West forests and forest managers. This 
situation may be more extreme than in other regions, but forest managers implementing 
ecosystem management practices elsewhere will face similar concerns. 

Participants in the scientific workshop concluded that in many Inland West forests, the 
costs and risks of inaction are greater than the costs and risks of remedial action. Inaction in the 
face of current forest conditions will likely prove to be the most costly and environmentally 
destructive option. The judicious control of tree density and species composition through 
prescribed fire, thinning, and other silvicultural methods is critical to reducing risk and restoring 
and maintaining forest health. 

The current ecological conditions in the Inland West forests lead to the conclusion that 
ecosystem management will demand increased management. This new management will be more 
intense on specific sites and cover wider areas of forest. Therefore, it will require more people 
on the ground. The new management will also be different in appearance and impact than what 
has been done historically on federal forests. In most •cases, it will be an adaptive form of 
management that is more sensitive to ecological values, responsive to local conditions and needs, 
and more closely monitored to study the effects of practices and continuing ecological changes. 

The Deck is Stacked against Management 

For the land management professionals in the Forest Service, there is a double standard 
rising out of tradition, culture, and incentives that works against the kind of ecosystem 
management that modern conditions demand. If a wildfire breaks out, the agency can adopt any 
strategies, spend any amount of money, and tolerate any kind of outcome (including, at times, 
some very bad outcomes), while retaining a high level of support from both Congress and the 
public. In general, that support recognizes that the agency is doing its best against a common 
enemy, and if the agency fails, it has still done what it could against insurmountable odds. 

Wben it comes to management, however, the agency docs not enjoy such support. In fact, 
quite the opposite exists. Public cynicism about agency motivations and skills leads to enormous 
opposition to many management proposals, particularly those that would remove trees from the 
forest or set an intentional fire. If a ranger proposes prescribed fire, the public uses concerns 
about smoke, endangered species, or risk to surrounding lands as arguments against the proposal. 
If a prescribed fire escapes, as sometimes inevitably happens, local public opinion can be highly 
critical. As a result, prescribed fires are far less commonly used than resource professionals 
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would prefer, and than sound ecosystem management principles demand. Agency managers arc 
driven toward a risk-avoiding strategy in management, and the tendency toward taking no action 
is increased as more levels of authority are involved in the decision. 

Tree removal, whether through salvage logging, thinning, or timber harvest, will meet 
almost-certain public opposition today, even where it is clearly the most effective way ·to cut the 
risk of ecosystem damage or wildfire destruction. It may be useful to look at the recent example 
in the Boise National Forest as a case in point. 

The Foothills fire started on public rangeland east of Boise, Idaho, on August 19, 1992, 
and burned over 259,000 acres, including about 140,000 acres of national forest land. Trees 
within the impacted area, including isolated pines and small timbered pockets, were uniformly 
killed throughout the fire's area. The largest ponderosa pine in Idaho, a veteran of dozens of 
previous fires over its centuries of life, was killed in a more intense wildfire than any it had 
previously experienced. Both of these factors indicated a fire that was significantly different, 
both in intensity and effect, than the surface fires that were common in this region prior to 
settlement in the last half of the 19th Century. 

The Foothills fire killed trees containing an estimated 300 million board feet of 
merchantable timber, along with the young reproduction across the fire's area. One population 
of rare bull trout was wiped out, and another seriously threatened, as intense heat denuded 
riparian zone vegetation and heated small streams beyond the fish's tolerance. Watershed 
functions were altered through vegetative change and the occurence of water-repellant soils 
resulting from the intense heat. 

In the face of such intensity, firefighters were virtually helpless as flames raced through 
heavy, drought-dried fuels on steep mountain slopes. At the height of the fire's fury, it 
encountered a stand of ponderosa pine that had been thinned rwo years earlier through a careful 
logging operation, then burned in the winter to reduce ground fuels. The racing crown fire, 
totally out of control at that encounter, dropped immediately to the ground as the greener, moister 
tree canopy refused to ignite, and then began to slow in response to reduced fuels on the ground. 
The thinned forest was virtually undamaged. 

The lesson was clear: had more such 'thinned" places been scattered throughout the 
Foothills area, destruction and firefighting costs might have been significantly reduced. Had all 
the forest been thinned and under a regular prescribed burning regime, the Foothills fire might 
have been a non-destructive event instead of a disaster that cost $16 million to fight and an 
additional $8 million for emergency restoration treatment. The treated areas demonstrate the 
Forest Service's ability to develop healthy forests through sound management techniques. By 
focusing on ecosystem health and restoration of some of the historic conditions under which the 
range or forest evolved, many areas can be helped to become more resistant to wildfire, 
prolrJding resources, human lives, am property in the prooess of making the land itself more productive. 
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But the odds of that happening soon seem fairly slim unless major changes can be made. 
After the Foothills fire, the Boise National Forest designed an emergency recovery plan to 
salvage some of the dead timber. Of the 300 million board feet estimated to be killed, about 113 
million were salvaged. Planning and sale preparation time were kept to a minimum by invoking 
emergency procedures, and by iiiStruding salvage crews to "remove about 2/3 of all standing 
dead timber, in all size classes, in all locations, and leave about 1/3 standing. • Cross-slope 
felling and other techniques left the land in more stable condition as a result. For the entire 
salvage operation, about 0.8 miles of road were construded. Due to the current high value for 
western timber, helicopters were used economically on all fragile soils and steep slopes, and the 
sale grossed over $50 million to the U.S. treasury-- more than paying back all the fire costs as 
well as the timber sale costs. 

But next to the fire-charred forest remains are additional thousands of acres of green 
timber that is too thick, subjed to stress during any cyclic drought, and set up for a future fire. 
It, too, needs 2/3 of the stems removed in thinning operations, along with other silvicultural 
treatments, such as prescribed fire and the seledive removal of firs to favor the more hardy pines, 
to get it back into better health. Thinning this forest would make the nation a financial profit, 
while providing jobs and economic impetus locally. For the forest, it might be the difference 
between having a forest with 100-year-old pine trees headed for a long life, and having a huge 
patch of baby seedlings struggling to gain a foothold in a sea of dead snags, as is the condition 
today in the Foothills bum. 

To think of carrying out a massive timber thinning operation in the green timber today, 
however, is sheer fantasy. A combination of ageney procedures and pradiccs, a multi-year 
planning and assessment task, a forest plan that is not based on this situation, and enormous 
public opposition to anything resembling logging makes the idea totally impradical. · Under 
current conditions, it appears that the only way that forest can get treated is if it burns first. That 
is a tragic appraisal, one that demands the attention of the Congress, because this is not the fault 
of the mallaging agency. It is a situation created by the complex of policies, laws, and budgets 
that control them. 

Shifting to Ecosystmr MaNJgement 

The forest-health challenges facing resource managers in the Inland West arc unique and 
require management responses that arc different than in other forest regions where better 
ecosystem management may require less intrusive human intervention. In general, however, the 
transition to ecosystem management is going to require strong continued funding and personnel 
to perform the types of analyses and integrated management adivities called for under such an 
approach. 

Our comments on President Clinton's plan for the Pacific Northwest forests (Option 9) 
illustrates this point. In general, we support the basic concepts and principles underlying Option 
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9 and believe that they provide sound diJe<:tion for the development of an ecosystem­
management approach by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Mangcmcnt. We are concerned, 
however, about the significant challenges that face tbc agencies, particularly in the short-:-tcrm, 
as they attempt to develop this management approach and make the institutional changes 
necessary to implement it. The agencies need sufficient m;ourccs, administrative flexibility, and 
time if tbcy arc to have a reasonable chance of effectively making the transition to ecosystem 
management. Our major concern is that if these needs arc not recognized by the Congress and 
the public, the agencies may be set up for failure in implementing Option 9. 

In the short-term, funding to implement Option 9 is extremely limited. The FY 1994 
Interior Appropriations bill contains little new funding for Option 9. Therefore, the federal 
agencies will have to redirect funds from other programs to begin to meet its requirements. 
Furthermore, funding for many program activities and employees--including wildlife and 
watershed specialists--has t:Iaditiooally been tied to tbc timber-sale program. As timber-sale 
levels have been reduced in recent years, funding has been cut and tbc. agencies--particularly 
the Forest Service--have been asked to reduce personnel. It is ironic and unfortunate that the 
pressures to downsize may affect the very specialists nccdcd for the types of ecosystem analyses 
and activities required under Option 9. We believe that it is critical to highlight this situation, 
in order to give tbc agencies a fair chance of effectively implementing Option 9. The Report of 
tbc Interagency Coordination Working Group makes the point clearly:' 

"If tbc new system of ecosystem management is .to succeed, for the next senral years, 
relennt parties (IDdudlng Coagress) will ban to be pe1'11W1ded that CUJTent or 
lacreased fuudiiiJ levels are appropriate, enn tbougb Umber sales are below 
previous levels. • 

In the longer term, substantial funding and personnel will continue to be needed--perhaps 
more than arc currently required--to perform the types of analyses and management activities 
proposed under an ecosystem-management approach. Program and personnel costs should not 
be expected to fall commensurate with tbc significant reductions in timber sales. 

Related to this is the need to provide greater flexibility to the federal agencies . in 
allocating funds to the types of integrated and coordinated management actions that will be 
required under ecosystem management. The Report of the Agency CoordiQation Working Group 
recognizes that the existing budgetary structure discourages interagency cooperation and 
flexibility and is a significant factor contributing to gridlock:z 

1 Interagency Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat 
for Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern 
Spotted Owl, July 1993, Appendix E-20. 

2 Ibid., Appendix E-6. 
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"The present system ties targets to budgets and allows very little flexibility to adjust to 
changing conditions and needs in a timely manner (i.e., proposed changes are subject to 
a lengthy review and appeal process). The approach limits agencies' abilities both in their 
individual programs and int their ability to work with one another." 

We strongly agree with the Agency Coordination Working Group's recommendations for 
developing "an integrated, flexible budget process, including the elimination of functional 
subactivity line items." 

Budget Reform and Integrated Resource Management 

If the Forest Service is to successfully shift its focus to an ecosystem-based approach to 
forest resource management, there are a number of important structural and organizational 
changes that must take place. arief among these is the budget and appropriations process. 

The current detailed, highly fragmented, function-oriented budget structure docs not 
reflect the integrated resource management approach required of the agency by the National 
Forest Management Act of 1976. Appropriations provided in this structure tend to work at 
cross-purposes to effective implementation of land and resource management plans for each 
national forest in accordance with NFMA, NEPA, and other conservation laws. These plans arc 
developed at the community level and, unlike the budget process, reflect extensive public 
participation. The current budget/appropriations process sends forest managers conflicting 
signals, placing them in the position of either deviating from implementing the forest plan or 
deviating from their appropriations instructions. Given the personal legal liability federal forest 
managers have for deviating from appropriations instructions, the forest plans arc quickly put 
aside. 

The current budget structure also wastes scarce federal funds by requiring field personnel 
to spend literally tens of thousands of hours providing detailed accounting iliformation that is of 
dubious value to the Congress in exercising its oversight responsibilities for the Forest Service. 
lbis information also says little about the Forest Service's success in achieving its underlying 
mission--improving the protection and sustainable management of the our forests. 

Both the Forest Service and Bl.M have developed proposals to Congress to reform their 
budget structures for fiscal year 1995. The purpose of the proposed budget reform is to 
(restructure budget development or promote, rather than ·impede, integrated resource management 
plans developed at the community level with extensive public participation, and (2) maximize 
the funds available· for on-the-ground management activities during ·an era of declining budgets 
by reducing administrative overhead. Consistent with this objective, both agencies are developing 
means to actually improve their accountability to Congress and the American people through 
more meaningful direct measures of agency performance on the ground. 
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AMERICAN FORESTS strongly supports these efforts by the Forest Service and BLM, and 
is leading an independent effort py the resource management professional societies and other 
conservation organizations to develop satisfactory performance measures. AMERICAN FoRESTS 
sees this budget reform as essential to the successful implementation of both NFMA and FLPMA, 
and the new administrative policies regarding an ecosystem-based approach to the management 
of federal lands. We urge the members of the House Natural Resource Committee to support this 
important process, and to work closely with your colleagues on the House Appropriations 
Committee· to facilitate its success. 

lAnd Stewardship Contracts 

Land stewardship contracts provide a new approach to timber-sale contracting which 
offers opportunities to accomplish ecosystem-management activities while at the same time 
providing additional employment for woodsworkers and related forest products industries in local 
communities. These contracts foster the integrated resource management approach central to the 
purposes of the National Forest Management Act and Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 

The FY 1992 and FY 1993 appropriations bills for the Forest Service directed the agency 
to test a new approach to federal timber-sale contracting on several western national forests. 
This approach, termed "land stewardship contracting, • authorized the Forest Service to "apply the 
value of a reasonable: portion of the value: of timber removed . . . as an offset against the: cost 
of stewardship services received including, but not limited to, site: preparation, replanting, 
silviculture programs, recreation, wildlife habitat c:nbancemc:nts, and other multiple-use 
enhancements. o3 The stewardship contracts were: used "to help the private sector promote: the 
Forest Service ecosystem-management initiative ... (and) to give: contractors an incentive to 
become as concerned with sustaining ecosystems as with sustaining trees ... 

In terms of procedure, this system would allow the Forest Service: to contract for an array 
of ecosystem management and ecological restoration services as part of a total land management 
"package deal" with a single contractor. The contractor would be compensated for these services 
by receiving credit toward the: amount owed to the Forest Service for timber harvested as part 
of the contract activities. This approach is c:ssc:ntially the same as the "purcbasc:r credit" system 
used for many years to compensate timber purchasers for road construction and maintenance 
associated with a timber sale. 

Preliminary results of the: land stewardship contracts pilot study have been positive:, and 
in the Forest Service's FY 1993 appropriations the number of pilot forests was expanded to 
include the: Kaibab (AZ), Coconino (AZ), Dixie (NV), Idaho Panhandle (ID), and Lake Tahoe 

3 Congressional Record, Senate, September 13, 1991, p. 12973. 

4 lbid. 
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(NV). Coaan=ss bas asked the Forest Service to study how n:a:iving services in lieu of ~evenue 
would affect the agency's adhcrcnc:e to other laws ~elating to contrac:,ting and to ~evenue sharing 
programs. Because services wider land stewardship contracts would 1le credited against what 
purchascis would noimally pay for the timber they remove, Congress has ~ particularly 
intC!estcd ~ how 'this would affect the 2S percent of Forest Service tec:cipts tluit ate normaUy 
paid to counties in lieu of taxes. 

AMERICAN FoRESTS believe that a land stewardship contracting approach could be useful 
in accomplishing ecosystem-management activities. That is why we proposed this approacll in 
forest-health legislation last year. The approach would involve identifying the forest tteatment 
work needint to be done and establishing a bid basis to set fair market prices for carrying out the 
work. The amount and type of mCrchantable timber or other mat~ likely to be produced 
dUring the ireatment work would also.be estimated and a bid basis established to set fair market 
prices for the material. A fair method of teimburselilent, such as is cumntly used for pun:hascr­
crcdit road building in timber sales, should be established which assures fair and equitable 
tteatment for both the government and the contra!:tor. If the~e is a need to ensu~e that the 
incentives for the contractor are to provide land management or stewardship services, timber and 
other materials produced from the site could be sold separately at a landing or roadside auction. 

To ~emove the "spike" that these sales would put into payment:: to some counties during 
this transition period, payments to the states and counties should be stabilized for the transition 
period by taking a roUing average of the past 10 years of payments ·to each county, normalized 
for inflation, and making that the annual payment for the transition period, ~egardlcss of volume 
~emoved. 

We apjireciate the chance to bring these ·points of view to the attention of the 
Subcommittee, and stand teady to woik with the MembeiS and Staff to bring positive changes 
to the public policies directing the Forest Service. Our goal is to improve the long-term 
management of these public forests, to the end that people will enjoy the many benefits that flow 
from theni for centuries to come. Wc~~e Certain that goal is shated by those on the Committee, 
by the leaders in the Department of Agricultute, and by many who wiU appear befo~e you in 
testimony. The challenge is not to gc,neralizc on what we seck, however, it is to find the specific 
changes in public policy that can begin to help the agency mave away from controveiSy and 
gridlock toward a mote effective capability to meet these goals. We are willing to do whatever 
we can to help craft such specific approaches. 
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UllitedState. 
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HIIIIWl lleeoarc:eo Dlvlsloa 

B-253694 

December 13, 1993 

The Honorable Robert H. Michel 
Minority Leader 

The Honorable Newt Gingrich 
Minority Whip 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable Don Yow.g 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Nalural Resources 

The Honorable Floyd Spence 
i!anking Minority Member 
Committee on Anned Services 

The Honorable Ralph Regula. 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Interior 
Committee on Appropriations 

The expansion of Redwood National Park in 1978 caused many timber 
workers in Northern California to lose their jobs. In response, the federal 
government implemented 8811i-.ce programs to help mitigate the. 
negative effects of the psrk expansion on the wod<ers and their 
communities. Now, 15 years later, new concerns about the environment 
also have resulted In n!llrictions on the timber indusay and tbe 
dislocation of timber workers In the Pacific Northwest. To help offset 
these job losses, tbe President recently proposed new assistance programs 
for dislocated timber wod<ers. 

To learn more about how such assistance programs have worked in the 
psst, you ssked us to provide information on tbe implementation of the 
Redwood wod<er assistance programs. Specifically, you ssked us to 
(1) desaibe tbe 888istan<;e provided, (2) d~e what happened to the 
workers that received~. and (3) describe how tbe affected 
communiCies challged. 

Redwood National Park was established in 1968 with 29,200 acres of 
public land and 28,800 acres or private land. In 1978, Congress expanded 
tbe psrk Crom 58,000 acres to 106,000 acres. The two counties most 
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affected by the park expansion were Hwnboldt and Del Norte. Hwnboldt 
County Is situated &lijacent to the southern portion of the national park 
and at the time of expansion had a population of about I 07,000 people. Del 
Norte County is adjacent to the northern part of the park and had a 
population of approximately 18,000 people. Both counties were timber 
dependent and lost many jobs because of the park expansion. In 1978, 
timber workers made up about 17 percent of the workforce in Humboldt 
County and about 26 percent of the workforce in Del Norte County. By 
1992, timber workers constituted less than 10 percent of the workforce in 
both coWlties. 

Congress recognized that expansion of the park could adversely affect 
timber workers. It included in the 1978 expansion legislation the Redwood 
Employee Protection Program (REPP) to provide adveiSely affected 
workers with various forms of monetary and nonmonetary assistance 
including weekly or lump sum wage replacement payments, continuation 
of health and pension benefits, and retraining and reemployment 
assistance.1 Other fonns of assistance included economic development 
loans, a promise of preferential hiring in the Redwood National Park, and 
the designation of Six RiveiS National Forest as an alternative timber 
harvest. 

On Ma,y 26, 1993, we briefed your staff regarding our review of the 
Redwood assistance programs. That briefing and this report are based on 
a site visit to Hwnboldt and Del Norte counties in California, including 
interviews with program administrators and benefit recipients; a review or 
related reports, including the annual reports prepared by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior; and an analysis of statistical data from various 
state agencies regarding population, personal income, taxable 
transactions, new housing values, and employmenl Our review focused on 
REPP, the primary worker assistance program that was administered from 
1978 to 1984. 

The 119Sistance provided to workers dislocated by the expansion of 
Redwood National Park was quite extensive, but few workers enroUed in 
retraining programs. Many workers received wage replacement benefits or 
severance payments, but these benefits were not tied to retraining. In 
addition, because Department of Labor regulations for retraining were 
delayed WltU 14 months after program implementation, educational 

1REPPbeneftts were added to regular !ltal.e u~)Oyrnent insurance benefits so thal the worter 
obta;ned full wage replacemenL The amount and length ot benefits depended on length of employment 
in the industry, occupation, previous e.antinp, and a,e. 

GAOIHJlD.H.J88R ltedwood Eaaplo)'llleat TralalDC Prop-am. 
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service providers were reluctant to develop rettaining programs, and 
officials lost contsct with many of the dislocated workers before they 
could be provided with rettaining. 

The benefits provided to workers under REPP were generous. As of 
December 1988, REPP had spent about $104 million on 3,600 individuals. 
Some workers received as much as $45,000 in severance p~ents. 
However, leas than 13 percent of these individuals enrolled in rettaining. 
Of those workers who participated in rettaining, officials estimate that 
about 95 percent completed their ttaining and 25 percent of those 
relocated. However, because program records were no longer available, 
we could not determine what happened to individual workers alter they 
received benefllll or rettaining. 

Although we cannot identity what happened to the individual workers, we 
were able to analyze some changes in the affected c.ommunities during the 
period of tJte park's expansion. It appears that Humboldt County remained 
relatively stable during the·transition, while Del Norte County experienced 
more fluctuations. Foe example, per capita income dropped dramaticslly 
in both counties, but the decline was deeper and longer in Del Norte 
County. Further, average new housing values lluctuaied more severely in 
Del Norte County. However, we could not measure the impact of federal 
assistance on either commUnity because other factors s1so affected these 
communities during this period. Foe instance, officials in Humboldt 
County said that a recent influx of retirees to the area helped stabilize 
property values and retsil sales. Likewise, officials in Del Norte County 
said that the state prison built in September 1989, created 1,800 direct and 
indirect jobs in Del Norte County. 

As Congress considers various programs designed to assist recently 
dislocated timber workers, the following lessons learned D:om our review 
should be helpful. 

If the program is to assist workers in obtaining new skills so they can 
reenter the workforce, receipt of benefits needs to be closely tied to 
participation in training. 
Efforts to provide rettaining and income support cannot sustain workers 
or the communities in which they Jive without the creation of new job 
opportunities. Del Norte County's economy did not stabilize until the state 
prison wa8 built 
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Helping dislocated workers before or at the time of job loss increases the 
likelihood that they will pazticipate in assistance programs, which in tum 
facilitates their transition to new employment. Unless retraining programs 
are implemented quickly, program officials may lose contact With 
dislocated workers. 

We did our work between April and July 1993 in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. As you requested, we did not 
obtain agency comments on this briefing report. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Labor and other 
interested parties. If you or your staff have any questions concerning this 
report, please call me at (202) 612-7014. Other m~or contributors to this 
report are listed in appendix ll. 

Linda G. Morra 
Dinctor, Education 

and Employment Issues 
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emilie I 

A Look Back at the Redwood Employment 
Training Programs 

Flgurel.1 : 

GAO SIGNIFICANT DATES FOR 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

1968 - Redwood National 
Park established 

1978 - Redwood National 
Park expanded 

1978-84 - Assistance 
programs implemented 

1989 - Pelican Bay state 
prison built in Del Norte 
County 

Background In 1968, Congress set aside 58,000 acres of timber land in northern 
California to establish Redwood National Park. Congress expanded the 
park to 106,000 acres in 1978legislation. The legislation also included 
economic guarantees for workers and communities in the area that would 
be adversely affected. From 1978 to 1984, the Redwood Employee 
Protection Program (REPP) gave dislocated timber workers t he wage and 
fringe benefits they would have _received if they had not been laid off. REPP 
also provided for assistance in retraining and reemployment. Other 
assistance included economic development loans, preferential hiring in the 
Redwood National Park, and the designation of the Six Rivers National 
Forest as an alternative timber hruvest. 

Page8 GAOIHRD-94-16BR Redwood Employment Tralninl Program!! 
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Humboldt and Del Notte were the two cowtties mOlt affected by tile park 
expansion. Humboldt County is lllijacent to the southern portion of the 
national park and at the time or expansion had a populalion of 
approximately 107,000 people. Del Norte County is lllijacent to the north 
part or the park and had a populalion of approximately 18,000 people . 

..... 
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Both counties were dependent on the timber industty and lost many jobs 
because of the park expansion. In 1978,6,700 timber industty workers 
represented about 17 percent all workers in Humboldt Cooney, but by 
1992, the number of timber industty workers was reduced to 4,200, less 
than 10 pen:ent of the workforce. Similarly, in Del Norte Cooney, the 
number of timber workers in 1978 was 1,475, almoet 26 percent of the 
workforce. By 1992, 350 timber industty workers made up less than 

.. 5 percent of the workforce. 

, ... 11 
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GAO REDWOOD EMPLOYEE 
PROTECTION PROGRAM (REPP) 

Wage replacement 

Severance pay 

Retraining 

Job search assistance 

Relocation allowance 

Extensive Benefits 
Were Provided to 
Workers, but Few 
Enrolled in Retraining 

Workers dislocated because of the park expansion were eligible for 
considemble financial benefits and retraining and reemployment 
assistance. At the time of the expansion, it was estimated that 500-1,000 
workers would be dislocated. However, as of December 1988, almost 6,000 
workers had applied for benefits. Officials believe that the generous nature 
of the benefits encouraged many workers to apply. In total, the Redwood 
Employee Protection Program (REPP) spent $104 million on 3,500 
individuals. 

Pqell GAOIKRD-H-l&BRiledwood Emplo,.._t Traba1ac Procr-

88-183 95-16 
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GAO REPP EXPENDITURES 

s-P­
...------1% 

Job~ 

Eligible workers could receive full wage replacement in the form of 
weekly or lump sum payments for a period of time based on their length or 
service in the ind.-y and their previous earnings. Most BEPP beneficiaries 
elected to receive weekly layoff benefits, but others received one-time 
severance payments. According to Department of Labor estimates, weekly 
layoff beneli13 ranged from $226 to $400. Severance payments for an 
employee with 6 or more years' service in the induslly ranged from 
$32,000 to $45,000. For employees with less than 6 years' creditable 
service, severance piiYJIIents ranged from $2,600 to $4,600. 

Pap 12 
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GAO REPP BENEFICIARIES 

5,867 applicants 

3,500 individuals served 

432 processed for retraining 

112 received job search 
allowance 

139 received relocation 
benefits 

While many workets applied for cash benefits, few enrolled in retraining. 
or the 3,500 individuals who received REPP benefits, only 432 enrolled in 
retraining. Although the participation rate in training programs was low, 
officials said that the completion rate was about 95 percent Officials 
attributed the high completion rate to the fact that individuals who 
participated in retraining were allowed to receive their weekly layotl' 
benefits while attending training. According to California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) officials, about 25 percent of those who 
received retraining relocated once their training was completed. Officials 
told us that virtually alll39 that received relocation allowances had 
participated in training. 

Pacel3 ~._IIBR Redwood Emplormat Trahdq Procruu 
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GAO TYPES OF RETRAINING 

43 enrolled in on-the-job 
training 

301 pursued 2-year 
technical or vocational 
degrees 

76 pursued undergraduate and 
graduate degrees 

52 attended adult education or 
occupational programs 

Most Retraining 
Participants Enrolled 
in 2-Year Programs 

Most retraining participants enrolled in 2-year programs at the College of 
the Redwoods.' Officials told us that most 2-year programs were in applied 
technologies such as carpentry. electronics, and automotive repair. Other 
areas of training included restaurant and business management and 
computer programming. Officials also said some REPP-eligible workers may 
have attended more than one school. 

~~:S~~~'t :'tr.~UYe~~!IIPriJ\: =:.0fJW'f=u:v: :!::::~co~~refi~:V! 
figures on the types or retraining received by 419 retraining participants enrolled at that time. 

GAOIHRD-9f..l6BR Redwood Emplo:rment TraJning Programa 
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GAO REPP IMPLEMENTATION 
DIFFICULTIES 

Inadequate communication 
with workers concerning 
available assistance 

Receipt of benefits not tied 
to retraining or job search 

Eligibility very lenient 

Problems in 
Implementation 

EDD oflicials and REPP participants identified several problems they believe 
hampered the implementation of assistance programs. First, workers and 
officials told us that communication regarding the program was 
inadequate. For example, according to some workers, when the layoffs 
first occurred, ollicial notification of the availability of REPP benefits was 
limited. Workers said they oft.en found out about the program through 
informal channels. Workers also said they were not given counseling on 
what benefit package would be most beneficial to them. In addition, EDD 
officials said that because Departtnent of Labor retraining regulations 
were delayed •mtill4 months alter program implementation, educational 
service providers were reluctant to develOP retraining programs. Oflicials 

Pacen 
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said that during the delay, it was difficult to maintain contact with the 
workers. 

Second, workers and officials said that the receipt of benefits was not tied 
to retraining or job search assistance, and the benefits became a 
disincentive to work. Workers told of people who collected benefits for 
the maximum allowable period without ever looking for a job. Similarly, in 
1980 we reported incidents where senior employees requested to be laid 
off, and workers refused overtime so that they could receive REPP 

benefits' 

We said the program should 

require workers to exhaust unemployment benefits before receiving cash 
payments under REPPi and 
provide that monetary benefits be continued at an amount not more than 
that available under unemployment insurance, rather than replacing the 
full amount of workers' average weekly net wage. 

Third, workers and officials believe that program eligibility was very 
lenient. Workers told of benefit recipients who received REPP payments 
and then went back to work for the same employer who had previously 
laid them off. One worker estimated that at his current timber industry 
employer, 80 percent of the workers had received REPP benefits. Likewise, 
our 1980 report said that a ml\ior problem with REPP was that the number 
of employees eligible for REPP benefits greatly exceeded the number of 
jobs lost because of park expansion. We reported that an estimated 
30 percent or more of the employees who established program eligibility 
did so during temporary curtailments in their employment for 
maintenance shutdowns, adverse weather conditions, temporary road 
closures, and a variety of other reasons not related to park expansion. We 
also found that employees established REPP eligibility after voluntarily 
quitting to better themselves, for personal reasons, or as a result of a 
company Jockout over a trade dispute. On the other hand, officials said 
that in some instances, non-timber-industry employers whose business 
dramatically declined because of park expansion could not get certified 
and laid-otT employees could not get benefits. 

~Congress Should Scale Down Redwood Emp~yee Progn.m Benefits (GAQ.HR[).80-63. July 8, 1980). 

Pace 16 GAOIHRD-94-16BR Redwood Employment Trainl.nl ProtriUNI 
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GAO OTHER ASSISTANCE 

Economic development 
loans 

National park preferential 
hiring and tourism jobs 

Six Rivers National Forest 
alternative timber harvest 

Other Assistance 
Focused on Job 
Creation 

The U.S. Economic Development Administration (EDA) gave community 
agencies about $13.4 million for high-risk business loans and 
infraolructure development that, according to local omcials, created aver 
600 jobs. In addition, Redwood National Park was required to give 
preferential hiring to dislocated workers whenever possible. Park 
advocates prqjected that 2 million annual visitors to the park would 
stimut.e the growth of tourism-.! jobs, but few ~d workers 
qualilled for long-term park jobs, and annual visitors were below original 
eatlmat.es. The government aJao dealgnated Six Rivers National Forest as 
an altemalive timber ham!at area, but one county ofticial oaid that the 
ham!at has been reduced significantly due to environmental re!lllictions. 
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GAO CHANGES IN POPULATION, 
1971-91 
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Both Counties 
Experienced Overall 
Population Growth 

Officials estimated that 30 percent of the dislocated timber workers from 
Humboldt CoWlty and 50 percent of the dislocated timber workers from 
Del Norte County moved out of the area between 1978 and 1984. However, 
each county has experienced population growth since 1971. Humboldt 
County increased from 101,300 people in 1971 to 122,300 by 1991. In Del 
Norte County, the population increased from 15,100 people in 1971 to 
27,000 in 1991. Humboldt officials told us that their population remained 
relatively stable during the park expansion. Del Norte officials told us that 
they experienced a population increase in 1989 when Pelican Bay State 
Prison was built and 1,200 guards and their families relocated to the area 
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GAO CHANGES IN PER CAPITA 
PERSONAL INCOME, 1969-90 

--

/ l 

--.---c.. 
· · ····a.-~ 

l I 

Nllllc0GIIrl ......... ~1 ...... 100. 

a..-C*Irnloi~CifRwa. 

I I I 

Del Norte County 
Experienced a Longer 
Decline in Per Capita 
Personal Income 

Del Norte County experienced a deeper decline in per capita personal 
income for a longer period than Humboldt County.3 Per capita personal 
income declined 10 percent in Humboldt County and 14 percent in Del 
Norte County from 1978 to 1981, but Del Norte continued to experience a 
decline for an additional6 years, unti11987. 

'Per capka per30nal income include! wqres, salaries, other labor income, rrtnce beneftts, and transfer ......., ... 
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GAO CHANGES IN TAXABLE 
TRANSACTIONS, 1961-91 
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Changes in Taxable 
Transactions During 
Initial Park 
Establishment Were 
Sharper Than During 
Park Expansion 

During the initial1968 park establishment, taxable transactions 
experienced a sharper deaease and quicker recoYel)' lhan during the 
period following the 1978 park expansion. Howev..r, according to one 
official, no assistance programs were implemented to oll"llet the effects of 
the initial park establishment. 
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Appendix I 
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GAO CHANGES IN AVERAGE NEW 
HOUSING VALUES, 1968-92 
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Average New Housing 
Values Fluctuated 
More Severely in Del 
Norte County 

Since 1968, Del Norte County has experienced greater fluctuation in 
average new housing values than Humboldt County. For instauce, from 
1978 to 1984 Humboldt County average new housing values increased 
2 percent from $63,205 to $64,397.' However, in Del Norte County, average 
new housing values have increased 53 percent, from $45,087 to $68,97 4. 
Humboldt County officials told us that a steady influx of retirees helped 
stabilize housing values in the area In Del Norte County, officials said 
housing values only improved after the state prison was built in 1989. 

•AIJ housing dollars use 1982-84 as abase for the dollar value. 
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GAO CHANGES IN WAGE AND 
SALARY WORKERS, 1973-91 
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Number of Wage and 
Salary Workers 
Declined During Most 
Years of Assistance 
Programs 

Both counties experienced a decline in the number of wage and salary 
workers from 1979-1982. However, since 1985, both counties' number of 
wage and salary workers has increased. From 1989 to 1991, Humboldt 
County's increased almost 2 percent while Del Norte's increased 
21 percent. Del Norte officials attribute the increase in their county to the 
building of Pelican Bay State Prison. Although few dislocated workers 
qualified for the 1,200 corrections officer positions, one official estimated 
that about 600 indirect jobs in the local community were created. For 
example, officials said that jobs in the construction industry increased, 
and local retailers were able to hire more workers. 
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GAO UNEMPLOYMENT RATE, 
1975-92 

Unemployment Rate 
Consistently Above 
the State Average 

- - - --- ---------

The unemployment rate peaked in 1982 for Humboldt and Del Norte 
Counties at 17 and 24 percent, respectively. 5 During the years when 
assistance programs were in effect, Del Norte's unemployment rate was 
almost double the state rate. Since 1975, Del Norte has never had Jess than 
double-digit unemployment. On the other hand, Humboldt County's 
unemployment rate was between 4 and 6 percentage points higher than 
the state average during the years of assistance programs, but graduatly 
leveled out to be about 2 percentage points higher. 

5Due to a change In standard industrial classification code categories, data prior to 1988 an not strictly 
comparab)e to 1~1992 dat.a. 

Paa:e23 GAOIIIIlD-94--lfiBR Redwood Emplo)'lllellt 'l'ralD1nC JlrotrUIUI 



Fl re 1.15: 

488 

Appendb: I 
A Look Back at the Redwood Emplormeat 
TraWnc Progr&ma 

GAO CHANGES IN JOB TYPES, 
1978-92 
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Manufacturing Jobs 
Have Decreased, but 
Construction, Service, 
Retail, and 
Government Jobs 
Have Increased 

Both counties lost the most jobs in manufacturing. Del Norte Connty 
experienced the biggest loss in lumber and paper products, but also lost 
some jobs in agriculture. Humboldt County lost the most jobs in lumber 
and paper products, but also experienced a decline in food processing 
jobs. Del Norte County experienced the most growth in construction and 
mining. Both counties experienced growth in wholesale and retail trade, 
the service industry, and government However, one official said that 
service industry jobs are not comparable to the timber industry jobs 
because jobs in the service industry generally have lower wages and 
benefits. 
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Populatiqn Trends in Western US 

Stale 1950 1960 1970 

Idaho 667,191 667,191 l 713,015 

Colorado 1,325,089 1,753,947 2,209,596 

Washington 2,378,963 2,853,214 3,413,244 

Oregon 1,521,341 1,768,687 2,091,533 

NIIYada 160,083 285,278 468,738 

Al1zona 749,567 1,302,161 1,775,399 

Montana 591,024 674,767 

" 
694,409 

Wyoming 290,529 330,068 332,416 

1980 1990 

943,935 1,006,749 

2,889,964 3,294,394 

4,132,156 4,866,692 

2,633,105 2,842,321 

800,493 1,201,833 

2,718,215 3,665,228 

786,690 799,065 

468,557 453,568 
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'Ui.Jil. -oust of P.tprtstntatibt!( 
~mmittu on 

Jbtural ~ourtttl 
lla•IJingtan, K 2051H201 

January 5, 1994 

Mr. Jack Ward Thomas 
Chiet, Forest Service 
u.s. Department ot Agriculture 
14th and Independence sw 
P.O. Box 96090 
Washington, DC 20090-6090 

Dear Chief Thomas: 

OON VOUMG. AL.IoSICA 

~:~~'!:..~::I.!,:!,:.N Nlt.•.:!!l'l 
,,....,..,..,,,:c~ oc""IVAO.Io 
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Willo¥1111-.&.MIIt.CC'.OUOO 
-=--. ......... ~~ 
.... c....,....c.auae ... 
::..~~c::,_ 
,MYDICII'f ........... 
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---. ..... m .. 
__ .. 
._.., .... I[! .. 
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I remain concerned about the new proposal tor law enforcement 
organization and tormat within the Forest Service. It is my 
understanding that an organizational structure has been 
established independent ot the resource .anagers and line 
officers who are responsible tor the National Forest System. All 
law enforcement personnel would be supervised by a Director of 
Law Enforcement in the Chief's office instead ot by district 
rangers, forest supervisors and regional foresters who have had a 
law enforcement role in the field. 

I have long questioned such an approach to law enforcement in 
natural resource agencies. In my judgement it tends to balkanize 
law enforcement !unctions and presents a less integrated and 
collaboratory agency administration. Law enforcement is part ot 
the day to day role of all land managers especially in the field. 
Th'is proposed approach undercuts the relevant and well earned 
image ot the forest or park ranger as an individual steward who 
cares about people as well as the land. It takes away 
authorities !rom resource managers giving them less clout and 
less flexibility to manage resources. 

I have not received an adequate explanation from the Forest 
Service about why such a dramatic reorganization is needed. I am 
mindful and concerned about the reports regarding misuse ot 
aircraft and lack of follow up on timber thefts by Forest Service 
line personnel. These are serious problems that must be • 
addressed and that must not be allowed to continue. However, 
does this proposal address the problem or instead endorse an 
indifference and specializa_tion that may invite new problems? 
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For example, a directive has gone out from your office to the 
field withdrawing the authority of field personnel to issue 
notices of violation unless they have had three months of 
intensive training at a law enforcement academy. This further 
erodes the active role of stewardship and separates law . 
enforcement from resource management, significantly complicating 
having an integrated approach to dealing with law enforcement 
problems. In light of the recent criticism of the Forest Service 
for not pursuing law enforcement cases aggressively enough, this 
is an invitation for non-action by reducing the law enforcement 
presence in the field until such uniform training is achieved, if 
ever. 

This new directive should be carefully considered regarding the 
impact upon the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
Wilderness rangers today are the only Forest Service presence in 
our wilderness areas and they must be able to enforce the 
provisions of the Wilderness Act. Because of the remoteness of 
wilderness, it is not likely that special agents will be out 
there patrolling the trails as a sustained presence. The loss of 
the wilderness rangers' law enforcement authority could well mean 
that the wilderness system's rules and laws would be ~eft without 
enforcement and the wilderness resource would be harmed. 
Wilderness rangers have had the authority to enforce wilderness 
regulations for almost thirty years and to my knowledge there has 
never been a significant problem. I urge you, at a minimum, to 
modify this directive to allow the wilderness rangers to continue 
this role. 

I would appreciate responses to the following questions: 

1. In your view, what are the problems that led to the 
establishment of this proposed law enforcement organization 
within the Forest Service? 

2. How will this new organization address such problems 
effectively? 

J. Do you foresee or concede that this new organization has 
potential drawbacks and inherent problems and how will you 
avert such? 

4. What will you do to integrate law enforcement specialization 
with resource management? 

5. What is being planned to assure appropriate public 
sensitivity by these new Forest Service law enforcement 
specialists (i.e. will they have any educational or 
interpretative functions)? 
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6. Will qreatly curtailinq law enforcement authorities o! field 
personnel who currently have such a role result in less 
enforcement o! Forest Service requlations? 

7. Can the new proposed organization be modified to be better 
inteqrated and less autonomous o! the line officers in 
charqe o! the National Forest System? 

8. What were the options explored to solve the Forest Service's 
law enforcement problems and why were other proposals set 
aside and the current plan proposed tor implementation? 

I appreciate your timely attention to this matter . 

BFVjcms 

re;t,u-

'-'-' .... c""'"""F"".""vento 
Chairman, Subcommittee 
on National Parks, Forests 
and Public Lands 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

\lashing ton 
Office 

14th & Ind""pendence SW 
P .O. Box 96090 
Yashington, DC 20090-6090 

Honorable Bruce F. Vento 
Chairman , Subcommittee on National 

Parks , Forests , and Public Lands 
United States House of Representatives 
Committee on Natural Resources 
Yashington, D.C. 20515-0201 

Dear Chairman Vento : 

Reply To: 5300 

Date : February 2. 1994 

In response to your January 5 letter, I want to assure you that the Forest 
Service is moving in a responsible and effective direction as it relates to 
its law enforcement mission. The implementation of the new Forest Service 
straight-line law enforcement reporting structure, which was mandated in the 
House Committee report of the Interior and Related Agencies Fiscal Year 1994 
Appropriation Act and chrough followup direction by che Chief, will require 
the conscientious support of all employees in order to meet the expectations 
of Congress and the public . 

The change in the law enforcement's reporting structure is significant in 
relation to the rest of the Forest Service . However, despite the fact that 
law enforcement personnel are managed by the Washington Office Director of La~ 
Enforcement and Investigations, they are directly supervised by field la~ 
enforcement personnel located in the same office and with close ties to the 
line officers they serve. We will strive to continue the benefits of these 
ties, while assuring necessary operationa l independence. 

The wildland law enforcement interface has become so complex in recent yea rs 
that the technical ability to supervise it requires that the program be 
managed by professional law enforcement personnel . Constitutional issues , 
current case l aw, urbanization of crime on the National Forest System, and 
contemporary safety concerns are generally beyond the ability of most general 
resource managers to redeem. 

·In addition to the operational aspects of the agency's law enforcement 
activity, two congressional subcommittees , the Government Accounting Office 
and the USDA Office of the Inspeccor General, have all concurred that the only 
way to regain the public's trust and support of the forest Service 
investigations and enforcement program is ~o eliminate the appearance of 
interference by creating a separate reporting st ructure for law enforcement . 

Caring for tho Land and. Sorwln• People 
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Honorable Bruce F. Vento 

I believe the issue of "Balkanization" will only be a problem if someone wants 
it to be a problem. Mos·t of our personnel are working hard to integrate the 
new reporting structure. I expect law enforcement personnel to function as a 
support unit to help our line officers provide for public safety and help 
protect our natural resources. 

On January 27, Forest Service personnel from recreation and law enforcement 
met with Jim Bradley of your staff. During this time, the following points 
were discussed: 

o Forest Protection Officers (this category of Forest Service law 
enforcement training includes •wilderness rangers'') will continue to be 
authorized to issue Notices of Violations and Warning Notices for any 
violations of Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 261 (36 CFR, 261), 
which occur in either wilderness or primitive areas, during daylight hours and 
in the absence of available Law Enforcement Officers. 

o Forest Protection Officers operating in dispersed areas and developed 
recreation sites will continue to be authorized to issue Notices of Violations 
and Warning Notices for a significant number of violations of 36 CFR, 261 
during daylight hours and in the absence of available Law Enforcement 
Officers. These violations will be listed in our Forest Service Manual, Title 
5300, Zero Code, and are being jointly agreed to between the Recreation and 
Law Enforcement and Investigations Staff Units. 

The following are specific responses to your numbered questions on pages two 
and three of your letter: 

1. A good summary of the problems which lead to reorganization of the 
agency's law enforcement activity can be found in the Fiscal Year 1994 House 
Committee Report of the Appropriations Act. The applicable excerpt reads as 
follows: 

" ... there have been numerous reports over the years detailing the 
problems with law enforcement within the Forest Service, particularly the 
problem of interference with criminal investigations by non-law 
enforcement supervisory personnel. According to the investigative report, 
the crux of the problem lies with the Forest Service organizational 
structure ... In some instances, some law enforcement officials stated 
that cases of improper influence are not necessarily deliberate cover-ups 
but merely ignorance of the law, or poor judgment ... interference often 
occurs from a communications breakdown... Although there have been five 
studies on this subject just since 1989, both active and retired law 
enforcement officials stated the reco1111endations from the studies. for the 
most part have been ignored ... these actions are typical of Forest Service 
policy: develop strong initiatives to assuage critics, then continue to 
do business as usual." 



501 

Honorable Bruce F . Vento 

This perception by some members of Congress, the media, and the public is what 
led to the change in the reporting structure. 

2. Law enforcement is a support tool for the line officer. A separate 
reporting structure now protects all employees from charges of interference. 
This separate reporting structure is consistent with many puhlic and private 
law enforcement agencies. There will be a resource protection partnership 
between line and 18w enforcement . Under the new reporting structure, the 
organization will be free from allegations of interference. Line officers and 
law enforcement personnel will work together on resource protection issues. 
am committed to insuring that the management concerns of line officers are 
considered and accommodated in day-to-day National Forest System law 
enforcement operations. We intend to apply the concept of customer 
satisfaction both internally and externally. 

3. Potential problems include a lack of funds identified in the newly created 
National Forest Law Enforcement Budget Line Item to meet enforcement and 
investigative demands. In addition, I am concerned that there may be a lack 
of commitment by some line officers, who view this change as a "loss of 
control 11 issue, to the implementation of the straight-line organization. 

4. In spite of the lack of commitment described in my answer to question 
three, most Forest Service employees are working hard r:.o transition to the 
straight-line reporting structure . Law Enforcement and Investigations 
personnel will have their position descriptions reflect the need to integrate 
the program, provide support to line , to seek line input , and to be responsive 
to their concerns. Performance elements in law enforcement employee 
evaluations will reflect these requirements. 

5. Forest Service law Enforcement Officers (LEO's) have continually received 
public commendations and praise. Most LEO's come from other resource areas of 
the Forest Service and bring with them the technical expertise and insights 
that enable them to interpret and educate, and to better investigate and 
enforce laws in a wildland setting . The few LEO's that do not come from o 
Forest Service background receive training plans that include a resource 
orientation on their unit . Also, all LEO's attending training at the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Genter receive at least 53 hours of communica tions/ 
conflict resolution/sensitivity behavioral science training which is more than 
the hours received in firearms training. 

6. Wilderness rangers will maintain their current level of authority. Forest 
protection officers working in developed sites and general dispersed areas 
will have their authority reduced slightly at the end of 2 1/ 2 years 
(October 1, 1996) . These reductions relate to general safety considerations 
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Honorable Bruce F. Vento 

involving regulations that should be enforced by full·time law enforcement 
officers, such as assaults, illegal use of weapons, or other "high·risk" 
encounters. If circumstances warrant, a forest protection officer can be 
trained and certified as a Reserve LEO for seasonal or emergency law 
enforcement work with a full range of law enforcement authority. 

4 

7 . Any modification of the new organizational reporting structure for the law 
enforcement and investigations act i vity within the Forest Service would 
conflict with the House Committee Report of the FY 94 Appropriations Act as 
well as with the concerns of the oversight agencies. This action would place 
the Forest Service back , where it was last summer , with the negative 
perceptions by the media and public, to the point that the Forest Service law 
enforcement and investigations program had lost credibility . The new 
organization is autonomous of line officers only in its reporting structure, 
not in its integration and responsiveness to the needs of the forest manager. 

8 . Other options were available . However, a 5-year review by numerous 
oversight agencies, two Congressional subcommittees, and constant media 
attention made it clear that the option chosen demonstrated a clear commitment 
to the issues. 

I hope that you will find that this letter adequately addresses your questions 
about implementation of the straight-line law enforcement reporting structure, 
and demonstrates our commi tment to full integration of law enforcement and 
investigative activities. 

Sincerely, 

/ ) .. _./ ' 
Cv'-'t...... l ~· Cv' ),__ i Li'l v' ""'--­

JACI< WARD THOMAS 
Chief 
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AFSEEE 
Association of Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics 

r.o . ... uus . ...,.,.o,.... .,.., 
(JIJJ-

BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

February 2, 1994 

The Honorable George Miller 
The Honorable Bruce Vento 
Attn. Jim Bradley 
House Natural Resources Committee 
1324 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressmen Miller and Vento: 

This letter supplements the testimony of the Association of 
Forest Employees for Environmental Ethics ("AFSEEE") before your 
respective subcommittees of the House Natural Resources Committee 
at the hearing held February 1, 1994. The Forest Service 
memoranda regarding "downsizing" discussed in this supplement 
were not available to AFSEEE when we prepared our testimony set 
forth in "Toward Excellence in the u.s. Forest Service." 

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY 

The Forest Service must reduce its workforce as a part of 
reinventing government. There are, however, sensible and silly 
ways to go about the process. 

Sensibly, workforce reduction would be a part of a strategic 
plan that identifies a new organizational structure for the 
Service based on providing a high level of on-the-ground services 
to the American people. Such a plan would reduce the four-layer 
bureaucracy (Washington Office, Regional Office, Supervisor 
Office, District Office) to three layers by combining the 
functions of the Regional and Supervisor Offices (AFSEEE suggests 
the new name "Bioregional Offices"). In addition, Washington 
Office staff would be reduced by decentralizing policy analysis 
and administration to the new Bioregional Offices. District 
offices would be consolidated where changes in workload (such as 
fewer timber sales as a result of ecosystem management) counsel 
for such cost-saving measures . 

The strategic plan would also identify the tasks associated 
with ecosystem management and the qualifications of the staff 
necessary to carry out those tasks. Thus within the new 
organizational structure, the strategic plan would identify the 
skills and staffing to carry out the Forest Service's new 
mission. 

The strategic plan, if it is to be of any use, must precede 
downsizing. It appears, however, that the Forest Service is 
downsizing first (and poorly at that) and putting off strategic 
planning and reorganization to another day. A Forest Service 
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AFSEEE Supplemental Testimony 
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memorandum dated January 25, 1994 titled "Highlights of Jack Ward 
Thomas' Comments at WO Staff Director Meeting of January 24," 
reports: 

FOREST SERVICE REORGANIZATION - (Compilation of several 
responses throughout the meeting) There are two things we 
are on the line over: 

Ecosystem manageaent 
Reinvention/reorganization 

We need to be bold. Budget and PTE's are going down . Jack 
is not willing to get his "head peeled" for "minor league• 
issues. Therefore, we can't piecemeal reorganization. If 
we do, we'll get politiced (sic) to death. He assumed that 
a "bold" reorganization proposal will not go forward until 
early in 1995 and that it will be part of a larger package 
that will be handled in a "base closure" style. He puts 
slot of iaportance in the results of the Reinvention Team's 
efforts and keeps feeding them ideas. 

Exhibit A hereto (emphasis added). 

The Forest Service is cutting staff dramatically at the 
district level and lower grade levels. In the last two years the 
Siuslaw National Forest has cut staff by about 50 percent, much 
of it at the district level. The Willamette is undergoing 
similar reductions. The cuts disproportionately affect the more 
junior employees with the skills recruited by the agency to carry 
out ecosystem management. 

Minorities are also disproportionately affected. For 
example, Region Six prepared (belatedly) a Civil Rights Impact 
Assessment (CRIA) for downsizing in the region. That assessment 
concluded: 

African Americans, Hispanics, American Indians, and persons 
with Targeted Disabilities are on the surplus list at a 
higher percentage than their proportion of the work force. 
This represents important losses to the organization. 

Executive Summary of CRIA, quoted in Exhibit B hereto (February 
22, 1993 memorandum to John Lowe from Gerald Foster, Willaaette 
National Forest). 

Meanwhile, downsizing has left untouched upper level 
management, where dramatic cuts are called for. A May 18, 1993 
Forest service -•orandum titled "News from Family Meeting with 
the Chief," former Chief Robertson states: 
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Dale said FS middle management is too fat. He has asked 
RF's to reduce RO's by 35-40\. Mentioned R2, R6, & R9. 

Exhibit C hereto. 

Executive Order 12839 (OMB Bulletin 93-08), issued in 
September of 1992, requires the Forest Service (and other federal 
agencies) to eliminate 4 percent of its full-time equivalents 
(FTEs) by September, 1995, and at least 10 percent of the 
reduction must be in grades GS-14 and above. ~ Exhibit D 
hereto (Forest Service memorandum of December 28, 1993 regarding 
Reduction of Positions, E.O. 12839). One year later the Forest 
Service has actually increased staffing levels at GS-14 grades 
and above. Enclosure 1 to ' Exhibit D shows the number of GS-14+ 
positions in September 1992, the "target" number for September 
19951 and the number as of December 1993. GS-14+ positions 
totalled 1115 in 1992 and llil currently, an increase of 28 
positions. 

In sum, the Forest Service appears to be blindly cutting 
staff from the heart its workforce , the people who do on-the­
ground resource management, while protecting upper-level paper 
pushers. If this is reinventing government, it sure looks like 
bureaucratic business as usual. 

AFSEEE appreciates this opportunity to provide this 
supplemental testimony. 

Sincerely, 

t;~c:tLL 
Executive Director 

The target numbers are actually inflated lbove tbe number called for by OMB. The 
Fom-1 Service believes (based on "preliminary discussions with the Department, • ~ Exh. D 
at I) that it need not take tbe full 10 percent reduction, which would permit 950 08-14+ 
positions, but instead mluce only to 1003 GS-14+ positions. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF JACK WARD THOMAS' COMMENTS 
AT WO STAFF DIRECTOR MEETING OF JANUARY 24 

1/25/94 

VIBW OF WO EXPERIENCE - Since he didn't have any befo"" becoooing Chief, he 
finds it hard to deaand WO experience. He thinks WO experience valuable, but 
not 1181\datory. Wants to go for the best and brightest. 

SKILLS - Will need people with 110l'8 and 110l'8 technical skills. Will l'8SU1 ts in 
the needs for higher ll"ades and cause soooe difficulties with the 
Adainistration's desil'8 to reduce GN-14•'s. Making a pitch to divide aiddle 
10111l118"118't frooo technical skills. (Side note: frooo what Jack said, he isn't 
liaiting technical skills to just the biological scientists. He • ....,.. to 
understand that technical skills &l'8 needed in every aspect of our work.) 

LAW ENFORCEMENT - Finding probleas in working the stove-pipe organization for 
all Law Enforcement activities. Heed to have break down between investigations 
and routine enforcement and adainistrative responsibilities. Al Trujillo is 
working on proposal to discuss with the Appropriations Committees. 

FOREST SERVICE REORGANIZATION - (Compilation of several responses throughout 
the meeting) There are two things we &l'8 on the line over: 

Ecosystem management 
Reinvention/reorganization 

We need to be bold. Budget and FTB's &l'8 going down. Jack is not willing to 
get his "head peeled" for "minor league" issues. Thel'8fore, we can't piecemeal 
reorganization. If we do, we'll get politiced to death. He assuaes that a 
"bold" reorganization proposal will not go forward until early in 1995 and that 
it will be part of a larger package that will 'be handled in a "base closure" 
style. He puts alot of importance in the results of the Reinvention Team's 
efforts and keeps feeding them ideas. 

SHOULD RF&D'S REPORT TO DEPUTIES INSTEAD OF CHIEF - Informally, that's how it 
works on day-to-day basis. Reinvention Teu needs to look at this. 

HOW CAN STAFF DIRECTORS MORE EFFECTIVELY SERVE YOU - Work longer and harder • 
.Jack said the Staf'f Directors probab1y know the answer to this better than he 
does . 

HOW MUCH TIME SHOULD BE SPEND INTERNALLY VERSES EXTERNALLY - Jack said he 
didn't think too much of this question because the answer to him was it depends 
on the circumstances and he depended on staff to set those priorities. 

HOW CAN EFM BE MORE USEFUL - (I don' t remember subai tting this question) In 
Washington, budget is power. In the current situation of downsizing of budgets 
and personnel, all financial aanagement will become more important, therefore, 
iaproving our performance in financial aanageaent is i11portant. 

CURRENT VACANCIES - Vacancies are getting filled at GS-13 and above slowly. 
Trying to selectively pick those positions which will not be likely to 
interfere with the results of reinvention. Chief see a "luap" of higher ll"aded 
positions coming throush the ayatea due to upcoming retireaenta. This will 
aak& the vacancy situation even 110re difficult . He spoke very candidly to the 
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SES cadre. The .... ..., wu, ;you aianed up tor Sl!S. It the Service need8 ;you 
to ..,. to till en iiiPQrtent po8ition, he expect. the SES'er or the SES 
candidate to ..,., It the penon is unwillinc to tul.till that requi~t 
which they qree4 to to becoee a Sl!S'er or Sl!S candidate, they .-d to request 
getting out ot Sl!S. While not being inaenaitive to penonal aituation8, he 
doesn't see ean;y exceptions. Dave Unger later said that Jack wu serious about 
this ata~t. but retuaala had not been a significant problea to date. 

ADMINISTRATION'S NATURAL RESOURCE AGENDA - While USDI Secretary Babbitt is 
viable in thb arena, the overall roles are not clear. The bsues are CQIIPlex 
and the Adainistration wants to -.ove fl'OII COIIP&tition between 
Depart8ents/acenciea to a one covernaent concept. 

RESEARCH - Will rellain independent 8ince that's the only way our Research can 
....-ain credible. Does not aean there won't be chance in atn1cture or how 
research is handled aa.inistrativel;y as a result of reinvention. 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY - Jack sees an increased role over tiae, especially 
with ecos;ystea approach to forest aanageaent. However, he's not hW~g-up with 
current organizational structure. 

CHIEF'S OPERATING STYLE - Forest Service needs to iaprove on briefing style. 
He wants crisp, well organized, visual briefings. The presentor, in their 
preparation, should de•and to know what it is that Chief and Starr want to 
know. Normally it should take no sore than 3 meetings to reach a decision on 
even complex questions. The actual briefing should be held to 15 ainutes. 
Presentors should differentiate between "big" and "little" stuff. 

Jack want. to see sore passion, sore aggressiveness, and sore willingness to 
look at doing things differently. He want. to have the our people "in the 
trenches" see and feel something different . 

He see 3 reasons for report.: 
We want to do soeething; 
We don't want to do soeething (get thea out of a;y hair, give the a report 

to do) 
Empowerment - he stressed ;you can ' t have empoweraent without accountability 

and said he felt that's been aissing 
He is not a task force addict. Said we have been overwhelmed with study, not 
action and that we have overdone progru initiatives. He is supportive of 
11srketing our programs, but thinks we have overdone the asrketing. We need to 
"bore in" on a li11ited set of principles. 

He believes in delegation end letting people figure out how to do their jobs. 

ROLE OF THE WO - The WO needs to focus in 2 directions: 
Up Pennsylvania Avenue 
Toward the field 

He think& we have focused ourselves too such up the avenue in the past 
He believes we have lost credibility and need to enaure we have accountability 
before we can regain our credibility. We need to reinstitute the revi­
s;ystea. While we need to enpower our employees, we also have to sake sure we 
have accountability. 

88·183 95-17 



508 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY ' S OFFICE - Things are getting better as they becoooe staffed 
up. However , they aren't there yet. The Assistant Secretary had the first 
strategy meeting involving the Deputy Assistant Secretary designatees and the 
Chiefs of the Forest Service and Soil Conservation Service on January 21. 
Adela Backiel will be the primary contact which will help focus action. The 
Assistant Secretary's Office is beginning to realbe that the Forest Service 
can do quality staff work. 

TOWARD A MULTICULTURAL ORGANIZATION - There will be no diminutation of effort. 
However, we'll have to work harder during downsizing. Measure of 
accomplishment isn't the number of task force reports, but results. 

OVERALL - My impression was positive. Jack has a field orientation. He said 
he uses two words that, to some, have a negative connotation, but he doesn't 
use them negatively. One is "exploit" everything we do exploits something. 
The other is "politics". He says he uses that in the noble sense of the art of 
compromise. He knows that science can't answer all the questions, but thinks 
it can help frame the alternatives or decision space. He says he's ego is 
strong and he wants to get factual infol'IUltion. If the news is bad, he wants 
to hear that . He does not take bad news personally. 

He is not a supporter of any particular mansgeaent school, like TQM, but reads 
management literature. He feels strongly about customer service, being 
truthful, and getting results. He believes we can do this as long as we don't 
weigh ourselves down with an overburden of bureaucracy, He stressed results 
and accountability but was critical of andless task forces and reports. He has 
a bent for action based on the technical expertise of the "best and brightest." 

Best of all, he has a sense of hwaor and can tell jokes on hiuelf. 
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United States 
Departllent of 
Agriculture 

Reply To : 1730 Civil Rights 
6130 l!lrplo}'llent 

Wi11.....,tte 
National 
Forest 

211 East 7th Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
(PO Box 10607 97440) 
Contact (503) 465-6663 
FAX II< (503) 465·6322 

Date: February 22, 1993 

Subject: Review of Regional Civil Rights Impact Analysis (CRIA) 

To: John Lowe, Regional Forester 

The intent of this letter is to provide input to you as regards the subject 
docwaent . However, before I co-nee, I believe it il appropriate to put ay 
remarks in context. 

The requirement to perform a CRIA is contained in Forest Service Manual (FSM) 
1730 and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1709.11, which baa aa is its underlying 
authority Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, and related 
laws and Executive Orders . (FSM 1701) 

The essence of those regulations are that bafore Manage.ent can i~le .. nt a new 
employaant practice that may affect 10 or 110re peraona or entitiea either 
inside or outside the Forest Service, it auat firat perfora a Civil l.i&hta 
Iapect Analyda (CiliA). (FSM 1731) -- --- . 

On 11/24/92, I spoke in person with Regional Director of Civil Rights Robin 
Nimura and asked him if the CRIA had been done prior to the implementation of 
the Surplus Process. He replied that no, there had not been a CRIA done at 
all, but that Management decided to rely instead upon a docUIIent called the 
"White Book." I do not know the origin of the "White Book , " nor can I locate 
anywhere in the regulations where ita authorization arises--neither can anyone 
I've spoken to in Management or elsewhere. Mr. Ni.ura, nonetheless, put this 
document forth as meeting the regulations requiring a CRIA "in substance, if 
not form." 

I have subsequently obtained a copy of the "White Book" from Paula Cain, 
Regional Office (R.O.) Personnel. Let me briefly enuaerate soae of the aore 
glaring deficiencies of that document aa a substitute for a aandated pTocess 
and fonaat : 

1. The "White Book" is unsigned, undated, has no Manual systea reference, and 
in no way could be identified aa a document sanctioned by Management. 

2. The "White Book" doea not remotely resemble the suggested format of FSH 
1709.11, or follow it's guidelines. It's aere1y a compilation of 
asauaptions, raw unanalyzed statistics unrelated to the baseline period 
(i.e., before the Surplus Process began) or any other Regional nWibera; 
diacuasion papers on the Civil Rights i~acta of a RIF (rather than the 
Surplus Process), and nwaerous unrelated docwaenta discussing everything 
from Summer Employment Prograas to Heirachy of Actions. 
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3. In all 64 pages of it only one page is entitled "Civil Rights Impacts of 
Work Force Reduction," and states as its issue: "A major reduction in 
work force, whether or not it occurs through the usage of outplacement 
process or through RIF, will have a disproportionate impact on woman and 
minorities. • 1 t goes on to conclude, "Women and minor! ties were 
disproporationately affected by RIFs.• 

No .ention vas .. de in the "White Book" of the Surplus Process as outlined in 
the Regional Forester's 10/17/91 policy letter providing guidelines for the 
Surplua Process as currently practiced. So, clearly, this could not be a 
substitute for the CRIA required by the regulations. It meets neither the 
•substance" nor the •form" of the requirements for a CRIA. 

Also, on 11/24/92, I met with Deputy Regional Forester Dick Ferraro iiiJiediately 
after learning from Mr. Nimura of the "llhite Book" and informed hill of my 
concerns that the Region hadn't done a CRIA and was violating the regulations 
and the law by not doing so. His response was surprioe and I believe he said 
he wasn't aware that it hadn't been done . 

Additionally, on 11/20/92, Greg Evans, President of the Conference of Chapters 
of the NAACP, wrote to Gifford Pinchot Forest Supervisor Ted Stubblefield, with 
a copy to the Regional Forester, expressing his organization' • concerns with 
the failure of the Forest Service to perform a CRIA . 

As I understand it from EEO CounselorfHediator Carolyn Reynolds, very shortly 
after my meeting with llr . Ferraro, he directed that a CRIA be performed. My 
underRtanding was that this action was to be performed by Susan Triplett of the 
RO Personnel Section, who was detailed in from the Gifford Pinchot N. F. 

llhen I learned of Susan Triplett being assigned the responsibility for the 
completion of the CRIA, I contacted her via OG (electronic mail) on 12/19/92, 
and stated the following: 

"FSH 109.11, Subchapter 33 . 24 indicates that respondent 
contacts should be sought out and recorded. I would like to 
be one of thoee respondent• ~nterviewed when you conduct your 
survey pursuant to Exhibit 1 (4b) of FSH 1709.11, 33 . 24 . 
Also, I would like to review the draft CRIS [CRIA] prior to 
1 ts final approval. • 

Her reply on 12/21/92, was to say: 

•1 've gotten my input from the sensing done by CRAG . The 
document will not be available for individual review prior to 
going out in January . We will, however, reflect feedback in 
an amendment." 

To date, I have never received a copy of the CRIA from Ms. Triplett despite my 
expressed desire to review it. I finally received my first copy from Jean 
lleyera of the 1/illametta Personnel Section on 1/21/93, which abe sent me 
voluntarily via OG. However, I learned in my meeting with RO Labor Relations 
Specialist Mike Hanemann on 2/4/93, that the copy I received via OG was likely 
not the complete Analyaia, ao he waa going to send 118 the full copy. It waa 
received on 2/11/93. 
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The following remarks are relative to the final hard copy of the CRIA: 

1 . FSH 1709.11, Subchapter 30 . 6, states, in part, that "The purpose of the 
impact analysis is to determine the scope, intensity , duration, and 
direction of impact& resulting from a propoaed action .• [Emphaaia added] 

FSH 1709 . 11 Subchapter 33 . 11 , states that in collecting and interpreting 
relevant data one needa to "co11pare civil rights conditions both before 
and after a Forest Service aet:lon . .. • 

THE PaDU.IlY AHD !lOST SICRII'ICART J'U.V IR THE CiliA IS ITS TIXIRC . It 
purports to review • . .. policies and actions we have taken from 1990 
through Dace•ber 1992 ... , • but it does not . 

The CRIA acknowledges that the period to be covered began in June of 1990 ; 
yet there is no diacusdon of baseline data for June 1990 with which to 
compare civil righu conditions fr011 June 1990 to October 1992, other than 
a single chart and single table (Appendix G-3). That chart 18 the "11.6 
Historical Vork Foree with CLF, • which showa percentages of the work force 
fr011 FY 89 to preaent, but fails to show projected or actual impacts of 
the implementation of the Surpluo Proceso on work force diveroity . 

By failing to perform a CRIA before implementation of the Surplus Process, 
Management missed the opportunity to implement serious mitigation measures 
to ensure that work force diversity would not be dhparately impacted. 
Thia failure baa prejudiced the entire proceao and purpoaa of parfor.ing a 
CiliA . However , not only an opportunity waa •lased .. . but, as the CRIA 
documents, •inorities (with the exception of Native Americana and Asians) 
are seriously and disparately impacted . Indeed, according to the 
statistics presented in the CRIA, African American and Hispanic employees 
have not only bean traditionally underrepresented in the Foraat Service, 
but are now di•inishing at a significant rate. 

FSH 1709.11, Subchapter 32 states, in part, that the ducribed proposed 
action should "11ake a special effort to delineate the affected aectors of 
the proposed action, for example 'protected' classe1 ..• • [Emphaaia added] 
Of course, due to the "ex post facto• nature of Management'• action in 
performing a CRIA, it obviously has not made a •special effort to 
delineate the affacted •.. 'protectad' classes• during the period preceding 
the completion of the CRIA . 

XII I' ACT, 1'IID& .U.S 110 JaTICATDIC IIBASUIIJUI PUT J'OilTII TO .&LLKVUTE TilE 
LOBBU TO WU: J'OilC& DIVDSI'J'f OCCIDnJIQ D TBIB PDIOD ROJI 6/90 TO 1/93, 
TO COUKC'! THE LAC& or ROAC'!J.V& IWWli!:IID'l' or THE 1100: JOI.CZ. 
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2. The Executive Su.mary of the CRIA states, in part: 

"African Alllericana, Hbpanics, Alllerican Indiana, and persona with Targeted 
Disabilities are on the surplus list at a higher percentage than ·their 
proportion of the work force. This represents important lo .. ea to the 
organization. 

"Continued proactive manage.ent of the surplus list and priority placement of 
surplus employees. baa lass civil rights illpact on the Ragion'a work force than 
RIF . " 

The Executive Suaaary talka about •proactive aanagement of the aurplua 
list, • but my EEO Complaint letter of 12/7/92, expressed the concern that 
all five of the Contract Specialists on the Surplus List were minoritieo. 
Later, when the list was aodified, one fe.ale minority Contract Specialbt 
was removed , but then a disabled white male was added . This example 
demonstrates that there was not, and has not been, any •proactive 
management of the surplus list .• Many other example• abound. 

Within the Executive Summary itsslf, Management contradicts ita statement 
about •proactive management• by atating minorities and other Protected 
Groups •are on the surplus list at a higher percentage than their 
proportion of the work force . • If there were •proactive management" this 
would not be happening. 

Also, to say that there will be "lesa civil righta impact on the Region's 
work force than RIF" b illogical and false. The Surplus List is being 
rolled over to be the RIF Hat, ao they are one and the same. In that 
case, since they are identical, how can one be lea a than the other? If 
the intent of the Surplus Process was to downsize and 11inimize the impacts 
to Protected Groupa, then by Management's own admission, it has failed . 
However, I suppose one could say that the impacts of RIF would be leas if 
there are fewer minorities left to be impacted . Hopefully, that is not 
the intent of that statement . 

3 . Page 2, last paragraph: •Again, •ini11lzing adverae illlpaets to the 
diversity of our work force was emphasized. • 

I would hardly call it emphasized when it was the last of 12 guidelines 
given, and even the Regioncl Forester and hia ata.ffignored work force 
diversity by not performing a CRIA until complaints were received . 

4 . Page 3 talks about several decisions of the Regional Forester. The first 
was to "lmpleaent a freeze .. . • However, I All aware of the freeze being 
violated on 110re than one occasion and I '• sure there are others. These 
exceptions were aade .. rely for the convenience of Management rather than 
to 11inimize adverse impacts on work force diversity, e . g . , a newly created 
position on the Willamette N. F. as a "Special Assistant to the Forest 
Supervisor, • which waa given to white 11ale . There are other aimilar 
examples to be found throughout the Region and PNW . 



513 

6 ".30 Ellployment 2/22/93 
-5-

A •itigation first discussed on page 3 and .. ntioned repeatedly through 
out the docu.ent ia the retention of •cooperative Education atudenta and 
trainees whenever possible by not surplusing these positions .. . • However, 
anyone f8JIIiliar with the retention rate of minorities in that progrAII 
knows that it is abysmal. Even at page 6 the CRIA acknowledges, 
•cooperative Education students and conversions are leaving the Forest 
Service due to their uncertainty about the future of their careers in the 
agency , • which further exacerabates the traditional difficulty the Forest 
Service has had in retaining minority Co-op Ed students. To repeatedly 
tout this aspect as a serious mitigation is deceptive since (l) the Co-op 
Ed pool is very, very small compared to the overall emplo)'llent in the 
Region; (2) the majority of the Co·op Ed's are NOT minorities; (3) the 
majority of minority Co-op Ed's do not stay with the Forest Service for 
any appreciable period; and (4) Co-op's often cite hostile or unwelcome 
work atmosphere as a reason not to stay with the Forest Service after 
graduation. 

5 . Page 4 states that in September 1992, more than two years after 
implementation, • ... the Regional Forester encouraged using flexibility in 
the selection of surplus positions to aitigate adverse impacts . .. • 
However, this flexibility has been observed no where. Minorities are 
still over·represented on the Surplus List, and have been from the 
beginning. 

6 . FSH 1709.11, Subchapter 30 . 6, requires the CRIA to "Analyze any 
organizational changes for potential impacts on the public . .. • Yet, there 
io nothing at all addressing those potential impacts other than a brief, 
unsupported statement on page 7 regarding "Social Organization." 

7. Work Force Characterbtics . The table given 1a perhaps the moat daJining 
evidence of all of a lack of •proactive aanagement• of the Surplus List . 
As a former mathematician, it was clear after a brief analysis of the 
tabla relative to the "delta• (~') values of the percentages given, that 
if there is an effort to proactively manage the diversity of the work 
force, that it is being done ineffectively . [Delta is the Deasure of 
change between one set of figures and another (e . g ., 9/19/92. Work Force vs 
9/29/92 Surplus List).] 

The following table of delta values is derived from the table on Page 8 of 
the CRIA: 

White -5.82' 
Asian -22 .47' 
AfrAller + 70 . 54' 
Hispanic +54 .44' 
Allerlndian+38 . 72' 
Disabled -33.14' 
Targeted +33.06' 

Whites have increased in representation . 
Asians have increased in representation. 
Blacks have decreased in representation. 
Hispanic a have decreaaed in repreaentation 0 

Native Americans have decreased in representation 0 

Disabled have increased in representation . 
Targeted dbabilities have decreased in 
representation . 



514 

6130 Employment 2/22/93 
-6-

What the above table tells us is those groups who are most significantly 
impacted, i . e . , the largest pos itive change in percentage between the work 
force and the Surplus List. Their ranking is as follows : 

Rank GrauE Delta Over~nder (+i·l ReFresentation on Sur . List 

(1) AfrAmer +70 . 54% +43 .46\ 
(2) Hispanics +54 .44\ +27.36\ 
(3) Amerindian +38 . 72\ +11.64\ 
(4) Targeted Dis. +33 . 06% +5.98t* 
(5) White -5 . 82% -32 . 90% 
(6) Asians -22.47% -49 . 55% 
(7) Disabled - 33 .14\ -79 . 55\* 

* Only racial groups are used i n calculating the average delta (Z~%) since 
all disabled fall within a racial group. 

Ideally, there would be a 0 . 0% average shift in delta if all racial groups 
were equally represented by proportion in the work force as on the Surplus 
List. In other words , there would be no difference in the percentages in 
the work force as there are on the Surplus List. 

However, since the average delta value for the above 5 racial groups is 
+27 .08%, this is a statistical indication that there are inequities 
(i11balances) between the representation in the work force versus the 
representation on the Surplus List . 

It is clear from the above analysis that African Aaericans and Hispanics 
have borne the brunt of downsizing illpacts, while Native Americans are 
declining, and Whites and Asians are not bearing their fair share of 
downsizing and increaaing in proportion. Although Asians are more greatly 
under·represented, their actual numbers are so few that even 
•unsurplusing• all of them would not balance things . The moat significant 
under-representation, of courae, are Whites, given their large nwaber and 
disproportionate racial under · representation on the Surplus List. 

The following table tells us, in simple terms, what the mathematics tells 
us in the above calculations: 

AfrAmer 
Hispanics 
Amerindian 
Targeted Dis . 
White 
Asians 
Disabled 

For every 10 
on the Surplus List 

there •hould have been 

7 
8 
9 
9 

15 
20 
50 
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Obviously, an "ideal" situation is not probable, but certainly if there 
ware "proactive management• of the Surplus List employing flexibility on 
the part of managers, then there would not be such a wide, glaring 
disparity between the groups, as shown above. Logically, the "important 
losses to the organization• of minorities lamented throughout the CRIA are 
likely due to a lack of "proactive management," rather than as a result of 
it. 

However, be reminded , that the above statistical analysis is only for 
1992, and there are no figures given similarly for the baseline period of 
6/90 to present, which likely shows a greater impact. 

Please note that African American employees are the most significantly 
impacted group· -as the above calculations show- -and they are also the 
smallest racial population in the Region--as the CRIA shows--so the impact 
is enormous, and most certainly disparate . From the diminishing curve on 
the chart in the CRIA for African American employees, it seems reasonable 
to assume that a CRIA using 6/90 baseline data would show an even more 
dramatic disparate impact. 

Indeed, the CRIA itself acknowledges "The Region's cultural diversity is 
taking a step backwards. • (Page 12) Keep in mind that this is after 
implementation of a proceaa that purport& to mitigate the impacts of a RIF 
on minorities and other protected groups . 

6. There is no discussion or analysis of EEO Complaints and/or Union 
Grievances relative to the Surplus Process. Certainly such a relevant 
factor in gauging employees' reactions to the process should be analyzed. 

7. Page 13 states that impacts to Community Economics, Community Stability, 
Dual Careers, and Positions Impacted by RIF are not identified; yet, FSH 
1709.11, Subchapter 36, Evaluate Alternatives, requires that these social 
and economic civil rights effects •must" be considered . This is a clear 
deficiency . 

8. Page 14, Mitigations. The last four paragraphs are not mitigations. 

Paragraph 5 states the Region has worked actively with other Agencies, 
etc. , but this does nothing to decrease the disproportionate loss of 
minorities in the Forest Service, it only places them elsewhere. 

Paragraph 6 speaks to employee morale, but minorities are being displaced 
at disproportionate nuabera .. . what good ia morale boosting if you're 
gone? 

The last paragraph talks about potential (not actual) 1993 Coop Ed 
recruitments again, which we dispelled earlier by pointing out the 
relatively small numbers this mitigation might represent in the future. 
What about now? What about the past losses? 



516 

6130 Employment 2/22/93 
-8 -

The following page (Page 15) talka about additional mitigations such aa 
"reevaluate and stabilize the surplus lists, • and "Asaeas the necessity of 
furloughs and RIF. • Again, these are not mitigations that will directly 
or indirectly improve the disproportionate displacement of minority 
employees . 

9. The Appendices ahow several references to Early Retirement Authority, 
first saying it would be requested , then not doing so because of 
assumptions that it would not be approved. Clearly , •early out• would be 
a significant balancer since most would be white males, the moat 
over · represented racial group in the work force, and, therefore, 
mitigating the disparate impacts to minorities. To not even aak for the 
authority, and aupport it atrong1y with the argument of mitigating 
diaparate impactl to minorities, ia to not be proactive in aanaging 
diveraity . 

10. The minutes of the Regional CRAG of 3/9/92, states that the Regional 
Forester said that •many Forest Supervisors have met one-on-one with each 
person on the list." I believe that to be an incorrect statement based 
upon my personal experience and contacts with others on the Surplus List . 

11. FSH 1709.11, Subchapter 33.24, requires that there be personal contacts 
with employees and other concerned organizations. The Appendices of the 
CRIA does contain some summaries by the CRAG of employee interviews , but 
none of any outside groups . 

FSH 1709 . 11 , Chapter 30, requires that the "Civil rights analysts must be 
proficient in compiling and interpreting civil rights information ... • 
Yet, the GRIA relies oo1ely upon third-person interviews by CRAG members 
who are not Civil Rights Specialists. Individuals who requested to be 
interviewed were not . I understand that neither BIG (Blacks in 
Government) members nor unit African American Special Emphasis Program 
Managers (SEPM) were interviewed or reques ted to provide input . 

The NAAGP specifically requested an opportunity to provide input, but was 
ignored despite Exhibit 1 on page 33.24--2 of FSH 1709 .11 , which shows as 
an example of written data to be collected under Item 2f : "formal 
resolutions from interest groups . " This is specifically what was provided 
by the NAAGP, but is omitted from the CRIA. 

FSH 1709.11, Subchapter 33 . 24 states "Without use of a random sample, the 
responses are not representative of the total population." It appears 
from the small number of interviews that a representative sampling was not 
obtained; consequently, the respondent contacts may not be a true 
indication of attitudes and behavior . Questionnaires are recommended by 
the FSH, but to my knowledge , none were conducted . 

12. In the CRAG's minutes of 8/20/92, it states as a recommendation that one 
of the ways to reduce impacts on individuals is to downsize equitably by 
eliminating staff positions along with field positions. Yet, it' a very 
obvious on the Willamette and elsewhere that Staff Officers . are not taking 
their fair share of the pain of downsizing . 
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No where is that e:umple more glaring than the Regional Office. In a 
document entitled "Statistical Breakdown on the Plac ... nt of B.6/PRV 
Surplua Ellployeea• prepared by the B.6/PNV Dolrnaidng Tau, it abova that 
tba llO baa bad only 14 aurplua poaitiona identified wban other nnita of 
c011parable aha have bad 111, 93, 91 77, 45 and otbar large nuabera 
aurpluaed. I have requested but not yet received baseline information on 
this tabla which I believe will show that on a parcantaga haaia , the llO ia 
not bearing ita fair ahara of the iapacta in downaidng. 

13 . The CRAG sensing SUIDIIary of 10/22/92, indicates that there has been 
"inconsistency in selecting unfunded positions/people. • This is very 
true, as exampled by my own circumstances and others of which I'm aware. 
Guidance in selecting unfunded positions 1a inadequate and contributes not 
only to the feeling of unfairness, but a lao allows abuses by arbitrary and 
capricious managers. Many examples exist of favored employees who were 
placed on the Surplus List just so they could be selected for a •wired" 
job . An example is of a former Forest Supervisor's wife who wanted a job, 
but wasn't on the Surplus List and was (pre)aelected nonetheless . 

No where does the CRIA indicate a desire to correct this deficiency of 
inadequate guidance with appropriate direction mitigating the 
inconsistencies. One proposal I attempted to negotiate with Management is 
to require that all managers provide unfunded employees with a specific 
explanation or analysis (rather than just saying there isn't enough money) 
which explains to the employee why her or his position was selected. 
Employees do not dispute that budgets have been reduced . .. we all know 
that .. but lack of funding is only a reason to downsize , it is not a 
reason why a particular position should be unfunded. That ia the major 
thrust of my efforts in attempting a resolution with Management, i.e., 
that managers be directed to provide employees with a reason specific to 
the employee. 

This is also a right employees have under Article 32 of the Kaster Union 
Agreement . 

This same document in the CRIA statea "No apparent accountability for 
minority retention , • which is clearly true ... despite stateaenta from the 
Regional Forester encouraging flexibility in selecting surplus positions. 
(See CRAG 12/9/92) Accountability would provide an informed bash from 
which to work in mitigating disparate impacts to minorities. As 
previously stated, the CRIA fails to account for the baseline period 6/90 
to 10/92. 

14. All of the statistical tables presented in the CRIA are mathematically 
faulty since they relate to a period aoaetime after the baseline period of 
6/90 ; hence, they do not show the true picture of what loues have been 
suffered since the Surplus Process co1111enced . Any Impact Analysis aust 
begin at the beginning .. . at the point at which impacts begin . Otherwise, 
any calculations of impacts are inaccurate when the proper baseline isn't 
used. 
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15 . Monitoring, which is a required portion of the CRIA , is non-existent other 
than to count the impacts after the fact, rather than taking a proactive 
role and exercising flexibility and management of the work force to 
sustain and enhance diversity . Vhat Management is doing is not 
monitoring, but taking a "body count." 

16 . The entire document lacks a cogent organization with ita many redundancies 
(e . g. , putting forth Coop Ed's as mitigation) and unsupported statements 
(e . g . , "A commonly-held perception is that an effect of downsizing will be 
to wipe out the Region's cultural diversity ... "). 

17 . Amazingly, one whole protected group, Older Vorkero, are completely 
ignored and not addreaoed in any faahion by the CRIA , Kanageaant, or tha 
CBAG. 

Given the foregoing, it is -..y opinion that the CRIA fails in its purpose • to 
determine the scope, intensity, duration, and direction of impacts . • Clearly, 
when 18 months of data are ignored one has failed to properly address scope at 
the very least, and more likely the intensity as well. The "form" of the CRIA 
is sufficient, but the "substance" is entirely lacking·•&& demonstrated above. 

It does not instill faith in the sincerity of Management to see them first 
willfully ignore the regulations, then put forth the "llhite Book" in substitute 
of the legally mandated process prescribed by the regulations, ·and finally 
perform a hasty, inadequate CRIA that fails to cover even the period to be 
studied . 

THE lROVING ARD VILLFUL DISt.EGAlUI ON THE PAII.T OF IIAliAG!I!El'IT OP THE t.EGUIATIORS 
ARD LA.VS IN IIAliAGING WOU: FORCE DIVERSITY ARD l'B.OTECTING THE CIVIL lliGBTS OP 
ALL EKPLOYEES--PA&TICULARLY l'B.OTECTED GaOOPS--CORSTITUTES A PATTERN OP PBACTICE 
OP • ••• t.Ecn.J!SS INDII'PDENCE TO THE FEDERALLY PROTECTED aiGHTS ••. " 01' THOSE 
EMPLOYEES. (42 USC 1981A(b)) 

Since my Formal Mixed-Class Aceion EEO Complaint is currently under 
consideration for certification of the Class before the EEOC, a copy of this 
letc:er is being provided to them in support and supplementation of my assertion 
that Management knowingly and willfully failed to follow the regulations 
requiring the performance of a proper Civil Rights Impact Analysis, which 
directly resulted in the violation of the civil rights of employees of Region 6 
of the USDA Forest Service. 

1•1 Gerald Foster 
GERALD FOSTER 
Contract Specialist 
Willamette National Forest 
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cc(via DG): D.Ferraro - Deputy Regional Forester, R6 
D.Robartson - Chief, USDA Forest Service, WO 
W.Riley - Director Personnel, WO 
L.Burse - Director Civil Rights, WO 
R.Nimura - Director of Civil Rights, R6 
S.Triplett - RO, PM 
D.Kenops - Forest Supervisor, Willamette NF 
J .Nelson - Deputy Forest Supervisor, Will&llette NF 
M. Scutvick - AO, Willamette NF 
M.Owen - Supervisory Contract Specialist, Willamette NF 
J.Meyers - Civil Rights Specialist, Willamette NF 
C.Reynolds - EEO Counselor/Mediator, WO 
D.Clark - NFFE Union Steward, Willamette NF 
L.Capriotti - NFFE Union Representative, Siuslaw NF 
A.Kennedy - Personal Representative 

cc: Honorable Peter DeFazio, House of Representatives 
211 East 7th, Room 277 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Honorable Mike Kopetski, House of Representatives 
530 Center St., NE, Suite 340 
Salem, OR 97301 

American Civil Liberties Union 
Attn.: Dave Fidanque 
1675 Willamette 
Eugene, OR 

NAACP Conference of Chapters 
Greg Evans, President 
P. o. Box 95 
Eugene, OR 

NAACP - Lane County Chapter 
Henry Luvert, President 
P. 0. Box 95 
Eugene, OR 

EEOC 
Administrative Judge Douglas W. Luna, Esq. 
Seattle District office 
Bay Vista Building 
2815 2nd Avenue, Suite 500 
Seattle, WA 98121 

Research and Operations 
Office of the General Counsel 
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture 
Room 2321 - South Building 
14th and Independence Avenue S. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

2/22/93 
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News From~~]~ · th the Chief 
(_.-MAY 18, 1 

I 

1. Dale said he will be briefing the secretary tomorrow. Purpose is explain 
the agency •ission and to discuss restructuring options. Each agency head baa 
30 •inutes. This is part of the Secretary's effort to reinvent the 
Depart.ent. Dale says that "We will be in a restructuring IIOde over the next 6 
months.• He did not elaborate on what he will be telling the Secretary. 

2. Dale said the 3 coaaittees developing recaa.endations relative to the Forest 
Sum.it should have their work done 6/1. He expressed sa.e concern about 
whether the Ti•ber Theft proble11 which was discussed and fil~ by ABC during 
the House Appn hearing would be aired about that ti.a . That could undercut the 
credibility fo the FS just about when the President and Cabinet will be asking 
soae i~rtant decisions involving the Forest Service. 

3. He speculated that the current effort by the secretary to reorganize the 
Depart.ent fara service agencies Bight involve a discussion u to whether the 
S&PF progra. should be moved out of the Forest Service as soae people see so.a 
siailarity between farm services and S&PF. 

4 . He said that 1994 will be the 1st year of 4 year effort to eliainete below 
cost sales, Accordingly, the budget has been reduced by $46 •illion which 
translates into hundreds of jobs lost. 

5. Dale said FS Biddle •anage.ant is too fat. He has asked RF's to reduce RO's 
by 35-40%. Mentioned R2, R6, & R9. 

6. Regarding the freeze, Dale said now that Asst. Secretary Ji• Lyons is on 
board, he plans to .aet with Lyons to see what can be done about the freeze. 
He said this .aeting •BY not take place for another 30 to 60 days yet. 

7. Dale was asked how the FS would balance dive4ty needs with downsiz1ng. He 
responded that it would be acco.plished through attrition and selective RIP's. 

Bob Birnstengel 

Exhibit C to AFSEEE Supplemental Testimony 



521 
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United State• 
Department ot 
Agriculture 

Fore•t 
Service 

Wuhington 
Ottice 

14th I. Independence SW 
P.O. Box 96090 
Wuhington, DC 20090-6o90 

Reply to: 6130/6520 Date: December 28, 1993 

Subject: Reduction of Positions, E.O. 12839 

To: Deputy Chiefs, Regional Foresters, Station Directors, 
Area Director, and IITF Director 

REPLY DUE JANUARY 14, 1994 

Executive Order 12839 (OMB Bulletin 93-08) mandates that each Executive 
Department shall eliminate not less than 4 percent of its civilian personnel 
positions measured in full-time equivalents (FTE's), from September 30, 1992, 
to September 30, 1995. The Executive Order also states that at least 
10 percent of the reductions shall come from the Senior Executive Service 
(SES), and GS-14 and 15 grade levels or the equivalent. Less than 2 years 
remain on this schedule. 

In terms of the overall reduction of the work force, we don't anticipate having 
problems meeting the FTE reduction required by this Executive Order. Our 
downsizing has been driven by budget and prograa shifts rather than this effort 
to reinvent and downsize government. The Forest Service FTE level for FY 1993 
was 41,155 and since October 1, 1992, our permanent force has been reduced 
about 1,000 positions. We will, however, continue to monitor FTE use closely. 
For purposes of consistency in monitoring, we use the following type of 
appointments: (1) career appointments and career SES, (2) career-conditional, 
(3) competitive taper, competitive indefinite, and competitive term. 

While there has been some mention by the Administration of eliminating FTE's as 
a measure of work force size, we are still being asked to monitor FTE 
ceilings. Until there is relief, we must continue to stay within the fiscal 
year allocations. 

More complicated is the issue of reducing positions in grade 14 and above. The 
OMB instructions for implementing the Executive Order require that we use the 
number of employees as of September 30, 1992 as our base. OPM has provided OMB 
with a figure of 1,115 filled positions at that time. Preliminary discussions· 
with the Department have led us to believe that we may be able to use 1,003 
grade 14+ employees as our goal for the end of FY 1995 (instead of the 950 that 
would be our target if the formula for computing reductions were strictly 
applied). 

However, our number of GS-14 and above as of December 13, 1993 shows 1,143 
employees on board. Included in this number are those who have been 
temporarily promoted into grade 14+ positions, but not included are any vacant 
grade 14+ positions. Our actual number to reduce over the next 21 months could 
be more than 150 persons. There is no way that this goal can be reached with 
the present attrition rate and rate of non-competitive promotions. 
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2 

Chief and Staff have reviewed the present staffing levels and prepared an 
allocation for each unit (see Enclosure 1). We took into account aOM prograa 
shifts and organizational difference• aaong units (for axaaple, the gradins of 
research scientists using the Research Grade Evaluation Guide panel procesa). 
However, every unit will need to help us address this problem. 

Therefore, we are asking each of you to review your grade 14 and above needs 
and provide us with a staffing plan within your allocated number. (The 
Associata Chief, Deputy Chiefs, and I will review all SBS posi tiona. ) We 
recognize that this will require reexllllining traditional ways of doing business 
and great self-discipline. We also recognize that aany other actions currently 
underway will necessitate on-going shifts in any plana that you develop, but 
our record over the last year shows that further delay will be very costly in 
terms of meeting the September 1995 deadline. This is an opportunity to take a 
fresh look st developing a healthy, productive, and multicultural organization 
that aeets the mission and vision of the Forest Service as well as our legal 
requireaents. 

We need your plans by January 14, 1995. Your report must include 
(a) --positions/ellployees by title, series, and grade you intend to keep within 
your 1995 limitations and (b) a detailed plan that shows how you will reduce 
the excess. Use the attached form (Enclosure 2) for reporting your plana. The 
allocation chart in Enclosure 1 also provides you with a work sheet that will 
help you determine the number you must reduce by the end of FY 1995. Please 
send all replies to Dale Nelson in Personnel Management, via DO to 
D.Nelson:WOlB . 

The following eleaents aay be used u a guideline for planning your grade 14 
and above adjustment. 

1. Program Adjustment. Take into account both increases and decreases in FS 
programs, based either on targets or services produced. Include changes in 
progrBIIS as we aove forward to ecosystBII aanagement. You should also be guided 
by FY 1994 progru direction and proposed FY 1995 direction. 

2. Organizational Adjustment. Consider efforts that you aay have planned for 
restructuring your organization to i•prove operating efficiencies. 

3. Classification Reviews. Many positions may meet minimal classification 
standards, Grade controlling duties may be fragmented in several jobs. A 
supervisory grade evaluation based on span of control may also be a basis for 
review . Use this opportunity to update position descriptions. 

4. Reinventing Governaent. The information we are requesting is in context 
with •eating the Executive Order, we recognize that there are efforts underway 
to reorganize the Forest Service and therefore your current organization 
efforts undertaken should be considered 8n interia process. Any gain made in 
the reduction of these grades will aid our efforts to reorganize the Forest 
Service. 
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and IITF Director 

5. Other. There •BY be positions that •BY be abolished or re-configured and 
re-graded through attrition . Issues of eaployee performance should also be 
addressed. 

Also enclosed (Enclosure 3) is a •onitoring/placement strategy for filling 
positions for the remainder of FY 1994. Be aware that the Executive Oroer 
gives the reduction at grades 14 and above a high priority and that your 
tal'gets are firm. However, you may want to add an explanation of negative 
effects of the specific reductions you decide upon. I will expect that you 
will have done your best to mitigate negative effects within your plana. 

I am confident that working together, we can achieve the needed wol'k force 
reductions. At the slllll9 time, I believe the changes can result in stronger 
organizations that will •eet the intent of our mission, vision, and guiding 
principles. 

I will review your recomaandationa carefully. 

/a/ J. LAMAR BEASLEY for 
JACK WARD THOMAS 
Chief 

Enclosures 

3 
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(a) . (b) (c ) (4) (a) (f) I 
UNIT Sept'92 9/30/95 12/13/93 Vacanci- Total I to lla4uca 

llue Tanet Curnnt I to Fill lcl • {4} ·(~l 1- (b 

R-1 38 32 39 

R-2 33 28 33 

R-3 41 34 42 

R-4 46 _38 45 

R- 'i 'i9 49 59 

a-6 70 'i8 70 lk:J,-~.11 ~ r d'"-J,':{f· r,. i'vc 'dYS 
.-i f •-<" i' 

'·· 
R-8 'iO 42 4'i 

R-9 32 27 32 

R-10 23 19 23 
a.p_. 

392 327 388 r;,./, 1-/ ((,//1, J: ',, ! .. total 

INT 37 35 39 
I 

NC 35 33 36 

NE 52 49 52 

PNW 59 56 58 

PSw-• 27 27 33 

RM 32 30 37 

SE 34 32 39 

so 32 30 36 

FPL 4'i 43 48 ! , 

STATIQIIS ..1-NC ':::3f1S ""I .. l.,l .· d 5 
SUB'l'Ol'AL 353 ~ 378 

.. ,· 
~ .. .. ,.. 
vCC. V 'tJ .· .L.v ....... ..;.;. ~ c-f I{) 

fc~_: ;., j ,{) 11/:'r." 
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I (a) 
(b) (c) (4) (e) (f) I 

UNIT Sept'92 9/30/95 12/1/93 Vacanci• Total , to Recluce 
Base Tarot eu....,...t, to Pill (c) + (4) (e) 1-_jb 

IITP .J 
SIJBTOTAL 0 ' 0 

NA .J 
StJBTal'AL 14 12 12 

WO NFS 140 122 134 

WO RES 35 _3_4 42 

WO P&L 4'5 39 44 

WO S&PF '51 48 55 ... 
WO ADMIN 67 54 64 

WO IF 9 11 13 
CHIEF'S 
OFFICE 9 12 13 
II) .LNI./'1_/::.FIS :C> , , , 
SOBTOTAL 356 320 36S 

TOTAL 1115 1003 11-3 
Y)(Cf\£M ;:'[) ' ; '· 

Notes: 

• • Vacancies that are unencuabered are the only onea that will increase the PPT 
of the unit over the 12/93 head count. 
•• • No reduction listed for PSW in colUIID (b) due to apparent error in base year 
calculation. 
••• • 4 grade 14 and above law enfo~t positions in col\IIUUI (b) and (c) were 
moved from Admin Deputy area to the Chief'a Office in the Washington Office. 
PLEASE NOTE THAT FIELD LEVEL 14+ LAW BNFORCI!III!NT PEiiSONNBL ARE STILL INCLUDBD IN 
EACH UNITS TARGET AND CURRENT NUMBERS. 'l1IBY WILL BE IIOVBD WIIBNlM!R TIIB FiliAL 
ORGANIZATION IS APPROVBD. BOTH TIIB PERSON AND TIIB TARGET ALLOCATION FOR T11B 
PERSON WILL BE MOVBD. 
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Wubincton 
Ott ice 

14th .. Independence sw 
P.O. lloK 9609(1 
WubiJ1cton, DC 20090-6090 

Date: January 10, 1994 

Subject: Freeze on Recruiting at Orade 13 and Above 

To: Regional Foresters, Station Directors, Area Director, 
IITF Director, liO Starr, and Pll Operations Branch 

For the past several 110nths we have not been advertising to fill vacant 
positions at grade 13 and above. With an increase in the nuaber or vacancies, 
and the need to fill s011e or these to aeet high priority progr1111 needs and 
110ve shaad with downsizing, you are authorized to proceed with advertising to 
fill vacancies under the following direction. 

You lillY now recruit for positions that aeet the standards for category 1 in 
the enclosed letter. At grade 14 or above, you can advertise those that are 
consistent with the staffing plan you sut.it in response to our letter or 
December 28 on the reduction or positions required by Executive Order 12839. 

Direction in force that must be considered includes tha Forest Service 
external freeze that requires the approval or this office before advertising a 
position outside the Forest Service (Interill Directive 6130-93-4), Executive 
Order 12839 requiring a reduction in the number or positions at grade 14 and 
above, and the Forest Service interns! freeze (Interim Directive 6109.12-93-2) 
giving surplus employees first consideration. 

The freeze on personnel actions at grade 13 and above remains in effect and 
that to request an exception you .ust name a selectee and submit a request 
categorized and documented as explained in our enclosed letter of November 19. 

/s/ J. Lamar Beasley 

J. LAMAR BEASLEY 
Deputy Chief 
Administration 

Enclosure 
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IITA'fiOB'AL J'EDEB.A'fiOI 01' l'EDIB.AL EK!LO!'EES 

~ 0 c ·A L 4 .5 -7 

w.. POB. oa - oa 1'011. .&Lt. 

R.a: Doc:U11611t: !or_ Preaent:at:ion to t:h& Bowie Camittea on B'at:ural ... oureu 

NF!'E Local #457 at:roD&ly atJtiPOrtB Pr .. i&mt: Cllm:on's Euc:ut:ive order llo. 
l28394 Gill Vice Preddeut: Gore' 11 !lat:ioual !m=foma~~Ce a.viiiV (!IPR) 
reec.mm:ulat:ions reprclins t:he reduct:iou of t:he llllllber of upper gracle IUXUijlera 
.n<1 the ratio of supervillon to emp1oyau. rD tlaU area, n ua !JZ!!t:l.I 
COIICerJW! by !lational, Jtegi.ou1, a J'm:eat 1!'vw!M!ftt:'a fU1ure t:o camply 'ri.th 
the huidelll:' a polieiea. · 

E:ucut:ive Order 12839 (O!!B Bullat:in 93-08) IMI!datu that: each !Dcutiva . 
Dtiopart:llel1t: ah&11 alila1nat:e uot leas az- 4 pereaut of its eivUien pera<nll281 
poait:ioZUI meuured in full-time equiv.J.eut:a (FrB'a), from Saptembar 30, 199Z, 
to Septabar 30, 1995. The hacutive 01:d&r &leo atatea that at: leaat: 
10 pare&nt: of the reduet:ions sh&l.l come frem tha Seu,ior Executive Service 
(SES), Gill GS-14 and 15 grade lavals or the equiv.J.eut:, Las11 than 2 years 
remain on this schedule. 

A.aiat:ant: Seeret:ary Lyons has abo eat:ablishecl polieias requizing rec!uet:iona of 
at: leaat: 10 pareent of CS-14+ employees. Yat, the trend eentinu•• in !:he 
opposite direction. Att:sc:bment No. 1 el..rly cieDonal:rat:es this faet:, In 
IJUIIIID8.ty of Eneloauie 1 of that: a~t-- · 

ln"lowre 1 

'ill:lUliiiEri: FOil J.EDIIC'llO&S OF li:ll-14+ POSITIONS 

(a) ('b) (e) 
1lBl'r Sept:•92 9/30/95 U/13/93 

Base 'faraet C=rent * 
ll!.ll.ala• [12/30/89) [9/18/93) 
ette NF 2 ? 2 

a.-6 70 58 70 
B.estons 

1 - 10 392 327 388 
ftUIORS 

3.53 3.W 378 
'110 

356 320 "5 
'lO't.6l. 1115 1003 1143 

All c:au ba aeen fr011 the . above s~, ~ g:rUt.eat inereaaes are at che highut 
levels. While Mu~a&emeut has been chupcl. 'ri.th the raapoaaibUity of d<iwnsidng 
our apuey, 11: baa been preserving it:aalf. 'lh1.8 h t:he bureaucratic head cut:tin& 
off ita body at the m:pense of tha ••n::brlo. Lower r;rade employee• ue beins 
released b,- tha dwu.eends while upper l!auag..ut continues to feather their Olfn 

nuta With_ oth.r upper r;rade ~~U~Dqers ill ordar to .... t:atn their gradM wb1le t:ha,-

FEB I '94 11:49 503 465 6322 PAGE.001 
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l.oaa ella bua of lower Fade apl.byH& !:bat ortpnally support:ad t:ba 
cluaUicad.on o~ their srade•. · . . 

Not oDly ~. t:lWI pract:iea ~e. a cla.ssU.. ~tvun ~t I!Qd. tmi(Jloyau; but 
it ba.s alao bed a d:J.aparaee t.pact 011 lliDo:d.tiu &lid-.- m 1:be qency wilD are 
baing -releu&d fr011 arpl~t at ~ar :r:ata.s l:ha. .anrap. . 

Ve uk tbae· eoaFu•--and t:IWt C:-!~-~in its dellberat1011a·, actvi.ae the 
Secretary of A&r1c:ulture of tbaao .W..., aDd requa&l: !:bat it be kept app:d.ud of 
cba efforu lll&da by cba llS!l&. aDd For .. t Servlce to corr.et chua inju..ti.,.... 

FEB 1 '94 11:49 503 465 6322 ~~E.002 



529 

krl y~ ·~ 

Greater Yellowstone Coalition 

The Honorable Bruce Vento 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Bruce: 

2116/94 

I trust that your Subcommittee's oversight hearing on Forest Service 
reform went well . I appreciate your interest in this pressing issue and 
I wanted to provide you with additional views for the hearing record. 

Clear back in 1986 the CRS highlighted the management problems caused 
by the lack of coordination and mismanagement by the federal agencies in 
Greater Yellowstone. Although the situation has improved somewhat, the 
problems persist •• even among and between neighboring national forests. 

In order to remedy this situation in Greater Yellowstone, we recommend 
that you consider the consolidation of Greater Yellowstone National 
Forests under one regional office, rather than the existing three regional 
offices. Former Regional Forester John Mumma has recommended this 
approach, as well as consolidating all of the Greater Yellowstone National 
Forests into one National Forest (akin to the Tongass structure). 

Another recommendation is to consider consolidating all public lands 
outside Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks under a new agency 
with a special mission and mandates, with lands to be managed by the 
Dept. of Interior. 

The above-mentioned recommendations plus many others are found within 
our draft Campaign for Greater Yellowstone. A keystone recommendation 
in the Campaign is that Congress should take action to designate Greater 
Yellowstone as the nation's first National Sustainable Ecosystem. We are 
mailing a copy of our draft Campaign for your review. 

Best regards to you, Bruce, 

~ 
Bart Koehler/Assoclate Program Director 

P.O. Box 1874 • Bozenwl, Mon-Sml • (406) 586-1593 • FAX (406) ~51 
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up the challenge posed by writer William 
KittTedge to •make uae of the place where we live 
without killing it." 

It is our hope that each of you will find 
this Campaign exciting and inspiring. We cak 
you to help give this effort more shape and focus, 
and to join with us in rolling up our sleeves. We 
can succeed if each of ua a boulders paTt of the 
load, and worka to ensure that we leave this spe­
cial place for future generations in better ecologi­
cal health than it is now. Together. we can 
establish Ye11owstone ae a living model of conser ­
vation, rather than a last refuge of imperiled 
species. 

Problems in Greater 
Yellowstone 

W
ith new acientific knowledge about 
ecosystem functioning and extinction 
processes, we now know that Greater 
Yellowstone ia on a dangerous trajec­

tory of habitat fragmentation, degradation and 
isolation. We know .that Nation.al Parks, even 
ones the size of Yellowstone, are not large enough 
to protect the natural processes for which they 
were set aside, if surrounding habitats are exc:es~ 
sively altered and damaged. This Ec:osystem is 
becoming an ecological island, cut off from vital 
nearby wildlands ouch as the. Northern 

·Continental Divide Ecoaystem in Montana and 
Canada, and the Greater Salmon-Selway 
Ecosystem in Idaho. Unrelenting and poorly 
designed development activities on private, state 
and federal lands are acting cumulatively to 
increase isolation and fragmentation of these 
ecosystems: the first to be lost are typically the 
creatures at the top of the food chain, and those 
requiring specific habitats that are particularly 
vulnerable to human-caused change. With the 
steady deterioration of the region's ecological 
health, comes the erosion of the health of sur- . 
rounding communities and their economies. 

The slower·chanaina parts of this land­
scape- landforms, soBs, lakes- are constantly 
touched by the quicker rhythms of wind, rain , 
snow, stTeams, rivers, firea. wildlife. and human 
beings. Some of these movements are visible, yet 
others, like the spread of rhizomes in forest soil 
or the underground flows that link hot springs 
and geysers, take place out of sight, where we can 
know them only throurh careful study. Despite its 
size, the Greater Yellowstone Ecoaystem can no 
longer mask the effects of intensive human use 
and development: from outer space, the west edge 
of Yellowstone Park is a strairht line resulting 
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from a clear-cutting program of over 1 billion 
board feet on the Tarrhee Nation&! Forest. Over 
7,000 miles Or roads criss-eross the national 
forests in the Ecosystem, and nearly 1,000 more 
are planned in current forest plans. 

And, over 4 million acres of national forest 
Ianda are open to oil and gas leasing and develop­
ment; if such ir:aduat,.ial development occun, it 
can destroy water quality, wildlife habitat, unique 
scenery, as we11 as hunting and fishing oppo,.tuni ­
ties, even geothermal aystems. The legacy of 
abandoned mines in Greater Yellowstone, which 
number over 700, will cost huridreds or millions of 
dollars to reclaim, and this legacy of polluted 
waters, damaged Soils, a.nd scarred landscapes 
will continue under exiating laws. A case in point 
is the high elevation rold mine proposed near the 
northeast corner of Yellowstone Park. 

Water law in the West is baaed on the doc· 
trine of •use it or lose it: and fails to recognize 
the many ecological and other beneficial values 
derived from keeping water in the stream. Ill· 
conceived water development projects and poorly 
managed dams are causing irreparable harm in 
some areas to aquatic plants, insects and fish -
even on the most legendary of trout streams, the 
Henry's Fork. 

So called "love it to death" iasues­
tourist booms, second home rushes and rural 
sprawls- are combining with the impact of 
resource extraction to be a serious impact on the 
ecosystem. As visitor numbers mushroom with no 
limits, four season recreation-oriented develop­
·ments are also expanding inside and outside both 
Yellowstone and Grand Teton nation a) parks. 

Even the geysers and other geothermal 
features, that were the basis of Congress' decision 
to establish Yellowstone as the world's first 
National Park in 1872, are still not fully pro­
tected from development outside the Park. 

Private lands, those wide open spaces that 
support the region's agriculture and provide criti· 
cal and limited low-elevation wildlife wintering 
habitat, are being grid.Jocked with subdivisions. 
Over one million acres have been subdivided, 
threatening water quality, wildlife- and ironi· 
cally the scenic vistas that newcomers are seek-
in g. 

Citizen efforts are underway to plan for 
economic and environmental sustainability at the 
loc::al level. Some of these initiatives are meeting 
with success, but many are hobbled by a lack of 
technical and financial support. In addition, u 
number of existing laws and tax structures ham­
per planning for sustainability. 

These problems are exacerbated by a lack 
of coordination of the more than 25 different fed · 
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eral and state agencies and committee. which 
manage parts of Greater Yellowstone. A poten­
tially precedent-setting effort to improve coordi· 
notion between the Park Service and Forest 
Service by the Greatel' Yellowstone Coordinating 
Committee met with disaster at the hands of 
elected officials and the extractive industries. 

In the wake of this aborted effort, the same 
Jitany of problems remain. That is why over the 
last several yeau, we have worked hard to 
develop a shared vision and thorouch scientific 
understanding of what is needed to proteet and 
sustain Greater Yellow1tone. The result is the 
Campaign for Greater Yellowstone. 

Components of the Campaign 
for Greater Yellowstone 

Greater Yellowstone National 
Sustainable Ecosystem. 

C 
oneress should take aetion to designate 
GreateT Yellowstone as the nation's fiTSt 
National Sustainable Ecosystem . As des­
ignated, this National Sustainable 

Ecoaystern will he : 
. 1) a prime example of conservation of one of the 
nation's premier ecosystems, and the maintenance 
of its natural processes, soils, and viable popula­
tions of plant and animal species and their habi­
tats. 
2) An area where the top priority of public lands 

managers is sustaining ecosystems; this would 
necessitate a shift from current emphasis on 
large-seale commodity extraction to maintaining 
natural integrity, from "sustained yield" to "sus­
tainable ecologieal systems. • 
3) A place noted for creative efforts at the local 
community and individual levels that put into 
practice principles of sustainability and ecological 
health. 
4) An area where citizens and. communities learn 
new ways to live within the ecological constraints 
of the ecosystem; where people are an integral 
part of the ecosystem, which is managed for objec­
t ives ranging from complete protection to inten­
sive , yet sustainable, production . 
5) A place where government officials, scienti sts, 
managers and local residents cooperate in devel­
oping progressive programs for conserving land 
and water to meet human needs while protecting 
natural processes and biol9gical reaourees. 
6) A place where natural resource manr.gers, 
industries, and commercial enterprises, rather 
than citizen a, have the burden of proof, responsi­
bility and obligation to show that activities on 
public Ianda will not cause damage to ecosystem 
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functioning or imperiled species. 
7) A place where wildland• and parks are domi­
nated by natural procesaea, including fire and 
naturally occurring cycles of insects and disease, 
which provide for important habitat. 
8) A place where land and natural resouree plan­
ning occurs on tho basis of ecological units, such 
as watersheds, that make aenae (rom an ecosy&· 
tern otandpoint. 
9) An area managed and proteeted through 
implementation of credible and oeientifieally 
sound plans that require agencies to monitor, 
maintain and restore ecolocical functioning, and 
evaluate proposed actions with the potential for 
environmental impacts within the context of sin­
gle and cumulative impacts at the landscape level 
and at all levels of biodiversity. 
10) A place whieh retain• and restores ita full 
eomplement of speeies and well-distributed habi­
tats. 

To accomplish thete rroals, a Greater 
Yellowstone Sustainable Eeosystem Steering 
Committee should be eatablished by legislative 
and/or administrative action to oversee the activi­
ties of: 1) a Biodiversity Aaseasment Committee: 
2) a Commiuion on Community Sustainability 
and 3) a Restoration Conservation Corps 
(deseribed below). The Greater Yellowstone 
Sustainable Ecosystem Steering Committee could 
be comprised of a non-profit organization with 
representation from communities and the private 
sector, and entities representing state and federal 
agencies. The steering committee would formu· 
late conservation and development goals that are 
shared by representative oreanizations on the 
eommittee, help establish the field activities 
required to achieve these goals, monitor and eval­
uate progress, and secure the fund ing and techni­
cal a11iatance needed to carry out these 
initiatives. 

Efforts should be undertaken, ideally by 
the above proposed com.mittee, to facilitate the 
colleetion and dissemination of data needed to 
achieve ecosystem protection and sustainable 
development goals and to improve coordination 
and communication between public and private 
la nd managers_ 

1) Biodiveraity Aaaesemeat Committee 

A multi-disciplinary Biodiversity 
Assessment Committee of scientific experts 
would be established to: 1) initiate an ecosystem 
wide inventory of biodiversity data needs; 2) coor­
dinate landscape· level data colleetion; 3) evaluate 
changes and trends in habitats, species and popu· 
lation distribution , e1pecial1y rare, threatened, 
endancered species, Hated sensitive species, 
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•species of special concern,• and othen vulnerable 
to human manipulationi 4) ovenee a •gap analy­
sis" measuring the biolocical divenity of the pro­
tected areas system; 5) using the information 
described above, develop a GTeater Yellowstone 
Bioloeieal Diversity Conaervation Plan to guide 
public land management, and to ensure that 
native habitats are well distributed and repre· 
aented and to maintain the viability of apecies 
and populations, especially those sensitive to 
human activities and development; and 6) make 
technical and scientific information available to 
intereated communities and individuals, as well 
as otheT agencies. · 

2) Commi1sion on Community Su•tainability 

Designation of the National Sustainable 
Ecosystem would involve the creation of a Greater 
Yellowstone Commission on Community 
Sustainability, which would be a joint effort 
involving state and community governments and 
non·e-overnmental organizations, with representa­
tives of the three states and twenty Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem counties. This commis­
sion would: 1) serve as a multi-state umbrella 
group for a number of innovative programs pro­
moting sustainable activities in ecosystem com ­
munities; 2) offer training programs, smalJ 
grants, matching grants and technical assistance 
to individuals and businesses interested in pursu­
ing economic activities without environmental 
damage; 3) help communities pursue a wide 
range of private land initiatives, such as a) devel­
oping effective land use plans b) creating local · 
land trusts to protect important open spaces and 
agricultural lands, c) establishing Greenway pro­
grams for local communities designed to link com­
munities with natural areas, d) protecting river 
corridors as cooperative efforts between communi­
ties. agencies and private land owners . 

S) Restoration and Conaervation Corps 

The Greater Yellowstone Restoration 
Conservation Corps would tackle needed environ­
mental restoration projects such as road oblitera­
tion , riparian restoration and abandoned mine 
cleanup. The Corps would provi de job opportuni · 
ties in areas where unsustainable development 
activities, such as the massive clearcutting on the 
Targhee National Forest, have resulted in layoffs 
and unemployment in the wood products industry. 
Such efforts would also provide ecological benefits 
such as improved water quality and scenic values, 
increased fish and wildlife populations, and a 
broader spectrum of outdoor recreation opportuni­
ties. 

I. Public Land Initiatives The fol· 
lowing initiatives would be implemented as part 
of the National Sustainable Ecosystem PTogram. 

A. Framework for Adminiatration of Public 
Lando 

The public lands within the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem are subject to fragmented 
manaeement practices by aeencies whose man· 
dates often conflict. A 1986 Congressional 
Research Service (CRS) report and 1985 congres· 
aional hearings highlirhted the problems perpetu· 
a ted by the lack of coordination among agencies 
with differing mandates, cultures and traditions. 
Although there has been some progress in areas 
such as fire management, the agencies have 
largely failed to address the deficiencies cited by 
the CRS. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) and 
the CRS should recommend to Congress a new 
prowam that best focuses public land managinr 
agencies behind the goal of maintaining the long­
term health of Greater Yellowstone, and protect­
ing its natural processes and resources as the top 
priorities. This would require a shift from cur­
rent emphasis on commodity ex.traction to natural 
resource integrity , scientifically sound inventory 
and monitoring work, and restoration . The stud· 
ies and development of recommendations should 
be pursued concunently with other components of 
this Campaign. 

One recommendation the CRS and GAO 
should consider is the consolidation of Greater 
Yellowstone National Forest.. under one regional 
office, rather than the existing three regional 
offices. Another is to consolidate all public lands 
outside Yellowstone and Grand Teton Parks under 
one possibly new agency with a special mission 
and mandates, with lands to be managed by the 
Department of the Interior. 

Any management strategy needs to recog· 
nize the importance of continued and improved 
involvement of private landoWners, and state and 
local governments . 

B. Protcctine- the Core: Management Reform 
in the National Parks 

National park efforts will be directed 
towards maintaining and restoring the integrity 
of natural resources and processes within this 
wildland area, improving the quality of the visitor 
experience, and increasing visitors ' and residents' 
understanding of natural processes . 
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Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks 
should inereaae emphasis on resource protection 
in response to growing visitor prenure. 
Recommended actions: 

• Identify seasonal carrying capacities for 
each park, and develop management plans in 
accordance with the carrying capacities. A mora· 
torium on increased development in the parks 
should be imposed until the new management 
plans are cOmpleted. 

• Avoid new developments inside the parks 
which further impact resources. 

• Restore the balance of Park management 
toward resource protection which would include 
much greater consideration of the cumulative 
effects of past and present actions. Activities that 
affect the integrity _of geothermal systems, 
wildlife, and fisheries must be curtailed. 

• Public transportation systems must be 
developed to re1ieve congestion and enhance visi­
tor experiences. 

•Full funding and implementation of miti­
gation measures and restoration programs. 

C. Wilderness and other Roadleu Areas 

The conservation of wildland areas is c:riti· 
cal for maintaining the integrity of ecosystems, 
and protecting water quality and fisheries, 
wildlife habitat and ·quality hunting opportuni­
ties. Maintaining these areas in a road less condi­
tion is psHticularly important since new, 
compelling data shows that construction of roads 
and the subsequent increase in human access and 
oth er development activities have long-term , 
adverse impacts on a v~riety of wildlife species, 
a s we11 as fisheries and water quality. 

All Roadles·s lands (geneTally undeveloped 
public lands of at least 5,000 acres in size) within 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem should be 
maintained in road less condition. Most Roadless 
areas should be designated as Wilderness. In 
some cases, Road less areas within Greater 
Yellowstone could be designated as Wildlife 
Corridors and Linkage areas {discussed below) or 
other special management areas such as National 
Wildlife a nd Recreation Areas that recognize their 
wildland values or their roles as corridors to other 
ecosystems. 

Our recommendations include: 
• New Wilderness designations of more 

than 3.6 million acres of National Forest and 
BLM lands. (Also 248,000 acres which should be 
designated as either Wilderness or Wildlife 
Corridors ). (See attached list) . 

• Wilderness designation of 2.176 million 
acres of Yellowstone nnd Grand Teton national 
parks back country areas , as recommended by the 
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National Park Service. 
•Protection ofRoadlesa areas in Ecosystem 

Linkage Areas which are important to maintain­
ing the natural integrity of Greater Yellowstone, 
eonn'eeting it with adjacent wHdland ecosystems. 
(see attached list- the110 lands amount to 1.39 
million acres outside the GYE which are recom­
mended for Wilderness.) 

• :Protection of Road less areas within 
Wildlife Corridors which provide key migration 
routes within Greater Yellowstone. (See list of 
proposed Wilderness Areas.) 

D. Wildlife Corridors and Ecosystem 
Linkare Areas 

There are a host o( areas .Yd.lll.in the 
Ecosystem boundaries that are so biologically or 
ecologically significant that they merit special 
designation as Wildlife CorridorS. These lands are 
essential for wildlife migration , species survival, 
and genetic interchange. In most cases, these 
areas serve as biological corridors for annual 
migrations or as critical winter range, calving 
areas, wetlands and riparian zones . 

A number of areas~ the boundaries 
of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem provide 
vital linkages to other large wildland ecosystems 
in the Rocky Mountain We&ti providing for 
wildlife migration and genetic: interchange, we 
identify these critical areas as Ecosystem Linkage 
Areas . 

Potential Wildlife Corridors and 
Ecosystem Linkage Areas include Wilderness, 
non-wilderness roadless segments , roaded areas 
and various land ownerships, and should be man­
aged a& follows: 

• With a few exceptions, the public lands 
that are Roadless should be managed as compo­
nents of the National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 

•In a few special cases, certain Road less 
lands should be managed according to the provi­
sions of the National Wildlife and Recreation Area 
guidelines found in the 1983 Lee Metcalf 
Wilderness Bi11 . Such a designation would pro­
tect wildlife habitat by prohibiting Toads, tim beT 
harvest, mining and oil and gas activities, but 
could allow the use of snowmobiles and other lim­
ited motorized use within constraints of the bio­
logical standards outlined in Section IV. 

•Roaded lands within these areas should 
be withdrawn from all mineral exploration and 
development. There should be no new road con ­
struction, and some selected forest system roads 
should be closed and obliterated. Small scale tim· 
her harvest could occur if in compliance with bio-
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logical standards in Section IV. 
•With &tate and private lands within 

Wildlife Corridor Areas and Ecosystem Linkage 
Areas, federal agencies are encouraged to enter 
into c:ooperative agreements with private 
landowners and states in order to maintain the 
natuTal integrity of these biologically significant 
areas. Cooperative agreements can take the form 
of land exchanges, purchaaes or leale of conserva­
tion easements or other measures to protect func· 
tioning of these corridors and linkage zones. 

E. Rivers Protection 

The major rivers which tumble off the 
YelJ owstone Plateau and throughout Greater 
Yellowstone provide pris tine water for witdlife 
habitat, a world-famous trout fishery, as we11 as 
wat er for downstream ranches, farms and commu· 
nities. Recommended actions: 

•Most of these free -flowing rivers merit 
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
a s Wild , Scenic, or Recreational Rivers . (See lis t 
in Appendix of proposals for wild, scenic or recre · 
a tional rivers.) They should be studied a nd 
awarded the appropriate designation . However, 
s ta te designations. which in some cases might be 
more appropriate, can also be pursued. 

•Interim safeguards need to be imple­
mented to ensure that the natural integrity of 
these river systems are safeguarded until such 
t ime as Congress or state legislatures grant full 
a nd la sting protection to these rivers. 

•Local communities should consider mea ~ 
sures that will encourage special protection of 
river corridor management zones, developing pro· 
grams either through incentives or specia·l plan­
ning districts that will ensure the long~term 
protection of prime riparian areas. Where rivers 
now primarily through private land, where possi· 
blc, co operative agree ments should be developed , 
po ss ibly including incentives to protect open 
space along river corridors . 

•Comprehen sive protection' of ri vers 
involve s address ing many difficult issue !li , suc h as 
riparian management, instream flow, and water 
quality standards; some of these are included in 
Section IV. 

F. New Wildlife Initiatives 

Some boundaries around wildJife refuges in 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem ignore ecologi­
cal or topographical fea tures, the result being 
small, nonviable ecological islands. Land manage­
ment practices are fragmented , with activi ties on 
neighboring public lands often causing detrimen· 
tal effects on the wildlife refuges. To remedy the 

existing problems, the refuge boundaries should 
be changed or expanded to better reflect natural 
topographic features, and watersheds ·and to better 
protect the habitat for wildlife, for which they 
were set aside . 

1. Red Rocks/Centennial• National 
Wildlife Refujle 

In the area around Red Rocks National 
Wildlife Refuge, management of public lands 
should be replaced by a system where public lands 
are consolidated and managed as one unit. 

Recommended actions: 
•Draw boundaries according to the logical 

watershed boundary on the north. east and west, 
and topographic boundaries along the lower 
slopes of the southern Centennials. 

•Public lands now managed by different 
federal agencies should be consolidated under the 
USFWS. Lands from the Targhee and Beaverhead 
Forests, the BLM and the Agricultural Research 
Service's (ARS) Sheep Experiment Station would 
be consolidated within the new refuge boundary . 

•Relocate the Sheep Experiment Station in 
the Centennial Mountains to a less sensitive loca­
tion because of inherent conflicts with wildlife, 
recreation and ecosystem management goals. 

•Designate qualifying BLM and Forest 
lands as Wilderness, such as the Centennial 
Mountains , and add former ARS lands in that 
range to this Wilderness. 

• Develop cooperative agreements, where 
possible , with state and private landowners to 
protect natural integrity of the area. These 
include purchases of easements or simple pur· 
chase from willing sellers. 

2. Northern Yellowstone Wildlife 
Management Unit 

The importance of Yellowston e's northern 
range a s winter habitat for ungulates migrating 
across the boundaries or Yellowstone Park has 
been appar-ent for decades . In 1926, Congress rcc· 
ognized the importance of managing the winter 
range for elk, pronghorn, b ison and other an imals 
and extended the Park boundary. ln recent years, 
additional land has been protected through coop· 
erative private, state and federal efforts. 

To enhance the overall health of the 
Northern Yellowstone elk and bison herds, this 
area would be designated as a special Northern 
Yellowstone Wildlife Management Unit, and man­
aged as a cooperative management unit , with par­
ticipation by appropriate state and federal 
agencies . Comprised of what has been tradit ion­
ally called the •Yellowstone Northern Range," it 
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would include selected lands in Ye11owstone Park, 
Gallatin Forest, some BLM and some state and 
private lands. 

Recommended Actions: 
•A management priority shall be to accom­

modate wintering wildlife and their habitat 
through interagency agreements without chang­
ing the authority of Yellowstone National Park to 
manage wildlife within the Park. 

•Cooperative management agreements 
with private landowners shall be encouraged in 
order to accommodate reasonable wild1ife popula­
tions, while minimizing property and safety con­
flicts. 

S. Other Wildlife Programs 

Other critical wildlife areas warrant spe­
cial care and protection. Following are several 
such areas: 

a. Grays Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge 

In order to sustain the hydrological and 
ecological integrity of this important Refuge, the 
following actions are recommended: 

•Re·draw boundary to logically include the 
Headwaters to Grays Lake- the entire Grays 
Lake watershed. 

•All public lands within the new Refuge 
boundary should be brought under management of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, including con­
solidating portions of the Caribou Forest, and 
some BLM lands. 

•The FWS should enter into cooperative 
agreements with state and private landowners to 
sustain the integrity of the basin, and to purchase 
instream flows for optimum water supplies, in 
order to fulfill the purposes for which the Refuge 
was originally established. Special efforts should 
be made to cooperate with the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, which holds some water rights within the 
Refuge. 

b. St. Anthony Sand Dunes Wildlife 
Management Unit 

This area is a critical and unique winter 
range for elk that migrate out of the western por· 
tion of Yellowstone Park. The goal of this desig­
nation is to protect and consolidate the 
ownership of this critical winter range and pro­
tect the migration conidor. Most of the land 
should be managed by the BLM, and cooperative 
agreements should be sought with private 
landowners. 
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c. ·Cokeville Meadows National Wildlife 
Refu11e 

These wetlands and riparian areas are 
famous for being the largest bald eagle wintering 
zone in Wyoming, and are home to whooping and 
sandhill cranes, geese and peregrine falcons. This 
proposed National Wildlife Refuge will contain at 
least 26,000 acres of land on both sides of the 
Bear River. Land and Water Conservation Fund 
land and easement acquisition of key private . 
lands, and cooperative management agreements 
should be encouraged between FWS and other fed· 
eral and state agencies and private landowners to 
ensure that adjacent land uses do not impair the 
integrity of this area. 

G. Withdrawals from hardrock mining and 
oil and C"BJ leasing and development. 

The Forest Service and BLM have the 
authority to withdraw areas from potential oil 
and gas leasing, mineral exploration and leasing 
for geothermal development. Selected areas of 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem should be 
withdrawn from mineral development, because of 
their high scenic, recreational or biological or eco­
logical values, and the irreversible adverse conse­
quences of industrial-scale mineral development. 

Areae that ebguld be witbdrnwp frgm 
Bardrgck minipg: 
•New World Mining District in Montana, the 
Caribou Mountain Mining District in Idaho and 
the Kirwin (Upper Wood River) region in 
Wyoming. 

In addition, the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund should include a program to 
buy back patented mining claims in sensitive 
areas such as Emigrant Gulch in Montana and 
Sunlight Basin in Wyoming. 

Oil and Gga leaHing withdrawals to include: 
•All Roadless public lnnds in Greater 
Yellowstone. 
•Important wildlife habitat, such as winter range, 
calving areas, migration routes and summer con­
centration areas and occupied habitat of threat­
ened and endangered and sensitive species. 
• High soil and water hazard areas. 
•Floodplain, wetlands and riparian areas. 
•Visual quality Tetention areas, classified areas, 
special management and study areas, Wild and 
Scenic rivers, and rivers eligible for Wild and 
Scenic · status. 
•Popular travel corridors, routes and trails and 
recreational, historical, cultural sites and Native 
American religious sites. 
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•All public lands within 15 miles ofYeHowstone 
National Park in order to protect geothermal fea· 
tures, except where modified by the Yellowstone 
Compact (described below). 

B. Geothermal Resource Protection 

Congress should pass the Old Faithful 
Protection Act to protect the hydrothermal system 
of Yellowstone National Park from the impacts of 
drilling and water development outside the park. 
The measure should control the subsurface leas· 
ing and development on lands within 15 miles of 
Ye11owstone (except where modified in Montana 
by the Yellowstone Compact). Congress should 
retain federal oversight over any development 
within this protected area, including approval 
and monitoring of any state permitting program 
and research, and should allow citizen interven · 
tion in the process. 

I. Acquisition of Private Landa and 
Easements under Land and Water 
Conservation Fund 

Because of the biological, recreational or 
scenic significance or other public values of some 
privately owned lands. Congress should acquire 
such tracts of land or easements from willing sell· 
ers, and protect their natural attributes through 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund appropri· 
ations. Without public ownership or protective 
easements, in many cases key lands could be lost 
forever to developnient. · 

Congress needs to approve Senator J . 
Bennett Johnston's legislation S. 721, LWCF 
Emergency Funding Act. That would require a $1 
billion annual expenditure from LWCF over the 
next five fiscal years. 

One of the highest priorities for LWCF 
money is to complete the land purchase and 
exchanges in the Gallatin and Madison ranges of 
the Gallatin National Forest with Big Sky 
Lumber Co. 

J. Greater Yellowstone Scenic Byway System 

A Greater Yellowstone system of scenic 
byways should be established, which would 
include unique highway signs, mapp&ng, and pro· 
motional and interpretive materials. Agencies 
should work cooperatively to develop criteria for 
determ ining byway status. Roadways meeting the 
criteria would be featured in travel promotion lit· 
erature and benefit from assistance in land use 
planning and protection efforts along highway 
corridors. 

K. Public Land Restoration Areas 

In numerous instances, public lands have 
been degraded and damaged to the point where 
their contribution to the overall functioning of the 
Ecosystem hQs declined. National forest lands 
that have been heavily roaded and clearcut fail to 
provide adequate wildlife security and contribute 
to siltation in trout streams, reducing the overall 
diversity of the area and degrading hunting and 
fishing opportunities. At some abandoned mining 
sites, acid mine drainage threatens water quality. 

There is a need to restore damaged public 
lands. An ambitious public land restoration effort 
will provide long-term employment and will allow 
lands to become more productive. (See list of pro­
posed restoration areas.) In order to conduct the 
restoration work, the Greater Yellowstone 
Restoration Conservation Corps should be estab­
lished. 

Recommended actions : 
•stabilize slopes and soils to prevent and reduce 
erosion, and restore lands to comparable utility 
and stability as that of adjacent undeveloped 
lands. 
•rehabilitate natural fish spawning beds and 
restore fisherie s. 
•restore native vegetative cover and diversity or 
species and habitats. 
•close roads, and restore and rehabilitate trails, 
campgrounds, and other recreational facilities . 

L. Revision of Forest Plana 

Region I has announced it will begin the 
process or revising it& Fonst Plans immediately. 
Regions II and IV Forest Plan Revisions will 
occur after that. We need to be fully engaged in 
these Revisions to gain the best results ponible~ 

II. Sustaining Greater 
Yellowstone's ·Communi ties 
and Private Lands 

T
he communities and rural private lands 
of Greater Yellowstone are in the midst of 
sweeping change. Some areaa are experi· 
encing explosive wowth and develop~ 

ment. Others face economic hardship and loss of 
population. Both situations have a direct impact. 
on the ecological health of the region. 

Maintaining Greater Yellowstone's eeo· 
nomic vitality, its unique quality of life and its 
wildland character , will not happen by accident. 
It requires wise land stewardship, citizen involve­
ment, and financial and technical support. 
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While resource extraction .till playa a pri­
mary role in some communit.ie1, most local 
economies have expanded and diveraified. One 
reaeon for this rrowth has been a nationwide 
trend for individuals and bu1inenea to aeelt out 
quality, amenity-rich environments in which to 
live and work. With it clean air and water, abun­
dsnt wildland and outdoor recreation opportuni­
ties, Greater Yeltowatone holds a competitive 
advantace. Not aurprisingly, regional population 
growth baa increased dramatically in recent 
yean. Renewable reaourci- related industries 
struggle to survive in these changing conditions. 
They can be maintained, particularly arriculture 
and ranching, but only throuch concerted efforts 
to improve their economic and environmental sus­
tainability. And while the growth of amenity­
based economies represents a tremendous 
opportunity for ecosystem communities, it also 
brings with it a new set of environmental and 
community issues; rampant aubdivision of open 
space and agricultural lands, increased recre­
ational pressures, and akyrocketing housing 
prices are just some of these. 

Citizens, busineues, and whole communi­
ties are embarking on efforts to stake their claim 
in this new west. Some of these initiatives have 
been successful, but others &l'e hobbled by a lack 
of technical and financial support. In addition, 
economic and tax policies often hamper efforts to 
achieve stable, diverse economies that are envi­
ronmentally responsible. 

The Campai1n for Greater Yellowstone 
will help to empower local people to more .effec­
tively meet the challenges of sustainability. In 
communities hit hard by a depleted natural 
resouTCe base, this will require the creation of 
economic opportunities that are environmentally 
benign . In places where development and popula­
tion are booming, support for efforts to protect 
natural amenities, open space and community 
character will be the priority. In the oo-called 
"gateway communities" adjoinine Yellowstone 
Park, emphasis wi11 be on sustaining a touriat · 
industry that does not harm the natural features 
attracting millions of visitors to the area. And in 
the case of renewable nsource related activities, 
particularly agriculture, emphasis will be placed 
on supporting stewardship practices that are eco­
logicaJly appropriate and economically competi­
tive. 

The Campaign for Greater Yellowstone will 
promote programs aimed at achieving auatainabil­
ity, including: 

•Supportinc citizen-generated land use 
an"d community planninr and advoeating incen­
tives for rood land stewardship. 

•Providing technical and financial help to 
buainesset and induatriea seeking to establish 
operations that are environmentally sound and 
revising tax policies that have encouraged en vi· 
ronmentally destructive development. 

• Providin& the in{ormation and data 
needed to develop economically viable, and en vi· 
ronmentally and culturally oensitive development 
plano. 

•Establishing a new regional entity that 
would help to facilitate all oftheoe actions. 

· A. Land Uae and Community Plannlnc, and 
Open Space Protection 

This program will help communities, coun­
ties and rural districts to more effectively deal 
with land use and community planning issues. 
The Campaign will: 

• Support efforts to create and implement 
effective, citizen-generated community and county 
land use plans throughout the Greater 
Yellowstone region through increased technical 
and financial assistance. 

• Wol'k with local land trusts to conserve 
open spaces. 

• Establish "Greenway" programs to link 
communities with natural areas, parks, open· 
space and surrounding public lands. 

•· Advocate a •River Corridors• program, a 
cooperative effort among communities, agencies 
and private land owners to conserve open apace 
and encourage conservation easement corridors 
along rivera and streams. 

•Encourage state and local governments to 
adopt revenue-generating programs to raise funds 
for maintaining open space, and reducing the 
environmental and fiscal impacts of rural develop­
ment, for example: real estate transfer taxes and 
development fees; transfer of development rights; 
earmarking a portion of bed taxes for private land 
protection, and others. 

• Support efforts to modify the Tax Reform 
Act of 1986 to reduce the inheritance tax burden 
on agricultural families, which may force families 
to sell or subdivide their lands. 

•Work to poss legislation to permanently 
remove gifts of oil forms of appreciated property 
from the Alternative Minimum Tax preference 
list. The restrictions in the Tax Reform Act of 
1986 have resulted in the delay or failure of some. 
critical land conservation efforts. Under current 
Jaw, donations of appreciated )and have become 
_much Jeaa attractive to potential donors. 

10 
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•Help to eliminate loopholes in subdivision 
laws and regulations that allow land development 
that ia costly to the environment as well as to tax­
payne. 

• Support the proposed Rural Land 
Conservation Act of 1993 which would exempt 
land aubject to conservation eaaements from the 
taxable value of the conaervation easement 
donora' eatata. Tbeae provi1iona would serve as a 
tremendoua incentive to conserve open space and 
agricultural land. 

B. Footerlnl Suotalnable Economleo 

The transition to environmentally senai· 
tive economies would be aided by making more 
capital available to buaine11e1, providina techni· 
cal auiatance, and changing aome federal poli­
cieo. The followinc reform• will be pursued: 

• Eotabliahing a revolving loan fund to 
support environmentally aenaitive buaineues in 
Greater Yellowstone. Funds could be invested in 
value-added industries, environmentally sound 
manufacturing and small businesaes. 

•Reforming government programs that 
subsidize damaging activities in Greater 
Yellowstone. Money should be ndirected to pro­
mote sustainable activities and sound ecosystem 
manaeement, such as stewardship contracts, 
small buaineaa loan programs, and restoration 
projects and incentive• that encourage environ­
mental1y auatainable manacement practices. 

. • Broadenine the definition of •forest 
dependent communitiea• for the Foreat Service 
grants program which helps diversify economies 
of rural communities. The new definition should 
include communities where conservation and 
wildland values of public lando play an important 
role in the local economy, auch as through 
touriam, recreation, dude ranch inc, ruidine and 
outfittine. huntine, and fishing. 

• Aa part of bison management plana and 
efforts aimed at sustainability, work with Native 
Americana Inter-Tribal Bison Council to re-estab­
lish bison herds for the purposes of tribal cultural 
preservation and subsistence, including use of 
bison culled from the national parks. if possible. 

•Revise timber sale biddin.: regulations, 
which disproportionately affect small, indepen­
dent logging operations to level the regulatory 
playing field. This would include amending Small 
Businen Adminiatration laws and regulations to 
establish true small buainess set-aside t imber 
aales, for operation• of 25 employees or lea•, 
inotead of the current 500 employee limit. 

• Eliminate the generous international tax 
provisions in the Internal Revenue Code relatine 
to the export of raw logs. These tax breake have 

11 

encouraged timber companies to look abroad 
rather than concentrate on creatinJ: jobs and prac­
ticing austainable foreetry here at home. 

•Appropriations which authorize the 
implementation of Stewardship Contracts should 
be expanded in the national (orests of the GYE. 
These contracts/projects should emphasize 
enhancement of wildlife habitat, refor.estation, 
recreation, and silviculture for a healthy and sus~ 
tainable ecoaystem. 

•With tho agrieultural community initiate 
efforts to improve the economic and environmen~ 
tal austainability o(tbia industry in Oreatar 
Yellowstone. Thia could include involvement in 
tho reauthorization of tht 1996 Farm Bill, techni· 
cal aupport for farmera and ranchers atriving to 
improve land atewardahip, and aniatance rn help­
ing to diveraify and add value to their operations. 

C. Create a Greater Yellawotane Data Bank 

Good land use and community development 
plans require extensive information on the nat­
ural, socioeconomic and cultural characteriatica of 
a region. Such data in Greater Yellowstone is 
often lacking or outdated. Recommended actions: 

•Create a regional data bank to collect, 
synthesize and widely disseminate this informa­
tion. 

• Establiah a repository for this data, 
working with regional universities, state agencies 
and private organizations and local communities. 
Also establish effective mechanisms for continu­
ally collecting and delivering this information. 

• Train and support local researchers at 
the community level who can help collect and 
update needed data. 

D. Eotabllohlng a Greater Yellowstone 
Commluion on Community Suotalnablllty 

No organization currently exists to coordi­
nate and help adminiater many of the above 
describecl programs. Modeled af\er similar enti­
ties in other parts of the country, a Greater 
Yellowstone Commission on Community 
Sustainability should be created through an inter­
state compact and with broad representation from 
the 20 Greater Yellowstone counties. Similar 
regional commissions have received federal, state 
and private fundin.r to promote these efforts. With 
broad local support, a commi11ion could be cre­
ated in this region, which could: 

•Provide technical and financial al!ll!listance 
for plannine and 1uatainable development. 

•Support campaign• to reform laws and 
tax atruetures. 

•Help create and implement locally eener-
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ated development and land protection plana. 
•Coordinate traininc and netwoFking 

among communities. 
•Establish a Greater Yellowstone data 

bank. 
•Help communities pursue a wide range of 

private land initiatives. These should be aup· 
ported by technical auiatanc:e and sm&lllrants 
programs. 

IV. Management Reform to 
Maintain Ecosystem Health and 
Biodiversity 

M 
aintaining the health of ecosystems is 
an enormoua and complex task. The 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition , in its 
Blueprint for tM Future, has identified 

hundreds of actions to foeter ecoaystem manage­
ment. 

Arnone these many proposed actions, there 
are eritical management changea to protect sev­
eral key species, habitats and ecosystem compo­
nents, which would result in benefitting m.an.x 
species and ecological processes- the opposite of 
"killing many birds with one st~ne . " Key areas 
addressed in this campaign include grizzly bears, 
old growth, riparian zones and watershed protec. 
tion . 

For example, adopting comprehensive and 
stringent standards for grizzly bear management 
would also help many other species that share 
habitat with grizzly bean, mostly unroaded wild· 
land areas in Greater Yellowstone ; these inelude 
big eame species such as elk, and old erowth· 
dependent species like the black backed wood· 
peeker. 

Foc:uaine on watershed protec:tlon mea· 
sures- protect.ing riparian zones, water quality 
and quantity- would likewise accomplish much 
on a broad landscape level. Preserving the 
remain ing limited old growth forests is also criti· 
cal to protecting dependent species which are vul · 
nerable , since most of these ancient forests have 
been cut over the last eeveral decadee. 

The Blueprint includes recommendations 
pertaining to the protection of literally hundreds 
of key ecosystem components in Greater 
Yellowstone. Specific recommendations for the fol­
lowing components are in Appendix. A. Additional 
detail is provided for each of these recommenda­
tions in the Blueprint . 

Waterahed Protec:tion 

l. Riparian Zonea 
The distinctive lifeforms and phyeical 
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charaeterietice or riparian area a makea them crit­
iea11y important for many ecolorieal functions and 
to many plant and animal species. The integrity 
of these zones, and the species diversity within 
them, must be protected and/or restored through 
careful management and monitoring. 

The Campaign for Gr<attr Ytllowaton< 
calls for the designation or special Streamside 
Management Zones, where veeetative diatur· 
bancea are carefully managed or, in aome cases 
eliminated, to better protect riparian and aquatic 
reaourcee. 

2. Water Quality and Flaheriea 
The hydrolo(ical cyolo providea the pre· 

cioua and vital water resource that auataina aU 
life processes in Greater Yellowstone . The 
sparkling waters of Greater Yellowstone harbor 
one of the world's ~:reat freshwater sport fish· 
eriea, nourish riparian corridors and their abun· 
dance or wildlife, provide river-related 
recreatiOnal opportunitiea , and provide clean 
water for myriad utilitarian purposes. Key areas 
identified by this campaign concern ing water 
quality and fisheries are : 

• Pollution Prevention: It is essential that the 
high water quality presently found in Greater 
Yellowstone be maintained and the integrity of 
stream ecosystems be protected . More effective 
mechanisms , including federal and s tate laws and 
regulations, must be established to manage both 
point and non point sources of pollution . 

• Reserving water for in stream now through 
reviled atate laws is essential to protect fitheriea 
and other aquatic resources. 

• Federal Reserved Water Rights must be settled 
(between the states and the federal government) 
to ensure that adequate water is available on a 
permanent basis to protect resources within 
national parks, forests and wiJdlife refuges. 

• Sedimentation standards must be established 
to protect aquatic health and ensure that the 
world·class fisheries of Greater Yellowstone are 
not degraded by the Joss of spawning habitat. 

Old Growth 
Old growth forests provide unique wildlife 

and fishedes habitats, high soil producti vi ty and 
water quality, important recrentional opportuni­
tiea, aesthetic values, and play a critical ro le in 
maintaining bioiC?gieal d iversity . The remaining 
old powth forests in Greater Yellowstone have 
been fragmented to such an utent that old 
erowth values have been threatened and the wei · 
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fare on many old growth dependent species is in 
jeopardy. 

The Campaign for Greater Yellowstone 
calls for the protection of these ancient forests 
from timber harvest or other activities that would 
cause further fragmentation or impair their 
capacity to meet the needs of old growth depen· 
dent species. 

Grizzly Bear 
Yellowstone grizzlies are still in peril. 

Research is showing with increasing clarity that 
human access and high road densities increase 
the risks of human-caused mortality by increasing 
rates of habituation, displacing bears and 
decreasing overall habitat effectiveness. Bear 
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habitat continues to be lost due to timber harvest· 
ing, energy exploration and commercial develop­
ment. Grizzlies are- still killed or displaced by 
human-bear confrontations and aceess to some 
important sources of food such as spawning cut­
throat trout is limited by human development. 

This Campaign recommends that 1) 
remaining roadless areas be protected to ensure 
grizzly security, and 2) more stringent standards 
be implemented on all public lands to regulate 
open road and trail densities, and other activities 
which limit the ability of grizzlies to fully use 
their available habitat; and 3) cooperative agree­
ments be sought with landowners to ensure habi­
tat protection on private lands. 
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Namo 

ru[YI'-m-'1 .k~ ADDITIONAL ROADLESS \VILDL.IJ•..'DS rN G ~\IET .. lm I QW$1'0 

Eatimaled Aereo~to 

W 1. Drid~:crnt~.nc:c ............................ ................................... ............................................. "''!i;.O(;Io 
W 2. Tob:~.cco Roots............................... . ......................................... ;S'T,OOO 
W 3. Cowboys HC!ovcn......................... . .......................................................... 26,000 
W 4. Lee Metc4lr Adjacent 1..4nds.............. ............................................ . ............................. 12,000 
W5. RubyMoun1:4ins(DLM) .......................................................................... 25,000 

G. Grnvclly Rnn~:t! Comp1cJ:......................... . ................................................... 304,000 
l.JC.-'I(Includes: Shee MounUin (DLM)32 000; Axolotl Lnkc 7,800; Crock~ ........... ChcrryLnke 

., · mack Dutt.c 36,000; Lone Dut~ 13, ; 1e: · orn ountD.in 49,000; Frc.ue<~ut67,000: 
w~ lifrl..oke 25 0 iU 

W 1. Snowcrestrt.~n~:c .................................. ················-·············• ...................... 100,000 
(Includes Dl:..ckt.o.il Deer Platc.:tu G,OOO; Snowere.st 100,000) 

Ws. GrentDividcComplcx ............................................. ............................. . ................ 381,200 
[Includes: Enrthqunke 30,200; Lionhend 17,000; Centcnninls g2,000 (includin: FS, DLM and Sheep Ezpcriment 
Sla.tion}; Cnrtield: -12,000 in MT and 47,500 in ID: ltalinn Pc:tks: 50,000 in MT 3nd42,500 in ID; Tendoya GO,OOOl 

LV 9. Henrys Fork.................................. . ................................................................ 5,000 
vJ 10. St. Anthony Dunes (DLM) ............ .. ............................. 20,000 
~ 11. Falls River Additior. (to Wine~:ar Hole). . ......................................................................................... 3,500 

Wt.12. Jedediah Smith Additions.... ........... .. .......... .. ................ . ................................................ 50,000 
l'-'13. GnmsMount.:lin................................. . ............................................................ 78,000 
lJ14. Islands (DLM) ................................. . .......................................... 5,000 
fli15. I"olisndes (JD portion"' 111,250; W'f portion•1:l5,840) ....... 247,090 
I.AltG. Denr Creek.......................................... . .................... 107,000 
Wl7. Pc.kcr Pe:'Lk ... . ............................................... 18,560 

U) 18. Cnribou Mtn. ...................................................................................... 88,900 
W 19. Stump Creek/Diamond Peak.......... . ....................................... 90,9.00 
W 20. Crnyb:ack •. .............. ............. . .................................... 200,000 

W ~l<'l21. Salt niver ............................................................ 210,000 
uJ 22. Connet Hills .............................. .... .... ................. .. ........................................................ 45,000 
tJ23. Wyomin' nn.ng~ ................................ . ........ 60,000 
W2-1. Ccmmissnry nid~ ............................ ......... ..................... . ................................................... 1oo,ooo 
1.J25. nnymond Mountninnnd ICC Spcedw:~y {OLM) .................................. . ..... , .............. .40,000 
W2G. Lnke Mount.nin (DL.\1) ......................................................................................................................... 18,000 
tJ 21. Red De..sert Complcx . . ............. l!iO,OOO 

(Includes: Duffillo Hump 10,300; S:md D~;ncs 31,100; Ore::on Duttcs 7,000; White Horse Crt!ek 
1,000; I\oney,omh Duttcs 74,000; Alk:tli Dr:tw SO,OOO; South Pinn:~clcs 11,000; AJkoli Do.sin 
46,000; Sweetw:ttcr C:myon 9,100; [All DLM)) 

W 28. Co:~\ Creek (FS nnd DL.M:) .... : ................................................ , ........................................................... 30,000 
W29. Drid~:er Wilderness Additions... .. . .. .. ...................................................... .. .. 44,000 
LL)30. PopoA~:ic.Additions ............................................................................ . .. 10,000 
t,.) 31. Scnb Creek {DL!\1:) ........................................................................................... ........................................... 1,100 
JJ 32. Seven L:r."ket .... ................... ... .. .................... ...... . ............. ... ................................... 2::1,000 
tJ 33. Dubois ll:~d Lands (llLhf) ......... ........... ............................. ................................................................... 5,000 
W34. Gros Ventre Additions (includes Sho:tl Cr WSA) ......................................... , .. ....... . ...................... 100,000 
W 35. Mount Leidy Hi~:hlonds ............ .................... ..................................... .. ..................... 80,000 

WC. 3G. Upp.crDrooksLnke................. ............................................................... . ........................ 7,000 
t.J !17. Owl Creek ond C:ts~ c Roek! (DLM)... ....... .................... .. .. .......................... 3,000 
W 38. W:tslinkicAddit.io!\s.(.~.'-~--~ ... rh ... ~.~~ .. ~.'!.. .J. .............................................. 271,500 
lJ 3!1. Dobcat Dadl:~nd:i (Di..?lrtl ............ . ...................................... 25,000 
1J 40. Sheep Mountain (DL;d) ....................................................................................................................... 25,000 
tJ 41. ned Duttc (DIJdl ......................... ... .............................. . ................... 12,000 
l•V42. North Absaroka Additions....... ............... ................. .. .................... 120,000 
vJ 43. llofcCullouch Pe:~ks (DW) ............................................................................................................. ::10,000 
J,J 44. Deep Lake ............................................................................................................................................... 80,000 
fl.)4'i JineCrcck ~ ................................. 24,500 

~ ~:;~~~~~~~~::·~·~r:d·~~i~£~~~~::~~ .......................................................... :: .. :::·i;:~~ 
tt/48. AD Additions........ ........................................... ................... ...................... .G!l,OOO 

(Includes: Mystic, Durnt Mountain; Timherline Creek; Suce Credc; Deep Creek; Pine Creek; 
Tic Creek/Mt. Rne; Dexter Point; Dome Mt:"l..) 

W-t!l. Pryor Mounlnin Complex ....................................................... . ............ G9,4:l0 
(Includes: Lost Water Cnnyon (FS} 19,20.1; West Pryors (FS) 30,000; Pryer }l{o}~,:nt.:lin13,4.00; 

~J 50. ~~:; ~::~~~:3~:.~.~~-~~~.: .. ~~~:.0~.~~:~.~-·-~1.~~~.................................. ..130,000 
0 

Ol. ~:~t,';:2;:;:;h·;;:aaa:·~V;;,·e:;;;;~;~;;~~·;·;·;iia:aaa:·s~~;h·c:;;;~~:~;;vr~;:;~i·;~~·;:a·a·a>········ 210 •••• 
sJ 52. 

WL53. 
WM. 

J_.to.llS!i. 
. 4f!iG. 

a.J 57. 
~58. 
W!i9. 
IJGO. 

Wyomin: Hi~:;h Lnke~ WSA {additions to AD Wilclerness} ................................. : ...................................... 15,000 
Deer Creeks....... ........................................ ........................................ . ....................... ~ ..... GO,OUO 
DuNoir Special Mnn:emcnt Area. . ............................................... ~'28,600 
C::.bin Creek Nntiont!.l Wildlife and nccrc.:r.tJon Areo ................................................................................ 38,000 
W!nd Rivei Indian Rescrvo.tion Road!css Are4 ......... . ......................... 200,000 
Jlcartooth Adjacent Ro4dlc•~, ................................................................................................................. 10,000 

~e':~;~~;e~~:~nA;lj~~~~-~·n~~di'~~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. ::: ... .:to:o~ 
Gros Ventre 1\jnecnt Roadlc~s ............................................................................................................... ~0,000 



545 

·~ 

o:=.---
- ,..,.__........,,........z--::::;........., ........... 

~~ . .. 

J. 

·~· · f\ '-, 
:.1 -"\ 

~--- . ,_ '1, 6-· 
i 

GYC Draft 
Augu•t 1993 

L 



546 

Wildland Ecosystems 
and Possible 

Ecosystem Linkages 



547 

GYC Droit 
August 1993 



548 



549 



-· 

550 

GYC Draft 
August J993 

·-



551 

-· 

GYCDrah 
August J993 



552 

TEXAS COMMlTI'EE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 
4144 COCHRAN CHAPEL ROAD 

DALLAS, TEXAS 7S209 
(214) 352-8370 

STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. FRITZ 
FOREST TASK FORCE CHAIR 

To The House Committee on Interior 
Subcommittee on Public Lands 

For the Record of Hearing of February 1, 1994 

Somewhat like the way slavery cursed the Southern States a 

century and a half ago, even-age logging, more than any other 

factor, has cursed the Forest Service for 30 years. 

Even-age is obviously, .notoriously destructive to our native 

forests. 
(;t\:l'\~0.. 

On June 4, 1992, the Chief issued a directive~at reducing 

clearcutting, the widest known form of even-age, but he left 

unscathed its brethren, seed tree, shelterwood, salvage, and 

patch clearcuts. You cannot change the Forest Service image by 

reducing only one of its even-aged tactics. You have to get rid 

of the whole even- age system. 

The Chief acted in the name of ecosystem management. But 

nobody believed in the sanctity of that goal so long as it 

embraced even-age logging. 

What gaineth the Forest Service if it changeth its entire 

leadership but continueth to degrade itself in even-age logging? 

Decision notices often give the following as a top reason 

for even-age: 

"Develop. a better distri.bution of early , mid, and 
mature successional stages for future decades." 
Compartment 79, Sam Houston N. F., Texas, September 23, 
1991. 

That objective is a way of putting even- age logging above 

ecosystem management . As implemented in national forests in 

Texas and elsewhere, it means that a large majority of each 

-1-
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forest is comprised of even-age stands, divided more or less 

equally among stands of age-class 6-10 years on up to stands of 

age-class 90-100 years . A balance of age classes is a goal of 

continuous even-age timber production, not protection of native 

biodiversity. 

On May 12, 1993, Federal District Judge Robert M. Parker, 

Eastern District of Texas, put a temporary stop to even-age in 

the national forests in Texas by preliminary injunction until the 

Forest Service would ""insure·· that it would protect biodiversity, 

soil, watershed, recreation, and other resources . The judge 

allowed selection logging under NFMA Sec. 1604(g)(3)(B) and 

(F)(v). 

On June1l3 , 1993, the Sierra Club, National Audubon Society, 

Wilderness Society and eight other organizations wrote · the 

Clinton Administration asking to apply to all· federal commercial 

timberlands the Parker ruling. So far, the Administration has 

ignored the request . The Forest Service appealed Judge Parker ' s 

decision, falsely claiming that the judge had interpreted the 

National Forest Management Act as banning even-age logging . 

Why should the Administration wait to see what the courts do 

with this case? What should not the Administration assume the 

responsibility to eliminate even-age logging or to confine it to 

a very few specified circumstances . 

We urge the Administration to direct, in all federal 

forests, the protection of native biodiversity, soil, watershed, 

fisheries , wildlife, recreation, and other resources. If this 

Administration does not act within one month, we urge Congress to 

expedite measures to accomplish this goal . 

- 2-
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* I'UIUC WORICI MO 11WIIPORTA110N --s-..-..a~ ... .._ 
ctongrus of tht ~nittd ~tatts 

Mr. Jolin Lowe 
Regional Forester 
333 s.w. lat Avenue 
P.O. Box 3623 
Portland, OR 97208 

o .. r Mr. Lowe: 

1\DDJ[ of 'Rqnummillts 

January 14, .1994 

IIIMu IUNIIO TO: --0 1UI.._..._O.C.._ 

0 

0 

0 

._OCZOIIWJ .. 

__ .. 
--211 ... ,._ ..__ .. ., .. , 
IMII .... 7U ·­·-211..,. .... 

ce. .... Ollt 17420 
rtOaiN-1101 

1121.1. ........ 11. -· 1'.0 . ... 2•10 
...._.Ofii1U70 

t10114ol0412l 

Reqion 6 ot the Forest service recently received ita draft 
final budqat allocations tor tiacal year 1994. I understand that 
the allocations contain significant new cute in the raqion•a 
budqat. 

Tba impact on individual toraata is likely to be severe, 
particularly tollovinq the already deep cute the reqion haa made 
since 1990. The Willametta National Forest eatimataa that ita 
allocation will ba $8.4 million below ita 1993 laval. Budqat 
cute ot this magnitude call into question tha agency's ability to 
impl..ant tha President's westside toreat plan, or any nav toraat 
plan. And there will cartainly be additional deaanda on eastside 
tor .. ta aa a result ot tha work bainq dona under tha auapicaa ot 
the Columbia Rivar Basin Ecoayatam Aaaeaaaant. 

I'm also concerned that regulations qovarninq tha aqancy'a 
dovnaiainq do not allow you anouqh tlaxibility and often result 
in tha loss ot protaaaional skills that are vital to t.pleaenttnq 
any new ecoayatam -9-t strateqi ... 

I aa writinq to ask you· tor an evaluation ot tha likely 
t.pacta ot these proposed budqet cute, both at the · reqional and 
toraat levels. In perticular, I -14 like your tr&JIIt es ... eaent 
as to Vllether the allocations tor FYt4 will ~le your Porut 
Supervisors to t.pl-t, iJi a tiaely 1181UlU', nav -qeaent 
etrategies within tha raqion. · 

In your response, I -14 appreciate r-ivtnq a ~iaon 
ot your FYt4 and FYt3 budqeta, includinq the ertact ot tha 
additional paaa-throuqh funds that vera appropriated· iJi FYt4. 
Also, I would like you to include tha total appropriation that 
the Forest Service received in FY94 and FY93 . 

Member ot Conqraaa 
THtS STAnoNIIIY ,..,.0 ON ~APSII MIDI wnH MCYCLID AIIM 
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Pacific 
... ~.t 
Jle9iOD 

1233 Longworth Houaa Office Buildinq 
waahinqton, D.C. 20515-3704 

P.O. !lox 3623 
POrtlaad, oa f72DI-3623 
333 a.w. Pirat A.eaua 
POrtlud, 011 tl20& 

lleplJ' 'rol 1510 

Datal January 25, 1994 

I am writinq in raaponaa to your January 14 letter concarninq budqat 
allocation• for rr 1994. 

Wa ara in the proceaa of reinventinq the Poreat Service for the 21at century 
nationwide. It ia an unprecedented time in our hiatory, a time of qreat 
challenqe. In the Pacific Rorthweat, it ia particularly difficult to addreaa 
the orqanizational chanqe neceaaary for the future due to the radical drop of 
the timber aale proqram--froe 4.2 billion board feet in Raqion 6 in 1990, to 
2.3 billion board f .. t in 1993 and 1 billion board f .. t in 1994--and the new 
work of ecoayat .. ~nt. Tile new work derive• free the Preaident•a ronoet 
Plan on the weatarn portion of the Raqion (i.e., the waterahed analy .. a) and 
the ecoloqical manaqement fr..awork that appliea Raqionwide. 

Given the .. Chan9"•• we in Raqion 6 are etrivinq to -intain the flexibility we 
need to -t the chall•n9"•• llliniai&e the ilopaet on our a.ployeea, and build a 
continuua to future needa. our flexibility ia actually enhanced by downaiainq 
regulation•, which allow ua to chanqe the caapoaition of our work force and 
retaiD a.ployeea with altilla - DOW and into the future. Both the 
availability of akilled profeaaionala and fundinq for ecoayat.. aanaqement are 
1iaitinq factor• to retaininq apacially •killed a.ployeea. 

However, •• you know, reduction•-in-force are diaruptive to the work force aa4 
very coatly. The VolWitary separation Incentive packa9", which vaa conaidered 
by conqraaa laat fall, would have helped aitiqata the ad .. raa affeota of a 
reduction-Ln-~orce &ad eaaed the traa•ition of our work force . 

on aurface level, the Raqion•a fWidinq ia only ~inally_ reduoed. our fiacal 
year 1994 budget of $561 aillion ia 3 percent leaa than the fiacal year 1993 
budqet of $581 JOillion. 'rllia cc:.parea to .. rvice-wide budqeta ill the -
proqr .. areaa of $3.1 billion in fiacal year 1994 and $3.2 billioo in fiacal 
year 1993 , alae a 3 percent reduction. 

However, a conaiderable portion of the Raqion•a fundinq, approxiaately 7 per 
cent of the total, i• for component• of the Pre•ident'• Poreat Plan •uch •• 
qranta to timber dependent communitiea, additional reaearch proqrama and 
waterahed raatoration ("joba in tha wooda"). Thaae fund• are lar9"1Y intended 
to paaa throuqh the Poraat Service to communitiaa. 
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Honorable Peter 11. DePa&io 

Additionally, we have fixed coeta auch aa building• and equis-nt that cannot 
be deer-- quickly to - the lower funding level. TheM two thinga 
t09ether--the pa .. throuqh 100ney and our inability to quickly deere .. • fixed 
coata--qreatly maqnify the effect of the Region•• budqet reduction. 

The effecta will be particularly evident on our work force, due 100atly to the 
tiainq of the budqet proc••• and the federal peraonnel requlationa. Thea• 
exacerbate the probl .. becauae needed reduction• cannot be completed until 
July 1, thr .. quarter• of the way throuqh the fiacal year. To •catch up• with 
riiiiOVinq unfunded poaitiona thia late in the fiacal year, for every two 
poaitiona we no lonqer need we will have to reduce three. 

such a •cenario may not allow u• 
ecoeyetem manag ... nt •trateqi••· 
aituation and develop option• to 
poaitiona below future needa. 

the capability to - the needa of new 
The aqency ia continuinq to analyze the 

enaure that R-6 doea not reduce permanent 

I will contact you to ahare the reaulta aa well aa other apecific action• we 
to eeet today•• challengea. I appreciate your intereat and 

n tryin9 to reaolve ao.e difficult iaauea. 

ccz 

Senator Slade Gorton 
senator Nark o. Hatfield 
senator Patty Murray 
COngrea- Bo....,. D. Dick& 

2 
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Paooifioo 
llorthveat 
aaaion 

P.O . Box 3623 
lortlaud, oa 97208 -3623 
333 S.V. Pirot Avenue 
Portland, oa 97204 

aeply To: 1510 

Date : February 2, ·1994 

Assistant Secretary Jim Lyons has aalcad • to respond to your letter regarding 
the Natural aesource Dafenae Council' • (NRDC) involvement in timber-sale activity 
on eastside foreatl . 

In response to new information from several sources, including Forest Plan 
monitoring, anadromous fish listing, the Eastside Forest Health Assessment, and 
the petition filed by IIRDC, it beca111a apparent that there was a need tolreview 
timber manage .. nt activities on National Forest lands on the eastside of 
Washington and Oregon. A screening proeeaa was lmplemented to account for those 
concerns while the Eastside Ecoaystea Aaaeaament proceeds eo allow timber sales 
to move forward . with out the likelihood of legal action that would preclude all 
harvest activity . 

Our direction to Forest Suparviooro (Auguat 18, 1993) was to implement the 
screening proca .. designed to pre .. rva options pending validation of new 
information and ita affects on llatfonel Forest Management. I advised F6rests to 
review the resules of screening with all interested parties, which included both 
industry and enviroMental groups. Individual sales have been reviewed with both 
of those groups including NRDC . 

The expected raault of ecreening sales was to avoid litigation over issues 
brought out in the NRDC 'petition . To that end NRDC representatives reviewed 
screened sales and offered opinions on whether or not thoae aales met the intent 
of the screening process. 'nl.e raaulta of that review and whether or not an 
individual ·•ale would be c:hallenged in court we.re provided eo the Regional 
Forester through the IIRDG office in San Francisco. I then decided whether 
reviewed sales would or would not JIOVe forward. 

OUr intention throughout this process has been to avoid the litigation gridlock 
that has occurred on the westside of Oregon and Washington and ita effecta on 
timber-dependant communities . We see the acreening proces• and the consistency 
of its application as h~ving been very helpful in avoiding that situation .. We 
also see the open commu-ication with each of the· part:iea to this iaeue as 
cr1 tical to avoiding that gridlock in ehe near future . 
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• CONGRESS OW TBE tlNlTED STADS 
HOUSE OF RBPJtiSENTATJVB 

The llonorallle X1Jca Bspy 
SecHtuy 
u.s. DepU'tllent 0~ .a,;rlcal,_taz. 
12th StHet I Jef~eHon DZ'!Ve. IW 
Wa~iftqton D.C. 20250 

Den· Jb:. &ecHU%y: 

~-.-atnlll 
rll'f• 

~===-----
.&'JilL .. ··-o:==-------~ 

It haa collle to ar attention that Aaeiatant ••aretcy,;r- r.ycma 
has directed FOHat servic:a ataft to clear .vezy t.illllft~ti on 
eastsic!a forests in R419ion • thrQU9!1 the lfatunl. ~ 
Defense council (JIJUX:) • 

While it is no wrprise 1:o H tb&t Aaabtant 8eczwtuy LJon• is 
carrying' out the biddinq at IIRDC, I a ah.clc:Ud that • high 
Adainistration official baa so blet&Dtly 9'iveD OODtrol ot 
...Uide tiBer aalu to cme •iJiqla pnservatt.mat· ~ation 
vtloae primuy aqend.a is 1:o anRJ:e that no fedcal t.J.Der u 
han .. ted. . 

As one l'OrQt Service employee hu •tatad', this activity. is 
"ilmlloral" U not ille<1al. I requut that :fOil-~ •ut:h=ity 
aa berate~ to halt this practice ~taly. 'DIDIIe 'Milo 
allowed or u•istad in 4-alopinq this procaa, wlliclta tav="S -
viewpoint above all others, ahould be ~- f:rca aasy d.Mlings 
vith tbe tillbar aala P~· I U.O ~ JVI& to zaind 
.Uaistant secretary Lyons that be vor:U tor tba .&MdcaD 
taxpayar, not the major anvir~tal OZWJ&!Iiaationa. 

Please let .. know t.aecUataly vhat aatiems :r= ~'taken ta 
cor:ect thi• injuatice. 

vuy truly yours, 

1i:i '"'"' """" K~r ot Ccnir••• 

'"'ASIIIIICIOH omn, ,.,.,.,_...,.,. 
-='""' \ 202)~7JD 

0 

--= flit---£ ...... ~---. 3WI;1-.---
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