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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON CLINTON-GORE AD-
MINISTRATION’S FOREST SERVICE
ROADLESS AREA MORATORIUM

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1998

House oOF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOR-
ESTS AND FOREST HEALTH, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
WasHINGTON, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:09 a.m., in
room 1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Helen
Chenoweth [chairwoman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [presiding] The Subcommittee on Forests and
Forest Health will come to order.

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear
testimony on the Clinton-Gore administration’s Forest Service
roadless area moratorium. I'd like to just say that forests don't take
time out for Washington bureaucrats. So why is the Clinton—Gore
administration taking a timeout from sound forest health manage-
ment practices? The administration claims that its moratorium on
roadless area entry is a timeout on timber harvesting, but this is
much larger than just timber harvesting. The ripple effect of the
timeout affects the health of the national forests, the families and
surrounding communities, who rely on the forests for their liveli-
hoods.

This timeout on the national forests is exceedingly harmful.
While the country awaits the Clinton—Gore administration to get
its act together and unchain our professionals, a wide range of
wildlife, hunting, fishing, conservation, and recreation groups have
expressed their concern about the administration’s timeout. Under
this moratorium everyone loses, except maybe some of the most ex-
treme environmental groups who care little about people.

Recreationalists have expressed their concern that they will lose
access to the lands they hunt on. Conservationists have expressed
their concern with the damage this poorly thought-out policy will
have on the land. And the list of problems with this moratorium
goes on and on.

Why, then, is the Clinton—Gore administration moving forward
with a policy that violates current law, has not gone through the
NEPA process, and will do nothing to improve the forest environ-
ment? The answer is clear: There is nothing more than a political
motivation that prompted this decision in order to appease the
most radical elements of a single interest group. In developing
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their policy, they completely shut out the Congress, beyond the
ground forest managers, and the American people. The broad-brush
moratorium overriding the Forest Service’'s land management plans
will undermine and make meaningless the agency’s own procedures
for decisionmaking, which were developed to comply with the Na-
tional Forest Management Act, the National Environmental Policy
Act, and many other laws.

In a second generation of press leaks, the administration has
tried to re-spin this story to focus on needed road repairs, and now
they say that the maintenance backlog has doubled in the last 5
years to over $10 billion. They recently discovered an additional
60,000 miles of ghost roads that they didn't even know existed. One
administration spokesperson likened the maintenance backlog to
the crazy aunt in the basement that nobody wants to talk about.
Well, we're willing to talk about it, but it seems like the crazy aunt
in the administration is too busy giving press briefings.

More recently, the Clinton—-Gore administration announced its
clean water action plan. They explained their initiative is needed
in order to deal with the very large backlog of maintenance needs
on existing forest roads. Under this new Clinton—Gore initiative,
the Environmental Protection Agency will now require a Federal
clean water permit before the Forest Service can conduct any main-
tenance on the forest roads.

It is patently clear to this Member that any money given to the
Forest Service to improve forest roads will be spent on EPA per-
mits. There is no reason for Congress to spend money to support
another set of conflicting Federal permit requirements. The admin-
istration must get its act together.

We will have many, many questions for Chief Dombeck on his
road maintenance needs. | hope he will have some answers, but at
this point we are extremely skeptical of his approach. Indeed, by
starting the debate on road maintenance with a surprise morato-
rium on access and by raising public concerns among those who de-
pend upon access to the public lands for their economic well-being
and recreational opportunities, the Forest Service has made it less,
rather than more, likely that maintenance problems can be ad-
dressed.

Their approach so far is akin to starting an Olympics speed-skat-
ing event by shooting themselves in both feet. The Clinton—Gore
moratorium violates the two most important things that the Forest
Service is charged to do. The first is to protect our forest resources
and manage them in a sustainable manner, in order to pass them
on to our next generations. The second is to make wise use of tax-
payer funding.

This policy, made in the back rooms of Washington, is nothing
more than a political payoff to a core constituency. It is both bad
for the environment and bad for the people. It is now time for Con-
gress and the American people to stand up and put a stop to the
Clinton—Gore administration’s continual assault on environmental
law, resource protection, and public participation.

I now recognize Mr. Hinchey for any statement he may have. Mr.
Hinchey?
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STATEMENT OF HON. MAURICE D. HINCHEY, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. HincHEY. Well, thank you very much, Madam Chairman.
Let me say that I'm delighted to have this opportunity to partici-
pate with you again on these important issues, and | thank you for
your continued attention to the issues that come under the jurisdic-
tion of the Subcommittee that you head.

Today's hearing concerns the Forest Service's proposal for an 18-
month moratorium on road construction in some current roadless
areas of the lands under its jurisdiction. We are not here to con-
sider any specific legislation, but rather to hear from the Forest
Service directly about its proposal and to hear comments rep-
resenting some, though not all, views on that proposal.

We should take note at the outset that the Forest Service has re-
quested public comment on the proposal, in accord with the regu-
latory process, and | am sure that the comments the Forest Service
receives will represent in total an even broader range of views than
what we may hear today.

This issue has been debated for years on the House floor, usually
in the context of the Interior appropriations bill. As you know,
Madam Chairman, the Democratic members of this Subcommittee
asked last year that you hold hearings on the subject of forest
roads policy, so we welcome this opportunity and thank you very
much for doing so.

The Forest Service has a responsibility to manage the lands
under its jurisdiction in keeping with its own best judgment and
in consideration of the interests of all the different categories of
users of the forests, in consideration of all American taxpayers who
are contributing to the Forest Service’'s budget, and ultimately, of
all Americans, since we all have an ownership interest in the na-
tional forests. | know that my constituents are acutely aware of
their stake in the forests, and I'm sure the same is true of all of
our colleagues, no matter where they may come from across the
country.

Road policy is an important part of that responsibility. The For-
est Service acknowledges its inability to maintain the existing sys-
tem. Its maintenance backlog comes currently to $10.5 billion.
Eighty percent of the roads our people use the most—anterior and
collector roads—are in need of repair. My question has always
been, why we are spending money to build new roads when the
Service can't maintain the existing ones.

We have also had ample evidence that new logging roads con-
tribute to environmental problems that harm people who live near
the forests, as well as the forest themselves; that they are a factor
in flooding, landslides, and destruction of fish and wildlife habitat.

I'm interested in hearing today’s testimony, especially from Chief
Dombeck. But let me offer my own brief thoughts on the proposed
moratorium, based on what | have seen thus far. | believe it is a
sound and a sensible plan. Its primary objective is to give the For-
est Service time for a thorough review of its roads policy. As | have
suggested, such a review is overdue.

The lack of a consistent policy based on current science and em-
pirical evidence of the consequences of road construction is a major
problem for the environment, also a major problem for the tax-
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payer, as well as for many forest users, and for all of us as owners
of the national forests. We need a new road policy that will serve
the broad public interest. These are among the issues that | hope
will be addressed thoroughly during the Forest Service's review
and formulation of a new policy.

I can also appreciate the value of imposing a moratorium while
the review goes forward. Without a moratorium, there would be a
strong possibility that construction could take place during that pe-
riod which would undermine, or in fact contradict, the goals of the
new, emerging policy. A moratorium is the only way to prevent
such actions. The moratorium should also better allow the Service
to conduct an up-to-date inventory of its roads that would be essen-
tial to its decommissioning plans.

Despite my strong support for the goals of the proposal, I do
want to raise one important concern about its specifics. | believe
that it would be a serious mistake to exempt specific forests and
portions of forests from the list of affected areas, as the Forest
Service has proposed doing. | understand the rationale that these
areas have been recently reviewed. However, they were not re-
viewed for the specific purpose of developing a road construction
policy and were not reviewed with the specific goals of the still un-
determined new roads policy in mind.

Among those exempt areas, | am particularly concerned about
two. They are the Tongass National Forest and the forest included
in the Northwest Forest Plan. The Tongass plan would allow sig-
nificant development of new roads in currently roadless areas that
may not be consistent with the new policy. The Northwest Forest
Plan was developed for the purpose of protecting specific endan-
gered species, not for the much broader purpose of the proposed
new policy.

In short, | see a pressing need for a new roads policy and agree
with the goals enunciated in the proposal. The moratorium is an
essential instrument in the developing of a consistent new policy.
But the new policy and the moratorium should be genuinely con-
sistent. To achieve that, it is essential that the entire system be
considered. The moratorium and the policy should not exempt for-
ests that represent such a substantial share of the Forest Service's
acreage and such a substantial share of its most critical and unique
resources.

Madam Chairwoman, once again, | thank you for the opportunity
to comment in the course of this hearing, and express again my ap-
preciation for your attention to this issue.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hinchey, and | appreciate
your very sincere interest in this issue, too, and your trip out to
the West was very impressive. Thank you very much.

Mr. HincHEY. And most enjoyable, | might add.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

I've very pleased that my colleague from Idaho has joined us, and
I'm going to go a little bit out of order and ask him if he has an
opening statement, Mr. Crapo.
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STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL D. CRAPO, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mr. CraPo. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. | appre-
ciate the fact that although I don't sit on this Subcommittee, you've
allowed me to sit with the Committee today.

I just want to add my comments to yours, expressing significant
concern about the moratorium that has been imposed. Without
compliance with law, it does not adequately address significant for-
est health and forest planning concerns.

In my district in Idaho, there is a strong belief that this policy
will simply continue and exacerbate further restrictions of access to
the public lands that are now causing people from many different
quarters, whether it be recreationists or conversationists or those
who have legitimate purposes for desiring access to the public
lands—it is appears that this is just one more, and one more major,
effort to further restrict the public from access without justification
in any reasonable policy.

For those reasons, | appreciate the fact that you have held this
hearing today. | look forward to the information that will come for-
ward and pledge my support to work with this Committee in trying
to resolve this very important issue. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Crapo.

And the Chair now recognizes the senior member on this issue,
and not necessarily senior in age, but senior in very high respect,
Mr. Hansen.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. HaNseN. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman. | appreciate
being with you, and | compliment you for holding this hearing
today.

Let me point out, as, yes, one of the old dogs around here, that's
true—

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Oh, no.

Mr. HANSEN. [continuing] and having sat on this Committee for
18 years, and having had many hearings regarding this issue, I'm
somewhat concerned about some of the proposals by the adminis-
tration. There’s a lot of myths that seem to float around about the
Forest Service. | really enjoy having people come in front of us, and
having the burning in their bosom about having the forest be nice
and clean and healthy. That's all well and good. | have a lot more
respect for the scientists and the foresters and the people who have
spent some time on the ground.

And some of those myths really bother me. If I may say so, the
idea that we can’t thin and cut the forest is one of the things that
kind of amazes me from time to time, because that's where we get
a healthy forest.

I compliment Chairman Chenoweth on the idea of keeping a
healthy forest out there. | would suggest that every person who has
some interest in this should really listen to the gentleman who is
past president of Greenpeace. He gave an exceptionally fine presen-
tation, and scientifically based, on why we should keep the forests
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healthy. He talked of how we do it. Cut out the old growth, thin
the forests, better for wildlife and endangered species.

Madam Chairman, if you'll indulge me for a couple more min-
utes, | would like to mention something about a forest that's in the
First Congressional District of Utah that happens to be called the
Dixie National Forest. The forest supervisor is a fellow by the
name of Hugh Thompson. In that area, years ago when our ances-
tors went in that area—and | have pictures of the first tintypes,
as they're referred to, and there was nothing on those hills, a few
scrub oak, and that was about it. And now the thing is absolutely
beautiful, a gorgeous forest.

Now here comes along this little thing we know as the pine bee-
tle up there by Brianhead, a very famous area. The forest super-
visor, Mr. Thompson, said, “l could go in there and cut out 30 acres
of that, and the healthy trees would make it.” But, no. Why, I
asked myself, did the environmental communities want to kill the
forest? But they go in there and file an injunction against the For-
est Service, and so as that's adjudicated, these little rascals just
keep eating.

Now | just challenge anybody on this Committee, or anywhere,
to just go into that area from Cedar City, Utah, over that gorgeous
area over U.S. 89, where we have all the national parks and some
of the red rock, the most beautiful area in America, and you've got
a dead forest. You've got hundreds of thousands of acres of dead
forest.

Now the scientists come along and they say, well, now what's
going to happen is we will give you 100 percent guarantee, Con-
gressman, that you will have a fire. There's just no hope, because
you've got this fuel load of dead forest in there. He said, now we'll
guarantee that you'll have a bellywasher in there, and there goes
your topsoil.

So | ask my friends in the environmental community—don’t get
me wrong; | know the environmentalists have done us a great job
in many instances, but | think this is a very extreme position
they're taking on this. And | feel if we're not going to have roads,
or we can't go in and do a little cutting a little timber, we're in
trouble.

And in that forest, they've pretty well stopped that. The saw-
mills, Escalante and Kiobab, are dead, gone, and over. And now
when we go in, guess how we do it? We do it by helicopters. Now
I don’'t know if the figure’s correct, Madam Chairman, but | hear
the figure to do it with helicopters is $500 an hour, and you put
them on flatbeds and then you've got to send them to California
and Montana to be processed, where before we were processing
them within 20 miles.

And now people ask you, well, why is the cost of timber going
up? Joe Cannon, the head of Geneva Steel, told me you can build
a house out of steel cheaper than you can timber.

So when we start getting into this thing of coming in here and
saying, gee, we want a beautiful, green forest, let's use a little
science in the idea. Let’'s talk about the people who have taken care
of it for years and years, rather than do it just because we happen
to fly over and see a green carpet there.

Thank you for allowing me to get that off my chest.



[Laughter.]
Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hansen.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Schaffer.

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB SCHAFFER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. ScHarFrFer. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman. You know,
out in my State, in Colorado, this has been just a huge issue with
all of those who are concerned and associated with forestry in the
State, and that's quite a lot of people in a State like Colorado. Our
State legislature has held joint hearings between the State house
and the State senate and invited the Forest Service to come and
testify.

And I'll tell you why they are concerned. One is because their
constituents are directly affected economically, as well as on a basis
of having access to national forests on a recreational basis as well.
There are a number of existing contracts that are, in fact, betrayed
by the actions of the Forest Service, which is unacceptable.

The access to recreation, as | mentioned, is an essential element
and part of our economy out in the West. Lots of people come to
Colorado and to western States in general to enjoy the great out-
doors and to have an opportunity to recreate on public lands, and
the Forest Service land specifically, from the perspective of re-
source management, the experts that we have in the State. | have
yet been able to find a single one of them that sees any credibility
in the plan put forward by the Forest Service on this moratorium
or to explain on any logical basis what the motivation may be with
respect to actually helping or preserving the integrity of our envi-
ronment in the area.

Again, the experts, the scientists, those who know the most
about forest management are completely baffled by the actions of
the Forest Service, and there really is more at stake here than just
the credibility of the Forest Service. | believe that what credibility
they have has been significantly eroded by these latest actions. But
the health of the forest in general is of quite concern as well.

Water is critically important in Colorado, being a headwater
State. We're one of two States in the Union where no water flows
in, no water that's appropriated anyway. All of our water flows out.
Incidentally, the other one is Hawaii. So the effect of a balanced
forest management system on water supply and water quality is of
critical concern, even for people out on the eastern plains of the
State who rely on sound forest management for a dependable water
supply.

The proposal essentially prohibits access to about 34 million
acres of national forest lands and untold millions of acres of special
areas to be determined by the Regional Forester. The proposal ig-
nores the role of Congress entirely in designating wilderness areas,
or effectively designating them as such, and undermines the crit-
ical local input into forest planning. It just really threatens our
local economy and the very health of our national forests.

Madam Chairman, Dr. Charles Leaf, one of my constituents who
is also a forester and research scientist from the Platt River Hydro-
logic Research Center, was scheduled to testify today on the hydro-
logic impacts of roads, timber harvesting, and wildfire. Unfortu-
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nately, we had a big snowstorm out in Colorado this morning and
yesterday afternoon that prevented him from appearing today. I'd
like to summarize what Dr. Leaf would have testified today, with
your indulgence. It's just a brief statement.

“Today national forests are efficient producers of excellent qual-
ity water. The key to this dependable water supply is the favorable
balance that exists between wind, snow, trees, and sunshine. That
balance depends upon active management of our national forests.
The negative environmental effects of wildfire are much more se-
vere than those from forest roads; a Trendell and Bevinger study
in 1996 came to that conclusion. The Yellowstone demonstrated, for
example, that water yields, while they increased by 35 percent, ac-
tually decreased in quality because of sedimentation.

“We've heard much about the negative side of roads and timber-
cutting. Bad logging practices can produce hydrologic impacts simi-
lar to those resulting from fire. However, research by the U.S. For-
est Service has shown that proper harvesting methods and the
careful placement of roads to minimize the number of stream cross-
ings, soil disturbances, can greatly reduce erosion and virtually
eliminate sediment entry into streams. For example, at the Frasier
Experimental Forest in Colorado, removal of 35 to 40 percent of the
forest cover in various systems of small openings resulted in 25
percent increase in water yields, with little or no introduction of
sediment into streams.

“Finally, the application of today’s technology and understanding,
based on nearly 100 years of research, can allow road construction
and timber harvesting to take place without causing significant
negative impacts to forest health. The increased water yields asso-
ciated with timber and watershed management in the Rocky Moun-
tains should play a vital role in providing solutions to current envi-
ronmental problems. With responsible timber management and
road-building techniques, increased water yields can be produced
without a significant decrease in water quality.

“Studies have shown that environmentally sound patch-cutting
and other forest-clearing methods designed to enhance stream flow
could replenish water supplies from national forest lands without
decreases in water quality, and increased water yields could then
be used for municipal use, irrigation, or to augment flows for en-
dangered species downstream.”

Madam Chairman, | would ask unanimous consent that Dr.
Leaf's full testimony be made part of the record, and the Com-
mittee has possession of that.

Mrs. CHENOwWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Leaf may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Schaffer.

And the Chair is very pleased—excuse me, Mr. Hinchey.

Mr. HincHEY. Madam Chairman, excuse me. | have a statement
here from Mr. Vento. He may not be able to make it, and I'd ask
unanimous consent that his statement may be entered into the
record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Vento follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF MINNESOTA

I am pleased to make a positive statement today in support of the Forest Service's
responsible new proposal on National Forest roadless areas. This is a moderate, rea-
sonable proposal, and | commend Forest Service Chief Dombeck for his hard work.

| want to make one thing very clear: | support logging as a multiple use of our
National Forests. | chaired the Subcommittee on Parks and Public Lands for a num-
ber of years. If | had been opposed to logging on special public lands, | would have
done something about it. So let's get that on table right away.

There are 373,000 miles of roads in our National Forests. That's more than the
interstate highway system. The current backlog for maintenance of existing roads
in National Forests is $10 billion and growing. According to the Forest Service, due
to these funding limitations, only around 40 percent of these roads are fully main-
tained to acceptable safety or environmental standards. Clearly, we have a problem
that is growing larger and larger each year. Receipts are down and the cost of forest
programs is up. Past practices and remediation was inadequate when the annual
sales and harvest were much higher.

Something has to give. Chief Mike Dombeck and the Forest Service are taking
a bold, but reasonable step. They decided to take an 18 month time-out on building
more roads in roadless areas. Following this 18 month moratorium, the Forest Serv-
ice will submit for public comment a final proposal that will most likely change cur-
rent regulations on road construction in roadless areas. This new effort will provide
an affordable policy path that matches sustainability and balance. This will cause
some hardship, but when a problem is spinning out of control it's best to try and
get a handle upon it before you completely lose the forest.

It is important to clarify what the proposal is as we discuss and debate it. It will
account for areas inventoried in forest plans that are usually 5,000 acres or more,
areas over 1,000 acres contiguous to roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more, roadless
areas over 1,000 acres that are contiguous to Congressionally designated wilderness
or Wild and Scenic Rivers, and, finally, roadless areas, regardless of size, that a re-
gional forester determines has unique ecological or social values. That accounts for
roughly 33 million acres of the National Forest System, about 9 million of which
are considered suitable for timber harvest. Incidentally, this has everything to do
with forest health, watershed restoration, replanting and maintenance aspects. For-
est health can't degenerate into just an excuse to make up for a sustainable yield
number that doesn't match industry demands through so called salvage.

The Forest Service notably exempted two important areas from this moratorium,
the Tongass National Forest and so called “Option Mine” National Forests. In a per-
fect world. perhaps, Mr. Dombeck could have included these areas in the morato-
rium. And | suppose he still could. But | respect the Forest Services rationale for
not including these areas. We in Congress at least should understand the long-term
planning and appeals processes that is envisioned. By this process, it is likely that
the final policy that the Forest Service adopts after the 18 month moratorium, will
apply to all National Forests. While | respect the concerns of some members of the
environmental community about this aspect of the plan, I do not think these con-
cerns should hinder us from achieving the progress this proposal represents.

Just consider the goals of this plan. First, the Forest Service wants fewer and
more environmentally sound roads built. Second, they aim for the decommissioning
of unused or ecologically harmful roads. And finally, they want the roads that are
most heavily used by the public to be safer and more efficient. I have observed the
Forest Service for many years. The positive potential that this proposal represents
should not be underestimated. This proposal is a big step forward in our effort to
professionally improve the management of our National Forests so that we are serv-
ing the people based on the resource and sustainability of the forest—within the
budget and within the land use laws.

| don’t deny that this will have an effect on the timber industry. The Forest Serv-
ice itself notes that we'll see a reduction of as much as 275 million board feet in
the volume of timber it will offer for sale. But we do a lot for the timber industry
already. The purchaser road credit program alone eats up tens of millions of dollars
that we could be using for recreation, research or conservation. Hopefully, in addi-
tion to this important roadless area reform policy, we can close the books on that
wasteful, irresponsible program for good later this year. Then we'll have made some
real progress toward protecting the natural legacy of our children for future genera-
tions.

So | thank Forest Service Chief Dombeck for bringing this responsible proposal
to us. | offer my support and advice to you as this process continues. And | thank
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the chairwoman for holding this important hearing. | imagine that this is the first
of many discussions we'll have on this topic.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Peterson follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. PETERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Chairman Chenoweth, | am pleased to have the opportunity to participate in this
important hearing this morning, and | appreciate your strong leadership on this
issue and forestry matters in general.

With so many questions left unanswered by the Forest Service's proposal to halt
all road activity on national forests for 18 months, | look forward to hearing their
testimony. Hopefully, they will be able to offer up an explanation of what I believe
is a mix-guided and ill-advised proposal.

The impact on land within the Allegheny National Forest, which is located in my
Congressional District, is unknown at this point. Any impact—via a moratorium
designation—would be decided by the Regional Forester on a case-by-case basis.
Given this uncertainty, it leaves the lives and livelihoods of people living in sur-
rounding communities hanging in the balance. Nationally, the estimated job loss re-
sulting from this moratorium is 12,000 jobs with an estimated loss of timber rang-
ing between 200 and 700 million board feet in Fiscal Year 1998. This comes on top
of a proposed reduction in the President's Budget Request for the national timber
sale program for Fiscal Year 1999.

By all indications, the road moratorium appears to be a backdoor approach to
halting timber sales on our national forests—defying the principle of multiple use.
What the public is led to believe by national environmental organizations about the
state of our national forests is dramatically different than what is actually taking
place. It is important to note that not once in the history of the timber sale program
has the allowable sale quantity been exceeded. Further, there has been a 60 percent
reduction in timber harvesting over the past ten years with timber currently grow-
ing three times faster than what is actually being harvested. Clearly, we are inching
towards a regretful and ill-advised policy of “no-cut” on our public lands.

The road moratorium raises other flags as well, including: the affect on forest
management practices and subsequently forest health; the role of national forest
plans in the development of these new regulations; the future of the timber sale pro-
gram; and avenues for public comment and involvement.

Mrs. Chairman, | look forward to hearing the testimony of the Forest Service so
that | can provide overdue answers to such questions lingering in the minds of my
constituents and colleagues alike.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair now is very pleased to recognize
two colleagues who are here with us. We'll be having more col-
leagues arrive for testimony, and we'll work them in as we can, but
I didn’'t want to delay any more. And so the Chair now recognizes
Wally Herger, the gentleman from California. Mr. Herger?

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chair, members of the Subcommittee, |
thank you very much for the opportunity to speak today regarding
the United States Forest Service proposed moratorium for road-
building in roadless areas on our national forests.

I am greatly disappointed that the Clinton—Gore administration
would be willing to sacrifice the health of our national forest sys-
tem to advance what would appear to be an extreme environ-
mentalist agenda which could lead to no forest thinning on Federal
lands. Our forests need the option of building roads as an integral
tool in allowing access to restore forest health. Historically, our na-
tional forests were filled with stands of large trees. The forest
floors were less dense and were often naturally thinned by fires
that would clean out dense underbrush and would leave the big
trees to grow bigger. However, because of decades of aggressive fire
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suppression in the West and modern, hands-off management prac-
tices like those advocated by the moratorium, these forests have
been allowed to grow out of hand, creating an almost overwhelming
threat of fire.

The question is not if we will have a fire, but when our forests
will burn and how much will be destroyed. According to Forest
Service's own estimates, approximately 40 million acres of forest
lands are at a high risk of catastrophic fire. The cause of this fire
threat is an unnatural accumulation of vegetation and small trees
on western forest floors.

The U.S. Forest Service estimates forests are 82 percent denser
than in 1928. Dense undergrowth, combined with increasing taller
layers of intermediate trees, has turned western forests into deadly
fire timebombs. Under proper conditions, fire quickly climbs up
dense tree growth like a ladder until it tops out at the uppermost
or crown level of the forest and races out of control as a cata-
strophic fire. Because of its high speed and intense heat, a crown
fire has the capability of leaving an almost sterile environment in
its wake, with almost no vegetation, wildlife, or habitat left behind.
We must then ask ourselves, what habitat do we have left if every-
thing in the forest burns?

Additionally, this moratorium has the potential of limiting access
to our national forests. Fires know no boundaries. Without ade-
quate access, it is more difficult and more dangerous for fire-
fighters to battle out-of-control fires. It is appalling that this ac-
cess, which can be so vital to the preservation of life and property,
would be unnecessarily limited. According to fire personnel in my
northern California district, the best and most effective way to
fight fires is through a direct ground attack. When there are no
roads, our fire crews cannot gain ground access to fires. Officials
are then left with secondary options of combined air attacks that
are increasingly more expensive, less effective, and extremely more
dangerous for the firefighters who have to parachute into wild
country. Sudden shifts in wind can wreak havoc on air attacks and
can threaten the lives of unsupported firefighters. An adequate
road system, on the other hand, allows ground crews quick access
and allows a more steady support system for fire personnel.

I'd like to encourage the Forest Service to proactively implement
plans to restore forests to their historic, healthy conditions. Instead
of pursuing management options that close down dialog, the Forest
Service should pursue programs like the Quincy Library Group so-
lution that includes local communities and promotes active solu-
tions to restore forests to healthier, more fire-resilient conditions.
These goals are not achieved under the road moratorium proposed
by the Clinton—-Gore administration. If anything, the moratorium
makes matters worse by once again polarizing the issue and by ex-
cluding key parties from the dialog.

In closing, Madam Chair, the Forest Service should reconsider its
proposal to place a moratorium on road-building on all roadless
areas of our national forests. The proposal does nothing to promote
forest health. As a matter of fact, there is a strong argument that,
because of past forest practices, doing nothing can seriously further
damage forest health.
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Again, thank you for allowing me to speak on this crucially im-
portant forest issue.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Herger follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Madame Chairman, Members of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity
to speak today regarding the United States Forest Service's proposed moratorium
for road building on roadless areas on our national forests.

| am disappointed that the Clinton/Gore administration would be willing to sac-
rifice the health of our national forest system to advance an extreme environ-
mentalist agenda which could lead to no harvest on Federal lands. Our forests need
the option of building roads as an integral tool in allowing access to restore forest
health. Historically, our national forests were filled with stands of large trees. The
forest floors were less dense and were often naturally thinned out by fires that
would clean out dense underbrush and would leave the big trees to grow bigger.
However, because of decades of aggressive fire suppression and modern hands-off
management practices like those advocated by the moratorium, these forests have
been allowed to grow out of hand creating an almost overwhelming threat of fire.
The question isn't if we will have a fire, but when our forests will burn and how
much will be destroyed.

According to the forest service’s own estimates approximately 40 million acres of
forest lands are at a high risk for catastrophic fire. The cause of this fire threat is
an unnatural accumulation of vegetation and small trees on western forest floors.
The U.S. Forest Service estimates forests are 82 percent denser than in 1928. Dense
undergrowth, combined with increasingly taller layers of intermediate trees has
turned western forests into deadly time bombs. Under proper conditions, fire quickly
climbs up dense tree growth like a ladder until it tops out at the uppemmost, or
crown, level of the forest and races out of control as a catastrophic fire. Because of
its high speed and intense heat, a “crown fire” has the capability of leaving an al-
most sterile environment in its wake with almost no vegetation, wildlife, or habitat
left behind. We must then ask ourselves, “what habitat do we have left if everything
in the forest burns?”

Additionally, this moratorium has the potential of limiting access to our national
forests. Fires know no boundaries. Without adequate access it is more difficult and
more dangerous for fire fighters to battle out-of-control fires. It is appalling that this
access, which can be so vital to the preservation of life and property, would be un-
necessarily limited. According to fire personnel in my district, the best and most ef-
fective way to fight fires is through a direct ground attack. When there are no roads
our fire crews cannot gain ground access to fires. Officials are then left with sec-
ondary options of combined air attacks that are increasingly more expensive, less
effective extremely more dangerous for firefighters who have to parachute into wild
country. Sudden shifts in wind can wreak havoc on air attacks and can threaten
the lives of unsupported firefighters. An adequate roads system, on the other hand,
allows ground crews quick access and allows a more steady support system for fire
personnel.

I would like to encourage the Forest Service to proactively implement plans to re-
store forests to their historic, healthy conditions. Instead of pursuing management
options that close down dialogue, the Forest Service should pursue programs like
the Quincy Library Group solution that includes local communities and promotes ac-
tive solutions to restore forests to healthier, more fire resilient conditions. These
goals are not achieved under the road moratorium proposed by the Clinton/Gore ad-
ministration. If anything, the moratorium makes matters worse by, once again, po-
larizing the issue and by excluding key parties from the dialogue.

In closing, Madame Chairman, the Forest Service should reconsider its proposal
to place a moratorium on road building on all roadless areas of our national forests.
The proposal does nothing to promote forest health. As a matter of fact, there is
a strong argument that doing nothing can seriously damage forest health. Again,
thank you for allowing me to speak on this important forest issue.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Herger, | want to thank you for your fine
testimony, and | know that you have a markup in another com-
mittee right now, but as soon as you're finished with markup, we'd
love to have you come back and join us on the panel.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you very much, Madam Chair and members.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.
And now the Chair recognizes Congress’ only professionally cer-
tified forester, Representative Charles Taylor.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES H. TAYLOR, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. TAYLOR OF NORTH CAROLINA. Madam Chairman, if we were
testifying this year about a medical—

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Can you pull your microphone up closer?

Mr. TAYLOR OF NORTH CAROLINA. Thank you.

If we were testifying before a health committee about medicine,
we would be expected to have doctors and scientists with the best
technology in health before us. And yet, when we talk about for-
estry, which is a profession with 100 years of outstanding history
in our best universities and professionals who practice in the public
as well as with our experimental stations for both the State and
the Federal forests, we throw all that out the window. We do not
have a professional forester as our Chief Forester now. We haven't
had in the last two times. We are in the process of driving profes-
sional foresters out of the Forest Service and replacing them with
environmentalists, whatever that is and whatever they know.

In fact, environmentalism, as practiced here in Washington,
brings forth hundreds of millions of dollars, scaring the people of
this country, and that then is transferred to politicians that vote
the “right way.” That's what environmentalism has become in
Washington.

Now there are a lot of conservationists throughout the country—
in my district, in yours, and all around the country—that are con-
cerned about real conservation and real environmental questions.
You will not find them in Washington, however.

For instance, if we wanted to work with cutting down the num-
ber of roads: in my district we went after three companies that
could bring in high-line loggers. That way, we could harvest timber
in hard-to-get places without any roads at all. The environmental-
ists attacked those sales just as they did others. Consequently, all
those men left the business and we have no high-line logging avail-
able in our district, primarily through the excesses of environ-
mentalists, those that we mentioned, here in Washington.

We put together some months ago an emergency timber salvage
bill. Testimony showed that it was necessary. It was passed by this
Congress, and after a long fight, the administration agreed to sign
it, but then sued against it just as quickly, breaking their word as
soon as they had signed the bill. But it went forward for almost 2
years.

It was attacked over and over again—seven votes in this Con-
gress, as well as ranting and raving all around the country, with
the purpose to prove that it might be used to cut a tree that would
not be a salvage; that is, timber unaffected by insects or disease
or fire. After all those challenges, the Forest Service itself and
other reports showed that there was no abuse of the salvage bill.
And while we were challenging that meager piece of legislation, we
lost tens of millions of trees to fires and insects. If you had real
environmentalists, you would have found people concerned about
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these lost trees, rather than looking for one single healthy tree
logged improperly under the salvage legislation.

Last year we put together—and many of you were helpful in put-
ting that group together—a science-based survey. | chaired a panel
of scientists in March 1996 to develop an analysis of forest health
conditions in the United States and the options and consequences
of addressing those conditions. We've just finished a peer review of
this report by some of the most outstanding scientists across the
country. While there were certain critical opinions about the report,
none of them criticized the report for its accuracy or its science.
And that report, presented to this Congress last year, pointed out—
and it's been before several committees—the need for real science
in managing our national forests. I am sorry to say that science is
not being carried out by the Forest Service, nor by those who pro-
test every cut of trees.

You know, if this was a sincere effort to analyze the road situa-
tion, you would be analyzing roads within the national parks or
within the wilderness areas or other areas where timber cutting is
not allowed, but administered by the Forest Service in wilderness
especially. But we're only attacking areas where timber might be
cut. This is primarily a challenge by the so-called environmental-
ists against any timber cutting in the United States and not a gen-
uine question about forest roads.

Madam Chairman, I'd be happy to answer questions, and | ap-
preciate the work that you're doing in holding this hearing today.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Taylor of North Carolina fol-
lows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES H. TAYLOR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Madame Chairman, | would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify before
this Subcommittee and to address the issue of the health of our national forests.

This is an issue to which a great deal of attention has been devoted recently,
given the U.S. Forest Service’s announcement on January 28th that it plans to im-
plement an 18-month moratorium on the construction of new forest roads in the cur-
rent roadless areas of our national forests. The Forest Service has indicated that
the purpose behind this moratorium is to provide a “time out” on new construction
while it evaluates the present system of forest road construction activities. Because
the Forest Service failed completely to involve Congress in this decision-making
process, however, it has barreled forward with an approach that is neither economi-
cally wise nor scientifically sound.

The Forest Service estimates that the moratorium will reduce the Federal timber
sale program offering by 100 to 275 million board feet in fiscal year 1998. The
American Forest and Paper Association estimates that the real impact of the mora-
torium may be a loss of more than 1 billion board feet, or one-third of the entire
Federal timber sale program. The Service is quoted in the Federal Register: “Al-
though the actual amounts are very difficult to estimate, this reduction in timber
volume offered could lead to corresponding reductions in employment and in pay-
ments to the states.” 63 Fed. Reg. 4353 (1998). The Forest Service has certainly
mastered the art of understatement, if not the science of forest management. Ac-
cording to the Service’'s own statistics, 15.8 direct industry jobs are created for every
1,000 board feet of timber harvested; by decreasing the timber yield offered for sale
by hundreds of millions of board feet, the moratorium’s potentially disastrous eco-
nomic effect becomes obvious. In Western North Carolina alone, 150,000 to 160,000
acres of roadless forest areas will be affected by this moratorium, and three timber
sales amounting to approximately 3 million board feet, which were ready to proceed
this year, will have to be postponed or significantly altered.

There has already occurred a steady decrease in the amount of timber harvested
within last few years. This moratorium will only result in further reductions in Fed-
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eral revenues from timber sales, thereby requiring budgetary adjustments; a signifi-
cant reduction in, or loss of, payments to rural counties whose school systems rely
upon timber receipt payments; higher costs for construction materials, leading to
higher home prices; and, the loss of thousands of jobs within the timber industry
and those commercial areas which depend upon it.

| am equally troubled by the implicit policy embodied in the Forest Service’'s mor-
atorium, a policy that places wishful environmentalism above sound scientific ap-
proaches. The overwhelming need for proper forest management is widely recog-
nized, even, at times, by members of this Administration. Kathleen McGinty, Chair
of the Council on Environmental Quality, has stated that, “the consequence of
stamping out every [forest] fire, including naturally-occuring fires, has been that we
now have a tinderbox in many places of the country.” (Paul Bedard, “Clinton Sup-
ports Burning to Avoid Wildfires in Forests: Plan backed by Sierra Club Leaves Out
Logging,” Washington Times, July 25, 1997, p.A4.) What the Administration now
seems unable or unwilling to acknowledge, however, is the potential for similar for-
est devastation due to closing off millions of acres of our National Forests to sound
management practices.

In March 1996 | chartered a panel of scientists to develop an analysis of the forest
health conditions in the United States and the options and consequences of address-
ing those conditions. The results of the studies conducted by these prominent forest
scientists were presented in April 1997 through a joint hearing of the House Com-
mittees on Agriculture and Resources. In an ongoing effort to further this analytic
process, the panel will soon release the collected Peer Reviews of the Forest Health
Science Report, so that we, as the forestry policy and decision-makers, might benefit
from a scientific, sensible approach to forestry management.

It is this very approach—grounded in science, rather than romantic ideals of na-
ture—to which we must now turn. The moratorium proposed by the Forest Service
will certainly achieve its primary goal of halting new road construction. Unfortu-
nately, it will further render millions of acres of our national forests completely in-
accessible to proper management, thereby increasing the likelihood of devastation
by timber disease, insect infestation and forest fire. According to the Forest Service,
40 million acres of its lands are presently at high risk of catastrophic fire. One
might think that increasing the potential for such catastrophe would be as uncon-
scionable to the Forest Service—which possesses the primary responsibility for the
continued vitality and well-being of our national forests—as it is to you and I.

When the specifics of the moratorium are closely examined, however, it becomes
clear that forest health is not the goal that the Administration truly seeks to ad-
vance. Under the moratorium, all road construction and reconstruction in the fol-
lowing areas will be suspended:

(1) Roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more inventoried in Roadless Area Reviews

and Evaluation (RARE Il) and other unroaded areas, regardless of size, which

are identified in forest plans.

(2) Roadless areas over 1,000 acres that are contiguous to Wilderness areas or

lands classified as “Wild” in the National Wild and Scenic River System.

(3) All roadless areas over 1,000 acres that are contiguous to roadless areas of

5,000 acres or more on other Federal lands.

(4) Any National Forest System area of low-density road development or area

determined by the Regional Forester to have unique ecological characteristics

or social values (“special areas”).
Enumerated exemptions for roadless areas in the Northwest Forest Plan, the
Tongass National Forest and those that have a signed Record of Decision and have
completed the appeals process, are rendered null by the fourth category of “special
areas:” despite their exemptions, these areas may be subjected to the moratorium
by the unilateral authority of Regional Foresters. Nowhere in the Administration’s
promulgated materials, further, do there exist specific guidelines to be used by the
Regional Foresters in making such a decision.

The question that presents itself is why the moratorium on new road construction
applies only to lands under the control of the Forest Service, and not to those within
the national park or wilderness systems. The answer? Simply put, timber har-
vesting is not permitted in such parks or wilderness areas, so it was unnecessary
for the Administration to include them in the moratorium. The real motive behind
the moratorium is to place additional burdens on the timber industry, which has
already suffered tremendous economic disaster, as a token gesture to the Adminis-
tration’s environmentalist support base. Apparently, this Administration places a
higher value on cultivating the environmental protectionist vote than on cultivating
a healthy national forest system.

I would like to thank you, Madame Chairman, for holding this public forum for
discussion of the Forest Service’s moratorium on new road construction. It is my
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hope that the questions which you and the members of this Subcommittee will pose
today will, at last, produce some answers as to the real economic and environmental
costs of this ill-conceived plan.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Taylor, thank you very much for being
here. If time allows in your schedule, we'd like for you to wait be-
cause some of the members may want to ask you questions. Do you
have time?

Mr. TAYLOR OF NORTH CAROLINA. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arkansas, Asa Hutch-
inson.

STATEMENT OF HON. ASA HUTCHINSON, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. HuTcHINsON. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman and members
of the Committee. I'm grateful for this opportunity, and | will try
to be brief, but this is an important subject concerning the Forest
Service's proposed moratorium on entry into roadless areas. | com-
mend the chairperson for providing this forum.

I represent the third district of Arkansas, an area of the country
that contains two national forests, the Ouachita and the Ozark-St.
Francis. Lands in the Ozark and the Ouachita cover large portions
of half the counties in my district. They allow Arkansans to enjoy
the beauty and recreational opportunities provided by our national
forest systems, and they afford also much-needed revenue for law
enforcement, infrastructure, and educational services in those
counties.

I am concerned about the proposed moratorium for several rea-
sons. First of all, systematic review of the management plan that
governs the Ouachita and Ozark National Forests are already
being conducted by the Forest Service professionals who live and
work there. Local communities and interest groups are contributing
to the review. A top-down, uniform Federal mandate like the pro-
posed moratorium undermines the ability of these local foresters
and communities to properly manage these forests based upon local
conditions.

Secondly, I am concerned that this moratorium will hamstring
the efforts of the Forest Service professionals to properly care for
our forest lands. For example, in 1995 and 1996, the Ouachita Na-
tional Forest faced an epidemic infestation of southern pine beetles,
necessitating heavy salvage logging to stop the spread of the in-
sects. Had the proposed moratorium been in place then, local forest
professionals could not have built some of the roads necessary to
reach the affected areas, and the infestation would have spread un-
checked.

Further, the Forest Service professionals who currently care for
the Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis National Forest have stated
that the short-term effects of the moratorium might be negligible,
but the long-term effects will result in a sharp reduction in the
amount of timber that can be put up for sale from these two for-
ests.

Timber growth in our national forests now exceeds timber har-
vest by a factor of three. Seventy-four percent of our national forest
lands are off-limit to all timber harvesting, and only 3 percent of
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our national forests are used solely for timber harvest. As such, in
my view, it would be unconscionable for a mandate from a Wash-
ington bureaucracy to be allowed to eliminate this vital source of
revenues for our counties.

Madam Chairwoman, the Forest Service has concluded that it
must thoroughly review its road management policy and develop a
comprehensive science-based policy for the future, and | could not
agree more. This is already being done in the two national forests
in my district by professionals who have managed those lands suc-
cessfully for decades. This is already being done with input of the
citizen and interest groups who live in those areas and know their
needs better than any Washington bureaucracy. This is already
being done without the costly restrictions of a federally mandated
prohibition on construction of new roads. And, Madam Chair-
woman, this can continue to be done. As such, I would urge the
Forest Service to reconsider this proposed moratorium and work
with the Committee to develop a more reasonable approach to this
historically controversial issue.

And | thank the Chair and this Committee for this opportunity
to present these views and for indulging me on my time con-
straints. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hutchinson.

Mr. Oberstar will be arriving momentarily, but I do want to say,
for the record, that Mr. Joe Kennedy has expressed a great deal of
concern about this issue, and the Committee invited him to testify
and, indeed, we learned today, right before the hearing started,
that he would not be able to testify, but we will be accepting his
written testimony.

So, with that, I would like to open the panel up for questions,
beginning with Mr. Hansen, and then I'll recognize Mr. Hinchey.

Mr. HiNcHEY. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. | do not
have any questions. However, | would like to extend my appreciate
to our colleagues, both Mr. Herger, Mr. Taylor, and Mr. Hutch-
inson, for their very fine testimony. Although we have some very
clear and distinct differences on this issue, | appreciate the sin-
cerity of their testimony and the position which it reflects.

I would just like to suggest one thing, however. There has been
some intimidation that the roadless proposal is a proposal ema-
nating from the Clinton Administration. Actually, as | understand
it, it is a professional proposal coming out of the professional peo-
ple within the Forest Service, and it is a proposal based upon their
very careful and scientific research, and it's not politically moti-
vated; it's motivated out of a, likewise, sincere approach on the
part of the Forest Service, in their professional opinion, to do what
is best for the public lands under their jurisdiction.

Thank you very much, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hinchey. Mr. Hansen?

Mr. HaNseN. | thank you, Madam Chairman. | appreciate the
testimony of our colleagues. | hope people in the room realize that
Representative Taylor is a professional forester himself, and he
spent many years in this particular area, and | appreciate Mr.
Hutchinson and Mr. Herger, and the words that they have said.
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I somewhat disagree with my good friend from New York on
what things are motivated and what things are not motivated.
Something called the National Escalante Staircase was said not to
be motivated by politics, until 1 was able to subpoena the records,
and I'd be happy to show those to anybody. That was politically
motivated, obviously. | just came out of a very important meeting
regarding air logistic centers, and also another politically motivated
thing.

Frankly, scientists are kind of like experts; you know, who do
you believe? It's fun to go to court occasionally and listen to people
testify, and who is the jury going to believe.

I have great respect for Michael Dombeck and his people who are
before him. I see many of them here. I'll look forward to their testi-
mony. But, on the other side of the coin, I think the basic, bottom-
line issue is the one that you have articulated many times, and
that is the idea of forests and forest health, and people should have
the opportunity to use the forests, not destroy the forests. I would
submit to you that for almost 100-and-something years we've been
able to manage the forests and done a rather good job of it. No dis-
respect to Mother Nature, but She manages rather ruthlessly
sometimes with fire, wind, earthquake, and other ways. Man, who'’s
done a very fine job in our western forests—and | think some of
these folks who will be appearing before you have been here before,
and | have great respect for many of our past Directors of the For-
est Service.

Thank you for holding the meeting, Madam Chairman.

Mr. HutcHINsON. Madam Chairwoman, would it be all right if
I be excused? | appreciate this opportunity. I'm going to leave this
to Representative Taylor, since he's an expert in this area.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It certainly is. Thank you, Mr. Hutchinson.

I see that Mr. Oberstar has arrived, and we would—I would like
to turn to Mr. Radanovich and see if he has any questions of Mr.
Taylor.

Mr. RabaNoviIcH. | have no question, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Schaffer?

Mr. ScHAFFER. No questions.

Mrs. CHENOwETH. I'd like to ask a question of you.

Mr. TAYLOR OF NORTH CAROLINA. Certainly.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You just can't get off that easy, Charlie.

Mr. TAYLOR OoF NORTH CAROLINA. That's all right, no.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You're the only forester in the Congress, and
so we look to you a lot for your opinions. Tell me, how can we prop-
erly manage and maintain healthy forests without access?

Mr. TAYLOR oF NORTH CAROLINA. It's impossible. First of all, it
would be impossible to carry out the management task, and then,
second, it would be cost-prohibitive to do it, if you could. Unless we
manage the forests in a proactive way and produce a timber prod-
uct which is viable, the number of jobs it creates and the fact it
furnishes building materials and that sort of thing—it's very impor-
tant—unless we do in a way that we can produce that product,
then you have to pay for it with taxes by government action. In
other words, every salvage sale would have to be paid for by hiring
government employees to go in and administer it, and it would
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take tens of millions of dollars, or billions of dollars, to manage the
forests in that way.

That's why we established a program with the Forest Service last
century that is managed in a way that we get the greatest benefits
from our timber resources while using the wisest management. We
look to our scientific experience in our State and Federal experi-
mental stations, as well as our plethora of schools. Yale, Duke,
Clemson in my area, Auburn—all over the country we have excel-
lent forest schools that teach scientific silviculture, and yet the For-
est Service seems to be ignoring that.

When we put together the scientific panel that produced the re-
port you have before you, that this Committee and others in Con-
gress has had for over a year, we recruited the heads of the depart-
ments of forestry and silviculture from schools all over the country.
Now if we cannot believe individuals from our best universities, or
the science from our experimental forestry stations, then how can
we believe someone who comes in with a theory that trees have
feelings, or whatever it is?

Last week | held a town meeting, and | had some young people
there who were very concerned about the forests, and | sat with
them and tried to reason with them. | asked them if they had been
to the experimental stations within 10 miles of where we were sit-
ting, and one had not, and one said, “oh, yes, I've read about that;
they're cutting old growth, and all this sort of thing.” Clearly, he
hadn't been anywhere near what was going on there in reality, to
see today'’s science and the type of technology that's being used.

So there’s a fear being exploited across the country to raise funds
for political purposes, and a gross misunderstanding of this highly
technical area. | would urge every Member to educate themselves
as much as possible, because there are plenty of forestry resources
there in the past 100 years, as Mr. Hansen said. But our manage-
ment has to be done with the best science that we have available
to us.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. | really appreciate
your comments and your thoughts, and | look forward to working
very closel¥]with you on this issue.

So the Chair now recognizes Mr. Oberstar.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. OBERsTAR. Well, thank you very much, Madam Chair, for
holding this hearing and bringing public attention to an issue of
prime importance to so many of us in the Congress, and to every-
body who owns, or aspires to own, a home or does anything with
wood in this country. Thank you for bringing the spotlight of public
interest and attention to a subject that's almost been stampeded
into a rule of the U.S. Forest Service, although there’'s been an ex-
tension granted. I, among many others, had hoped to be able to
comment on the proposed rule, but they were rushing it so fast
that we just didn’t have time to put together a statement in proper
order.

So this Committee, once again, is doing yeoman’s service in keep-
ing the docket open, if you will, on subjects of broad public inter-
est.Roads in our national forest system, as roads everywhere, are
the
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lifeline. 1 serve on the Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee, and have done for 24 years, and | know the vitality that
roads bring to communities of all sizes. | know how important the
road system is in our national forest system.

But this is not an issue about maintaining the roads. The under-
lying issue driving this rulemaking is about whether or not to log
in our national forests. The 18-month moratorium—anybody who's
familiar with the way the Forest Service goes about its manage-
ment plans and designating areas for logging, and doing the envi-
ronmental impact statement, and shooting a site for the roads to
access the timber sale—it takes 18 months. You've got an 18-month
moratorium. The moratorium, should it be suspended in favor of
some continued forest products harvesting, is going to mean an-
other 18 months before any of the work gets underway. You're talk-
ing about 3 years at a minimum of no timber harvesting in key
areas of the national forests system nationwide.

Now in my district, northern Minnesota, we have two national
forests, the Superior and the Chippewa. The Superior is a little bet-
ter known because of the age-old controversy over the boundary
waters canoe area, for which, Madam Chair, we thank you again
eternally for coming to the district and holding a town meeting,
and traversing one of the portages, and witnessing firsthand.
You've been a champion, and | appreciate that.

But those forests, plus the State forests and private forestry
lands, are the economic base for 61,000 jobs, a $2 billion income,
and 55 percent of the total wages paid in the manufacturing sector
in my congressional district. It's vital to our economy.

So to the point, there are two concerns | have with this proposed
policy. The first is the simple issue of forest health. We need to
manage our forests. If we agree on nothing else, let me agree on
that fundamental principle. The forests held in public trust should
be managed, not left to the vagaries of insect, disease, and forest
fire, which can be—which has been documented in the Superior
National Forest back to 1595, the earliest recorded or documented
forest by forest researchers, and massive forest fires that have
raged throughout that area over the years; until most recently

we've kept them under management. ) )
I want to take this log of red pine that grows in the Superior Na-

tional Forest. From the core to this outer half-inch is 6 years of
growth. The next half inch is 7 years of growth. The reason you
have so little growth in the second 7 years is that this was an un-
derstory tree; that the region in which this tree grew had not been
thinned; there had not been release, as we call it in forestry man-
agement, and the growth was stunted. We would have had twice—
we would have had a lodgepole twice this size, and in another 5
years something that would be useful for sawtimber harvesting. As
it is, if you don't manage the forest, you have stunted growth. Some
may call that wilderness; I call it bad management.

The second concern | have is forest planning and management.
The proposed policy would exempt forests that recently completed
a review of their management plans, but makes no provision for
those that are just beginning or in the earliest process, or in some
stage of developing their management plans. Now, you know, the
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law requires that all units of the national forest system every 5
years to redo their management plan, to have public and commu-
nity input, and now this proposed new policy says, oh, forget it,
those of you who haven't done it or haven't completed it, you're out.
And as | said at the outset of my remarks, that means in 18
months, if this moratorium is lifted—if it is lifted—then they begin
the process all over again. There's another 18 months, and you're
talking really about maybe another 5 years before you get in to
harvest any timber.

This is really a no harvest timber proposed policy. What that
means is that this 16-year-old red pine is not going to have any
substantial additional growth for another five or more years, and
that means that the amount of timber available, whether it's for
pulpwood, for pulp and paper manufacturing, or for particle board
or for wafer board, or the very little sawtimber that we have—we
don't have the large, fast-growing forests that you have on the
West Coast with the high rainfall, but the small amount of
sawtimber we have sustains small businesses, and that's my final
point.

This is not, as we saw in the debate last summer over logging
roads on national forests, this is not a case of little folks against
the corporate giants. There isn't a logger in my district that has
more than 10 or 12 employees, and most of the sawmill operations
have about 12 to 15 employees at the most. These are small busi-
ness people.

These are also the first people to respond when there’s a forest
fire. They're the first ones out there in the woods to save the forest
and those who live around, in, or near it from the ravages of forest
fire. What you're doing is taking—what this policy is doing is tak-
ing away from them their livelihood.

Throughout the whole country, of all the 174 units of the U.S.
Forest Service, 71 percent of the timber sales are purchased by
small operators. We're talking about undercutting the core of
American entrepreneurship.

I hope that, as you go through this hearing, that you highlight
this issue and bring some heat, if not light, to bear upon the de-
partmental decision on the moratorium.

Finally, I went and looked back over the last 20 years to see that
we have seen the harvest steadily decline on both the Superior and
the Chippewa National Forest. We were at 150 million board feet
in 1996, and we're down to about 80, just about 90 million board
feet for the current year. That's not because the timber isn’'t avail-
able. That's not because our resource has declined. It's simply be-
cause the cut has been reduced.

This is a renewable resource. We have more board feet available,
we have more timber available on the Superior and the Chippewa
today than we did at the turn of the century. And if we continue
to manage it wisely, we won't have little saplings like this; we'll
have beautiful forests to enjoy for centuries to come.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Oberstar follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. JiM OBERSTAR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF MINNESOTA

Madam Chairwoman, Members of the Subcommittee, | am very pleased to have
the opportunity to testify today. It is a great pleasure to once again appear before
this Subcommittee to talk about my district and forest policy.

As Ranking Member on the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, | know
all too well the difficult task of maintaining a vast transportation system. | would
like to applaud the Forest Service for recognizing and making forest road mainte-
nance a priority. | can certainly appreciate the difficult task of keeping and main-
taining an inventory of a system of this magnitude. The importance of forest roads
cannot be underestimated. These roads are the life-line of tourists, recreationists
and forest service professionals. It is true that the forest road system is in desperate
need of repair and upgrade. | hope we can all support increased funding for this
effort.

In my district of Northeastern Minnesota, the Superior National Forest and the
Chippewa National Forest, are two of the highest producing, lowest-cost forests in
the Region. These two young, healthy forests have been managed aggressively for
over a century, providing the productive forests that we have today.

The forest products industry is the 3rd largest industry in Minnesota. It generates
14 percent of all dollars in manufacturing. It employs some 61,000 individuals with
wages of over $2.0 billion annually. In my district, it represents almost half of the
manufacturing jobs in the region and approximately 55 percent of the total wages
paid in the manufacturing sector. This is an industry vital to the economy of my
district.

| had expected to comment to the Forest Service prior to its promulgation, how-
ever, the announcement was so sudden, few Members of Congress had prior input.
So, this hearing is extremely important, and | thank the Chairwoman for a forum
in which to express our views.

There are two principal concerns that | have with this proposed policy. First, |
have concerns with the simple issue of forest health. If we agree on nothing else,
let us agree that forests need to be managed. If left unattended, our forests will
slowly degenerate: ultimately consumed by insect, disease and fire. Indeed we have
a fire history on the Superior National Forest dating back to 1595. Managing forests
by sustainable forestry practices will maintain the health and viability of our na-
tional forest system. Under the current proposed policy, certain areas—potentially
an entire forest, will be subjected to an 18-month-PLUS restriction on road-building.
The term “road-building” in my state is synonymous with timber sales. If there are
no roads—there are no timber sales.

| bring you today an example of poor management practices and the results its
affects have on the resource. | have here an approximately 16-year old red pine from
my district in Northern Minnesota. It came from a plantation that was correctly
thinned in its early years. By the growth rings you see healthy and normal develop-
ment. As the plantation continued to grow and thinning practices were not contin-
ued, the growth was stunted. By the compacted growth rings you can see the effects
poor management has on the development. With the type of policy we are discussing
today, it is clear that forests will suffer.

Secondly, | have concerns with the issue of forest planning and management prac-
tices. The proposed new policy would exempt those forests that recently completed
review of their management plans. The policy makes no provision for those units
that are in the process of reviewing their plans as is the case with the Superior and
Chippewa Forests in my district. Adoption of this policy would effectively eliminate
the ability for communities in my district to participate in any substantive way with
the forestry units.

On the Superior National Forest, the proposed moratorium would suspend work
over the next three fiscal years on 25 sales involving 50 million board feet. Neither
forest will undertake work on a number of other sales because no one can predict
what the outcome of this review will be. The already strained pipeline for sales will
be squeezed further. The Superior National Forests is presently at 76 percent of its
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ). Clearly, that percentage will decrease during the
18-month moratorium, and very likely another year and a half afterward—and the
consequences will be severe and widely felt.

As we saw during the House debate this past summer on the Purchaser Credit
program, advocates of this type of policy attempt to portray those affected by this
policy as huge corporate giants. Of the timber sales offered, 71.5 percent of all tim-
ber sales throughout the country are purchased by small businesses. These loggers
and sawmill operators are small businessmen and women, family-owned operations.
They have lived in this north country for generations and have volunteered their
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time to fight the forest fires and plant the seedlings that regenerate the forests, pro-
viding long-term health and well-being of our resources. These are small businesses
in small towns and they are proud of their heritage.

This moratorium should not be viewed in isolation, but with the backdrop of other
policies that have adversely affected the small forest operator: the decrease in For-
est Service budgets able to provide sufficient future harvestable timber, increase in
costs due to litigation, and the on again off again policies that affect sales adds to
the uncertainty and costs of the small operator.

The Department’'s proposed policy raises other questions that time does not allow
us to address here today, such as the section of “special areas” that is ill-defined
and creates a whole new area of uncertainty and should be should be more carefully
explored as should the specter those policy raises creating wilderness type areas
without an Act of Congress. | thank the Subcommittee for holding this hearing and
allowing a broad discussion of vital issues that affect the long-term health and via-
bility of our national forest system. Thank you for your diligence.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Oberstar.

I wanted to ask you—the Forest Service is now asking for other
Federal funds for road maintenance, while at the same time they
are eliminating nearly their entire commodity program that pro-
duces the majority of the Service’'s revenue. What is your reaction
to this situation?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, first of all, they include in the base cost of
every sale that I know of in northern Minnesota, for each of the
timber sales that have been put up, they include in the base cost
the cost of road-building. The permanent roads that exist in the
Forest Service are covered under a special provision of the surface
transportation program, known as public lands highways, which
are funded at 100 percent. All they need to do is ask for additional
funding for their road programs to maintain their portfolio of
roads. We provide the authorization in our Committee on Transpor-
tation, and when they look at their overall budget and make trade-
offs, they have to understand that roads provide more than—access
for more than just timber harvesting. These roads are used in the
Chippewa and the Superior and elsewhere, I know in the
Chiquamagon in northern Wisconsin and northern Michigan, for
small game hunters, grouse, partridge, rabbits, and for deer hunt-
ing. They're used by recreationalists who go into fishing holes and
fishing lakes. They use these timber haul roads. None of the cost
is charged off to those users. It's only the timber producer that
pays the cost of that road.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Oberstar. | very much appre-
ciate your testimony.

I now recognize the Ranking Minority Member for questioning,
Mr. Hinchey.

Mr. HincHEY. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman. | have no
questions of Mr. Oberstar. | just want to express my appreciation
for his testimony. It's always a pleasure to hear from him and to
listen to his expertise, which he’s gained from firsthand experience.
Thank you very much.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. | thank the gentleman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Peterson?

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Yes, | would also like to thank
the gentleman from Minnesota. I'm from Pennsylvania, but 1 was
interested in your comments that this 18-month moratorium—and
then | think you followed that up; you said there’'d be probably an
18-month study. So what we're really seeing here is the rest of the
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Clinton—Gore administration saying we're not going to cut timber
any more than we can help. Is that your observation?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Or into the next century.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. That's right, but | mean——

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. Exactly.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. But that finishes their tenure
of running this country.

Mr. OBERSTAR. No new sales over those that are already in
progress.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Yes, but it's their way of—their
next effort of stopping cutting? Would you think that's a fair as-
sessment?

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is the result. Whether they intend it that
way—but that's clearly the result.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Well, as someone who's been
observing this for years yourself, have you heard any logical argu-
ments, any scientific arguments, that this moratorium makes some
sense or there’s some reason for it? Have you heard anything?

Mr. OBERSTAR. No, | see no valid basis in the presentations by
the Secretary or the Forest Service to justify their actions.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Well, when you look at the di-
versity of this country, | always get nervous at a Federal policy
that is the same for Alaska as it is for California, as it is for North
Carolina, as it is for Minnesota, as it is for Pennsylvania, when
we're so different. | mean, the forests of Minnesota I'm sure are far
different than the forests of Pennsylvania, and they're certainly dif-
ferent from the forests on the West Coast.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Exactly. The 100th meridian divides the forestry
resources of the country. Those west of the 100th meridian are
largely the large sawtimber, fast-growing, huge pine forests, and
we're the mix of, as in your district, which was Bill Clinger’s dis-
trict previously—and | consulted with him many times; we joined
forces on these issues—Ilargely hardwood forests.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. That's right.

Mr. OBERSTAR. And it’s entirely different management principles
that must prevail in the area east of the 100th meridian than west,
and different terrain, different management practices. Where you
have mountainous country, you manage the land much differently
than you do flatlands or uplands.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. It would be like telling the
apple growers in Washington that they should raise apples like we
raise them on the East Coast, when it's different climate; it's dif-
ferent soils; it's different—or the tomato growers in Florida, that
they should do the same practices that New Jersey uses. | mean,
it makes no sense to have—if this is about management, managing
our forests, | can see no other—I guess the point | want to make
very, very clear: This is about, again, stopping as much cutting as
possible on our forests. Do you agree with that?

Mr. OBERSTAR. | said that at the very outset, Mr. Peterson, and
that is that the net effect—I don't want to go into motives, because
I haven't talked enough to people to know what their real motive
or thinking is, but the clear net effect—anyone who understands
how the forests must lay out their management programs, lay out
5-year plans, there’s an 18-month period of time to do the planning
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for your management plans. We've got an 18-month moratorium,
and then if it's lifted after that 18 months—and I'm not confident
that it would be—then you've got—for those that have just started
their plan, they've got to go back and start it all over again. You've
got another 18 months. So you're talking a good 3 years, and
maybe another year-plus. We're 5 years away from seeing some
timber harvesting.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. My district is the home of the
very best hardwoods in the world.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That's what Bill Clinger always said.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Yes, well, if you want black
cherry, you come to Pennsylvania—

Mr. OBERSTAR. Black cherry is right——

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. [continuing] and you come to
the fifth district, because we have about 70 percent of the veneer
in the world in my district. So we are the home—but it's inter-
esting, while the whole world is trying to believe that we are cut-
ting down the forests, in Pennsylvania I've been involved in govern-
ment for 20 years—at the State and now here. In that period of
time, if my memory is correct, we had 14 million acres of commer-
cial forests in Pennsylvania when | first went into government, and
we now have 16 million acres and a forest has to reach a certain
quality before it's considered commercial. And the Federal land is
probably the most undercut and has the most dying timber. The
State land is next, and, of course, the public land is the best man-
aged. And Pennsylvania is another big public State because our
State owns about 5 million acres, along with the Federal owner-
ship. So we are a big public ownership State, and that's why it’s
so important to us that we have an appropriate management policy
that can continue on forever, if it's done right.

Mr. OBERSTAR. A forest is forever, if we manage it well.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. That’s right.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair recognizes Mr. Schaffer. Any ques-
tions?

Mr. ScHAFFER. | have no questions, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hill?

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and thank you, Mr.
Oberstar, for your comments.

I presume—and | don't know whether you supported the Na-
tional Forest Management Act, but | presume that you support the
provisions that require the Forest Service to consider local impacts
when they make forest management decisions?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Absolutely.

Mr. HiLL. Are you aware, in terms of the decision to make this
moratorium, did anyone with the Forest Service make inquiries
into your district with regard to what those impacts might be on
the local forests or on the local economy?

Mr. OBERSTAR. | don't think they were allowed to.

Mr. HiLL. So you believe they were denied that opportunity?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, I don't know if they were denied it. | just—
because we have very good communication with the staff on both
the Superior and the Chippewa in my district offices, and all of a
sudden this policy came out. They usually talk to us about every-
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thing. So | just surmise that they either weren't told or weren't al-
lowed; I don’'t know which.

Mr. HiLL. Are you aware that there was a meeting, | think, in
December. The Regional Foresters met with the Chief of the Forest
Service to discuss this moratorium. Are you aware at all—

Mr. OBERSTAR. | didn’'t know that.

Mr. HiLL. Do you have—is there any fire hazard in those forests
that's associated with the current El Nifio conditions? | know that
Minnesota has had a more than mild winter this winter.

Mr. OBeErsTAR. Well, we won't know about fire condition until—
March is usually our heaviest snow year, and we've only had 53
inches of snow so far this year, and our average is 131, and our
biggest year was 1995-96 with 135 inches. March may be the sal-
vage, but we're having a big snowmobile race up in the district,
and they're trucking snow in from Canada, would you believe?

[Laughter.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. So | don't know about fire hazard. That will come
this spring. But, I'll tell you, if we're going to have—if this is 16-
year-old red pine this year, at the end of this moratorium period
and the period that follows, we may not have this pine around be-
cause there’s going to be disease, death, down timber, and it's going
to catch fire and burn. We're going to have to have a very high fire
watch.

Mr. HiLL. | found your comments interesting about the different
forests. | have 10 national forests in my district, and they're all dif-
ferent. As a matter of fact, they all have different species of trees.
They have different issues with regard to riparian areas, with re-
gard to watersheds. They all have different tree species, different
soil conditions, different moisture conditions.

I'm having a hard time understanding how a policy that is made
in Washington can address the differences between those 10 na-
tional forests, let alone all the national forests in the Nation. |
don’'t even know how many national forests there are. You probably
know the answer to that.

Mr. OBERSTAR. A hundred and seventy-four.

Mr. HiLL. A hundred and seventy-four. I'm going to write that
down, so | remember that, because | have about 8 percent of that,
it sounds like.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. Were there any other groups in Minnesota—were any
sportsmen’s groups, any multiple-use groups consulted, are you
aware of, in the decision to implement this moratoria?

Mr. OBersTAR. No, they all came and complained to me about it.

Mr. HiLL. And I'm just curious, in Montana, in Region 1, which
I think all my national forests are there, and | think all but two
of them constitute Region 1, about half of now all the logging roads
in my district are already closed to public use. Are you experi-
encing a similar situation in your district with regard to closure of
Forest Service roads?

Mr. OBERSTAR. | don't know what number or percentage, but
there are roads that are in serious condition, some of which are un-
usable, and especially this year it's hard to tell which are unusable
because of lack of cold weather or because of lack of maintenance,
but we have a serious problem on both forests.
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Mr. HiLL. And the revenues for maintenance or improvement of
those roads, of course, come from the proceeds of timber sales,
right?

Mr. OBERSTAR. That's correct.

Mr. HiLL. And so if there are timber sales that will not occur as
a consequence of this moratorium, that will be less revenue to
maintain the roads that are there that could be impacting the envi-
ronment?

Mr. OBERSTAR. With the exception of those that are designated
public lands highways and are eligible under the surface transpor-
tation program for 100 percent Federal funding out of the Highway
Trust Fund.

Mr. HiLL. And, generally speaking, those roads are——

Mr. OBERSTAR. They're high-grade roads, yes.

Mr. HiLL. [continuing] they're high-grade roads.

Mr. OBERSTAR. They're not gravel roads, no.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you. | thank the gentleman. | thank the chair-
woman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Oberstar. | very much appre-
ciate your contribution to the record and the time that you've spent
with us. | do want to say you represent one of the most beautiful
areas in the Nation, and, indeed, it was my deep privilege and
pleasure to be to go into your district.

Mr. OBERSTAR. They'll be happy to have you back any time.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. There's a lot of Norwegians and
Swedes up there working in the timber industry, isn’t there?

Mr. OBERSTAR. And also Finns, lots of Finns.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And Finns.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes, they sure—the women sure know how to
cook, too. Maybe the men do, too, in this day and age; | don't know.

[Laughter.]

Mr. HiLL. Madam Chairman, | would just like to point out that
there are a few Irish that were from that district. | was raised in
Mr. Oberstar’s district.

Mr. OBERSTAR. They're usually the fire chiefs and the bosses in
the iron ore mines.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Oberstar, again, thank you. It was a privi-
lege to have you before our Committee.

And I will now look to the next panel, Mr. Dombeck.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. But before we continue, | would like to explain
that | intend to place all outside witnesses under oath. This is a
formality of the Committee that is meant to assure open and hon-
est discussion and should not affect the testimony given by wit-
nesses. | believe all of the witnesses were informed of this before
appearing here today, and they have each been provided a copy of
the Committee rules.

And now it's my privilege to introduce our next witness, Chief
Mike Dombeck, U.S. Forest Service, Washington, DC.

If you will rise, Chief, and raise your right arm?

[Witness sworn.]
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Under our Committee rules, we will be ques-
tioning Mr. Dombeck after his testimony, but our Committee rules
limit statements to 5 minutes, but the Chief's entire statement will
appear in the record and we’ll allow him to summarize his state-
ment. We will also allow the entire panel to testify before ques-
tioning the witnesses.

The chairman now recognizes Chief Dombeck to testify.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL DOMBECK, CHIEF, U.S. FOREST
SERVICE

Chief DomBEck. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee. In fact, | was delighted to see the tone of
humor that ended the last panel, as we embark on an issue that
has not been very humorous for well over a decade.

I appreciate the opportunity to visit with the panel and answer
questions about roads and the roads program, and as has been ar-
ticulated, | have proposed a timeout in road building in roadless
areas for an 18-month period as one part of a strategy. A second
part is to develop a science-based forest transportation system that
meets the needs of local people while minimizing and reversing the
adverse environmental effects associated with roads, particularly
poorly maintained roads.

Let me outline the key objectives of the policy. No. 1 is to provide
managers with the best, up-to-date science and analytical tools to
make better informed decisions about when, where, and if to con-
struct new roads. A second, once those decisions are made, working
with local people, we need to determine what roads are needed and
commission those that are not needed, perhaps convert them to
trails, whatever the best use, determined with the local community
and the State.

Third, we need to improve the roads and be able to take care of
the roads in an appropriate manner that we do need. There are
changing demands in local communities, changing access needs,
and a growing recreation use on national forest systems. The policy
review is critical, so we can focus our limited resources on the
roads in most need.

Finally, we intend to develop a road policy that allows us to
catch up on our enormous backlog in road maintenance and recon-
struction, while meeting management objectives and access needs.

The road network of the national forest system is extensive and
diverse. Many roads are essential for active management of na-
tional forest resources and provide many and various benefits.
They are critical to timber harvest, to mineral extraction, to live-
stock grazing, to recreation access, and many local needs. They pro-
vide access for fire control, law enforcement, search and rescue,
wildlife habitat projects, research and monitoring. And there is no
guestion that the road network of the national forest system
serves, and will continue to serve, as a fundamental component of
the delivery system of multiple-use programs.

The simple fact is that the road system we have today is tremen-
dously larger than we can afford. Current funding is not sufficient
to maintain all the roads to safety and environmental standards to
which they were built. For example, we only maintain 40 percent



29

of the 373,000 miles of road to designated environmental and safe-
ty standards. Let me give a few examples.

Building a road requires a short-term investment of revenue.
However, maintenance decade after decade is a long-term financial
commitment. The cost of delaying timely maintenance and recon-
struction increases exponentially over time.

In Idaho, the road to Riverside Campground on the Targhee Na-
tional Forest could have been chip-sealed a few years ago for
$22,000. Today it will cost more than $110,000. To reconstruct five
miles of Scout Mountain Road on the Caribou National Forest will
cost $1.4 million. Most of that could have been preserved by invest-
ing about $100,000 several years ago.

While forest roads provide many benefits, they can also cause se-
rious environmental damage. While new developments in road
building technology result in fewer negative environmental im-
pacts, the environmental effects of existing roads, of roads that
were designed decades ago to lower standards, and roads that are
not appropriately maintained are some of our key problems.
They're related to increased frequency of flooding, of landslides, in-
creased stream sedimentation associated with the reductions of
aguatic habitat productivity and water quality.

Research indicates that roading may accelerate the invasion of
exotic plant species that ultimately displace native species and di-
minish the productivity of the land. My objective is that, with new
policies and procedures firmly established, local managers can de-
cide where and how individual roads should be managed, working
with local people. The Forest Service needs to balance scientific in-
formation, public needs, and funding level to determine the size,
purpose, and extent of the forest road transportation system.

I would also ask, Madam Chairman, that The Federal Register
notices be made part of the record. In addition to the two Federal
Register notices that are out currently, we are also extending the
comment period on the interim, temporary suspension of road
building, and that is available, will be available in The Federal
Register on Friday, but 1 would also ask that that be made part
of the record.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Chief DomBEck. Under the interim proposed rule, a limited num-
ber of land management projects that depend upon new road con-
struction, such as timber sales, may not be implemented in a time-
ly manner. During the interim period, some projects may proceed
in an altered form, and some may be postponed until such a time
as road access management is implemented.

I want to emphasize that only new road construction or recon-
struction within roadless areas Is affected by this proposal. Other
needed management activities that do not require road construc-
tion will continue.

In summary, Madam Chairman, the Forest Service shares your
deep concerns for a transportation system that meets the needs of
rural America. The Forest Service recognizes the need for a
science-based process that enables us to manage our transportation
system in a manner that minimizes or reverses environmental im-
pacts while providing the transportation infrastructure needed by
rural America.
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I'd be happy to answer any questions, Madam Chairman, to you
or any of the Committee members. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Chief Dombeck may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Dombeck.

I see that Mr. Stupak has arrived, and, Mr. Stupak, we've looked
forward to your testimony. If you would like to join the Chief at
the witness table, we’d look forward to hearing from you, and we
will interrupt the panel to hear from Mr. Stupak, the gentleman
from Michigan. Mr. Stupak?

STATEMENT OF HON. BART STUPAK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Stupak. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you for accom-
modating me. My plane just landed, and | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to get on immediately.

I think everyone agrees that there’'s a need for a comprehensive
plan of dealing with roads in our national forests. However, | think
this moratorium that is being proposed will undermine years of
hard work in our national forests, threaten forest health and the
forest industry in our local communities.

Madam Chair, in Michigan, two main national forests in my dis-
trict, the Ottowa and Hiawatha—for a number of years we've spent
time doing a forest management plan. The forest management plan
is agreed by everybody, whether you're an environmentalist,
whether you're in the timber industry, or whether you're a recre-
ation enthusiast. We've agreed on how to manage our forests.
We've agreed where forest roads should and should not go.

Now we have this proposal from Washington which is basically
going to undermine everything we have done for all these years.
We have a great working relationship, and now, because Wash-
ington, DC, wants to change it in our national forests, | think it
is wrong and | think we should allow the local citizens and the for-
est managers to make those decisions, and not impose this morato-
rium on the entire Nation, as decreed from Washington, DC.

Second, since 1991, in my district, more trees die and rot than
are actually being cut. For every tree that's cut, we've got one-and-
two-thirds tree that will probably tumble down and die somewhere
in northern Michigan because it's not being properly managed and
we're not cutting enough up in my district, and forest products is
a big, one of my biggest industries, but still, with all the trees we
have in the national forests, we still are not keeping up with the
growth in northern Michigan.

Also, the new policy will only increase a trend of promoting the
outbreak of diseases in trees, creating fuel for forest fires. |1 know
I don’'t have to explain to the Chair what a catastrophic event it
is when you have wildfires breaking out; you don’t have access to
it. Roads actually provide you that opportunity. It actually prevents
the spread of disease, which may wipe out part of your forests. So
it can be used, the roads can actually be used as a very valuable
forest management tool to allow you access to this timber.

Third, not only would the roads have a significant impact on the
forest industry as an industry in and of itself, the proposed morato-
rium would put 16 percent of the suitable timber base offlimits for
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road building. You know, if you don't have a road, you can't harvest
the timber. So 16 percent right off the top would come off the base
for timber sales.

And then you have this idea of special areas that they propose
in this moratorium. | think that’s just to put more forests off with-
out having us to put roads in there. You have to—without the
roads, you can’t cut any timber. It's just a very bad policy.

Finally, I think you'd also have a drastic effect on our local com-
munities. As you know, Madam Chair and members of this Com-
mittee, the counties which have national forest lands receive pay-
ment, basically 25 percent of the gross Federal timber revenue.
This policy, if you do not have the roads, you do not have the tim-
ber sales. Based on that 16 percent | mentioned, we could lose as
much as $160 million in revenue, and that's a conservative esti-
mate at best. So $160 million in payments to these local commu-
nities. That goes for schools; that goes for services provided by local
units of government.

So when you take a look at it, this moratorium will not manage
our forests. In fact, | think it will be a hinderance to the forests.
It has economic ramifications. It has natural resource ramifica-
tions. It has trees in my district that we can't even cultivate or
manage our forests without it.

But | guess the most striking is, we've asked our Regional For-
esters, national forest representatives, to enter into agreement(s)
with local units of government, and now we're going to undermine
all those years of work, just because Washington has a “better
idea.” So | would totally oppose this moratorium. A roadless area
moratorium is an ill-conceived policy. 1 don’t think it's been
thought through. It's going to have detrimental effects on our envi-
ronment, jobs, our local communities. And, understand, when you
do anything in a national forest, we already have a number of pro-
tections in there—with the Endangered Species Act, the National
Environmental Protection Act, the National Forest Management
Act. These are all designed to protect environmentally sensitive
areas, to make sure we don’t have roads all over the place.

These programs have fit well in the past. | don't think we should
now embark upon a one-size-fits all program.

Madam Chair, I'm pleased you're having hearings on this. I'm
pleased we began the debate on this issue. | think the national for-
ests, at least in my district, have worked fairly well. The Great
Lakes Region is a pretty efficient, effectively run national forest
area. | would hope we would defer to the good judgment put forth
by local individuals.

With that, Madam Chair, I'm happy to answer any questions you
may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stupak follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BART STUPAK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing today and for allowing me the
opportunity to offer my comments on this important issue. | have a number of con-
cerns regarding the Administration’s proposed Forest Service roadless area morato-
rium. While | think everyone agrees that there is a need for a comprehensive plan
for dealing with roads in our national forests, this moratorium undermines years
of hard work in our national forests and threatens forest health, the forest industry
and our local communities.
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First of all, the roadless area moratorium undermines the hard work by our local
citizens and subverts agreements that have been reached in managing our Federal
lands. In Michigan, a number of parties from all sides spent years negotiating a
management agreement for two national forests in my district, the Ottawa and Hia-
watha. In one of the specific compromises, the Trap Rock Hills Area on the Ottawa
National Forest and the Fibre Area on the Hiawatha National Forest were to be
returned to management designations upon passage of the Michigan Wilderness Act.
The roadless area moratorium would effectively kill this negotiated compromise. In-
stead of allowing regional foresters and local citizens to determine how their forests
should be managed, a bureaucratic decision has been made in Washington, DC to
impose this moratorium on the entire nation.

Second, this moratorium could have an adverse effect on forest health. Since 1991,
more trees die and rot each year in national forests than is sold for timber. This
new policy will only increase this trend, promoting the outbreak of disease and cre-
ating fuel for forest fires. The Forest Service itself estimates that 40 million acres
of its forest are at great risk of being consumed by catastrophic wildfire, the major-
ity of which are located in roadless areas. Without the ability to conduct proper for-
est management activities, the risk of disease outbreak and forest fires increases
dramatically.

Thirdly, the roadless area moratorium would have a significant impact on the for-
est industry. According to the Administration, the proposed moratorium would put
16 percent of the suitable timber base off-limits for road building, which is a pre-
cursor for timber harvesting. Combined with the vague “special areas” that can be
placed off-limits by regional foresters, the impact on the forest industry could be se-
rious. In my district, which already suffers from high unemployment, the forest in-
dustry is one of my top employers. | am very concerned that this moratorium on
road building will also cause a moratorium on jobs in the forest industry.

Finally, the moratorium could also have a drastic effect on our local communities.
By law, counties with national forest lands receive payments equaling 25 percent
of gross Federal timber revenues. These payments are used by county governments,
districts and school boards for education programs and road maintenance. The For-
est Service has been reported to have estimated that this policy could result in the
loss of $160 million in revenue—a conservative estimate at best. At a time when
the PILT program remains woefully underfunded, local communities may be the
hardest hit by this proposed moratorium.

Mr. Chairman, | am glad that we have begun the debate on a comprehensive road
plan for our nation’s Federal forest lands. However, | believe that the roadless area
moratorium is an ill conceived policy that could have detrimental effects on our en-
vironment, jobs and local communities. We already have a number of laws, such as
the Endangered Species Act, National Environmental Protection Act, and the Na-
tional Forest Management Act, that are designed to protect the environmentally
sensitive areas of our country. A “one size fits all” mandate by the Federal Govern-
ment is simply not needed.

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing on this important issue.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. And we will defer to Mr. Stupak
for the moment, so he can get back to his committee.

Mr. Stupak, up there in the upper peninsula of Michigan, what
is the average annual income of the average family up there?

Mr. Stupak. Oh, my average income is, my district, maybe aver-
age family income, I'm going to say—I'm thinking family now,
maybe two jobs—at most, In the twenties, $25,000.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So this would seriously impact families——

Mr. Stupak. Oh, not only the economics. I mean, take my com-
munities. There are some counties in my district, they cannot bond
for schools. You know, if you want to build a new school, you have
to bond for it, put the bonding out, and we finance and build our
schools that way. The Federal Government owns so much of my
land up there, some of these schools cannot bond, because they
don’t have enough of a resource base or a tax base because the Fed-
eral Government owns most of the land. The meager PILT pay-
ments—and | know you've joined me in the past in trying to raise
the PILT payments, payment in lieu of taxes, we set the standard,
I believe, In 1978 and we've never increased it for inflation or any-
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thing else, but, yet, we still expect the local communities to provide
services to its citizens, and the Federal Government owns all of its
land, will not increase PILT payments.

So we do have this idea underneath the timber sales, and actu-
ally my forests up there, we're what we call “above cost.” Actually,
the Federal Government makes money off northern Michigan tim-
ber sales. So it's been a very good policy, and now to suddenly shut
it down would be ill-conceived.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. In my district in Idaho, some of our schools
our having to run on 4-day weeks, and many of the Forest Service
employees send their children to those schools.

Mr. STtupPAK. Sure.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So it does have a double-whammy. | dread to
think that that will spread to other areas like the UP.

Mr. Stupak. Well, if you take a look at it, Madam Chair, if I can
go on, in these agreements | said that we have in the Hiawatha
and the Ottowa National Forests, these are agreements that have
been long-term negotiated, 50-year agreements. So you ask indus-
try up there to invest in a community, and they based it upon a
50-year agreement that there would be abundant forest supply or
timber supply for these mills. Now, after 10 years in the agree-
ment, you're to change? Well, you tell the industries that invested
millions to billions of dollars in an industry that, ah, we just de-
cided in Washington, DC to change it, not take into consideration
your economic investment in an area, and | think that's where we
fall short in our goals to do well by the environment. | think we
hurt ourselves and our communities and the trust of the Federal
Government, when you enter into an agreement and you do not live
up to it.

And one other thing. If you take these forests off the market, be-
cause you can't build any roads, there’'s no more timber sales. That
16 percent | mentioned, what do you do? You put pressure on your
State forests; you put pressure on private forests to then provide
the wood for these mills, the timber resources for these mills. So
you're putting greater pressure—it may not be on the Federal land,
piece of land, but you're putting pressure, and it can be environ-
mentally damaging to the State forests and to the private forest
owner.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Stupak. Well-noted.

Do any members of the Committee have questions of the Con-
gressman?

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Just thank him for his good
testimony.

Mr. StuPAk. Thanks.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | want to join Mr. Peterson and thank you for
your fine testimony. As you know, should you wish to supplement
your testimony with any written information, in addition to what
you've testified to, the record will remain open.

Mr. Stupak. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you for the
time.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much.
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CONTINUATION OF THE STATEMENT OF MICHAEL DOMBECK

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Chief Dombeck. | appreciate your
indulgence there. These Committee members, Congressmen have
committees that they're do markup in, and it's difficult to work
them in and out.

As you can see by the many comments | have received here from
constituents, this roadless moratorium has not been well-received
at all. And | am placing these questionnaires regarding the
roadless area as part of the official hearing record, without objec-
tion.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. As we all know, this initiative has been long
in coming, and the only problem is that the Clinton—Gore adminis-
tration has decided that it is better to work in the back rooms than
to involve the public and the Congress. | cannot speak for everyone
in Congress, but | have personally attempted to work with you, Mr.
Dombeck, on several occasions with regard to this issue. As you
know, word began to leak out that the Forest Service was working
on a roads initiative around the end of August, and in response to
this, my staff in Turkey spoke to you about what you had planned.
You informed them that you were not working on any kind of
roadless policy or a de facto wilderness policy.

Upon hearing more of the administration’s roadless initiative, |
sent a letter of inquiry to the President, and this letter was sent
on December 10, 1997. An answer was requested by January 5th
of 1998. But after numerous inquiries, no answer has ever been re-
ceived to this letter. Five letters from congressional leadership, in-
cluding three signed by myself, were sent without a reply.

Now there was an article in The New York Times, dated January
10, 1998. The answer to our letter did not come from the adminis-
tration, but our letters of inquiry were answered by this—an article
in The New York Times, dated January 10, and it outlined your
initiative. But we didn't hear from you; we heard it through the
press.

What it pointed out was something that we knew all along. What
this article says is that the Vice President is the one who has been
pushing for this. Is this why the Sierra Club sent its letter to Vice
President Gore, cc to Katie McGinty? Is this why the Sierra Club
sent this letter, dated January 13, from the Sierra Club to Vice
President Gore, and a carbon copy to Katie McGinty? Is this why
the administration went around this Committee and the Congress?

Chief DomBECK. I'm not familiar with that letter, Madam Chair-
man.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Kathy, would you show the letter to the Chief?

Chief Domeeck. | don't recall having seen this letter before, and
I guess I can't comment on the intent of it, other than a group—
I assume the group’s stating their position.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dombeck, is this whole program being ini-
tiated out of the Vice President’s office or out of Katie McGinty's
office? Now let me back up and say, we have reason to be very con-
cerned. As Chairman Hansen referred to the Escalante National
Monument issue, this administration was in absolute denial that,
No. 1, it was politically motivated, and, No. 2, that it was coming
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from the highest reaches in the White House, until we turned up
information on subpoena, inside documents.

I am utterly baffled as to why, No. 1, my letters and the letters
from this Committee, as well as the entire Resources Committee,
went unanswered, and yet the communication was going on be-
tween the Sierra Club and the Vice President, carbon copy to Katie
McGinty.

When we first met and we first started talking together, | never
did get the impression that this kind of thing could have happened,
but it did. I want to ask you again, after numerous inquiries by
myself, Chairman Young, and many others went unanswered by
you, about the content and nature of this initiative, and you
claimed that you knew nothing about this policy, when personally
asked. Is the statement true in The New York Times that this pol-
icy is something that the Vice President initiated and pushed, and
what percentage of your time since August 1997 have you spent on
it personally?

Chief DomBEck. First of all, let me just give you a little bit of
history on this issue. The answer to your first question is, no, it
was initiated by the Forest Service. In fact, the first statements
that | made on the problems associated with many of the con-
troversial areas was in, | believe it was March 18 testimony in this
room before you.

The meeting with the management team of the Forest Service,
as now I'm just a little bit over a year in the job, we took a look
at what the most challenging, perplexing problems were for the
agency, because my objective is to try to move the agency into more
of an anticipatory management scheme. The challenges that the
agency faces, and that natural resource management faces in gen-
eral, perplex all of us, and the more time we can spend anticipating
problems and issues, | believe the more efficient we can be. As a
matter of fact, |1 just want to say that many of the statements that
have been made here, just from the standpoint of overall forest
management and challenges that we have, | think you will find
broad agreement for.

So we then addressed the issue in more detail at another na-
tional leadership meeting of our Regional Foresters and Station Di-
rectors that we held in St. Paul in August, and at that time assign-
ments were made to career staff to go ahead and begin an analysis
of what we do with the challenge that we have with this roads pro-
gram. Now it's a program that's been in the emergency—literally
been in the emergency room for a number of years, and in fact, our
inability to maintain roads because of maintenance problems and
lack of funding is sort of pulling the whole program down.

We then, the professional staff of the agency, looked at options,
and we met in—I believe it was—was it December 4?—again,
where | called a special meeting of the management of the Forest
Service. It was at that time we began to discuss what our options
might be in addressing this issue.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dombeck, you had a meeting in St. Paul
in August and you were in Turkey with my staff in September,
when my staff asked you directly if you were involved in this type
of program, and you told them no.
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Chief DomBeck. Well—and, again, | think about the—the policy
addresses road building. It doesn’t address land allocation, roadless
management. It focuses specifically roads.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, | just want to say, Chief, that when we,
either formally or informally, ask you a direct question, we need a
direct answer, and this was not a direct answer, and I'm very, very
disappointed, to say the least.

The fact that your Service has worked around us, has not worked
with us, and this is a major change in policy—if the Vice Presi-
dent—let me ask you this, and then I'm going to open this up for
questions with the other Committee members. If the Vice President
was not directing this policy, then why did he take credit for it in
The New York Times? If it was The Washington Times, you know,
this is not a newspaper he normally works with, but The New York
Times is another story. Why did he take credit for this? And if you
are continuing to be in denial, that this was not initiated by the
Vice President, then | would appreciate your asking him why he’s
taking credit for it and getting back to us. We need to know where
these policies are being driven from.

Chief DomEck. Now tell me the question again?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK, the question is: You denied that the Vice
President initiated this program. Yet, the Vice President himself
took credit for this program in The New York Times. If he didn't
initiate it, then why is he taking credit for it in the press? And I
think that if you still want to deny that he initiated it, then you
need to ask him, or let this Committee know where the policy is
emanating that is driving management on our national forests.

Chief DomBEeck. First of all, let me say that—Ilet me reaffirm
again that, you know, this policy, the needs to address the roads
issue on the national forest system came from—came from me and
the staff of the leadership of the Forest Service. Now the other
thing to keep in mind is the fact that, as policy is developed, a pol-
icy that is—an issue that is this intense and has been for so long—
is of intense interest, and I, my staff and | brief not only the people
on our own staff and others on—associated staff directors, and so
on, in Washington, which we did, we brief—since we work for the
administration and the Executive branch, | briefed the Secretary,
the Secretary’'s staff, various people in the administration, as the
policy was nearing completion, because that's my responsibility.

I might also—any time you have a large number of people in-
volved in developing a policy that's of such high interest, I guess
I don't know how you prevent people from talking and leaks and
that sort of thing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The question is: Why did the Vice President
take credit for this program in The New York Times, if he had
nothing to do with it?

Chief Domseck. | don’t know that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Pardon me?

Chief Domseck. | don’'t know the answer to that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. Mr. Hinchey, do you have any ques-
tions?

Mr. HiNcHEY. Yes, | do, Madam Chairman. Thank you very
much.
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Mr. Dombeck, | want to express my appreciation for your initia-
tive in proposing the moratorium on road building in the forest pre-
serves. Sometimes | must imagine that you think you're in the road
maintenance and road building business rather than the forestry
business. The national forest transportation system includes ap-
proximately 373,000 miles of authorized roads currently. In con-
trast, the interstate highway system has less than 48,000 miles of
roads. So you're overseeing a road system eight times as long as
the Federal interstate highway system.

For additional perspective, your highways constitute enough
mileage to encircle the globe more than 15 times—an extraordinary
circumstance, | think. And these roads, by the way, access cur-
rently 191 million acres of national forest lands, and all of these
191 million acres of national forest lands are used for a variety of
purposes. So I'm sure it must appear to you that you're in the road
business rather than the forestry business at some point, and |
could fully understand why you're suggesting a moratorium.

Given that you have identified a forest road repair and mainte-
nance backlog now, currently, of $10.5 billion, can you tell me what
funds you are requesting in the fiscal year 1999 budget?

Chief DomBeck. We have—the President’s budget is asking for,
I believe it's about a 20 percent overall increase in the forest roads
program. This is a program—just to exemplify the challenges that
I have and the Forest Service has, as it's stuck in this issue, is in
1985 we had an overall forest roads budget of about $228 million;
by 1996, that had fallen to about $95 million. And, yet, the backlog
continues, and as | explained in some of the examples, road main-
tenance problems are such that, when not addressed, they increase
at a more rapid rate year after year after year, if they're not ad-
dressed and become costly problems that contribute to not only
safety problems, but environmental problems. We find ourselves
having to lower the weight limits on bridges. And one Forest Serv-
ice employee from Wyoming told me that, you know, it used to be
that the school bus could get across the bridge; now it can't, be-
cause of load limit restrictions.

We should be—we have about 7,700 bridges that we should be
maintaining and improving 300 to 400 a year, and | believe it's—
is it about 40?—that we have funding for to maintain. So it's an
infrastructure problem that we have to face and deal with it. And
I understand the tenacity of the issue.

Mr. HincHEY. | bet you do. And it's also a safety problem, as you
point out, because you have private transportation vehicles, includ-
ing school buses, as you identified, traveling over these bridges. So
it's important that you use what money you have, and it's darned
little, apparently, to maintain these roads and make sure that they
continue to be safe, rather than constructing new ones which would
add additionally to the burden and make it impossible to maintain
the existing infrastructure.

Have you asked for any money in the present budget which will
go to decommission unneeded and environmentally harmful roads?

Chief DomBEcCK. Yes, the funds requested for decommissioning
has increased. Would you hand me that table [speaking to staff]?
Or we could provide that information.
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Mr. HincHEY. OK, well, if you could provide, | appreciate that
you don't have that right at your fingertips.

[The information referred to follows:]

Chief DomBECK. | see now the—we're proposing in fiscal year
1999 to decommission about 3,500 miles in roads.

Mr. HincHEY. The National Forest Service makes a very sub-
stantial contribution to the national economy, and it does so be-
cause it is employed, used, for a great many purposes. Can you tell
me whether there is greater economic value to the country by sup-
porting the recreation industry or from logging? What is the dif-
ferences there?

Chief DomBEck. Well, the trends have been changing rapidly,
and of course the overriding values that my economists and folks
tell me is that the benefits derived from other uses—recreation,
and so on—far exceed the values of commodity extraction, but |
want to make sure that | underscore that | also understand the im-
portance of jobs in small communities.

I'm one that grew up on a national forest, and also understand
the variety of uses, the importance of multiple use, and can appre-
ciate that a job is a job.

Mr. HincHEY. Well, it's important that someone in your position
have that kind of sensitivity, and | very much appreciate that you
demonstrate it, and | value it as well, because | grew up in a small
community and | know the importance of logging. We have the
Catskill Forest Preserve and the Adirondacks in New York—vast
forests. So I'm very familiar with the importance of forestry and
the kinds of jobs and industries that it can create in a variety of
industries.

People use these forests, and | understand that more people are
using the national forests, visiting the national forests annually
than the national parks. Is that true? And do you have any figures
on that?

Chief DomBECK. Yes, that's true. The information | have is that,
just to give you an example of the increase in growth in recreation,
in 1980, data that we have indicates we had about 560 million vis-
its to national forests; by 1996, that had increased to 865 million.
We expect it to exceed a billion soon.

And just to give you an idea, the vehicle traffic on national forest
system roads, in 1950, there were about 15,000 vehicles every day
on national forest roads associated with logging. That's about the
same number as we have today. In fact, the timber harvest is
about the same level today as it was in the 1950's. However, we
have about 1.7 million vehicles a day associated with recreation
and other local uses on national forest system lands. That's a ten-
fold increase from 1950, and we haven't made the adjustment to
the change, and this is why we need to take a look at the underpin-
ning policies. I need to give credit to the timber industry and the
forest products industry, and others, because most of those roads
were built for those purposes, but today they're being used for very,
very different purposes, and we need to make the adjustments.

Mr. HincHEY. This reflects, obviously, the changes in our society,
the changes in economics, the changes in recreational attitudes,
and the need for us to recognize the value of the multiple uses that
occur within the forestry system. | very much appreciate your sen-
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sitivity to that and your carrying out your duties in full recognition
that the forests provide great opportunities, not just for logging, al-
though that's very important, but for recreational and for wildlife
habitat and for a variety of other uses as well.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. [presiding] I'm Congressman
Peterson, sitting in for Congresswoman Chenoweth. We have a vote
that we must take momentarily. The meeting will be recess for 30
minutes, and then we will return for extensive questioning.

Chief DomBEcK. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [presiding] The hearing will come to order.

We'll recognize Mr. Peterson for the next round of questioning.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Before 1 ask my questions, | would like to submit a statement
for the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. OK. Welcome, Mike. It's a
pleasure to have you here.

But | do have a lot of questions about this issue. | was sur-
prised—you have stated quite unequivocally this morning that this
policy came from you and your staff. Is that correct?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Was——

Chief DomBEck. Initially, we, as | said, particularly after the de-
bate in the Congress over the issue this year, this past year, we
felt it was imperative that we need to move the ball forward, and
we need to shift the debate. Because my biggest concern is that the
entire program is in jeopardy, and then we're really going to have
problems.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Yes, | agree. The issue, though,
of a moratorium, that was not suggested to you by someone from
Agriculture or even higher up, that this is something you should
take a look at?

Chief DomBECK. That's correct.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. SO you——

Chief DomBECK. We looked at——

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. It wasn't suggested from your
superiors that you should look at a moratorium?

Chief Domeck. We looked at——

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. N0?

Chief DomBECK. No.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. It wasn't suggested to you by
somebody?

Chief DomBECK. No.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. So his came from you and your
staff?

Chief DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. [continuing] you looked at the
big picture? OK.

I guess the other point that surprises me a little is the diversity
of America. Every time we do something unilaterally from Wash-
ington, when it impacts Alaska, Florida, Pennsylvania, and Ari-
zona, and everything in between, it affects everybody differently.
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There are probably forests where this is a good idea; there are
probably forests where this will cause problems. Do you agree?

Chief DomMmBECK. | agree.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNsYLVANIA. Well, I mean, why couldn't it
have been a regional approach or a forest-by-forest approach or
even your regions, where you have the hardwood forests and the
coniferous forests? I mean, there’s—where you have the dry, arid
areas and the areas with—I mean, there's so much difference in
what—well, the needs are so different. You took away all your own
flexibility.

Chief DomBeck. Well, first of all, let me say that what we have
out now is a proposal for public comment. In fact, as I mentioned
in my opening statement, is that, as a result of a request from a
number of Members of Congress and Senators, we have extended
the comment period for another 30 days, and will be holding public
meetings to make sure the appropriate information is out there.
And this is a proposal that emanated from the Forest Service, and
it is now out there for us to talk about, to communicate with Con-
gress, with the American people, with any of those that are inter-
ested in the proposals, both the long-term proposal as well as the
interim. And | want to point out this is an interim proposal. It's
an 18-month proposal, and my commitment is that at 18 months,
if we don't have a new proposal out there, we’ll go back to the way
we're doing business now.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. So it was more political rea-
sons? You saw the political fight that went on on the House floor
and in the Senate, and all the rankling that went on, and it was
like it was almost a tug-of-war with no big winner on either side.
It was kind of an evenly divided issue. So it was better to step
around that for a couple of years?

Chief DomBECK. Yes, that's part of it, but, also, we find in stud-
ies that unroaded areas or areas of road density are our best
strongholds for aquatic species. These are areas where we have
fewer problems with invasive noxious weeds and things like that.
So there’s also a scientific basis to this as well.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. But, in reality, your 200 mil-
lion acres is a portion of the 700 million acres we own, and that's
not the first thing to worry about plant species in the same manner
that some of the other areas would. I mean, yours is really multi-
use. | guess I'm a little surprised that plant consideration is driv-
ing this policy or this issue. | mean, that's a pretty weak argument
as far as your mandate for managing the multi-use part of the na-
tional reserve, or whatever you want to call it, of 700 million acres.

Chief DomBEck. Well, again, you know, it's one of the pieces in
the entire process, as we looked at the pros and cons of the various
options that we had.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Did you run this by the re-
gional people—

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. [continuing] prior to announce-
ment?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. They had a chance to react and
recommend or oppose.
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Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. How about the managers of the
forests?

Chief DomBECK. To a certain extent, yes. | made, you know, a
number of personal calls, as staff and the Regional Foresters and
others that were involved in developing the nuts and bolts of the
policy did more extensive sensing. I—for example, | can remember
talking to Dave Wilson, who's supervisor of the forests in South
Carolina, and he said, well, because of these challenges, | really
haven’t been going into roadless areas for the last several years. So
we talked with people like Bob Storch, the supervisor, one of the
supervisors in Colorado, and made a variety of phone calls.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Some of them, but not—they
didn’t all get included?

Chief DomBECK. That's right.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. OK.

Chief DomBECK. The other point we did, though, is we did gather
data from all the forests, and letters went out—I'm not sure
when—Bob, in December [speaking to staff]?—in October, asking
for information on impacts and things like that.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. OK. | know my time's up, but
if 1 could ask one concluding question—now you talk about there’s
going to be input or hearings in this report period. Where, Region
9?

Chief DomeEck. Do you recall, Rhey, where the locations [speak-
ing to staff]? | have—I think | might have that list here some
place. Does someone have it? At any rate, we'll provide that infor-
mation for you.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. I'm told Boston and Min-
neapolis, but, boy, that leaves a lot of us out in the cold—unless
we want to travel long distances.

Chief DomBEck. I'll—we're also going to have a public meeting
here in Washington, DC as well.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. But, still, for input, now that
leaves a lot of forests a long ways from any chance of public input
or public discussion. I mean, that's disappointing.

Chief DomBeck. Well, we'd certainly be happy to visit with you
and take a look at that.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. OK.

Chief DomBECK. The important thing to me is that people under-
stand the ramifications of the proposals in a clear fashion, and
have a basis——

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. But that's why the hearing
process is important, | think. People on the ANF and people—the
citizens, not your people, but the citizens have absolutely no idea
how that's going to impact them. We've already been impacted in
a huge way in the last few years, and they're scared.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Peterson.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Vento.

Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Madam Chair, and thanks for holding the
hearing. | have an opening statement which I'll place in the record.

And | want to quickly point out the news release here from the
Forest Service, where it points out that—I don't know what the in-
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formation—I misunderstand, but it's a public meeting for interim
roadless rule and long-term transportation policy and development,
and it indicates meetings, numerous meetings, in Alaska, Cali-
fornia, Colorado, Georgia, ldaho—two meetings in Idaho, and Min-
nesota is only having one meeting, | guess. Montana is having
three; New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, South
Dakota, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Washington, DC, and Wyo-
ming. So | don't know that this is adequate. I don’'t think I'll be
able to make it to all those meetings, incidentally, but I'd ask
unanimous consent to place that in the record.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Dombeck, Chief Dombeck, | think the policy’s on
the right track. I don't know what, after the hearing process or this
rulemaking process, but I hope that you will make an effort to pur-
sue it. And | would like to take a little credit for it, too, even
though I didn’t have—you didn’t talk to me before you did this pol-
icy, did you?

Chief DomBEck. | don't recall.

Mr. VENTO. | supposed I'm in the same category as Al Gore.

[Laughter.]

Well, not quite the same category.

[Laughter.]

Mr. VENTO. But, in any case, I'm glad that you paid attention to
what happened on the House floor when we trimmed back the dol-
lars for road building. | think the message is that low-cost forests,
have low-cost type of sales, and | think that probably a lot of that
has to be reckoned with, and | think that the public is not going
to stand still for subsidizing the road building and the cutting of
the national forests. At the same time, we're going to lose the tax-
payer dollars and we lose the forest. And I just think we need to
have a policy.

Now | don't stand and I've not sponsored and haven't pursued
bills that would ban timber harvest from the national forests. |
don’t agree with that. | think the multiple-use role is the right role.
I mean, there's a lot of enthusiasm today | think for that, because
I think it comes out of frustration with the ability of the Forest
Service and land managers to do it, and they said, if this is going
to be the bottom line, then we're going to go for a proposal that I
think is more harsh.

And | think that this particular proposal—these proposals, but
one of the problems here is that someone was talking about
science, but isn’t it a case here where most of the forest manage-
ment plans have been eclipsed by a lot of new information with re-
gard to what's happening in these various ecosystems?

Chief DomBECK. Yes, sir, that's correct. In fact, that was one of
the reasons that sort of the second-generation plans were exempt,
because they have—they're based on more up-to-date science. The
forest, the remainder of the forest plans are from the eighties, the
early eighties, and some of that information that they're based on
may even be 1970's information. Is that correct [referring to staff]?

Mr. VENTO. | mean, so the point is here, you're saying give us—
we're saying give us a breather in terms of building roads, but
you're not stopping harvest in those forests. In fact, you may rear-
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range or do some things to, in fact, augment the harvest in other
areas. Is that accurate?

Chief DomBECK. Yes. In fact, I, as many of the witnesses here
or many of the statements reflect, I'm certainly a proponent of ac-
tive management. For example, if we don’t continue with active
management, up to 60 percent of the aspen in the intermountain
West will be lost, you know, the very symbol of the State of Colo-
rado. So we need to be able to move forward in these areas and
do the appropriate work that's needed.

The serious question to ask is, do we need a permanent road to
do the work that we're going to have to fund year after year after
year to maintain for decade after decade after decade, or are there
other ways to do the work? Should we be looking for other tech-
nologies? We ought to be doing other kinds of things as we move
forward, because with 373,000 miles of roads currently on the
books that are an issue that we have to fund year after year, or
try to——

Mr. VENTO. Plus 60,000, apparently, that are not—that are ad
hoc type of roads that are there.

Chief DomBECK. Yes, yes. And I'd say that's a low estimate.

Mr. VENTO. Well, | think the real problem here is that we're run-
ning into an issue, unfortunately, where the revenues from the har-
vest don't sustain the type of activities, either in terms of mainte-
nance of existing roads, much less these roads that are illegal roads
really, ad hoc roads, nor do they sustain the type of effort. So with
decline, we really have a crunch here. Maybe we can get some—
I notice that my ranking member from Minnesota of the Transpor-
tation Committee was in; | didn't know if he offered any highway
funding moneys to help us with these roads or not. | know that I'll
have to talk to him about that. I'm going to a meeting right now.

But | don't think you can do anything about the weather in
northern Minnesota. They've had closure in terms of the Superior
Forest and others because they depend upon the swamps and the
other areas being frozen. Unfortunately, it's not this year; it's
warming up pretty good, and that's another problem that we face,
and that causes more damage.

But, you know, if you're interested in forest health, it seems to
me that this is exactly what this is aimed at. One of the biggest
problems in terms of the forest, in terms of watersheds, in terms
of road restoration—these are some of the biggest problems in
terms of the health of the forests, and the slumping and the dam-
age that's being done to these forests, the erosion, and so forth,
with roads is key.

I think that we should really, in a sense, | think, take a look,
a new look, at this and reinforce what roads we can, and find out
what the backbone of the system is, rather than to just keep cut-
ting new roads. As you point out, it's a lot cheaper to cut a new
road than it is for the long-term maintenance of it. The reconstruc-
tion of it, and the other costs that are associated with it need to
be dealt with, but there’s no revenue stream to deal with that
today. That's one of the major problems.

So taking a look and finding out where we're going to get the
revenue to deal with this is absolutely essential. 1 think you're
doing the right thing. 1 hope that it would get the support of those
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that are advocates of forest health, because that's what this is real-
ly about. This is one of the key elements in terms of forest health.
To hear some talk about it, the only aspect of forest health that
seems to interest them is salvage, and | think there’s a little more
to it than that. Unfortunately, it adds up to making commitments
in terms of dollars and cents, rather than rhetorical speeches.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Rhetorical speeches? Duly noted.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hill? Mr. Hill?

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Dombeck, I want to spend a little more time on the process
here, just to make sure that I'm fully clear of how we got to this
point and who recommended that we adopt this policy. You've been
Forest Chief now for about a year; is that correct?

Chief DoMmBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. At the time that you were interviewed for the job as
Forest Chief, did the idea of a moratorium come up in any of the
discussions with the White House, the Vice President, and other
people, the Secretary of Agriculture?

Chief DomBeck. Not that | recall.

Mr. HiLL. OK, so there was no discussion of it at that time or
any——

Chief DomBECK. In fact, | did not, you know—I have never had
a personal private conversation with the Vice President. I've shak-
en his hands a couple of times at meetings and things like that,
but, beyond that, that's the extent of our conversation.

Mr. HiLL. And you've indicated that no indication or direction, no
recommendation, came from either the White House or the Council
on Environmental Quality?

Chief DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. HiLL. And at the time that you made the decision to imple-
ment the moratorium, did you consult with the White House, the
Vice President, the Vice President’s staff, or the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality?

Chief DomBECK. | consulted with the various members of the ad-
ministration, as | pointed out, you know, like all agencies, we work
for the Executive Branch. I've consulted with various leaders in the
Department, and also briefed CEQ.

Mr. HiLL. But you just briefed them? You didn't seek their con-
sent to move forward?

Chief DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. HiLL. OK. Did you meet with any outside interest groups
during this period from August through the time that you an-
nounced this moratorium with regard to their input?

Chief DomBECK. Well, we've gotten a lot of mail and a variety of
meetings with people from both industry, the recreation commu-
nity, the conservation community——

Mr. HiLL. But I'm asking, did you meet with them? Did you meet
with any outside groups? Or did any of the people that were help-
ing you prepare this moratorium or with whom you sought counsel?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. And can you give us a list of what those organizations,
who those organizations were?
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Chief DomBECK. Yes. | can—we'd be happy to do that.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HiLL. Let me just ask you a few questions about a couple of
organizations just at the present time. Included in those organiza-
tions, was the National Cattlemen’s Association one of those?

Chief DomBeck. | don't recall.

Mr. HiLL. How about the Safari Club?

Chief DomBECK. I'm not sure.

Mr. HiLL. How about the American Forest and Paper Associa-
tion?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. How about the National Mining Association?

Chief DomBeck. | don't believe so.

Mr. HiLL. How about the Society of American Foresters?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. And the National Association of Counties?

Chief DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. American Farm Bureau?

Chief DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. National Farmers Union?

Chief DomBeck. No.

Mr. HiLL. Resource Providers Coalition?

Chief DomBECK. | don't believe so, no.

Mr. HiLL. Pulp and Paper Workers Resource Council?

Chief DomBECK. I've met with various members of the pulp and
paper industry, the unions; I'm not sure-———

Mr. HiLL. About this issue?

Chief DomBeeck. [continuing] which segment of them. Not nec-
essarily—I don't recall about this issue, but we meet and talk
about a variety of issues when we meet.

Mr. HiLe. If you would, I have a list of organizations. | would
just ask if you would note on that which groups you might have
met with.

Chief DomBECK. I'd be happy to.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HiLL. How about Forest Service employees in Montana? Did
you consult with any Forest Service employees in Montana about
this moratorium?

Chief DomBECK. Yes, the—you know, the Regional Forester par-
ticipated in all the—I believe in the management committee meet-
ings, although Dale Bosworth, as | recall, may have been absent
from the December 4th meeting, because | think he was moving at
that time.

Mr. HiLL. 1 guess, separate from the meetings that you con-
ducted, did you seek his counsel with regard to any impacts on
Montana?

Chief DomBEck. Did he seek—say——

Mr. HiLL. Dale Bosworth’'s counsel on the impacts that this
might have on Montana?

Chief DomBeck. The groups that worked—the employees that
worked on this issue did—we gathered input from—I believe the
letters went to every national forest—is that right, Bob [speaking
to staff]>—asking for information through the Regional Forester,
through the typical chain of command.
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Mr. HiLL. But separate from asking for data, did you ask for
their counsel on whether they should or shouldn't do it—whether
you should or should not implement the moratorium?

Chief Domseck. Well, I primarily consulted with the Regional
Foresters, and my staff—

Mr. HiLL. The question is, did—was Dale Bosworth one of those
that you consulted with?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. And did he recommend favorably or unfavorably that
you move forward with the moratorium? Do you recall that?

Chief DomBeck. I'm not sure | specifically asked him that ques-
tion. Do you remember, Bob [speaking to staff]?

Mr. HiLL. So you didn't ask him whether he favored it or he
didn’t favor it? So in what fashion did you seek his counsel, then?
If you didn't ask him whether he favored it or he didn't favor it,
what kind of counsel did you suggest, did you ask him for? Did you
ask him what the impacts would be on Montana?

Chief DomBeEck. | personally did not specifically ask him that
question, but as the policies, the internal policies were reviewed,
each Regional Forester—and | assume they vetted this with their
staffs—had an opportunity to comment on the policy to provide
input as the policy was developed.

Mr. HiLL. So you don’'t know whether he favored or opposed it.
You didn't seek his counsel on whether he favored or opposed it.
All you sought from him was data, and that data did—I'm just
characterizing what you've said now—and that data did not contain
any information that would allow you to identify what the impacts
would be in Montana. Is that what you're saying?

Chief DomBECck. | don't believe that's quite right. The process is,
as one individual, you know, | do not personally talk with, you
know, over 120 forest supervisors. | sample—

Mr. HiLL. But we're talking about regionals. We're talking about
regional forests here—foresters here now. I mean, what you said is
that you made this decision on your own. And what I'm just trying
to find out is who you consulted, what information you had at your
disposal to make that decision, and I'm specifically interested in
whether or not you sought the counsel of the Regional Forester in
Region 1, which includes Montana, with regard to the impacts it
would have on Montana, and whether he suggested that you move
forward or not move forward with this moratorium.

Chief DomBEck. No. 1 is | did discuss this issue at length with
most of the Regional Foresters, including Dale Bosworth. They pro-
vided information that we—that the staff requested on impacts. So
that was taken into consideration. And if the question is, did | per-
sonally ask him what the impacts in Montana would be, | believe
the answer to that is no. However, the data provided by him was
reviewed and was taken under consideration.

Mr. HiLL. So you are in possession of data that would identify
the impacts in Montana?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Schaffer.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
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Chief, in your opening comments you mention that you suggested
that you had mentioned the issue of the problem with respect to
road construction and road maintenance in previous hearings and
meetings with this Committee. Do you recall whether you ever sug-
gested to us that you were considering a moratorium at any point
in time?

Chief DomBeck. No, | did not—I don't believe | did.

Mr. ScHAFFER. At what point were you considering a morato-
rium? When did you begin to come to the conclusion that this was
in the best interest of the people of the country?

Chief DomBeck. | believe probably nearing the 4th of December,
the national leadership meeting we had. Is that about the way you
recall, Bob [referring to staff]? Yes.

Mr. ScHAFFER. What is that? What's a national leadership——

Chief DomBEck. That's all the regional foresters and station di-
rectors from around the country.

Mr. ScHAFFER. The 4th of December? The assurance that the
Council on Environmental Quality or anybody at the White House
had some role in proposing the moratorium, and you suggest they
did not, is that right? Does this moratorium fit in with the overall
goals and objectives that are managed under the Council of Envi-
ronmental Quality, Katie McGinty’s outfit?

Chief DomBeck. Well, I guess I'm—you know, | guess I'm not
sure of the question. I'm not sure what their specific goals and ob-
jectives would——

Mr. ScHAFFER. Well, the stated goal of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality is to coordinate all agencies and make sure that all
environmental activities in the country are somehow coordinated
and are consistent, and so on. And so I'm curious as to whether you
have any idea whether the moratorium is consistent or fits within
the overall goals and objectives of the Council on Environmental
Quality.

Chief DomBECkK. Well, they were briefed, and did not object, and
I’'m assuming that would be part of their decision process.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Did they provide any input, any suggestion one
way or another, positive, negative at all? Or is no objection the
basis of their concluding that there is some support there?

Chief DomBeck. Well, in my view, | believe about two briefings
that | personally participated in, they did not—they did not at-
tempt to influence the decision.

Mr. ScHAFFER. How about Secretary Glickman? What has been
the nature of his input and involvement in this decision?

Chief DomBeck. The Secretary and I, and the Secretary's staff
and my staff, had several meetings, reviewing the pros and cons of
the decision, talking about the impacts and the data that we had
at that time at length.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Does the Secretary support the moratorium?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. ScHAFFER. How about the Secretary of the Department of In-
terior? Has he been briefed or knowledgeable about the decision at
any point in time?

Chief DomBeck. | don’'t know whether he’s been briefed. | did not
brief him. | assume that he—you know, I don't know what knowl-
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edge he has, since | did not brief him on the issue, and | don't be-
lieve any of my staff did.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Could you talk about——

Chief DomBEck. That interaction would typically occur at the
Secretary’s level.

Mr. ScHAFFER. With respect to existing contracts, I've mentioned
that before; that has been one of the biggest concerns raised in my
State, that there are logging contracts, mining patent rights, and
so on, that—or patents that already exist and are predicated on
new road construction and in many cases grazing permits of all
sorts, all kinds of contracts that have been predicated on a matter
of—a level of consistency with respect to roads. Have you given any
thought to the impact of your moratorium on these existing con-
tracts?

Chief DomBeck. All of the existing contracts, any personal prop-
erty rights, will move forward. In fact, we have 6.5 billion board
feet of timber under contract now in the pipeline.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Any existing contracts in the whole country?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. ScHAFFER. How many of those exist? What are we—what
does that mean in terms of, I don't know, proportion, dollar
amount, road miles? I don't know. What is the extent of that?

Chief DomBeck. To give you an example, was it 1997 we—the ac-
tual harvest, we believe, off the National Forest System lands was
about 3.—was it 3.3 billion? So at the current harvest rate, today
there’'s about a 2-year timber supply in the pipeline that will not
be affected by the suspension of road building for the 18-month pe-
riod.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Mr. Stupak mentioned the payment in lieu of
taxes that communities receive from the Forest Service lands, and
that is something I'm concerned about, too. What kind of assess-
ment have you made with respect to that? What kind of impact do
you expect the moratorium will have on payments to counties and
school districts?

Chief Domseck. The current data that | have shows that it
would range anywhere from $1 to $4 million, depending upon the
range, the progress of a particular sale that sold. Part of this, much
of this is aside from the moratorium itself because market condi-
tions and other things like that basically determine when an oper-
ator harvests, does the actual harvest, and typically, in the con-
tract they would have a 3-year period, a 3-year window in which
to take advantage of the markets or whatever factors they figure
into their profit margins, and so on.

Mr. ScHAFFER. | see my time has expired, Madam Chairman. Is
there—will there be further questioning?

Chairwoman CHENOWETH. Yes, we're going to have at least one
more round.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. Mr. Dombeck, | have another round of
questioning for you.

As we understand it, the moratorium has not been enacted yet.
Is that true?

Chief DomBeck. That's correct.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. Have you given direction to the field to
stop work on any timber sales?

Chief DomBeck. We have not. I'd better ask Bob. But I'll intro-
duce Bob Joslin, the Deputy Chief of the National Forest System,
and with Bob is Rhey Solomon, who’'s our Deputy Director of Eco-
system Planning.

The answer is no.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So you have not given any direction to any
field members to stop work on any timber sales?

Chief DomBeck. That's right.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. Well, | have a letter in my hand from the
Forest Service canceling the South Babione timber sale because,
guote, “it is located in a RARE Il roadless area.” How do you—this
was signed by Craig Yancey, dated February 13. How do you justify
canceling sales before the moratorium is enacted?

Chief DomBECk. Well, I would only say | assume that's the deci-
sion of—is that the forest supervisor, Bob [speaking to staff]? What
was the name of the person that signed the letter?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. He’s the District Ranger.

Chief DomBECK. The District Ranger. | would assume that's a de-
cision, then, that's made at the local level.

One of the things to keep in mind on this issue, when we particu-
larly talk about activities in roadless areas, these are the most con-
tentious areas that our employees deal in. In fact, if we would go
to the most extreme, one of the more extreme cases is the Cove—
Mallard series of sales on the Nez Perce National Forest in Idaho.
In fact, what the forest supervisor and the staff there tell me is
that virtually all of the organizational energy goes into that effort,
into the Cove—Mallard effort, because of the level of controversy as-
sociated with it, and so on. And from the standpoint of efficiency,
if that energy and that funding could be applied to other areas that
will not be repeatedly appealed and litigated and protested, it's cer-
tainly a much more efficient way and a more effective way for us
to utilize the forestry expertise that we have throughout the Forest
Service.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Chief Dombeck, this is not in the Cove-Mal-
lard. This is in Sheridan, Wyoming, the office——

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [continuing] comes out of—that's located in
Sheridan, Wyoming. And we’ve got a District Ranger making deci-
sions contrary to what you have testified to this Committee you
have directed them to do or not to do. And, in fact, in Craig
Yancey's letter, he says, “The Forest Service has proposed to sus-
pend temporary road construction and reconstruction in most
roadless areas. The Forest Service is also proposing to revise regu-
lations concerning management of the transportation systems.”

So the suspending of this timber sale is directly the result of this
moratorium that has not yet been enacted, and to which you've tes-
tified no timber sales have been suspended.

Chief Domeeck. Well, I should have qualified that to my knowl-
edge. However, | think the important point there is that decision
was made, | assume—I'd better not speak for the District Ranger—
and correct me if I'm wrong, Bob [speaking to staff], but I would
assume that decision was made by the District Ranger, based on
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the information that he has. There is no—has been no directive
that has come from me saying stop anything. What we'’ve got is the
proposal out there for public comment. We've extended that com-
ment period 30 days, as we go through the appropriate NEPA and
legal requirements, and at some point it will be brought to conclu-
sion.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Chief Dombeck, somehow people who rely on
the forest have got to somebody who's calling the shots. | mean, a
District Ranger enacted the suspension of a sale contrary to what
you have testified here. Now the buck has got to stop with you. |
mean, either you get your District Rangers to comply with what
you're issuing, so that there will be some order in this country, and
we're able to anticipate, or there is absolutely no leadership. And
that doesn’t comport with my idea of you. It just doesn't. And it is
utter confusion.

And let me proceed.

Chief DomBEck. Well, | appreciate the compliment——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you want to answer that?

Chief DomBECK. [continuing] because | know on this issue we
don’t have many compliments floating around. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOwWETH. Well, yes, but will you assure me that no
other timber sales, including this Babione timber sale, the cancella-
tion issued out of Sheridan, Wyoming—will you reassure this Com-
mittee that no other timber sales will be canceled, including this
one, until the moratorium is truly enacted, to be consistent with
your testimony?

Chief DomBEck. Well, again, first of all, let me say that what we
have out there is a proposal, and field managers make decisions on
a variety of things, and | have not, and will not, direct a field man-
ager to stop a sale on a policy that is not in place, that's in develop-
ment.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So you will not direct a field manager to stop
a sale that you have testified to this Committee you are not stop-
ping sales on because of the proposed moratorium? I mean, they
have got to be accountable to you. Please answer the question, sir.
Yes or no?

Chief DomBECK. Yes, they are accountable to me, and my objec-
tive is to hold them accountable.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So your statement, then, as you stated to this
Committee, was that this is a proposed moratorium and no sales
have been canceled because of the proposal?

Chief DomBeck. That's correct.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. It's pretty clear Craig Yancey's decision
and his cancellation is contrary to what you've testified here. |
would like very much for you to either assure this Committee that
all of your people under your jurisdiction, and under your sup-
posedly direction, will abide by what you have told this Committee.
So you're telling me that, in spite of what you're testifying here,
the buck does not stop with you? Everybody is on their own?

Chief DomBeck. We can provide—we can check and provide you
with—if there’s additional information to that, associated with that
specific sale, but our objective is to hold our managers accountable,
and my commitment to you is that | intend to do that.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]
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Mrs. CHENOwWETH. Hold them accountable to you and what you've
testified to this Committee?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOwWETH. All right. Do you think it's appropriate to stop
a sale which has been under litigation and then released by a
judge, stating that the Forest Service has done their job correctly,
and then only to be stopped by a roadless moratoria because you
decided to include 20-year-old boundaries under RAR 11?

Let me be specific. The Lone Pine timber sale in Idaho is a 10-
million-board-foot sale originally planned as part of the Cove-Mal-
lard environmental analysis. Now Lone Pine sale is only the fourth
sale to be sold, or ready to be sold, under the Cove—Mallard EIS—
a process that began back in 1980. Now this sale made its way all
the way through the ninth circuit court of appeals, and we got a
positive decision out of the court of appeals. And this is only the
latest of many court decision approving the Lone Pine and the EIS
work the Forest Service did.

Now a memo from Regional Forester Bosworth, February 5, to
forest supervisors directing them not to spend any funds on plan-
ning or preparation work associated with possible future roads or
roadless areas occurred. The Lone Pine sale was ready to advertise
and sell, but the moratorium was announced before the judge’s de-
cision was issued. Now, because of the RF, of Bosworth’s memo, the
Forest Service is not advertising the sale.

Again, this is contrary to the fact that you said that the morato-
rium is only a proposal. So | would also like for you to look into
that, too. It's not often that the ninth circuit agrees with us and
the Forest Service, and | just really need to have you take charge.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Doolittle?

Mr. DooLITTLE. Chief Dombeck, you've been formally petitioned,
I guess, by the Sierra Nevada Forest Protection Campaign to take
certain measures, including, | think, a ban on logging in riparian
areas and in roadless areas and in old growth in the Sierras. Is
that correct?

Chief DomBEck. | have not seen the petition itself. Have you
seen that, Bob [speaking to staff]?

Mr. DooLITTLE. Actually, that petition, | believe, went to a re-
gion, the Region 5. | think you got a copy of it, though. So does
your staff acknowledge that you've gotten it?

Chief DomBeck. They—the people here haven't seen it, but that
doesn’'t mean we——

Mr. DooLITTLE. | understand.

Chief DomEck. We'll check.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK. Just maybe you can confirm that in subse-
guent communication with the Committee.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. DooLITTLE. But it does list your name, along with a number
of other prominent officials at the bottom of the letter that got it.

Are you aware of any efforts going on within the region to dis-
cuss having the moratorium on areas where fur-bearers are found?

Chief DomBECK. No, I'm not. | have heard concerns about fur-
bearers, but I have not heard it expressed in terms of a morato-
rium.
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Mr. DooLITTLE. | think if they were to have a moratorium, | be-
lieve the fur-bearer habitat would go the entire length of the Sier-
ras. Is that your belief?

Chief DomBeck. Possibly.

Mr. DooLITTLE. So that potentially a moratorium on areas where
we have fur-bearer habitat could effectively lock up the entire for-
est? Is that also your belief?

Chief Domeeck. Well, I'm not sure. Is that—that's something
we'd have to check on, and | don't have that. 1 haven't had the
pleasure of spending enough personal time in the Sierras myself to
know the answer to that.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. Well, I'm concerned about that. Of course, those
CASPO guidelines have been utterly disastrous, and whenever
something responsible has been attempted, why, the administra-
tion has reopened the issue and called for further study, and so
forth. So we're still operating under the so-called interim guide-
lines, which were never intended to be a permanent management—
maybe they were intended to be a permanent management policy,
but that was clearly not their expressed intent.

You and | have talked privately about Mr. Sprague and the alle-
gations that | had received, the Committee has received, about ef-
forts to remove him. | just wanted to ask you, while you're before
the Committee, that if—it's been alleged that a coalition of promi-
nent environmental groups have met with you and other represent-
atives—or maybe | should say “or other representatives”"—from the
administration for the purposes of urging the reassignment of Lynn
Sprague as a Regional Forester in Region 5. Is it true or false?

Chief DomBECK. | have met with a variety of groups. No one
has—from the environmental community that I'm—that | recall
has personally asked me to remove Lynn Sprague. In fact, | re-
cently met with Lynn Sprague to reassure him that | want him to
stay in California. California, as you know, has been a very tough,
tough State for our—all of our employees and our regional people,
given the population growth, the level of intensity of many of the
issues, and maintaining continuity is important.

And what | did mention to Lynn is the fact that, you know, let
me know what you need from the standpoint of support and help
from me as you move forward.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Are you familiar with a man by the name of Rob-
ert Nelson, former Director of the Forest Service’'s Fish and Wild-
life staff?

Chief DomBEck. Yes. | worked for Mr. Nelson many years ago.

Mr. DooLITTLE. It's my understanding—and, again, | appreciate
your being here because you're clarifying some of these issues, but
supposedly the Department recently contracted with Mr. Nelson, or
otherwise entered into some understanding with him to recruit a
replacement for Mr. Sprague, and that Mr. Nelson has been in the
process of contacting forest supervisors in Region 5 to gauge their
interest in serving as Regional Forester. Is that true or false?

Chief DomBECK. | believe that's false.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK.

Chief DomBECK. At least to my knowledge.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. What is—does Mr. Nelson presently—or what
are his job duties for the Forest Service?
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Chief DomBeck. He's retired, and——

Mr. DooLITTLE. Retired? OK. So he doesn't really have any for-
mal relationship at this point?

Chief DomBECck. That's correct. Does he do any volunteer work
[speaking to staff]?

Mr. DooLITTLE. So no volunteer work? | think—was that——

Chief DomBeck. As far as——

Mr. DooLITTLE. As far as you know?

Chief DomMmBECK. [continuing] I'm aware of at this point.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK.

Chief DomBECK. But it is typical for retirees and others with ex-
pertise to be involved or be consulted on issues. It's not an atypical
situation.

Mr. DooLITTLE. When you find out about this Sierra Nevada For-
est Protection Campaign petition, could you let us know what the
status of their petition is, and your office's response to that re-
quest?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. DooLiTTLE. OK. Well, as you know, a number of us are very
concerned about Mr. Sprague. Mr. Sprague does not represent the
ideal forest policy, from my standpoint, I must share with you, but
I think he’'s a man of integrity who's trying to do a good job. And
I would hate to see him replaced because of the attacks by the
other side. California is a difficult place, because there are people
that feel like 1 do, that we still believe in the old-fashioned, and
apparently outdated, concept of multiple use of the national forest
and public lands, and then there’s the opposition who comes from
the trendy, upscale areas who believe basically, and have stated po-
sitions, that we should have no logging whatsoever in the national
forests. And they will become—I don't know—urban welfare pre-
serves for those to visit who can afford to do so.

I'm very frustrated with the policy, to say the least. Mr. Stupak
expressed a lot of these sentiments, and he’s from the other side
of the aisle, that I might express. | represent a lot of these districts
that are heavily dependent for jobs in these areas, and it's been an
utter disaster, especially with the California spotted owl. It's not
even—I mean one sham is the northern spotted owl, and those dis-
astrous policies continue in effect to this day, despite the fact that
it does very well outside of the multi-canopied, old-growth forests,
including dwelling in K-Mart signs, apparently with good results.
Now, however, in this part of California, the California spotted owl
is not even endangered, not even threatened, but we're afflicted
with the so-called interim CASPO guidelines, and now more de-
mands by these groups for yet further restrictions.

And now the administration is expanding or changing its policy
on roadless areas, et cetera, and | really wonder when we're going
to get back to forestry. It seems like it's becoming something else.
We already have an EPA and a Fish and Wildlife Service. If this
is what the Forest Service is becoming, why do we need them? You
don’'t have to answer that. But | feel a great deal of frustration
about it, and | think it's been a disastrous policy that's been pur-
sued, and apparently we're going to struggle with this for another
2 or 3 years at least.
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So | guess my time is up, and | thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Doolittle.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Thank you.

We were chatting before about the input locally, and | think
that's vital. |1 came to Washington to help decisions be made back
home, and to have less of a Washington domination, and this is a
perfect example.

Let me ask you a question. Why couldn’'t every forest have a
hearing on how this is going to impact, and to inform the people
locally? 1 mean, | think that's the least you can do, is to have a
hearing in each forest. You don't have to be involved. They're very
capable of doing that. You can give them a format. Is that a fair
request?

Chief Domeeck. | think it is.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Will you support that?

Chief DomBEck. If you would like to have a hearing—and, obvi-
ously, with 100—and—what?—54 or 55 national forests, about 120
units, | believe what staff did, when they looked at sites, is to re-
spond to requests and take a look at local recommendations. And
we'd be happy to do that.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. You'll do one in the ANF? But
I'd like to ask it on a broader scale. | think every forest that wants
one, where the local input is requested by the legislator or by pub-
lic opinion—people ought to know if it's going to—it may turn out
to be that the impact’'s minimal in some forests. They need to know
that. | just think that's fair, and it wouldn't—it shouldn’'t be a
Washington problem, because your people out there are very capa-
ble of holding on one evening or—one evening hearing. 1 mean,
that's not a big deal, as far as effort. It takes a day or two of plan-
ning, inviting the public, and some format described, someone to
moderate. And is that a fair request?

Chief DomBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. OK. | guess I'd like to talk a
little bit on the bigger picture. I want to show you a chart. | think
you can see it. The gray areas are the conservative allowable cut;
the black lines are the cut. And | guess—and | might use the new
popular term—the left-wing conspiracy wants no timber cut. |
mean, there’'s no doubt about that. The left-wing conspirators want
us to not take resources off the public land; all 700 million acres
to be looked at. They're not to be utilized, even though the 200 mil-
lion you manage are multi-use, were purchased and set aside for
multi-use, and for multiple reasons.

So it just seems like each and every thing that happens—now
another—in looking at the big picture, another part of your system
is now offlimits to timber, and it just went from 12 billion board
feet to about 3, on an average now, billion board feet. That's a huge
cut in cutting. It's had a huge impact in this country. And with the
fact that more timber is burning and dying than we’re cutting on
Federal land—I mean, it's an issue that we ought to argue about;
we ought to discuss. But it seems like every move by the Depart-
ment or the administration brings the number down, locks another
so many acres up that's not a part of it. | think it's that big picture
that scares us all, because we know the left-wing conspirators want
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no cutting, and | guess we think they're winning, and they are win-
ning.

We think it's bad public policy. We don't think it's good for the
health of America. We don’t think it's good for the health of the for-
est. We know it's not.

And so the foresters in my district, people who have spent their
whole life managing a resource—and | mean, some of the ones |
know are just very, very thoughtful—they're just utterly amazed at
what we're doing. They have absolutely no understanding why we
are locking up the most renewable resource we have in this country
that's so much a part of our economy and so much a part of a life-
style. The hunters don't like the forest locked up because it doesn’t
bring about good hunting. I mean, there’s a lot of people that don't.
There’'s so many arguments why it’s bad policy, but, yet, everything
we do seems to move us closer to that direction.

Would you like to comment to that?

Chief DomBECK. Yes. First of all, let me say that the nationwide
effect of the roadless—or, rather, the temporary suspension of road
building affects about 8 million acres which is in the timber base—
now, of the 191 million acres in the national forest system. Now
there’s also a reason that these areas are roaded—are not roaded,
and typically either timber values have been lower or—the easy
stuff is taken first.

But the issue that you bring up is really something that we could
spend a whole day on, and I'm sure we will at future hearings, but
I often ask myself question, why is it that we have 40 million acres
at high risk of fire or insect, disease infestation? And there are a
variety of reasons associated with that. Management practices have
changed. Fire suppression was articulated very clearly by one of
the earlier panel members, but it's also lack of investments, be-
cause we're coming from a budget structure in a time where we
were able to put the cost of management on the back of timber, but
one—you've got an exception in Pennsylvania with the wonderful
hardwoods you have——

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. Sure.

Chief DomBECK. [continuing] but the fact is that we need to
make continual investments; we need to do the thinning, the pre-
scribed burn, the mechanical treatments, the other kinds of things
to deal with situations where we historically have, say, 200 and
400 stems of Ponderosa pine and now we have 3,000 of a fir species
that's a fire hazard; that the trees are all competing for the same
amount of moisture, of nutrient, and that sort of thing there, and
we need to get in there and deal with those situations. But we have
put the cost of management on the back of timber, and when the
timber may not be there to harvest, for whatever reasons, what do
we do then? And this is part of the dialogue that | hope to have
with this Committee and others in the future because the urban/
wildland interface and other areas are big challenges for us in this
country.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. What is the timber base now?
Of the couple hundred million you manage, how much of that's
really forestry practices, timber cutting going on?

Chief DomBECK. | believe it's 43 million acres.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. After the roadless area?
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Chief DomBECK. Forty-three million acres are in the suitable tim-
ber base. Of—the interim policy and the RARE Il areas would in-
clude 8 million of that 43.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. S0 43 minus 8 really?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNsSYLVANIA. OK. Well, that's what | want-
ed—so we're down to 35——

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON OF PENNSYLVANIA. [continuing] million acres, out
of 200. That's a pretty small percentage that we're now practicing
forestry on. And though we're getting all this publicity that cutting
timber costs money, and why do we do it, when you've got the cuts
so low, and they're so small, they don't make money any more. |
mean, you know, part of the problem that it's not—the cost to do
a small sale is just as good as a large sale. | mean, so you've got
the sales down so small, the board feet so low, it's like it's been de-
signed to fail. I'm a businessman. | know how you can design a
business to fail. It's like this economically has been designed to fail,
so the left-wing conspirators can say, “It doesn't make any sense.
We're losing money.” And, yet, they don’t count the money that
goes out to the communities. That's not a part—and that shouldn’t
be part of the cost. That's a benefit to those communities. That
builds schools and that builds roads and that—you know, it's fire
protection to those people, and all of the things that we allow them
to use that money for; yet, that's considered cost and not a benefit.
That's a benefit to those communities that's being taken away. So,
I mean, it's a bigger issue.

I want to thank you for your candor.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Schaffer?

Mr. ScHAFFER. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Let me followup on Mr. Peterson's comments, if | could, and your
answers. So there’'s 191 million acres managed by the Forest Serv-
ice?

Chief DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Of the open management category that we're
talking about that can be—that is relevant to the discussions, you
said 43 million acres, and this moratorium effectively locks up 8
million?

Chief DomBECK. What the proposed temporary suspension does
is prevents only building and reconstruction of new roads.

Mr. ScHAFFER. So do you anticipate there would be an increase
in helicopter removal, or what's going to happen?

Chief DomBECK. | expect people will be looking at other options.
Some of the NEPA work that's on these areas considers other op-
tions.

Mr. ScHAFrFer. Well, considers other options? Do you expect
this—it's going to be viable removal? Is there going to be people
lining up for these sales, or what—and so what if you can call a
helicopter. That may sound great, but can anybody really afford to
do that?

Chief DomBeck. | wouldn’'t want to be overly optimistic and say
in some places maybe, but probably not a lot, but I also want to
point out that, this whole issue set aside, there are sales that don’t
sell.
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Mr. ScHAFFER. Right. But we're talking about 8 million acres, ba-
sically, out of the 43. So what, that's 18, 20 percent, somewhere
along that line is affected by the moratorium. Your press release
indicated that between 100 and 275 million of—that this morato-
rium—so you predicted an impact of between 100 and 275 million
board feet in fiscal year 1998. There are other Forest Service docu-
ments that say the volume could be as high as 436.1 million board
feet in fiscal year 1998. So there’s a lot of speculation, I suppose,
as to what the real impact is going to be.

I would like to just ask what relevance you think Congress has
in all of this. Why is it that we read about the moratorium in the
newspaper when it has such a significant impact on economics, on
local government funds, on recreation, and so on? Why is it that
you've decided to move forward on this without talking to any of
us?

Chief Domseck. Well, first of all, keep in mind that this is a pro-
posal, and the objective of the comment period, of the dialog that
we're having, is to gather input, to double-check our data, to make
sure that outside sources, all sources have an opportunity to com-
ment on the proposal, and——

Mr. ScHAFFER. S0 when do you expect to commit on moving for-
ward with this proposal or abandoning it?

Chief DomBEck. Well, the——

Mr. ScHAFFER. What's the point of no return?

Chief DomBeck. The comment period closes on March 30—and
what are you assuming the timeframe would be to finalize [speak-
ing to staff]? At least 30 days beyond that. I'd say the——

Mr. ScHAFFER. You know, the whole science, the study, the re-
search on roads and roadless areas is—seems to me to be pretty
complete, but pretty intensely studied, at any rate. What is it about
the money that this Congress—American taxpayers have already
expended studying the effects of roads on erosion. What—where is
it that we have insufficient data and evidence right now? What are
we lacking right now that causes the need for this moratorium?

Chief DomBECK. The——

Mr. ScHAFFER. What's missing in our—in all of our research?

Chief DomBECK. Well, | guess not being the technical expert my-
self on roads and road-building, I don't quite follow the connection
between what's missing and the suspension. The——

Mr. ScHAFFER. Well, let me—Ilet me give you——

Chief DomBECK. The science——

Mr. ScHAFFER. [continuing] a good example. My State, your For-
est Service has studied part of the National Forest near Frasier,
Colorado, concluded that timbering and road-building can be ac-
complished without adverse impacts on water quality, and there
are other studies to that effect that have occurred that we know
that it's not new construction—or that it's not maintenance. You
mentioned that this $10 million or $10 billion backlog in mainte-
nance is somehow the issue, but it's not—the research—it's not
maintenance so much that is cause for any kind of sedimentation,
and so on. That typically occurs immediately after new construc-
tion, but then seems to be—seems to be dealt with effectively short-
ly thereafter. And there’s a lot of research that has been done that
suggests that there are specific strategies that could be employed



58

to reduce any kind of sedimentation or water quality problems, or
any other issues affecting roadless areas or new road construction.
Why a moratorium across the whole country? Why don't we just
implement these studies that we have on a case-by-case basis in
specific areas where a problem is known to exist?

Chief DomBEck. Well, in fact, those new studies, that type of in-
formation is the information base that will be used in the develop-
ment of the new long-term policy.

Mr. ScHAFFer. Well, well, but why do you need an 18-month
moratorium? This research has gone on for years. It's—this is noth-
ing new. Do you expect you're going to discover something in the
next 18 months that you could not or should not have discovered
in the last 18 months or the last 18 years, for that matter?

Chief Domeeck. The focus of the 18-month effort on a long-term
policy is basically to obtain comment, to synthesize and gather the
information, not necessarily start new research projects, although
in the recent years, especially as a result of El Nifio, the increased
concern over land slides, things like that, has heightened the level
of awareness and has generated more interest in this, and invest-
ments have been made in additional research in those areas over
the last few years.

Mr. ScHAFFER. The local foresters and the forest experts in my
State can't think of a single example of why we need a moratorium
in Colorado, for example. Are you aware of any specific reasons a
moratorium ought to impact Colorado?

Chief DomBEck. Well, again, the challenge is to get people to un-
derstand the importance of the infrastructure and the road system,
and | oftentimes think, how do | square building new roads, espe-
cially when in many cases, almost 50 percent of the time, these
projects are appealed and litigated, when, on the other hand, I'm
dealing with one $10-plus billion backlog in reconstruction——

Mr. ScHAFFER. Why hasn't all the research led to this under-
standing that you explain is desirable?

Chief DomBEck. Well, | believe that's where we're headed. | hope
that's where we're headed.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Well, what about all the money that we spent
studying roadless areas and studying the impacts of roads? Why
have these studies not lent themselves or helped you come to a con-
clusion about the impacts of them and what ought to be done, or
some kind of plan? Why don’'t we move forward on a reasonable
plan? Why do all these studies only suggest we need a moratorium
to study more?

Chief DomBEck. Well, again, the 18-month period will be used to
develop a long-term policy, based upon the most up-to-date
science—

Mr. ScHAFFER. Why can't you come up with a long-term policy
without an 18-month moratorium?

Chief DomBEck. | think you probably could.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Why don't we?

Chief DomBECK. But the other challenge is, in the eyes of the
American public, Forest Service roads equal logging. Now the chal-
lenge that we have is to make sure that people—and | think some
of the dialogue that you have had in the Congress and other places
has really focused on that over the last decade, and particularly,
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especially the last couple of years since I've been watching this
more closely. And we've got to consider Forest Service roads as part
of the needed infrastructure of rural America, and then fund it ap-
propriately.

Mr. SCHAFFER. S0 you're in agreement with me, it sounds like,
that we could move forward on a long-term plan without an 18-
month moratorium? Just to restate that, we do agree on that point,
do we not?

Chief DomBECK. It would be possible, yes.

Mr. ScHAFFER. So the stated purpose early on that the reason for
the moratorium was for further study, further information gath-
ering, and so on, is—well, let me just ask: Is there more to it than
that? Is the only reason you propose an 18-month moratorium for
the purpose of establishing a long-term plan?

Chief DomBEck. Information—and I'll refer back to the most up-
to-date information we have that I'm aware of—has come out of the
Columbia Basin assessment that talks about, refers to exotic spe-
cies, and I'd be happy to share a copy of that with you.

Mr. ScHAFFER. So is the application of this moratorium on a na-
tionwide basis motivated by the Columbia Basin study?

Chief DomBECK. Only in part.

Mr. ScHAFFER. Can you still think of any example in Colorado
that would—that has initiated the need for a moratorium that ap-
plies to Colorado?

Chief DomBECK. | somewhere have a list here of the more recent
studies and synthesis of information, and | would check to see if
there’'s anything—I could check and see if there is anything specific
to Colorado and provide an answer.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. ScHAFFER. Well, if it's not there, why don't you exempt Colo-
rado? Why don't you exempt States where you have no real compel-
ling reason to include them in a moratorium? Maybe it's Montana;
maybe it's Idaho; maybe it's Wyoming. It could be most of the coun-
try, when it comes right down to it. But the forest supervisors, the
foresters in my State, they come to the State legislature and they
say, “Look, we're baffled by this. We have no idea what these folks
in Washington are doing or why. You know, they had a meeting,
told us what they were going to do, but we have no compelling rea-
son in our State.” And they point the finger back here. You know,
I'm back here. I'm kind of trying to find out some answers, too.
From what | can tell, Colorado is not part of this equation, other
than we're affected economically by a moratorium. If that's the
case, why don't you exempt States like mine, focus on where the
problem exists?

Chief DomBeck. We will—this is what we're here for, is to have
this dialogue and——

Mr. SCHAFFER. You will what?

Chief DomBECK. [continuing] to be challenged.

Mr. SCHAFFER. You said, “We will. ..."?

Chief DomeEck. Will consider all the input that we get from this
Committee, from each of the members.

Mr. ScHAFFER. You know, | really think the burden ought to be
on you to establish a legitimate reason for pulling a significant por-
tion of our economy out from under us before you do it. You've al-
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ready decided to move forward on making a proposal without the
consent of Congress. You say that you've not made any final deci-
sions, that that's still open, and you'll consider our input, and so
on. But if that really is the case—you know, the burden ought—
you ought to take upon yourself to consider the real financial im-
pact that this has on communities, and if there’s no compelling en-
vironmental benefit to be gained in a State like mine or the next
State down the road, then you shouldn’'t even be talking about
moratoriums in these areas. You ought to zero it down to where
you have a real need, where your local experts tell you there's a
real need. I mean, this notion that you're going to blanket the
whole country as if every forest is the same is laughable, when it
comes right down to it, and it suggests to me that you're not all
that serious about considering the economic impacts of local com-
munities. Maybe I'm wrong; maybe you'll prove me wrong. | hope
you do.

Thanks, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Schaffer.

Mr. Hill?

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Chief, I do want to compliment you on one thing, and that is that
you extend the comment period another 30 days, and | do appre-
ciate that. I know the people in Montana—and | would like to have
you give us an assurance here today, and that is, before you have
those meetings in Montana, you will have available for the people
in Montana what the impacts are going to be on the forests of Mon-
tana. Will you give us that assurance today?

Chief DomBeck. | believe the information that we have will be
part of the announcement that will appear in The Federal Register
on Friday.

Mr. HiLL. Will that include impacts in terms of individual forest
sales, how they'll impact individual forests, how theyll be im-
pacted, number of acres that will be impacted?

Chief Domeeck. | believe it will be—the information we have
will be by individual forest. 1 believe it will be the number of sales,
perhaps not the number of acres, but, more importantly, the board
feet effects.

Mr. HiLL. 1 mean, there are more impacts than just timber har-
vest, and not that timber harvest isn't important. | guess my point
is, how can you solicit public input when you haven't given the
public the facts so that they can comment on them? | would just
urge you to extend this comment period beyond that, until at least
a point in which you've given the people the information that they
need in order to make an appropriate assessment, so that they can
provide you valued input. Does that seem unreasonable?

Chief DomBeck. No. And | believe that's the intent.

Mr. HiLL. Then | would urge you to—you brought up the Colum-
bia Basin, the Interior Columbia Basin EIS, and I'd like to ask a
couple of questions about that, because you chose not to exclude
that area that is currently under study, and as you know, we're
moving through that process right now. Why did you choose not to
exclude that area?

Chief DomBECck. The—because it's not—the areas that were ex-
cluded were the areas, what I'm basically referring to as the sec-
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ond-generation forest plans, the plans that are more recent, that
are based on more recent information, recent public involvement
process, and those include the areas of the Pacific Northwest. The
Tongass is under appeal, which is basically still in process, sort of
a semi-quasi-judicial process, and the other areas were not ex-
cluded because the information their forest plans are based on is
sometimes up to—could be up to 15 or 20 years old.

Mr. HiLL. So what you cited earlier was that the reason that you
implemented or you want to implement this moratorium is that
you were in possession of science that the individual forests were
not in possession of. Substantially, that came from the Columbia
Basin study. I believe that that's what you said to Mr. Schaffer.

And, yet, we are fairly well along with regard to the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin study. I guess | would just say to you, are you aware
of the potential impacts that this decision will have on the collabo-
rative effort that has gone into the Interior Columbia Basin study?

Chief DomBECK. Yes. | have met with numerous county commis-
sioners in Idaho, county commissioners from Oregon——

Mr. HiLL. | hope you stay around following your testimony be-
cause there’s a county commissioner from Montana that has been
a strong advocate, Larry Dolezal, for trying to work within this col-
laborative stewardship that you talk about, who | think will ex-
press to you that he feels as though he was blindsided by this deci-
sion.

And, specifically, 1 want to just make reference to a project that
is in his district. As you know, the Lincoln County, where he comes
from, has been particularly adversely impacted. In fact, | think it's
listed under one of the top 10 endangered communities in America.
Where they're trying to—the Economic Development Administra-
tion has provided some funding to try to develop a new ski area.
Are you familiar with that?

Chief DomBeck. I'm not familiar with the ski area itself.

Mr. HiLL. So you're not aware of the fact that the local forest su-
perintendent has been working to try to complete an EIS on that
by September of this year, with the goal being that we could de-
velop this ski area, and that that project will be imperiled by your
moratorium?

Chief DomBECK. Not that specific issue.

Mr. HiLL. So when you said earlier that you solicited data on im-
pacts, the individual forests didn't provide you any data with re-
gard to any specific timber sales, with regard to any specific other
projects that might be impacted by this moratorium?

Chief DomBEck. They provided information on timber sales. Did
they—pardon [speaking to staff]? OK, we've got datasets that we
will have for all other activities, and | assume we will make that
available during the—as the comment period proceeds. So people
can—

Mr. HiLL. When do you think that that information will be avail-
able in Montana with regard to the forests in Montana?

Chief DomBECK. Within 2 weeks.

Mr. HiLL. I'm sure you're aware of the fact in the Interior Colum-
bia Basin study, one of the things it suggests that would be good
for forest management would be to manage the roadless areas,
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some intrusion into the roadless areas, some mechanical harvest,
other things. Are you aware of that?

Chief DomBeck. Then you're talking about the need for active
management? Yes.

Mr. HiLL. Wouldn't you say that your moratorium is in conflict
with what the science is telling you from the Interior Columbia
Basin study?

Chief DomBEck. Not necessarily. | think we have a mindset that
we have to build a permanent, fairly expensive road to maintain,
and we've got the backlog to deal with. And one of the things
that——

Mr. HiLL. Are you suggesting that your moratorium would not
apply to temporary roads in these roadless areas?

Chief DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. It does apply to temporary roads?

Chief DomBECK. It does apply to temporary roads. However, the
new policy will address more broadly when and where and what
types of roads to build, based upon the most up-to-date science. For
example, you know, we're doing, in fact—a timber director, a forest
management director who recently retired said, he said, 10 years
ago we never thought we'd be doing the amount of helicopter log-
ging that we are today. Someone from California was recently tell-
ing me that one of the forest engineers indicated that we could
probably do the same forest management job we’re doing today
with a significantly less intensive road network. And it's directions
like that that | want us to be looking at. Again, as we talk about
the other activities and the impacts, | just want to make sure that
you understand—No. 1, we've talked about the fact that this is pro-
posal, but also, No. 2, the fact that what we're talking about is road
construction and reconstruction only. We're not talking about other
activities.

The intent is not to stop forest management. In fact, the intent
is to—we've got to look for new——

Mr. HiLL. It's to delay, though. You're going to delay. You're
going to delay forest management in those areas. By limiting ac-
cess to those areas and intrusion into those areas, you're going to
be delaying forest management, which | have great concern about.

There are two points | want to make, if I might, Madam Chair-
man, before—I know my time has expired here. And that is that
you talked about the impacts of ElI Nifio on some of the coastal
areas with regard to landslides and that sort of thing. We've got
the reverse impact in Montana. Post-El Nifio periods are extraor-
dinarily dry periods in Montana. They're periods with high inci-
dence of fire. We have got a tremendous exposure to catastrophic
fire. If you delay any management of that problem in the roadless
areas in Montana, you are compounding the potential hazard to
Montana, to Montana communities, and to those forests to fire.

The Interior Columbia Basin study will point out to you—and |1
know that you're familiar with it—that we have a serious problem
in Montana with respect to that. And | would just urge you to con-
sider exempting this area that's part of the Interior Columbia
Basin study from this moratorium—to allow that process to go for-
ward.
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As you know, the goal there is to develop the science that can
be incorporated into those forest plans, whether they be transpor-
tation or other aspects of those forest plans, so that we can get
them updated. What, in essence, you're going to propose doing—I
can tell you right now that if you move forward with this, it's going
to erode any—any—cooperation, any collaborative effort that you've
going to have to move forward with the Interior Columbia Basin
study and in an effort to implement it. You're going to create more
conflict, less collaboration in Montana if you do that. So I would
just urge you to, at least if you're going to implement this morato-
rium, you allow people to do it on a forest-by-forest basis.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill.

Mr. Dombeck, under the Alaskan Native Claims Settlement Act
and the Alaska Lands Act, Native corporations were entitled to se-
lect and own lands for traditional use and economic benefit as set-
tlement of Alaskan Native aboriginal land claims. Access to the
lands also was guaranteed under these laws, and many of these
lands are located within the national forests in Alaska. Is it not
true that roads needed for access to Alaska Native aboriginal lands
would be exempt from the administration’s roadless policy?

Chief DomBEck. Well, the Tongass National Forest is exempt
from the policy now.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. In every case it's exempt, including the special
areas?

Chief Domeeck. Of the current temporary suspension of road
building, yes, the Tongass is exempt. The Tongass record of deci-
sion was signed in May, and the appeals process for that decision
on the entire forest plan is currently in progress.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. With regard to the new roadless moratorium,
or the moratorium on roads, under roadless area and under future
special designation of special areas, designation by the Regional
Forester, are you telling me that Alaska, the Tongass is exempt
from both of those?

Chief DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You testified that this moratorium only ap-
plies to roadless areas. In the lower 48, what about the special
areas that are in multiple-use areas now?

Chief DomBEck. The proposal on that is that that would be
under the discretion of the Regional Forester?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So, actually, contrary to your original testi-
mony, it does extend to far more than the roadless areas? It does
extend into the multiple-use areas? And you are giving the Re-
gional Forester the authority, through this policy, to designate spe-
cial areas, and they will become, in essence, de facto wilderness,
right?

Chief Domeeck. Well, this—again, keep in mind the policy ap-
plies only to roads, not to other activities, and the specific kinds of
areas—and we are looking for comment on this—is areas like mu-
nicipal watersheds where communities get drinking water supplies
from, other areas very similar to that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So it does apply to more than roads? It does
apply to watersheds, right?

Chief DomBeck. Well, the policy applies to roads only, but—
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. It will impact entire watersheds, right?

Chief DomMmBECK. In certain situations it could.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | wonder if you can explain to the Committee,
and for the record, the exact degree that the Columbia River eco-
system planning process predicated or precipitated this roadless
moratorium policy.

Chief DomBECK. It's a nationwide problem that we're dealing
with, with the whole roads issue. It's certainly not limited to the
Columbia Basin. What | can say, though, is that some of the infor-
mation gathered in the Columbia Basin assessment is probably
some of the newest and best information that we have.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. How did that precipitate—how did that infor-
mation precipitate this action? How did the Columbia ecosystem
planning process precipitate this action?

Chief DomBeck. Well, I would say it didn't precipitate this ac-
tion. The whole debate that we've been in for more than a decade
over the roads and road funding issue is something that is part of
the larger issue. What | face and what the Forest Service faces is
a continually declining roads program that lacks support, and the
support for the roads program continues to erode. Somehow we've
got to reframe the issue so the roads program is viewed as part of
the transportation network, the infrastructure of local America. |
mean, it's—I grew up on Forest Road 164 in the Chequamegon Na-
tional Forest in northern Wisconsin, and today it's a blacktop road.
A bus goes down it every day, and a mailer-out, and, yes, a few log-
ging trucks, and lots of tourists. It's important that we be able to
maintain this infrastructure that's needed by local communities. |
hardly go to a county or talk to a county commissioner when he
says to me, “How come you're not taking better care of your forest
roads?”

Mrs. CHENOwETH. Chief Dombeck, you stated in your testimony
that you worked with the American Forest and Paper Association,
AF&PA, on developing this policy. Did you work with them—to
what extent did you work with AF&PA on developing this policy?

Chief DomBEck. | guess I'm not sure | would—if I did couch it
as though worked with them—as a matter of fact, they—we dis-
cussed the whole issue of roads with a variety of people. In fact,
the whole roads issue is an issue that was—you know, has been
hotly debated and talked about for the past decade or more with-
in—not only within the Forest Service, but others that are inter-
ested in roads.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Did AF&PA take an official position on this
and then work with you or to what degree did you work with
AF&PA?

Chief DomBEck. Well, to my knowledge, from the standpoint of
discussing the issue, and as we have with many people over the
years, it's, you know, how do we get beyond the issue, as we looked
at the—what in 1996 we were, you know, very close to losing al-
most 80 percent of the program. Another debate ensued in 1997,
and it's a program that is in the intensive care unit, and the re-
sponsibility that we have is to try to come up with ways and op-
tions of resuscitating that program.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | just want to say, before we have to recess
temporarily, that when | first came to the Congress, it was my de-
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cided opinion that the Forest Service was so broken that we may
not be able to recover. I gave everything | had to give, as chairman
of this Committee, to try to stay very open to you and to work with
you. You're a gentleman, and you're an impressive person. But the
way | see this moving, I'm convinced now the Forest Service is too
broken. I mean, there’s no accountability from the top. District
Rangers are stopping sales. We have a sale, the George Wash-
ington National Forest in Virginia has also been canceled. We've
had, because of this roadless policy—and yet it's only proposed.

The entire public process has been made a mockery of by the
very fact that sales have been canceled while this is still a pro-
posal, Chief, and yet then we reach out to the people with hearings.
It truly is a mockery, and it's disappointing.

I guess in my heart of hearts I'd still like to see us recover from
that in terms of making the American people and communities that
are affected a part of the process again. | don't see that happening.
I hope | can be surprised. | still look for that. But | don't—I hope
that | don't have to get used to being so utterly disappointed, and
that disappointment is not just shared here in this Committee; it's
shared by our Resources chairman and members of the Committee
on the House side, and certainly on the Senate side, too. | think
that the envelope has been pushed way too far on this one, and as
with the Tucson Rod and Gun Club, we learned that policy was im-
plemented based on unwritten policy. And | was hoping that you
would be able to turn that around. | don’t see it happening.

We have been called for a vote. It's a 15-minute vote, and there
is 5 minutes left.

Chief Dombeck, we have a lot more questions, but we will submit
the questions to you in writing and would expect that you respond
to them within 10 days.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | know that you have a meeting with Senator
Hutchinson, and you will be gladly excused from the Committee for
that meeting. | would appreciate if your staff would stay and listen
to the rest of the testimony.

Thank you for the long period of time that you have spent with
us. And | really hope that some fruit will be born from this in
terms of making the American people part of the process again,
and that is done first through Congress and then through the
NEPA process.

Right now this hearing will be recessed for 20 minutes. Thank
you.

[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Committee will come to order.

We will begin with the third panel: Max Peterson, executive vice
president of International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agen-
cies; Larry Dolezal from Lincoln County, and Mr. Dolezal is a com-
missioner from Troy, Montana; Bob Powers, legislation advocate,
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America; Bill
Banzhaf, executive vice president, Society of American Foresters in
Bethesda.

And | wonder, gentlemen, if you would mind standing and take
the oath. Raise your right hand.

[Witnesses sworn.]
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Please be seated.
And we will open with Mr. Peterson.

STATEMENT OF MAX PETERSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FISH AND WILD-
LIFE AGENCIES

Mr. Max PeTERsON. Thank you, Madam Chairman. You have my
statement, which is rather long. If you'd accept it for the record,
I'll try to save you some time and brief it.

What I've attempted to do, at the request of staff, is to provide
a brief historical overview of the saga of roadless area reviews and
evaluation, which really began in the 1910’s, and then there have
been other reviews done since.The major reviews that have been
done in recent history began after the passage of the 1964 Wilder-
ness Act, which required a review of the primitive areas.

Then in 1972, Forest Service Chief McGuire was concerned about
agitation both inside and outside the Forest Service as to what to
do with roadless areas, particularly those that were next to primi-
tive areas. He ordered a nationwide review of roadless areas, which
became known as RARE I. And I've given you some data on RARE
1.

Because of the difference in national forests in the East, and the
imprint of man on national forests in the East, there were very few
areas in the East that were included in that inventory. Partially
because of that, and the question, incidentally, of what constituted
a road, and what was a road in a roadless area, there was a second
roadless area review undertaken beginning in 1977. That was a
huge review. As you know, that resulted in a very large environ-
mental statement, whth more than 300,000 comments on that envi-
ronmental statement—I think the largest number of comments
ever received on any environmental statement in the history of any
organization.

As a result of that, review, commonly called RARE 2, rec-
ommendations were made, signed off on by President Carter, that
said, so many acres should be wilderness, so many areas should be
used for multiple use other than wilderness, and so many areas
should be subject to further planning. It was the hope of many that
those recommendations would sort of settle the roadless area ques-
tion; that Congress, then, would look at those nationwide rec-
ommendation and that Congress would decide which areas would
be wilderness, which areas would be multiple use other than wil-
derness, which areas would be further planning.

Unfortunately, that didn't happened. Congress instead started
action on a State-by-State basis, and as you know, except for Idaho
and Montana, the roadless area legislation has essentially been en-
acted in all those States.

One of the issues, though, that came up then that bedevils us,
I think, today on the issue that's before us is, what happens after
you get through the first generation of forest plans? I remember
sitting in a hearing and hearing Senator Hubert Humphrey and
Congressman Foley say at that time, we want to pass an Act of
Congress, which was the National Forest Management Act, that
will set forth a planning process that will include: interdisciplinary
analysis; it will include input from people, public involvement, and
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then a decision will be made on how to manage an area of land,
and that plan will remain in effect for 10 to 15 years. And plans
will be revised from time to time with public involvement and by
looking at, what is new, what do we know today.

So | admit to being somewhat perplexed at this proposed Interim
Directive because | don't really see how it fits into the laws involv-
ing management of national forests, which envisions that there will
be a plan for an area of land and it will stay in place until it's re-
vised or amended. There’s nothing in the law or in the regulations
that, as far as | know, contemplate something called an interim di-
rective that, again, puts the roadless area in some kind of a limbo.

You might ask yourselves this question: Suppose somebody came
along and decided they wanted to develop all those roadless areas
in the next year, in spite of the fact that was not in accordance
with plans? We would hardly believe that such action would be ap-
propriate. Somebody just to say we're going to go into all those
areas next year, in spite of the fact that would be contrary to land
management plans.

It seems to me that you can't have it both ways. You either have
to say the areas are governed by plans or they're not. So | guess
one of the disappointments to me, regardless of the merits of this
proposal, is the question of process.

And | guess the only other comment I'd make—and let me make
it very clear that at this point in my current role as Executive Vice
President of the International Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies. I am not taking a position. | expect that in some States
they think that a moratorium is a good idea, and it may well be
in that State for some roadless areas. In some other areas there
will be concern that if it concentrates development on already-de-
veloped areas, which may be a much higher value for fish and wild-
life than some of the roadless areas, that there will be concern
about it.

Let me also point out that | don't see much association between
a roadless mandate and a review of the road system. A review of
the road system | think probably is a good idea, because the road
system has grown and use has changed. The proposal mentions
ghost roads. That's the first time I've heard that expression. You
can still see the tracks of the Donner Party as they went across
parts of the Nevada desert and into California. So in some parts
of the country, if anybody ever made a road track, it's still there,
and if the terrain allows it, some people will follow that road track.
And some people will follow that road track to their favorite fishing
hole, and sometimes that's not a good idea. It may cause damage.

So a review of the road system, particularly as large and com-
plicated as it is—and | was a little curious at the comments about
it being 10 times as long as the interstate system; the State of New
York has a road system that's several times as long as the inter-
state, and so does the State of Virginia, both of which are a whole
lot smaller than the national forest system. So sometimes these
comparisons don’'t make a whole lot of sense.

Anyway, | think there is a case for review of the road system,
looking at, what do we know about management and lumber use
of these roads. The use has expanded exponentially. There's very
little proportional use of these roads by timber hauling anymore.
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In many cases, 95 percent of the use is recreation, including fishing
and hunting. So the use has changed. So there is a need to review
the system; | think that’s true.

I'm not at all sure, though, what that has to do with a morato-
rium on roadless areas, because very few roads are being built in
those areas anyway. It stops activities indefinitely that are in ac-
cordance with forest plan. Some of them, as you know, have been
under consideration for many, many years. Some of them have
gone through administrative appeals and court challenges and ev-
erything else, and now we have something else called a moratorium
on top of it, which to me, particularly being done without what I
would consider due process. | think this is not a good idea. That's
just my horseback opinion. I have been involved in the develop-
ment of the policy or implementation of it. Those are just sort of
off-the-top-of-my-head opinions.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Max Peterson may be found at
end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Those are pretty good horseback thoughts.
Thank you, Mr. Peterson.

For our next witness, I'd like to yield to Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Madam Chairman, |
am very pleased to introduce a distinguished witness and a friend
of mine from Montana, Larry Dolezal. I have found him to be a
very thoughtful, compassionate, committed, open-minded person, a
problem-solver. He’s a Lincoln County commissioner in Montana.
He’s worked extensively on forest issues.

Lincoln County depends heavily on forest products and receipts
from the Kootenai National Forest. Its residents also depend on the
nearby forest for their recreation. And as you'll hear from Larry’'s
testimony, he’s witnessed how dwindling forest receipts have hurt
his county’s economic development, schools, recreational access,
and how this moratorium will make a bad situation even worse.

Madam Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, we are for-
tunate to have the chance to hear Larry’s firsthand expertise on
the moratorium and the impact on the communities there in Troy
and Eureka, Montana.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

Commissioner, would you please proceed?

STATEMENT OF LARRY DOLEZAL, LINCOLN COUNTY
COMMISSIONER, TROY, MONTANA

Mr. DoLEzAL. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you, Rep-
resentative Hill from Montana, for giving me this opportunity to
appear before you today.

I've been serving as a county commissioner in Lincoln County,
Montana for the past 12 years, and am currently the Chair of our
board. As you may be aware, Lincoln County has been very active
regionally and nationally in public lands issues. I've testified before
Congress on PILT and other legislation, and am currently one of
two county commissioners representing the Montana Association of
Counties on the East Side Ecosystem Coalition of Counties, actively
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involved on reviewing the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Man-
agement Project.

I'm here to tell this Committee firsthand that the conditions de-
scribed and the economic data contained in the material released
in support of the proposed interim rule is inaccurate. We within
the EECC, the Coalition of Counties, certainly understand the posi-
tion Chief Dombeck outlined before us recently at Boise, Idaho. He
opened the meeting by apologizing for proceeding with the proposal
without first having involved the counties in the Basin. He termed
it a serious mistake. He agreed in blood that the moratorium would
end 18 months or sooner after its adoption.

Commissioners commented that Basin counties which have car-
ried the ICBEMP were blindsided by the moratorium, and that
what the ICBEMP science has shown is the need for active man-
agement to prevent wildfires. This moratorium represents a serious
breach of trust between governments.

The Chief acknowledged this damage to trust and encouraged the
counties to offer a way during the 30-day comment period to repair
that trust. The EECC has identified additional concerns with this
proposed interim policy that severely jeopardize our continued in-
volvement in the ICBEMP. These reasons are straightforward.

First, the ICBEMP cannot succeed if it is overridden by a piece-
meal approach toward Federal land management in direct violation
of an ecosystemwide plan. Second, the ICBEMP is science-based,
supposedly. The EECC fully supports having sound and direct sci-
entific results coupled with adaptive management. This policy is
not based on science, but rather on politics. If ICBEMP is to suc-
ceed, politics cannot be elevated over science.

Third, we've been assured throughout this project that the re-
sults will be a regional solution based on regional ecosystems and
collaboration. This policy, however, is a national one-size-fits-all
edict that violates the promise and integrity of a regional eco-
system-based solution.

Fourth, the administration has emphasized collaboration of all
stakeholders as the most sound approach to difficult Federal land
management policy issues. County officials have absorbed tremen-
dous political heat, holding to the process, seeking the very best
outcome for the Basin and its communities.

With this reported policy, we wonder if we are, indeed, partners.
We've not been invited to consult about it. Our opinion has not
been requested in any way. Can we trust that collaboration is, in
fact, important to Federal leaders and the administration? We've
been seriously compromised by the administration with its pro-
posed interim rule.

The current position of the EECC is somewhat precarious. Fol-
lowing a lengthy, complicated discussion and deep soul-searching,
the Coalition of Counties decided to withhold a decision on whether
to stay with the project until a final decision is made on the USFS
roadless area moratorium. The EECC decided to work with the
Federal team to find language based upon the ICBEMP science and
the DEIS to create special flexibility or a full or partial exemption
for national forests within the Basin. The Federal team has agreed
to work with us to this end, under the authorization of Chief
Dombeck.
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Shifting to a local perspective, over 90 percent of Lincoln County
households identified logging as the most important economic activ-
ity in our local communities, and these same people are employed,
over 90 percent, in forest management. These are the working fam-
ilies that form the backbone of our communities. The management
of our national resources here is simply indisputably the founda-
tion upon which the rest of our economy is built. We must not for-
get that trees are a renewable resource. There are such things as
tree farms.

Incidentally, the nonresident travel or tourism component of our
basic economy ranges from 1 to 3 percent. For this reason, we
strongly dispute the social-economic data within the ICBEMP re-
garding the overstatement of recreation. On the Kootenai National
Forest, almost 60 percent of the Forest Service system roads are
closed, and within my home district 75 percent are closed, pri-
marily due to transportation system management dictated by griz-
zly bear recovery.

Our people say that two huge problems that affect their harvest
of wild resources, picking huckleberries, gathering firewood, fishing
and hunting, et cetera, are national forest road closures and public
land access. We want a working national forest. Our people don't
want welfare. We want work. How can we when we are shut out
of 60 to 70 percent of our public lands?

A combination of these foregoing concerns is faced by an effort
to diversify our local economic base. The Treasure Mountain Ski
Area adjacent to our Cabinet Mountains Wilderness would also
help us stabilize our local economy. The proposed roadless morato-
rium presents some very real obstacles that could cause this project
to be aborted.

Will provisions be made for exemptions for projects such as this?
The U.S. Forest Service has placed a priority on recreation. It
seems like Federal hypocrisy for the Forest Service to delay, and
possibly impede, an economic diversification effort that has merit
and funding from other Federal agencies.

Many of you may be unaware that the United States and four
other countries comprise 10 percent of the world’s population and
about 50 percent of global consumption. The United States is now
a net importer of wood and wood products, and other construction
materials, as well as most metals and plastics.

In Montana, the Forest Service has reduced timber harvest by
more than 50 percent since 1950. Yet, consumption is never dis-
cussed when decisions are being made that reduce harvests. We
need to rethink the commonly held notion that the answers to
many of the world’'s environmental problems is to simply designate
ever-larger resource-rich areas as parks and preserves.

Decisions are being made on a daily basis and at all levels of gov-
ernment to restrict raw materials extraction almost always on envi-
ronmental grounds. No one is addressing our global responsibility.
Few are asking what the environmental impacts are when our raw
materials are imported from somewhere else.

A new process for determining where and how we build roads
must be based upon sound science. It must not duplicate or add to
processes that are already mandated by current laws in order to
eliminate further delays in planning. And most of all, any new
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process must be firmly embedded in collaboration and consultation
with local affected communities. There must also be incorporated
into this collaborative process a vehicle for local affected commu-
nity involvement in deciding which roads need to be maintained,
which roads need to be upgraded, or those that need to be decom-
missioned.

As | end my testimony before you today, | would like to summa-
rize what | feel the most important issue is for you to consider. It
is not the issue of road building moratorium. It is the constant bar-
rage of Federal edicts enacted from above that are threatening our
custom, our culture, our traditional way of life in rural commu-
nities out West. We have been encouraged to come to the table to
negotiate and review forest management practices through the
ICBEMP process. We have kept our promise. We've stayed active
in this process under tremendous political adversity. Our constitu-
ents tell us: You can't trust the Federal Government anymore.
They tell us to look at the effects of the grizzly bear protection and
other endangered species management. They see forests that are in
dire need of help and could catastrophically burn this summer.
They attend public meetings to voice their opinions, but feel as if
their input falls on deaf ears.

I used to tell them that we still need to try to work for a common
goal, work out our differences in a managed plan that can benefit
all interests. | constantly appeal to them to attend one more meet-
ing, write one more letter, that will hopefully influence decisions.
I’'m not sure that | can tell them that any longer.

Every effort we have made to work together with the Federal
agencies to solve the important management decisions with words
of reason have been ignored by this administration, which con-
tinues to impose additional regulations with no understanding of
the effects on rural America. We're being backed further and fur-
ther into a corner. We are fighting for our survival.

We want the simple rights of Americans to pursue life, liberty,
and happiness—all of which are being denied us by current public
land management decisions, our very own country. This time it
may be the straw that broke the camel’s back. Trouble is brewing
in the West. People are tired of not being heard. The common-
sense, practical approach of rural people living on the land con-
tinues to fall on deaf ears. Special interest groups now seem to be
the managers of our national forests. What they list as valuable
and endangered does not include the vanishing rural American life-
style out West.

It's time that we placed this management back under sound, sci-
entific means and remove politics from it. It is time to listen to the
people. It is time to manage our land responsibly. You may very
well hold the keys to the future of rural life in the West. You must
prevent this looming disaster.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dolezal may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Commissioner. That was out-
standing testimony.

We are being pushed by three votes that have been called, three
15-minute votes, and we're about at the end of the first 15-minute
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vote. There will be two others following that, and then a 5-minute
vote. I am so sorry to tell you, but we need to recess the Committee
for 45 minutes to get these votes in.

And, Mr. Peterson, | realize you may need to catch a plane, and
if you're not here when we come back, we understand, but | do
have a page of questions that | will be submitting to you.

Mr. Max PeTERsON. Thank you. | do have to go, but | have a
meeting with Congressman Hansen at 3:30. | might swing by here
about 3 o’clock or something; I don't know.

Mrs. CHENOwWETH. All right.

Mr. Max PETERSON. Thank you.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And so the Committee is recessed for 45 min-
utes.

[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Committee will be in order.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair recognizes Bill Banzhaf for his tes-
timony. Bill is the executive vice president of the Society of Amer-
ican Foresters here in Bethesda, Maryland. Mr. Banzhaf?

STATEMENT OF BILL BANZHAF, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS

Mr. BaNnzHAF. Thank you, Madam Chairman. My name is Bill
Banzhaf, and | represent the 18,000 members of the profession of
forestry, including those in research, education, and practitioners
both in the public and private sector.

We really appreciate the opportunity to give the professional
view this afternoon. | would say that, by and large, we are very
supportive of the Chief's goals to improve his agency’s ability to do
a better job—Dbetter onsite decisions as to where and when roads
should be built, and establish a sound approach to upgrade roads
when appropriate, and to identify a sustainable funding source for
future road building.

We simply don’t understand what the moratorium has to do with
any of those goals. The Forest Service could develop a set of regula-
tions at any time without a roads moratorium. | think former For-
est Service Chief Max Peterson indicated that every institution
needs to continually re-evaluate and improve how it does its work,
but you don’t stop your core area while you're looking at that.

Additionally, the policy, the proposed moratorium, really under-
mines the years of hard work that the forest profession, the sci-
entific community, and the public at large have put into making
some very difficult land management allocation decisions through
the NFMA process and through the RARE | and RARE Il proc-
esses.

Now in discussing the Tongass National Forest, Chief Dombeck
stated, and | quote, “It is important to people that we retain the
integrity of the planning process and the appeals processes.” Now
it's our view that we do need to honor that commitment to the in-
tegrity of the planning process, and that, therefore, every unit of
the national forest system should be exempt from this moratorium,
since they have gone through a sound forest planning process.
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I'd like to briefly summarize some of our concerns with regard to
the possible effects of this proposed moratorium. First, it will un-
dermine or limit the ability of forest managers and citizens at the
local level to address some critical needs in forested areas. The
agency itself has talked about the fact that they have 40 million
acres that are at severe risk for catastrophic fire. Clearly, if we
have a moratorium on road building, this could very well limit the
opportunity for professional natural resource managers to do fire
prevention techniques, whether it's thinning, prescribed burning.
So we have some real difficulties in that area.

Another example just really occurred several weeks ago with the
very tragic ice storm in the Northeast. The White Mountain Na-
tional Forest may very well not be able to go through and correct
some of the difficulties that they sustained during that very, very
severe ice storm.

Another concern with the policy—and, Madam Chairman, you
brought this up yourself—is the vague and subjective criteria for
the special lands, the inclusion of lands, quote, “because of their
unique ecological or social values.” This sets the stage for more
acrimony, and we certainly had enough of that over the last 10
years, more legal entanglements. We're very concerned that, based
on that approach, we're going to go from an issue that needs to be
addressed addressing roads to an issue that addresses land alloca-
tion, and | don't think we want to go there.

I guess | would have to express my puzzlement in hearing the
testimony this morning that the Regional Foresters have the dis-
cretion to identify the special lands, but do not have the discretion
to identify the need to handle roadless areas on a site-by-site basis.
To me, this doesn't make sense. We in the Society of American For-
esters truly support and trust local discretion. We're very proud of
the professionals that work in the Forest Service at the local level
and the regional level, and we believe giving them discretion in one
area and withholding in the other is not sending sound manage-
ment signals.

The real issue the Forest Service should be addressing—and |
give Chief Dombeck credit for underlining this—is the backload in
maintenance and reconstruction needs of the existing road system.
He has stated that he will work on this serious problem, and we
commend him for that. We commend the Forest Service for that.

However, as I've stated before, we fail to see how the moratorium
does anything to address the maintenance and reconstruction back-
log. In fact, | think it does just what it's done today, and that is,
misdirect needed focus and energy onto a wholly different issue.

We very much appreciate the ability to provide testimony and
would be happy to answer any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Banzhaf may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Banzhaf. | appreciate that
very interesting testimony, and we will be back to you with ques-
tions.

Mr. Amador, you've come a very long way. It's been a long day,
and | thank you for your patience.
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STATEMENT OF DON AMADOR, RECREATIONIST, BLUE
RIBBON COALITION

Mr. AmapoRr. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and be-
fore | start my testimony, | did want to comment on Representative
Oberstar’'s comments today about where—if multiple-use recreation
groups were consulted, and it was his opinion that they were not,
and our organization was not consulted on this policy, either.

As a native of California who has, quite literally, grown up in the
forest of the Pacific Northwest——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Amador——

Mr. AMADOR. Yes?

rL\/Irs;. CHENOWETH. [continuing] for the record, would you state
what——

Mr. AmMADOR. Oh, yes, my name is Don Amador, California-Ne-
vada representative for the Blue Ribbon Coalition.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, thank you.

Mr. Amabpor. OK. As a native of California who has, quite lit-
erally, grown up in the forest of the Pacific Northwest, where my
wife, two teenage boys, and | enjoy exploring using forest roads,
our timber lands, where we have learned much about such natural
treasures as wild trillium, salmon berries, blacktail deer, thrushes,
et cetera, | must say that as an outdoor recreationist my family
and | are greatly troubled by the administration’s roadless area
policy.

After carefully studying this policy, the Coalition has concluded
that this proposal is nothing but a de facto wilderness grab de-
signed to thwart the will of Congress, as outlined in the National
Forest Management Act. Never before in my many years of work-
ing with the Forest Service, either in my capacity with the Coali-
tion or as chairman of the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation
Commission at the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
have | ever witnessed a more anti-access or anti-recreation policy.

What the Forest Service fails to recognize is that the road oblit-
eration process is as, if not more, intrusive than the actual road
building. As a heavy equipment operator and former operating en-
gineer, |1 find no environmental documentation on how the Forest
Service expects to mitigate the disastrous environmental impact of
increased sedimentation caused by this program. And if any of you
would like to see an example of that, you come out to California;
I'll take you to Jacoby Creek on the Six Rivers and show you the
impact that a road rehab program has on the environment.

If this program is implemented on a national level, the con-
sequences to fish habitat will be incalculable. As road engineers
will tell you, the most serious environmental impacts to habitat oc-
curs within the first 4 to 6 years post-construction. By proposing
a national road rehabilitation program, the Forest Service will be
actually causing far more environmental damage than if the old
road and trail systems were left as is and maintained with volun-
teer partnerships between recreation organizations and the agency.

The Forest Service fails to recognize that the unimproved road
system is the product and the reason why many families travel to
the forests. Without a large and viable unimproved road system
that provides public access for fishermen, hunters, mountain
bikers, sightseers, disabled Americans, senior citizens, off-highway
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recreationists, equestrians, and rock-hounders, the forest, as a
recreation or tourist attraction, ceases to exist.

While that may be an attractive prospect or goal for many of the
national green advocacy groups or their law firms, the Forest Serv-
ice must fulfill its mandate to serve all of the people and not suc-
cumb to the desires of an elitist few.

Needless to say, | am skeptical when the Forest Service claims
that this policy is not anti-access or anti-recreational. For example,
the Forest Service in Region 5, while claiming to be focusing on
recreational opportunity for all Americans, has been quietly imple-
menting many of the road-closing aspects of the draft Resources
Planning Act of 1995, a plan that is yet to be approved by Con-
gress.

Expressing my current distrust and frustration with the Forest
Service’'s new proposed roadless policy—and | think they have it
aptly named, for it is, indeed, a true “roadless” policy—is some-
thing | take no pleasure in. However, considering its lack of out-
reach to the multiple-use community with no apparent language
guaranteeing a viable roads-to-trails or roads-to-four-wheel-drive-
ways, | hereby state the Blue Ribbon Coalition’s opposition to this
policy as written, and urge this Committee to direct the Forest
Service to follow its multiple-use mandate.

Thank you again for allowing me the privilege to testify today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Amador may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Amador.

The Chair recognizes Jack Phelps, who is the director of the—
the executive director of the Alaska Forestry Association from
Ketchikan, Alaska. You have come a long ways.

STATEMENT OF JACK PHELPS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
ALASKA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

Mr. PHELPS. Yes, ma’am.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Phelps?

Mr. PHELPS. Thank you, Madam Chair and members of the Sub-
committee. For the record, my name is Jack Phelps, executive di-
rector of the Alaska Forest Association, and | do thank you for the
opportunity to provide testimony before your Subcommittee today.

The association represents or consists of 100 member companies
who are directly involved in the Alaska forest products industry
and account for more than 1,400 direct year-round equivalent em-
ployees. As an aside, I'd mention that a mere 6 years ago that job
force was around 4,600, and that loss is directly attributable to the
Forest Service failure and refusal to put timber on the street.

As you know, we have the largest national forest in the country,
the Tongass. We also have the second largest national forest in the
country, which is the Chugach, and I'll talk more about those in
a moment.

The AFA also represents an additional 200 associate member
companies who provide goods and services to Alaska's timber in-
dustry. The livelihoods of AFA’'s members, their workers, their fam-
ilies, and the timber-dependent communities in which they live de-
pend upon the availability of timber from the Tongass and Chu-
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gach National Forests and are directly affected by Forest Service
decisions pertaining to those forests.

I'm also here today on behalf of the forest products industry na-
tionwide. The actions that Chief Dombeck and the Forest Service
are taking, or proposing to take, regarding roadless areas in the
national forests are in violation of the Federal laws and regulations
which govern the responsibility of the agency and its management
of those forests. The unilateral moratorium imposed by the Forest
Service on the majority of our national forests will suspend road
construction on millions of acres of roadless areas and significantly
affect pending and future access to those for future use. In fact, it
will delay, as you've heard today, offerings of badly needed timber,
both in my region and in others.

I have in my written testimony provided detailed specifications
of the violations of law and regulation. | won't belabor those today,
but I would like to move directly to some comments on how these
proposed policies will affect our region.

Although the Tongass National Forest in Alaska is allegedly ex-
empted from the nationwide moratorium, we are extremely con-
cerned about a backdoor imposition of this moratorium on the
Tongass. The agency proposes to deal with the Tongass roadless
areas when appropriate, they say, during its review of appeals filed
in the recently revised Tongass Land Management Plan. We are
concerned that the Forest Service will impose the moratorium by
characterizing a change in the land management plan as amelio-
rating or addressing appeal points raised by environmental groups.
And | would hasten to point out that in these appeals the environ-
mental groups have identified a myriad so-called roadless areas not
in the Tongass at large, but in the mere 676,000 acres of the 17-
million acre Tongass that are still available for timber harvest. So
this is a direct attack on the minutial amount of land that's still
available for the one of the many multiple uses that actually pro-
duces revenue for the Forest Service, and | think it would behoove
this Subcommittee to look very, very carefully into that issue, not
only in the Tongass, but in other areas as well. As was pointed out
this morning by Congressman Taylor, this is not an attack on any-
thing but the land base that is still available for harvest, which in
our case is very, very small relative to the overall size of the forest.

In the plan appeal process, the Forest Service should be re-
minded that it can only move to correct legal errors which occurred
during the forest planning process. It cannot make new policy as
part of an alleged plan amendment under the appeal.

I believe that if there are plan amendments—and this, again,
could affect any and all of the forests across the country—if there
are plan amendments which significantly affect the forest plan,
they have to be done through the proper amendment process which
is set forth in the National Forest Management Act, including pub-
lic input and including amendments to the environmental impact
statements.

Now moving to the Chugach, which is the second largest national
forest, similar concerns arise. In the case of the Chugach, the For-
est Service has just begun the process of revising the Chugach
Land Management Plan. The scoping process period ended on De-
cember 31, 1997, and a draft revised plan and its accompanying
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draft environmental impact statement are expected during the pe-
riod of this moratorium. It appears to us that the Forest Service
may be unilaterally foreclosing, by implementation of the morato-
rium, the multiple-use options which would otherwise be available
for consideration during the public planning process, and that is
absolutely unacceptable under our democratic system and under
the NFMA. The problem is especially acute on the Chugach, where
more than 98 percent of that forest is inventoried roadless.

In addition to the above, as you, yourself, mentioned this morn-
ing, ANILCA, the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act, prohibits the establishment of new areas of wilderness or even
the study of forest lands for such purposes in Alaska. I've provided
for you a briefing paper which details that.

In conclusion, Madam Chairman, the proposed rulemaking on
roadless areas, both in its interim form via moratorium and in its
more permanent form, runs contrary to all the laws by which pub-
lic lands, particularly the national forest system lands, are to be
managed. Because of the paucity of roads in our State, Alaska will
be disproportionately harmed by this administrative policy. The
rest of the country will be adversely and unjustly punished as well.
It not only hurts the industries that work in the forests, but every
American who wants to be able to drive into the national forests
which belong to all of us.

Congress must do all in its power to stop implementation of this
unacceptable policy and to insist that the Clinton Administration
follow the law when it proposes to make changes in the manage-
ment of national forest system lands.

That concludes my formal comments, and I'd be more than happy
to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Phelps may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Phelps. | know that you had
to leave at 4 o'clock.

Mr. PHELPs. | have a plane pushing me pretty hard.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes. And if you can stay for questions, I'd ap-
preciate it.

Mr. PHELPs. | could do that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. The Chair yields to Mr. Hill for his
questions.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Larry, | just have a few questions for you, and, incidentally,
again, |1 want to thank you for coming and appearing and providing
your testimony. And | want to thank you, Madam Chairman, for
having this hearing.

Could you give us some sense of what the impacts have been on
the citizens of Lincoln County as a result of the Forest Service, the
current Forest Service practices?

Mr. DoLezAL. Well, I think the first thing is the roads were built
and maintained with timber revenues, and with reduced harvest,
we now have less revenues to maintain the roads. A lot of people
don't realize that these roads are accessing a major drainage, say,
and they’ll have cutting units scattered along, and then in rotation
they'll treat other areas. So they have like a 5- or a 10-year or a
15-year plan to treat an area, and the only reason they're not able
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to generate the revenue to maintain the road is they’re not actively
managing that area for a length of time.

The impacts to our citizens as a result of current Forest Service
management basically are three main areas: jobs, employment, ac-
cess, and revenues to support local county roads and schools. When
you're only treating less than 40 percent of the land base, as many
other people have stated that have testified, on the Kootenia over
60 percent of the land base is already being managed for other
uses. So the only productive timber base is already reduced to
under 40 percent. So our harvest level is about one-fourth of the
annual growth. So people need to ask the question, what's hap-
pening to that other 75 percent that's growing every year? When
you're not treating it, it's building up in fuel loads. So probably one
of the major impacts it has on the local people is the threat and
the danger of fire.

Three-fourths of our people live in rural areas. They don't live in
the municipal city limits. So those people are out there inter-
spersed in the wildland interface with their residences. So when
there’'s a threat of wildfire, it has a real impact potentially on peo-
ple that live in those rural areas.

The other things, the jobs, we have been impacted by a loss of
about, oh, a thousand-plus basic industry jobs. Our basic economy
is 90-plus percent built upon the natural resources, and so when
you see that kind of a loss and we're still 90-percent-plus basic in-
dustry, wood products, and Forest Service, Federal civilian, if we
see those basic industries cut back even further, it's going to have
dire impacts.

The access is probably the thing that makes people’s blood boil
the most, because when you're only able to access a fraction of the
forest, your huckleberry pickers, your firewood gatherers, your fish-
ermen and hunters, hikers, et cetera, their ability now to access to
trailheads, they've got to walk several miles up gated roads, and
there's no flexibility to keep those roads open seasonally, so you
can get your firewood. | don't know how many people would con-
sider packing firewood out on your back.

[Laughter.]

Mr. DoLezaL. Then, of course, the last one is revenues. When
you're not harvesting at even approaching a sustainable level, your
revenues are in decline. Ours are 50 percent of what they were just
4 years ago for forest receipts. So when your revenues are in de-
cline, you have to look for other sources to finance your schools and
your roads; we're just up against it from all those angles.

Mr. HiLL. What's the unemployment rate in Lincoln County?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Double digits.

Mr. HiLL. The 15 percent area, something like that?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Sixteen. In fact, our unemployment’s been as high
as 20 to 25 percent.

Mr. HiLL. When's the last time that that area was really threat-
ened by wildfire? Was that in the 1988 season?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Actually, 1994 is when we had our last big fire
season, and they predict, with El Nifo, that we could see the very
same thing occur this year.
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Mr. HiLL. And the fuel loads are getting worse all the time, be-
cause we have more mortality in the forest than we're harvesting,
too, right?

Mr. DoLEzAL. That's correct.

Mr. HiLL. You've worked with the Interior Columbia Basin Eco-
system Management Project. And | know that you've taken a lot
of criticism for hanging in there with this project, because you real-
ly want to bring an end to this management by conflict.

I would just ask you, how do you react to this moratorium, in
light of the work that you've done and your experience working on
that project?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Well, to be as brief as possible, our 4 years of col-
laboration are basically totally undermined by this moratorium, or
this proposed moratorium, and | could expand on our concerns.
They're expanded on more in detail in my written testimony that
I have submitted.

The Basin, if it doesn’t receive some flexibility or exemption, the
Coalition of Counties will not only withdraw from our collaborative
effort on this Columbia River Basin Project, but | would expect
that we will as a group join forces in actively lobbying our Gov-
ernors and our State legislatures and also our congressional delega-
tion to oppose ICBEMP from going to FEIS, from going to ROD,
and from receiving any further funding. It's that dire.

Mr. HiLL. Can | ask one more question? How many—do you
know how many miles of roads there are in the Kootenai Forest?

Mr. DoLEzAL. | don't know how many Forest Service——

Mr. HiLL. Yes, | meant Forest Service roads. You don't know?
Could you—do you know what percentage of it is currently re-
stricted?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Forestwide, 60 percent of the forest system roads
are closed, and in my home district, where we are dealing with
grizzly bear recovery, 75 percent of our forest system roads are
closed. That has a lot of people up in arms.

In fact, just recently, we had meetings in Troy, Libby, and Eure-
ka. We had about 100 people attend each of those meetings, in ex-
cess of three-and-a-half hours of testimony and interaction with the
Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, State Fish and Wildlife
and Parks. So we had a total of over 10 hours of testimony just in
our county alone over the possibility of increased restrictions on ac-
cess management for grizzly bear. And people are very upset and
just basically said in no uncertain terms that they will not accept
any more restrictions to public land access.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Hill.

Mr. Phelps, your comments about the legalities of this process
are exceedingly interesting to me. Is there anything that you would
like to add to your testimony with regard to the legality of the proc-
ess?

Mr. PHELPS. Only that the National Forest Management Act is
very clear that if major changes are going to be made in a forest
plan, it's essential that the process of making those significant
amendments follow the same process as was used in drafting the
plan in the first place. That includes an environmental impact
statement. Under NEPA, it requires an analysis of the socio-eco-
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nomic effects of such change. It requires a significant period of pub-
lic comment and a significant review of those public comments and
incorporation of them. It includes a requirement that the agency
work with the elected officials of the local community. In that, all
of those, we saw given short shrift in the Tongass Land Manage-
ment Plan revision as it was, and to see, then, after going through
that very painful process in which our available harvest base in the
Tongass was reduced by 60 percent, to have them come along and
unilaterally withdraw a significant—impose a significant additional
withdrawal of those lands is not only appalling, but, in our opinion,
grossly illegal.

Interestingly, not only do these actions violate the law itself, they
violate the regulations which have been promulgated by this very
agency based upon those laws. And, again, the details of that and
the specific citations are included in my written testimony.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you think that the Forest Service is vul-
nerable to a successful lawsuit restraining them from this action?

Mr. PHELPs. | think they very much are. The problem is we've
spent so much money in litigation over the last 10 years, trying to
defend our industry, our pockets are getting pretty empty. Unfortu-
nately, every time they do try to put timber on the street, these
public interest lawsuits that are funded by the taxpayers are
brought to bear and stop those harvests. We end up trying to inter-
vene on behalf of the Forest Service because we can show harm,
and the Forest Service can't. So it's a never-ending drain on the
pockets of the very people who are trying to produce revenue for
the country and jobs for the people.

I think they are vulnerable, Madam Chairman, but the ability to
bring such a lawsuit has a pretty high price tag on it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It's a shame that we've gotten to the point
where we're so drained we can't even defend our rights.

I know that you have to leave, Mr. Phelps. | do have other ques-
tions for you. If you don't mind, I'd like to submit them in writing.

Mr. PHELPS. Absolutely. We'd be happy to respond to them in
writing.

If 1 could be permitted one other comment——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Mr. PHELPs. There was some talk today about helicopter logging
as an alternative. I would point out that helicopter logging is ex-
ceptionally expensive—exceptionally expensive relative to more,
you know, more traditional, mechanized approaches—cable or
ground-skidding. But what's especially important about that is that
the cost of harvesting, as well as the cost of sale administration on
the part of the Forest Service, has risen astronomically, and it's to
the place now where, when they talk about sales going without
bids, it's because basically they've designed these sales in such
ways that a person can't make any money buying, and you lose
money if you buy them—and to throw a significant amount of that
into the much more expensive, exceptionally much more expensive
helicopter system, it would just be another way of ending the har-
vest altogether, plus it's inherently more dangerous as well.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Phelps. | very much appre-
ciate your coming all the way from Alaska and——
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Mr. PHELPs. Well, we appreciate the opportunity to have a voice
in these things.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

Mr. PHELPS. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hill, you wanted another round?

Mr. HiLL. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman.

Larry, | just have a couple more questions for you. You've spent,
as we mentioned earlier, a lot of work on the Interior Columbia
Basin Ecosystem Management Project. That study looked in consid-
erable detail at the fire threat really to the whole Intermountain
Northwest Region. And you've spent a lot of time, I know, with
that. Could you just describe for us what the impacts on the envi-
ronmental, the soils, and watershed would be from these cata-
strophic fires?

Mr. DoLezAaL. Well, if you go to an area that has been burned
intensively with intense heat, many times the soils are destroyed
right down to the bare mineral element, and it creates a situation
where the potential for invasion of noxious weeds or exotic plant
disease is greatly enhanced. In fact, some of the areas that we have
our greatest weed problems now are where there were fires.

In the 1994 fires, if we would have had more wind, we would
have had much more catastrophic events. As it turned out, there
were many rural areas that were cautioned that they may have to
be removed from their homes, and we were very fortunate that the
winds didn't come up. So those people were able to stay in their
homes.

Mr. HiLL. Kind of changing the subject here, have you had a
chance to look at the administration’s new initiative on decoupling
the forest payments from the forest revenues, and what do you
think about that as a local government representative?

Mr. DoLEzAL. | have had really very little exposure to that. One
thing that's interesting, it appears to be an effort to remove coun-
ties from the debate. We think the most equitable way to formulate
this, if it is pursued, would be to average over the last, say, five
to 7 years, rather than pick going back to, say, last year or this
year, because we've experienced ourselves a 5-year decline. So it's
kind of an insult when they suggest, well, we'll go back to this last
year'’s allocation. It seems like it would be much more fair to local
governments, to schools and counties, if they would use an average
that would at least capture some of those years when we had more
favorable revenues.

But counties would still be very involved in the debate about
roads and revenues because the biggest picture, the biggest issues
that we face are employment, the viability of our communities, and
access to public lands. We still have to serve our people and rep-
resent them at the table to fight for public access and to fight for
viable communities, viable economy.

Mr. HiLL. What percentage of the people who live in Lincoln
County use the public lands for camping or berry picking or hunt-
ing or fishing, or do you have any indication of that? I know you
did some surveying on that.

Mr. DoLEzAL. Actually, it was a recent survey, completed in fact
just a year ago by a sociology assistant professor named Rebecca
Templen-Richards out of the University of Montana Sociology De-
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partment. The results of that survey indicated that between 60 and
84 percent of the households surveyed—and they almost a 90 per-
cent response rate—used public lands for such things as picking
huckleberries, fishing, hunting, and gathering firewood.

Mr. HiLL. So it's a way of life? | mean——

Mr. DoLEzAL. Oh, very.

Mr. HiLL. Use of these public lands is a way of life for people in
Lincoln County?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Very much so, and | would invite—I wish some of
the other Members were here, because | would like to invite them
to Montana and see how they like hiking three or four miles up a
gated road to go pick huckleberries when they used to be able to
drive to the huckleberry patch.

Mr. HiLL. | guess, in essence, we've added insult to injury. We've
taken away people’s jobs. We've eroded the community and the
ability of the community to sustain itself, and then we've taken
away the people’s recreation.

Mr. DoLEzAL. And there’s one other point on this recreation em-
phasis that doesn’t seem to be addressed, and that is, if we're going
to shut down timber and wood products, then what's going to re-
place the revenues to support our counties and our schools? The
county road systems are what tie the forest system roads to the
primary and secondary highway system. Without that vital link
that the county maintains, people wouldn’'t have access to the for-
est system roads and access to the public lands.

But, beyond that, what would our permit cost be and what would
the fees be to replace the millions of dollars that go to counties for
roads and schools generated from timber receipts? If we had to go
totally to recreation fees to support our counties and our schools,
how much would it cost us to get to that trailhead to go hiking?
How much would we have to pay to fish or to hunt? How much
would | have to pay for a huckleberry permit? Or for a firewood
permit? A thousand dollars? I mean, we're talking some hard
money here if we're going to replace forest receipts for our public
infrastructure.

Mr. HiLL. So instead of contributing to the income of the commu-
nity, it would drain money from the community?

Mr. DoLEzAL. Right. And one other aspect, most of the recreation
traffic on our forests is from people that live there and work there.
Apart from hunting season, which is 5 weeks, and seasonal fishing,
those are the only activities that are guided and outfitted primarily
in our area, though the greatest share of that recreational traffic
are people that live and work there. Well, when over 90 percent of
your basic economy is built on wood products, if you take wood
products out of there, you're not going to have anybody out there
because they're not going to be there.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you very much. Thanks for being here, Larry.
We really appreciate it.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the hearing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dolezal, that was outstanding testimony,
and | thank you very much.

Mr. DoLEzAaL. Thank you for having me.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And you are excused now, and we’'ll call the
next panel: Bob Powers, legislative advocate, United Brotherhood
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of Carpenters and Joiners of America—for the second time, we call
you up, Bob. Jerry Hamilton, silviculturist, retired, Forest Service,
Salmon, Idaho; Craig Gerhrke, regional director of the Wilderness
Society in lIdaho; Brent Atkin, president, Public Lands Council, St.
George, Utah, and Tim Coleman, executive director, Kettle Range
Conservation Group in Republic, Washington.

Thank you. I wonder if the members would stand and take the
oath.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I'm going to open the testimony up by hearing
from Craig Gerhrke. I want to just say a word about Mr. Gerhrke,
because | am his Congresswoman; he may not always want to
admit that, but I am.

Mr. Gerhrke does outstanding work in ldaho and is one of the
most sought-after and highly regarded individuals in outcomes and
impacts of management decisions on our public lands. While Mr.
Gerhrke and | don't always see eye to eye, I'm very pleased that
you could join us today and bring your testimony as a part of the
record. Thank you very much for being here, Craig, and I'm so
sorry that you've had to wait all day, but we look forward to hear-
ing from you now.

STATEMENT OF CRAIG GERHRKE, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, THE
WILDERNESS SOCIETY

Mr. GERHRKE. Well, thank you, Congressman Chenoweth. | ap-
preciate that.

I'd like to thank you and the Committee for inviting the Wilder-
ness Society to testify today on the Forest Service’s initiative to de-
velop a transportation policy. My name is Craig Gerhrke. I'm the
regional director for the Wilderness Society in the Idaho office.

The Wilderness Society welcomes the Forest Service attention to
the wilderness area issue and also to its need to address its exist-
ing road network. We're supportive of their initiative, but we do be-
lieve it has significantly deficiencies. We regret the exemption of
the national forest in Alaska and on the Pacific Coast and in place
like on the Targhee, which already have their land management
plan in place.

We hope that during the comment period the Forest Service will
consider strengthening the proposal because one goal we think that
badly needs to be addressed is the legitimate protection of the
roadless areas. We think that putting a moratorium on road con-
struction is a good first step, but from our standpoint, we would
work to see that roadless areas are maintained and are protected
in the indefinite future.

For example, | think we're looking at probably the Deadwood
roadless area timber sale going forward with about 20 million
board feet harvesting by helicopter. If we had our druthers on it,
we'd like to see the Deadwood area and all other ones protected
from further timber harvesting. So that will be something we cer-
tainly will be urging during the comment period.

I'm going to focus most of my testimony that | talk about today
on the State of Idaho, on the issues I'm familiar with out there. As
you know, ldaho is a very unique place. Outside of Alaska, we have
more wild and protected forestland than any other State in the Na-
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tion. We have, in addition to the 4 million acres of designated wil-
derness, there are more than 8 million acres of national forest
roadless lands that qualify for wilderness protection, and some of
the very cleanest waters in our State come from those areas, and
some of actually the Nation's rarest wildlife and fish species, like
the caribou, chinook salmon, grizzly bears, owe their continued ex-
istence in the lower 48 in part to Idaho’s roadless lands.

These roadless lands, as you know, they're roadless for a reason.
The more accessible country has long been accessed for timber har-
vesting, and the steepness, the ruggedness of this area has up until
now made them basically what you call second-best—harder to get
to, more expensive to get to. But even having said that for the last
decade, the Wilderness Society looked at the wilderness area inven-
tory in Idaho and found that we've lost about a million acres since
the mid-1980's when the forest plans were developed and put into
place. At that point we had about 9 million acres of wilderness
land. Since then, we've lost, like | said, about a million acres of
land, of roadless land, to roading and log-building efforts, and that
amounts to about 11 acres per hour every day.

The lands of those national forests have a network of forestry
roads of about 30,000 miles in Idaho, six times the length of the
State’'s State highway system. And last year, the Idaho Panhandle
Forest said they only had enough money to perform about 25 per-
cent of its road maintenance needs. So | think a step back is very
important at this step, to look at, what are we going to do with
these roads that are in place, and how are we going to look at the
wilderness lands, and how do they come into play?

We believe very strongly that maintaining the roadless areas in
their current undeveloped condition has many environmental ad-
vantages. There's been a lot of talk today about the Interior Colum-
bia Environmental Ecosystem Management Project. | think it
hasn’t been mentioned, though, that that report has found that, by
and large, the wilderness parts of the forest are in much better
ecologic condition than the parts that have been managed for other
uses. We have found that some of Idaho’s best Chinook salmon
habitat, steelhead, bull trout, and the cutthroat trout habitat re-
main in what are called these aquatic strongholds, the high forests
and watersheds that have not been developed, and that those
strongholds are going to be key, if we're going to recover the spe-
cies beyond those strongholds back into areas where they once ex-
isted.

One of the basic tenets | think of conservation biology is to iden-
tify the best of what you've got, protect that, and then go out and
rehabilitate and restore what has been damaged from past activi-
ties. So we're going to be very strongly urging that those aquatic
strongholds, those best habitat areas are left alone, and that the
primary function of ICBEMP should be, how do we restore our for-
ests where we have managed and we've impacted the land to the
point where we have declining fish species all across the Columbia
Basin?

I mentioned that the wilderness inventory that the Wilderness
Society performed last year, we compared that wilderness inven-
tory to the information on ecologic integrity coming from ICBEMP,
the Interior Columbia Project, and found that the designated wil-
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derness areas are in the best ecologic condition of much of the land
in the entire Basin. More than 90 percent of our wilderness have
a high ecologic integrity, and one-half of the roadless areas have
a high ecologic integrity.

It really became clear 2 years ago, when we had the mudslides
on the Clearwater National Forest, what happens when you put
roads into places where they maybe should not have been put. We
had over 1,000 landslides that winter, when we had a rain-on-snow
event after the land had been supersaturated from extensively
rainfall in November.

An independent survey of landslides in the upper Lochsa found
a correlation of about 95 percent of those slides were associated to
the logging roads and harvest units, and the Forest Service them-
selves found on the Powell district that 93 percent of all those
slides were associated with roads and timber harvests.

Now the forestwide assessment on the Clearwater found that
about 70 percent of the landslides were associated with some activ-
ity like—

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Seventy?

Mr. GERHRKE. Seventy percent.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Seventeen?

Mr. GERHRKE. Seventy, 7-0, were associated with roads and tim-
ber harvests. | suspect that that might be an underestimate be-
cause much of that survey was done from aerial photography, and
I think that if they had went on the ground in more of the forest,
they would have found that that percentage was probably higher.

If you look at a map of those landslides on the Clearwater, you'll
find that there was a denser concentration in places like the upper
Lochsa, Orogrande Creek, Pete King Creek, and the Moose Creek/
Deception Basin. These are places that have been some of the most
heavily roaded and logged forests on the Clearwater. In contrast,
there were relatively few landslides in the roadless lands extending
from Kelly Creek over to Fish and Hungery Creeks and on the
south side of the Lochsa River.

I think I'm running out of my 5 minutes, so | guess, just in con-
clusion, I would say that this timeout | think makes a sense from
our standpoint. | believe that, frankly, one of the best things the
Forest Service could do would be to look at their roadless lands and
ask, why are these lands in such good ecologic condition, and then
take those lessons and apply them to the managed forest base. |
think there’s a continued real problem with maintaining the roads
that they have now, and we certainly supported the Forest Serv-
ice’s efforts to rehabilitate and obliterate roads that they don't need
any more, because contrary to what's been said, people are right
that there’s a big pulse of settlement where roads are constructed,
but if the maintenance needs aren’t met, those roads will start to
fall apart, and you'll get the further water quality impacts where
you'll have culverts wash out or you can't just walk away from
them after they're built; you have to maintain them, and that's
going to be a big drain, I think, on the funds the Forest Service
has, if it has to go to maintaining the extensive network they have
in place right now.

Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Gerhrke may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Gerhrke, and the Chair now
recognizes Brent Atkin, president of the Public Lands Council. Mr.
Atkin?

STATEMENT OF BRENT ATKIN, PRESIDENT, PUBLIC LANDS
COUNCIL, ST. GEORGE, UTAH

Mr. ATKIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify today. I am Brent Atkin from St. George, Utah, presently
serving as president of the Public Lands Council.

The U.S. Forest Service's January 28th proposal to suspend road
construction activities in all roadless and other special areas while
it spends 18 months analyzing and revising the national forest sys-
tem transportation regulations looks to me like a thinly veiled at-
tempt to essentially create de facto wilderness areas outside of the
process that Congress has established.

By law, roadless area decisions are dealt with in the forest plan-
ning process and wilderness area designations have been clearly
spelled-out by Congress. Many States have reached agreements
and established wilderness areas under the existing framework.
There will be no incentives for local people to try to work through
the existing processes to deal with local roadless area issues when
this one-size-fits-all policy from Washington becomes effective.

Unfortunately, this proposal seems to be the latest example of
this administration’s lack of interest in adhering to the statutory
boundaries established by Congress. In my 2 years of service as
president of the Public Lands Council, | have witnessed this ad-
ministrative overreach several times.

The Interior Department’'s 1994 rangeland reform regulations,
several parts of which were enjoined by the Federal district court
as a result of a lawsuit by the PLC; the uproar caused by the Presi-
dent’s creation of the Grand Staircase Escalante National Monu-
ment, and now this road building proposal.

As a rancher who utilizes forage from Federal lands as part of
my family’s ranching operation, | find it difficult to understand
how a top-down approach to Forest Service road building is going
to benefit either the resources or the local people whose jobs de-
pend on industries that use resources from Forest Service lands.
What | do see happening for sure is that this action is going to gen-
erate more questions than answers, which in turn will continue to
add to the economic instability that we already have enough of.

Until the Forest Service completes its review on issues, new reg-
ulations about roads, | guess all we can do is speculate about how
this will affect grazing, timber, mining, and recreation on Forest
Service lands. | wonder how ranchers with Forest Service grazing
permits in these designated roadless areas are going to explain this
proposal to their bankers?

I can understand the desire of the Forest Service to ensure that
its process for building and maintaining roads is based on the best
science, to ensure that road building is done in the least-damaging
way, but their proposal seems to be putting the cart before the
horse. If the Forest Service intends on evaluating all its lands to
determine which lands should even have roads, it is turning the
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whole notion of multiple use on its head. Many multiple-use activi-
ties, such as timber, grazing, recreation, hunting, and camping, are
just going to require a certain amount of roads in order to facilitate
the activity—a very common-sense conclusion. However, if roads
are deemed to be inappropriate in a given area, then many mul-
tiple-use activities will just not be able to take place. This is not
the process that Congress has established for the Forest Service to
make multiple-use decisions. The decision to build or not build
roads should be based on the multiple-use needs of the specific lo-
cation.

As it currently exists, this road building moratorium seems likely
to have several negative impacts. Roadless areas with unnaturally
high fuel loads will continue to be highly susceptible to fires; water-
shed restoration activities requiring access will not be able to occur;
local economies dependent on access to forest resources will suffer
more job losses, and it will undermine the ability of local foresters
and communities to properly manage forest based on local condi-
tions.

The Forest Service should withdraw its interim rule that places
a moratorium on road building. It is not a necessary prerequisite
for the Forest Service to be able to revise its road building regula-
tions and seems clearly designed to circumvent not only the mul-
tiple-use decisionmaking process, but also the wilderness area des-
ignation process established by Congress. If it does not withdraw
the interim rule, at a minimum the Forest Service should eliminate
the special areas category. This special areas authority would es-
sentially allow Regional Foresters to prevent road building on
every acre, not just roadless, of the national forest system that has
unique ecological characteristics or social values, which would re-
sult in yet more acres being offlimits to multiple-use activities.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to testify
today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Atkin may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Atkin. | appreciate your being
here.

Mr. ATKIN. My pleasure.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You certainly have your hands full with the
PLC.

Mr. ATKIN. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Bob Powers?

STATEMENT OF BOB POWERS, LEGISLATIVE ADVOCATE,
UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF
AMERICA

Mr. Powers. Thank you, Madam Chairman. On behalf of the
500,000 members of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
Joiners of America, all of whom are impacted by restrictions on ac-
cess to Federal lands, we are pleased to address this Subcommittee
to express our opposition to the proposed new policy on roadless
areas recently unveiled by the Clinton Administration.

The Subcommittee may be interested to know that representa-
tives of the Carpenters’ Union met with Forest Service Chief Mi-
chael Dombeck earlier this month to voice our concerns over the



88

moratorium. My remarks before the Subcommittee today reflect
many of the same topics raised at that meeting.

Union forest product workers are concerned about protecting our
environment and our public lands. Our members have long sup-
ported responsible forest management practices and sustainable
forestry. Through the years, we have worked closely with our em-
ployees to push for advancements in forestry and forest practices
that reflect the best science and a heightened concern for forest
ecosystems. That is why we often support efforts to help the Forest
Service better respond to forest health issues.

Although a close examination of current policies governing
roadless areas may be necessary to address environmental con-
cerns, we are concerned that through the moratorium the Forest
Service is circumventing thorough public debate and input from
scientists and stakeholders. With so much at risk, an open public
process is the only appropriate course of action before any new
roadless area policy or revised approach to forest roads construc-
tion is implemented. Our union is eager to participate in such a
process.

Year after year the now-familiar political blood-letting over forest
roads policies causes extreme uncertainty for forest workers, saw-
mill owners, and timber-dependent communities. Instead of short-
term, politically motivated policies such as the moratorium, the ad-
ministration should work with Congress to develop a comprehen-
sive, long-term plan for forest roads construction that is based on
the best available science and addresses the environmental and for-
est health concerns surrounding roadless areas.

Incredibly, notably absent from the proposed rule is any ref-
erence to a scientific rationale behind a moratorium. It seems as
though the intent of the policy is to set aside roadless areas perma-
nently as wildlife habitat or wilderness recreation areas under the
guise of addressing environmental concerns.

Even the Forest Service admits that the moratorium would con-
flict with environmental responsibility by preventing the imple-
mentation of ecosystem maintenance and enhancement activities.
Indeed, the moratorium will unduly add to the Forest Service's
huge backlog of such activities. As a result, wildfire fuel loads will
be allowed to accumulate in the critical habitat areas that the mor-
atorium aims to protect.

According to the International Association of Firefighters, lack of
active forest management activities has resulted in hotter and
more intense forest fires, placing the lives of forest firefighters at
risk and devastating millions of acres of wildlife habitat. In 1994,
for example, the cost of fighting the record number of wildfires ap-
proached a billion dollars. With recent El Nifio rainstorms soaking
the West, it is likely that wildfire fuel, such as thick low growth
and grasses, will buildup, providing the ingredients for yet another
year of record-breaking wildfires. Without well-maintained forest
roads providing firefighters with safe access to remote areas, the
cost of fighting fires could far exceed a billion and include extensive
wildlife habitat and property damage. Ultimately, poorly main-
tained roads threaten the lives of firefighters.

The Forest Service recently acknowledged that there are thou-
sands of miles of ghosts or nonsystem forest roads in roaded and
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roadless areas of the national forest causing extensive environ-
mental damage. If ghost roads in roadless areas lie in disrepair
during the moratorium, 18 months of environmental damage could
occur due to runoff and siltation of rivers. Given the opportunity,
our workers could assist the Forest Service in addressing the back-
log of forest management activities as well as other environmental
concerns.

Most troubling perhaps is that the proposed rule goes beyond
just applying a moratorium on roadless areas. The special areas
loophole effectively leaves the door wide open for Regional For-
esters to end all construction of forest roads in roaded areas as
well. The broadly defined provision, section 212-13, subsection
(a)(4), suspends road construction in, quote, “any national forest
system area on which the Regional Forester subsequently deter-
mines that road construction or deconstruction should not proceed
because of the area’s special and unique ecological characteristics
or social values.” This alarming provision constitutes an unprece-
dented expansion of roadless areas and spells an even greater dan-
ger for the health of our national forests.

As it is, the moratorium would place a minimum of 33 million
acres offlimits to forest road construction activities. The economic
repercussions of such an unprecedented land grab are enormous
and would be tantamount to an economic timebomb for timber-de-
pendent workers, communities, and families.

In 1995 alone, harvesting and processing of timber on national
forests supported more than 63,600 jobs, generating some $2.2 bil-
lion in employment income. Additionally, $257 million, or 25 per-
cent of the gross receipts of the Federal timber sale program, were
returned to States and counties to support local schools and other
essential public services as payments in lieu of taxes. A morato-
rium will likely end Federal payments to many timber-dependent
communities and at the same time jeopardize the livelihoods of
thousands of forest workers nationwide.

Our conservative estimates indicate that at least 12,000 jobs will
be lost as a result of the proposed moratorium. The special areas
provision could force many more mills to close, resulting in thou-
sands more unemployed workers. Sadly, our members have already
felt the ill effects of land base restrictions in national forests
throughout the Pacific Northwest and now northern California,
where more than 20,000 men and women, thousands of whom are
our members, have been tossed to the unemployment line as more
than 200 mills have closed in the last 7 years due to restrictions
on timber harvesting.

The Carpenters’ Union supports the Subcommittee’s efforts to
scrutinize the proposed moratorium. The moratorium is economi-
cally unsound and environmentally risky. The administration
should withdraw this proposal and, instead, work with Congress in
taking a broad look at land use policies, with the goal of developing
a long-term, balanced approach to land use.

For too long, the livelihoods of timber-dependent workers and
communities have been held hostage by inconsistent Forest Service
policies, unbalanced judicial decisions, and frivolous timber sale ap-
peals. We urge Congress and the administration to set aside the
partisan battles and develop a balanced approach to land manage-
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ment aimed at preserving ecosystems while minimizing job loss
and economic disruption. We suggest that a new Federal land man-
agement policy might include mechanisms to streamline the timber
sales appeal process, require the Forest Service to obliterate more
road miles than are constructed, allow the Forest Service to con-
tract construction and reconstruction of forest roads, replace the
purchaser road credit program with a system of environmental
credits, where timber is traded for environmental restoration, and
critically, provide a safety net for displaced workers and commu-
nities impacted by legal or administrative restrictions on access to
Federal lands.

Instead of pursuing an unwise, harmful moratorium, the admin-
istration should address the many concerns surrounding land man-
agement the right way, through an open public process that aims
to develop a balanced, long-term policy. We are eager to provide as-
sistance toward developing such a policy and to provide the insight
of timber-dependent workers into these important issues.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Powers may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Powers, thank you very much for your
testimony.

Mr. Powers. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair recognizes Tim Coleman. Mr. Cole-
man is the executive director of the Kettle Range Conservation
Group in Republic, Washington.

STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY J. COLEMAN, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, KETTLE RANGE CONSERVATION GROUP

Mr. CoLEMAN. Thank you, Madam Chairman, for an opportunity
to speak today. My name is Timothy J. Coleman, and | am director
of the Kettle Range Conservation Group in Republic, Washington.
That's in northeastern Washington State. Basically, the forest
where 1 live is very similar to north Idaho and western Montana.

My wife and | live in a log home that we built out in the rural
area, northeastern Washington, we built out of logs from our place,
and | have 120 acres of forestland. So what happens on the Federal
forest directly affects the value of my forestland. So | bring that
concern to you today as well as my concerns for conservation of the
resource.

For the past 16 years, | have worked as a forest conservationist
with the national forest, learning relevant law, on-the-ground, site-
specific forest conditions, and | base my knowledge on that 16
years of empirical evidence-gathering.

With regard to the Forest Service interim directive on road con-
struction in roadless areas of the national forest, | feel that it is
both scientifically and economically justified. However, the policy
doesn’'t go far enough. The policy still allows for logging in these
roadless areas, and it doesn’'t address uninventoried roadless areas,
such as the roadless area East Deer Creek, which is the sole source
of water for the town of Orient, Washington. There is no other
source of water for that town. It gets it off the national forest.
There are many communities, rural communities, in the West that
are in the same situation.



91

The interim directive also doesn't apply to the Northwest Forest
Plan forests; it doesn’'t apply to the Tongass, where 38,000 acres of
the 14 million inventoried roadless acres will be logged each year,
at a huge loss to the taxpayer, impacts to fisheries, recreation, and
water quality, costing the taxpayers well beyond the direct eco-
nomic subsidies from Congress, and we're talking about recreation
here. Well, certainly fishing in Alaska and hunting in Alaska is one
of the biggest things, and the blacktail deer in Alaska depend on
those old forests, and so do the salmon depend on healthy water-
sheds.

In Washington State, nearly a million acres of uninventoried
roadless lands are not part of this moratorium. They were never
inventoried during RARE 11, including areas such as 16,000-acre
Owl Mountain, where it's loaded with old-growth timber. Now |
don’'t know why they didn't inventory that area, but my guess is
it's because it's loaded with old-growth timber.

In December, a letter signed by over 100 scientists and univer-
sity professors from Idaho, Washington, Oregon, throughout the
country, sent a letter to the President stating, in our view, a sci-
entifically based policy for roadless areas on public lands, at a min-
imum, to protect from development all roadless areas larger than
a thousand acres and those smaller areas that have special ecologi-
cal significance because of their contributions to the regional land-
scapes. The scientists didn’t say anything about logging in roadless
areas with helicopters being economically justified.

The Interior Columbia Basin Project found that the remaining
healthy fish populations in the Basin, an area the size of France,
tend to be in the areas with the fewest roads, and they stated that,
unequivocally, those undeveloped areas are critically important to
sustaining native fishes and water resources. They also stated that
those areas have tremendous economic value to society and are in
relatively good ecological condition, and therefore, have little need
for active restoration. That's from the scientific assessment, page
68, 82, and 108.

The Basin study also found that roadless areas constitute the
highest value that public in the Basin have for public lands. The
Basin study also found—the Interior Columbia Basin Project also
found there is a high risk to watershed capabilities from further
road development, and that, in general, the effects of wildfires in
those areas are much lower and do not result in chronic sediment
delivery hazards exhibited in areas that have already been roaded.

An economic letter from—a letter from 32 economists from across
the country, including members of Washington State University,
University of Idaho, Idaho State University, and elsewhere in the
Northwest, sent a letter to the President saying that pristine forest
science provide economic value that is independent of direct use. A
growing body of empirical work in this area suggests that such val-
ues constitute a large portion of the total economic value of public
forest lands. The public highly values these areas. People move into
the Columbia Basin primarily because of the quality of life there.
They don’'t move there because people log on the national forests.
Some of them, | should say, but not very many.

According to the Basin study 108,000 jobs are associated with
recreation in the Basin; 3,105 jobs are associated with logging.
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That's quite a difference. That's eastern Oregon and Washington at
3,105 jobs there.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Excuse me, Mr. Coleman. That comparison
was 108,000?

Mr. CoLEMAN. A hundred and eight thousand. It's in the draft
environmental impact statement.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Compared to?

Mr. CoLEMAN. To 3,105 jobs for eastern Oregon and Washington.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK.

Mr. CoLEMAN. So I'm comparing larger regions there, but the
point was that it's 2.5 percent of the jobs in the Basin are associ-
ated with logging; 14.6 are associated with recreation.

According to Forest Service research, by the year 2000, there will
be a public demand for roadless recreation in the Northwest that
exceeds 8 million acres, and presently—and this is a study by
Swanson and Loomis that was done by the Pacific Northwest Re-
search Station in 1996—it found that there currently is an 8-mil-
lion-acre excess—in other words, a supply over demand of roaded
recreation—and that we could save somewhere around $960 million
a year by not building new roads and by closing additional roads.

Now I'm a hunter and a fisher. I've hunted all my life and have
fished all my life. And I'll tell you where | find the biggest deer
during hunting season, and that is in those roadless areas, because
on the fringes they're being hunted like crazy, because the roaded
access you can drive down the road with your truck and shoot them
out of the window. Even though that’s illegal, people do it.

Forest Service data shows clearly that 30 percent of the roads
are used by the majority of the public. As owners of private
forestlands, my wife and | are economically affected by the man-
agement of Federal forests. When the prices went down during the
salvage rider, | wanted to sell trees off my land; | couldn't give
them away—for the chip market went in the toilet, and it's been
there since, and it's like I'm trying to do timber stand improvement
on my 120 acres, and the Federal forest management is affecting
my property values.

Roadless areas are for the most part unroaded and unlogged be-
cause they contain the most marginal forest-growing sites. In the
Kettle River Range, where | am from, they're Class 5 sites. | mean,
you can't grow trees economically and sustainably in those higher
elevation sites. They're also extremely expensive to log, and they're
located on unstable soils.

According to the Wilderness Society, in total, the roadless areas
in the lower 48 comprise about 16 percent of the suitable timber
base, and that's not everything here, as the Forest Service has
noted; it's basically 8 percent of this proposal.

It is not prudent from an ecological and economic standpoint to
protect roadless areas. It is the morally right thing—or it is not
only prudent—excuse me—from an ecological and economic stand-
point to protect roadless areas, it is morally the right thing to do.
We have absolutely nothing to fear from erring, if error we make,
on the side of conservation of roadless areas. This is not irrevers-
ible. You know, if we do nothing to roadless areas in the next 50
years, 50 years from now that could all change and they could go
in log and we haven't lost anything. This idea that somehow these
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areas are going to burn up and go away—it's like, didn't these for-
ests exist before modern forestry practices came into practice? How
did they get there in the first place? How did all those critters and
those fish get there?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Coleman, will you be able to conclude?

Mr. CoLEMAN. Yes, I'll conclude. Thank you.

I brought with me a selection of water from my creek which |
gathered last spring. This is right out of my creek. Would you want
to drink that? | don't think so. That's spring runoff water, and the
reason is because the road density in my watershed exceeds
about—or ECA is equivalent clear-cut acres—exceeds 25 percent.
So at high spring runoff, runoff snow, that's what my water looks
like, and that's a major tributary to Kerilou Lake, the Kettle River,
and so on. This water costs a dollar. It cost me a buck. Water has—
clean water has value. This water costs the American taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars in endangered species, recovery of
fisheries, and purifying polluted water.

So, in closing, Madam Chairman, thank you so much for giving
me an opportunity to speak here today. | want to reiterate some-
thing that's been touched on several times today, and that is, the
forest plans did not have agreement. Many, many people disagreed
with the way they were laid out, and there's a tremendous amount
of science that's come out since then.

And the other thing that seems to be lost in this whole discus-
sion is that the population of the country is growing. In Wash-
ington State, it's projected to double in the next 50 years. Where
are these people going to go to recreate? Is everything going to be
by permit in the future? I hope not. | hope that the Federal forests
remain open and free, just like our spirit used to be.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Coleman may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Coleman.

The Chair recognizes Jerry Hamilton. We've had an awful lot of
good testimony, and quite by accident, we saved one of the best to
last. So, Mr. Hamilton?

STATEMENT OF JERRY HAMILTON, SILVICULTURIST,
RETIRED, FOREST SERVICE

Mr. HamiLToN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I'm Jerry Ham-
ilton, a retired Region 4 silviculturist, and | now live in Salmon,
Idaho. I work for a mineral exploration company.

The Forest Service states that the intent of their proposed mora-
torium on road construction within roadless areas is to protect
their values. Please keep in mind that the Forest Service has been
in a continuous cycle of environmental evaluation and land man-
agement planning since 1969. Consideration of roadless area values
and protective requirements have been part of the Forest Service
action since RARE | was initiated over 25 years ago. If the agency
hasn’'t figured out how to do the job in over 25 years, what sort of
miracle is going to occur in the next 18 months?

Reducing the revenue-generating capacity of national forests
would provide no support for managing the forests—or for State
and local governments, let alone the transportation systems pro-
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posed. The Roads and Trails Fund allows the collection of 10 per-
cent of the gross receipts from such things as timber sales, recre-
ation, mineral leases, and so on. This is trust fund money to be
used for construction and maintenance of roads and trails. This is
a source of money that is based on the economic capabilities of
managed forests.

Various cooperative efforts, like riparian conservation agree-
ments, county land use plans, and others have been developed over
many years of hard work at the local and agency level. These were
developed with the best social and environmental science available,
and they were developed according to accepted legal process at the
time under existing laws, rules, and regulations, and in conjunction
with current national forest land management plans.

So what are the real problems then that even the proposed mora-
torium won't solve and may even make worse? First is the peren-
nial shortfall between the programs the Forest Service is respon-
sible for conducting and the budget available. The moratorium can
only result in further reduction of revenue available for road main-
tenance. Even worse will be the additional economic hardships for
rural communities already hard hit by previous access restrictions.
A significant credibility gap already exists between Federal land
management agencies and local communities surrounded by Fed-
eral holdings. This proposal will severely damage the ability of the
Forest Service to carry out the mission assigned by Congress.
Those of us that live in rural communities will no longer be part-
ners in shaping our futures. The partnerships and collaborative
process developed in the past will be dissolved or be severely dam-
aged.

Second, the proposed policy language is open-ended regarding
statutory rights of access. It doesn't provide any guidance for For-
est Service managers, and | ask the Subcommittee to make it crys-
tal clear to the Forest Service that nondiscretionary access not be
impaired. The policy would preempt all State and local laws and
regulations in conflict with road access. It would reduce school
funding. Unemployment rates could rise as much as 33 percent in
seven States in the West and some eastern and southern States.
The policy would reduce dispersed recreation opportunities and
would invalidate existing forest land management plans. It could
close public access by up to 47 percent of the land base outside wil-
derness, and | think that it would create multiple economic losses
that would far exceed the $100 million limit set by the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act.

The policy is intended to improve road construction techniques
and decrease road density, but it will channelize increased visitor
traffic into areas with existing high road density, where the poten-
tial for stream sedimentation is greater and has its most imme-
diate effect on water quality and species habitat. In addition, coun-
ty road maintenance funds will be reduced and county roads are
usually the primary access routes to the national forest system. A
policy analysis does not address these effects with regard to the
Clean Water Act, and it attempts to bypass the NEPA process for
addressing environmental standards.

In his memoirs in 1947, Gifford Pinchot wrote that, “The Service
had a clear understanding of where it was going. It was deter-
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mined to get there, and it was never afraid to fight for what was
right. Every man and woman in the Service believed in it and in
its work, and took great pride in belonging to it.”

Something drastically has changed from that observation. Walk
into any Forest Service office these days and tell me if you see that
same devotion. Morale is down; people in mid-career can't wait to
retire. Their hard field work, their budgets, their professional ex-
pertise, their genuine desire to do the best professional job usually
gets undermined by a last 32-cent appeal or a top-down Wash-
ington office notice of intent that becomes arbitrary policy. The
service provided to the American public is down, and so is the re-
spective public opinion of Forest Service ability to manage the land.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hamilton may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hamilton, thank you very much.

I have a question for you. We'd like to see some examples of the
effects this moratorium would have on the ground.

Mr. HamiLTON. Madam Chairman, if | may——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Mr. HAmMILTON. The best example, of course, that | could come up
with is where | live, Salmon National Forest.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hamilton, we're going to need to ask you
to hold your mike for the record.

Mr. HamiLToN. OK. This area here is the Frank Church Wilder-
ness. It comprises about 24 percent of the land base, total land
base, of the Salmon National Forest, which is 1,770-some-odd mil-
lion acres. The other colored areas that you see here are all RARE
Il areas, and the balance here in white within these little inked
lines are what's left of the Salmon National Forest from the RARE
1, OK. Forty-seven percent other than the Frank Church of the re-
maining balance of the Salmon Forest is in these old RARE Il
areas, which are covered in the National Forest Land Management
Plan. They are not all roadless, but quite a few of them are.
They're managed under multiple-use concepts for different uses, ac-
cording to that plan. They represent 47 percent. What's left in the
little white scattered areas represents about—that is it?-29 percent,
and if you tack on the thousand-acre-plus that they want to hold
back, and any other area that's not roaded on the Salmon Forest,
I think it's illustrated here, we have nothing, nothing left.

The other Federal ownership in Lemhi County is by the BLM. So
you add together the BLM and the Forest Service; that's 92 percent
Federal ownership in Lemhi County, Idaho.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Hamilton. That's
very interesting.

I do have to say the leadership called me into a meeting at 5
p.m., and I've kept them waiting for 7 minutes now, and they don't
seem to understand that | think this is far more important than
my being in a meeting with them, but that's the way it is around
here. And so what I'm going to do is to ask you if it would be all
right if 1 submitted my questions to you in writing. And | do want
you to know that this record will remain open for 10 days for you
to supplement the record, should you desire to do so. And your an-
swers, of course, to my questions will become part of the record.
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[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And | also want you to know that this hearing
will be printed, and should you wish to receive a copy of the hear-
ing transcript, you're welcome to notify us and let us know, and
you will receive a copy.

So | wish everybody could have heard your testimony, and you
had to wait for so long, and | very, very much appreciate that.
Some of you have come a long ways.

But I will be submitting the questions to you tomorrow and
would appreciate your answers back in 10 days. So we can be sure
to get them into the permanent record.

So, with that, | want to submit for the record, without objection,
a statement from the American Petroleum Institute, the Rocky
Mountain Oil and Gas Association, and three other major petro-
leum industry associations. | will be submitting their record also
to be made a part of our record.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So, with that, | want to say thank you very,
very much for the investment of your time and effort into this very,
very important hearing.

Senator Craig will also be holding similar hearings in the Senate,
and we can certainly keep you posted on the days that he will be
hearing on this issue.

So, with that, | would like to say that this hearing is adjourned.
Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 5:09 p.m., the Subcommittee adjourned subject to
the call of the Chair.]



HEARING ON H.R. 3297, TO SUSPEND THE
CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF A
ROADLESS AREA POLICY ON PUBLIC DO-
MAIN UNITS AND OTHER UNITS OF THE NA-
TIONAL FOREST SYSTEM PENDING ADE-
QUATE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND DE-
TERMINATION THAT A ROADLESS AREA
POLICY WILL NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT
FOREST HEALTH AND FOLLOW-UP ON THE
CLINTON-GORE FOREST SERVICE
ROADLESS AREA MORATORIUM

TUESDAY, MARCH 17, 1998

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOR-
ESTS AND FOREST HEALTH, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth
[chairwoman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRSS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Subcommittee on Forests and Forests
Health will come to order.

The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on H.R.
3297, as well as the Clinton-Gore Administration’s Forest Service
Roadless Area Moratorium.

A lot has happened since our last hearing on the Clinton-Gore
Administration’s Forest Service Roadless Area Moratorium on Feb-
ruary 24. The first important development is that Congressman
John Peterson introduced H.R. 3297 in response to the preponder-
ance of information that public involvement with regards to the
moratorium would fall far short of what is required by law under
the National Environmental Policy Act.

I applaud Mr. Peterson for introducing this bill which will re-
quire that before the Clinton-Gore administration can implement
any portion of the roadless moratorium, the Forest Service must
conduct proper public hearings in each unit of the national forest
system to allow affected citizens the opportunity to express their
concerns.

(97)
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It's clear that the administration did not analyze the environ-
mental, economic, and recreational impacts before proposing this
moratorium. The administration still has no idea of the full extent
of impacts upon the environment, upon rural employment and rec-
reational opportunities. To propose such a broad, top-down plan
without even a cursory review of the impact is alarming. This
roadless proposal violates the trust we put in the Forest Service
professionalism. It is both bad for the environment and bad for peo-
ple.

The “open houses” that the Forest Service are conducting are too
little too late. They don't provide the public with an adequate
forum to provide meaningful input. Instead, they are simply a
forum for the administration to put their spin on the proposed pol-
icy. Chief Dombeck might call that “adequate public comment” and
“collaboration,” but I call it wholly unacceptable.

I strongly support H.R. 3297 which will require this Clinton-Gore
Roadless Area back-room deal to be aired publicly, and allow for
public participation by those most affected by this destructive pro-
posal.

Last Friday, the editorial board of The Washington Post wrote
that we in Congress should let Chief Dombeck alone to see what
he can do. And this editorial position was flanked by an article ti-
tled, “Watershed in Communications,” which details the Forest
Service's PR program designed to “manipulate the media and ev-
eryone else to support the administration’s policies over the next 8
months.”

While Chief Dombeck was able to use The Washington Post edi-
tors to sell his destructive agenda, what he and The Washington
Post editors ignore is the fact that our forests are in dire condition.
Our forests, under the Clinton-Gore administration’s stewardship,
are dying and rotting due to mismanagement—and this is when
the Forest Service's own budget continues to grow.

We now have seen a copy of Chief Dombeck’s PR plan which was
reported in the press. After reading it, 1 am left to question,
“Where does the Forest Service get the legislative authority to ma-
nipulate the press and others to promote their agenda by traveling
to fires receiving high media coverage?”

I am also left to wonder where Chief Dombeck gets the legisla-
tive authority to use this once proud agency—and | stress, once
proud agency—to take “every opportunity to tie with the Vice
President's Clean Water Initiative, and indeed provide a media
event for the Vice President.”

Section 303 of Public Law 105-83, which is last year’s appropria-
tions bill for the Forest Service states, “No part of any appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be available for any activity or the
publication or distribution of literature that in any way tends to
promote public support or opposition to any legislative proposal on
which congressional action is not complete.”

Additionally, section 624 of the fiscal year 1998 Treasury-Postal
Appropriations Act states, “No part of any funds appropriated in
this or any other Act shall be used by an agency of the executive
branch, other than for normal and recognized executive-legislative
relationships, for publicity or propaganda purposes, and for the
preparation, distribution or use of any kit, pamphlet, booklet, pub-
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lication, radio, television or film presentation designed to support
or defeat legislation pending before the Congress, except in presen-
tation to the Congress itself.”

The Forest Service Communication Plan | have before me is
clearly a violation of the public laws listed above that outlaw prop-
agandizing the public on matters presently before the Congress.
The Forest Service Communications Plan expressly acknowledges
that Congress must approve much of the agenda. And this detailed
account provides a strategy that the Forest Service plans to use to
lobby Congress as The Washington Post puts it, “manipulate the
media and everyone else to get support for the administration poli-
cies.”

The Forest Service was created by President Teddy Roosevelt
and Gifford Pinchot to protect our forests and allow for their wise
use. And now, rather than protect the forest environment, Chief
Dombeck has allowed the Forest Service to be used as a tool of the
Clinton-Gore Administration to gain partisan political advantage
and to promote Vice President Gore’s Presidential aspirations.

As | can see from the press reports of Chief Dombeck’s recent
trip to Utah, he is sticking right on his PR schedule. And reflecting
back to The Washington Post editorial which asked Congress to
leave Chief Dombeck alone to see what he could do, the answer to
this request is clear—Chief Dombeck, we have already seen too
much.

This blatant use of the Forest Service for strictly partisan polit-
ical purposes will not be tolerated. It is unthinkable to utilize cata-
strophic fire and the resulting devastation to human life, and to
the animal life, and the environment for partisan political gain,
and to promote Vice President’s Gore’'s Presidential aspirations.

The Forest Service used to be run by professionals, and now it
is being run professionally by the White House political operatives
for purely partisan purposes. Mr. Dombeck, | don’'t think you real-
ize how much distrust Congress and the American public have for
the Clinton-Gore Administration. This administration’s pattern of
conduct leaves us no choice but to wonder when, why, and even
where natural resources destruction [sic] are even made.

The Chairman would recognize the Ranking Minority Member
for any statements he might have, but unfortunately he isn't
present. When he does arrive, we will interrupt the proceedings for
his statement. Now | will introduce our first witness. Do any, oh,
Mr. Peterson, do you have a statement please?

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Chenoweth follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. PETERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. PETERsSON. Yes, | have a short statement I'd like to share
with the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Please proceed.

Mr. PeETERsSON. Madam Chairman, and members of the Sub-
committee, | am pleased to be here today to hear testimony from
several witnesses on legislation that | proposed just a few weeks
ago. H.R. 3297—first, I'd like to thank the Chairman for her will-
ingness to conduct a hearing on this bill, and her cooperation in
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pursuing the issue of public involvement in the development of pol-
icy by the Federal Government.

By the way of background, H.R. 3297 was introduced as a result
of the Subcommittee’s hearing on the Clinton-Gore Administra-
tion’s interim road moratorium policy. During that hearing, | in-
quired of Forest Service Chief Dombeck what process was in place
to solicit public comment on the road moratorium proposal. While
the Forest Service devised a so-called public input process con-
sisting of 25 open houses, it became obvious to me from the format
of those meetings that open and free discussion would not be the
result. The format was designed so that a collective body of people
attending the meeting would never gather in one place for long. In
addition, I was deeply disappointed to learn last week that the For-
est Service also prepared answers to anticipated questions about
the level of public involvement in these meetings. From all indica-
tion it appears to me that the Forest Service has been working
around the people this policy would undoubtedly affect.

Accordingly, | believe H.R. 3297 is vital to ensuring a place for
all Americans in the creation of policy by the Federal Government.
The proposed interim policy leaves too many questions unan-
swered. We are left in the dark concerning its impact on forest
health, recreation and general access issues, funding for education,
emergency services, as well as jobs. Until the time that specific an-
swers can be given to the people living in and around our national
forests, | believe the implementation of the 18 month moratorium
should be halted. That's what H.R. 3297 sets out to accomplish.

And I'd like to say to Chief Dombeck, who | personally like, Chief
Dombeck, you will never go wrong when you let the sun shine into
the process of making public policy. When we have an idea—good
or bad—and we all have good ones and bad ones, we never make
a mistake when we let the public participate and refine that idea
and concept until it's a good tempered piece of steel and is right.
That's all we're really asking, is that policies that affect forest
health, policies that affect the economics of communities, and poli-
cies that affect the lives of those who use our forests, should not
come from the top down. They should, the idea can come from the
top down, but then they should percolate back up through the sys-
tem.

I was most disappointed last week when you shared that you had
not discussed this policy with one forest manager and only one re-
gional manager that you could remember. That's not how it should
work. | think you've erred. | urge you to correct that error, the
sooner you correct it the better it will be. Madam Chairman, I'd
like to, again, | appreciate your willingness to hold this hearing
today, and I look forward to working with you to ensure fairness
for our constituents as debate on this misguided and ill-advised
policy unfolds. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Peterson follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. Mr. Doolittle, do
you have statement for the record?

Mr. DooLITTLE. | have no statement.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hill?

Mr. HiLL. No, | haven't.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Peterson, 1 want to say that I fully agree,
especially with all of your statement, but especially the last part
of your statement. | feel that much of what has come up is being
driven above Mr. Dombeck, and he is a gentleman, and | appre-
ciate him personally very much. But the policy is exceedingly un-
fortunate. At this time, | do want to say that Mr. Bob Schaffer
from Colorado is unable to be with us. So without objection, | do
want to read part of his statement, a letter to, a statement to Chief
Dombeck. | have here a bipartisan letter which was introduced by
Mr. Schaffer and Mr. Stupak, Mr. Bart Stupak of Michigan, of
which I am also a signatory, requesting that you work with us in
a bipartisan manner on forest roads policy.

During the last hearing on the proposed transportation policy,
Mr. Dombeck, you were asked by Mr. Schaffer if you could come
up with a long-term policy without an 18 month moratorium and
your response, and | quote for the record was, “l think you prob-
ably could.” When Mr. Schaffer asked if we could move forward on
a long-term plan without an 18 month moratorium, your response
was, “It would be possible. Yes.” | would like to place in the record
this letter signed by 23 Members of Congress requesting that you
withdraw the 18 month moratorium so that we can move forward
equitably and efficiently on a forest transportation policy. You will
receive this request in writing shortly.

Without objection I'd like to enter that into the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And then also we continue to have public com-
ments come in in opposition to the roadless moratorium.

So without objection these too would be entered into the record.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Now I'd like to introduce Mr. Mike Dombeck,
Chief of the Forest Service, in Department of Agriculture, Wash-
ington, DC.

Before we continue, | would like to explain that | intend to place
all the witnesses under oath, and this is a formality of the Com-
mittee that is meant to assure open and honest discussion, and
should not affect the testimony given by witnesses. | believe all of
the witnesses were informed of this before appearing here today,
and they have each been provided with the Committee rules.

If, Mr. Dombeck, if you will rise and raise your right hand to the
square. Do you solemnly swear, under the penalty of perjury, to tell
the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you,
God?

Mr. DomBECK. | do.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Under the Committee rules, witnesses must
limit their oral statements to 5 minutes but their entire statement
will appear in the record, and we also allow the entire panel to tes-
tify before questioning the witnesses. The chairman now recognizes
Chief Michael Dombeck.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL DOMBECK, CHIEF, UNITED STATES
FOREST SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. Domeeck. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman and Com-
mittee members. Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss
this important topic in front of this Subcommittee.
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I want to start out by reiterating some of my key points from the
hearing we had a couple of weeks ago. And that was—I had pro-
posed to essentially call a time-out on road building in roadless
areas during which the Congress, the administration, and the
American people can engage in a dialog about when, where and if
to build new roads on national forests.

During that hearing, the Subcommittee was concerned about the
urgency that would cause me to take such action. And | want to
reaffirm that | do not take this lightly. | want to assure the Sub-
committee, Madam Chairman, that there are numerous strong rea-
sons for taking such action.

First of all, on the economic front. We have a $10 billion backlog
in road construction and maintenance. We have in our arterial and
collector roads, 93—we had 93,600 miles in 1991 that were pass-
able to passenger cars. Because of lack of funding and mainte-
nance, today that number is 86,000. From the standpoint of eco-
nomics and proposing projects in a roadless area, there's a very
high failure rate. The rate of appeal, the rate of litigation, it's cost-
ly for the agency to propose these projects when we can divert—
we could possibly divert this energy and resources into areas of less
controversy to carry out the appropriate forest management and
produce many of the products that local communities depend upon.
So just from the standpoint of economics, how can | justify more
roads when | have 380,000 miles of roads in the national forest sys-
tem, and only 40 percent are maintained to an environmental
standard?

The scientific reasons, and | will state a few, largely scientific in-
formation from the Columbia Basin, but also from other areas.
Eighty percent of the sub-basins with the highest forest integrity
are comprised of areas that are 50 percent roadless or wilderness
areas. Conversely, those sub-basins with the lowest forest integrity
were comprised of less than 25 percent roadless and wilderness.
Only 7 percent of the degraded watersheds in the basin are found
within roadless areas. About 60 percent of the best aquatic habitats
are found in roadless or very low road density areas. Conversely,
87 percent of the areas with high potential for fires, crown fires,
insect and disease mortality on forest service and BLM lands are
outside of roadless areas.

And we know that roads contribute to the degradation of water
quality, the disbursal of noxious weeds, and facilitate human-
caused fires. There are many, many scientific reasons from other
parts of the country that also prompted me to make this decision,
and this proposal, rather.

Let me say that to—choosing to build roads in areas is currently
a divisive issue nationally. In fact, this has been a controversial
issue for at least 30 years, intensely controversial for the Forest
Service for the last 10 to 15 years; and we came within one vote
of losing 80 percent of the program in 1996 in this body. In 1985,
we had a $228 million roads budget, by 1996 that road budget has
fallen to $95 million, indicating the loss of support for our present
policies and the level of controversy associated with it.

This is a decision that | take very seriously. | chose to pull the
controversy off the shoulders of the forest supervisors, and I've got
to say that I'm a very strong proponent, as you know, of local deci-



103

sionmaking. But when | see an issue that is so divisive and so chal-
lenging for an agency that the issue is literally in the emergency
room from the standpoint of the jeopardy of the entire program, I
believe that action needs to be taken. And | also take very seri-
ously our professional obligation to advance proposals that are
based upon the best science and professional resource management
expertise.

I would also like to comment on the Communications Plan in re-
sponse for your letter of Thursday. Let me say that | hope that my
explanation today will suffice to ameliorate your concerns. The For-
est Service develops and uses communication plans when dealing
with complex issues involving numerous government agencies, Con-
gress, the media and numerous interest groups. Communication
plans are used by our agency and employees to provide the coordi-
nation and direction necessary that the many stake-holders of the
Forest Service are provided, timely, accurate and understandable
information about an issue, an initiative, a program or a proposal
so that they may develop an informed opinion about the issue. Be-
cause the majority of Forest Service communication activities occur
at the local level, we have found plans helpful in providing coordi-
nation activities.

The Communication Plan can also identify support material that
will provide Forest Service people information that they may not
have in the field. Support material commonly includes key mes-
sages, talking points, questions and answers and other items. Some
plans will also identify opportunities to highlight or showcase agen-
cy efforts with the media, local officials, interest groups, individ-
uals, Members of the Congress, and their staff, or officials from the
executive branch.

Madam Chairman, it is the firm policy of the Forest Service not
to engage in lobbying, not to engage in partisan political activities,
and | believe that a very careful reading of the Forest Service Na-
tional Resource Agenda Communication Plan will reveal that we
have strictly adhered to that policy. At no time during the develop-
ment of this Communication Plan was there any attempt by any
member of the administration or Congress to insert or craft activi-
ties for partisan advantage. | assure, Madam Chairman, that | will
not tolerate lobbying or partisan political activities as part of any
Forest Service employee’s involvement in the implementation of
our Communication Plan. On this point, | believe it's important
that there is no confusion.

With that, Madam Chairman, Committee members, I'd be happy
to respond to any questions that you might have, and I'd also ask
that my full written statement be entered into the record. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dombeck may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Dombeck, and certainly your
entire statement will be entered into the record. But I've just got
to say that if this Communications Plan doesn’t lay out a heavy
lobbying effort, then we don't read words with the same meaning.
And | guess all of the Committee members—I just want to say this
personally—all of the Committee members have somehow set you
apart from what has gone on in recent times. But the double-speak
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that | see in your statement is not so much what I've been used
to hearing from you, but what we've been hearing come out of the
administration lately. And it saddens me to see this happen.

I'm going to begin my questions with a question that has both-
ered me for weeks. Why has there been little or no public involve-
ment in development of this proposal involving the public? But be-
fore you answer, | believe | have the answer as written on page 21
of the Communications Plan, which states—and remember this
hearing is not as much about roads, but the first focus of this hear-
ing is about public involvement—and that's why Mr. Peterson has
brought forth his bill, because he feels, as we all do, that it's so im-
portant that the public be involved as required under NEPA and
APA. But based on page 21 of the Communications Plan, it states,
“Based upon comments from thousands of people from all parts of
the country, and in consultation with scientists and natural re-
sources professionals, the agenda represents the best effort in iden-
tifying where the Forest Service needs to be focusing its energies
over the next several years.”

I think The Washington Post put it best on Friday when they
said that this answer is just slightly better than saying, “that you
don't care about involvement.” “Comments received during discus-
sions of the agenda that are not of a fatal nature will be shared
at the fall leadership meeting.” And in response to the question as
to why there was no public involvement, or very little public in-
volvement, and this is the Communications Plan, “in development
of the agenda, the following answer may best be used.” And then
when asked if there will be public involvement during the period
from now until the new fiscal year, leadership can state, this is
what the Plan is telling you to state, “we will be listening carefully
to what people are saying about the agenda. If there is a fatal flaw
in our proposal, yes it will be changed. Lacking a fatal flaw, parts
of the agenda will be implemented immediately. Other parts need-
ing congressional approval and funding will be deferred until such
time as concurrence has been achieved.”

Now that's the pat answer, but it doesn’t allow for public involve-
ment and public comment with regards to the impact of this major
Federal decision on every single forest, and the communities in-
volved. Mr. Dombeck.

Mr. DomBeck. Well, let me say first that the components of the
agenda are four basic components: No. 1 is watershed health and
restoration; No. 2, sustainable forest management; No. 3, dealing
with the recreation issues that we face and the increasing recre-
ation demand and how we fund those; and No. 4, the forest road
policy. These issues have been in public debates, have been topics
of dialog like the Seventh American Forest Congress for many,
many years. These issues are also proposals of the administration’s
budget, and that are—I don't believe there is much that is new in
the agenda.

The key change in policy that | believe needs to be made, and
that we need to move dialog forward on, is the fact that, in the bal-
anced use of national forests, we need to consider forest manage-
ment and all resource uses pretty much on a equal plane with not
one dominant over another. And | would—I believe that the forest
management debate that we're having today is the perception that
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timber harvest is driving everything we do in the Forest Service.
And the fact is timber harvest is very important, and | stated very
clearly in the agenda that I'm a strong supporter of active manage-
ment, but what we have to do is we have to integrate timber har-
vest and forest management better into the needs we have to deal
with the urban wild land interface, the forest health issues, the
issues of the risk for catastrophic fire in a more balanced way. So
I will say that the items in the agenda are basically not new.

Also the thing—on the last page of my agenda speech—the direc-
tion to the employees was that this then needs to be implemented
at a local level and they are to go out and work with the local
publics as they design projects and so on to move forward within
the framework of that agenda.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dombeck, that's an interesting answer
but it isn't an answer to my question. This hearing is about public
involvement, not about timber harvest, not about the specifics of
the agenda, but why hasn’'t the public been involved in a major
Federal action in which NEPA requires public involvement? Our
reports from Anchorage, from all over the Nation, that we're get-
ting in indicate that your public involvement involves open houses
in which people will be allowed to come in and hear and see what
you're doing. But should they wish to have any input at all on their
part, they must go one-on-one to a separate area with a Forest
Service person and with a tape recorder present, express their con-
cern. Now that is very intimidating. That is a torquing of the hear-
ing process, and that is what Mr. Peterson’s bill is trying to deal
with, that we all understand what an open public hearing is. It's
not being present and putting forth a lot of propaganda. It's not
lobbying as section 303 and the other section in the Labor—Treas-
ury-Postal bill stated you shouldn’t be doing.

In fact, what your agenda allows for is in direct violation to what
these recent laws that have been passed and enacted require of
you. And so, again, | would ask that, you know, we stay on the
focus of what this hearing is about. And that is about open public
comment. The ability of the American people to let you know, the
decisionmakers, and let us know the impact of these major Federal
decisions. Mr. Doolittle.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Mr. Dombeck, what percentage reduction do you
believe we've experienced in the total timber harvest say since
1990?

Mr. DomBEck. Nationwide, and I'm not sure of the specific 1990
number is, that we've gone from a high of almost $12 billion in the
late 1980's to currently about $3.7, $3.8 billion.

Mr. DooLITTLE. So then the representation $12 billion to $3 bil-
lion. So that's more like an almost 75 percent reduction then?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. And what has that reduction in timber harvest
cost the Federal Government in lost revenue?

Mr. DomBECK. | don’t have that number in front of me but it cer-
tainly is significant.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Would it be—I realize you don't have the num-
ber in front of you and | would appreciate your providing that for
the record at a later point—but just if you had, are we talking tens
of millions, hundreds of millions, what's the, you know, the rough
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dollar sum we would be—realizing you don't know the exact figure,
and that you'll provide it later on.

Mr. DomBECK. Certainly tens, perhaps hundreds.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK. | just asked that because, did our taxpayer
organizations express any concern about that, that you're aware of?
They seem so concerned to save the government money. | don't re-
call hearing the so-called “taxpayer organizations,” making any
statement whatsoever about that, do you?

Mr. DomMBECK. I'm sorry | don't recall, I don’'t know if the Forest
Service has received, you know, specific complaints or statements
from taxpayer organizations.

Mr. DooLITTLE. | just, that's in your testimony, where you note,
you know, the fundamental taxpayer perspective. | always thought
I had a fundamental taxpayer perspective, but I find myself com-
pletely at odds with these so-called “taxpayer organizations,” which
basically are advancing the extreme environmentalist agenda
cloaked in the mantle of “fiscal conservatism.” They're an embar-
rassment, and | find it interesting that you cite that in your testi-
mony, at least your written testimony, where they're indeed,
they're quoted. “Look, don't spend any more of our money building
something you may not need, and that you definitely can't afford
to maintain.” These so-called experts and self-professed stewards of
the public purse have ignored the dramatic loss to the Treasury,
that has been just fine with them.

You testified that could be up to hundreds of millions of dollars
but because we can save $10 million, due to this temporary road
moratorium, you know, that's great. | just think that's very dis-
ingenuous to ignore the huge cost to the United States Treasury,
directly, but then to cite these so-called “experts,” because we're
going to save $10 million in a temporary road moratorium.

Mr. DomMmBECK. To answer your earlier question—I'm, with, the
specific respects to our road-building and road maintenance, yes,
we have received comments from people on that.

Mr. DooLITTLE. You cited, and | didn't find this in your written
testimony, but | heard you say it here, that you cited as evidence
of how controversial the road program is, and how much, you
know, support is rapidly declining in Congress, that the appropria-
tion for road-building has declined—I'm sorry | don't remember the
figures you used—but any ways, dramatically declined, but when
I talk to appropriators they say, well look there’s been a three-
fourths reduction in the timber harvest, so obviously if we're hav-
ing this dramatic reduction in timber harvest, then we should be
scaling back the money available for the roads. So then to hear you
sit here and use just the opposite argument based on those figures,
which is, look, Congress doesn’'t support the roads because they've
cut back the road funding. I mean it's just ludicrous. Can you ap-
preciate the consternation I feel hearing that used in that fashion?

Mr. DomBECK. Well, perhaps. But an important point is that the
use of the road system has changed significantly over time, which
is one of the reasons the framework of the policy needs to be looked
at. We had about 15,000 vehicles per day associated with the tim-
ber harvest in the 1950's. And we have about that same number
on national forest system roads today. However, we have 1.7 mil-
lion vehicles per day associated with recreation tourism and other
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kinds of uses which is a tenfold increase from what we had in the
1950's, and yet the source of funding and support for that program
is still tied to timber harvest activities.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. Well, | see my time is up, but let me just, you
know, we're talking about saving money. Now | read, someplace |
read in here, in your answers | guess to the last questions, pro-
pounded in the last hearing a couple of weeks ago, that you're not
going to—if | read this correctly—you're not going to allow logging,
using those, using roads in those roadless areas, but where there’s
a fire threat or something, then you will allow helicopter logging,
and that you justify that by, you know, the grave risk that is posed.
Well, how many times more expensive is helicopter logging than
logging using forest roads?

Mr. DomBECK. It’s significantly more expensive.

Mr. DoouITTLE. Like is it four times or five times more expen-
sive?

Mr. DomBEcK. | would have to venture a guess, maybe three.
And it's contingent upon the value of the timber.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Well, I mean, how much is, do you have any idea
what the amount of helicopter logging you're likely to be doing, and
what the potential cost of that are during this time we have this
moratorium?

Mr. DoMmBECK. In some cases the sales that are up now have heli-
copter logging alternatives in them with an economic breakdown of
that, and I'd be happy to provide you with examples of that kind
of information.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. Well, would you please, you can do that? And I'd
appreciate that, but even more importantly for our taxpayer friends
who are excited about the $10 million in road construction costs
that we're going to save during this temporary moratorium, could
you also juxtapose with that the estimated additional cost due to
having to use helicopter logging, or some form of logging other than
using the roads? | mean, I'd just like to know how much we're sav-
ing. I'd like to talk to my taxpayer friends and see how, if they're
aware of the net savings as opposed to what the gross savings of
$10 million are projected to be. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Doolittle. Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you. Mike, you talked about the reason for
having this moratorium, that we were in this heated controversy
here in Congress, and we were within one vote last time. | guess
this is my first year in Congress—or my second year in Congress,
first term in Congress—but it's not my first year in public policy.
I served in local government 8 years, state government 19 years
and had a business for 26 years, so | think I've had a little experi-
ence in public policy, what works and what doesn't.

But | was amazed—that was the first time | participated in that
debate—and | was one of the debaters, and the two people that led
the fight didn't even understand what we do. And I'd say that if
they were here. One was from Massachusetts and one was from II-
linois, did not understand the issue in any detail at all. Their staffs
did not understand this issue in any detail at all. We talked to
their staff, my staff talked to their staff. They were carrying water
for a national organization whose against all cutting, and they will
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take whatever measures will slow up cutting timber in forests be-
cause they're against that.

And | have no problem with someone having that view or that
belief, but | know you don’t agree with that, but it shows that those
groups have been winning because we went from 12 billion board
feet to 3 billion board feet, and the bulk of that was not good for-
estry practice. Most of it was salvaged. Just doing—I know in the
ANF—it was cutting gypsy moth damage, and other things. We
weren’t able with the allotment of cut to practice forestry, we were
just taking care of problems, and that's been happening all over
America. So we've stopped, you know, you talked about the forest
is more than cutting down trees. Absolutely. It's a fourth as much
of cutting down trees as it used to be, so it's one fourth of what
it used to be. And we're very supportive of tourism and recreation,
but they all go together. And it seems to me that every policy that
comes down, prior to you, now with you, squeezes the amount of
forest that can be managed until it's smaller and smaller. And we
know the ultimate goal of those who are proposing that, zero,
which is not good public policy.

Though we did have a close vote on the floor, I'm here to say
most people didn't know what they were voting for and against.
They were voting because a certain organization said, “Vote for
this, it will help your green scorecard.” Well, whether they're right
or whether they're wrong, this issue should be decided with good
public debate. And that moves me on to the open house concept.

I've held hearings at the local level. I've been part of hearings at
the state level and I've been a part of hearings here. When you
really have input—in your statement, you say, “H.R. 3297 would
prohibit the Department of Agriculture from adopting a suspension
of road construction rule unless we hold public meetings on every
national forest system unit and regional foresters would be re-
quired to participate in each of those meetings in order to adopt a
final rule. These requirements are excessive, and they would re-
quire 120 meetings, stretching out the rulemaking timetable from
at least 6 to 12 months at a significant cost of taxpayers.”

I would think, without any doubt, your regional foresters would
understand the forests that they manage, and what people think
of them, a whole lot better than they do today if you go through
that process. And | mean that sincerely. Over and above this issue,
this property is owned by the taxpayers of America, not you and
I, not the Forest Service, but the taxpayers of America, and they
have a right to have a part in the decisionmaking process. And |
believe the open house concept is not a process for public discus-
sion, for decisionmaking. It's just PR and | mean that sincerely.
That's what | would do if I just wanted to PR what | wanted to
do, I'd have open houses.

This issue deserves people giving both sides of the issue, their
concerns, what they believe, what their philosophy is, with press
there, people talking about it and reporting. The sunshine should
be a part of that process. And | guess I'd be interested in why you
think that is inappropriate?

Mr. DomBeck. With response to your point about public meetings
and the regional foresters, and even more importantly the forest
supervisors knowing what's going on locally, and | would include
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the district rangers in that, these are people that live in the com-
munities that interact with people in local communities. They go to
the same churches and their Kids go to the same schools and it's
their responsibility to know the stake-holders, to know what the
issues are on a routine basis, not only the issue of roads, but on
the whole panoply of issues that we deal with.

From the standpoint of the public comments associated with this,
the temporary suspension of road-building, | checked yesterday
with the Washington office, and we have received about 20,000
comments in the Washington office, alone. The public meeting proc-
ess that was established by our planning people that know the
laws and the regulations regarding NEPA, that follow the Adminis-
trative Procedures Act regulations, this is how I've instructed
them, and this is how these meetings have been set up. The fact
is that every individual that wants to participate, that wants to
speak with someone, that wants to record a statement, or that
wants to provide a written statement is fully free and encouraged
to do so.

Mr. PETERSON. But I, if I were a citizen, not a Congressman,
would not have the chance in a public forum to tell your regional
foresters what | think in the public where | can be quoted, and my
answer can be quoted in the press. That's “open public forum.”
Open houses are not—the sunshine isn't there. Nobody reports
what people say. There’s a huge difference. Do you think Congress
should start passing laws by having that process that you're going
to use? Would you like that? Would you like to have to enforce laws
that we devise in the same format?

And | want to tell you, rules and regulations effect our lives just
as much as laws do. And you're making rules and regulations in
a process that is totally different than the process of making law,
and it shouldn’'t be the same. In fact, | think we're more impacted
by law—or rules and regulations in this country than we are by
law. Because we don't have a regulatory review process that does
anything to give people input. And you're subverting the public
process totally. Would you like us to make laws with the open
house process where we would, no press, nobody being quoted?

Mr. DomBeck. Well, the——

Mr. PETERSON. Would you like that?

Mr. DoMBECK. [continuing] press is not barred from the public
meetings. | would assume the press is attending these public meet-
ings, that people comment freely, that people make statements
that, we respond to the comments as part of the NEPA process, we
enumerate the comments on the various issues and respond as part
of the NEPA process, publicly.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, yes but the average citizen is never going
to see that, the average—but if you're in a town meeting concept,
where the press reports, the whole town then is part of the discus-
sion. Everybody knows what's going on, that's what America’s
about: the public knowing what's going on, how it's going to impact
them, not just those who have the ability that day to take a day
off and go in and talk to somebody because lots of people would be
very interested who can't do that. But if it's in the media, they can
listen to the radio, and they can open the newspaper the next day,
and they can know what the debate was, and then they can re-
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spond to you whether they agree with you, or whether they agree
with those who are opposed to what you're doing. That's public
process.

I don't hold a town meeting and tell people I'll send them secret
answers. | answer them in front of the press and they're in the
paper the next day. That's public process. That's the format upon
which we make good laws, and when we under-debate laws, we
usually pass bad laws. And we don’t let the sun shine into regula-
tions, we'll have regulations that in time will have a far more detri-
mental impact than we ever meant them to have, because there's
always somebody there smart enough to realize what some of the
long-term implications are going to be.

And you're subverting that whole process. You're allowing your-
self, you may get lucky, you may be formulating a policy that will
have a very negative impact on some forests, and you're taking a
kind of a shot in the dark, | think, and that's not how we should
make laws, and it's not how we should make regulations, and it's
not how we should make rules.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and thank you Chief
Dombeck. Chief Dombeck, how big is the current road maintenance
in this year's fiscal year 1998 budget?

Mr. DomBEck. | can find my budget sheet here in just a minute.
Randy, is it—$109 million.

Mr. HiLL. $109 million, does that include any funding that comes
out of the Transportation budget for Federal highways that are on
U.S. Forest Service land?

Mr. DomBEcK. No, it doesn’t.

Mr. HiLL. This is just within your budget?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLe. $109 million. And how many miles of road will be
maintained with that budget?

Mr. Domeck. We'll have that very soon. About 380 miles.

Mr. HiLL. 380 miles?

Mr. DomBeck. About 40 percent of the 380,000 miles.

Mr. HiLL. About 40 percent of the 380,000 miles.

Mr. HiLL. Some level of maintenance.

Mr. DomBeck. And to, as | stated, we’re able to maintain about
40 percent of the roads to standards today.

Mr. HiLL. With the $109 million. You made a statement earlier,
and this is a statement that is often repeated by the Forest Service,
and that is that we have $10 billion worth of backlog of mainte-
nance on Forest Service roads, is that correct?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. That comes to about $26,500 per mile of U.S. Forest
Service roads, are you aware of that?

Mr. DomBeck. | had not personally done that calculation.

Mr. HiLL. | just did it for you. | guess | would ask you, how much
does it cost a typical Forest Service road that was built for logging
purposes that now primarily provides access to recreationists?

Mr. DomBeck. The Forest roads——

Mr. HiLL. Does it cost $26,500 per mile to maintain roads like
that?
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Mr. DomBeck. The high cost roads to maintain are the 86,000
miles of arterial and collector roads that are paved, that black-top
that——

Mr. HiLL. And | would agree with you, and you don't really an-
ticipate, as part of the development of a new road management
plan, closing those roads, do you?

Mr. DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. | didn't think so. Could you provide an inventory for
me of how you get $10 billion, making note of how much of that
is highways and how much of that is recreational roads, and how
much of that is logging access roads?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, as a matter of fact that information was col-
lected from the Inter-Mountain Region through a detailed inven-
tory and analysis by the engineering and road staff there, and then
was extrapolated with a smaller sampling of other parts of the
country.

Mr. HiLL. The problem is the way this is presented, as you know,
Mr. Dombeck, is that it is used to argue that we should close gravel
roads in National Forests because we can't afford to maintain
them. Point in fact, the real maintenance backlog is on arterial
roads, paved roads. And the reason | raise that question is simply
to make that point because | think it often goes unnoted. The plan
of this moratorium is to update road management plans in the for-
est, is that correct? That's the statement you made earlier, that's
what you intend to do in this 18 month period of time?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, the development of the long-term policy, and
I'd like to say with that, that when we talk about the gravel roads
that you mentioned earlier, the most important thing for us to do
is to work with, develop a framework based upon science and then
work with the counties and the local communities to make sure the
transportation systems mesh and compliment one another.

Mr. HiLL. And you don’t believe the Forest Service is doing that
today? You don't believe the local forest supervisors are working
with local transportation officials in terms of evaluating road man-
agement plans?

Mr. DomBECK. To a certain extent, but given the backlog that we
have and given the expense of the maintenance, | think we need
to really sharpen our focus on that.

Mr. HiLL. Well, | don't disagree with you about that, but the
problem is that you're putting a moratorium on one kind of roads
when the real problem is a different kind of roads. I'd like to go
on because I'd like to ask a couple of questions with regard to this
moratorium. Does this moratorium also apply to road closures? Are
you going to put a moratorium on the closure of any additional
roads in the forest?

Mr. DomBeck. No it only, it only applies——

Mr. HiLL. And how about road reclamation? Is there going to be
a moratorium on the reclamation of any roads, the removal of any
roads, the obliteration of any roads in the forests?

Mr. DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. And how about the erection of new barricades on for-
ests to restrict access to any forest roads, is there a moratorium on
the erection of any additional barricades on any Forest Service
road?
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Mr. DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. And how about the removal of culverts, is there going
to be moratorium on the removal of culverts on any Forest Service
roads during this moratorium?

Mr. DomBECK. No.

Mr. HiLL. | see, so the moratorium doesn’t apply to some deci-
sions with regard to the transportation management, only the con-
struction of the new roads?

Mr. DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. HiLL. OK, thank you Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill, and we will return for
another round of questioning. In regards to that, I want to ask you
Chief Dombeck now, I have mentioned in my opening statements
about what I feel is a problem with section 303 of last year’s appro-
priations bill, and section 624 of the Treasury-Postal appropria-
tions bill which so clearly indicates that in that Act and all other
Acts, it prohibits lobbying and distribution of materials and so
there are congressional actions which have not been completed,
that impact this Communications Plan that has been used. Are you
aware that Congress is currently considering Ice-T legislation?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Your staff is circulating a modification to the
formula funding Federal lands highways that would benefit the
Forest Service at the expense of the Park Service. This alternative
formula is being advanced by the American Recreation Coalition,
are you aware of this activity?

Mr. DomBEck. There has been a variety of dialog concerning po-
tential sources of funding.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So you are aware of the activity then?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The portions of your agenda that deals with
increase in forest road maintenance and watershed funding are
presently before the Congress in the context of the administration’s
budget request, is that not the case?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You will shortly be sending a legislative pro-
posal to Congress to modify the formula used to pay counties sepa-
rating receipts from timber sales from county payments, is that not
correct?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Is the National Association of Counties sup-
portive of your proposal to decouple county payments?

Mr. DomBECK. The support from counties, | believe, is variable.
Some counties have requested that we look into ways to stabilize
payments to counties, I'd say that's highly variable.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Included in funding requests currently before
the Congress are funds needed to support the Vice President's
Clean Water Act initiative, is this not correct?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So in general terms there are at least four
separate issues in which congressional action is not complete that
are relevant to your national resources agenda, is that not correct?

Mr. DomBECK. Yes, however, I'd like to add that members—I
have a—I've had counsel check on activities that are forbidden, and



113

activities that are acceptable. And the acceptable activities include
advocating policies or positions of the executive branch, several of
those that you listed——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | would love to see their opinion, and so if
they could present it to the Committee in writing, | would appre-
ciate it.

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Let’s talk about your fiscal year 1998 Interior
appropriations bill, Public Law 105-83, did the President sign this
legislation, Chief? Last year’s appropriations——

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [continuing] bill effecting 1998. Since the
President signed the legislation, is that now the law of the land?
Isn't that correct?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Since it's the law of the land, aren’t you bound
by those provisions?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you believe that one of your responsibil-
ities is to obey the law?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you know that section 303 of the Act pro-
vides, as | stated earlier, that no part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be available for any activities or the publi-
cation or distribution of literature that in any way tends to pro-
mote public support, or opposition to any legislative proposal in
which congressional action is not complete. You are aware of that
section, right?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Let's talk about H.R. 2378 fiscal year 1998
Department of Treasury and Postal Services appropriations bill,
did the President sign this legislation?

Mr. DomBECK. | don’'t have specific knowledge, 1 would assume
he did.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, | can guarantee you he did. Since the
President signed the legislation, is it now the law of the land, is
that not correct?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Since it is the law of the land, are you bound
by these provisions?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you believe that one of your responsibil-
ities is to obey the law?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you think that section 624 of the Act pro-
vides that “no part of any funds appropriated in this, or any other
Act, shall be used by an Agency of the executive branch, other than
for normal and recognized executive legislative relationships, for
publicity or propaganda purposes, and for the preparation, distribu-
tion or use of any kit, pamphlet, booklet, publication, radio, tele-
vision, or film presentation designed to support or defeat legislation
pending before the Congress except in presentation to the Congress
itself.” So there are two additional statutes which seem to limit
your activities in this area, is that not correct, Chief?



114

Mr. DomBEck. I'm not, | would rely on my counsel for the inter-
pretations on that. What we have been dealing with, and as the
Communication Plan indicates, that what we're doing is commu-
nicating and advocating policies of the executive branch.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Let me re-ask the question. Section 303 of the
Appropriations Act, section 624 of the Postal-Treasury Appropria-
tions Act clearly indicate that no pamphlets, booklets, any kind of
relationships can be established, except with the Congress itself, on
any legislation that's pending before the Congress. Is that not cor-
rect?

Mr. DomBECK. I'm not personally familiar with that piece but
|——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. If that is correct, wouldn’t that seem to limit
your activities with regards to what your Communications Plan
lays out?

Mr. Domeeck. Well, not being the personal expert on this issue,
I would rely on, you know, the interpretations of Office of General
Counsel and my experts in Public Affairs on that issue.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dombeck, you're the Chief, and you're the
guy that they have in front, if you're not the expert, than who is?

Mr. Domseck. Well, my policy is certainly that we work within
the law, that we do not lobby, that we do not engage in partisan
politics, and | strongly, in the most strongest terms, the policy is
that the Forest Service remain within those guidelines.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Let's look at, let’s look at section 303 and sec-
tion 624, and | appreciate your comment, but we’ll first focus on
the publication and distribution of literature, even though that is
only part of the prescription of these statutes. On page one of your
Communications Plan, you talk about distributing editorials, arti-
cles and features to key media outlets and publications that use
and reflect the tone of key messages in this Plan, would you call
that “the publication and distribution of literature?”

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, and it's the communications of administra-
tion executive branch proposals and positions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Also, on page one of the agenda, you talk
about “distributing to key stake-holder groups” your agenda, in
your mind, does that involve “distribution of literature?”

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Also, on page one you indicate that by October
1st your Office of Communications will distribute a brochure to all
of your employees for public distribution, does that suggest “dis-
tribution of literature?”

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. On page three of the agenda, you talk about
establishing a new web-site that will contain speech materials, new
releases and questions and answers, is that “the publication or dis-
tribution of literature?”

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. On page four of the document, you talk about
keeping employees and retirees informed by providing them with
facts sheets, briefing papers, questions and answers, and speeches,
you also talk about sending a letter to every Forest Service em-
ployee, is that “the publication or distribution of literature?”

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. On page five of the agenda, in describing con-
tacts with external audiences, you note that “in the days ahead, the
Office of Communications will produce extensive briefing materials
for distribution,” the document indicates that this will include bro-
chures, videos, radio interviews and assorted other fact sheets and
supporting materials, does this sound like “the publication or dis-
tribution of literature?”

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Also, on page five you direct your unit leaders
in the field to make contact with local media, providing them with
your national press release as well as a local segment on how your
agenda will affect the local area, does that involve “the publication
or distribution of literature?”

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. On page five, you talk about developing plan-
ning newsletters that will be used to explain the impacts of the
agenda, the impacts will have on local unit activities, does this in-
volve “the publication or distribution of literature?”

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Therefore, Chief, even using the narrowest
construction of the narrower section of 303 prohibition, which
reaches “any activity or the publication or distribution of lit-
erature,” we have just identified eight violations of that statute.
Can you really say that you were complying with section 303?

Mr. DomBECK. Yes, | believe we are based on the information
that I've gotten, the information or literature that is being distrib-
uted is, varies from scientific analyses to mechanisms for individ-
uals to promote watershed health, sustainable forest management,
appropriate management of forests to reduce fire risks, a broad
spectrum of information that it's the Forest Service's responsibility,
from the standpoint of conservation education, from the standpoint
of providing the public the information that they need to make rea-
soned decisions, and understand the interactions. In fact, much of
the challenge that we have is educating the public, to make sure
there is a support base, for active forest management, and a whole
variety of issues that we could discuss like that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, Chief Dombeck, you talked about your
watershed concerns, and in light of your answer just now, that
what you are sending out is benign scientific data, on page 17, with
regards to, it states, “emphasis placed on the watershed aspects of
the agenda,”—it states in here, “we will take every opportunity to
tie with the Vice President's Clean Water initiative, and, indeed,
provide a media event for the Vice President to showcase the initia-
tive on national forest lands.” | think that goes far beyond sending
benign scientific data.

Now let's look a little more at section 303 which prohibits any
activity that in any way tends to promote public support or opposi-
tion to any legislative proposal on which congressional action is not
complete. This involves a rather broad restriction on agency ac-
tions, but on page 16 of your Communications Plan, as you talk
about media relations, you indicate that, “we will take every oppor-
tunity to meet with reporters and editorial boards when visiting
the field on agency business to discuss the agenda,” as you just re-
cently did in Utah, does that involve a section 303?
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Mr. DomBeck. No, | don’'t believe it does.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Further, you state, “we will place speeches,
op-ed pieces, by-line stories, and feature articles in target markets
in periodicals.” Does that involve a section—a violation of section
303?

Mr. DomBeck. | do not believe it does.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Did your meeting in Utah with the editorial
board involve discussion of any items that are before the Congress
right now?

Mr. DomBEck. | don't recall specifically; we talked in general
about the agenda, as it's put out in the speech that | delivered to
all employees. We talked about the increasing recreation activities
on the Wasatch front. We talked about forest health issues. We
talked about a wide variety of issues. | do not recall discussing a
specific piece of legislation.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you recall discussing the roads moratorium
with the editorial board members?

Mr. DomBECk. | believe it was—it was a question was brought
up, ves.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Doolittle, do you have some questions?

Mr. DooLITTLE. Chief, you mentioned in our last round of ques-
tions, the huge increase in the use of the forest for recreation. My
question to you is, doesn't a lot of that recreation involve the use
of forest roads?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, it does.

Mr. DooLITTLE. And do those recreational users pay a fee to help
construct and maintain the forest roads?

Mr. DomBeck. No, they don't.

Mr. DooLITTLE. So then who does pay for the construction and
maintenance of the forest roads that we use?

Mr. DomBEckK. The construction and maintenance—the construc-
tion of most of the Forest Service roads has been paid for by timber
sales over the decades.

Mr. DooLITTLE. See, what I find intriguing, | had a chance to use
some of those roads for recreation, | was very grateful that timber
companies we had the roads available, we were watching out for
the logging trucks as we were racing around, but how do you, you
sound like you're talking about imposing this road moratorium
somehow to advance the interests of recreationists but since the ef-
fect is to reduce the number of roads available, doesn't that work
in exactly the opposite direction, against the interests of people
who would use those roads?

Mr. DomBECkK. No, sir | don't think it does. The objective is to
make sure that we have a process in place to determine when and
where we build new roads that's in close concert with the needs of
local communities, the management activities on the land, to re-
duce the number of roads that we build, because when we build a
road, we're also making a long-term commitment to provide the
funding to maintain that road, and that's part of what's missing in
the dilemma that we find ourselves in today. And, in fact——

Mr. DooLITTLE. But let me just, if 1 may interject, the Forest
Service isn’'t honoring that commitment because you've allowed a
$10-plus billion backlog of road maintenance to buildup. | mean is
that, have | misinterpreted that, or is that in fact the case?
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Mr. DomBECK. Certainly the backlog is there, but also, as | men-
tioned earlier, the fact that there is not support for the Forest
Service roads program is again part of a misperception on the part
of the public, that the Forest Service roads program, equal logging,
equal subsidy, equal sedimentation, equal bad, and therefore, we're
not going to support it, and what | hope we can do together is
make sure that we all understand that the roads on national for-
ests are an important part of the infrastructure of America that
need to be maintained.

Mr. DooLITTLE. But what led you to the conclusion that there's
not support for the Forest Service road program amongst the pub-
lic?

Mr. Domeeck. Well, the fact that we have a declining budget in
the roads program, the fact that we have not been able to maintain
the support we need, the fact that we have drifted into a, the sig-
nificant backlog that we have.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Well, | already explained to you the reason we've
had a declining budget in the roads program is because you had
a three-fourths reduction in the amount of timber. You'd have to
be deemed incompetent if you kept funding a bureaucracy whose
job is to oversee the management of the forests, they've had a
three-fourths reduction in the program, there should of course be
some corresponding reduction in the roads program. So | don't take
that as a valid basis for the conclusion that there’'s not public sup-
port for the program. So now give me the other reasons again, let's
go through those, that you believe that there’'s not public support
for this program?

Mr. DomBECK. Public support for the road and maintenance——

Mr. DooLITTLE. Yes, just the roads program in general. You
know, you made the statement, well, this is, the public doesn’t sup-
port it, well, OK, tell me why you think the public doesn’t support
it?

Mr. DomBECK. We came within one vote in the House of losing
80 percent of the program in 1996, it's been a program that's been
debated——

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK let me go back to that. Now you're not talk-
ing “public,” you're talking Members of Congress?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. DooLITTLE. When you come to that vote on the floor of the
House, right?

[Laughter.]

Mr. DomBECK. OK.

Mr. DooLITTLE. So we can deal with Members of Congress but
I never interpreted that to mean necessarily the public, frankly, I
don’t think the public has much of a clue about the Forest Service
roads program, or cares for that matter. The ones who care are the
ones who live near the forests and whose jobs depend upon it. They
really care and they really support it. Now you talk about main-
taining an adequate base of support for active forest management,
well, what are you doing to maintain that?

Mr. DomBECK. The——

Mr. DooLITTLE. I'd just like to hear some things that you're
doing to work on that.
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Mr. DomMmBECK. [continuing] support for the roads program, spe-
cifically?

Mr. DooLITTLE. No, well, | think your statement was active sup-
port in general for active forest management.

Mr. DomBECK. | believe the many of the communications issues
that we've been talking about, the fact that there’s a need for forest
management overall, we need to better integrate our timber har-
vest and forest management activities at the urban wild land inter-
face, particularly the places where there are overstocked stands,
offsite species, there’'s a lot of work that needs to be done on the
forest, and part of the challenge that we're talking about, and this
is a very, very complex issue, that requires lots of dialog, is the re-
ward system has been tied to the value of timber, and as | have
testified before this Committee in the past, once the large saw logs
are gone, the values aren’t there. And the effort then——

Mr. DooLiTTLE. Well, let me ask you, are the large saw logs
gone?

Mr. DomBECK. In a large proportion of the area, yes they are.

Mr. DooLITTLE. But where did they go?

Mr. DomBECK. They were harvested.

[Laughter.]

Mr. DooLITTLE. So you're telling me that we have a lack of large
saw logs?

Mr. DomBeEck. What I'm telling you is that we have areas where
the stand densities, the species composition is not what is ideally
suited for the sites that have led to a variety of forest health issues
that will not require us to make investments in the land. And then
we get into the—which leads us into the whole dialog of the low-
cost timber sales, which is something we really probably shouldn’t
be talking about, we should be talking about the desired future
condition that we want in the watersheds on the land, and the
products will flow, the fiber, the water, the recreation opportunities
in a balanced fashion.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. Well, it looks to me that the Clinton Administra-
tion has worked overtime to finally produce a below-cost timber
sale year. We had, we never had one. Your predecessor testified be-
fore this Committee there was never a year in which we lost money
on the Forest Service timber program until last year. And what
happened last year?

Mr. DomMBECK. The trend over time and over about the last 10
years, we have decreased the amount of clear-cutting by about 84
percent, we're increasing the number of sales that are tied to other
objectives, to improving forest health, a variety of those kinds of ac-
tivities.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Let me ask you this, just, | realize you don'’t
have the figures in front of you, but roughly, how much timber was
harvested last year throughout the country on a national forest?

Mr. DomBeck. About 3.4 billion board feet.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Three point four billion board feet, and how
much timber do we add to the national forest, how much did we
add last year, approximately?

Mr. DomBECK. We're not certain as to a specific number, but sig-
nificantly more than that.
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Mr. DooLITTLE. I've heard in other testimony before this Com-
mittee that it averages between 4 and 5 times of what we're taking
off. Do you dispute that?

Mr. DomBeck. No, | don't.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK, let me ask you, let me ask you the next
question. If you were to rate the condition of our national forests,
and give them an excellent condition, good, fair, poor or failing,
what grade would you give them as the Chief of the Forest Service?

Mr. DomBECK. It's highly variable from one part of the country
to the next. The most, | believe, the most significant forest health
problems we have are in the inner-mountain west where we have
overstocked stands, the forest health issues that you know very
well in California, and some of those areas.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK, well give a grade to those areas. What grade
do you give them, “A,” “B,” “C,” “D,” or “F?”

Mr. DomMmBECK. Again, it's highly variable from one watershed to
the next.

Mr. DoouiTTLE. Well, I understand it's variable, now we're going
to make an overall assessment.

Mr. DomMmBECK. Maybe, it depends if you're a tough grader, or
what your curve is, | would certainly say——

Mr. DooLITTLE. Be a tough grader.

Mr. DoMmBECK. [continuing] maybe a “B” to a “C,” a “C.”

Mr. DooLITTLE. A “C” or a “D?”

Mr. DomBECk. “C.”

Mr. DooLITTLE. “C,” OK, average. But isn't it indeed the condi-
tion far below what we've known to be the average? Isn't it the
worst in fact that it has ever been in the 20th century.

Mr. DomBECK. Yes, and it will continue to get worse until we
make the investments and deal with the over-stocked stands, deal
with the offsite species where we had initial stand densities of 200
to 300 stems per acre perhaps of Ponderosa pine today, we have
maybe 3,000 stems per acre of fir species that are creating prob-
lems from the standpoint of catastrophic fire, increased densities,
lower vigor in trees, more susceptibility to insect disease infesta-
tions, and these require investments, these require active manage-
ment, these require work, and these are areas where we need to
better integrate timber harvest to the overall objectives of the con-
dition that | think we're very much in agreement on.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Then why aren’t you doing that? Are you doing
that, I don’'t think you are. Am | missing something?

Mr. DomBECK. The trends in thinning has been increased signifi-
cantly. | believe last year we were budgeted to do, help me, Randy,
somewhere in the neighborhood of 750,000 acres, and we did about
over a million, we'd like to be doing 3 million acres a year in
thinning and fuel-reductions and those kind of activities, to begin
to close the gap in our backlog.

Mr. DooLiTTLE. Wouldn't you have to, Chief, and I'm way over
my time, and | apologize to the chairman of the Committee, I'll try
to make this my last question. If you were growing annually four
to five times the number of board feet of timber that you're annu-
ally harvesting, are we talking about geometric progressions in the
size of the problem from year to year? I mean, wouldn’t you in fact,
if you were really going to take care of these forests say over a 10
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year period, wouldn't that require a dramatic increase in the
amount of timber being treated over what you're proposing to be
done from year to year?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes——

Mr. DooLITTLE. | mean——

Mr. DooLITTLE. Go ahead, | don't, go ahead——

Mr. DomBeck. Yes, and we'd like to do more and we'd like to
work with Congress to do more, the proposed 1999 budget talks
about significant increases in these areas, but we need to further
accelerate that.

Mr. DooLITTLE. | mean it sounds to me like to deal with this
problem, you need, I don’'t know, penicillin, the most advanced anti-
biotics you can apply, and it sounds like that the Forest Service is
giving the patient a couple of baby aspirin. | mean, is that, am |
missing something? It seems to me as | confront this issue, you
know, when | try to get right down to it, we're doing so very little
compared to what you've identified as the problem. Am |
misperceiving that, or is that your feeling as well?

Mr. DomBECK. | certainly agree that we need to be doing a lot
more than we have, and again, | want to say that this is why | be-
lieve active management is important and | believe that we've got
to make sure that our incentive system, that our budget structure,
allows us to, as aggressively as we can afford to, to move and to
do the job that we need to do, whether it's, as | said, integration
of timber sales and timber harvest activities into areas where we
need to deal with forest health issues.

In many cases, a lot of the wood associated with these over-
stocked stands are very low value wood. In fact, the Forest Service
in the forest products lab has been working with industry to de-
velop uses for lower value woods. In fact, today we're getting the
same amount of, from the same volume of wood we're probably get-
ting twice the volume of dimension lumber, we've got the wide vari-
ety of technologies that industry has developed and much, some of
it, with the contribution of Forest Service scientists, in the chip-
board plants, the wide variety of uses that we have for wood.

In fact we're using it much more efficiently but we still got to do
more because there’'s a lot of work that needs to be done on the
land. And | think this is an area of common agreement that we all
share, that we need do a tremendous amount of work in the urban
wild land interface, with an acceptable way that reduces risks. And
a lot of this is light on the land work with an individual with a
chain saw and some light equipment, and a wide variety of things,
and encourage the, further development of technologies to deal and,
of course, then move forward with the appropriate level of pre-
scribed burning. Much of the area, particularly of the inner-moun-
tain west, we cannot burn today because of the high fuel levels,
and those stands need to be treated prior to burning.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

Mr. DooLITTLE. If | may just—

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much.

Mr. DooLITTLE. [continuing] impose, Madam Chairman, this ob-
servation. | believe you support active forest management but the
policies coming out of the administration, which you represent, are
moving us in exactly the opposite direction.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Doolittle. 1 do want to state
the Chair has noted some outbursts of laughter and this cannot be
tolerated in the hearing room. | think we all need to afford the wit-
ness the courtesy of providing a climate for concentration that is
needed when he is before, or in this situation. | apologize to the
witness, and | would also want to say if there is any further dem-
onstration as such, that the staff will note that and parties will
have to be removed from the hearing room. I also want to mention
to the Committee, the Chair would sincerely appreciate that we
stay on focus on Mr. Peterson’s bill. Thank you, very much. Mr. Pe-
terson.

Mr. PETERSON. | just want to followup on one more question here
that deals with the road budgets. You requested a $190 million, is
that——

Mr. DomBEckK. $109 million.

Mr. PETERSON. Oh, $109 million, OK. As the manager of the for-
ests, and all that's in them, how do you, | mean, I've been a man-
ager. It's a manager’s job to ask for what he needs. How do you
rationalize asking for $109 million when you have a $10 billion
backlog? I mean, how do you——

Mr. DomBEck. Of course, we work in, within the constraints that
we're given from the standpoint of, you know, of the whole budget
process, and we have to balance priorities, and there are many,
many issues that we have to deal with, as the issues that Con-
gressman Doolittle and | were discussing, a wide variety of things.
I've, as we stated though the budget is, for service roads, the budg-
et is vastly under-funded.

Mr. PETERSON. But if the Forest Service doesn’t publicly, clearly,
distinctly say that, how does the debate begin? How do we win the
debate in Congress if you don't even ask?

Mr. DomBECK. | believe we're engaged in that process now.

Mr. PETERSON. But you asked for $109 million, and you need, |
mean, | guess that's the frustrating part. 1 want to look at this,
just for a moment, from a rural perspective, $109 million for Forest
Service roads that millions of Americans use for tourism, and for
recreation and so forth. 1 mean, that's peanuts in the American
budget scheme of trillions, and | guess it, then you look at the Pelt
program, it's not fully funded. I mean rural America is taking it
in the neck, but I guess | would hope your agency would be a loud-
er voice saying, and those of us who are here to support you.

That, but the problem I think we face is those who oppose roads,
and I'm just going to bring this in the debate we had last year. |
had a running debate with one of the players, and | told him, |
said, “You're cutting the budget and | need $2 million.” And he
said, “Oh no, I'm cutting it $42.5” Because he considered the $50
million road credit and the $42.5 to be one in the same and that
$50 million was an authorization and $42.5 is what we were actu-
ally going to spend. And we argued about that the whole time, that
was a month or two. And when it was all done, and we had some
arguments over that, when it was all done, he walked up to me and
he said, “You're wrong, | was trying to cut your budget $92.5 be-
cause | was rounding the figures.” But he didn’t know that. So here
we had this whole public policy debate in the halls of Congress and
those that--who were trying to cut the budget didn't think they
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were cutting it half as much as they were. But they were told to
run that amendment by somebody. They didn't even understand
the issue, and | guess that's the part that I find frustrating because
it didn't effect their districts, they're all suburbanites.

Everybody we were arguing with is from suburban America who
were carrying the banner for groups who No. 1, don't want trees
cut; and No. 2, don't want the recreators out there in the forests
any more than they want the roads. That's the bottom line. That's
their next agenda.

Back to the issue, how many acres will be effected by your
100,000 and 500,000 acre plots that will be in the moratorium?

Mr. DomBECK. The temporary suspension of road building only
deals with the specific activity of building or reconstructing roads.
Many of the activities that occur do not require roads. In fact, some
of the new data, the more up-to-date data that we have, in fact |
have a list of sales as the newer data came in, that they are able
to move forward without road building. Some are able to move for-
ward because they had a helicopter logging alternative as part of
the process that they're able to select, even though the profit--the
margin of profitability is different--but then we're not saddled with
a long-term deal of having to maintain that road for decade after
decade.

So there’s a wide variety of variability tied to this. In addition
to that, we've got 6.5 billion board feet of timber in the pipeline
that's sold, that's waiting to be harvested and that determination
will be made by the operator, which is contingent upon market con-
ditions and other things like that. They typically have about a 3-
year timeframe once they buy a sale.

Mr. PeETERSON. Now you're into my second question, but you
didn't answer my first one. The second question was how many
timber sales will be canceled or not moved forward or implemented
because of this policy? Are there some?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes. The data that we have here, in the roadless
areas is 104 sales in 1998. And it's likely that, possible, that some
of those still may go forward.

Mr. PETERSON. But 104 could be stopped?

Mr. DomBECK. Yes, and that——

Mr. PETERsON. How many sales are all together, what's your
total number of sales?

Mr. DomBEck. It would be well over 1,000. It would be easier to
give you the data and volume of, harvest volume, what we're——

Mr. PETERSON. OK.

Mr. DoMBECK. [continuing] expecting is a reduction in about 99.6
million board feet and that's out of about 3.8, that's 99 million out
of a 3.8 billion board foot program.

Mr. PETERSON. 98 million would be lost?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. OK. But you don't have a figure of how many
acres are not going to allow harvesting?

Mr. DomBeck. No, not specifically.

Mr. PETERSON. So how does the public know, if you don't? I
mean, | guess that's the part that bothers me. I mean, | guess
that's part of the discussion of this policy is that I'm not sure your
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people know the total impact, let alone the public, and | think
that's unfortunate.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Going back to this
question of roads, | just did a calculation, incidentally, Chief, and
it's about $500 per road is what your budget is now for maintaining
about half of the roads. The $10 billion figure which you used just
again in your conversation with Mr. Doolittle at $26,000 a road is
a disingenuous argument when you're talking about constructing
roads in forest areas where there will be for sales. You know that
and | know that. What is the cost per mile for obliterating a Forest
Service road?

Mr. DomBECK. | would say that's highly variable depending upon
the—

Mr. HiLL. Give me a range.

Mr. DomBECK. [continuing] the typography. I'd have to give you
a, respond in writing to that. We don't have a roads engineer here
with us today, but also | want to point out that we're responsible
for 7,700 bridges that we'd like to do.

Mr. HiLL. How many of those bridges, and what portion of that
bridge budget, is associated with Forest Service roads that are
gravel roads that are used for access for logging and other recre-
ation purposes, or how many of them are arterial roads? Can you
provide that information to me?

Mr. DomBECK. | don't have that information with me.

Mr. HiLL. But you will provide that to me?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes, | assume we can.

Mr. HiLL. There are about 8 million acres that are effected by
this moratorium, is that correct?

Mr. DomBECK. There are about 8 million acres in the RARE Il
category that are in the timber base, yes.

Mr. HiLL. And what percent, how many acres are in Montana?

Mr. DomBeckK. I'd have to, | don’'t have that information.

Mr. HiLL. How many acres are in region one?

Mr. DomBeEckK. | don't believe we have that information here ei-
ther, do we? No, but we can give you the regional breakdown of
that. | can get that very quickly.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Dombeck, when we had a hearing a week or so
ago, | asked you if you'd provide some data to the people of Mon-
tana so that they would be informed at the time of the public meet-
ings, you can’'t tell me how many acres are in Montana, and yet
you had three public meetings in Montana?

Mr. DomBeck. The employees in Montana, I'm sure have that
data.

Mr. HiLL. You don't have that data?

Mr. DomBECK. | don't have that data with me by state.

Mr. HiLL. Would you, the Forest Service makes an assessment
of fire hazards, puts it on a sign every day in all the forests, do
you recall what those assessments are, high fire hazard, low fire
hazard?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. What are those different levels, do you recall?

Mr. DomBeck. Well there’'s low, moderate and high.
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Mr. HiLL. Moderate and high. Would you tell me what your as-
sessment of the fire hazard is in the areas that are impacted by
this moratorium in Montana, are they high, moderate or low?

Mr. DoOMBECK. Low.

Mr. HiLL. So you believe that the fire hazard in Montana is low
in these roadless areas?

Mr. DomBeck. Keep in mind that the fire, I'm sorry——

Mr. HiLL. That's not consistent with the Interior Columbia Basin
Study.

Mr. DomBECK. The Interior—this is not to say that some areas,
roadless areas are not, do not have forest hills problems but the
Columbia Basin Study does indicate that about 80 percent, 87 per-
cent of the areas that are in the high risk category are in roaded
areas.

Mr. HiLL. You made a statement at the time you announced this
moratorium that one of your concerns was, is that roads and access
“increase the pressure on wildlife species from hunters and fish-
ers,” do you recall making that statement?

Mr. DomBeck. Certainly habitat fragmentation and things like
that are issues.

Mr. HiLL. But what your statement was was “increased pressure
on wildlife species from hunters and fishers.” |1 guess, do you be-
lieve that that is a concern with regard to building and con-
structing new roads and maintaining existing roads?

Mr. DomBECK. Habitat fragmentation certainly is.

Mr. HiLL. But that's not what, what you said was, “increased
pressure on wildlife species from hunters and fishers,” not “frag-
mentation.” You were talking about “pressure.” Do you now, you
don't believe that that is an appropriate concern, or is no longer
your concern?

Mr. DomBEck. No, | believe it certainly, it could be a concern,
but again, those kinds of things need to be evaluated and looked
at on a local case by case basis in concert with the responsibilities
that the state fish and game agencies have in regulating animal
populations.

Mr. HiLL. This was your statement, not my statement. Do you
recall making that statement?

Mr. DomBECK. | don't remember the specific context of the state-
ment.

Mr. HiLL. Well, one of the concerns that | have is, first of all, in
our region about half of the roads now have restricted access, many
of them are closed, more are being obliterated, and one of the prin-
cipal social values in Montana is opportunity to recreate in a public
land, including hunting and fishing and camping, and | do believe
that your effort here is an effort at further restricting public access
to the lands of Montana. Can you give me an assurance today that
the people in Montana, at the end of this moratorium, are not
going to be faced with further restrictions of access to the public
lands?

Mr. DomBECK. Those further, if there are further restrictions,
they will be made either—the decisions will be made—either at the
local level by our forest supervisors in the planning process or they
will be made through acts of Congress with regard to additional
wilderness designations, or other things at this level.
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Mr. HiLL. Mr. Dombeck, I would just say that | think it's
duplicitous for you to suggest that you're going to make this mora-
torium decision in your office, and then you're going to allow those
other decisions to be made somewhere else. | don't believe that to
be true, but, let me just go on to one last thing. Do you believe that
this moratorium is, that this is covered by the SBRFA bill, the
Small Business Regulatory Flexibility Act?

Mr. DomBECK. That assessment will be made, or is being made
now, as we go through the NEPA process. The analysis that we
have to date indicates that it will not be, likely will not.

Mr. HiLL. And why is that?

Mr. DomBEcK. Because of the thresholds that SBRFA requires,
but I will be consulting on that issue with staff, and follow their
recommendations.

Mr. HiLL. One last question is, how much time went into the de-
velopment of the Communications Plan?

Mr. DomBEck. | guess | can't specifically answer that, |1 would
say maybe the two staff people that worked on it, perhaps three
or 4 days, that might be an overestimate.

Mr. HiLL. So you didn't solicit input from the individual regional
foresters, or individual supervisors to develop this plan? This was
a plan developed solely within your office with a couple of staff peo-
ple?

Mr. DomBeck. Well, I am, the Washington office was responsible
for the development of the plan, | guess | would have to ask the
staff the breadth of input that they got. I assume that they're in
constant communication with their counterparts in the field.

Mr. HiLL. The reason | ask that is that just a few months ago,
you were here and others, talking about the inability of the Forest
Service to meet the deadlines with regards to the Results Act and
the development of a strategic plan for the management of the For-
est Service. Are you telling me you think it was an appropriate
thing for you to take the resources that should be committed to de-
veloping a strategic plan for the management of the Forest Service,
and put those resources in development of this Communications
Plan?

Mr. DomeEck. | would say that the same, the communications
staff works on a wide variety of issues. The efforts with regard to
the strategic plan in the Government Performance and Results Act
is also a very high priority, in fact is a significantly higher priority.

Mr. HiLL. Sell the sizzle.

Mrs. CHENOwWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. The Chair welcomes
Mrs. Cubin.

Mrs. CuBIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Mr. Dombeck, you
stated earlier, and | believe you, that you think active management
is important, so it brings a question to my mind, then why are you
taking a time-out from an active management in placing this mora-
torium on the forest road program? And then that leads me to an-
other thing that | wonder about, as you know, until his recent legal
problems, Secretary Babbitt had an aggressive schedule that al-
lowed him to promote the administration’s natural resources agen-
da, if you will, and based on all the news that | read and see, it
appears to me that you have replaced the Secretary in his role as
you travel extensively selling the administration’s agenda. My
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question to you is that since you are not a political appointee—a
political appointee appointed by the President and confirmed by the
Senate—and have never held public office, are you comfortable
with this new political role that you have?

Mr. DomBECK. The agenda is, the Forest Service agenda, it was
developed by the leadership of the Forest Service. The agenda is
based upon, on science, on technology, the years of resource profes-
sionalism within the Forest Service—

Mrs. CuBiN. | don't like to interrupt but | don't have a lot of
time, and the quote, “we will take every opportunity to tie with the
Vice President's Clean Water initiative, and indeed provide a
media event for the VP to showcase the initiative on national forest
lands,” that doesn't sound like science to me, that sounds real polit-
ical. And that's what I'm asking you. Are you comfortable with
your political role? I'm not asking you if you're comfortable sup-
porting whatever science may be involved here, but are you com-
fortable with this political role?

Mr. DomBEeck. | see the role as promoting what's good for na-
tional resource management and forest management, sustainable
forestry, watershed health and restoration across the country.

Mrs. CuBIN. Thank you. Because this bill is about having hear-
ings before this sort of thing can happen again, and the fact that
hearings weren't held, and there wasn't public input, | want to
bring up some public input that you might have received, in fact,
that you would have received, had the opportunity been available.

As you know, the Wyoming Wilderness Act accomplished three
things within the state of Wyoming: it designated wilderness areas
to certain specified lands; it designated certain areas for wilderness
study, to be considered by Congress for final wilderness designa-
tion; and finally it released all other Forest Service lands to mul-
tiple use. Congress, and Congress alone, can designate wilderness
lands as wilderness in Wyoming, or any other designation that is
not for multiple use. There’s no provision in the Wyoming Wilder-
ness Act for the designation of de facto wilderness. By virtue of the
moratorium, future timber harvest will be rendered impossible, oil
and gas exploration will be stopped, recreation opportunities will be
severely curtailed, and so doesn’'t, or can, do you think that the
moratorium could equate itself in Wyoming to a de facto wilderness
since these other multiple use activities will have to stop?

Mr. DomBECK. No, and let me reaffirm that we're speaking about
a proposal that is out for public comment and——

Mrs. CuBIN. Wait a minute, speaking about a proposal, so in
other words, I'm learning something new right here. You're not
going to impose the moratorium until after you take public com-
ment?

Mr. DomBeck. That's correct, the proposal was made several
weeks ago. The public comment period on the proposal ends March
30th, and at that time the comments will be analyzed and moved
forward.

Mrs. CuBiN. And you think that's adequate time? | just want to,
| said that | would give you some information regarding public
comment that you haven't had the opportunity to get. | have a let-
ter here from Dick Cheney who is the, was the author of the Wyo-
ming Wilderness bill, and while | don't have it in my possession,
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I soon will, a letter from Senator Malcolm Wallop and Senator Al
Simpson, who were the Senate sponsors for this, and | would like
to enter this letter into the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CuBIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. “The current effort
to impose an 18 month moratorium on USFS roadless areas within
the State of Wyoming prompts me to write this letter. This letter
is clearly outside the legal bounds for the Wyoming Wilderness Act
of 1998. The State of Wyoming is entitled to exemption from this
proposed plan. No where in the Federal Register's Proposed In-
terim Rule, RINAB680095, Temporary Suspension of Road Con-
struction in Roadless Areas, is the language that the Wyoming Wil-
derness Act recognized.

Having cosponsored this historic legislation when | was Member
of the U.S. House of Representatives, representing Wyoming, | now
feel compelled to bring this to your attention. Roadless areas no
longer exist within the State of Wyoming. Attempts to reinterpret
the intent of this legislation, or its language, would move the
USFS's efforts outside all legal bounds, and compromise the agen-
cy’'s integrity. The congressionally approved legislation designated
specific wilderness, wilderness-study areas, and released for mul-
tiple use all other RARE 11 forest lands. This action legally elimi-
nated the roadless category within Wyoming state boundaries.” It
goes on.

This is just what you hazard when you don't offer enough time
for public input, and when you move forward, or take public input
at such a level but already have your mind made up, not you, Chief
Dombeck, but the administration. | think the tragedy of this ad-
ministration may not be so much in the personal flaws of the Presi-
dent, but I think the real tragedy is that many in the administra-
tion can't be trusted to provide the truth, the whole truth and noth-
ing but the truth, because for you to sit there and say to me, Chief
Dombeck, that this is based on science and not on Al Gore’s polit-
ical agenda, and attempts to be elected President, it's sort of aston-
ishing.

And | think that you are a good scientist, and | think you are
a capable man to manage the forests and to know what to do, and
I am very sad to see that you are in this political position now
where it appears that politics have, for whatever reason, become
higher in what you have to do than managing the forest for good
forest health. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. DomBeck. Could | respond to——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Mr. DomBECK. [continuing] could I respond to one, | think, one
important point you made, and from the standpoint of the percep-
tion that the temporary suspension of road-building does not
change land use allocations. It, we're talking specifically about the
act of building——

Mrs. CuBiIN. But if they can't——

Mr. DomMBECK. [cotinuing] a road, and in many cases there are
other alternatives, other ways to accomplish the land management
objectives on the land, and we're talking about an 18 month period,
only, until other, the entire framework of the long-term policy that
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there’'s complete agreement that we need to develop is moving for-
ward. So we're only talking, first of all it's a proposal, and we're
only talking about the act of building a road. There are other
ways——

Mrs. CuBiIN. But without——

Mr. DoMBECK. [continuing] to get into these areas, other mecha-
nisms to do the work, we encourage that.

Mrs. CuBiN. But you know and | know, you know and | know
very well that we're not going to have hunters and fishermen para-
chuting in.

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you——

Mr. DomBeck. It also does not close any roads in this specific
policy of the interim. It maintains the access that we have unless
there are other mechanisms in place. We're talking about construc-
tion of roads only.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Dombeck. Thank you, Mrs.
Cubin. | have promised the members a third round of questioning,
and | just have a very, | have two very short questions. Mr.
Dombeck, on page 14 of your initiative in the Communications
Plan, you talk about round tables with stake-holder groups to dis-
cuss and clarify what the agenda is, and what it will mean to them.
Now this is in the context of the fact that this committee, and Mr.
Peterson’s bill is asking for open public comment, open public hear-
ings, and what you propose is to meet with individuals, as indi-
cated on page 14, and they are as follows, your targeted groups for
the Chief to meet with will be: wildlife partners; ten organizations
representing non-DC based wildlife organizations; fishnet and fish-
eries interests; the green groups; 31 environmental organizations;
the American Recreation Roundtable headed up by Derrick
Crandle, 30 organizations; private forestry counsels; and the lunch-
eon at the press club hosted by the Natural Resources Council of
America, which is 70 conservation wildlife, environmental and pro-
fessional organizations.

My question is, why are there no commodity groups, such as
cattlemen, timber men, miners, organized labors, labor representa-
tives, school board representatives, county commissioners, people
who will be effected on the ground by these, economically, by this
organization? Why is, why are they not included if, from your
frame of reference, you believe this is the right way to go?

Mr. DomBeck. Well, 1, let me say last night, or about 4:30 yester-
day, | did meet with the Public Lands Council, I've met with a wide
variety of groups, and will continue to meet with a wide variety of
groups, and certainly do not see myself limited by the suggestions
that the Plan proposes. | believe that industry, that the entire
array of stake-holders that | deal with, in fact, it's my responsi-
bility to meet with as many people as | possibly can knowing that
as one individual, I cannot meet with them all, and the staff, the
Deputy Chief, the regional foresters, the forest supervisors, meet
with a wide variety of people.

With respect to the point on the National Press Club, so far in
my career | have spoken at the National Press Club twice, am in-
vited to speak at a wide variety of forums, some | can make, and
some | can't. I'll be speaking at the Forest Products Industry in Or-
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lando on Friday, and then Saturday | go to the, is it the North
American Wildlife, Fish and Wildlife Conference, where I'll be
meeting with state directors. | routinely meet and visit with the
National Association of State Foresters.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | think, Mr. Dombeck, our concern that you
need, rather than meet with certain conservation groups or certain
environmental groups to meet and discuss things with them, you
talk about speaking about here, speaking to the National Associa-
tion of Counties, that's entirely different than listening to these
people who would be impacted, and that's what Mr. Peterson’s bill
is all about, requiring that you do just what is required of you
under the law, no more, no less, and listening to the people who
will be impacted by this very major Federal decision.

On another matter, earlier |1 placed into a record, into this
record, a bipartisan letter sent to you by Congressman Schaffer
and Congressman Stupak. In that letter to you, the two Congress-
men who wrote it, and all the Congressmen, including myself, stat-
ed that the Congress intends to remain willing to work with you
on your transportation plan if you are willing to withdraw your
moratorium. Do you want to work with us?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Are you willing to withdraw your moratorium?

Mr. DomBEck. That will be based upon the comments and the
analysis as part of the process that we're involved in now. What
I will do is, I will work with you as proposals are further devel-
oped, and be very open about discussing alternatives and options
and suggestions that we may have as we go through the process.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Are you willing to withdraw the moratorium?

Mr. DomBeck. | don't have an answer to that at this time.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, if | could be a little more, we've talked pretty
much in general here today I, of course, | represent the eastern for-
ests, the Allegheny National Forest, and you were talking earlier
about the, that all the big, large saw, high-quality saw logs are
gone, I mean, | know you're speaking of virgin timber, but I mean,
you know, there’s lots of good timber stands that have been cut nu-
merous times and the big high-quality saw logs there, they may
never equal some of the virgin timber, but you know and | know,
that the perception you left with that statement was that all the
good stuff is gone.

Mr. DomBECK. Let me correct that, | was mainly using that in
the context of the inner mountain west, and some of the forest
health issues. You're certainly right, the condition of the water-
sheds in the east today are far superior to what they were at the
turn of the century in the area where | grew up in northern Wis-
consin, is that forests are better condition today than they were
when my grandfather lived, was a kid there.

Mr. PETERsON. But would you describe the Allegheny National
Forest as one of the most mature, high-quality, hardwood forests
in America?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. That's what everybody in Pennsylvania thinks,
that it's the best of the best, and it's mature. It appears that a cat-
egory of special consideration will probably impact the ANF more
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than the other categories, but do you have any data on what the
impact will be on the ANF?

Mr. DomBECK. We do not have complete estimates on that. We're
getting comments on that. What | can tell you is the major areas
of concern are associated with municipal watersheds. We have a
significant amount of controversy associated with activities in wa-
tersheds that provide drinking water supplies.

Mr. PETERSON. On ANF? On the ANF?

Mr. DomBeck. On the Allegheny National Forest?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes.

Mr. DomBeck. | don't have that.

Mr. PETERSON. | don't think that's a common problem on the
ANF. | mean, there might be one, | can't even think of one, but
there may be one or two, but I, that's not a controversy on the
ANF. | mean, there’'s no communities within it, it's, you know, it's
pretty—

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. Back to the road issue, did | hear you say some-
thing about the moratorium also includes reconstruction? You said,
I hadn't, you said, “construction and reconstruction,” in one of your
statements a little while ago?

Mr. DomBEck. It could, depending upon the specific situation
where you might have a very old trail or something that's not part
of a formal road system.

Mr. PETERSON. So reconstruction could also be impacted if the
moratorium carries forward as is? So it's not just building of new,
it's maintaining of old?

Mr. DomBeck. Not maintaining, reconstructing. And | under-
stand there is, and this is why things like this, those kind of deci-
sions need to be made at the local level.

Mr. PETERSON. Another part that | guess is veering a little bit
from the issue, but we talked about having the timber sale being
an actual loss, you actually lost money last year. But that's assum-
ing that the 25 percent that pays for education, that pays for local
issues, is a throw away, and it's not. That 25 percent is the vital
lifeblood of many of our communities, so for people to say that it
was a loss in your system is really playing numbers game, because
it's not a loss to those communities unless they lose it. | mean
that's their lifeblood, that's how they educate kids, that's how they
operate local services. Because, you know, the plight, and I'm going
to conclude with this, the plight that real America feels, and some
of you that are very opposed on the other side, the plight that real
America has is, you know, 700 million acres, not in the Forest
Service, but all total have been taken out of public ownership.

And in Pennsylvania state government, one of the last things |
did was get the in-lieu of tax payment doubled. Now there were
lots of people against that but when you take that land away from
local use, you owe something back to those communities. And we
have not done that very well at the Federal level. | mean, we pay
a pittance, which is not being fully funded. And each of these pro-
posals take away the right to use the resources, whether it's tim-
ber, or oil, or gas, or whatever, making it far more difficult. And
that's really a part of the lifeblood of rural America. | mean rural
America we dig coal, in rural America, we drill for oil, in rural
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America, we harvest timber. And we have suburban people and
urban people who are not impacted saying we shouldn’'t do that,
and yet it may be 25 or 30 percent of our economic base. It's how
we live. We provide those resources and in many cases we're im-
porting those resources from far off countries, balance of trade, it's
not very good American economics in the whole scheme of things.

And should we argue about how it's done, you bet. Should it be
done with the best practices, you bet. Should we protect our water-
sheds, you bet. But the pendulum went way out of whack. We went
from 12 billion board feet to 3 billion board feet, and a lot of people
look at this as one more way to slow up and put off limits, you may
not have meant that, but put off limits another so many million
acres to where we're down, and some say it's 14 percent, and some
say it's 18 percent, and | don't know which number is accurate,
that's actually available in the Forest Service land for forestry
practices. That's a pretty small piece, whether 18 is right or 14 is
right, we're down to a nub of the original. And yet everybody sees
the push to make it less, and that's the concern | think you're fac-
ing. And | guess my frustration——

Mr. DomBECK. Can | respond to——

Mr. PETERSON. Sure.

Mr. DomBECK. [continuing] a couple of your points. Well, I'm glad
we found an area of agreement in the funding that you mentioned,
because 1 am one that believes we shouldn’t even be talking about
the low cost timber sales, we should be talking about maintaining
the long-term health of the land, and working within the limits of
the land, the products will flow. | think that is a basic premise that
I want to continue to work for as long as I'm in this job and be-
yond.

The second thing | want to mention is the point about the 25
percent fund has been perplexing for the Forest Service because we
have, as we have injunctions we put counties into, not only the
downturn and the trends that you mentioned, and | don't, | haven't
had anyone tell me that they want to go back to 10 or 12 billion
board feet because there is, | believe, agreement that that was too
high, and the pendulum is now swinging back the other way.

But the, also the proposal that's before the Congress that the ad-
ministration has made, is that to stabilize the 25 percent fund at
either the 1997 level or the average of the 1986 to 1990 level be-
cause we have, | can give you an example of a worst case scenario
where $26 million worth of timber sales we're enjoying that means
that those counties won't get $5 to $6 million, and | believe in this
case it was five counties, so how do they pay their teachers? Well,
there’s got to be some mechanism to reduce this amplitude and sta-
bilize the payments that counties get so a superintendent of schools
or a county commissioner can plan better, and that's also a pro-
posal that we'll be discussing.

Mr. PETERsSON. But | think the President did propose that but,
if my memory is correct, there was no money allocated toward it,
and so that's the process goes on. You know Pelt was an agreement
to the rural areas, will pay you this in lieu of, and we don't even
get full payment in that, and it's a pittance. So | mean we don't
even get the full pittance. | guess that's the frustration level that's
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out there. Rural America is really, really being put upon, locked up
our resources, locked up our land, that's where we live.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. The Chair recog-
nizes Mr. Vento.

Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Mr. Dombeck. Madam Chair, thanks for rec-
ognizing me. | just got off the plane a little bit ago, and | under-
stand that this is a, | hadn’t seen the bill before that is being heard
this morning, but it's kind of tough trying to be green even on St.
Patrick’s Day, | guess, Mr. Dombeck.

[Laughter.]

Mr. VENTO. But | wish you a happy St. Patrick’s Day, and my
colleagues. 1, you know, generally have supported the idea that you
have to take a pause, | guess, a time-out, in terms of looking at
the resources. Obviously, we excluded much of the timber produc-
tion west of the Cascades because there had been more thorough
plans in place with regards that.

Now this authority is being exercised under the administrative
authority of the Forest Service, and so you have to go through the
Administrative Procedures Act, is that correct?

Mr. DoMmBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. And that mandates itself public hearings, does it
not?

Mr. DomBEck. There are procedures that are required that we
are following.

Mr. VENTO. The issue here is | had talked about glasses, that the
case here, where information or some of the science and basically
eclipsed the existing Forest Service, plans, is that your judgment,
Chief?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. And so the idea is to try to proceed, especially with
regards to these roadless areas, to in fact attempt to reassess what
the impact is because we're not maintaining the existing official
roads, much less the unofficial roads that exist, is that correct?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. The bill I received, looking at the bill here, says “ex-
cept and after public participation, this mandates public hearings
in the interim for final rule in which the national forest is lo-
cated”—is in attendance, the Forest Service is in attendance, the
Forest Chief, you have to be in attendance, are you going to be in
attendance at each of these 25 meetings you've established?

Mr. DomBEck. No, | won't. | assume some are going on today.

Mr. VENTO. “In each public domain or other unit of the national
forest,” so there are issues that you have other responsibilities be-
sides just these hearings, is there any reason to, will you follow
and monitor what the outcome of those hearings are based on the
testimony and the advice of your associates and professionals?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. This goes on, though, to say that, “the report has to
be based on record of each hearing included under prior"—"which
concludes the interim final will not,” it says “diminish the forest
health in such public domain or other unit of the national forest
system.” Do you expect that the report that you come forth would,
in fact, diminish the forest health?
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Mr. DomBEck. The point that | want to make on that particular
section of that is that that basically requires, as | read the bill, it
would require us to not to diminish forest health, not adversely af-
fect multiple use activities, and not to affect county, state, local
government, economically or otherwise, and the fact is that we
have to balance these issues and it's very difficult to maximize ev-
erything.

Mr. VENTO. It's my understanding that no matter what the pub-
lic says, these, under No. 2, would dominate, that no matter what
the public views with regards to these issues, which includes in-
terim final report “will not,” no matter what the public views are
with regard to—so this bill is inconsistent, to say the least, the way
I read it, exception after public participation, the public participa-
tion is going, as long as it effects these three things, if it affects
forest health, if it affects the payments back to the county, if it af-
fects multiple use, in other words, | guess, multiple use being, if
it affects timber harvest, that's one of the multiple uses, and so if
anything of those are adversely effected by what the public thinks,
then the report—you can just throw out the public participation.

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. Now when public participation comes in, you get 100
witnesses at a hearing or 2,500 at 25 hearings, you can’t obviously
do what everyone asks you do, is that right? Everyone has their
say, not everybody has their way.

Mr. DomBeck. If we could, we probably wouldn’t be here.

Mr. VENTO. So what really guides you is not these three ele-
ments in terms of forest health, or multiple use activities or ad-
verse, | mean, in fact, 1 don’t know how you could maintain all the
multiple use activities. One of the principle functions under the
1897 Organic Health Act of the Forest Service is protection of the
watershed, isn't it?

Mr. DomMmBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. Is that any less important than providing the oppor-
tunity for the use of wood fibre from the national forest?

Mr. DomBECK. No, in fact, that's also one of the mandates of the
Organic Act.

Mr. VENTO. It's one of the mandates of the Organic Act, so isn't
it possible very, under the multiple use, that there are in fact in-
herent conflicts?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. And so, | mean, this particular report couldn't talk
about watershed and timber, | mean, one of them are going to have
to be effected, isn’t it, I mean, one of the principal concerns you
have in this roadless policy has the effect in terms of what's hap-
pening with watersheds, and the lack of maintenance of roads, the
intrusions into the forests, the spreading of weed. Somebody said
it provided us a way to pick the weeds, well the weeds probably
wouldn't be there if the road wasn't there.

Mr. DoMmBECK. Yes, that's correct.

Mr. VENTO. And so there is an inherent conflict, a contradiction
in this particular, so why are we re-writing, this basically would
guide the entire Forest System, these three phrases would guide
the entire decision with regards to this?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.
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Mr. VENTO. You will have a frame of reference, will these issues
be considered in the 25 meetings that you have?

Mr. DomBEck. These issues will be considered along with many,
many other issues that a wide variety of people will bring forward.

Mr. VENTO. | mean, one would say, one of the things they'd say
is, well, if it adversely effects motor recreation, then you can go for-
ward with that policy. That would be wrong to do, | think. But in
other words, you have to balance these out in terms of trying to
come up with the best possible solution for the most people, is that
correct?

Mr. DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. VENTO. And, of course, maintaining the lot, in other words,
changing the basic, following the basic Organic Act. Do you believe
in some instances that that has not been followed with regards to
road policy in the recent past?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes, we need to greatly increase the emphasis on
water and watersheds and the flow of water in the west, and all
parts of the country, and that needs to be balanced with all the for-
ests.

Mr. VENTO. I'd like to think that the professionals at the Forest
Service did their best in terms of following it, but the fact is, that
today that new information, new science, new forestry, has indi-
cated that there's a significant number of changes. In fact, forest
health, in my definition doesn't just include eliminating salvage, or
eliminating problems for insect infestation, it deals with water-
sheds, it deals with reforestation, it deals with a whole host of dif-
ferent activities, does it not?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. So, | mean, unfortunately, there’'s too many conflicts
and contradictions in a proposal like this. | don't see, do you be-
lieve that there would be a—isn't it the effort—and | talked in the
last session that we had that | was present at with you, Chief, we
talked about the fact that it's your intention to try to deal with,
and to try to overcome, whatever limits would be in terms of tim-
ber harvest by providing opportunities on existing roaded areas, is
that correct?

Mr. DomBECK. That's correct.

Mr. VENTO. Do you think that there is, there will probably be a
shortfall in some forests with regard to this, but in many others,
you think that you can accommodate the need to have a continuous
supply of wood fibre as product?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, in fact, we have to significantly increase our
management activities in areas like urban wild land interface,
areas where we have significant forest health problems, and inte-
grate all the management practices, and some fibre will be pro-
duced, and there are some low-value woods there that are of no
value, and we've got to look at soil stability and noxious weeds and
the whole panoply of issues, depending upon the watershed or the
part of the country that we're in.

Mr. VENTO. My staff points out to me that the estimate that you
now have in terms of reduction over this period is 100 million
board feet, is that, that's what's offered for sale, is that correct?
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Mr. DomBEck. That's the 1998 volume, yes. And we have about,
I want to also point out that we've got 6.5 billion board feet under
contract that's ready and waiting to be harvested.

Mr. VENTO. It's ready to be cut, but, in other words, folks are
waiting for the price to go up, or waiting for other reasons, they
may not perform on those contracts, as a matter of fact, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. VENTO. You're assuming, | suppose, that some of those will
not be performed on and then that timber would, or could be of-
fered for resale or rebid again, is that correct?

Mr. DomBeck. That's correct.

Mr. VENTO. So some of this could in fact belie, | think the issue
here is to try to work it out. I don't think, you know, | obviously
had my concerns about, you know, continuing the road construction
program, and I'm frankly pleased because | voted to take out the
road subsidy. I know you didn't agree with that, Chief, but we did
so because | think that was the avenue available. And if that's the
only avenue available, I guess, we can raise this issue again on the
floor in terms of trying to knock out the complete subsidy, but I'd
much rather try to get a rational policy. And | appreciate the fact
that you are trying to do that to try to build, find some middle
ground between those of us in Congress that want to see that for-
est health, a good policy followed with regard to roads and the
damage to these forests, and those that share a different view of
what is a good policy. So | think that that's the only reason that
this amendment was defeated last year was because they came up
with a different amount of money and then in conference it got lost,
so that is still there, so | appreciate the fact that you're trying to
respond to it.

It seems to me that the difference of whether it's 200 or 100 is
not so great as to completely distort the opportunity to use wood
fibre from the national forests. There are other sentiments, of
course, that want to ban any type of harvest, even on a select basis
from the forests. Up to this point, we've always thought it was
workable, but perhaps I'm wrong, perhaps it isn't workable, per-
haps it has to be one way or the other. But | appreciate the effort
that you're trying to make despite the fact that you're receiving
this much heat for it. | suppose some of that is to be expected, and
obviously emotions run pretty high with regards to this, and | un-
derstand, and afford everyone their own feelings with regards—but
not their own facts. Thank you, Chief.

Mr. DomBeck. Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Madam Chair, for allowing me to con-
tinuing for longer than my allotted time.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You're certainly welcome. |1 thank the gen-
tleman for being here and being able to arrive in time, and Mr.
“O'Vento,” | thank you for spreading your Irish cheer too into this
hearing room.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOwETH. Chief, you have been a real trooper. You've
been on the stand for nearly 2.5 hours. I do want to close simply
by saying and entering this into the record, that our focus has
been, and | know that Mr. Peterson is trying to again restate that
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which has been stated in the Administrative Procedures Act with
regards to this particular issue, and my concern arises out of the
kind of hearings that will be heard.

Mr. Jerry Hamilton from Salmon, Idaho, just called this morning
apparently and one of my staff members in the committee just
brought this telephone message into me, and it states that he at-
tended the Forest Service public hearing last Saturday in Missoula.
“It was very loosely structured,” he said, “the Forest Service asked
people to watch a video, and submit comments on a postcard.” Mr.
Hamilton had testimony prepared to turn in or give orally. He was
told he could use a tape recorder but then the Forest Service would
have to transcribe it, so they preferred that he fill out a card. He
left his written testimony, and then left the meeting.

This is our concern, Chief. This is how this is being handled in
the field, and so we just hope that this legislation gives us the op-
portunity to get back on track, and to be able to hear from the pub-
lic.

I want to thank you very much. | would ask that you remain
until after the next panel of witnesses testify. We may have further
questions.

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chair, | do have one question if | could be
permitted to?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Vento.

Mr. VENTO. Yes, | appreciate your trying to conclude this and the
Chief has been here for a long time. But | wasn't looking at the
backlog question, and | always thought that the $10 billion backlog
applied to the entire 475-—373,000 miles of road. But according to
what the testimony is, it looks to me that it does not apply to the
entire 373,000, much less, I guess, the 60,000 miles of illegal roads.
Can you comment on that, Chief? Is it my understanding that it
does not apply?

Mr. DomBECK. Yes, and the important part to understand there
is that the most expensive part of the backlog has to do with the
arterial and collector roads, the cost of maintenance and recon-
struction of these hard-surface roads and bridges.

Mr. VENTO. So this is the smaller portion, the $10 billion only
applies only to the arterial roads, is that what you're saying?

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, but | would say it's certainly by far the larg-
er portion of the cost.

Mr. VENTO. And so, OK, well, and they're the ones used by the
recreationists, they tell me?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. Ten billion for just the 86,000?

Mr. DomMBECK. Yes, school buses, mail routes. | grew up on one.

Mr. VENTO. | think this is an important problem because it
seems to me to go beyond what the forests are going to be able to
support based on the revenue, so it is a pertinent fact. | don't think
it really has any, | don't know what it, I think there’s a couple of
issues here that | would just make an observation in my chair-
person, you know, with regard to this in terms of how this is going
to be maintained, and what's going to be done with it. You know,
you might, you know, we should be looking at that issue in terms
of trying to get some dollars. 1 mean, this is one of the biggest
backlogs. We also have the Forest Service, or the Park Service,
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when we talked about backlogs, much of it was for the roads going
in and out of the park.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. | thank the gentleman, and thank you again,
Mr. Dombeck. The Chair now recognizes the second panel. We wel-
come the Honorable Ron Marlenee, Consultant, Government Af-
fairs, Safari Club International, Fairfax, Virginia; Sharon Hahn,
Lake County Commissioner, Two Harbors, Minnesota; Ric Davidge,
Anchorage, Alaska; David Kiehl, Vice President, North East Hard-
woods, Inc., Pennsylvania; and Steve Holmer, Campaign Coordi-
nator, Western Ancient Forest Campaign, Washington, D.C.

I would like to, again, as you know, we would like to swear all
the witnesses so | wonder if you would stand and raise your right
hand to the square.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair recognizes the Honorable Ron Mar-
lenee. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF HON. RON MARLENEE, CONSULTANT,
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, SAFARI CLUB INTERNATIONAL

Mr. MARLENEE. Thank you, Madam Chairman and | appreciate
your tacking “The Honorable,” on the front of that. I want to thank
you for having the hearings, and | want to congratulate the author
of the bill, Congressman Pete Peterson.

Safari Club International has an organization representing a
broad spectrum of sportsmen, supports without reservation the leg-
islation that you have introduced.

I appear here today as the consultant for Governmental Affairs
for Safari Club International. In my 16 years in Congress, | served
on the committees responsible for forest management, in both the
Agriculture Committee and the Resources Committee. | have seen
good management, and I've seen bad management. | have seen
good proposals and bad proposals. The proposal to unilaterally, and
I emphasize “unilaterally,” close roads is a bad proposal for sports-
men, and other recreational users. The proposal is so bad that it
must have, and it does have, dedicated professionals in the field of
the Forest Service shaking their head.

Madam Chairman, if the Forest Service does not have the money
to maintain 23 percent of their roads, which are not primitive
roads, where in the world are they going to get the money to de-
commission, rehabilitate and restore even a small portion of exist-
ing roads which they propose to do? It's an expensive proposition,
because access on public lands is important to good game manage-
ment, and to sportsmen, we have to question if the proposal to
eliminate access on public land is a political decision.

We have to question what happened, what happened to the valid-
ity of Forest Management Plans that everyone participated in, and
that the taxpayers spent hundreds of millions of dollars on. We
have been there, and we have done that in previous congresses and
through the administration, we’'ve looked at those roads.

We have to ask if the Forest Service is repudiating the credibility
and credentials of its personnel and the validity of its own findings.
These were the professionals who evaluated watersheds, wildlife
sensitive areas, recreational needs, the validity of wilderness des-
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ignation. The Forest Service does all of that prior to a timber sale,
or building road, or even establishing a trail.

We as sportsmen question the intent of a suddenly conceived or
politically instigated concept that the bureaucracy must invoke a
moratorium and involve themselves in a new round of evaluation
of existing access to property owned by the general public.

If the Forest Service must persist in this duplicative hearings—
efforts, duplicative efforts, then sportsmen should have the oppor-
tunity to participate in hearings on every forest, just as H.R. 3297
calls for. To allege that regional hearings will suffice is a fraud.
When ill-feelings already exist about being denied access, to deny
the opportunity for input is an insult to sportsmen, the elderly, the
handicapped and family oriented recreationist. We want to ensure
that this new effort does not further erode an already diminishing
access to recreational opportunity on public land.

Increasingly, sportsmen are coming up against pole gates and
barriers, “no motorized vehicle,” signs when they arrive at the edge
of public property. They deserve to know how many miles have al-
ready been closed or lost before the Forest Service closes more.

We would suggest that this Committee amend the bill to require
the Forest Service to provide data at the local level on how many
miles of roads have been closed in the past 10 years and how many
pole gates and barriers have been put up in the last 10 years.

In an effort to justify further road closures, the Forest Service
implies that hunting in the forest system is having a negative im-
pact on wildlife. They contend that access has led to “increased
pressure on wildlife species from hunters and fishers.” Madam
Chairman, in my years of experience, it has been that the Forest
Service consults extensively with state wildlife agencies and that
the jurisdiction of wildlife and hunting is primarily a state right
and responsibility. Because the Forest Service allegation appears in
their public document, because it impugns the role of hunting in
conservation, and because it denigrates the capability of state wild-
life management, I would suggest that this committee require the
Forest Service to name even one state agency that his not fulfilling
their obligations. We, as an organization, know of none and resent
the fact that this ill-thought out statement is used to justify closure
considerations that could be harmful to sportsmen and wildlife
management.

In closing, the reason SCI is alarmed is that the public lands of
the Forest Service are a destination for our hunters in our country.
Over 16 million days of hunting occur annually in the national for-
est. For many of these hunters and sportsmen, the only oppor-
tunity to hunt is on public land. Safari Club International is com-
mitted to ensuring access in the forest for this group of sportsmen.
We are gratified to have worked with both Federal public land
managers and state fish and game officials, and we hope we can
do so again in attempting to find reasonable solutions for the young
generation of hunters, and for outdoor recreationists on our public
lands.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Marlenee may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Marlenee. The Chair is very
happy to welcome Sharon Hahn. The last time | saw you, Mrs.
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Hahn, we were at the Boundary Waters, we flew from Eli around
the Boundary Waters, the lakes, and it was a very interesting and
educational flight. I thank you very much.

STATEMENT OF SHARON HAHN, LAKE COUNTY
COMMISSIONER, TWO HARBORS, MINNESOTA

Ms. HaHN. And we thank you for coming up there. It was very
nice of you do, and | hope that you have a better understanding
of the lay of our land.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, I want to welcome you to the Committee
and we look forward to your testimony. Please proceed.

Ms. HaHN. Thank you, Madam Chair. I am pleased to have the
opportunity to address you and the committee on an issue that is
critically important to the communities | represent.

My name is Sharon Hahn, I'm an elected Lake County Commis-
sioner from Minnesota, also representing Arrowhead Counties As-
sociation, which covers seven northeastern Minnesota counties. |
am here to support H.R. 3297 and urge its passage.

As a lifelong resident of the region, | find that we are continu-
ously assailed by one ill-conceived regulation or another which di-
rectly effects our livelihood, economy, and welfare. Once again, we
find a Federal agency unilaterally making an unfounded decision
without input from citizenry and without understanding its effect.

My associates have been trying for several weeks to determine
the known extent of these regulations on our national forests, and
cannot get definitive information or maps, showing the effected re-
gions. The Forest Service cannot, or will not, tell us the possible
extent of their regulation resulting from “wilderness boundary” or
“Special Areas.”

I find the proposed rules on road-building to be ambiguous, at
best, and threatening to local businesses, other land managers, and
individuals.

The Federal Government has been studying roadless areas for
over 70 years on the Superior National Forest. It began with the
Forest Plan in 1926. We have gone through wilderness designation
twice, RARE I, RARE II, and are currently involved in Forest Plan
revision. Wilderness or roadless area review is a mandatory re-
quirement for Forest Plan revisions. This process has no end. For-
est Service decisionmaking is inefficient and not effective, particu-
larly in regard to roadless areas. Something may need to be done,
but this, in my opinion, is not it.

Rule 2, which deals with areas adjacent to wilderness, has pro-
found potential for wilderness expansion by fiat in several Min-
nesota counties. Perhaps hundreds of thousands of acres could be
added by a de facto process to the existing wilderness areas since
the existing boundary has 396 miles of adjacent lands.

I am not sure what “other Federal lands,” means, but the Supe-
rior National Forest adjoins Indian reservations and Voyageurs Na-
tional Park. Again, thousands of acres could be effected by this pol-
icy.

There are in the proposed regulations no hint of what low-road
density development could be. “Low” compared to what? This could
include most national forest land. Certainly there are roads in na-
tional forests, but compared to urban, rural, agricultural, and in-
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dustrial lands, forest lands are areas of low-road density. There is
no size requirement. The only areas exempted from the proposed
rule are a few acres with a road or other facility sitting on top.
Without some definitions, guidelines or criteria, it is impossible to
estimate effects and comment constructively. How the national for-
ests intend to implement this requirement is a complete mystery.

Special and unique ecological characteristics or social values is
the most puzzling and potentially most dangerous part of the pro-
posed regulations.

If one turns the statement around, and asks, “What lands are
there that do not have special, unique or social value?” it becomes
more clear. A judicial interpretation of this regulation could shut
down the national forests. Who and how will the Forest Service de-
termine the values that dictate to other social values?

It is clear that decisionmaking, at least in this instance, is being
centralized to the regional and Washington offices. Projects
planned and designed at district level need to be decided by the re-
gion. It is another example of top-down government that is insensi-
tive to local needs and concerns.

Although private lands are expressly exempt from these regula-
tions, the regulations are silent in regard to other intermingled
public ownership. In the eastern region, where national forest
lands were acquired, as opposed to land provided through public
domain, there is a large amount of state and county land inter-
mingled with national forest land. Within the forest boundaries of
the Superior National Forest, and outside of the existing wilder-
ness area, there are over 1 million, 700 thousand acres of non-Fed-
eral ownership. State and county forest lands make up the bulk of
these acres. We are deeply concerned about the consequences of
other public ownership. We fully intend to access and manage our
forest lands and waters. This leads to an interesting dilemma. If
other public land and water is not exempt, how does the Forest
Service intend to deal with the consequences?

The meeting places suggested for public input are simply not ac-
ceptable. We are invited to travel 300 miles to listen to staff tell
us what they don't know. The meetings are all in large cities where
the bulk of the citizens are not adversely effected, or even care
about these regulations. It is estimated that 50 to 55 million board
feet of planned timber sales would be effected by these proposed
regulations on the Superior National Forest alone. Jobs, family,
businesses and communities within my region will be severely im-
pacted by these proposed regulations. Meetings with northern Min-
nesota citizens that will be adversely impacted, and will need to
live with the consequences, must have a real opportunity to be
heard. This can only be done by having meetings in each national
forest, as described in H.R. 3297.

In summary, as proposed, these regulations will not result in bet-
ter land management. Roadless area issues are not going to be re-
solved by interim roadless regulation.

Madam Chair, | thank you for the opportunity to carry our mes-
sage to this Congress and to point out the shortcomings of the pro-
posed Forest Service roadless area regulations. H.R. 3297 would at
least begin to restore sanity to this proposal. Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Hahn may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mrs. Hahn. The Chair welcomes
Ric Davidge all the way from Anchorage, Alaska. Mr. Davidge.

STATEMENT OF RIC DAVIDGE, ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

Mr. DaviDGE. Thank you, Madam Chairman. | have provided the
Committee a written statement, as well as appropriate attach-
ments, and | would just highlight a couple of specific points in that.

In the capacity as Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife
and Parks during the Reagan administration, | also served as the
chairman of the Land Policy Group between 1981 and 1983. This
group oversees the public policy and allocation of Land and Water
Conservation Funds to the National Park Service, the Fish and
Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Forest
Service.

In 1982, the Land Policy Group formally promulgated the Land
Protection Policy, which required unit-specific resource and fiscal
allocation strategies that fully integrated local communities, and
landowners in the process, while fully complying with NEPA and
APA. Land acquisition, other than emergencies, was effectively
halted in the process of these plans. | believe protection policy ap-
proach does have some application that you're facing before this
Committee.

We make five key points: The legislation should immediately
stop road closures and the interruption of approved new roads for
at least the 18 month process, or until each unit-specific plan is
completed, reviewed and approved.

Two, the Committee should require unit-specific plans with inte-
grated participation, specifically, with local government officials
and landowners who clearly have a high degree of impact other
than general citizens at large. In the land protection program, unit
managers were specifically directed to send notice each individual
who owned land, or interest in land, within those areas.

No. 3, the Committee should require full compliance with NEPA,
specifically, in the area of secondary impact assessments. A lot of
land managers do not understand the need to do secondary impact
assessments which look at not just the social and economic, but
also the cultural impacts of public policy, which is really one of the
fundamental concepts of the passage of NEPA as a statute. The
Committee should require full compliance with the Administrative
Procedures Act. | have run open houses. They're effective in a
scoping process, but not in the gathering of public testimony.

And also, the Committee should require full compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. | look at a road as a public facil-
ity, and | think ADA would have some application there.

In addition, and finally, I think the Committee should maintain
its aggressive oversight of the implementation of the statute and
require reports on a regular basis, as well as look at representative
plans for each of the unit areas that the Committee members are
interested in to see if they do comply with the statute.

Thank you for the invitation, Madam Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Davidge may be found at end of
hearing.]
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Davidge, for your
very interesting testimony. The Chair recognizes Mr. Peterson to
introduce the next witness.

Mr. PETERSON. It's my pleasure to introduce David Kiehl, a resi-
dent of the Fifth District in Pennsylvania, who has come to testify
on behalf of H.R. 3297. I'd like to welcome him and thank him for
making the trip here, and giving us, given the stringent timeframe.

As Dave will explain, he is Vice President of North East Hard-
woods located in Marienville, Pennsylvania. It's a 10 year old com-
pany. He comes today, however, as a member of the Allegheny For-
est Alliance. The Alliance is a broad coalition of individuals and
groups who are interested in the management of our public lands.
As David will describe, the coalition reflects views of its members
who support environmental stewardship, and active and multiple
use management of our public lands, including the Allegheny Na-
tional Forest. Again, | want to thank Dave for coming to Wash-
ington today to share his views, or the views of the Alliance with
us.

STATEMENT OF DAVID W. KIEHL, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTH
EAST HARDWOODS, INC., MARIENVILLE, PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. KieHL. Thank you, Congressman, and thank you, Madam
Chairman for this opportunity, and members of the Subcommittee.
As the Congressman stated, I'm Dave Kiehl, Vice President and
one of the owners of North East Hardwoods of Marienville, Penn-

sylvania.

North East Hardwoods, as he stated, is a small, privately owned
producer of high-quality, and | underline that, Allegheny hardwood
lumber. We also buy and sell veneer logs. We started our business
in 1988. At that time, there were just my two partners, my wife,
Jody, and myself. During the last decade, we have grown slowly,
but steadily. Nearly all the timber that we use in our business
comes from the Allegheny National Forest, 90 to 95 percent to be
exact. For our company, and many others, this National Forest is
literally the mainstay of rural way of life.

I am testifying today on behalf of the Allegheny Forest Alliance,
a coalition of individual school districts, townships and boroughs,
hardwood lumber and veneer manufacturers, trade associations,
and sporting and wildlife conservation organizations. The Alliance
supports sustainable forestry, environmental stewardship, and
multiple use management of the Allegheny National Forest, and
other public forest lands. We oppose the proposed moratorium on
the construction of roads into national forest roadless areas. If such
a moratorium is necessary, then Congress should enact H.R. 3297,
legislation sponsored by Congressman Peterson and others, re-
quired to give extensive local hearings beforehand.

The 513,000 acre Allegheny National Forest is located in north-
western Pennsylvania. It is a model of well-managed, multiple use
forest. Like other national forests east of the Mississippi, the ANF
was almost completely cut-over around the turn of the century.
During the 1920's and 1930's, the Federal Government acquired
these cut-over lands, and established the Allegheny National For-
est. Through pro-active forest management, this second growth for-
est has slowly matured. Now the forest is at peak economic and bi-
ological condition. The ANF is extremely well-stocked with black
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cherry, maple, ash and other valuable hardwood species. In fact,
about one-third of the world’s commercial supply of black cherry
timber, used in fine furniture and veneers, comes from the Alle-
gheny National Forest.

Most of the unique roadless areas within the ANF have already
been set aside under a variety of designations. And the road system
within the forest is essentially complete. These roads are used pri-
marily for recreation—I might say 90 percent for recreation—re-
source protection and resource management. Obviously, the pro-
posed roadless area moratorium will have a different effect on the
use and management of the ANF than on other national forests, for
the roadless acreage is much greater. Certain national forests
would be exempt from the moratorium. However, the ANF does not
qualify for any of the exemptions. According to the ANF officials,
there are roadless areas within the forest that would be effected by
the moratorium.

To help citizens in our area to comment on the moratorium pro-
posal, we made several inquiries with staff of the ANF. In each
case, we asked the Forest Service officials to tell us precisely how
the moratorium would effect the ANF. To date, we have received
information of what is proposed by the administration, but no in-
formation about how our forest would be effected. | don't think you
need any other justification for the forest-by-forest hearings pro-
posed in H.R. 3297 than the complete absence of any meaningful
site-specific information about the local effects of the proposed na-
tional moratorium.

I ask you, how can anyone be against this bill? All it does is re-
quire the agency to do what it should have done in the first place.
Start at the bottom, and it works its way up.

The Forest Service, at least in our part of the country, has not
even prepared a map showing which portions of the ANF remain
roadless. A national roadless moratorium poses risks for companies
that rely upon national forest timber sales, as | do, and school dis-
tricts and local governments that receive a portion of national for-
est receipts. But the greater risk is to the forest itself. An 18 month
moratorium on road building in national forest roadless areas will
tie the hands of those who we have been entrusted to manage our
forest.

Of particular concern to us, and to the sponsors of H.R. 3297, is
how forest health could be impacted. There are many situations
where building a road is necessary to fight wild fire or otherwise
protect the forest ecosystem. Therefore, we ought to assess the for-
est health implications of a road building moratorium before such
a moratorium is adopted.

The Allegheny Forest Alliance will continue to oppose the pro-
posed roadless moratorium. However, if such a moratorium is inev-
itable, then top-level Forest Service officials should receive testi-
mony from local citizens at hearings in, or near, every national for-
est. We urge the subcommittee to promptly approve H.R. 3297 to
ensure that such hearings take place.

Thank you for this opportunity to voice our concerns.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kiehl may be found at end of
hearing.]
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Kiehl, and thank you for trav-
eling into Washington for this testimony. And last, but certainly
not least, the Chair recognizes the Campaign Coordinator for the
Western Ancient Forest Campaign, Steve Holmer.

STATEMENT OF STEVE HOLMER, CAMPAIGN COORDINATOR,
WESTERN ANCIENT FOREST CAMPAIGN, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. HoLMER. Thank you, Chairman Chenoweth, for this oppor-
tunity to testify. The Forest Service’'s proposed road building mora-
torium is a good first step toward improving management of Na-
tional Forest roadless areas, but if falls short of President Clinton’s
statement that “these unspoiled areas must be managed through
science, not politics.”

Roadless areas are critically important, both to people and wild-
life. They provide clean drinking water, opportunities for recre-
ation, wildlife habitat and spawning grounds for fish. Many com-
munities depend on the clean water, as well as the recreation and
tourism from unroaded forest areas. Recent studies in the north-
west, the Sierra Nevada, Columbia Basin and Southern Appalach-
ians have documented the ecological importance of these pristine
areas, and the need for their protection.

Taxpayer subsidies for timber roads facilitate the logging of
roadless areas which otherwise would be uneconomical to log, thus
adding to the red ink of the national forest timber sale program.
These losses totaled $502 million in 1996, according to independent
economist, Randall O'Toole, using Forest Service data. The Con-
gressional Research Service noted that $790 million was appro-
priated for timber sales in 1996, and yet not one dollar was re-
turned to the Treasury for the 3.8 billion board feet of timber that
was supposedly sold, and | would say given away from our national
forest.

We cannot continue to expand these subsidies which are harming
the environment, and we have a system that we can't even main-
tain so it simply doesn't make sense to expand this network. You're
creating a liability for the taxpayers in the process, a liability now
estimated at least $10.5 billion.

According to DOA Under Secretary Jim Lyons, “Roads are the
No. 1 threat to water quality on the National Forests.” In addition,
roads and logging are linked to increased landslides and flooding,
threatening lives and property. The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem
Project concluded that logging has actually increased fire risk by
leaving flammable brush and changing the microclimate.

I'd like to share with you a quote, another quote from the Colum-
bia Basin Project, “Fires in unroaded areas are not as severe as in
roaded areas because of less surface fuel, and fires that leave some
of the large trees survive to produce seed that regenerates the
areas.” Many of the fires in unroaded areas produce a forest struc-
ture that is consistent with the fire regime, while the fires in
roaded areas commonly produce a forest structure that in not in
sync with the fire regime. Fires in roaded areas are commonly
more intense due to dryer conditions, wind zones on the foothill
valley interface, high-surface fuel loading and dense stands. This
suggests that the problems are not in the roadless areas, the prob-
lems are in the managed areas.
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Would the moratorium deny access to our forests? No, there’s al-
ready an extensive network of 433,000 miles, plus another 25-
29,000 miles of road that aren’t talked about. These are county,
state and Federal highways that criss-cross the national forest sys-
tem. Right now, the Forest Service indicates that only about 80
percent of all traffic is on 20 percent of the roads. And just to get
back to the point of hunting, this moratorium would not limit any
existing hunting access.

Would the moratorium invalidate the forest planning process?
Regrettably, forest plan revisions have so far not adequately pro-
tected roadless areas. Two recently revised forest plans on the
Black Hills and the Rio Grande did not propose to protect any
roadless areas. A recent poll showed that 77 percent of northwest
voters believe that protecting pristine forests as wilderness is an ef-
fective means of safeguarding clean drinking water, salmon habitat
and ancient forests. The roads moratorium is a step in the right
direction, but the proposed Forest Service rule would exempt the
Tongas National Forest, the forests under the Northwest Forest
Plan, forests that have revised their forest plans, and many
roadless areas that are less than 5,000 acres.

A policy for roadless area management should end logging and
end road building in all inventoried roadless areas, as well as in
roadless areas of smaller size identified through an independent
scientific assessment. Good stewardship of our national forests re-
quires that these last remaining wild places should be fully and
permanently protected.

And I'd like to comment on H.R. 3297. Our Campaign opposes
the bill because it would unnecessarily delay the implementation of
the proposed moratorium. The bill requires 120-156 public hearings
attended by the Chief or forester, plus 156 separate analyses. This
delay will cause substantial environmental harm from numerous
timber sales now planned in national forest roadless areas. I'd like
to enter America’'s Wildlands at Risk, a report that we produced
that documents 50 timber sales now pending in roadless areas that
threaten our heritage. Will that be allowed in the record?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Is there any objection?

Mr. HoLMER. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair will take that under advisement.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Holmer may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HoLMER. We were satisfied with the moratorium’s original
30-day public comment period because extensive public debate has
taken place on the issue of timber roads over the last 2 years. And
our position of roadless area protection is well-established. I'd like
to also submit for the record over 25 editorials that appeared in the
newspapers in every region of the country in support of any de-
structive subsidies for building new logging roads. If you'd accept
these comments, 1I'd be appreciative.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Holmer, you are entering those as part of
your testimony, right?

Mr. HoLMER. For the record, yes.

Mrs. CHENowETH. All right, thank you. They are accepted.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]
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Mr. HoLMER. The additional 30-day comment period and the 25
open houses around the Nation are giving interested citizens more
than sufficient opportunity to register their concerns. At a recent
open house in Anchorage, 60 citizens chose to participate and sub-
mit comments. The agency allowed those present to overview the
comments received and 59 of those comments were in favor of the
proposed moratorium. I would contend that there is strong public
support for this moratorium.

H.R. 3297 requires the Forest Service to determine that the mor-
atorium will not effect forest health. The best available science in-
dicates that the moratorium will help improve forest health by
eliminating an activity, road building, that has been demonstrated
to degrade watersheds with erosion and sediment, fragment wild-
life habitat, and increase fire risks. Past forest management that
emphasized road building, logging, fire suppression, and grazing
has caused substantial degradation to managed areas. And it is in
these areas that genuine restoration efforts should be undertaken,
not in the roadless areas.

Chief Dombeck stated in the recent testimony, and today, that 87
percent of the areas at high risk of wildfire are in the managed
areas—

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Holmer, let me say that——

Mr. HoLMER. [continuing] not the roadless areas.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [continuing] all witnesses with the exception
of Chief Dombeck have been held to 5 minutes.

Mr. HoLMER. Sure. That's fine.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So I'd appreciate your——

Mr. HoLMER. May | close my testimony?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [continuing] wrapping it up——

Mr. HOLMER. Sure.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [continuing] in 15 seconds.

Mr. HoLMmER. OK, well in closing, while the stated intent of this
legislation to increase public participation is laudable, the bill's
provisions are excessive in this case. I will say it's encouraging that
many of the bill's sponsors, who supported the Salvage Logging
rider, which suspended public participation, have now reversed
course and are endorsing the right of the public to have an input
in public forest management. Thank you for this opportunity.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Holmer. The Chair recognizes
for questioning, Mr. Peterson.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Holmer, how many of the forests have you
visited?

Mr. HoLMER. I've been to 16 or 17 different national forests.

Mr. PETERSON. What part of the country?

Mr. HoLMER. In every region but the southwest.

Mr. PETERSON. You've been in the northeast?

Mr. HoLMER. Yes, up in Vermont.

Mr. PETERSON. In Vermont, OK. Do you think people from Penn-
sylvania who have a concern with this policy, the original plan
called for them to go Minnesota or New Hampshire, you think
that's——

Mr. HoLMmER. Well, | personally felt that the public comment pe-
riod where people could send their comments in writing through
the mail was sufficient, and that would allow any person, in any
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part of the country to submit their comments. And that's an open
opportunity that will be open until March 30th, | believe.

Mr. PETERsON. OK, you don't think that people who are pro-
posing regulations from Washington should have to stand in a pub-
lic forum and defend those when local people have concerns, with
the press there?

Mr. HoLmer. Well, | think that in some cases that might be ap-
propriate. In our view, this proposal does not have the kind of im-
pact that the legislation that you put forward would suggest.

Mr. PETERSON. You said, that's your opinion, OK. But | notice
you have a good job. You're not impacted economically in anyway,
you're not part of a rural economic economy, you don't depend on
local recreation to make your living, you don’'t depend on any kind
of resources from rural America to make your living, you're pretty
cozy here, and it's easy for people from urban suburban America,
who have their view, and they have a right to that, that most of
rural America should be off-limits. You know, we have 700 million
acres of public land here in America that we own, 700 million. Do
you think we should timber any of it?

Mr. HoLMER. | believe that logging on the national forest is not
the question before us today.

Mr. PETERSON. I'm asking you a question.

Mr. HoLMmER. | don't have any problem with logging on national
forests or on private or state lands. The question is where’s the log-
ging place, and what kind of logging are we talking about? You
know, the fact is that these roadless areas are worth more pro-
tected, than they're worth logged, just for the clean water, just for
the recreation, just for the fish and wildlife values. They're worth
more protected, than they are logged.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, about 82 percent of the Forest Service land,
which is not the set-asides, 82 percent of it, which is land for mul-
tiple use, we have lots of areas that are not for multiple use, but
we're down to 18 percent that’'s now that you can practice forestry.
It's been squeezed and squeezed and the squeeze is at a couple 3
more percent.

How does that make good public policy, that this land was put
in public trust for multiple reasons, recreation, tourism, resources,
and individuals and groups like yourself, want to lock up the re-
sources? You don’'t want that to be a part of the multiple use. And
that's your bottom line, I know that as well as you know that.

Mr. HoLMER. Well, that is not our stated position. Our position
is to protect old growth and roadless areas, municipal watersheds,
riparian areas, and we have an ecological basis for these protec-
tions, but I think if you wanted to look at them through an eco-
nomic prism, and you look at the timber sale program through an
economic prism, it doesn't make sense the way we're conducting
logging on the national forest right now. The program needs to be
massively scaled back, if not completely eliminated, until they can
show that they can do the job right.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, it's one-fourth of what it used to be, and I'm
sure you'll be happier when it's one-fifth of what it used to be, or
when it's one-sixth——

Mr. HoLMER. | think it should be noted why the harvest came
down. Judge William Dwyer cited a systematic and deliberate fail-
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ure by the Forest Service to comply with laws effecting wildlife.
Now do you think it's OK for the government to ignore these laws?
I disagree, the public disagrees and most certainly, the court dis-
agrees.

Mr. PETERSON. But | think your argument just makes the point.
What works in Alaska has no relevance to what works in Pennsyl-
vania. What works in California has no relevance to what works
in Vermont and New Hampshire or New England. We're a diverse
country, we're a diverse forest and a “one-fits-all” policy—if |1 come
to Washington for reason, is to give government back to the people,
not to have government at the Washington level, at the administra-
tive level, to set rules and regulations which | fear more than law,
under any issue, not just this issue, that's the worst government
you can have, when rules and regulations are promulgated without
any sunshine.

The basis of government, good government, is the people having
a chance to share their views. Only the elite organizations of Amer-
ica had a chance to share their views on this issue, on both sides
of the issue. The citizens that grub out a living, that carry a lunch
bucket, that are fighting to feed their families, and want to have
a quality of life in rural America, have not been heard and they
deserve to be heard.

Mr. HoLMmER. | would agree that public participation and sun-
shine is extremely important. | think in this case the provisions in
your bill go a little too far, and | think based on the 20,000 com-
ments the Forest Service has received, there are a lot of people in
this country who are paying attention, and who have submitted
comments.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. The Chair recog-
nizes Mr. Vento.

Mr. VENTO. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman, | just want to
say that | think that the purpose of public participation is good. |
think the effect of this bill would be to obviously to completely frus-
trate exercise of this new policy, whether you agree or disagree
with it, that's the effect of what this legislation does.

I'm pleased to see a Minnesota witness here, Commissioner
Hahn. Do you have, how would you characterize the roads in the
Superior Forest, | guess that's, in the Superior National Forest, are
they in good repair, or not?

Ms. HaHN. | would say that that would depend on who owned
the roads.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I'm talking about the Forest Service roads.

Ms. HaHN. Of the Forest Service roads, OK, because the State
of Minnesota roads, we have an argument with. Again it would de-
pend on what area you go to, 1 would like to point out that in the
Superior National Forest, there’s already 1.3 million acres set aside
for wilderness where there are no roads, that's already roadless
area.

Mr. VENTO. Well, I don't think there ever have been very many
roads in those areas, and the few that there were, we're still fight-
ing about.

Ms. HaAHN. I'm sorry but we had a train route, there is still
railroad—
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Mr. VENTO. Yes, but what about the roads in the Superior Na-
tional Forest, how many miles of roads are there in the Superior
National Forest today?

Ms. HAHN. I'm sorry | don't have that figure with me.

Mr. VENTO. Do you know anything about the condition of them?

Ms. HAHN. | do just from driving on them on a daily basis.

Mr. VENTO. You don't have any official information on those
roads in the Superior National Forest?

Ms. HAaHN. | would be more than happy to get it out here for you.

Mr. VENTO. Well, | think we can get it from the Forest Service.
I was just interested in, you know, whether you had knowledge
about the issue with regards to the moratorium? Do you have any
information on the Chippewa National Forest?

Ms. HAHN. No, and | am concentrating on the Superior. However,
Koochiching County and Itasca are part of the counties that sent
me out here. | guess our largest concern about this roadless area
is the fact that our county is also on roads on those, in the national
forest.

Mr. VENTO. Are they maintaining them?

Ms. HaHN. The counties do maintain the roads, and we are build-
ing new roads for logging jobs. Our part of Minnesota is dependent
on the three T's, timber, tourism and taconite.

Mr. VENTO. Well, tourism is a big part of the Forest Service
budget, and the Forest Service, we actually have about three times
the number of visitor days in the forest as tourists, for instance,
in the National Park System. Something like between 800 and 900
million visitor days, or visits to the national forest. And it's pointed
out here that they actually result in a contribution of $100 billion
in dollars, that's 2.5 million jobs, just in terms of recreation, in
terms of the forest, so it's changing. If you looked that 25 years
ago, 50 years ago, it was much different. Don’t you think that our
policies need to adjust to deal with that?

Ms. HaHN. I'm sorry to disagree with you but 25 years ago——

Mr. VENTO. | didn’t hear what you said.

Ms. HAHN. I'm sorry to disagree with you but 25 years ago tour-
ism was as big as it is now.

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Ms. HaHN. In our area of Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Well, that's all right, you can disagree with it, but
you can't disagree with the facts in terms of the overall forests, and
maybe that the areas in Superior is a different circumstance, and
in other areas, | don't know, but we do, I know that there have
been more visitor days in the Boundary waters and has increased
since 1978 by 60 percent.

Ms. HaHN. And those visitor days are not having an impact of
people outside the Boundary waters.

Mr. VENTO. Well, there is more people using it, 1 don't know if,
you know, what the effect is.

Ms. HaHN. If you cut the roads by a one-third in the Superior
National Forest, it will not only have an effect on our forest indus-
try but in fact will have an effect on our tourism industry.

Mr. VENTO. Well, | think that that's something to be looked at.
I guess that's why we're having hearings. We're talking about a
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moratorium on road construction for a short period of time, and |
think that there is a question of maintenance.

Now, part of the Chief's, Service’s, testimony is that 80 percent
of the people use about 20 percent of the roads. You disagree with
that? Do you have any numbers that, you don’t disagree with that?

Ms. HAHN. | do not disagree with that——

Mr. VENTO. Maybe the Superior is a-typical or maybe Chippewa
National Forest is a-typical.

Ms. HaHN. | think that we have more hunters and fishermen up
there than in some of the other areas. However, it still comes down
to the basic fact that one of our main reasons for sending me here
is the fact that there are county lands and state lands inside the
Superior National Forest——

Mr. VENTO. | read your testimony with regards to that, and you
know, as far as | know | don't know what that impact is, but | do
not think there is an impact. Incidentally, you suggested that some
people in Minnesota were going to have to travel 300 miles to get
to St. Paul?

Ms. HAHN. That is in fact true.

Mr. VENTO. Well, | don't know it isn't, Two Harbors isn't 300
miles, is it?

Ms. HAHN. | am one of the lucky ones. However, when you hap-
pen to be living in Hovland, Minnesota or by Grand Portage, Min-
nesota, you do have a 300 mile trip.

Mr. VENTO. Well, you could, I don't know, I think it's, |1 think
that for most it's a lot closer than that.

I appreciated your testimony, Mr. Holmer. You pointed out that,
in fact that the roaded areas are more likely to be associated with
fires, is that correct?

Mr. HoLmEeR. That's right. Chief Dombeck has indicated——

Mr. VENTO. Well, there are two points, my time is up, but two
points: one is that the roaded areas are more likely to be an intru-
sion into forest health and to cause a decline in forest health, in
and around the roaded areas; and second, they are more likely to
be associated with fire. Now, of course, there is some suggestion
that if this moratorium would interfere with fire-fighting, | think
that is not correct. But the fact is that we do get more fires in and
around roads, you get more noxious weeds, you get more problems
with forest health. That's the testimony of the Chief——

Mr. HoLMER. That's correct.

Mr. VENTO. [continuing] and that’s the documentation of the sci-
entists. You know, this isn't something that | have created to be
contrary with some of the witnesses, or with the bill. That is the
scientific information, that's the statistics, that's what they tell
you. Just like the statistics on recreation and tourism. | thank you
for your testimony, Mr. Holmer, you've——

Mr. HoLMER. Thank you.

Mr. VENTO. [continuing] been helpful, and others I've taken into
consideration the questions that you've raised, Ms. Hahn, with re-
gards with state and county lands, how they'll be effected by this
moratorium, the short moratorium.

Mr. PETERSON. Recognize the gentleman from Montana, Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Marlenee,
thank you for coming. | appreciate it very much. How do you re-
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spond to the Forest Service claim that it is allowing public input
by having these regional hearings?

Mr. MARLENEE. It's a fraud, Congressman. To allow true public
hearings, you've got to have them in the area where they are ef-
fected in every regional forests. In the State of Montana, for in-
stance, Region 1, there are 10 national forests, 10 of them. The fur-
thest forest district office is in South Dakota, some 700 miles away
from the regional forest. Now it's easy to gather elitist in a center
like Minneapolis or in a center like Mazula. They're the ones that
will come down there from the organizations in an organized effort,
and testify, and be at these hearings. But what about the wage-
earner, the guy that's the shoe clerk, the mechanic, the fellow
that's maybe a bank teller, and his hunting is affected in Montana,
and the far eastern edge in South Dakota, or in Idaho, where there
are two national forests that belong to Region 1. Is he going to be
able to take the time and give his input? Of course not. And so they
must have the hearings the Peterson bill provides.

Mr. HiLL. You heard Mr. Holmer comment that this moratorium
is not going to reduce sportsmen access in any way. Would you
agree with that statement, or would you disagree with that state-
ment?

Mr. MARLENEE. | need to catch that again, | apologize.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Holmer says that this moratorium is not going to
reduce sportsmen access in any way, do you agree or disagree with
that comment?

Mr. MArRLENEE. Well, all you have to do is read their No. 1 objec-
tive in their proposal, rulemaking objectives, “roads will be re-
moved where they are no longer needed and ecological values will
be rehabilitated and restored in formerly roaded areas. These out-
comes will be accomplished by aggressively decommissioning
unneeded roads.” Now first of all, the sportsmen have to have some
input into what roads are going to be “decommissioned,” and that's
a very innovate word developed within the bureaucracy. Somebody
will get a merit-pay raise because of that innovation and that cre-
ativity, I'm sure. But the point is that the decommissioning of these
roads and the rehabilitation that will take place is bound to have
an impact on sportsmen and their access, there’s no question about
it.

Mr. HiLL. And they ought to have the right to comment on that,
don’t you think?

Mr. MARLENEE. They what?

Mr. HiLL. They ought to have the right to make comments?

Mr. MARLENEE. Right, they have every right to make comments.

Mr. HiLL. You mentioned In your testimony about pole gate bar-
riers and other ways to close roads, what has been your personal
experience with regard to that in Montana, or elsewhere?

Mr. MARLENEE. In one of the forests, | made the comment be-
cause already a vast number of miles of roads have been closed on
national forests, maybe it's good, maybe it's bad, but nonetheless
when you add that to new proposals, and additional closures, the
public deserves the right to know how many miles have already
been closed. Now my experience has been that forest, or that
sportsmen, recreationists, berry pickers are running up against
pole gates, barriers, “No motorized vehicle,” signs, and when they
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do, they're asking, “What's going on here?” Well the Forest Service
has erected these.

I asked one forester for the information. | went to a Senator, and
said give me this information. The Forest Service said, “Who wants
to know?” The Senator said, “We do.” It took them forever to come
up with the information, but on that one forest, hundreds of miles
of roads had been closed and well over 100, I'm thinking like a 120
pole gates and barriers had been put up in the last 10 years.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PETERSON. The gentleman from Alaska, that was an issue
you raised too wasn't it, would you like to again review in a little
more detail what you would like to have added to the legislation?

Mr. Davibce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | don't recall specifi-
cally raising that issue, but the point that I was making is the ef-
fectiveness of the Land Protection program, was that, a morato-
rium, if you will, in activity and acquisition while the planning
process was taking place, until the unit plan was done, in this case,
until you've completed your public participation, status quo is
maintained.

One of the things that | again want to highlight, in the imple-
mentation of the Land Protection program, we found that most
agencies did not have a reasonable understanding of how to do sec-
ondary impact assessments, looking at social, economic, and par-
ticularly cultural impacts. The General Accounting Office has done
a number of investigations and published reports on the cultural
impacts of public policy without these kinds of unit-specific consid-
erations.

One of the criticisms that we received on the implementation of
this program was that we were not given adequate notice. We di-
rected that every landowner was given specific and individual no-
tice. Certainly, in national forests, any national forest manager
knows who the people are that are directly effected by these poli-
cies, and they should be given direct and individual notice as well.
That's what I mean by full compliance with NEPA, and full compli-
ance with APA, rather than just performing the minimum require-
ments which, | would say, the open house approach is doing.

Mr. PETERSON. As a public policy person had to make decisions,
are you surprised with the, you know, the difference in all of our
forests in America, | mean from Alaska to Maine, and from Cali-
fornia to Pennsylvania, to have a national, aren't you surprised
that we've come up with this sort of a national change or policy
with not even a discussion with the regional foresters?

Mr. DavIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I'm not surprised.

Mr. PETERSON. OK.

Mr. DAvIDGE. I've faced that challenge when | was with the De-
partment of Interior, but one of the things that I've found, I'm
probably one of the few people on this planet that has read every
enabling act of every unit of the National Park System. One of the
things that people don’'t remember is that most of these areas were
created for specific purposes, or have specific amendments that
allow acquisitions for specific purposes. With the implementation of
the Land Protection program, the enabling acts, or the individual
unit management plans had to be used as a guide in the implemen-
tation of these plans. That's why each unit plan was individual, but
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still had to meet some basic characteristics, which included partici-
pation, direct notice, those kinds of things. I'm not surprised of the
diversity of the forests, certainly, | was never surprised at the di-
versity of the National Park System, or the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, but that's why it's so difficult to apply a broad-brush national
policy, without unit-specific planning. That's why you have unit-
specific planning in the forest, every unit of the Federal estate has
some level of management planning that are reviewed on a 5-year
basis, that's why you do it, because you can’'t manage it from Wash-
ington, DC, you can’'t manage it from Seattle.

Mr. PETERSON. But too often we try to, don't we?

Mr. DAvIDGE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, because we're under pressure
from our superiors to find a way to implement national strategies,
but not only do they not work in natural resource management,
they don't work in welfare programs, they don't work in housing
programs. | visited 52 villages in Alaska, and I can tell you the his-
tory of Indian housing is terrible up there because the programs
that are crafted in Washington, DC just don’'t work there.

Mr. PETERSON. I've been in public policy for quite a few years,
and | know those who have resources and like to set public policy
in whether it be education, or whatever the issue is, they much
prefer dealing with one Federal Government and win one battle,
than to win 50 battles with 50 states, and maybe hundreds or thou-
sands of battles with all the individual counties or regions. But this
is a very diverse country and | thank you for your testimony from
Alaska.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, what have you learned, you
said a little bit in your testimony, but what have you learned on
how this will impact the ANF?

Mr. KieHL. The problem we have, we don’'t know how it's going
to effect us. And to go—their meeting is clear up in Massachusetts
I'm told. I mean, it's far enough to come down here and take time
off for what |1 need to do. That's a problem, they don't even have
a map of the roadless areas on the Allegheny National Forest. And
the other thing is, you know, the Allegheny National Forest is very
unique. Correct me if I'm wrong, but it is the most valuable na-
tional forest in the whole United States, it's one of the smallest,
but it is the most valuable. But it is in very good shape, and con-
trary to what may be in other areas of the U.S. | know because my
grandfather helped log it at the turn of the century. | can show pic-
tures that all the hills were clear-cut. And now they're beautiful,
very high-quality timber stands.

And | beg to differ with Mr. Holmer here. The Allegheny Na-
tional Forest has generated $105 million profit in the last 7 years,
1990 to 1997. And of that, $26 million-plus has went to the local
counties and school districts. We have returned that much money
to the Treasury, OK. But we are being curtailed. We have an ap-
proved forest plan. We went through all the hurdles and all the
input in 1986, it's scientifically based, the ASQ (Allowable Sale
Quantity) of 94.5 million feet, they're not even going to get 16 mil-
lion feet this year, you know. And | remember in 1986, the indus-
try was roughly consuming 60 to 70 million board feet. The Forest
Service told us as an industry, “You need to get the industry to
consume this 94.5 million feet.” So we did, we geared up, myself
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and my two partners, there in 1988. We spent millions of dollars,
were were in hock to our ears, OK.

And to utilize this, | feel betrayed, not only as a citizen—not as
a business-owner, but as a citizen, as a taxpayer, and this morato-
rium is saying 18 months isn't very long, it very much is. It is. We
need to be harvesting timber to manage it properly, and the Forest
Service has done a tremendous job. That's why we have the quality
timber stands that we have in our area, because they've done a tre-
mendous job, but they need to be allowed to do their job. But they
can’'t take a broad-brush to it. What works out in California, does
not work in Pennsylvania.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you. Mr. Vento.

Mr. VENTO. Well, thanks, Mr. Chairman. I, you know, the issue
is what is the road condition in the Mahogany or the other forest
that you have——

Mr. KIEHL. Allegheny.

Mr. VENTO. Allegheny in your area, what is the road, do you
have any ghost roads there?

Mr. KiEHL. Sure.

Mr. VENTO. When | was listening to my colleague talk about, my
former colleague actually acknowledge Mr. Marlenee on the Com-
mittee, I'm from St. Paul incidentally, is that what you were refer-
ring to, people from St. Paul. In any case, sometimes we know as
much as people from Medota Heights that are in the Sahara Club,
or it's the Safari Club, well, pardon me.

[Laughter.]

Mr. MarRLENEE. I'll excuse you once.

[Laughter.]

Mr. VENTO. OK, OK. Or even some of the Sierra Club, probably
more in the Sierra Club than in the Safari Club, | might say.

In any case, the issue of illegal roads and closing roads, you
know, | remember my former staff member talking about, Dale
Crane, talking about he tried when he was working for the Bureau,
and how he tried to close some roads, and, you know, he eventually
put up steel, he put up wood, they'd blow, finally it was dynamite
that was used to keep it open. So there's a very determined group
in terms of roads that are not legal.

And | think one of the issues here, I mean, we're all talking
about what the Forest Service do. The question is nobody’s offering
any solutions in terms of maintaining those roads. Nobody’s talked
about where’s the revenue is going to come to do it. Obviously, the
Forest Service is looking at, I mean, as the forester Chief said, he
said, “When you're in a hole and you want to get out,” he said, “put
down the shovel.” At least for, | understand the concern. I mean
I think there are differences in terms of soil types. | was reading
an article here where it found that the slump and slide rate is four
times higher where you have a harvested forest, or managed forest,
as opposed to where it's not being directly managed for forest har-
vest.

I note that one of our witnesses referred today, said, “Roads are
the No. 1 threat to water quality on the national forests. In addi-
tion, roads and logging are linked to increased landslides and flood-
ing, threatening lives and property.” | don’t think anyone can deny
that they, in other words, when roads aren't properly maintained
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and so forth, that you're going to have a lot more intrusion. I mean,
everyone talks about it as if it's being done ideally, but here we've
got a situation where the forest harvest is down. Local govern-
ments obviously want the 25 percent set-aside, and we got, we
don’'t have the revenue to maintain the forest coming into the KV
or any other funds to maintain the roads. They're built, they're put
in and after that it's up to the Forest Service to maintain, 373,000,
plus 60,000 of illegal roads, which are maybe even tougher to main-
tain.

And of course, all within the forest but you've got this backlog
of billions of dollars in terms of road maintenance and | don't see
a solution that anyone’s offering. | don't think anyone is talking
about specifics, about how much road in the Allegheny is, what's
the condition of the roads in the Allegheny, Mr. Kiehl.

Mr. PETERSON. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. | would yield to my colleague, sure.

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, well, we were talking about solutions and |
was wondering if the gentleman from Minnesota would join me in
this year’s budget process to try to double the budget, instead of
$109 million, make $218 million available to the Forest Service?

Mr. VENTO. Well, | think that | would be interested in increasing
it if 1 thought that it was going to be for “reconstruction” is the
word that they sometimes use for closure, Mr. Marlenee, not “de-
commissioning,” that would be more direct. But reconstruction ob-
viously is, in terms of trying to get in and solve some of the prob-
lems, or at least using a balance in terms of construction of new
roads, and what we're going to do in terms of decommissioning.
And | think that's the concern that many of us have, is that not
going in to decommissioning in areas and having, rather than sim-
ply adding to the problem. But | think the problem that we have
is that there’s great reluctance to that.

And the other question in terms of the 18 months, if that's too
long, and the Allegheny, as | said, what's in the pipeline in terms
of what's available that is not, there’s not much in the pipeline in
the Allegheny so you got a more, he’s shaking his head no, let the
record know, we don't have a visual presentation.

Mr. KIEHL. No, there isn't in the pipeline—

Mr. VENTO. Yes, so there isn’'t enough in the pipeline to, so you
have a special concern along those lines. And so it looks like, you
know, there has to be some redress in terms of trying to deal with
that if in fact there is going to be a hardship worked in that. Do
you know what the condition of the road is in the Allegheny, in
terms of how the Forest Service has rated them?

Mr. KIEHL. | don't know their rating, no.

Mr. VENTO. Oh, but it seems to me that that's essential if you're
going to come and talk, I mean to me, that's essential information.

Mr. KieHL. | know——

Mr. VENTO. Do you understand why | want that, why | asked
that question, Mr. Kiehl?

Mr. KiEHL. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. It's a reasonable question | think, and you really
should know the answer to that because that's your forest, that's
what your depending upon, that is the forest you're testifying to,
isn't it principally?
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Mr. KIEHL. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. And so, | mean, it's absolutely essential to under-
stand that. So, | mean, unless there’'s some understanding in terms
of what that is, or if you disagree with their assessment, | mean
that's possible, but I think most of this is done on an objective
basis.

Mr. KIeHL. | can tell you from a personal standpoint—

Mr. VENTO. Well, 1 think we got a little of that from Lake Coun-
ty, but you go ahead.

Mr. KieHL. OK. | can tell you when | buy a timber sale, OK, I
have to pay to build the roads.

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Mr. KieHL. All right, and | do it to the Forest Service specifica-
tions and | do it, and if | don't do it within what they feel that it
can be done for, | burden the costs. So in other words, to give you
an example, if they feel that it costs $100,000 to reconstruct, which
is mostly all that we do in our area, our area is all roaded, OK,
and if it costs me $120,000 to do it, OK, | get tree credits for
$100,000, but that $20,000 | pay for.

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Mr. KieHL. All right, now. Now listen, on top of that for every
load of material, whether it's pulp wood or saw timber, | pay the
Forest Service road maintenance, a dollar per thousand mile, and
50 cents a cord per mile for every load of material that | haul over
the roads that | just paid to fix up. There's no subsidy. You know
there’s a misconception down here——

Mr. VENTO. Well—

Mr. KIEHL. [continuing] let me finish——

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Mr. KieHL. [continuing] there is a misconception, OK, there is no
subsidy, all right at all. And the key is, for the Forest Service
standpoint, | stand behind it. They get the roads the way they
want them done, all right, and they get them done properly, all
right.

Mr. VENTO. But anyway just reclaim my time, | understand that
we could argue a long time on whether there’'s a subsidy but the
issue is, at least at this point, what we're dealing with today is not
that aspect of it——

Mr. KIEHL. [continuing] you asked.

Mr. VENTO. [continuing] | think is another, but we're dealing
with once the road is in and you've done your part. You harvested
your timber. There's probably less revenue coming from the road
at that point because you've done your hauling over it in terms of
the allowable sales, and it's been, it's not in the pipeline now, it's
cut, it's out. Now we got the road and it's, you know, 5 years after
there’'s no revenue coming from the Congress to maintain it, to in
fact, or to close it, which is important, who pays for that?

In other words, there’s a consideration here in terms of other val-
ues, in terms of recreation and other values that come into play,
but the fact is that's why we got 433,000—or 373,000, any way,
that are legal that are not being made, the others ones obviously
is just a matter of having adequate monitoring and policing activi-
ties is what it gets down to and that's tough enough. That's where
we get into our guys with the bad attitude.
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But, I mean, that's where the issue here is, nobody is saying,
“Well, this is the solution, we're going to solve this,” because this
is wrecking, you know, this is actually causing economic devasta-
tion. When we had that problems with trails, we had it. We built
a lot of trails through the 1930’s with the CCC's, and a lot of those
trails are not being maintained today, and what we've done is had
volunteers come in and try to take over but it's not adequate.

So it's just another case, it isn't just timber activity that has an
infrastructure that's deteriorating. It's other aspects, but one close-
ly related is, trails, and I'm sure there’s statistics for that which
obviously are a good concern. But this is the issue, you're all, it's
easy to come in here and beat up on the Forest Service but no-
body’s presenting any solutions, that's got an answer to the ques-
tion.

Mr. PETERSON. | will assure, though I'm only acting Chairman
for the moment, | will assure the gentleman from Minnesota that
I will give him an offer before this season is out, this budget season
to measurably increase the Forest Service road budget and he can
vote with me and help me get it passed.

Mr. VENTO. For maintenance and for closure and for
reasonable——

Mr. PETERSON. We'll work it out, the Representative from Mon-
tana, Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Kiehl, | just want to stay with this point, because
I think you were making a valid point. | think the gentleman from
Minnesota kind of misses it, and that is that timber harvest sub-
sidizes road maintenance, not just road construction. It does sub-
sidize road construction, but it also subsidizes the road mainte-
nance because you pay to maintain all of the roads that you use,
both prior to being able to use those roads, as well as during the
period of time that you use them, is that correct?

Mr. KIEHL. That is very much correct.

Mr. HiLL. And so the fact that we're reducing timber sales is re-
ducing the amount of money of that is available for road mainte-
nance, is that correct?

Mr. KIEHL. That's correct.

Mr. HiLL. And the Chief earlier pointed out that with $109 mil-
lion we're able to maintain half of the Forest Service roads, that
if we maintained a reasonable level of timber sales, we could in-
crease that from half to perhaps, and we don't know the number,
because they don't know the number, they're telling us that they
can maintain roads for $500 mile with a $109 million budget, but
they're saying they need $26,000 a mile for the rest. Does it cost
you $26,000 a mile to maintain Forest Service roads?

Mr. KieHL. | can build new roads for that.

Mr. HiLL. You can build a road for that, it doesn't take that kind
of money, what does it cost you to maintain those roads would you
say while you're using those roads for your logging purposes?

Mr. KiEHL. In my previous job, I used to manage 29,000 acres
for Hammermill Paper Company, OK, and my budgeted, and this
has been 10 years ago, but even so, if | graded the main roads once
a year and kept the ditches open and kept the culverts open, it
would cost $500 per mile, that's all the maintenance that | need
to do in order to be able to come back. Now if you have constant



158

use at all times a year, of course, the cost goes up but it no way
goes near $26,000 per mile.

Mr. HiLL. Doesn’t get to $26,500, does it?

Mr. KieHL. No way.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Holmer, I'm just curious, has your group ever filed
a formal statement with regard to a timber sale in support of it?

Mr. HoLMmER. | don't recall that we have, we don't usually litigate
or appeal timber sales, we tend to——

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Holmer, do you believe that the NEPA process re-
quirements with regard to social and economic impacts are an im-
portant part of the process?

Mr. HOLMER. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. And do you believe that the process that is being im-
plemented now with the moratorium, where we're having open
houses complies with the provisions that require an evaluation of
social and economic impacts?

Mr. HoLMER. I'm probably not the best person to judge that.

Mr. HiLL. OK, have you ever been in a Montana forest?

Mr. HoLMER. Yes, | have.

Mr. HiLL. Which one?

Mr. HoLMmER. I've been to the Highlight Canyon on the Gallatan
National Forest and also the Crazy Horse Mountains.

Mr. HiLL. Good. Can you identify for me in either of those two
forests where flooding or landslides were directly associated with
forest road constructions.

Mr. HoLMER. | don't have any instances to report from those for-
ests, | know that——

Mr. HiLL. That's the one’s I'm interested in. What percentage of
the roads, of the 373,000 roads that are closed, what percentage of
them, of the 373,000 miles of Forest Service roads, what percentage
of those are closed today?

Mr. HoLMER. Well, at a Forest Service briefing | was told rough-
ly 20 percent of the roads are closed at any one time, but it's not
always the same 20 percent.

Mr. HiLL. And do you know approximately how many acres are
impacted by that?

Mr. HoLMER. | don't.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Dombeck in earlier testimony with regard to this,
identified the Interior Columbia Basin Study as the principal area
with which they obtained new science with regard to making the
determination for the road moratorium, would you agree that that
science has been valuable in this exercise?

Mr. HoLmEeR. Well, | really think it is and there is science from
other regions of the country that also basically support the broad
conclusion that roadless areas should be protected.

Mr. HiLL. Are you aware of the fact that in the Interior Columbia
that it calls for mechanical management, aggressive mechanical
management in areas that are now considered roadless?

Mr. HoLmMmER. Well | think we would disagree with that. | think
in terms of priorities it would make more sense to focus on the
managed areas——

Mr. HiLL. No, I'm just asking if you were aware of the fact that
that is identified in the science—
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Mr. HoLMER. Is that in the scientific assessment or is that in the
draft alternative?

Mr. HiLL. It's in the scientific assessment.

Mr. HoLMER. I'd have to review that.

Mr. HiLL. Do you know what it costs per mile to maintain gravel
Forest Service roads?

Mr. HoLMER. I've heard $500 per mile.

Mr. HiLL. OK, and do you know what it costs per mile to oblit-
erate a Forest Service road?

Mr. HoLMER. I've heard that that can vary tremendously depend-
ing on the landscape, if it's a steep slope, and how far the closures
going to go, if it's just a gate——

Mr. HiLL. Do you have any idea of the range?

Mr. HoLMER. I've heard anywhere from, you know, $1,000 put a
gate, to $12,000.

Mr. HiLL. No, to obliterate the road?

Mr. HoLMER. Up to $12,000 a mile, I think.

Mr. HiLL. $12,000 per mile.

Mr. HoLMER. Again, I'm not a Forest Service road engineer, I'm
just relaying what | had a briefing by a Forest Service road engi-
neer.

Mr. HiLL. Can you identify any of the 104 sales that will be can-
celed as a consequence of this moratorium that were uneconomic,
below-cost sales?

Mr. HoLMER. | have not seen the list.

Mr. HiLL. OK, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PETERSON. Any further questions. | would like to thank the
panel members for their traveling here and their good testimony,
and their, just being a good sport to take the good and easy and
tough questions together, so thank all of you for part of process
today, and God speed.

[Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the Committee adjourned subject to
the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE DomBECK, CHIEF, USDA FOREST SERVICE

Madam Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to join you today to discuss the National Forest
transportation system. What | have proposed is essentially a “time-out” on road
building in roadless areas during which Congress, the Administration, and the
American people can engage in a dialog about when and where roads will be built
in our National Forests. We are going to develop a science-based forest transpor-
tation system that meets the needs of local people while minimizing, and reversing
the adverse environmental effects erosion, landslides, and degradation of wildlife
habitat and water quality roads often cause.

Let me outline my key objectives in developing this new policy. My first objective
is to provide Forest Service managers with new scientific and analytical tools to
make better, more informed decisions about when, where, and if new roads should
be constructed. Second, we need to move quickly to decommission unnecessary and
unused roads, as well as unplanned and unauthorized “ghost roads.” Third, we in-
tend to improve forest roads, where appropriate, to respond to changing demands,
local communities’ access needs, and the growing recreation use of the National For-
est System.

This policy review is critical so we can focus our limited resources on the roads
most in need. Finally, we intend to develop a road policy that allows us to “catch
up” on our enormous backlog in road maintenance and reconstruction while meeting
management objectives and access needs.

Roads Leave a Lasting Impact

The road network on the National Forest System is extensive and diverse. Many
roads are essential for the active management of National Forest resources and pro-
vide many and varied benefits. They are critical to timber harvest, mineral extrac-
tion, livestock grazing and recreation access. They provide important access for fire
control, law enforcement, search and rescue, wildlife habitat improvement, and re-
search and monitoring. There is no question that the road network on our National
Forest System serves, and will continue to serve, as a fundamental component for
delivery of multiple use programs.

The simple fact is that the road system we have today is tremendously larger
than what we can afford. Current funding is not sufficient to maintain all roads to
the safety and environmental standards to which they were built. For example, we
can only maintain 40 percent of the 373,000 miles to designated standards.

Building a road requires a short-term investment of revenue. Its maintenance
over time, however, is a long-term financial commitment. The cost of delaying timely
maintenance and reconstruction increases exponentially over time. For example, in
Idaho, the road to Riverside Campground on the Targhee National Forest could
have been chip-sealed a few years ago for about $22,000. Today it will cost more
than $110,000. To reconstruct about five miles of Scout Mountain Road on the Car-
ibou National Forest will cost $1.4 million. We could have preserved most of our in-
vestment by spending $100,000 five years ago.

In addition to the 373,000 miles of inventoried forest system roads, the Forest
Service estimates that there are approximately 60,000 miles of roads that have been
created by repeated use—we call them “ghost roads"—that are not managed or
maintained by the agency as part of the forest road system.

While forest roads provide many benefits, they can also cause serious environ-
mental damage. While new developments in road building technology result in fewer
negative environmental effects, the environmental effects from existing roads are
more extensive than previously thought. Road construction may cause increased fre-
quency of flooding and landslides, and increased stream sedimentation, with associ-
ated reductions in aquatic habitat productivity and water quality. Roads may also
fragment and degrade habitat for some wildlife species. Research indicates that
reading may begin or accelerate the invasion of exotic plant species that ultimately
displace native species and diminish the productivity of the land.

Public use of and demands on national forest resources have shifted considerably
during the past 10 years. While there has been a decrease in timber harvesting and
other commodity uses we have seen steadily increasing growth in the amount and
type of recreation uses. Currently, more than 90 percent of the traffic using Forest
Service roads is recreation-related. With this shift in public use has come changes
in user expectations and access needs, requiring new approaches to decide which
roads to close or leave open, and the appropriate standard and configuration of
these roads.
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Shifts in Resource Demands

The Forest Service must thoroughly review its road management policy and de-
velop a comprehensive science-based policy for the future. This policy must be based
on the changing resource demands and public use, coupled with the need to ensure
that decisions on road building and maintenance are grounded in the best scientific
information available. With these policies and procedures firmly established, local
managers can decide where and how individual roads should be managed working
with local people. The Forest Service needs to balance scientific information, public
needs, and funding levels when determining the size, purpose, and extent of the fu-
ture forest road transportation system.

An essential element of this comprehensive overhaul of forest road policy is to de-
velop improved analytical tools for land managers and resource specialists. To that
end, agency researchers and specialists will develop an improved analysis process
based on science and public involvement that ensures the ecological, social, and eco-
nomic impacts of proposed construction and reconstruction of National Forest Sys-
tem roads are objectively evaluated, and that public demand on National Forest
System roads is fully considered in the context of current scientific information. This
analytical process will undergo an independent technical and scientific peer review
before adoption.

This analytical process will not directly result in any land use changes that re-
quire amendments to land use plans for the National Forests. However, this process
will be applied locally to determine where, when, and how roads will be constructed,
reconstructed, or decommissioned.

Making Better Use with Limited Funds

In the last two decades, public interest in, and scrutiny of, the forest road system
have increased dramatically. At the same time, resource uses on the national forests
have shifted. It is our obligation as stewards of the public trust to consider adjust-
ments in the management of the forest road system to respond to these changes and
to better serve present and future management objectives in a more efficient man-
ner. The existing road system on National Forest System lands was largely funded
through the timber program and constructed to develop areas for timber harvesting
and, to a lesser extent, for the development of other resources. Over the last decade,
the timber program has been reduced significantly, resulting in less money being
generated for road reconstruction and maintenance. We do not expect timber har-
vest levels to return to pre-1990 levels because of our more broad-based approach
to forest management. Therefore, the Forest Service must identify sustainable fund-
ing sources for maintaining the forest road system in an environmentally sensitive
manner that best meets the needs of local communities, other users, and visitors
to the National Forest System. In the President’s fiscal year 1999 budget we have
begun to direct more funding to maintain and decommission roads. We will do so
in a public forum where all interests can be heard.

In the Federal Register of January 28, 1998, the Forest Service provided advance
notice of its intention to overhaul its road policies, and to change how the road sys-
tem is developed, used, maintained, and funded. As part of this notice, the Forest
Service proposed to temporarily suspend road construction and reconstruction in
most unroaded areas of the National Forest System. This proposed temporary sus-
pension would expire upon the application of the new and improved analysis tools
or 18 months, whichever is sooner. The Forest Service is seeking public comment
on both the proposed interim rule to temporarily suspend road construction/recon-
struction in unroaded areas and the way the Forest Service road system is devel-
oped, used, and funded.

The deadline for public comment on the proposed interim rule was February 27,
1998. As a result of early public and Congressional comment, we intend to extend
the comment period on the interim rule another 30 days. We also will hold a series
of public forums across the nation to assure full public participation in the roads
policy revision. As of February 20, 1998, we have received 2,450 comments on both
the interim rule and the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, as well as opin-
ions on road management. | ask that copies of the two Federal Register notices be
placed in the record along with my statement.

Effects of the Proposed Road Policy

Under the proposed interim rule, a limited number of planned land management
projects that depend on new road construction, such as timber sales, may not be im-
plemented in the timeframe currently planned. During the interim period, some
projects may proceed in an altered form, and some may be postponed until such
time as the road assessment process is implemented. | want to emphasize that only
new road construction or reconstruction within roadless areas is affected by our pro-
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posal. Other needed forest management activities, such as thinning, helicopter log-
ging, and prescribed fire could continue so long as they do not require new road con-
struction.

It is difficult to estimate with precision the costs and benefits associated with de-
ferring projects due to considerable variation in site-specific factors. For instance;
some projects are in various stages of development and planning and analysis often
take longer to complete than originally anticipated. Some project work can be shift-
ed to other sites outside unroaded areas.

Although the precise amounts are difficult to estimate, our initial analysis indi-
cates that a minimal amount of timber volume offered would be affected, which may
lead to a small reduction in payments to states. It is expected that timber sales in
the Intermountain and Northern Regions of the National Forest System be affected
more from the suspension than other geographic regions of the country, such as
California, because of a higher reliance on unroaded areas for timber production in
these regions.

While the delay in some projects may have some adverse economic impact in the
short term, these impacts are offset by the benefits gained from the temporary sus-
pension of road construction and reconstruction in the long term. The environmental
benefits gained will assure critically important water quality in the headwater
streams that are found in many of the unroaded areas. The development of a new
road analysis process also would allow proposed and future projects requiring road
construction to reflect current scientific information and resource use trends. This
will help managers and the public better understand the consequences of locating
and building roads in unroaded areas.

As to how this proposal can affect the payments to states program, you should
be aware that in its 1999 budget, the Administration has proposed providing pre-
dictable, reliable payments to states based on a formula similar to one now used
for counties under the Pacific Northwest Forest Plan. We believe it is far more pref-
erable for counties to have predictable payments rather than being affected by fluc-
tuations in timber demand and supply from our National Forests.

Summary

Madam Chairman, the Forest Service shares your concern for a transportation
system that meets the needs of rural American. The Forest Service recognizes the
need for a science-based process that enables us to manage our transportation sys-
tem in a manner that minimizes—and in some cases reverses—environmental im-
pacts that degrade wildlife habitat and water quality. Roads leave a lasting imprint
on the landscape. What | have proposed is essentially a “time-out” on road building
in many unroaded areas until Congress, the Administration, and the American peo-
ple can engage in a constructive dialogue about when and where roads will be built
in our National Forests. This hearing, together with the public comments on the
proposed regulatory changes, is part of that dialogue.

That concludes my testimony Madam Chairman. | will be pleased to answer any
guestions the Subcommittee may have.

STATEMENT OF BRENT ATKIN, PRESIDENT, PuBLIC LANDS COUNCIL

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to testify today.

The U.S. Forest Service's January 28th proposal to suspend road construction ac-
tivities in all roadless and other “special”’ areas, while it spends 18 months ana-
lyzing and revising the National Forest System transportation regulations, looks to
me like a thinly-veiled attempt to essentially create de facto wilderness areas out-
side of the process that Congress has established.

By law, roadless area decisions are dealt with in the forest planning process and
wilderness area designations have been clearly spelled out by Congress. Many states
have reached agreements and established wilderness areas under the existing
framework. There will be no incentives for local people to try and work through the
existing processes to deal with local roadless area issues when this “one size fits all”
policy from Washington becomes effective.

Unfortunately, this proposal seems to be the latest example of this Administra-
tion’s lack of interest in adhering to the statutory boundaries established by Con-
gress. In my two years of service as President of the Public Lands Council, 1 have
witnessed this “administrative overreach” several times: the Interior Department's
1994 Rangeland Reform regulations (several parts of which were enjoined by a Fed-
eral District Court as a result of a lawsuit by the Public Lands Council); the uproar
caused by the President’s creation of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monu-
ment and now this roadbuilding proposal.
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As a rancher who utilizes forage from Federal lands as part of my family’s ranch-
ing operation, | find it difficult to understand how a top-down approach to Forest
Service roadbuilding is going to benefit either the resources or the local people
whose jobs depend on industries that use resources from Forest Service lands.

What | do see happening for sure is that this action is going to generate more
questions than answers which, in turn, will continue to add to the economic insta-
bility that we already have enough of. Until the Forest Service completes its review
and issues new regulations about roads, | guess all we can do is speculate about
how this will affect grazing, timber, mining and recreation Forest Service lands. |
wonder how ranchers with Forest Service grazing permits in these new designated
roadless areas are going to explain this proposal to their bankers?

I can understand the desire of the Forest Service to ensure that its process for
building and maintaining roads is based on the best science to ensure that road-
building is done in the least-damaging way, but their proposal seems to be putting
the cart before the horse. If the Forest Service intends on evaluating all its lands
to determine which lands should even have roads, it is turning the whole notion of
multiple use on its head. Many multiple use activities, such as timber, grazing,
recreation, hunting, and camping, are just going to require a certain amount of
roads in order to facilitate the activity, a very common sense conclusion.

However, if roads are deemed to be “inappropriate” in a given area, then many
multiple use activities will just not be able to take place. This is not the process
that Congress has established for the Forest Service to make multiple use decisions.
The decision to build, or not build, roads should be based on the multiple use needs
of the specific location.

As it currently exists, this roadbuilding moratorium seems likely to have several
negative impacts. Roadless areas with unnaturally high fuel loads will continue to
be highly susceptible to fires; watershed restoration activities requiring access will
not be able to occur; local economies dependent on access to forest resources will
suffer more job losses; and it will undermine the ability of local foresters and com-
munities to properly manage forests based on local conditions.

The Forest Service should withdraw its interim rule that places a moratorium on
roadbuilding. It is not a necessary prerequisite for the Forest Service to be able to
revise its roadbuilding regulations, and seems clearly designed to circumvent not
only the multiple use decisionmaking process, but also the wilderness area designa-
tion process established by Congress.

If it does not withdraw the interim rule, at a minimum the Forest Service should
eliminate the “Special Areas” categories (new 36 C.F.R. 212.13(a)(4) and (5)). This
“special areas” authority would essentially allow Regional Foresters to prevent road-
building on every acre, not just roadless, of the National Forest System that has
“unique ecological characteristics or social values,” which would result in yet more
acres being off-limits to multiple use activities.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to testify today.

STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE DomBECK, CHIEF, USDA FOREST SERVICE

Madam Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to continue the discussion of the National Forest
transportation system, and specifically, the views of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture on H.R. 3297, a bill suspending the development of a “roadless area policy”
on the National Forest System. The Department of Agriculture cannot support H.R.
3297.

This bill is clearly a response to my proposed interim rule which, if adopted,
would suspend temporarily road construction in National Forest System roadless
areas. To reiterate my testimony two weeks ago before this Subcommittee, what |
have proposed is essentially a “time-out” on road building in roadless areas during
which Congress, the Administration, and the American people can engage in a dia-
logue about when, where and if new roads will or should be built in our National
Forests.

During the last hearing, the Subcommittee was concerned about the urgency
which would cause me to take such a strong action, knowing that the action would
be controversial.

I do not make such decisions lightly. | want to assure the Subcommittee, Madam
Chairman, that | have several very strong reasons for proposing the suspension.
The first was basic common sense. Recently, a citizen wrote, “Chief, when you find
yourself in a hole, the first thing you should do is put down the shovel.” We pres-
ently have over a $10 billion backlog in maintenance and reconstruction on our arte-
rial and collector roads. That's a $10 billion hole. These roads are the most heavily
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used and represent only about 20 percent of our forest road system. We can only
guess at what our maintenance and reconstruction needs are on the other 80 per-
cent of the system!

In addition, we are only presently maintaining about 40 percent of our roads to
the safety and environmental standards to which they were built. In 1991, we rated
93,600 miles of roads as driveable by passenger cars. By last year, that number had
fallen to 86,000 miles. | state these facts because they represent the “hole” that we
find ourselves in.

Given the current situation, it simply does not make sense to construct new roads
in roadless areas when we cannot take care of the road system we already have.
Our proposal is designed to give us the time to develop new scientific tools that our
managers can use to make more informed local decisions about when, and if, to con-
struct new roads. So, we are putting down the new road shovel.

In addition to the common sense reasons, there are compelling scientific reasons
to call for a timeout of road construction in roadless areas. There is strong scientific
evidence that demonstrates the social and environmental values of roadless areas.
Recent information from the Columbia River Basin demonstrate these values.

For example:

*«Only 7 percent of the degraded watersheds in the basin are found within
roadless areas.

« About 60 percent of the best aquatic habitats were found in roadless or very
low road density areas.

Beyond common sense and sound science, there is also a fundamental taxpayer
perspective which is important to me. Many people, including some taxpayer organi-
zations, have said, “look, don't spend any more of our money building something you
may not need and that you definitely can't afford to maintain.” Our fiscal year 1999
budget proposes a $10 million savings in road construction costs by temporarily tak-
ing a time out to just figure out how to best maintain and manage access on na-
tional forests within our limited budgets can save taxpayer dollars over the long
term.

Choosing to build roads in areas not currently roaded is a dividing issue in many
communities. | chose to pull that controversy in from the field and off the shoulders
of the Forest Supervisors. While | support local decisionmaking, when | see an issue
dividing the local public from community to community throughout the nation it de-
serves a national approach. | take very seriously our commitment to work in a col-
laborative manner with others. | also take very seriously our professional obligation
to advance proposals based on the best available science.

Let me again outline my key objectives in developing this new policy. My first ob-
jective is to provide Forest Service managers with new scientific and analytical tools
to make better, more informed decisions about when, where, and if new roads
should be constructed. Second, we need to move quickly to decommission unneces-
sary and unused roads, as well as “ghost roads.” Third, we intend to improve forest
roads, where appropriate, to respond to changing demands, local communities’ ac-
cess needs, and the growing recreation use of the National Forest System. While
there may be some disagreement about how to achieve these goals, | believe that
these objectives enjoy broad-based support.

Finally, I strongly believe that common sense, science, public accountability and
fiscal responsibility all strongly support my decision to take a time out. This “time-
out” is both logical and necessary.

At the last hearing, I committed to share the data the Forest Service has gen-
erated on the effects of the suspension. | asked each Forest to provide data on
projects requiring road construction and reconstruction on certain lands in the Na-
tional Forest System. We have received the requested data from each Forest and
this information is included in the attached.

This data is a refinement of the previous data which appeared in the Federal Reg-
ister. It shows that the planned timber sales within inventoried roadless areas af-
fected by the suspension went down from a total of about 200 million board feet to
about 100 million board feet. A 50 percent decrease from what we earlier assumed.
In addition, we are still looking at other impacts of the suspension as to access the
minerals and recreation. These numbers are still being validated with the regions.

Madam Chairman, I am well aware that my proposal to provide this road con-
struction “time-out” has engendered adverse response on the part of some elected
officials, organizations and individuals, mostly because of the possible reductions in
timber harvesting and the reductions in more roadbuilding that the harvests would
require. However, it has also gained much support from the broader public which
sees their wildlands, wildlife and water quality jeopardized by more road building.
To give everyone more of a chance to comment, we have extended the public com-
ment period on the proposed draft Interim Rule. We also have scheduled public
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meetings all across the country to allow more opportunity for people to provide us
their comments in writing or orally on both the proposed interim rule and in re-
sponse to the advance notice of proposed rulemaking for revising our National For-
est System transportation policy.

Between March 10 and March 26, the Forest Service is holding 25 meetings in
the nine Forest Service regions. Regional Foresters will attend some of these meet-
ings, but given the short time frame and the number of meetings, they may not be
able to attend all of these. However, Forest Supervisors and other key staff will be
present to listen to public comments. These comments will be recorded and included
in the public comment review. In addition, a small humber of public meetings are
being added to respond to requests by Members of Congress, such as a meeting in
Missoula, Montana, Pennsylvania and the Southeastern United States.

H.R 3297

Madam Chairman, Representative Peterson and Members of the Subcommittee,
to the extent that H.R. 3297 is intended to ensure full opportunities for the public
participation in developing a short-term and long-term roads policy and in deter-
mining whether we should temporarily suspend road construction in National For-
est roadless areas, we are in agreement. My approach to resolving this does include
a lot of public participation. The Administrative Procedure Act (APA) governs rule-
making. Subsequent to publication of the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(ANPR) and the draft Interim Rule, we have responded to the high level of interest
in the proposal and to suggestions by you and other Members of Congress by ex-
tending the public comment period for the draft Interim Rule and by scheduling the
public meetings for both the ANPR and draft Interim Rule. By following the require-
ments of APA, we have ensured public participation from the outset, especially by
our choosing to publish an advance notice of proposed rulemaking rather than pro-
ceeding to a proposed rule that would comprehensively revise our roads policy.

H.R. 3297 would prohibit the Department of Agriculture from adopting a suspen-
sion of road construction rule unless we hold public meetings on every National For-
est System unit and Regional Foresters would be required to participate in each of
these meetings in order to adopt a final rule. These requirements are excessive in
that they would require 120 meetings, stretching out the rule making timetable for
at least 6-12 months, and add a significant cost to the taxpayer. The APA rule-
making process provides a structured process for public comment and we are fol-
lowing this process carefully to allow people to voice fully all of their concerns.

We do not believe that a public meeting on every National Forest is appropriate.
The roads proposal is not an issue of great local public concern everywhere in the
country. We do not believe it would be productive and cost effective to have that
level of discussion everywhere. Again, we are holding 25 meetings to begin with and
as the long-term roads policy develops, we will most likely hold more.

The bill directs the Forest Service to suspend the continued development of a
roadless area policy on public domain units and other units of the National Forest
System pending adequate public participation and determinations that a roadless
area policy will not adversely affect forest health. While we fully support forest
health, we find that the conditions in the bill for final approval of an interim roads
policy are not consistent with the requirements for any other resource management
decision. For example, if section (2)(B) were requisite for all decisions it might pro-
hibit a wide array of activities (timber harvests, road construction, campgrounds,
special use permits) that at some point preclude other activities. We have strongly
supported the multiple use concept in our management of the public lands, but mul-
tiple use does not mean all uses on all lands at the same time. There is no reason
these unique standards, which are different from the criteria on which we must
base all other decisions, should be applied to this one decision.

We also find apparent inconsistencies between the stated goals of improving forest
management and the conditions in this legislation. The road policy under this legis-
lation would depend upon a Forest Service conclusion that the policy won't “ad-
versely affect (economically or otherwise)” timber users, recreational users, State,
county or local governments. This conclusion would have to be based solely on the
public hearing, a practice which is contrary to all established practice and would
likely require conclusions to match those of the most vocal minority or those who
fear they have the most to lose by changing the status quo, rather than conclusions
which reflect a balanced consideration of the facts and the interests of the tax-
payers. We are also concerned that the conditions stated in section (2) are in con-
flict, which would hereafter permanently prevent any attempt to improve Forest
Management.

In light of these concerns, the Department of Agriculture cannot support H.R.
3297. The APA provides adequate flexibility to address public participation, we have
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moved to broaden the public participation opportunities. | would ask you to allow
us to follow existing law in determining whether we will proceed to adopt a tem-
porary road construction suspension in roadless areas. | pledge that we will seri-
ously consider all comments in deciding how to proceed.

Madam Chairman, that concludes my remarks. | would be pleased to answer any
questions you may have.

STATEMENT OF HON. RON MARLENEE, CONSULTANT, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
SAFARI CLUB INTERNATIONAL

Chairman Chenoweth and members of the Subcommittee:

Safari Club International, as an organization representing a broad spectrum of
sportsmen, supports the intent on Congressman Peterson’s bill.

| appear here today as the consultant for Governmental Affairs for Safari Club
International. In my 16 years in Congress | served on the committees responsible
for forest management in both the Agriculture Committee and the Resources Com-
mittee. | have seen good management and | have observed bad management. | have
seen good proposals and bad proposals. The proposal to unilaterally close roads is
a bad proposal for sportsmen and other recreational users. The proposal is so bad
that it must have the dedicated professionals in the Forest Service shaking their
head.

Because access on public lands is important to good game management and to
sportsmen, we have to question if the proposal to eliminate access on public land
is a political decision.

We have to question what happened to validity of the Forest Management Plans
that everyone participated in and that the taxpayers spent hundreds of millions of
dollars on.

We have to ask if the Forest Service is repudiating the credibility and credentials
of its personnel and the validity of its own findings. These were the professionals
who evaluated watersheds, wildlife sensitive areas, recreational needs and validity
of roadless and wilderness designations. The Forest Service does all of this prior to
building a road or even establishing a trail.

We as sportsmen question the intent of a suddenly conceived or politically insti-
gated concept that the bureaucracy must invoke a moratorium and involve them-
selves in a new round of evaluations of existing access to property owned by the
general public.

If the Forest Service must persist in this duplicative effort, then sportsmen should
have the opportunity to participate in hearings on every forest, just H.R. 3297 calls
for. When ill feelings already exists about being defined access, to deny the oppor-
tunity for input is an insult to sportsmen, the elderly, the handicapped and the fam-
ily oriented recreationist. We want to insure that this new effort does not further
erode an already diminishing access to recreational opportunity on public lands.

Increasingly sportsmen are coming up against pole gates, gates, barriers and no
motorized vehicles signs when they arrive at the edge of public property. They de-
serve to know how many miles have already been closed or lost before the Forest
Service closes more.

We would suggest that this Committee amend the bill to require the Forest Serv-
ice to provide data the local level on how many miles of roads have been closed in
the past ten years and how many poles gates and barriers have been put up in the
past ten years.

In an effort to justify further road closures the Forest Service implies that hunt-
ing in the forest system is having negative impact on wildlife. They contend that
access has led to “increased pressure on wildlife species from hunters and fishers.”
My experience has been that the Forest Service consults extensively with state wild-
life agencies and that the jurisdiction of wildlife and hunting is primarily a state
right and responsibility. Because the Forest Service allegation appears in their pub-
lic document, because it impugns the role of hunting in conservation and because
it denigrates the capability of state wildlife management, | would suggest this Com-
mittee require the Forest Service to name even one state wildlife agency that is not
fulfilling their obligations. We know none and resent the fact that this ill thought
out statement is being used to justify closures considerations that could be harmful
to sportsmen and to wildlife management.

The reason SCI is alarmed is that the public lands of the Forest Service are a
destination for hunters in our country. Over 16 million days of hunting occurs annu-
ally in the National Forest. For many of these hunters and sportsmen the only op-
portunity to hunt is on public land. Safari Club International is committed to insur-
ing access in the forest for this group of sportsmen. We are gratified to have worked
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with both Federal public land managers and State Fish and Game officials. We hope
we can do so again in an attempt to find reasonable solutions.

STATEMENT OF STEVE HOLMER, CAMPAIGN COORDINATOR, WESTERN ANCIENT FOREST
CAMPAIGN

The USDA Forest Service's proposed roadbuilding moratorium is a good first step
towards improving management of National Forest roadless areas, but it falls short
of President Clinton’s statement that “These unspoiled places must be managed
through science, not politics.”

Roadless areas are critically important bow to people and wildlife. They provide
clean drinking water, opportunities for recreation, wildlife habitat, and spawning
grounds for fish. Many communities depend on the clean water as well as the recre-
ation and tourism from unroaded forest areas. Recent studies in the Northwest, Si-
erra Nevada, Columbia Basin and Southern Appalachians have documented the eco-
logical importance of these pristine areas. and the need for their protection.

Taxpayer subsidies for timber roads facilitate the logging of roadless areas which
would otherwise be uneconomical to log, thus adding to the red ink from National
Forest timber sales. Those losses totalled $502 million in 1996, according to econo-
mist Randall O'Toole. And with a $10.5 billion backlog of needed repairs and main-
tenance on the 433,000 mile forest road system, only 40 percent of the roads are
being properly maintained. It doesn't make sense to continue expanding a road sys-
tem that we cannot currently maintain.

Would the roads moratorium prohibit forest health treatments? Recent scientific
studies to do not support either the need for treating roadless areas or the effective-
ness of logging to reduce fire risk. The Columbia Basin Scientific Assessment con-
cluded that roadless areas, not managed areas, are of the highest ecological integ-
rity. According to Undersecretary of Agriculture Jim Lyons, “Roads are the #1
threat to water quality on the National Forests.” In addition, roads and logging are
linked to increased landslides and flooding threatening lives and property. The Si-
erra Nevada Ecosystem Project concluded that logging has actually increased fire
risk by leaving flammable brush and changing the microclimate.

Would the moratorium deny access to our forests No. There is already an exten-
sive network of 433,000 miles of roads plus another 29,000 miles of county, state
and Federal highways crisscrossing the National Forests. The Forest Service has in-
dicated that 80 percent of all National Forest traffic is on 20 percent of the road
system.

Would the moratorium invalidate the Forest Planning process? Regrettably, forest
plan revisions have so far not adequately protected roadless areas. Two recently re-
vised Forest Plans on the Black Hills NF and Rio Grande NF did not propose to
protect any roadless lands.

A recent poll showed that 77 percent of Northwest voters believe that protecting
pristine forest as wilderness is an effective means for safeguarding clean drinking
water, salmon habitat and Ancient Forests. The roads moratorium is a step in the
right direction, but the proposed Forest Service rule would exempt the Tongass Na-
tional Forest, the forests under the Northwest Forest Plan, forests that have revised
their plans, and many roadless areas of less than 5,000 acres.

A policy for roadless area management should end logging and roadbuilding in all
inventoried roadless areas as well as in roadless areas of smaller size identified
through an independent scientific assessment. Good stewardship of our National
Forests requires that these last remaining wild places should be fully and perma-
nently protected.

Comments on H.R. 3297

The Western Ancient Forest Campaign opposes H.R. 3297 because it would unnec-
essarily delay the implementation of the proposed roadbuilding moratorium. The bill
requires 156 public hearings attended by the Chief or Regional Forester plus the
creation of 156 separate analysis. This delay will cause substantial environmental
harm from numerous timber sales now planned in National Forest roadless areas.
I would like to enter America’s Wildlands at Risk, which documents fifty timber
sales now threatening roadless areas, into the official hearing record.

We were satisfied with the moratorium’s original 30-day public comment period
because extensive public debate has taken place on the issue of timber roads over
the past two years and our position of roadless area protection is well established.
The additional 30 day comment period and twenty-five open houses around the na-
tion are giving interested citizens more than sufficient opportunity to register their
concerns. At the recent open house in Anchorage Alaska, sixty citizens chose to par-
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ticipate and submit comments. The agency allowed those present an overview of the
comments received and fifty-nine of those comments were in favor of the proposed
moratorium.

H.R. 3297 requires the Forest Service to determine that the moratorium will not
adversely affect forest health. The best available science indicates the moratorium
will help improve forest health by eliminating an activity that has been dem-
onstrated to degrade watersheds with erosion and sediment, fragment wildlife habi-
tat, and increase fire risks.

Past forest management that emphasized roadbuilding, logging, fire-suppression
and grazing has caused substantial degradation of managed areas and it is in these
areas that genuine restoration efforts should be undertaken, not in the roadless
areas. According to Chief Dombeck, 87 percent of the areas at high risk of wildfire
are in the managed areas, not the roadless areas.

In closing, while the stated intent of this legislation to increase public participa-
tion is laudable, the bill's provisions are excessive in this case. It is encouraging that
the original co-sponsors of this bill, who universally supported the Salvage Logging
Rider which suspended the public’s right of appeal and judicial review, have re-
versed course and are now supporting public involvement in forest management.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.
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Twe Hynroroaic Impacts Or Roans Axn TiMBER
Harvesting On SuBaLPINE Forest HEALTH

by
Charles F. Leaf, P.E."

The Rocky Mountain high country is blessed with an abundance of two vital resources: forests and snow.
How these resources are managed {or not managed) is important to many current environmental issues
conceming water yield and water quality.

In Colorado, virtually all of our water supply originates from vast subalpine forests of lodgepole pine,
Engelmann spruce, Douglas fir, and quaking aspen. In their naturul state, these forests are eflicient produc-
ers of excellent quality water. The key to this dependable water supply is the favorable balance that exists
between wind, snow, trees, and sunshine.

But, this balance can be interrupted from time to time by natural causes or by man's intentional {ond
unintentional) manipulation of the forest. Natural intervention includes mortality from blowdown and/or
from inscet atack and firc.

The Rocky Mountain subalpine 2one has had a long history of extensive blowdowns, insect epidemics, and
stand-replacing fires. In Alberta, Canada, for example, ninety percent of the lodgepole pine volume in
natural, unharvested stands is less than 120 years old (Koch. 1996). In Colorado, approximately one-haif
of the subalpine forest consists of trees that are less than 120 years old (U.S. Forest Service, 1996).

Hydrologic Impacts From Wildfire

The recent fires in greater Yellowstone have provided quantitative data on hydrolog: (Troendl
and Bevenger, 1996). In a paired watershed (severely burned vs. not burned) comparison, sensonal water
vields were increased by 35 percent. Flows in the “bankfull” range (1.5 - vear rawirn interval) nearly
doubled. Water quality from the bumed watershed decreased considerably. primarily as the result of large
amounts of introduced sedi which originated from erosion on severaly bumed areas.

Hydrologic Impacts From Roads and Timber Harvesting

We have heard much about the ncgative side of roads and timber cutting. Muddy water, increased flood-
ing, and a badly scarred landscape, all can result from improper road construction and logging practices.
Bad logging practices can produce hydrologic impacts similar to those resulting from fire. However, this
need not be the case as discussed below.

Research by the U.S. Forest Service has shown that proper harvesting methods. careful placement of roads
and skid (rails, o minimize the number of steam crussings and soil disturbance, can greatly reduce erosion
and virtally elini the inttoduction of sedi it sweams.

b Consulting Hydrologist, Platte River Hydrologic Research Center, 59365 WCR R, Merino. CO 80741
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tor examiple, at the I'raser Experimental Forestin Colorado, removal of 35-40 perceat of the forest cover in
various systems of small npenings, resulted in lintle or no inroduced sediment (1.eaf, 1970; Teoendle and

Olsen. 1993).

The watershed experiments cited above resuited in & 25 percent or more increase in water yield (Leaf,
1975: Troendle and King. 1987; Troendle and Olsen, 1993). Morcover, on one watershed that was strip-
cut in the mid-fifties, water yield increases have persisted to the present ime. It is estimated that it will
take approximately 40 additional years before forest regrowth reduces water yields to pre-harvest Jevels,

The increused water yields rom patch-cutting subulpine watersheds typically uecur during the snowmelt
runoff season, primanly during May and the first pat of June, on the rising linb of the hydrograph (Troendle
and Leat, 1986}, The duration of bankfull Hiows is nearly doubled, and peak seasonal flows are increased
somnewhat. While average anmal peak flows are increased, pcaks of a greater magnitude (flond packs) are
not,

o, 4

The incroascd water viclds and durstion of bankfuil flows have d in an i in flo
di wansport. However, the amount of chanae) erosion observed in the stable step-pool and mobile
gravel bad , which are ¢h istic of the subalpine zone, is well within their ability 1o accommo-

date this impact (Leef, 1998a).

Discussion and Conclusions:
Wiatershed Management and Current Environmental Issues

The application of today’s technology and understanding, based on almost 100 years of research, can atlow
road constuction and timber harvesting to take place without causing significant neganive impacts to forest
heslth.

The increased water vield fated with hed tin the Rocky Mountain subalpine zone,
should play a vital role i providing solutions to current snvi b For pie, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that some 400,000 acre feet o: “thortage reduction” are neces-
sary for endangered species recovery in the Central Platte River at Girand Island, Nebraska (Bowman 1994;

Bowman and Carlson, 1994). M . the quantity of water y for offsciting these pcrcci\'cd
tasget flow shorrages will have to come from & sut ial reduction in ptive use {Leaf, 1997).
ris rthy that the fative hydrologic impact of U.S. Forest Service management practices since

the eerly 1900', in the North Platte River upstream fom Saratoga, Wyoming, is 2 reduced annual water
yield of some 130,000 acre feer due to fomx regrowth (Leaf, 1998b). Environmennlly sound patch-
cutting and other forest clewring meil Jesigned to enh flow could replemish water yickls
from National Forest lands on the Norh Platte system upstream from Saraioga, Wyuming by at least
65,000 acre feet/year over existing levels. These iucreased yields could be beneficially used for endag-
gered species recovery on the Platte River in Nebraska. The partial replenisliment of water yields tha
formerly existed i the Plane River Basin, would significantly reduce the potentially severe negative im-
pact of endangered species recovery on the Prior Appropristion Doctrine and pnvate water nights.

Page 2
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STATEMENT BEFORE THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE ON THE
HISTORY OF ROADLESS AREA REVIEWS AND EVALUATION
FOR THE NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
by R. Max Peterson, Executive Vice-President,
International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
and Chief Emeritus, US Forest Service
February 25, 1998

Introduction

It would take several days to provide an adequate presentation on the history of
roadiess area reviews and evaluation. Ideally it would also take several different people
because there are many different perspectives as to the history and evolution of
roadless area reviews. Roadless area reviews for many years were associated with the
emerging concept of wilderness. In more recent years concerns about maintaining a
component of old growth and old growth dependent wildlife including threatened and
endangered species has been a significant factor.

| am going to attempt probably the impossible and that is to provide you a very general
but hopefully useful overview of roadless area reviews and evaluation without
expressing judgment as to the adequacy or outcome of the various reviews. | am not
going to brief you on the recently announced moratorium on road building into most
roadless areas because ! know you will have separate detailed briefings by the Forest
Service.

There is ample evidence that questions about administratively reserving certain areas in
the National Forests to keep them roadless or with only primitive roads and limited
development dates back to at least the 1910s.

For example, Arthur Carhart, a Forest Service landscape architect, was assigned in
1919 to lay out summer homes around Trapper Lake in Colorado. After spending some
time at the lake and being impressed by its values as it was, he concluded that the lake
should be retained in its current condition without roads or summer homes. | think he
was surprised that the regional forester agreed with that conclusion.

Aldo Leopold, an early Forest Service forester, pushed the idea of large reserved
roadless areas that would not be developed except possibly with very primitive facilities.
His effort led to the designation of the Gila Wildemess of more than 400,000 acres in
New Mexico in 1924, some 40 years prior to the Wilderness Act. As most of you know,
Aldo Leopold is considered by many to be the father of modern wildlife management
based on contributions he made largely as an avocation after he was assigned to the
Forest Products Laboratory in Madison, Wisconsin. His keen observations over a long
period of time as to the relationship between wildlife and habitat formed the foundation
for early scientific wildlife habitat management.
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The 1920s

During the 1920s the status of roadless areas received increasing attention due to the
interest of not only Carhart and Leopoid, but others both inside and outside the Forest
Service. As mentioned earlier, in 1924 the Gila Wilderness in New Mexico was
administratively designated as wilderness. In 1926 the Forest Service began a general
inventory of the remaining roadless areas in the National Forests. A national inventory
was undertaken of all areas greater than 230,400 acres {360 sq. miles). That inventory
reported that 74 tracks totaling 55 million acres still remained with the largest tract about
7 million acres.

In 1929 administrative regulation L-20 was issued by the Forest Service. That
regulation envisioned areas that would remain rather primitive but allowed some timber
harvest, primitive recreation facilities, and allowed mining to continue under the 1872
Mining Act. Also, the L-20 regulations did not necessarily envision permanent
protection because of the concern that there might need to be changes in boundaries to
reflect such things as future fires, insect outbreaks, mineral development, or the need
for many new and growing communities that were just being established in the West.
The L-20 reguiations really called for a go-siow approach to those areas with an idea
that any use would be very carefully done with an attempt to retain scenic recreational
and other atiractions of the area. Gradually there were 72 primitive areas established
with a gross area of about 13.5 million acres in ten westem states. Most of these
allowed some road construction, logging, grazing and primitive types of recreational
facilities. Only four primitive areas totaling about 300,000 acres absolutely excluded
logging, grazing and roads.’

There were also a number of people within the Forest Service who were dissatisfied
both with the system of designating areas as well as with the controversy surrounding
attempts to establish new areas or to modify existing ones. One of those was Robert
Marshall who came to the Forest Service in 1937 after being Director of the Forestry
Division of the US Office of Indian Affairs. In that assignment Marshall had been
responsible for the designation of 16 wilderness areas on Native American
reservations®. Also, Marshall along with Aldo Leopold was instrumental in the
establishment of The Wildemess Society in 1935.

in 1939 the L-20 regulations were superseded by regulation U-1, U-2 and U-3. Those
regulations were much stricter than the previous L-20 regulations both in uses permitted
and who could designate such areas. It recognized, for example, three kinds of areas:
U-1 - wildemess, U-2 — wild arsas, and U-3 —roadless areas. One of the purposes of
the U-2 regulations was to review the 76 primitive areas that had been established
without what were considered adequate surveys, adequale evaluation and or

* From Hendee, Stanke and Lucas. The Wilderness Act Legai Basis for Wikiemess Management. Chapter
4,

2 All of these areas were later abolished as not being consistent with the authority of tribes to manage
their lands,
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sometimes adequate protection. Between 1939 and the outbreak of World War li, only
three of the primitive areas had been reclassified as wilderness, six as wild, and three
were consolidated into the Bob Marshall Wiiderness in Montana. Classification ceased
during the war and by the end of the 1940s progress in reviewing the primitive areas
had proven to be slow and sometimes controversial. The controversy surrounding the
proposed re-classification of an area in the Three Sisters Primitive Area in Oregon, for
example, resulted in Oregon Senator Richard Newberger to become a co-sponsor of a
wilderness bill which would establish statutory protection for wilderness.

Time does not permit even a skimpy overview of the wrangling over roadless areas that
occurred between 1949 and the passage of the Muitiple Use Act in 1960 and the
Wilderness Act in 1964. Such people as Howard Zahniser, Executive Director of The
Wildemess Society, spent most of his career advocating the establishment of a
congressionally designated wildemess system that would be managed as such in
perpetuity. He envisioned that such a system would include not only areas within the
National Forest System but within National Parks and the National Wildlife Refuge
System. He also envisioned one day such designations being applied to fands
administered by the Bureau of Land Management.

By the time the Wilderness Act passed in 1964, 54 areas totaling 9.1 million acres had
been administratively classified by the Forest Service as wilderness, wild or canoe.
Those became instant wilderness under the 1964 Act and another 34 primitive areas
totaling 5.4 million acres were required to be studied and recommendations made to
Congress within ten years.

The Secretary of Interior was also instructed to review roadless areas in the various
units of the National Park System and the National Wildilife Refuge and Game Ranges
in excess of 5,000 acres, as well as roadless islands, and to make recommendations to
Congress within ten years.

In passing the Wilderness Act of 1964, the Congress not only defined wildemess, it
prohibited a number of things such as mechanized equipment, roads and permanent
buildings, and created as instant wilderness the previously designated 54 areas
containing 9.1 million acres made up entirely of National Forest wilderness, wild and
canoe areas. Also, the law required studies and reports to Congress on certain
National Forest primitive areas as well as certain areas administered by the Secretary of
Interior as indicated earlier.

The Congress also halted any further administrative designations as wildemess by
providing that future wilderness designation could only be done by act of Congress. In
other words, Congress reserved to itself the decision on what areas should be
wilderness. Congress did not, however, repeal the authority of the President to create
national monuments, an authority used by several Presidents in the historical creation of
national monuments and more recently in December 1, 1978 by President Carter where
17 national monuments totaling nearly 56 million acres were created in Alaska,
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including two on the Tongass National Forest, and finally the recent national monument
created by President Clinton in Utah.

Formal Reviews
Let me now cover three major formal roadless area reviews.
1. Review of the primitive areas required by the Wilderness Act of 1964.

2. The nationwide administrative review of roadless areas, commonly called RARE
1, completed in 1973.

3. A second nationwide review of roadless areas completed in 1979, called RARE
1I.

Primitive Area Review

The primitive area review was directed specifically at the 34 areas totaling 5.4 million
acres that had been administratively designated primitive areas prior to passage of the
Wildemess Act. As indicated earlier, not all the primitive areas were in fact roadless.
Several had low standard primitive roads used primarily for fire protection and
administration, and a few were opened to the public to reach primitive camping or picnic
areas or for hunting and fishing access by road.

These reviews and recommendations were made to Congress, which generally tended
to follow the recommendations of the Forest Service with some substantial exceptions.
Some of this difference was due to different concepts of required “purity” for areas to be
included in the wilderness system. A substantial number of people argued that to
permit areas to be included in the wildemess system that contained roads, buildings,
aircraft landing strips, mining development, etc. wouid make it more difficuit to prevent
such incursions into existing wilderness. Others including Senator Church from Idaho
argued that the purity screen was simply meant to reduce the number of areas that
qualified or to argue for administrative discretion.

One feature of the primitive area review that was little noticed that later came to the
fore, was a specific provision allowing for the enlargement of an existing primitive area
at the time the President submitted his recommendation to Congress.

This provision and other concerns that the original boundaries of primitive areas were
not established with precision led to concern both inside and outside the Forest Service
for a review of roadless areas not only adjacent to primitive areas but other existing
areas larger than 5,000 acres that might need some consideration for potential
wildemness similar to the review required by the Wilderness Act to be done by the
Secretary of Interior for lands under Interior jurisdiction.
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This led in 1972 to a decision that the Forest Service should look nationwide at areas
within the National Forest System above 5,000 acres. This nationwide roadless area
review was completed in October 1973. It was later called RARE |.

The resuit of that review was the selection of 274 new wilderness study areas from an
inventory of 1,449 areas of roadless and undeveloped National Forest land. Such areas
were to be further evaiuated and recommendations made to Congress as to the
suitability of adding them to the national wilderness preservation system. All but three
of the new study areas containing almost 12.3 million acres were located in 11
westernmost states of the contiguous United States plus Alaska. Florida and North
Carolina contained one area each, and the remaining new study was located in Puerto
Rico. Remember that the only action available to the Forest Service at that time was to
evaluate those areas and make recommendations to the President for submittal of a
proposal to the Congress because the Congress, through the 1964 Wilderness Act, had
reserved to itself whether to add areas to the National Wilderness Preservation System.

The summary of the October 1973 environmental statement, containing about 20
pages, provides very interesting background on roadless areas and previous action by
the Congress to designate areas as wilderness as well as early administrative action.
The environmental statement indicated five reasons for the roadless area review:

1. Insure optimum protection and use of the lands and resources of the remaining
unroaded and undeveloped areas in the National Forest System through a
nationwide analysis of such areas, rather than a consideration of each separately
at different times.

2. Provide a systematic means of selection of areas with high wilderness potential
as New Study Areas.
3. Provide continued recognition of wilderness values, and assure continued

management of undeveloped areas to protect their wilderness characteristics
until more detailed studies can be completed and a determination reached as to
their ciassification for wilderness or other purposes.

4. Provide for orderly and meaningful involvement of the public in considering the
best use of National Forest roadless and undeveloped areas.

5. Provide national perspective on the National Wilderness Preservation System in
relation to all other Forest Service programs, goods and services.

During the RARE | inventory and evaluation procedure, there was concem both within
the Forest Service and outside about the qualifications of areas in the east to be either
inventoried or evaluated for wilderness because most areas in the east historically had
been cut over, many had been farmed over, and most had been burned over lands prior
to becoming National Forests. Because of that, many of the best appearing areas in the
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east were restored areas that might have old roads, homesteads, plantations in straight
rows and other very visible evidence of the imprint of man. To many these areas did
not meet the basic criteria of the Wilderness Act. This led to interest in a new approach
that was called by such names as Wildwood Heritage Areas or simply as Wild Areas. In
1971 prior to RARE |, the regional foresters in Milwaukee and Atlanta had proposed a
distinctly separate system which would be the best of the areas available in the east for
primitive type recreation but would also allow certain basic recreation facilities and in
some cases for the development of water and simple sanitary systems because of
concern for the health of users as well as for domestic water systems.

This effort was given a boost in 1972 when President Nixon recommended that
Congress consider areas closer to population centers.

A bill to establish a wild area system was sponsored by Senator Talmadge and Senator
Aiken and quickly passed out of Committee and was passed by the Senate in late 1972.
It called for the establishment of an Eastern National Forest Wild Areas System. As a
pragmatic approach to the physical condition of areas in the east, it was initially
supported by a number of groups, but by 1973 initial congressional and outside support
had largely disappeared. The Congress decided to drop the idea of two systems and
the Forest Service then proposed that 16 eastern areas be made instant wilderness and
that another 37 be studied for possible inclusion. The bill quickly passed the Senate,
and after lengthy consideration in the House led by Chairman John Melcher and
Congressman Sayler, a bill was ultimately passed which resulted in 15 wilderness areas
and 17 areas for study. This represented an explicit decision by Congress to locate
wildemess near population centers and it also included areas that were generally
smaller in size and showed considerably greater evidence of past human use,
disturbance and restoration.

Endangered American Wildemess Act of February 24, 1978

As indicated earlier, the RARE | process selected 274 new study areas containing 12.3
million acres from an inventory of 1,449 areas containing 56.174 million acres.

Omissions from the areas proposed for study and areas that some thought should be
included in the inventory that were not, led to the idea of some type of omnibus bill to
act immediately on some of the study areas as well as some areas that were not. With
the support of Senator Frank Church and Congressman Mo Udall, an Endangered
American Wildemess Act was introduced in 1976. Following the election of President
Carter in November 1976 and when the chairmanship of the House Interior Committee
passed to Congressman Udall in early 1977, the bill moved forward. The result was the
Endangered American Wildemess Act signed by President Carter on February 24,
1978, creating 1.3 million acres of wilderness in 72 new wildernesses or additions to
wildemess in Arizona, Califomia, Colorado, idaho, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,
Washington and Wyoming.
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RARE !, Angther Nationwide Review and Evaluation

Many organizations, both those who favored wilderness and those who were concerned
that ultimately more wildemess would be added than was appropriate, were concerned
about the continued review and piecemeal additions of areas to the system. USDA
Assistant Secretary Rupert Cutier, who had been a critic of RARE | and who had
supported the Endangered American Wildemess Act, believed that piecemeal additions
to the system might not create either the optimum wilderness system, nor adequately
consider other muitiple uses that would be more appropriate on some areas if the
perspective were nationwide. This led to by far the largest and most comprehensive
review of roadiess areas ever undertaken by the Forest Service or by any other
organization. The criteria for including areas in the inventory was substantially changed
particularly to allow some primitive roads that were under Forest Service jurisdiction,
some of the area to be in non-natural planted vegetation, some where timber had been
harvested, and areas that could contain a few dweliings if the dwellings and access
were somewhat obscured by natural features.

The emphasis was to be rather liberal in the inventory stage and then each area would
be evaluated against criteria, which included such things as natural integrity, apparent
naturalness, outstanding opportunities for sclitude, primitive recreation opportunities,
and then certain ecological, geological, scenic and cultural features.

A primary stated goal of the RARE I process was selecting “appropriate roadless areas
to help round out the National Forest System’s share of a quality national wilderness
preservation system and at the same time maintain opportunities to achieve the fuilest
possible environmentally sound use from other multiple use resources and vaiues. The
RARE Il process has carefuily evaluated physical, biological, social and economic
impacts and tradeoffs involved in development of the proposed action.”

The RARE Il process was designed primarily to sort areas into three categories that
would accomplish that overall goal. The three categories were:

1. Areas recommended for wilderness, Congress would have to designate them,;

2. Areas allocated to multipie uses other than wilderness, generally referred to as
non-wiilderness; or

3. Areas needing further planning for all uses inciuding wilderness.

The draft environmental statement contained ten alteratives ranging from continuing
under existing land and resource management planning as if RARE |l was not done, to
all roadless areas allocated in non-wilderness use, to all roadless areas recommended
for wilderness.

3 Page 2 of the final environmental statement filed January 4, 1979,
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The public’s response to RARE [l exceeded all expectations. More than 264,000
separate repligs from aimost 360,000 people were received.

The final environmental statement, which was transmitted by Secretary of Agriculture
Bergland on January 4, 1979, identified 2,919 roadless areas encompassing 62 million
acres in National Forests and national grasslands in 38 states and Puerto Rico. Of
those areas 624 areas containing 15,088,838 acres were recommanded as wildernass,
1,881 areas containing 36,151,558 acres were allocated to multipie uses other than
wilderness, and 314 roadless areas containing 10,796,508 acres were identified for
further planning for ali uses including wildermness.

It was hoped that this comprehensive inventory, review and evaluation would provide
the Congress the basis for an omnibus wilderness bill that might at least make a major
contribution to solving what appeared to be a perpetual argument over use of roadless
areas. That aspiration proved to be rather short-lived. Congress simply was not
prepared to handle that big package.

Litigation Followin RE 1l

The State of Califomia, led by Huey Johnson, the Secretary of Natural Resources,
considered that the RARE it process had moved too fast without adequate
consideration on a state and local basis. He and others in California were also critical
as to the number and size of areas recommended for wilderness classification. This jed
in July 1979 fo the State of California challenging the RARE Il decision as it related to
roadless areas in California. The District Court for the eastern district of California ruled
that the RARE i final environmental statement, in spite of its size, complexity and
number of comments, did not comply with the requirements of NEPA in terms of site
spacific analysis of impacts and also that the National Forest Management Act and the
impiementing planning regulations did not envision such a nationwide evaluation of
wilderness but rather that it be done as a part of the regular planning process.

In an interesting commentary on the process, the court specifically indicated that site
specific, detailed NEPA type analyses were probably not feasible on a national roadiess
area review. It nevertheless indicated that doing a nationwide study did not relieve the
agency from doing the detailed site-specific analysis normally provided in NEPA type
statements.

it also became fairly obvious that the Congrass was not willing or able to deal with a
national omnibus bill that would implement the recommendations of RARE Il. There
were many reasons for this including such things as simply the size of the underiaking
as well as practical back home considerations which meant many members of
Congress were not particularly interested in taking on such a divisive issue at that time.

This led then to Congress making a pragmatic decision to consider wilderness
designations on a slate-by-state basis. In doing so they relied heavily on the maps as
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well as the information and recommendations of RARE 1l. This state-by-state approach
led to early questions as to what Congress was going to do about areas that were
roadless that had been allocated to non-wilderness in the RARE Il EIS which a court
had found to be inadequate, as well as what to do with further planning areas. This led
to the long and difficult history of something called “release language”. Release
language existed in so-called “hard” varieties, “softer’ varieties and in-between varieties.

There is not time today to even give a thumbnail sketch of that history, but let me refer
you, if you want to read further, to a report by CRS dated March 1, 1993 called
“Wilderness Legislation: A History of Release Language 1979-1992."

The basic formulation that shaped up as release language for statewide bills was for the
Congress to declare that it had made its own evaluation of what areas should be
wilderness, which areas should be non-wilderness and thus released from further
consideration as wildemess, or placed in further planning. The second and more
difficult question for Congress to dea! with though was what to do with areas that had
been allocated to non-wilderness use since the RARE Il EIS had been declared
inadequate. One idea of *hard” release language was for Congress to decide that
unless Congress decided otherwise, that non-wilderness areas should be managed for
non-wildemess, that is multiple uses other than wildemess. Others wanted the
language to be very “soft” which would say that even though Congress had decided
certain areas should be wilderness, that the areas allocated to non-wilderness should
be given a second look in the ongoing National Forest land management planning.
Under soft release, bills were enacted for Alaska, Colorado and New Mexico in 1980
and for Indiana, Missouri and West Virginia in 1982. Then, as a result of debate over
release language, further statewide bills were delayed.

After detailed and long negotiations, Senator McClure, then chairman of the Senate
Energy and Natural Resources Committee and Representative John Seiberling, then
chairman of the National Parks and Public Lands Subcommittee of the House Interior
Committee, came up with so-called compromise release language. Basically that
language said that areas allocated to non-wildemess need not be preserved by the
Forest Service and that they could be developed under either existing or new land
management plans, but that the question of wilderness wouid be revisited when the
NFMA plans were revised in 10-15 years. :

That compromise on release language resuited in resolution of the RARE Il impasse in
18 states: Arizona, Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, New Hampshire,
North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsin and Wyoming. Except for the designation in Alaska in 1980
(which tripled the wilderness system), wilderness designation by the 98™ Congress was
the largest additions to the wilderness system since its creation in 1964. Unfortunately,
a successful resolution was never achieved in Idaho and Montana.
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Alaska

| have not dealt separately with Alaska which because of its size, complexity and history
would warrant a separate detailed brisfing. As most of this committee is well aware, the
question of what to do in Alaska with the large acreage of lands then under the
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management had been contraversial for years. One
of the major issues was how much of those lands should be given tc Alaska natives and
how marny acres should be subject to selection by the State of Alaska because of the
fact that the Federal government owned more than 95% of the land area in Alaska.

This led in 1972 to the Alaska Native Land Selection Act, also called ANSCA, and
uitimately in 1980 to the Alaska National interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).

in 1977 the Carter Administration, with then Secretary of Interior Andrus its most vocal
advocate, called for protection of the “crown jewels of Alaska” in a much enlarged
National Park and National Wildlife Refuge System and for designation of large portions
of those areas as wilderness, as well as substantial areas in the National Forest
System.

There was much concern in Alaska that putting so much iand off limits to either
development or some traditional uses would very much inhibit the economic progress
as well as reduce a lot of the common uses of fand in Alaska that Alaskans had enjoyed
over the years.

This led to a substantial amount of controversy between the State of Alaska and others
who felt Alaska deserved a major hand in determining its own fate versus those who
sought doing “the right thing” in Aiaska by protecting some of the great nationai interest
lands left.

When legisiation to implement the administration’s position on Alaska lagged, President
Carter used executive authority to create a number of quite large national monuments in
Alaska. The rules for use of those areas in many instances actuaily went even beyond
the normal requirements of wilderness classification in that hunting and fishing was
prohibited, except for subsistence use, on many of the national monuments that were to
be administered by the Department of Interior. National Forest monuments were left
open to hunting and fishing as is normat in other National Forest monuments and-
wildermness.

This ultimately led to the compromise legislation which was finally enacted by Congress
in late 1980 following the defeat of President Carter for reelection and the decision by
both the Alaska delegation and the administration to get the issue behind them.

Because the Alaska Lands Act and the various activities that preceded it are
complicated, | have simply not tried to include a detailed overview of Alaska roadiess
areas in this presentation. if the committee desires to do so, it could be done
separately, but if done | would recommend that several people with different
perspectives be asked to give such a presentation to the committee.

10
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Conclusion

In this overview, | have attempted to provide just a brief history of roadless area
reviews. In doing so | have not dealt with a number of important subjects such as the
interrelationship between wilderness and old growth dependent wildlife species which
has increasingly become an issue in recent years. The lack of even basic information
on many species of wildlife that inhabit the sometimes remote areas has been a strong
barrier to making important resource decisions. Many species that are considered to be
old growth dependent or to require large areas are so-calied nongame species that we
know very little about. For example, the northern spotted owl was a species which, at
one time, the best scientific information was that only 100-200 pairs existed and only in
a very limited range in the Pacific Northwest. Even though research on wildlife
dependent species had been accelerated by the Forest Service and by the Fish and
Wildlife Service in the 1970s and early 1980s, | think everyone recognized that the
information we have even today is woefully inadequate for many species, particularly
those classified as nongame.

The recently announced moratorium on building new roads in most existing Nationat
Forest roadless areas is another chapter in the long-running struggle over the future
management of roadless areas. It also spotlights the question of whether such
decisions should be made nationally by an agency or the Administration, or whether
they should be made locally as part of ongoing land management planning. It also
raises questions as to the appropriate role of the Congress which, under the
Constitution, has responsibility for the public lands.

As these roadless areas are evaluated for whatever uses, it is important to recognize
that they usually contain a variety of fish and wildlife species as well as streams, forests,
rocks and soil. Management of the wildlife in these areas is the responsibility of state
fish and wildlife agencies and thus they are vitally concerned about future management
decisions. These areas must be evaluated for fish and wildlife purposes within the
context of the surrounding area, which may contain not only National Forest land, but a
mixture of other public and private land. Because many species of fish and wildlife
move frequently across these boundaries even within one year it is important to
recognize that a scientifically adequate evaluation of future management of a roadiess
area simply cannot be done within considering the larger picture.

Whether to build a road into a roadless ar 2a is just one of many questions that needs to
be made after rather than before future management of the area has been determined.
That decision cannot logically be made from the top down or by those of us within the
beltway without detailed knowledge of the area, its resources, limitations and
capabilities within the context of other surrounding areas.

Ares
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Thank you Madam Chair, and members of the Committes, for giving me the opportunity
to appear before you today. My name is Lawrence A. Dolezal. I have been serving as a county
commissioner in Lincoln County, Montana, for the past 12 years and arn currently the chair of
our Board.

As you may be aware, Lincoln County has becn very active regionally and nationally in
public land issues. I have testified before Congress on PILT and other legislation, attended
various Committee hearings and meetings in Washington during my tenure as county
commissioner, and am currently one of two county commissioners representing the Montana
Association of Counties on the Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties (EECC) actively
involved in reviewing the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystern Management Project ICBEMP).
One of my former colleagues, Noel Williams, sat on the National Association of Counties’
Public Lands Stecring Committee and was past president of the Western Interstate Region which
consists of more than fifteen western states, as a division of the National Association of
Counties.

Lincoln County is active in public land issues for many rcasons. Qur county consists of
3750 square miles. Almost 80 percent of the county is encompassed by the Kootenai National
Forest, while 13 percent is comprised of corporate timberlands. Only 7 percent is other privately
owned land that provides the tax base to support our public services. Recent statistics by the
Bureau of Business and Economic Research at the University of Montana in Missoula indicates
that 60% of our labor force is involved in the wood products industry and 30% is federal civilian
work force, primarily U.S. Forest Service personnel in charge of managing public lands in our
county. Those two groups alone comprise over 90% of our total work force which is the
foundation of our basic economy. It is easy to see how virtually every local government,
business, and citizen in Lincoln County is in some way affected by the management of the
federal land within our county’s border.

That is why | am here today. The U.S. Forest Service is proposing to rcvise regulations
concerning the management of the National Forest System transportation system. These ncw
regulations suspend road construction and reconstruction in roadless arcas on land under the
management of the U.S. Forest Service. Specifically, the suspension would apply to:

(1) Roadless areas of 5,000 acres or mora inventoried in RARE I or other unroaded
areas, regardless of size, identified in a forest plan;

(2) Unroaded areas greater than 1,000 acres contiguous to Congressionally-designated
Wilderness or contiguous to federally-administered components of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System that are classified as “Wild”;

(3) All unroaded areas greater than 1,000 acres contiguous to roadless areas of 5,000
acres or more on other federal lands;
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(4) Any National Forest System (NFS) area of low-density road devclopment; and

(5) Any other NFS area that retains its roadless characteristics which the Regional
Forester subsequently determines have such special and unique ecological characteristics
or social values that no road construction or reconstruction should proceed.

On the surface these may not sound like adverse regulations, especially if you read the
alleged facts being released by the Forest Service for enactment of these restrictions. Claims like
“resourcs use on national forests has shifted toward recreation and wildlife” and only ** about
40% of National Forest System roads are fully maintained to the planned safety and
environmental standards for which they were designed” would lead anyone not familiar with
management on National Forests to support these proposed rules with open arms. It is time you
heard the real facts.

I am here to tell this Committee, firsthand, that the conditions described and the
economic data contained in the material released in support of these rules is inaccurate. I want to
address this issue from both a regional perspectivc and a local viewpoint. My regional
perspective is directly tied to my capacity with the EECC on ICBEMP. I would endeavor first to
convey to you the concerns of the EECC as expressed directly to Chief Dombeck and other
administrative staff recently. I will follow with a localized focus on what this may mean at the
specific county and community level when where it is implemented and generates real life
1mpacts.

We within the EECC certainly understand the position Chief Dombeck outlined before us
Tuesday, February 10, 1998 at Boise, Idaho. He opened the meeting by apologizing for
proceeding with the proposal without first having involved the counties in the Basin. He termed
it a serious mistake. He then procesded to explain the reasons for his initiative: that he nearly
lost one-quarter of the USFS road budget by one vote in the Senate last year; that 60% of the
373,000 miles of USFS roads are not to standard; that the American people sce the roads as
subsidies for logging companies, and that view must be changed; that actual use is now
overwhelmingly by recreationists; that the roads are an important part of rural infrastructure; that
his agency can no longer ride on the back of timber for road revenuss; that the USFS spends a
tramendous amount of energy in roadless management appeals; and that the moratorium is
simply a limited “time-out” to get a permanent policy in place. He acknowledged that 40 million
of the 191 million acres of national forest are at risk of catastrophic fire, but that if we stay in a
zone of controversy, we cannot treat the problem. Later Chief Dombeck noted in addition that
80% of headwaters are on forest service land; that with the changes in expectations and use of
national forests the biggest challenge will be balancing uses; that he is cormmitted to active
management; and that there is a road maintenance backlog of over S10 billion.

Regarding the ICBEMP, Chief Dombeck noted that the 18-month sunset is on track with
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, and that the moratorium would end earlier if the
road/risk assessment is in place. He agreed “in blood” that the moratorium would end 18 months
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after its adoption. He restated that this was his initiative, but also admitted that he had to fight
for the exemption for the westside area encompassed by the Northwest Forest Plan.

Commissioners commented that Basin counties, which bave carried the ICBEMP, were
blind-sided by the moratorium, and that what the ICBEMP science has shown is the need for
active management to prevent wildfires. This moratorium represents a serious breach of trust
between governments. The Chief acknowledged this damage to trust and ged the
counties to offer a way during the 30-day comment period to repair that tnust,

At another meeting that week, BLM Director Pat Shea, who acknowledged the grave
error in process in the USFS proposed moratorium, said that he understands fully if the EECC
steps away from the ICBEMP, but asked that the EECC stay because it is the best hope of
resalving the federal land management issues for the Basin.

Apart from the breach of trust in EECC good faith efforts within ICBEMP, it would
appear at first blush that this moratorium is logical and based upon sound reasoning. However,
the EECC has identified additional concerns with this proposed interim policy that severely
Jjeopardize our continued invoivement in the ICBEMP.

These reasons are straight-forward. First, the [CBEMP canniot succeed if it Is overridden
by a piece-meal approach toward federal land management. The ICBEMP is to resolve thess
very kinds of issues - such as proper treatment of roadless areas and forest health - for the region.
Pieces should not be taken out of the landscape for special treatment in direct violation of an
ecosystem-wide plan.

Second, the [CBEMP is science-based. The EECC fuily supports having sound and
direct scientific results coupled with adaptive management. This policy would be an edict 10 be
applied nationwide regardless of local ecosystems. It is not based on science, but rather on
politics. It abuses the whoie idea of the ICBEMP. If this multi-year effort is to succecd, politics
cannot be elevated over science.

Third, we have been assured throughout this project that the results will be a regional
solution based on regional ecosystems and collaboration. This policy, however, is 2 national,
one-size~fits-all edict that violates the promise and integrity of a regional ecosystem-based
solution we have ail been engaging within ICBEMP.

Fourth, the Admini jon has emphasired collat ion of all “stakeholders™ as the most
sound approach to difficult federal land management policy issues. With the participation of the
EECC, counties have been at the ICBEMP table from its inception as a deeply involved partner
to the process. County officials have absorbed tremendous political heat bolding to the process
and seeking the very best outcome for the Basin and its communities. With this reported policy,
we wonder if we are indeed partners. We have not been invited to consult about it; our opinion
has not been requested in any way. Can we trust that collaboration is in fact important to federal
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agency leaders and the Administration? One primary justification EECC members make to
remain engaged in the ICBEMP process is our assurance 1o our constituents that this will notbe a
top-down approach. We have been seriously compromised by the Administration with this
proposed interim rule.

Fifth, on the ground it would potentially stop forest health fire prevention sales designed
to address the tremendous buildup of fuel loads on forests throughout the Basin. This would
include the biggest sale pending within the Okanagan National Forest in the state of Washington.

The EECC wants the science-based [CBEMP to work. We do not want political
gamesmanship to destroy it. We sincerely hope that the Administration lets it work by not
imposing this policy on the Basin. The EECC made it clear from the outset that the problems
between counties and the federal government originated above the USFS Chief and BLM
Director, and from their level down the relationship remains productive,

It is extremely difficult for county commissioners to ask our constituents to give the
ICBEMP one more chance after the goal posts have been moved again. Local pressures to
abandon the ICBEMP process continue to mount. Many county commissioners may have
aiready been targeted as sacrificial lambs on the clection alter this year due to their failure to
directly oppose ICBEMP.

Since the USFS has taken science from the ICBEMP to formulate the base for
justification of this proposed morztorium, we suggest that same science ought to be utilized to
provide a basis for special treatment for federal lands within the Basin.

The current position of the EECC is somewhat precarious. Following s lengthy
complicated discussion and deep soul searching, the EECC decided to withhoid a decision on
whether to stay with the Project (ICBEMP) until a final decision is made on the USFS roadless
area moratorium. The EECC will work with the federal team to find language based upon the
ICBEMP science and DEIS to create special flexibility ora full or partial exemption for national
forests within the Basin. Since the cxemptions included in the proposed interim rule were
granted for decisions, and the ICBEMP was precluded because it is not at the decision point yet,
we need to explore the DEIS and the scientific assessment 1o see if we can discover grounds that
could be considered a decision at least on an interim basis to cover this 18 month period. The
federal team has agreed to work with us to this cnd under the authorization of Chief Dombeck.

Now [ will shift gears and we will zoom in on our communities within Lincoln County to
get a closer look at real impacts to people in rural America. In order for you to fully appreciate
the weight of my concerns, I must first provide you with a brief background profile of Lincoln
County and the Kootenai National Forest. Bear in mind that roughly 2/3 of the countics within
this Basin are similar in most respects.

When | attended school some 25 years ago we were taught that science was the
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observation of fact. As such, scientific observation yielded indisputable results. We have
evolved into a complex society now where scientists view their field of expertise differently and
interpret the facts in varying ways. We have scientists relating information as a result of research
that is accurately based upon statistical, factual information that is indisputable. However, we
also have scientists that teach their philosophies based upon unproven theories. Yetitis
characterized as science, People who want to prove their point or persuade others to see things
their way will obviously only engage the services of the scientists that will generate reports that
espousc or validate their position. We must now be cautious that we do not embrace selective
science but only accept sound science that is proven to be based upon the gathering of factual
information and/or peer reviewed by other scientists for concurrence as to its authenticity and
accuracy. We feel that in many respects the selective science approach was taken within the
ICBEMP rather than pursuing & course of action that assured sound science!

[ want to provide you with a scientifically sound profile of my communities and our
forest that is based upon accurate statistical information that was gathered the hard way, on the
ground, by measuring existing quantities or interviewing real people.

. First of all you need to understand the physical nature of the Kootenai National Forest
(KNF). We do not have a problem growing trees here in our mostly moist temperate forest.
Roughly 1.1 million acres of a total forested acreage of 2.1 million acres is classified as suitable
timberland. A smail portion of the 1.0 million acres of unsuitable for timberlands is classified as
tentatively suitable, because, in most cases due to market conditions, the cost of recovery in these
areas exceeds the revenue that would be generated, and some of these areas are sensitive or
would be difficult to regenerate. The remaining 200,000 acres is comprised of water bodies:
lakes, rivers, reservoirs, etc. The point being made is that 1.2 million acres are already set aside
from timber production for a variety of reasons: water, wildemess, viewshed, rocky and barren,
uneconomical to manage, sensitive, etc. This means that only about 48 percent of our KNF is
being managed for timber. About 52 percent of our KNF is being managed almost exclusively
for other values.

The KNF has an annual growth of somewhere between 500 and 600 MMBF, an annual
mortality of between 250 and 300 MMBF, or more, and we are currently harvesting about 100
MMBF, or less, annually. The last few years somewhers arourd 10 percent of our harvest was
green trees and roughly 90 percent of our harvest has been dead trees, classified as salvage sales.
Another way of describing this is an annual growth of 160 bffacre that is being harvested at an
annual rate of 45-55 bf/acre.

If these two methods of analysis are averaged it reveals that we are currently only
harvesting one-fourth of the annual growth. What is happening to the other three-fourths of
annual growth? It continues to grow or die from insect, discase, fire or windthrow. Ultimately it
adds to the tremendous fuels building up in our forest. This greatly increases the threat of
catastrophic fires. The more recent fires we have endured would have been catastrophic if there
had been stronger winds. The only way to treat the health of our forest and minimize the threat
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of catastrophic fires is to increase silviculture prescriptions to generate harvests that approach
avcrage annual growth, or at least annual average mortality. This can be accomplished within
sustainable forest ccosystem management if we only had the courage to do it. We are
experiencing larger stand-replacing fires bumning at a more intense heat and, in some cases,
baring the landscape down to mireral soils which creates a moonscape that is susceptible to
noxious weed invasion or the introduction of exotic plant species as much or more than road
construction. What adverse impact is this policy having on watershed health? How long will it
take these fire-damaged and destroyed ecosystems to recover and heal? What can we do to
restore this massive destruction and damage once it occurs? These fires leave huge irreparablc
marks on the land due to mismanagement through peglect.

Many of our recent fires also would have been even more catastrophic if it weren't for the
presence of roads and old or recent harvest units on the landscape. These provided a barrier that
either slowed the fire down to a manageable level or stopped the fire completely in its tracks.
Meteorologists predict that E1 Nino may contribute to another extreme fire season this year. Is
wildfire a prudent manner in which to manage our forests? We think not! We appeal to your
sense of reason to concur. Aggressive restoration based in scientifically sound silvicultural
prescriptions is crucial in order to properly reduce wildfire risk.

Much ado is made about the siltation and environmental damage done to ecosystems by
roads, primarily focused in the Yaak drainage back home. 1 would invite you all and your
colleagues to come and visit us and see for yourselves that the Yaak River is one of the cleanest
rivers you will ever see. It flows with very negligible sediment loading, even during spring run-
off, and even below vast areas that suffered major disturbance from large fires and have been
harvested with salvage sales. These areas included road construction and reconstruction, yet
have been treated in a responsible and sensitive manner. Please don’t be swayed by pictures
from other areas that falsely portray problems in the Yaak. If you will come and see for
yourselves I will personally host you in my home to minimize your expense. As the highest
calling for the USFS, according to Chief Dombeck, watershed maintenance and restoration will
not be accomplished by simply closing or obliterating roads. These roads are providing 2
measure of forest protection that is just not being recognized.

The accumulation of woody debris and excessive, untreated growth also has a detrimental
affect on the quality of wildlife habitat. This aspect of our forest is in decline, because thick tree
growth crowds out forage for big game. Our big game populations arc showing a downward
trend consistent with the loss of forage. Other factors include weather, hunting and security, but
the aspect of forage is often overlooked. Areas where trees have died and fallen over cannot be
utilized by deer, elk or moose. This becomes lost habitat for them.

Another aspect of our forests, too often overlooked, or manipulated with various means
of accounting, is the fiscal responsibility our government has to our people here in the United
States. Certainly we recognize there are many values that compete for the priority attention on
managing these lands. However, it is seldom pointed out that the value to the federal treasury
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lost cach year must be staggering. What is the return to the people when this timber burns or
rots? What is the benefit to the wildlife killed in these fires? What recreational bencfit is
realized by these losses? We have tremendous asscts in place in the form of the timber on these
suitable timberlands. Remember this is less than half of the KNF. Would we lct our money
burn or rot, or would we invest it prudently? $0.75 on the dollar goes to the federal treasury
from timber receipts of timber harvests. The other $0.25 is returned to the counties to help fund
roads and schools, which are critical infrastructure supporting our rural communities.

Currently we see over 99 percent of our forest receipts on the KNF gencrated from timber
harvest stumpage revenues. Less than 1 percent is generated from recreation. No onc is asking
how much it will cost us to recreate on public lands if we are to make up the shortfall from
declining timber receipts via recreational use fees. No onc from the USFS, BLM, the ICBEMP
staff or any federal agency posed with this question can answer how high the fees would have to
be to hike, camp, fish, hunt, etc. on our public lands to offset the loss of timber reccipts.

This leads us into the social aspect of our rural American dilemma. A recent study was
completed under the direction of Rebecca Templin Richards, Assistant Professor in the
Department of Sociology at the University of Montane at Missoula titled “Wild Resource Use”.
We understand that there was a response rate of the randomly sampled households in Lincoln
County in excess of 80 percent. Of the responding households, between 60 and 84 percent said
they regularly cut firewood, pick huckleberries, hunt and fish on public lands. Over 90 percent
of the surveyed houscholds identified the following resource economic activities to be very
important to the economy of our local communities: cutting sawlogs, posts and poles;
huckleberry picking; cutting firewood; fishing and hunting. Again, over 90 percent of the
responding households identificd logging as the most important economic activity in our local
community. This is clearly consistent with the other basic economy statistics gencrated by the
Bureau of Business and Economic Research at the same university. The data collected and
formulated reveals that for the past twenty years and longer, wood products, mining and federal
civilian (greater than 90% USFS) collectively comprise 90-95 percent, or more, of our economic
base. We have sustained closures of two major mining operations and numerous wood product
mills along with the downsizing of our wood products industry that resulted in a loss of over
1,000 basic industry jobs over the past 5-10 years. This gave rise to my home community of
Troy being designated as one of the top ten threatened and endangered communities across
America in a listing compiled by the National Association of Counties. Libby, our county seat
18 miles to the east, could easily have been included. And yet our basic cconomy remains at 90
percent, or more, wood products and federal civilian. These are the working families that form
the backbone of our communities. The management of our natural resources here is simply,
indisputably, the foundation upon which the rest of our economy is built. Incidently, the non-
resident travel or tourism component of our basic economy ranges from 1 to 3 percent. Those
people whose employment is directly tied to recreation here are relatively insignificant to our
basic economy. For this reason, we strongly disputc the socio-cconomic data within the
ICBEMP regarding the overstatement of recreation. '
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One primary reason people rely so heavily on wild resources in our rural communities is
that they are sacrificing caming capacity to live in the last best place. The supplemental food,
heat, exercise and income these wild resources provide enable hardy people to live in rural
America. Possibly the most critical issue that ties this all together is access to our public Jands.
The forest receipts that were discussed previously not only provide for maintenance of USFS
system roads, but also provide the major revenue to maintain county roads. Thesc county road
systems provide 2 vital link from primary and sccondary highway systems to USFS system roads
that ultimately facilitate travel to public lands for work and recreation. The work aspect is tied
primarily to USFS direct management activities or via contract and also the wood products
industry with a very small percentage of outfitters and guides. The recreation access is primarily
comprised of those local people employed in direct, indirect or induced jobs who are outside on
non-work time, be it evenings, weekends, holidays or vacations going for a pleasure drive or
hunting, fishing, picking huckleberries, cutting firewood, etc. Here the recreation activity tied to
guides and outfitters providing a paid experience is primarily limited to five weeks of hunting
season and seasonal fishing, which takes place mostly on major river systems that would not
require USFS access.

On the KNF almost 60 percent of the USFS system roads are closed and within my home
district 75 percent are closed, primarily due to transportation system management dictated by
grizzly bear recovery. In those same grizzly bear management units, we are only able to access
under 2% of our suitablc timberlands in a decade. That's right, only 2 percent in a given 10
year period! All of those local wild resource activities we local people enjoy are concentrated
on a very small fraction of our forest, unless you have strong young legs or horses. Most of the
forest unsuitable for timber is unroaded with some trail systems, so we are already severely
restricted to foot, bike or horseback access on over 50 percent of our forest. Add to this the
severe access restriction to our suitable timberlands and it brings blood to boil in the veins of
many local people. These grizzly bear management units arc fast becoming a de facto wilderness
arca. The same Wild Resource Survey mentioned previously discloscd that responding
households in Lincoln County identified the two huge problems that affect their harvest of wild
resources the most are national forest road closurcs and public land access - hands down!

We recently had meetings on proposed recommendations to change road management
standards in grizzly bear recovery areas that comprise around 40 percent of our KNF. Public
support and confidence in the recovery program is essential to its success. Strong showings of
local people in thres communities yiclded over 10 hours of pr ion and di ion with a
clearm Local people are ad: tly opposed to further access restrictions. They
want a more reasonable approach to access management that provides flexibility for seasonal
access 1o be restored to many areas currently closed that were traditionally accessed for a variety
of use, for decades. The supplemental information for the proposed interim rule suggests that
those species requiring large home ranges should receive special consideration. What
consideration will our people get? The director of the grizzly bear recovery program, Chris
Servheen, told us that grizzlies and people were compatible. He also told us that proper timber
harvests enhance bear habitat and that people and bears could co-exist without significant impact
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to our lifestyle. This has simply proven to be untrue. Over the past ten years, human activities
have been almost totally eliminated from bear habitat. People back home are threatened by the
grizzly bear manager’s intrusive impact on our custom and culture and our traditional lifestyle.
The grizzly bear recovery experts are creating a social jeopardy for this animal that far
overshadows the biology and habitat benefits they may be achieving. In fact, it has been
suggested to me that the most substantial thing [ could do to attain the status of a Jocal hero and
assure re-election would be to go out and kill a grizzly bear. The grizzly bear is fast becoming
public enemy no. 1 because of the severe social engineering being imposed on my constituents.
Wherever potcntial conflicts occur with people, the management decisions are dictated to favor
the bear.

A combination of these forgoing concemns is faced by an effort to diversify our local
economic base. The Treasure Mountain Ski Area adjacent to our Cabinet Mountains Wilderness
Area would also help us stabilize our local economy. It is on an ideal northeast aspect within a
grizzly recovery arca only twenty minutes from downtown Libby. This project is currently
undergoing an EIS process scheduled to be completed in September this year which will be
compiled with business, market and feasibility studies already completed. This sitc is currently
excluded from pending proposed additional wilderness areas and has been in the process of
review and study approaching 10 years. The proposed roadless moratorium presents some very
real obstacles that could cause this praject to be aborted. Will there be a provision of an appeal
process for projects such as this? Is there consideration for an application process to be included
in the 18 month moratorium that would provide for exemptions for these kinds of projects? The
USFS has recently placed an emphasis on recreation. It scems like federal hypocrisy for the
USFS to delay and possibly impede an economic diversification effort that has merit and funding
from other federal agencies. We can only ask what happened to the alleged partnership of the
USFS with rural America? Ifthis project is approved, the minor road construction necessary
could not be impl d while this ium is in effect. A recent report indicates the
Montana ski industry is bucking the national trends with a virtually uninterrupted climb in skier
and snowboarder visits since 1986. The booming Montana ski industry is luring skiers from
throughout the United States and all over the world. Please recognize our dilemma and make
sure there is some provision for exemptions for this and similar ongoing projects within USFS
managed public lands during the life of the interim policy. How is Chief Dombeck going to
concentrate his efforts on recreation concerning these situations? Please help him fuifiil his own
commitment to his stated priority.

‘When we refer to our threatened custom and culture, there are a couple more things that
need clarification. Foresters, loggers and mill workers have been employed in the wood products
industry here for decades. We too are environmentalists. We want to take care of our land. We
don’twantto foul our own back yard. It is our future. It is the future of our children and

dehild, Technology has allowed us to be lighter on the land. In some apphcauonsthe
need for roads is reduced by up to 67 percent, or more. Vast improvements are in place and
being upgraded continually to enable us to be responsible stewards of our heritage on these
public lands. Rhetoric characterizes timber as a limited resource. We must not forget that trees

L
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grow and timber is a renewable resource. We want a working national forest! Our people don’t
want welfare! We want to work!

Many of you are probably unaware that the U.S. combined with Japan, Germany, Britain
and France comprise sbout 10 percent of the world’s population. Our combined rate of
consamption for wood products and metals totals 30 to 54 p of global e ption. The
United States is now a net importer of wood and wood products and other construction matcrials,
as well as most metals and plastics. We know that the homes we live in are largely made of
wooed, by far the most preferved raw material for building homes.

In Montana, the USFS has reduced timber harvest by more than 50 percent since 1950,
Yetee ption is never di d when decisions are being made to reduce harvests, We nced
to rethink the commonly-held notion that the answers to many of the world’s environmental
problems is to simply designate ever-larger resource-rich areas as parks and preserves. The
majority of the appeals and litigation in opposition to these extraction activities originate with
groups that have publicly stated their ultimate goal is ZERO CUT! We are told to think
globally and act locally. Decisions are being made on a daily basis and at all levels of
government to restrict raw materials extraction, almost always on environmental grounds. No
one is addressing our global responsibility, Few are asking what the environmental impacts are
when our raw materjals are imported from somewhere eise. There are no paralel announcements
on programs to reduce consumption when projects for minerals, oil and gas or wood production
are eliminated.

In our research on this proposed moratorium there remain many unanswered questions
that will likely not be fully addressed before some time in March or later. That begs the question
for an extension to the comment period. Hopefully we have made it clear to youthat itis
imperative that any long term policy gosl includes budgeting more money to maintaining
existing roads that provide very limited access now, as well as expanding seasonal access to meet
the historical and growing social needs of our rural community custom and culture. We also
don’t object to developing a new process for determining where and how we build roads, but this
new process must be bascd upon sound science; it must not duplicate or add to processes that
are alrcady mandated by current laws in order to eliminate further delays in planning; and, most
of all, any new precess must be firmly imbedded in collsboration and itation with
local affected communities. There must also be incorporated into this collaborative process 2
vehicle for local affected community involvement in deciding which roads need to be maintained
and/or upgraded or those that need to be decommissioned.

We have specific concerns about all categories within the moratorium. We will address
them beginning with category (1). Currently, approximately 10% of KNF suitable timberlands
fall within inventoried roadless areas. The main reason for this is that the planned and approved
transportation system to provide economical ccess to these resources just bad not yet been put in
place. This means we are realistically reduced from 48 percent to accessing about 43 percent of
the KNF for timber management. Due to costly controversies revolving around listed species or
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potentially listed species like grizziy bear and buil trout, water values and wilderness or aesthetic
characteristics, etc. the standing foregonc conclusion seems to be that it is simply not economical
to pursue activities in these areas, and they would likely not be proposed for entry for reasons
such as these.

‘We also have concems about categories (2) and (3) dealing with contiguous roadless
areas greater than 1,000 scres. Just how will this be defined, and will it remave more of our
suitable timberlands so that we are left with less than 43 percent an the KNF?7 We need answers
to these critical questions before any interim rule is implemented that may affect the adoption of
a long-term rule. When the restrictions within grizzly bear management units is factored into this
equation, we are realistically accessing 39 percent, or less, of the KNF for timber management.

Qur greatest concen, based upon what we know to date, falls within the proposed interim
policy suspension categories (4) low density roaded areas, and (5) special and unique areas. We
currently understand that these two categories are left up to the discretion of the individual
Regional Foresters. We are very concerned that these two categories in particular are too vague
and consequently subject to individual interpretation. This p ially will place tremendous
undue pressure on the Regional Foresters. This will also cortainly set the stage for appeals ani
challenges by people who have different ecological or social values than the Regional Forester or
those who simply favor no activities at all.

As I end my testimony before you today, I would like to summarize what I feel the most
important issue is for you to consider. It is not the issue of a road building moratorium. 1t is the
constant barrage of federal edicts enacted from above that are threatening our custom and culture;
our traditional way of life in rural communities out west. We have been encouraged to “come to
the table” to negotiate and review forest management practices through the ICBEMP process.
We have kept our promise and stayed active in this process under tremendous political adversity.
Our constituents tell us “You can't trust the federal govemment any more" They tell us to look
at the cffects of the grizzly bearp ion and other endang! igement. They see
forests that are in dire need of help-and could catastrophically bum this summer They attend
public mestings to voice their opinions but feel as if their input falls on deaf cars. I used to tell
themt that we still need to try to work for a common goal and work out our differences ina
managed pian that can benefit all interests, [ constantly appeal to them to attend one more
meeting or write one more letter that will hopefully influence decisions. I am not sure that 1 can
tell them that any longer. Every cffort we have made to work together with federal agencies to
solve the important management decisions with words of reason have been ignored by this
Administration which continues to impasc additional regulations with no understanding of the
effects on rural America. We are being backed further and further into a comner and are ﬁghting
for our survival. We want the simple rights of Americans to pursue life, liberty and happiness -
all of which are being denied us by current public land management decisions.

This time, it may be the “straw that broke the camel’s back”. Trouble is brewing in the
West. People are tired of not being heard! The common sense and practical approach of rural

1.

1



201

people living on the land continues to fail on deaf ears. Special interest groups now seem to be
the managers of our national forests. What they list as valuable and endangered does not includ
the vanishing rural American lifestyle of the West. It is time that we place this management back
under sound scientific means and remove politics from it. It is time ta listen to the pcople! It
is time to ge our land responsibly! You may very well hold the keys to the future of rural
life in the West. You raust prevent this looming disaster!
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COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES

Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
U.8. House of Representatives
February 25, 1998

Mrs. Chairman, my name is William H. Banzhaf, Executive Vice-President of the Society of
American Foresters {SAF). The more than 18,000 members of the Society constitute the scientific
and educational association representing the profession of forestry in the United States. SAF's
primary objective is to advance the science, technology, education, and practice of professional
forestry for the benefit of society. We are ethically bound to advocate and practice land
management consistent with ecologically sound principles. I am especially pleased to be here
today to discuss the subject of the Forest Service’s proposed road moratorium, and to thank the
Subcommittee for its continued support of professional forestry. 1 thank the Chair for the
opportunity.

We do not believe an eighteen-month moratorium on road building in roadless areas does
anything to support Chief Dombeck’s stated goals to develop a new set of transportation
regulations that:

o establish a new process for making road building decisions so that managers can make
better onsite decisions about where and when to build roads;

* decommission at least 60,000 miles of existing roads;

e establish an approach to upgrade roads as appropriate so that current roads can meet
environmental standards and handle the use they currently receive;

o identify a sustainable funding source for its entire road program.

By and large we support Chief Dombeck’s goals, but wish to point out that the Forest Service can
develop a new set of regulations at anytime without halting the activity in question.

In addition to our concern that halting road building does not support the agency’s goals, we also
believe that the policy undermines years of hard work in making decisions sbout federal lands.
Congress, the Forest Service, and many citizens have contributed significant time and resources in

Adopied as an emergercy position statement by the officers of the Society on February 235, 1998. This position
statement will expire February 25, lmmmﬂwmih review, it is renewed by the SAF Council.

Using the Scientific Knowledge and Technical Skills of the Forestry Profession to Benefit Society
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The Forest Service 's Proposed Road Moratorium
Testimony by William H. Banzhaf, CAE
February 25, 1998

determining which lands cught to be designated as Wilderness, which should continue to be
studied, and which should be released for multiple-use management. The proposed interim rule
should clarify that land allocations will not be changed as a result of the moratorium. This
proposed moratorium seriously threatens years of negotiations and compromise that went into the
development of current forest plans. Chief Dombeck has stated that certain forests are exempted
from the moratorium because “it is important to people that we retain the integrity of the planning
process and appeals processes.” This commitment to the integrity of the planning process should
apply to every unit of the National Forest System with a forest plan; therefore the moratorium is
1Ot Necessary.

The moratorium also undermines the ability of forest managers and interested citizens to address
critical needs in certain forest areas. By the agency’s own admission 40 million acres of its lands
are at risk from catastrophic fire. The moratorium will prevent managers from constructing roads
to enter-a significant portion of these acres to apply fire-prevention techniques. The proposed
interim rule should clarify that construction of fire lines is not road building and will be allowed
under normal procedures during fire situations. The proposal is unclear on this point. The
recent ice storm in New England p! another ple of the dangers of a road moratorium:
managers on the White Mountain National Forest may not be able to treat some of the acres that
sustained significant ice storm damage because of the inability to build roads.

Yet another concern is how the policy will affect state, county, and private access to lands
intermingled with Forest Service properties. Access to adjacent lands must be maintained.

Another concern with the policy is its vague and subjective criteria for lands included in the
moratorium. The inclusion of lands “because of their unique ecological or social values” simply
sets the stage for more acrimony and legal entanglements. Every acre of the national forests could
be off fimits to any type of management activity based on this criterion. This provision should be
removed.

The real issue the Forest Service should be addressing is the backlog in maintenance and
reconstruction needs of the existing road system. Chief Dombeck has stated he will work on this
serious problem. We, however, fail to see how the moratorium does anything to address this

i and r ion backlog. The Society of American Foresters has examined the
broader question of roads in the Nationa} Forest System, and we would like to submit our
position on the subject for the record.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.
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Roads in National Forests
The Position of the Society of American Foresters™

Position

The Society of American Foresters believes forest roads, properly constructed and maintained, are
a critical pert of forest g and recreation use, and are an increasingly important part of
the rural transportation system. Roads should be constructed and maintained in an
environmentally sound manner following existing standards, laws, and regulations.

The National Forest Road System is facing a crisis. Maintenance and reconstruction (the practice
of rebuilding, moving, or improving roads) of existing roads have not kept pace with repair needs
in recent years. This is largely an issue of federal appropriations. The USDA Forest Service
should propose a realistic work-plan and budget to address its road system backlog. Congress
should seriously consider the proposat and fund the appropriate maintenance, reconstruction, or
obliteration needs of roads in the National Forest System.

The envir tal laws and lations that govern the activities of the USDA Forest Service are
intended to protect against environmental degradation that can result from poorly planned or
constructed roads. Decisions about roads in national forests should be made at the local level,
under an overarching legal framework. The manager on the ground, with input from the public, is
able to make decisions about roads based on existing laws and regulations, the values the public
holds for the forest, and the needs of the individual forest,

Issue
The practice of road building in the national forests has generated significant controversy in recent
years, This controversy involves several connected but distinct issues, including building roads in

areas where there are currently no roads (viewed by some as potential wilderness), the
mechanisms available to pay for new road construction to support forest management needs and
opportunities, the maintenance of existing roads, and the environmental effects of road building.
The Forest Service is struggling to manage a road network that was largely designed to remove
timber, but now serves a variety of purposes, including rural access, recreation, firefighting, and
other forest management and administrative activities,

* Adopted by the officers of the Society on February 20, 1998, This position statement will expire on
February 20, 1999 uniess, after subsequent review, it is decided otherwise by Council.

®

Using the Scientific Knowledge and Technical Skills of the Forestry Profession to Benefit Sociely
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Background
The Condition of the Roads in the National Forest System

The condition of existing roads in the National Forest System is of real concern to the Society of
American Foresters. According to the Forest Service, three quarters of the agency’s roads are
more than 50 years old, and 60 percent of them are being maintained below the Forest Service
standards for which they were designed. (For Fiscal Year 1998, direct road construction is funded
at $88 million, down $5 million from Fiscal Year 1997. Maintenance is funded at $85 million. The
President’s Fiscal Year 1999 budget proposal req a20p i in funding for road
maintenance.) Natural resource managers and the agency need to better understand the ecological
impact of existing forest roads and the building of new ones, and how to minimize those impacts.
The Forest Service needs to make sure these roads are safe for public and agency use and that
they are not causing environmental damage due to inadequate maintenance.

Benefits and Costs of Roads

Most of the roads in the National Forest System were originally constructed to access timber, but
now support many other purposes. Roads in forested areas allow access for the application of
scientifically based forest practices designed to maintain or enhance the health of forest
ecosystems. Roads provide access for recreation, rural travel, fighting forest fires, and controlling
outbreaks of pests and diseases. Roads also provide people with access to commodities, such as
timber, oil, natural gas, minerals, livestock grazing, and special forest products.

Roads represent an envirc | challenge. Drainage from roads and their associated features
can cause erosion and reduce water quality. Roads can help the spread of forest diseases, exotic
plants and other pests, and fragment wildlife habitat (Gorte 1997, Johnson et al. 1995). The
challenges roads present can be overcome through proper design, construction, use, and
maintenance.

The Purpose of Roads in the National Forest System

Under the National Forest Management Act, the Forest Service must develop a management plan
for each unit of the National Forest System, The Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act, the
Wilderness Act, the National Forest Management Act, and the agency’s 1897 “Organic Act”
require that the Forest Service manage for seven separate purposes—water, wildlife, recreation,
timber production, grazing, minerals, and wilderness. Roads in the National Forest System are
important for all these purposes, but increasingly for recreation access. More people visit the
national forests than the national parks by at least a factor of two. During Fiscal Year 1996,
Forest Service roads carried 76 million Americans to 133,087 miles of hiking trails; 96 Wild and
Scenic Rivers covering 4,348 river miles; 120 National Scenic By-ways extending for 8,000 miles;,
397 designated wilderness areas totaling 34.7 million acres; and 23,000 developed facilities such
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as traitheads, boat ramps, visitor centers, campgrounds, picnic areas, and other special places the
American people count on to enjoy their national forests. (USDA Forest Service 1997).

To implement management plans, the Forest Service must have access to the forests through a

ell-maintained road system. This requires a substantial, dependable road budget for maintenance
as well as reconstruction. Severe cuts in the Forest Service’s road program have resulted in the
agency’s using timber purchasers to perform some work on existing roads that are in need of
repair. A purchaser of Forest Service timber often needs to build or reconstruct roads to access a
timber sale area. For example, for the 2,844 miles of road reconstructed in 1996, 80 percent of the
reconstruction work was performed by timber purchasers (Gorte 1997, Price Waterhouse LLP
1997). It should be noted that new road construction on the national forests has declined by 75
percent in the past decade (Gorte 1997). The work the purchaser performs on the road is
essentially paid for by part of the price paid for timber the purchaser harvests: the agency allocates
assets in the form of timber as payment for building or reconstructing assets in the form of roads.
Roads should be seen as a capital investment. This system of trading ore asset (timber) for
another (reconstructed roads) should be maintained as an option for forest managers. When it
comes to roads, the Society of American Foresters’ primary concern is maintaining an
infrastructure to address the health of our national forests.

Federal direct appropriations provide a line-item in the Forest Service budget for funding road
construction. These limited funds primarily go toward the reconstruction and repair of existing
roads, not new road construction.

Road reconstruction and maintenance are critical to helping maintain healthy forests. The Forest
Service may maintain only a segi of a transportation system that is supported by broader
jurisdictions. Oftentimes there are several entities responsible for maintaining part of the system.
All such legally responsible entities should maintain their share of the roads, otherwise the poor
stewardship of one can result in the breakdown of the entire system. There are also serious
Hability reasons to keep roads in good condition.

The Forest Service should be addressing the backlog in maintenance and reconstruction needs of
its existing road system. The agency has the tools, environmental protections, and knowledge to
develop a realistic work-plan and budget to address this serious road system backlog, They should
submit this plan to Congress, which, in turn should take this proposal very seriously. A road in a
serious state of disrepair can contribute to undesirable environmental and social conditions within
as well as far from forest borders.
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ONFORESTS AND FOREST HEALTH
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DONALD C. AMADOR

Madam Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, it is indeed a honor for me to be given the
privilege of testifying before you today. As the Biue Ribbon Caalition's lead spokesman on the issue of forest
roads, | must say the Cealition is greally troubled by the Administralion's roadless area policy.

The Coalition rep over 600 ip iented groups and busi with 650,000 . Qur
membership includes, but is not limited to; minerat and gem coliectors, hunters and fishermen, off-highway
motorcyclists and all-terrain vehicle enthusiasts, backcountry horsemen, cross-country skiers, hikers, sport utility
vehicle owners, snowmabiliers, senior citizens, four-wheel drivers, disabled Americans, and other ouidoor
enthusiasls. We also work with groups such as ouifitters and guides.

After carefully studying this new policy, the Coalition has concluued that this proposal is nolhmg but a de facto
Wiidemass grab designed to thwart the will of Congress as outlined in the National Forest A Act,

Never before in my many years of working with the Forest Service, either in my capacily with the coalition or
as chairman of the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Commission at the California Department of Parks
and Recreation, have | ever wilnessed a more anti-access or anti-recreation policy.

Chief D 's promise 1o “aggressively ission old, ded, and unused roads” is alarming and is
in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act, | have received many phone catls from former Forest
Service employees who have told me 1hat de facto Wilderness and denying the general public access to federal
forest lands is what this policy is all about,

Recent claims by the Forest Service that this policy will protect the environment are faise and misiead the
public. This policy is bad for the envircnment and people. As one who drove over 4,000 miles last year on
Forest Service roads and trails in California, Nevada, and ldaho, | can testify that the over 373,000 miles of
forest roads, including so-called ghost roads, are critically important for dispersed recreational opportunity.

What the Forest Service fails to recognize is that the road obliteration process is as, if not more,
mﬂm the actual road building. As a heavy equipment operalor and former operating ergmeer 1 find

10 envi | docur tion on how the Forest Service expects to mitigate the di
impact of increased sedimentation and slip-outs caused by this program. If this program is implemented on &
national level the consequences to fish habitat will be incalculable. As most road engineers will 1ell you the most
serious environmental impacts to habitat occurs within the first 4-6 years post construction. By proposing a
nationat road rehabilitation (e.g. ripping the road bed, outsloping, puiling out culverts, etc.} program, the
Forest Service will be actually causing far more environmental damage than if the old roadArail systems were left
*as is" and maintained with volunteer partnerships between recreation organizations and the agency.

By wrongly focusing on closing unimproved roads, the Forest Service will be concentrating a growing number
of A who are ding access to active forms of recreational opportunity on federal forest lands.
California already has twenty- fwo percent of its forest lands in Wilderness designation and can ilf afford this
policy. California’s forests have witnessed a thirty 1o forty percent increase in aclive visitor use days in just the
tast several years. We need more multiple-use access ~ not less.




209

Page 2

The Forest Service fails to gnize that the unimp d road system is the “product” and the reason why
many families (Exhibit A) travel to the forest. Without a large and viable unimproved road system that provides
public access for fishermen, hunters, mountain bikers, sight seers, disabled Americans, senior citizens (Exhibit
B), off-highway recreationists, equestrians, and rock hounders, the forest -- as a recreation or tourist attraction —
ceases to exist.

While that may be an attractive prospect or goal for many of the national green advocacy groups (GAGs) or
their law firms, the Forest Service must fulfill its mandate to serve all of the people and not succumb to the
desires of an elitist few.

Needless to say, | am skeptical when the Forest Service claims that this policy is not anti-access or anti-
recreational.

As most of you know, the State of California has a user-pay/user-benefit motorized recreation program. Each
year, multiple-use recreationists contribute (in the form of state grants) approximately five million doliars to the
Forest Service to provide environmentally sound off-highway recreation on federal lands. Over thirty percent, as
mandated by state law, is used for law enforcement, resource management, and for the protection of critical
habitat.

Sadly, the Forest Service - while claiming to be focusing on recreational opportunity for all Americans -- has
been quietly implementing many of the road closing aspects of the Draft Resources Planning Act of 1995, a ptan
that has yet to be approved by Congress.

While Chief Dombeck alluded to the tack of maintenance funding as a reason for closing roads, it often
appears that the so-called "lack-of-funding” (even when funds are offered by the state for road/trail repair) is
just an excuse to further the de facto Wilderness agenda (Exhibit C) of the GAGs and their willing accomplices
in the Administration and Forest Service.

Considering the ber of p friends that | have in the Forest Service and that | deeply treasure the
state/federal partnership that exists in many regions, it pains me greatly to be giving this teslimony today.

Expressing my current distrust and frustration with the Forest Service's new proposed "roadiess" policy (and I
think they have it aptly named - for it is indeed a true ROADLESS policy) is sc hing 1 take no pl
in. However, considering its lack of outreach to the multiple-use community with no apparent language
guaranteeing a viable “road to four-wheel driveways" or "roads to multiple-use trails™ program, | hereby state the
Blue Ribbon Coalition’s opposition to this policy as written and urge this committee to direct the Forest Service to
follow its multiple-use mandate.

Thank you again for. atiowing me the privilege to testify before you today.
Respectfully submitted,

Lo e -

Donald C. Amador
CA/NV Representative
Blue Ribbon Coalition
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Forest Roads Provide
for Year-Round Recreation

by Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Commission Chairman Don Amador

California’s Off-Highway Motar Vehicle
Recreation {OHMVR} program was created
in 1971 by the state Legislature to manage
the growing number of off-highway vehi-
cles (OHVs} being used for family oriented
recreation. In 1982, the Off-Highway Motor
Vehicle Act established the OHMVR
Commission and Division.

The seven-member commission serves as
an advisory board and provides policy direc-
tion for the Green Sticker Program.

are by the governor

1 the Legistature. The commission also

wproves grani funding to the U.S, Forest
Service, the Bureau of Land Management,
counties, and vasious other agencies for
operation and maintenance, resource pro-
tection, and law enforcement in more than
100 riding areas on nearly 100,000 miles of
roads and trails.

Bluze Ribhors Coulition.

NOVEMBEUDECEMIER 1997

Since 1988, the Green Sticker Program
has aftocated more than 30 percent of its
annual budget to protecting critical habi-
tat, riparian zones and large mammal win-
ter range. The funds for managing the
targest program of its kind in the country
ate generated through vehicle registration,
uset fees, and fuel taxes collected from
off-highway use.

ONV Recreation
Generates 33 Billion

A 1992-93 study by California State
University, Sacramento, shows that OHV
recreation generates more than 33 billion
in economic activity annually, and sup-
ports 43,000 jobs. Most of the sport's eco-
nomic benefits ase realized in the rurat
areas of California.

s forestheathon

While many folks regard the OBV pro-
gram a3 being only for dirt-bikers and those
with d-wheel-drive vehicles, surveys show
that OHVs also are used by many hikers,
fishermen, disabled veterans, youth camp-
ing organizations, photographers, minori-
tes, senior citizens, bird watchers, sport
utility vehicle (SUV) owners and sightseers
for access to our public lands.

Under Gov. Wilson's leadership and
direction, the OHMVR Division has
tepmed up with the Colitoraia Polce
Activities League and now s offerig, at
five-state vehicular recreation areas
throughout California, olf-road nding pro-
grams for our innescity youth. This out-
reach effort shenes atrisk Kids that police
officers really do care and that there are
viabhe and fun alternatives to gangs. drugs
and olher criminal activities.

Another exciting bew outreach program
is cafled the California Back Country
Discovery Trail. The OHY community has
Jong had a vision of 1 multiple-use “pony
express-style” route, using existing roads
and trails that would run {rom the Mexican
border to Oregon. Approved by the
OHMVR Commission in 1995, 2 sirategy
was developed for the inplementation and
growth of the trail. Segments of the route
recently were dedicated on the Mendocino
and Six Rivers National Forests.

This shared-use trail, primarily on
unpaved roads, partially is designed for the
growing SUV market whose owners are
tooking for a back-country adventure and
1o feam more about this state’s ecology and
colorful history.

Recent surveys from: several of this sate’s
18 national forests have shown receation
demands rising 10 40 percent in many loca-
tions. Not surprisingly, most of the increase
is in the area of “active” recreational pur
suits [camping, organized youth activities,
rock-hounding, off-roading, fishing, skiing,
maunidin-biking, driving for pleasure in
SUVs, and by praple swho simply want to be
in totch with the envronments
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rorest Health
Important to Recreation

To better serve the seven million
Cali who now are ling acti

ive

recreationa) opportunities, we should recog-

nize that forest health and public access are

two of the most Impontant environmental

issues that land managers, politicians and

resource professionals will face during the
next decade.

From 2 recreation manager’s perspective, 1

)
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FEATURE STORY

activities. Fach year, millions of Califomians
depend on a properly maintained forestroad
systern. On 2 national basis, there is a 3440
willion backlog i road maintenance due to
fexderal budyget cuts, and that road work in the
national forests has declined steadily since
1991, Total spending on r0ad
construction and TECORStruc

think our g i

agencies and resource-related assaciations
should address the following seven forest
health and access concemns:

1. Reduce Tree Density - A common
comphint | hear from 3 diverse cross-section
of the recreational public is twat in many of
our forests, the tree stands are too dense
{200-500 trees per acre) and detract from a
quality recreational experience. Most experts

for active recreation are apparently on a
decrease, 1 would encourage the private
intolder to consider an outreach progtam,
on a collaborative basis, to recreation
interests,

6. Reinsert Responsible Timber
Harvesting Back into
the Forest-Health

o051 0998 Trom | Vil masy o e gaves i
$141 million 1o $74 million, | folks regard the Americans have made
Just as public demand f(i:;; OHY program as being &:tge?;;iegﬁg:g
out forests hastisen nearly 40 | omly for dirt-bikersand  the unjust political
e O T acos | those with dwheeldrive o8 lot S0
s Gt oy 4 B, | Veicles, surveysshow - e,
this picture. that OHVs arc used by tions restricting the use

4. Support the Purchaser
Road Credit Program
(PRCF) - The vast majority

many hikers, fishernen,
disabled veterans, youth

of prescribed fire for
fuel Joad reduction pro-
grams, the very fact

that 25-40 trees per acve are what makes of California’s spostsmen N P that an aggressive tree
for ideal habitat and a quality should app the fact ¥ & density red pio-
. in many of our forests we quite i that since 1985 the PRCP has | photographers, sealor gram {logging} using
literally "can't see the forest for the trees.” provided this state with . . modern forest practices
This unc'}\gxkhed dens;':{i :Isc;:s ;(;atld mal‘:‘y access roads at an average | citizens, bird watchers, has not yet been
families their homes has destre envi- cost of only $26,000 per i openly embraced b
ronmentally sensitive areas due to wildfire, ey which is Jess than half sport utility vehicle bg(h ysides of th{
2 Re::l;;ortn Fuel Lmdsa&um the price of f ds con- and sigl political spectrum is
aany de camgpsites have structed witlh appropriated irresponsible,
fuel loading problems in the immediate area { funds at 3 rosll::'; agpmxh for access to our 7.pollecognlze the
within the campground, most dispersed mately 560,000 per mile. public lands.” Diynamics of Tourism
camp sites and those timber stands near When was the jast time you and Resource Iny
camping opportunities are literal saw a government program on Rural Econemic
fire-bombs walting to expiode. The public tually save money: Sustainability - Having
deserves better and soon will demang it 5. Private Timber Land Owners toured the many boardud-up “timixs towns”

3. Adequately Fund the Forest Roads
Program - Besides allowing resource profes-
our federal and state
timber lands, forest roads benefit all
Americans who use them for recreational

Millions demand

22 CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATRON

active recreational opportiusitics sich as off:

Should Consider D p

— with closed-down gas stations and restau-

14
Pantnerships with the Public - Understand-
ing the increased public demand for multi-
ple-use recreational oppostunities on feder
al forest lands and that said lands available

of Californians “rouding, rock-hounding
and mountainbiking. A four-wheeler lakes on the "Sierra Trek,” @ 1Smile trall from Eagle Lakes to
Susmtt Clty in the centrad Sierra.

www. fores Gilthon

ants — of Northern California duting the
fast fow years where “rural tourism® was to
have weplaced the higlepaying job of forestry
professionals, it should be noted that many
towns identified as tourist destination polnts
now are nothing more than wide spots in
the road. As the civic infrastructuze {le.
schools, fire and police departments, etc) —
once supported with timber sales receipts —
becomes nonviable, a service-based industry
is, typically, unable to sustain liself or the
cconomic neads of the Jocal populace,

Cnly as more of our political leaders have
the courage to find consensus, and once
found, act, I fear it will be politics as usual
with the process being more important than
the product. The real losers in this are
this country’s futuze generations and the
willions of Americans who depend on access
10 our public lands for family get-a-wiys and
expext a healthy forest once they arrive. }

M. Asmador iy be ruchod ut: 1725 23nd Stnet, Ste.
220, Sacrauniento, CA 93816,

E-nail: 74133, 1507@ ompuserve cun.

1997 NOVEMBERIDECEMBER
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EXHIBIT B

AUDUBON

I agree that overcrowding in national
parks is a major problem that impinges
on both the visitors’ experience and
wildlife. Clearly one must reduce the
number of visitors by some fair method.
My concern is that in the process, con-
sideration of cost will-eliminate people
like me from the parks. At 70, I use a -
walker on good days and an electric scoot*

er otherwise. | have been eliminated from
several wildlife arcas, national forests,
etc., becausc rthe simplest way to control
people is to make them walk farther.

"I realize that handicapped facilities can
be expensive, but they should be consid-
ered in the planning process. It could be
you, your spouse, or your child that is
someday affected.

HARRY JOHNSON
Riverside, California

! SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1997
A U D U B O N 10



213

EXHIBIT C

N
ways to save our
L

natl’onalf orest

Chainsaw-wislding profiteers have taken charge of our
public woodlands. Hare's how to stop them.

by John J. Berger

YOU'RE PLANNING A VACATION AND DECH M.
to visit one of America’s national foress.
Maybe you envision clear streains, placi
Iakes, sbusdant waldiife, and 2 verdant canopy
of tall, old srees. IFyou're lucky, you just niight
find such an idyllic place in the cvsnry’s 191
million acres of national forestand. Buy you
could just as easily wander intv aJurest wach
miles of bald, eroding cleareuts, searred sud
gouged by the treads of heavy lopping cquip-
ment. Welcome 1o Big Stump Noiona Forest

Enjoy the moonscape, brcas you probuably paid for it
National-Forest kogging is heavibs subsidized by the American
people. The LS. Forest Seevice owes "beanty strips™ of Teakthy
trees along higlways tw impress the publ, ot beyond these
thin geeen lines of respectabiliny the ageacy has violatad our
troat. Sev up in 1903 o profect forest res o from logging
abiises, the Forest Service was suppased o regilate hogging witls
the goal of mainainig 3 heatiy torest. Nuarly a century ater,
the agency bas i but sradicavd vs viginad weoodlasmbs ard
destrayed wildlifi dabitat, streanns, and reercation arcas. 1t has
driven populations of rarc and codangered species toward ex-
vinction. And for what? Today matonat forests provide a were
4 pereent of the natim's timber sapply, sty casily replace-
able by recyclitg and maoce et i of wood,

The best way to preserve your public forests is to pressuec
your public officials, Here's wha thoy need to know, and what
yers ieed 2o teli dhon,

1. Stop th_o Logging

You'll oftcn hiear that consmwereial hgging of our public lads
is goad for she cconomy. b tuch, such hegging redunces the
watue of the forest for brngers, and 1
cantribute 37 times more incoe o the UL, coanomy and pro-
duce 32 times mury jobs thas logging e the mational forests

3% . busy/AucesT 1Y

docs. I addition., the Forest Seevice spends alinost
$1 bitlion 2 year tor Togging sesearch, acininistra-
tion, replartting, and roxds nue paid for by logging
companics—money that would be betrer spent
eestoring la, retraining forese workers, and
felping itics aapt so the ievitabls
of the thmber boom,
The Sterra Club belicves thut teee cunting is
scceptable in our national forests unly for do-
mestic firewood, o reduce the hazard of forest
fires where absolutely necessary, and to restore dam-
agged farests, The Club maintaios that alt commercial logging
on federal forests should e banned bucatise tie Forese Service
has proves that K cansot saomige i€ responstbly,

Advocating a halt w kygaing is not enough, lwwever, fue Club
activists from aroind the couniry whe have uter ideas for sav-
wigg wnr vatiural forestseincluding poficies it can be imple-
nrented imemedianely as they work toward a wral ba,

2. Proiect Sensitive Arcas
and Old Growth

oacdless areas, which the Forest Serviee dufines as 5,000 or
wwre seres of wildland, contain most remnants of the nacion's
primeval forest and hundreds of at-risk species. They muse i~
mediately be put off-tonits w comuwrcial logggnyg Likewise,

il ith thieir unigue covlogical [katurgs, impors
ance in flood prevention, and suscoptibility w damage from
foggingmmust be protecied.

“Many people do not trust us to do the right thing,” Forest
Service Chief Mike Dombeek recently told the Seuxte Encrgy
and Natural Resources Conanritiee. “Untit we rebuild that eruse
and strengehen those relationships, itis sinply common sensce
e we avoid rijatian, uld-growds, and rusdicss aress,” These
welvanie words need 1w becone official agency policy, enforced
an the grovad. Fo provide permanent prowetion, Congress

Hbastrarrgn by Rubest Jimmerman
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should add most of these arcas to the National Wildernuss
Prescrvation System—or offer other forins of protection. If
Congress balks, President Clinton should usc his power under
the Antiquitics Act, as he did in setting up Grand Staircase—
Escalante National Monument in Utah in 1996, to cstablish
an array of ancicnt-forest national monuments,

3. Halt Roadbullding

Mecasured by its ability to crode soils and de-
stroy strcams and other wildlifc habitat,
roadbuilding is onc of the most egre-
gious aspects of the Forcest Service's
commercial logging program. The
377,000-mile-long  national-forest
road system is atrcady almost eight
times longer than our interstate high-
way system, and additional roads are
being built. Taxpayers arc nnwictingly
paying $50 million a year to make it happen,
(Sce “Loggers’ Free Lunch,™ page 22))

4. Reward Stoewardship

Today Congress evaluates the Forese Service primarily on
how well it “gets out the cut,” meaning how close it comes to
mecting Congress’ astronomical logging quotas. These quotas
should be climinated. The agency's performance should Instead
be measurcd by how well it has performed its job of protecting
the ccological quality and health of the forests, including
wildlife, wetlands, lakes, and rivers. Salary increases and pro-
motions should be based on the same criteria.

8. Look Again at Wiliderness

To keep the log trucks rolling, Forest Service officials have
excluded millions of acres of pristine wildlands from the
agency's official maps of roadless lands. In Washington's
Okanogan National Forcst, for example, roadless acreage was
understated by 30 percent. *The Forest Service inctuded a lot
of nice rock and ice,” says Sierra Club forest activist Mark
Lawlcr, *but excluded areas with big trecs.” Because Congress
uses these maps to delincate and establish federally protected
wilderness areas, a new inventory of roadless arcas should be
conducted—not by the Forest Service, but by an objective advi-
sory board appointed by the president. Once the inventory is
complete, roadicss arcas should be placed off-limits to logging
until Congress considers whether they should be included in

the wilderness system.
8.

After cutting an area, the Forest Service has often com-
poundcd the damage by replanting it as a single-specics tree

store the Damage

range and rep arcas; underrep d habitat types,
such as ponderosa pine in Colorado; and habicat for sensitive
specic

A lederally funded restoration corps should be set up to
spearhead such ciforts, and to stabilize and recontour disturbed
slopes, burn brush and trees where necessary to reduce wild-
firc risk, and controt the spread of iion-pative specics. Out-of-
work laggers should be given hiring preferences for these and
ather federal restoration projects.

7. Hoelp Logging Communities

If commercial logging on public lands is outlawed or
severely restricted, some timber-dependent communicies will
need assistance building a new economy. The federal govern-
ment should help them find cavironmentally sustainable ways
to provide jobs. The restoration corps mentioned above is one
logical step. Another is setting up temporary programs, such
as the Agriculture Department’s Office of Forestry and Eco-
nomic Assistance in Porcland, Oregon, to help communities
maintain sacial services and search for economic alternatives.

8. Promote Land Ethics

Droves of untutored hikers, campers, bicyclists, horse-pack=
crs, laneers, amd anglers can make a mess by leaving garbage,
trampled campsites stripped of wood, and ructed trails. The
Forest Service should more actively promote programs that
teach reer ists Jow-impact practices. Conscevacionists
should scek partnerships with nonmotorized recreationists to
defend public lands from such destructive activitics and to
maintain and monitor trails.

9. Take a Personal Stand

The Sicrra Club is working o convinee the
Forest Scrvice and elected officials (o make the
kinds of policy changes listed above. We invite
you te join your local Sicrra Club's forest-pro-
tection comniitiee, If you want to do more,
urge President Clinton and your congfes-
sional rey ives to support legislati
to stop commercial logging un public land, In
addition, you can voluntcer on 3 restoration
project: writc leteers to your local newspaper
urging protection for our national forests;
photograph clearcut, trail, and stream dam-
age when you see it and send the pictures to
iocal media; and let your nearese Forest Service office know
that healthy forests and native fish and wildlife are what you
value most on these public lands.

|

JOHN J. BERGER, whe ltas a doctorate in ecology, is an anthor and

farm. Morcover, the agency has ppropriatcd a third toa
half of all the money earmarked for reforestation and mitiga-

envi { policy consuiant. His primer on forests will be published
by Sicrra Club Books net year

tion of timber-sale damage, using it for expenses.
Logying and roadbuilding funds should be redirccted o repair~
ing environmental damage. At the top of the list of arcas w be
restored should be logging roads (and many off-road-vehicle
erails), especially those in sensitive arcas; riparian zoncs and
wetlands: isoose, elk, caribou, and other barge-manmnal wintee-

» For more information about how to get involved in the Sicrra Club’s

Jorest work, contacs your Sierra Club chapter or group conscrvation
chair. 'to join the Sierra Club Activist Neswork, write the Office of
Voluntcer and Activist Services, BS Second St., 2mf Floor, Sun Fran-
ciseo, €A 94105 vr e-mail activistdesk@sicrraclub.org

Si1Ara > 39
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he threats to Sequoia Nationai
Forest are mirrored throughout

the 430-mile-long Sierra Nevada,

cL USB
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$ AVING T HE W-iiD PLANE?Y

cant smaller victories and, just as impor-
tant, convinced many government offi-
clals that "logging without laws” is dis-

astrous for our nation’s forests. in

The Sierra Club, fighting for strong
spotted-owl protections, conducted a
successful phone-call and letter-writing

that d the White

John Muir's "divinely b iful” Range
of Ught. Clearcuts pockmark the moun-
tain chain. Trees are being cut
on steep stopes with poor soil,
causing erosion and siit-faden
streams. And more than a hun-
dred years of fire suppression
have left the forest 10 become
darnigerously tangled withun
derbrush and dense stands of smal!

trees, creating a situation In which con-"

cerns about fire safety are exploited to
joctify old-style cut-and-run logging.
he Sierra Club is working toward

E germanen! federal protection for the

fange’s entire ancient-forest ecagystem:

That'sa tall order given that the Sierra

spans nine national forests and three na--

tional parks, The most immediate obsta-
cle Is the anti-environmental bentof the
current Congress. But Instead of waiting

+ for Washington, the Clubls laying the

groundwork for lasting protection by in-
fluencing administrative policies in the
short term and building public support
for a healthy Sierra Nevada.

For the next 10 to 15 years, whether
the range can be protected will be deter-
mined largely by how well the U.S. For-

California, those efforts forced the Fore
est Service to halt or significantly alter
93 timber sales. In Sequoia National For-
est, activists convinced the Forest Service
to convert all proposed rider salesinto
sales that could be appealed by citizens,
slowing the saws—{for now.

Today the Sierra Club can focus more
attention on educating the public about
the long-term threats the Sierra Nevada
faces. Thiough media vutreach and.
hands-on communky-
organizing, Club ac-
tivists are taking their
. message ° to: their. -
B neighbors, building™

~the kind of grasy
roots  support " that
can move even hos-
. tileWashington. it'sa
task as big as the

House to order the Forest Service to
delay issulng its spotted-owl
plans until it incorporates the
findings of the $7 million con~
gressionally mandated Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project. That
study, the most comprehensive
ever completed oh an ecosys-
tem as large and complex as the Slerra
Nevada, backs up-
concerns sbout thieats to tha range's
forests, lakes, and »__

rivers with indis-
putable stlentlﬂc

year, ¥
Club turned much

fects of the sab™

est Service treats the Californt,

owl. Under the National Forest Manage-

ment Act, the agency is required to pro-

tect this species in decline, A draft envi-
f impact £ g on

preserving owl habitat is due this 1a!l.

vage-logging rider Sierra itself, but it
that was attached didn’t stop John Muir
to the 1996 federat and it surely won't
budget and ak stop his Sierra Club.
iowed unchecked For more informa-
logging on forest- tion, «contact the
lands. Although Sierra Club's Califors
i il nia/Nevada/Hawail
could- not per- field office, 4171
suade the Clinton Piedmont Ave., Suite
administration to 208, Oakland CA
cancel the rider, 94611, {510} 654~
7847.

they won signifi-

W

caviApousT 1997
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IN THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND FOREST HEALTH
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Congresswoman Helen Chenoweth, Chair

TESTIMONY OF ALASKA FOREST ASSOCIATION
Jack E. Phelps, Executive Director
Offered February 25, 1998

Opposing the USDA Forest Service Proposed Rulemaking Concerning Roadless
Areas of the National Forest System

Chairwoman Chenoweth and Subcommittee members, my name is Jack
Phelps. 1| am the Executive Director of the Alaska Forest Association (AFA). AFA is a
private, non-profit organization. The association consists of more than 100 member
companies which are directly involved in the forest products industry in Alaska and
account for more than 1,400 direct year-round job equivalent employees. AFA also
represents an additional 200 associate member companies that provide goods and
services to Alaska’s timber industry. The livelihoods of many of AFA’s members, their
workers, their families, and the timber dependent communities in which they live
depend upon the availability of timber from the Tongass and Chugach National Forests
and are affected by Forest Service decisions pertaining to these forests.

I am here today not only on behalf of the AFA, but also the forest products
industry nationwide. The actions that Chief Dombeck and the Forest Service are now
taking or proposing to take regarding roadless areas on the national forests are, quite
simply, in violation of the federal laws and regulations which govern the
responsibilities of the agency and its management of these forests. The unilateral
moratorium imposed by the Forest Service on the majority of our national forests would
suspend road construction on millions of acres of roadless areas and significantly affect
pending and future access to those areas for a multitude of uses. For example,
Regional Foresters will be given broad authority to, in effect, enlarge existing
wilderness areas by locking up roadless areas of 1,000 acres or more which are
contiguous to existing Congressionally-designated wilderness areas or which are
contiguous to roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more of federal land. Such actions will
allow the Clinton Administration to override existing forest plans that have been
developed through the National Forest Management Act planning process. The
unilateral nature of this policy unlawfully excludes the public from informed
decisionmaking and debate about how the forests will be managed.

Testimony of Alaska Forest Association, Jack E. Phelps, Executive Director
Opposing Forest Service Rulemaking Regarding Roadless Areas of the National Forest System
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The National Forest Management Act (16 USC § 1604) requires that any
change to the management of a national forest for which a plan exists must go through
the forest planning amendment process. if the amendment is a significant change to
the existing plan‘s management of a particular forest, as is the case in implementing the
moratorium, then the agency must undertake meticulous review of its actions in
accordance with the National Forest Management Act, the agency must prepare an
environmental impact statement and consider a broad array of alternatives to the
proposed amendment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42
USC § 4321 et seq.), and the agency must provide for public participation in the
development and review of such amendments.

These requirements are completely ignored by the imposition of the new
moratorium:

+» 16 USC § 1604(N(4) provides that amendment of forest plans “in any
manner whatsoever” resulting in significant change be made in the same
manner as the plan itself was developed. A plan is developed by the
Forest Supervisors using the NEPA process as the decision making process
for meeting the NFMA planning requirements (36 CFR 219.1 et seq.)
Hence, a proposed amendment must follow the same process as the
ariginal plan.

+ 16 USC § 1604(d) and 36 CFR § 219.6 require the agency to provide for
meaningful public participation in the development, review, and revision
of a forest plan, including plan amendments. (16 USC § 1604(d); 36 CFR
§ 219.6.}

+ The above description of the process for amending a forest plan is
corroborated by the agency’s regulatory requirements and the Forest
Service Handbook and Manual (see, e.g., 36 CFR § 219.10(f) and FSH
5.32.5 (both of which require preparation of an EiS for a significant plan
amendment). if a proposed change to an existing plan is significant, then
the plan must be amended in accordance with the forest planning
process, including full public participation.

Although the Tongass National Forest in Alaska is allegedly “exempted”
from the nationwide moratorium, we are very concerned about a “backdoor”
imposition of the moratorium on the Tongass. The agency proposes to deal with

Testimony of Alaska Forest Associution, Jack E. Phelps, Executive Director
Opposing Forest Serviee Regarding Roadless Areas of the National Forest System
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Tongass roadless areas “when appropriate” during its review of appeals filed on the
recently revised Tongass Land Management Plan. We are concerned that the Forest
Service will impose the moratorium by characterizing its action as ameliorating or
addressing appeal points raised by environmental groups. The Forest Service can only
correct legal errors which occurred during the forest planning process. It cannot make
new policy.

Again, changes to policy which significantly affect an existing forest plan
such as the Tongass Land Management Plan can only be made by meeting the full
planning process requirements, including public participation and preparation of an
environmental impact statement which thoroughly documents the need for and impacts
of the proposed amendment. And any action the Forest Service will take during the
Tongass appeal process regarding management and treatment of roadless areas will
indeed be significant.

With respect to the Chugach National Forest, similar concerns arise. The
Forest Setvice has just begun the process of revising the Chugach Land Management
Plan. The scoping period ended on December 31, 1997, and a draft revised plan and
its accompanying draft environmental impact statement are expected later this year.
For the Forest Service to unilaterally foreclose by implementation of the moratorium
the multipte use options which would otherwise be available for consideration during
the public planning process is unacceptable under our democratic system. The
problem is especially acute on the Chugach where more than 98 percent of the forest
is currently inventoried roadless.

in addition to the above, the Forest Service is expressly prohibited by
federal law from even studying federal lands within Alaska for purposes of establishing
additional wilderness, conservation units, recreational units or similar areas. The
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act is clear — only Congress can approve
the establishment of such areas or the study of forest lands for such purposes in Alaska.
(16 USC § 3201 gt seq) The attached briefing paper sets forth these important
provisions controlling agency action on federal lands in Alaska.

In conclusion, Madam Chairwormnan, the proposed rulemaking on roadiess
issues, both in its interim form via a moratorium, and in its more permanent form, runs
contrary to all the laws by which public lands, particularly National Forest System
lands, are to be managed. Because of the paucity of roads in our state, Alaska will be
disproportionately harmed by this administrative policy. But the rest of the country will
be adversely and unjustly punished as well. It is not only the industries that work in

Testimony of Alaska Forest Association, Jack E. Phelps, Executive Director
Opposing Forest Service Rulemaking Regarding Roadless Areas of the National Forest System
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the forests who will suffer harm, but every American who wants to be able to drive into
the national forests which belong to all of us. Congress must do all in its power to stop
implementation of this unacceptable policy, and to insist that the Clinton
Administration follow the law when it proposes to make changes to the management
of National Forest System lands.

Testimony of Alaska Forest Association, Jack E. Phelps, Executive Director
Opposing Forest Service Rulemaking Regarding Roadless Areas of the National Forest System
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Supplementai Sheet to Testimony of jack E. Phelps

Opposing Forest Service Rulemaking Regarding Roadless Areas of the
National Forest System
February 25, 1998

Jack E. Phelps

111 Stedman, Suite 200
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901
(907) 225-6114 voice
(907) 225-5920 facsimile
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BRIEFING PAPER ON THE FOREST SERVICE’S PROPOSED ACTION FOR
ADDRESSING ROADLESS AREAS ON THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST

Prepared by the Alaska Forest Association (AFA)
February 6, 1998

INTRODUCTION

On Thursday, January 22, 1998, Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck made the
remarkable announcement that the agency will be making new determinations regarding
roadless areas on the Tongass National Forest during the current Tongass Land Management
Plan (TLMP) appeal process. Apparently, the Forest Service intends to implement a new
roadless area pelicy for the Tongass through the administrative appeal process, contrary to the
statutory and regulatory authorities controlling such policy determinations and despite the fact
that the Forest Service is limited to correcting legal errors during the administrative appeal
process.

Chief Dombeck made the announcement about the Tongass roadless areas
during the course of announcing two Forest Service rulemakings impacting other national
forests. First, the Forest Service gave advanced notice of its intent to develop a new long-term
policy regarding the construction of roads in roadless areas on the national forests. Second,
the Forest Service immediately implemented a moratorium suspending all road construction
and road reconstruction activities in roadless areas on the national forests until the long-term
policy is promulgated. Although the Tongass National Forest is exempted from the
moratorium that the Forest Service implemented with respect to roadless areas in the majority
of the national forests, the Forest Service’s announcement that Tongass roadless areas would
be addressed during the TLMP appeal process is a portent of new agency policy regarding the
classification and treatment of Tongass roadless areas.

No regulatory or statutory mechanism or process exists for the Forest Service to
unilaterally change the recently revised TLMP during an appeal process or otherwise. Any
determinations that the Forest Service attempts to make during the TLMP appeal process must
be limited to correcting what the Forest Service agrees were legal errors in the TLMP planning
process. Any other changes (including changes to the Tongass roadless areas policy) must be
pursued as a plan amendment through the appropriate Forest Planning regulations, in the same
way that the AFA is pursuing plan amendments through the process established in the
regulations.’

! See AFA’s October 17, 1997 letter to Regional Forester Phil Janik (copied to the three Forest

Supervisors), which proposes a number of amendments to the revised TLMP.
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The purpose of this briefing paper is to outline why the agency’s proposed
action to change its Tongass roadless areas policy would be unlawful under the National
Forest Management Act (NFMA] of 1976 {16 USC § 1604}, the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 USC § 4321 gl seq) and the Alaska National interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) of 1980 (16 USC § 3201 gt seq.). It is the further purpose of this
briefing paper to describe why implementation of a new policy in the guise of correction of
a legal error in preparation of TLMP would likewise be unfawful under the above statutes and
regulations.

DISCUSSION

Chief Dombeck’s recent announcement notifies the public of two agency
actions. First, the agency intends to develop a longterm policy with respect to road
management in roadless areas on the national forests.? The Forest Service will be conducting
studies for at least the next 18 months to determine what that policy will be and how it will
apply to approximately 33 million acres of roadless areas, 9 million of which are suitable for
timber harvest. Chief Dombeck stated that “{w]e anticipate that the final long-term road policy
will apply to all forests.” (Forest Service News Release dated January 22, 1998 {(emphasis
added).)

Second, the agency is implementing an interim policy which places an 18-
month moratorium on road construction and reconstruction in roadless areas.’ The
moratorium immediately® suspends road construction and road reconstruction in areas equal
to or greater than 5,000 acres in inventoried RARE ii (Roadless Area Review and Evaluation)
areas in the national forests and in *other unroaded areas, regardless of size, identified in a
forest plan.” The moratorium also applies to unroaded areas greater than 1,000 acres which

2 The agency published advanced notice of this proposed rulemaking in the Federal Register
on fanuary 28, 1998. (63 Fed. Reg. 4350 (1998} {to be codified at 36 CFR Part 212)) A copy of the notice is
attached as Exhibit 1. The public comment deadline for this notice is March 30, 1998,

3 The agency published notice of this interim rule/moratorium in the Federal Register on
January 28, 1998, (63 Fed. Reg. 4351 {1998} {to be codified at 36 CFR 212.13).) A copy of the notice is
attached as Exhibit 2. The public comment deadfine for this notice is February 27, 1998.

4 The moratorium became effective as of the date of publication in the Federal Register,
January 28, 1998,

s Several Tongass roadless areas were designated as wilderness as part of the RARE If
Envil tal impact S (E1S) process. (Seg RARE 1l Final €15, Appendix A. See also discussion under
Section |, Part B and Section i, Part C, below (stating that ANILCA prohibits the Forest Service from further
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are contiguous to (1) wilderness areas, (2) wild and scenic rivers that are classified as “wild,”
and (3) roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more which are located on other federal lands.
Furthermore, the moratorium will apply to two other categories of land:

(1) any National Forest System (NFS) area of low-density road development or
(2) any other NFS area that retains its roadless characteristics which the
Regional Forester subsequently determines have such special and unigue
ecological characteristics or social values that no road construction or
reconstruction should proceed. The agency does not anticipate that Regional
Foresters will create a new inventory of roadless areas that meet the criteria of
these latter two categories. Rather, it is expected that Regional Foresters will
apply these categories on a project-by-project basis. Examples of areas that
might be considered under these latter categories are areas needed to protect
the values of municipal watersheds, including public drinking water sources,
or to provide habitat for listed or proposed endangered and threatened fish,
wildlife, or plants. ...

(63 Fed. Reg. at 4351-52.) The moratorium will remain in effect for 18 months or until the
agency has developed “improved analytical tools” for making future road decisions, whichever
is earlier. The agency believes that the moratorium may have some impacts on other activities
already approved for these areas.

The Forest Service exempts the Tongass National Forest from the moratorium.
Instead, the agency states that “issues related to the construction of roads in roadless areas [on
the Tongass}] will be addressed in the [TLMP] appeal decision, when appropriate.”
(Parenthetical statement found at end of proposed 36 CFR § 212.13(b)(2), 63 Fed. Reg. at
4354.) The agency specifically requests “comment on whether additional measures are
needed to implement the [Tongass] exemption.”

I The Forest Service cannot make unilateral or “back door” policy changes to a forest
plan in the guise of granting a forest plan appeal point. Any development and
implementation of a new roadless area policy on the Tongass must be formulated as
a forest plan amendment in accordance with the process set forth in NFMA, must

reviewing roadless areas for wilderness designations or recommendations).)
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provide for full and meaningful public participation, and must meet the
environmental review requirements provided under NEPA.

AFA is concemed that the Farest Service may seek to implement a new roadiess
areas policy on the Tongass by either

[§3] announcing a unilateral agency change in the recently revised TLMP to
prohibit or severely limit any development activities (including logging
and road construction) in Tongass roadless areas® or

(2} justifying application of the new roadless area policy to the Tongass
based upon the agency’s purported corrections of alleged legal errors
raised by environmental groups appealing the revised TLMP.

Either approach wouid violate NFMA and NEPA.

NFMA establishes a process for forest plan amendments (such as the new
roadless area policy) when the agency proposes significant changes to a forest plan.
Development and implementation of a new roadless area policy will constitute a significant
and major plan amendment because it will affect the classification and use of resources on
mittions of acres of forest land. Under NFMA, a plan amendment which results in a
significant change in a plan must undergo the same land management planning process that
is used for original and revised plans, including, but not limited to, the preparation of an
environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with NEPA, {16 USC 1604(d)-(g).)

{A) NFMA Prohibits Unilateral Forest Service Cﬁanges to Forest Plans
The NFMA establishes a process for amending a Forest Plan:

+ 16 USC § 1604{c) states that *Julntil such time as a unit of the National Forest
System is managed under plans developed in accordance with this subchapter,
the management of such unit may continue under existing land and resource
management plans.” The necessary implication is that once a plan (such as the
revised TLMP for the Tongass) has been developed, management pursuant to
that plan must continue until the plan is amended.

8 For purposes of this Briefing Paper, AFA’s discussion is intended to cover all areas deemed to

be roadless on the Tongass, including roadless watersheds.
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+* 16 USC § 1604(f)(4) provides that amendment of forest plans “in any manner
whatsoever” resulting in significant change be made in the same manner as the
plan itself was developed. A plan is developed by the Forest Supervisors using
the NEPA process as the decision making process for meeting the NFMA
planning requirements (36 CFR 219.1 et seq.) Hence a proposed amendment
must follow the same process as the original plan.

+ 16 USC § 1604(d) and 36 CFR § 219.6 require the agency to provide for
meaningful public participation in the development, review, and revision of a
forest plan, including plan amendments. (16 USC § 1604(d); 36 CFR § 219.6.)

* The above description of the process for amending a forest plan is corroborated
by the agency’s regulatory requirements and the Forest Service Handbook and
Manual. (See, e.g,, 36 CFR § 219.10(f) and FSH 5.32.5 (both of which require
preparation of an EIS for a significant plan amendment).) If a proposed change
to an existing plan is significant, then the plan must be amended in accordance
with the forest planning process, including full public participation.

In short, the Forest Service cannot dictate a change in how roadless areas on the
Tongass will be treated and/or classified under the revised TLMP without first initiating the
plan amendment process.

(B) NFMA Prohibits “Back Door” Policy Changes to Forest Plans

During the administrative appeal process, the Forest Service can only correct
what it agrees are [egal errors which occurred in the forest planning process. It cannot change
agency policy during the administrative appeal process. If the Forest Service implements the
roadless area policy by granting a point made on appeal of the TLMP by an environmental
group, such *back door” action to implement a new policy would also be a violation of the
NFMA planning regulations and NEPA.

AFA presents the following examples to illustrate how Forest Service
determinations based on various appeal points will violate federal law:

+ As part of its administrative appeal, the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council
(SEACC) has requested that the agency reclassify SEACC’s list of “special areas”
as remote recreational, since that classification would be most similar to LUD
It roadless areas. (See selected pages from SEACC's Appeal attached as
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Exhibit 3.)’ The Forest Service did not develop such land use designations as
part of the planning process and was not required to do so by the planning
regulations. Thus, the agency cannot now, without commencing the plan
amendment process, including the opportunity for public participation, change
TLMP in response to SEACC’s appeal.® Such a change could only be made
through the plan amendment process, and then only if statutory constraints on
the classification and/or withdrawal of federal lands in Alaska do not preclude
a proposed amendment. (See discussion under Section 11, below.) As such,
changes to the Tongass roadless area policy cannot be addressed by the Forest
Service during the administrative appeal process.

+ SEACC asserts that the Forest Service did not conduct an adequate review of
roadless areas pursuant to 36 CFR § 219.17, in order to determine whether to
recommend any of these areas as additional wilderness. (SEACC Appeal at 42-
48.) AFA disputes that contention and agrees with the agency’s assertions that
Congress addressed wilderness issues in the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA)
of 1990 (16 USC 539(d)).> Moreover, ANILCA § 708(b)4) prohibits any further
review of roadless areas for purposes of wilderness recommendations.

Throughout the TLMP revision process, the Forest Service has stated that no
additional wilderness was included in any plan revision alternative.” There is
no requirement that the Forest Service recommend any additional wilderness

7 SEACC's request for relief on this issue does got raise a claim of [egal error. Rather, SEACC

is requesting the Forest Service to make a change in its policy regarding the referenced areas.

N Several other environmental groups appealed land allocation decisions under the revised
TLMP by either adopting SEACC’s appeal for certain areas or by separately requesting reclassification of
roadless and/or “special areas” to nondevelopment status. These groups include the National Audubon
Society, Alaska Society of American Forest Dwellers, Cleveland Users Coalition, Prince of Wales
Conservation League, City of Tenakee Springs, and Sitka Conservation Society. AFA’s comments herein
regarding the Forest Service changes to policy regarding Tongass roadless areas also apply to all of these |
appeals.

? AFA also disputed the case authorities SEACC cited in challenging the Forest Service's wilderness
review. (Sge AFA’s Intervenor Comments at 71-74.)

19 |n the 1991 SDEIS at 3-264, the Forest Service stated “[n]o additional Wilderness is proposed for
any alternative.” In the 1996 RSDEIS at 3-204, the agency stated that *[n]o additional Wilderness proposals,
or any changes to existing Wilderness are being proposed at this time.” In the 1997 RSDEIS at 3-169, the
agency stated that “[n}o additiona! Wilderness is proposed in any alternative.”
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areas. Indeed, as the Ninth Circuit noted in City of Tenakee Springs v, Block

ANILCA “prohibits any further review of National Forests in Alaska ‘for the
purpose of determining their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System.” (778 F.2d 1402, 1406 (9th Cir. 1985) (quoting the
statutory language in ANILCA § 708(b)(4) (Pub. L. No. 96-487, 94 Stat. 2371,
2421 (1980)).) Only Congress can authorize such reviews. (ANILCA §
708(b)(4).} Thus, SEACC’s appeal points regarding roadless area reviews are
directly contrary to federal law specifically dealing with national forest lands in
Alaska, and the Forest Service cannot rely on SEACC’s appeal or similar appeals
to further review roadless areas in Alaska for purposes of recommendation or
designation as wilderness.

+ The National Audubon Society (NAS) challenges the TLMP standards and
guidelines which permit construction of roads and logging in roadless
watersheds, including the Kadashan Watershed, which potentially provide
habitat for brown bears and wolves. (See NAS appeal at 6-7 and 10.) The
appeal chalienges the agency’s decision not to fully adopt the recommendations
of the brown bear and wolf assessment panels. This appeal point challenges
agency policy regarding the management of watershed areas and does not
allege a legal error. As such, changes to the Tongass roadless area policy
cannot be addressed by the Forest during the administrative appeal process.

() AForest Plan Amendment is the Only Process for Changing the Existing
Plan on the Issue of Roadless Areas

All of the above points, considered together, demonstrate that the law
commands the Forest Service to abide by its own statutory forest planning process. If the
Forest Service wants to develop a new roadless areas policy for the Tongass, it must refer the
proposal to the Forest Supervisors who will then consider it in accordance with the process
described in 36 CFR 219.1 et seq. f the Forest Service wants to set aside and reclassify certain
roadless areas on the Tongass as remote recreational, natural research area, or for some other
nondevelopment purpose, the agency cannot do so on the basis of roadless area challenges
made by environmental groups in their appeals, because the agency never included
alternatives for review during the revision process which proposed such set asides and
reclassifications. A “back door” attempt at implementing a purported road management policy
is clearly prohibited by law.
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. ANILCA prohibits (1) Forest Service studies which contemplate the establishment of
additional conservation, recreation, or similar units, (2) the withdrawal of more than
5,000 acres of land, in the aggregate, without Congress’s approval, and (3) the review
of roadless areas on national forest lands in Alaska for the purpose of evaluating their
suitability as wilderness.

Even if the Forest Service commenced the plan amendment process in
accordance with NFMA and NEPA to establish a change in policy for Tongass roadless areas,
the Forest Service faces other strict constraints prohibiting further withdrawals of federal lands
in Alaska. Although the Forest Service maintains that “issues related to the construction of
roads in roadless areas [of the Tongass] will be addressed in the appeal decision,” the real
purpose of the proposed action is to study and/or withdraw millions of acres of Tongass
roadless areas and reclassify them as conservation, wilderness, recreational or other similar
units."" Under ANILCA § 1326," the Forest Service is prohibited from (1) using the plan
amendment process, the moratorium, or any other process to conduct additional studies of
public lands in Alaska, the single purpose of which is to set aside roadless areas from further
development and (2) withdrawing lands in excess of 5,000 acres in the aggregate, without
Congressional approval.

(A)  ANILCA’s *“No More Studies” Clause

Under the *no more studies” clause, ANILCA § 1326(b) prohibits the executive
branch from studying federal lands in Alaska for the single purpose of considering whether to
establish “a conservation system unit, national recreation area, national conservation area, or
for related or similar purposes” unless authorized under ANILCA or by Congress. (16 USC §
3213(b) {emphasis added).) Thus, the Forest Service is prohibited from studying any roadless
areas during a plan amendment process, much less the administrative appeal process, if the
purpose is to establish a conservation unit, recreation area, conservation area or any other unit
serving related or similar purposes.

The single purpose of reviewing roadless areas as a result of the TLMP appeal
process would be to conduct a Forest Service study of a proposed action which will probably

n Indeed, this proposed action comes on the heels of a heated *roads” debate in the 1997

Congress about how to treat roadless areas of the national forest. The real proponents of this action are Vice
President Al Gore and the environmental groups who, failing to achieve their special interest goals in the
legislative arena, now seek to force land use decisions on the public through executive branch mandates.

1”2

- A copy of ANILCA § 1326 (16 USC 3213) is attached as Exhibit 4.

AFA BRIEFING PAPER ON THE FOREST SERVICE’S PROPOSED ACTION FOR
ADDRESSING ROADLESS AREAS ON THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST
PAGE 8



229

result in a decision to fock up millions of acres of Tongass roadless areas, essentially
converting several of these areas 10 remote recreational, conservation, or some other type of
nondevelopment status. Such a study is banned under ANILCA § 1326(h).

Furthermore, Congress expressly stated that the conservation areas established
under ANILCA were sufficient protection “for the national interest in the scenic, natural,
cultural and environmental values on the public lands in Alaska.” (16 USC § 3101(d).)
Congress also expressly stated that because ANILCA established a “proper balance” of interests
and uses of federal lands in Alaska, no further legislative designations of conservation areas
{including recreation areas) were needed. (id.) If the Forest Service proceeds to study roadless
areas during the appeal process or as part of a plan amendment, the agency action establishing
new conservation areas in Alaska that ban road construction, timber harvesting, and other
development activities, will violate Congress’ explicit finding that additional conservation and
recreational units and units serving related or similar purposes are not needed.

B, ANILCA’s “No More Withdrawals” Clause

In addition to the "no more studies” provision, ANILCA also states that the
permanent withdrawal of public lands in Alaska greater than 5,000 acres in the aggregate, will
not become effective “unless Congress passes a joint resolution of approval within one year
after the notice of such withdrawal has been submitted to Congress. (16 USC § 3213().) At
a minimum, the Forest Service must give specific notice of those Tongass roadless areas it
intends to withdraw under this section via notlice in the Federal Register and to both Houses
of Congress. {id) Even then, however, the identified land withdrawals will not become
effective unless Congress approves them through a jaint resolution within one year. Given
the congressional opposition expressed in ANILCA to the withdrawal of additional Jands on
national forest lands and the heated “roads” debate from last year, it is highly unlikely
Congress would approve any land withdrawals on the Tongass.

The process set forth in ANILCA §13261a) is the only process established for the
Forest Service to withdraw more than 5,000 acres, in the aggregate, of public land on the
Tongass. As a result, the Forest Service cannot make such withdrawals through the TLMP
administrative appeal process or through a proposed plan amendment.

C. ANILCA’s “No More Wilderness Reviews” Clause
As stated in Section |, Part B, above, ANILCA prohibits the Forest Service from

conducting further review of roadiess areas on national forests in Alaska “for the purpose of
determining their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.”
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(ANILCA § 708(b)(4); City of Tenakee Springs v. Block, 778 F.2d at 1406.) The Forest Service
has no independent authority to embark on such a wilderness review without the express
authorization of Congress. (ANILCA § 708(b)(4).)"> Thus, the Forest Service cannot
recommend or designate any of the Tongass roadless areas as wilderness, either through the
plan amendment process or the administrative appeal process.

CONCLUSION

The Forest Service cannot change its roadless areas policy for the Tongass as part
of the agency’s deliberations during the on-going administrative appeal process. Such action
would violate NFMA and NEPA. Furthermore, ANILCA prohibits the Forest Service from
conducting further studies of public lands for the purpose of establishing additional
conservation units or similar units, which surely will be the purpose of the roadless area
review during the administrative appeal process."* ANILCA also prohibits the Forest Service
from withdrawing from development roadless areas of more than 5,000 acres, in the
aggregate, if such withdrawals are attempted as a part of determinations made during the
administrative appeal process rather than in accordance with the express process set forth in
ANILCA. Finally, ANILCA expressly forbids the Forest Service from reviewing Tongass
roadless areas for purposes of determining whether those lands are suitable for wilderness
status.

ANILCA § 708(bX4) provides, in its entirety, that:

unless expressly authorized by Congress the Department of Agriculture shall
not conduct any further statewide roadless area review and evaluation of
National Forest System lands in the State of Alaska for the purpose of
determining their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System.
" The Alaska Legislature has introduced a resolution opposing any further withdrawals of lands
in Alaska, citing ANILCA, and opposes any unilateral amendments to the revised TLMP without public
participation. (See attached Exhibit 5, Committee Substitute for Sponsor Substitute for Alaska House of
Repi ives Joint Resolution No. 49))
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

STATEMENT OF CRAIG GEHRKE, REGIONAL DIRECTOR
OF THE IDAHO OFFICE OF THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, ON THE
U.S. FOREST SERVICE'S INTERIM NATIONAL FOREST
TRANSPORTATION POLICY, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
FORESTS AND FOREST HEALTH, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
FEBRUARY 25, 1998

The Wilderness Society appreciates this opportunity to testify on the U.S. Forest Service’s
initistive to develop a new national forest transportation system policy. The Wilderness
Society has worked to protect the last remaining roadless, undeveloped areas on the
national forests. The Society has also worked to protect the public resources of the
national forests from the environmentally harmful and fiscally wasteful road building
program of the Forest Service.

While The Wilderness Society welcomes the Forest Service’s attention 1o the remaining
roadiess areas on the national forests and need to mhstmllyaddrusthemstmgroad
network, the interim policy has significant deficienci ption of 15 million acres
of national forests in Alaska, California, Oregon, Washmgton and Colorado significantly
weakens the intent of the program. Similarly, the interim policy fails to provide the level
of p i yto p t the further loss of roadless areas on the national forests.
For example, it is expected that the Forest Service will proceed with plans to log nearly 20
million board feet of tunber from the Deadwood roadless area on the Boise National
Forest, despite the on roadbuilding in roadless areas. A sale of this size
illustrates how the interim policy fails to ful)y protect roadiess areas. It is our hope that
the Forest Service will substantially strengthen the proposed policy after the comment
period closes and provide full protection to the remaining roadless areas on the national
forests.

The Wilderness Society strongly believes that all remaining national forest roadless lands
larger than 1000 acres should be protected from any further loss or degradation. The
Forest Service should immediately discontinue selling timber, building roads, and allowing
other activities that degrade these areas. The Wilderness Society also urges that Congress
stop funding the construction of logging roads in the national forests. The federally-
funded national forest road construction program and the development of roadless areas
together have badly degraded many of the natural resources found on the public’s national
forests.

I would like to focus my testimony on the state of Idaho and its national forest roadless
areas. Few other states so typify the need to protect the remaining national forest roadless
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lands and bring under control the construction of more roads on the national forests as
does Idaho. Idaho holds a unique position in this nation. It has more wild, unprotected
forest Iand than any of the other states except for Alaska. In addition to the 4 million
moffed«dlmdmCongx'mhudeagmwdumethmmmmtth
million roadless, d acres in national forests that qualify for wilderness
protection. Idaho’; swddhndsmpponnwulﬂmfmmdmpermm
protection. Many of the nation’s rarest wildlife and fish species, including gray wolves,
woodland caribou, grizzly bears, and chinook salmon owe their continued existence in the
lower 48 states in part to Idaho’s wild land heritage. From these roadless lands flow some
of Idaho’s clearest, cleanest rivers, providing habitat for sensitive fish species such as
cutthroat and bull trout. These lands also provide habitat for other species such as
wolverine and the Canada tynx that need large, undeveloped areas for survival.

For years the very remoteness of 1dsho’s wild lands protected them. Roadless areas are
often located in steep, rough terrain that is difficult, environmentally risky, and expensive
for road construction. More productive and accessible areas for timber harvesting were
available. But those areas have been roaded and logged. The legacy of those logging
efforts speaks for itself: On Idaho’s national forests is & road network of over 30,000
miles - six times the length of Idaho’s state highway system. The Forest Service
acknowledges that it does not have the funding to perform even the most basic
maintenance work on this network. Last yesr the Idaho Panhandle National Forest only
had funds to perform approximately 25% of its road maintenance needs. The inability of
the Forest Service to maintain its road system is resulting in numerous road failures which
dump large amounts of sediment into streams and rivess.

Idaho’s remaining roadless lands have been under siege by the Forest Service's
roadbuilding and logging efforts. Last year The Wilderness Society conducted an
inventory of Idaho’s remaining national forest roadless lands and found that in just a little
more than a decade, the total acreage of roadless land in 1daho’s national forests had
dropped by one million acres. That translates to 2 loss of about 11 acres of wild lands
every hour, every day.

Building roads may be the Forest Service's single most environmentally d land
management practice. koadshavedmngedwamqualnymdﬁshhabtmbywng
landslides, erosion, and siltation of streams. Roads also fragment forests and degrade or
eliminate habitat for species that depend on landscapes for their survival. -

Maintaining roadless areas has many environmental advantages. Several recent studies
and assessments provide evidence that forests and streams in wilderness and roadless areas
are consistently in better ecological condition than in roaded areas. The scientific
sssessment that was part of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
(ICBMP) found that the roadless areas surrounding Idaho’s Salmon River drainage,
Yellowstone National Park, and Glacier National Park were among the healthiest, most
ecologically intact lands in the Columbia River Basin. Forests in roadless areas are in
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relatively healthy condition because they have been less accessible to logging, fire
suppression, and non-native weeds that are spread from roads.

The best water quality and fish habitat in the region also are found in wilderness and
roadless area streams, While salmon, steelhead and resident trout populations have
greatly declined overall, the ICBEMP scientific assessment found that some strong
populations remain, particularly in high-elevation fi d roadless areas. The agency
scientists identified a system of “stronghoki” watersheds where the healthiest fish
populations remain and concluded that designated wilderness and potentially unroaded
areas are important anchors for strongholds throughout the Basin,

Logging and road building have long been recognized as contributing to the degradation
ofﬁshhabmt Logslngmdroad g have reduced habitat complexity, increased

jon, and elimi woodydebnsneededforhenhhysdmnh:bxm A recent
study on the Clearwater National Forest found that substantial differences exist between
streams in managed and unroaded aseas of the Clearwater National Forest. That study
found that much of the best fish habitat on the Clearwater Forest is in unroaded areas,
where levels of fine bed sedi are g lly lower than in managed landscapes.
Similarly, ICBEMP found that roadless areas, not mcludmg designated wilderness,
provide nearly one-third of the stream habitat for Idaho’s chinook salmon, one-fourth of
the steelhead habitat, more than one-fourth of the westslope cutthroat trout habitat and
weli over one-third of bull trout habitat.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the
Environmental Protection Agency have also emphasized the importance of roadless areas
to Xdaho’s wild fish populations:

Tenants of ecosystem management include protection of existing species
strongholds, connectivity of corridors between metapopulations, and restoring
degraded habitats to support expansion of the specles as habitats become available.
The existing reduced status of riparian-dep populations in the
(Interior Columbia River ) Basin require a conservative approach to land
management activities. Strongholds will need to be protected for the maintenance
and protection of species that have been reduced in other sreas. Aquatic
strongholds most often occur in unroaded areas which require that these areas
remain unroaded since roads and associated management are often the primary
source of sedimentation and damage to aquatic habitats.

The federal government’s study of the Columbia Basin provides a broad-scale evaluation
of the ecological integrity of all lands in Idaho. For example, forestlands in the Columbia
River Basin were rated in terms of tree density, prevalence of exotic species, amount of
snags and down wood, impacts of wildfire on forests, and changes in fire severity and
frequency. Comparing the ICBEMP analysis with the roadless area inventory conducted
by The Wilderness Society found that Idaho’s roadless areas are in much better ecological
condition than non-wilderness lands. Designated wilderness areas are clearly in the best
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ecological shape, with more than 90% having high ecological integrity. One-half of the
roadless land has high ecological integrity, compared to just 21% of other, non-wilderness
national forest lands. A mere 5% of Idaho lands outside the national forests has high
ecological integrity, most of it on lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management.

In relation to total acreage, roadless areas include more high integrity landscapes than
wilderness areas, non-wilderness national forest lands, and other lands. The ICBEMP
analysis identified a total of 12 million acres on all ownerships in Idaho as having high
ecological integrity. Of that amount, 35% are in roadless areas, 31% are in wilderness
areas, 19% are in non-wilderness national forest lands and 15% are BLM lands and other
lands located outside the national forests.

The effects of road building and timber harvesting on streams and rivers was dramatically
driven home on the Clearwater National Forest in the winter of 1995 and 1996. Two
large rain-on-snow events superimposed on previously rain-saturated soils caused nearly
1000 landslides to occur. Subsequent evaluations by the Forest Service and independent
scientists found a high correlation between landslides and roads and timber harvest

An independent survey of landslides in the upper Lochsa River drainage found that at least
95 percent of the impacts to streams were derived from logging roads and harvest units.
This same survey found no landslides or stream “blowouts” on Weir Creek, an
undeveloped watershed in the upper Lochsa or along the roadless South Lochsa Face.
Similarly, the Forest Sesvice’s surveys on the Powell Ranger District of the upper Lochsa
found that 93% of all landslides were directly related to timber harvests and associated
road systems.

The forest-wide landslide study on the Clearwater Forest found 70% of the landslides
could be attributed to roads and timber harvest. However, many believe that this number
significantly underestimates the ion b landslides, roads, and timber
harvesting. In contrast to the forest-wide study, most of the flood-related events identified
by the Powell District, which found 93% of the landslides related to roads and timber
harvest, were ground verified. The forest-wide study relfied heavily on aerial photo
interpretation for its survey of landslides. If the forest-wide study had been ground
verified, it is likely that a higher correlation between roads, timber harvesting and
landslides would have been produced.

Looking at the distribution of landslides across the Clearwater Forest shows dense
concentrations of landslides in the following areas: Upper Lochsa (Squaw/Papoose
Creeks), Lower Lochsa (Pete King/Smith Creek), Orogrande Creek and the Moose
Creek/Deception Creek subbasins. These arcas are some of the most heavily roaded and
harvested lands on the Clearwater National Forest. Most of the landslides were associated
with roads and timber harvest. There were few landslides in the large roadless tract of
land extending from Kelly Creek to the Fish/Hungery Creek complex. There were also
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few landslides in the roadless areas south of the Lochsa River and the Upper North Fork
Clearwater River,

Opponents to protection of roadiess areas in Idaho typically argue that the timber and
other dity in roadless areas are vital 10 the state’s economic well-being
and must be extracted. Yet there is growing evidence that Idaho’s remaining roadiess
lands are more important to the state’s economy in their natural state rather than as a
source of raw materials for extraction. Idaho’s undeveloped forest lands contribute much
to the state’s appeal and quality of life.

Economists working with ICBEMP found that the economic benefits of roadless areas, as
measured by their “existence value,” far exceed the value of timber and livestock forage
on public iands in the Columbia Basin. Existence value represents the benefit in personal
well-being or satisfaction that people derive from simply knowing that a certain resource
exists. According the ICBEMP economists, the existence of unroaded areas currently
provides 47% of the economic value that federal lands in the Basin provide to society,
while recreation use, timber, and range provide 41%, 11% and less than 1%, respectively.

The ICBEMP found that federal lands in the Columbia Basin contain 70 percent of the
unroaded areas 200,000 acres or greater in the lower 48 states. Few other areas can
match the combination of large-scale, undeveloped areas and low human density
population. Access to wildland-based recreation opportunities is important to the rural-
oriented lifestyle of the area residents and contributes importantly o the region’s identify.
The Columbia Basin assessment also found that nationally the greatest shortages in
recreational opportunities are for primitive camping, backpacking, hiking, horseback
riding, nature study and wildlife observation. These are recreational settings for which the
Basin public lands have a comparative advantage that, if maintained, will increase in value,
In the future, recreational demands for the public lands in the Basin will continue to
increase.

While overall employment in Idaho has expanded during the past decade, the number of
jobs in natural resource extraction industries such as mining and logging are dwindling. In
fact, those industries lost almost 15,000 jobs between 1976 and 1989, In 1976 one out of
every four jobs were in resource extraction infustries, but by 1989 that ratio had dropped
to one in nine. Similarly, the relative contribution of the lumber and wood products
industry to the Gross State Product in Idaho declined from 6% in 1977 to 3.7% in 1990.
1daho’s service industry, which includes recreation, business, medical, legal, educational
and social services, added tens of thousands of new jobs during the same time period. As
of 1993, resource extraction industries produced just 6% of total personal income in
Idaho.

While the notion that timber harvesting is directly related to employment, statistical
analysis of that relationship paints a different picture. Studies that have examined the
statistical correlation between timber harvesting and employment in forest products
industries have routinely concluded that there is little or no relationship between sustained
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or increased harvests and employment. In this regard Idaho is no different from the rest of
the nation. Both empioyment and national forest harvests are driven by market forces.
Demand for wood products is affected by a wide variety of factors including processing,
marketing and distribution technologics and prices, the availability of substitutes, demand
for final products, and technological improvements in production.

This is not to say that management actions on public lands do not affect the adjacent
communities. The national forests are far more than a source of logs. There is a growing
body of analysis that supports the premise that some of the amenity values of the forest -
scenic beauty, recreational opportunities, clean air and water, fish and wildlife habitat - are
directly connected to the economic well-being of communities.

In summary, The Wilderness Society appreciates the attention the Forest Service is
starting to pay to roadless areas and its existing road network. The interim transportation
policy, however, fails to adequately protect the remaining roadless lands on the national
forest system. The Wilderness will continue its efforts to secure permanent protection for
these remaining vital parcels of the nation’s public forest heritage.
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On behalf of the 500,000 members of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners
of America, all of whom are impacted by restrictions on access to federal lands, we are pleased to
address this Subcommitiee to express our opposition to the proposed new policy on roadless
areas recently unveiled by the Clinton administration. The Sub ittee may be interested to
know that representatives of the Carpenters Union met with Forest Service Chief Michael
Dombeck earlier this month to voice our concerns over the moratorium. My remarks before the
Subcommittee today reflect many of the same topics raiged at that meeting.

Union forest products workers are concerned about protecting our environment sad our
public lands. Our bers have long supported responsible forest management practices and
sustainable forestry. Through the years, we have worked closely with our employers to push for
sdvancements in forestry and forest practices that reflect the best science and a heightened
concern for forest ecosystems. That is why we often support efforts to help the Forest Service
better respond to forest health issues.

Although a close examination of current policies goveming roadless arcas may be
necessary to address forest health and environmental concerns, we are concerned that through the
moratorium, the Forest Service is circumventing thorough public debate and input from scientists
and stakeholders. With so much at risk, an open public process is the only appropriate course of
uﬁmkfmmwmﬂmmmliqmmﬁxdmwhmfmwadswmwﬁmis
implemented. Our union would be cager to participate in such a process.

Year after year, the now familiar political bloodletting over forest roxds policies causes
extreme uncertainty for forest workers, sawmill owners and timber-dependent communities.
Instead of shost-terms, politically motivated policies such as the moratorium, the administration
should work with Congress to develop a comprehensive long-term plan for forest roads
construction that is based on the best available science and addresses the environmental and
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forest health concerns surrounding roadless areas. Incredibly, notably absent from the proposed
rule is any reference to a scientific rationale behind a moratorium. It seems as though the intent
of the policy is to set-aside roadless areas permanently as wildlife habitat under the guise of

addressing environmental concerns.

Even the Forest Service admits that the moratorium would conflict with environmental
responsibility by preventing the implementation of ecosystem maintenance and enhancement
activities. Indeed, the moratorium will unduly add to the Forest Service’s huge backlog of such
activities. As a result, wildfire fuel loads will be allowed to accumulate in the critical habitat
areas that the moratorium aims to protect. According to the Intemational Association of Fire
Fighters, lack of active forest management activities has resulted in hotter and more intense
forest fires, placing the lives of fire fighters at risk and devastating millions of acres of wildlife
habitat. In 1994, for example, the cost of fighting the record number of wildfires approached $1
billion. With recent El Nino rainstorms soaking the West, it is likely that wildfire fuel, such as
thick low growth and grasses, will build up, providing the ingredients for yet another year of
record-breaking wildfires. Without well-maintained forest roads providing fire fighters with safe
access to remote areas, the costs of fighting fires could far exceed $1 billion and include
extensive wildlife habitat and property damage. Ultimately, poorly maintained forest roads
threaten the lives of fire fighters.

The Forest Service recently acknowledged that there are thousands of miles of “ghost™ or
non-system forest roads in roaded and roadless areas of the national forests causing extensive
environmental damage. If ghost roads in roadless areas lie in disrepair during the moratorium, at
least 18 months of environmental damage, such as road run-off which leads to a build-up of river
sediment, could occur before maintenance could be allowed. Given the opportunity, our workers
could assist the Forest Service in addressing the backlog of forest management activities as well

as other environmental concerns.
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Most troubling, perhaps, is that the proposed rule goes beyond just applying a
moratorium on roadless areas, The “special areas” loophole effectively leaves the door wide
open for regional foresters to end all construction of forest roads in roaded areas as well. The
broadly defined provision, section 212.13 subsection (a)(4), suspends road construction in “Any
National Forest System area. . . on which the Regional Forester subsequently determines that

road ion or 4 ion should pot pr db of the area’s special and unique
ecological characteristics or social values.” This alarming provision constitutes an

precedented expansion of roadless areas and spells even greater danger for the health of our
national forests,

Asitis, the moratorium would place 8 minimum of 33 million acres off limits o forest
road construction activities. The economic repercussions of such an unprecedented land grab are
enormous and would be tantamount to an economic timebomb for timber-dependent workers,
communities and families. In 1995 alone, harvesting and processing of timber in national forests
supported more than 63,600 jobs, generating some $2.2 billion in employment income.
Additionally, $257 million — 25 percent of the gross receipts of the federal timber sale program —
were returned to states and counties to support local schools and other essential public services as
payments in licu of taxes. A moratorium will likely end federal payments to many timber-
dependent communities and at the same time jeopardize the livelihoods of thousands of forest
workers nationwide. Our conservative estimates indicate that at least 12,000 jobs will be lost as
aresult of the d ium. The special aress provision could force many more miils to

L

close, resulting in thousands more unemployed workers.

Sadly, our members have already felt the ill effects of landbase restrictions in national
forests throughout the Pacific Northwest and Norther California, where more than 20,000 men
and women ~ thousands of whom are our members — have been tossed to the unemployment fine
as more than 200 mills have closed in the last seven years due to restrictions on timber
harvesting.
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The Carpenters Union supports the Subcommittee’s efforts to scrutinize the proposed
moratorium. It is economically unsound and environmentally risky. The administration should
withdraw this proposal and, instead, work with the Congress in taking a broad look at land use
policies with the goal of developing a long-term, balanced approach to land use. For too long,
the livelihoods of timber-dependent workers and communities have been held hostage by
inconsistent Forest Service policies, unbal d judicial decisions and frivolous timber sale
appeals.

The Little Alfie timber sale in Minnesota, for example, is a small timber sale involved in
a big battle that exemplifies the problems inherent in ;he current system. Although the Forest
Service went through all the necessary legal and scientific steps to authorize the sale of 6,000 red
pines in the Superior National Forest, environmentalists have stopped the sale by blocking forest
roads and successfully bringing a lawsuit. The sale has been tied up for more than a year,
placing the livelihoods of a small sawmill and its workers — including members of our union —
at stake.

We urge Cc and the administration to set aside the partisan battles and develop a

o

bal d approach to land g aimed at preserving ecosystems while minimizing job

loss and economic disruption. We suggest that a new federal land management policy might
include mechanisms to:
o Streamline the timber sales appeals process;
o Require the Forest Service to obliterate more road miles than are constructed;
o Allow the Forest Service to contract the construction and reconstruction of forest roads;
e Replace the purchaser road credit program with a system of environmental credits where
umber is traded for environmental restoration; and, critically,
e Provide a safety net for displaced workers and communities impacted by legal or
administrative restrictions on access to federal lands. )
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Instead of pursuing an unwise, harmful moratorium, the administration should instead
address the many concerns surrounding land management the right way — through an open
public process that aims to develop a balanced, long-term policy. We are eager to provide
ight of timber-depend,

&

assistance toward developing such a policy and to provide the i

workers into these important issues.
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BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND FOREST HEALTH
HEARING ON FOREST SERVICE ROADLESS AREA MORATORIUM
Testimony of Timothy J. Coleman, Director,

Kettle Range Conservation Group, Republic, Washington
February 25, 1998

1 spent my youth in the heartland of America, Iows. I grew up working on my uncle's farm,
spending my summers as a ranch hand, working cattle, swine, putting up hay, weeding beans,
detasselling con and many less pleasant work assignments. I learned from an early age how to
work and accomplish goals.

I spent four years of my life in military service to my country during, and following, the Vietnam
War. My wife Susan and I live in a log home that we built together in a forest north of the small
rural community of Republic, Washington. My work in forest ecosystem conservation began
during my senior year in high school where I became interested in water quality after a class
assignment brought me in contact with water pollution created by agricultural runoff and
watershed deforestation.

For the past 16 years | have worked on Federal forest conservatior. becoming intimately familiar
with relevant law, policy and management practices impacting the National Forests. During this
time I have watched the forest around my home change, and I have learned that change comes in
obvious and subtle ways. I have learned that making decisions about that forest at any given
moment without regard to it's future needs and those of the forest ecosystem may have disastrous
results. I believe my multiple levels of on-the-job experience as a forest conservationist, and as a
private forest owner, provides a background that is both rooted in science and practical
application.

With regard to the Forest Service interim directive on new road construction in National Forests,
I feel it is both scientifically and economically justified, however, it does not go far enough. The
stated intention of President Clinton in calling for a moratorium on new road construction was
that it be scientifically-based. I believe the draft policy fails to meet this mandate..

Scientists from across America have called for unroaded regions 1,000 acres and larger, and those
biologically significant, to be protected from logging and new road construction. The draft
interim diregtive applies to only RARE II inventoried roadless areas 5,000 acres and larger, Wild
and Scenic Rivers, and Wilderness Areas, and those uninventoried roadless 1,000 acres and
greater contiguous with these areas. :

The interim directive does not apply to national forest land covered by the Northwest Forest Plan.
The directive does not apply to the 14 million acres of inventoried roadless land in Alaska's

Tongass National Forest where 38,000 acres of virgin rainforest will be leveled each year, costing
American taxpayers millions of dollar in direct subsidies, environmental degradation, and foregone
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fishing, hunting, solitude and other amenities.

In Washington state, nearly one million scres of uninventoried roadless lands are not included in
the directive. Roadless areas like East Deer Creek in the Colville Nationat Forest, which supplies
the sole source of drinking water to the town of Orient, will not receive interim protection. Owi
Mountain's (Colville NF) 16,000 acres of ancient forest and pristine watersheds will receive no
protection — there are tens of millions of unroaded scres in Washington and across America that
will not be protected by the directive as currently written.

The interim directive does not preclude logging in roadless areas. Logging in roadless areas is
economically and ecologically insupportabie.

hbm«aietterszgmdbyover lmmmummdumv«utypmfasomaﬂedonthe

top diess areas. ‘The letter concluded by mtmg *In our view, a scientifically-
based policy for roadless areas on public lands should, at a minimum, protect from development
all roadless areas farger than 1,000 acres and those smaﬂer areasthathave special ecological

sxgmﬁcance of their ibutions to * These scientists did not say
logging in roadless areas is ecologically Justn‘ied Clearly, :mprovemems 1o the draftinterim
directive are warranted.

INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROJECT

The Intetior Columbia Basin Ecosy Manag Project (ICBEMP) provides supporting

evidence for protecting roadless areas. The Project concludes that "Over 60% of the healthiest
ic habitats occur in roadless or very low road density areas on federsl land in the Columbia

RwerBasm, wluchmcludesallorpmsofsevenweswn states. Certain aspects of roads

negatively affect 70% of key wildlife species in this area.® In addition, ICREMP found:

[ remaining healthy fish populations tead to be in watershed with the fewest roads and other
1and management impacts;

. undeveloped, roadiess areas (1) are critically important for sustaining native fish and water
resources, (2) have a great deal of economic value to society, and {3) are in relatively
good ecological condition and therefore have relatively little need for active restormon
work (Scientific Assessiment, p. 68, 82 & 108),;

T roadless areas currently account for 47% of the value to society provided by public lands
in the Columbia Basin, while recreation provides 41%, timber 11%, and range 1%
(Scientific Assessment, p. 82);

> fires in the roaded forest commonly are more intense, due to drier conditions, wind zones
on the foothill/valley interface, high surface-fuel loading, and dense stands. The effects of
these fires often cause serious erosion, nutrient foss, slumps and stream sediment hazards,
when combined with high road densities (Vol. I, p. 281, Evaluation of Alternatives);
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> regarding unroaded steeper mountain areas, there is high risk to watershed capabilities
from further road development. In general, the effects of wildfires in these areas are much
lower and do not result in the chronic sediment delivery hazards exhibited in areas that
have been roaded (Ibid, p. 282):

4 regarding noxious weed spread, there is high potential for continued spread of exotic
herbs in the forest environments as a result of road disturbance and traditional soil
disturbing harvest, fuel management, site preparation, and stand improvement activities
(Ibid, p. 283).

ECONQMICS
In a January letter to the President, thirty-two economists and university professors stated that
"From an economic perspective, the ecological [roadless] systems at issue are assets that provide
economic value by satisfying a wide variety of human wants." In addition 1o recreation and other
non-extractive uses, pristine forestlands provide economic value that is independent of direct use."
A growing body of empirical work in this area suggests that such values constitute a large portion
of the total economic value of public forestland." As wilderness becomes increasingly scarce, the
recreational and existence values of our remaining roadless areas can be expected to increase over
time relative to the value of extractive uses of these areas.”

ICBEMP findings show that timber and woods products employment account for 2.5 percent of
all jobs in the Columbia River Basin where one-quarter of National Forest land exists. In .
Northeast Washington state in an area encompassing both the Colville and Okanogan national
forests, county employment in Ferry, Okanogan, Stevens and Pend Oreille codties account for 4
to 9 percent of total jobs. The vast majority of timber cut in this region comes from private land.

Please note the attached graph developed by The Wilderness Society using government statistics.
The graph clearly shows increased logging levels has little to do with increased timber jobs.

According to draft 1995 Forest Service RPA data recreation usage on Federal land is dollarized at
$6.8 billion for FY 1993. Usage is anticipated to increase valuation to $12.7 billion by year 2045.
Please note the attached letter to the President, listing unprotected roadless area trails in
‘Washington state by Ira Spring, Washington Trails Association.

According to Forest Service research associated with the Northwest Forest Plan, by year 2000
there will be public demand for roadless recreation that exceeds Congressional protected roadless
areas by over 8 million acres in the Pacific Northwest. The research found that roaded recreation
exceeds demand by 8 million acres (Swanson, Loomis, 1996). Forest Service data shows that 30
percent of National Forest System roads are used for the majority of public motorized access,
only 23 percent are suitable for passenger cars, and 57 percent are only passable by high-clearance
vehicles such a 4-wheel drives.'
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The current road system on Federal forests is bloated and poorly maintained. Forest Service
estimates are that $10 billion backlog in repair and mai of the National Forest Sy

road structure presently exists. It seems incredibly foolish to add new roads to the System when
we can not maintain the current system.

CONCLUSION

The forest *health” calamity facing our federal forests is both misplaced and non-existent. Forest
Sexrvice date clearly shows that mortality in the Rockies and Pacific Northwest is less than 1
percent, It is important to note that ecologically, insect, disease, wind-throw and fire are all
natural, important and necessary functions of a forest ecosystem.

Roeds degrade water quality, fisheries and wildlife habitat. An excessive road system inventory
exists on the National Forest, so excessive as to be unmaintainable. New road construction will
further degrade aquatic and terrestrial species habitat, and outdoor recreation.

As owners of private forestland, my wife and I are economically effected by Federal forest
management. Each time the Forest Service dumps subsidized, below-cost timber on the market it
impacts raw log prices. This impacts the value of private forests. Private forests comprise the
best growing forest areas whereas most National Forest lands are poor tree growing sites. It is
simply bad policy for the government to drive down timber prices that end up costing taxpayers
and private forest owners huge sums of money.

Roadless areas are for the most part unroaded and unlogged because they contain the‘most
marginal forest growing sites, are prohibitively expense to log, and are located on steep slopes
with unstable soils. According to The Wilderness Society, only 16 p of roadless area forest
(RARE I and uninventoried) are considered suitable for timber production by the Forest Service.
1t will cost American taxpayers billions of dollars in subsidies just to road and log roadless areas.

1t is not only prudent from a ecological and economic standpoint to protect roadless areas, it is
morally the right thing to do. We have nothing to fear from erring, if error we make, on the side
of conservation of roadless arcas. This is not irreversible. However, logging and roading
roadiess areas will irreversibly alter their character. Making decisions today that are in fact the
right of future generations to make, is ethically unsound.

Washington Govemor Gary Locke has unequivocally stated that protecting salmon is “not
optional®. "It is our duty - to our ancestors, to our children and their children. We have to act
now.” Salmonids depend on cold, clean water. Itis no surprise that most of the best habitat for
spawning and rearing salmonids currently exisis in unroaded areas. Nor is it a surprise that cold
and clean water comes from unroaded watersheds.

In closing, the Forest Service must protect roadiess areas 1,000 acres and greater and those found
to be biologically significant. There are no good and honest excuses for doing otherwise.
end

Attachments 4
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President Bill Clinton
White House
Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

Roadless areas are extremely important to the 1,000,000 hikers living in the state of
Washington as over 1/3rd of forest trails for day hiking in the Cascade Mountains of
Washington are in roadless areas.

As past president of Washington Trails Association, I, too, applaud your proposal to protect
roadless areas and urge you to protect our trails here in the Northwest from further road building.

My father took my brother and me on our first [8-mile backpack in 1929, Since then 1 have
hiked on trails ali over the world.

I am co-author of a series of 12 hiking guidebooks in the Northwest and Furope that have, so
far, sold over a half million copies.

In my own state:

100 Hikes in Washington's South Cascades and Qlympics

20 of the 100 are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas
100 Hikes in Washington's Alpine Lakes

29 of the 100 are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas
100 Hikes in Washingron's Glacier Peak Region

56 of the 100 are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas
100 Hikes in Washington's North Cascades

34 of the 100 are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas

[ have provided the photography for:
Best Short Hikes in Washington's South Cascades and Olympics
35 of the 105 hikes are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas
Best Short Hikes in Washington's North Cascades and San Jaun Islareds
59 of the 104 hikes are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas
Best Hikes With Children Volume 1
' 34 of the 102 hikes are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas
Best Hikes With Chiidren Volume 2
30 of the 82 hikes are in unprotected Forest Service Roadless Areas

That means 297 of the day hiking trails out of the 793 trails on Forest Service land have little if
any protection. ’

With a million hikers in Washington State alone, the importance of Northwest trails cannot be
denied. As day hiking activities are increasing rapidly, roadiess areas you will be able to save will
become more important every year.
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January 12, 1998

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton
President of the United States

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

It has come to our attention that your administration is in the process of developing a new
scnennﬁcally based policy for the management of roadless areas on public forestlands. As

ecc who specialize in natural issues, we are writing to provide input regarding the
economics of roadless areas.

N a1

As was pointed out in a recent letter to you signed by over 100 scientists, there is a
body of scientific evidence regarding the imp of roadless areas in protecting ecological
systems (Henjum, et al. 1994; Qulgley, etal. 1996; SNEP 1996; USDA, et al. 1993). Roadless
areas are critical in maintaining water quality, biodiversity, and the ecological integrity of national
forests. They provide essential habitat for sensitive plant and animal species. The fragile ecology
of most roadless areas means that road construction and other forms of development within them
pose serious threats to many of the economic goods and services that flow from public
forestlands.

From an economic perspective, the ecological systems at issue are assets that provide economic
value by satisfying a wide variety of human wants. Debates about the economics of public land
use tend to focus on the c« ial benefits of ive activities such as timber harvesting,
grazing, and mining. Such benefits are relatively easy to measure using market data. But this
focus is too narrow. There are non-extractive uses for which markets are either incomplete or
nonexistent, but which nonetheless provide signifi ic value. For ple, many
people enjoy recreating in pristine forest environments. Although these activities may not be
purchased in market transactions, the time and other goods that people give up in order to enjoy
them provide evidence of their economic value. Existing wilderness areas in our national forests
and nanonal parks meet some of this recreational demand. But as these protected areas become

gly congested, the ional value & for other roadless areas that are currently
unpmtected

In addition to recreation and other non-extractive uses, pristine forestlands provide

value that is independent of direct use. There is growing recognition that wilderness and
biodiversity contribute to human well-being through their mere existence. Many Americans
consider these to be important national treasures, the loss of which would diminish our well-being.

This “exi value” is ble in principle, and recent advances have improved its
in practice. In recognition of these ad s, existence value is now mcludcd in
d. itted by the Natural R Damage A pr

implemented under the Oil Pollution Act and CERCLA. A growing body of empmcal work in
this area suggests that such values constitute a large portion of the total economlc value of public
forestlands. The substantial benefits from p dless areas are d d in peer-
reviewed scientific articles such as Walsh, Loonus, and Gillman (1984) and Pope and Jones
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(1990). Regarding the p ion of Option 9 roadless areas, studies identifying the benefits of
protecting spotted owl hablm include Rubin, Helfand, and Loomis (1991), Hagen, Vincent, and
Welle (1992), and Brown, Laytor, and Lazo (1994).

While the evidence suggests that protection of roadless areas would yield substantial benefits,
such protection would also impose costs. At the national level, these costs may take the form of
reductions in timber supply and msultmg increases in wood product prices, while at the local level

there is the p ial for ad on empl and i income in the timber mdustxy In
p iy have been D d ding p ] job loss iated with
i of dless areas d under the sponed owl conservation plan (within which some

nmber harvesting is permitted under Option 9). The probable sale quantities of timber within
these arcas, however, represent only a very small share of total timber production within the
rcgion, and thus camnot be expected to have a sub ial impact on industry employment or
cammgs, or on timber prices. The total roadiess area in the affected national forests within

hington, Oregon and Northern Califomia is just over 3 million acres, of which approximately
:18,000 acres are suitable for timber production under Option 9 (Johnson, et al.,, 1993). The
probable sale quantity for these arcas is approximately .07 billion board feet per year (Johnson, ot
al., 1993, Table 19). This is less than one percent of the total annual timber harvest in Oregon and
Wasbmgton alone (Warren, 1997, Table 16). These numbers should be kept in mind as your

iders the inclusion of these lands in your roadless area initiative. The

employment, income, and price impacts of protecting these areas are likely to be extremely smail
in percentage terms,

As wilderness b scarce, the ional and existence values of our remaining
roadless areas can be expected to increase over time relative to the value of extractive uses of
these areas. Each acre that is lost makes preservation of the remaining acreage ever more
valuable.

We commend you for your attcnuon to the stewardship of our natural heritage, and we urge you to

ider the bcneﬁts d above as you move toward a final decision on the
of our g unp d roadless areas.
Sincerely yours,
Pau! Barkley
D:mielA.Hagen Profe of Agricultural E
of E i Washmgton State University
Westem ‘Washington University
Bellingham, WA 98226-9074 Gardner Brown
. Professor of Economics
Stcven E. Henson University of Washington
‘ate Profe of
Wcstem Washmgton University Anjali Bhat
Urban Researcher - Economic Policy Studies
John B. Loomis East-West Gateway Coordinating Council
Proft of Agricultural and R
Economics Douglas E. Booth
Colorado State University Associate Profe of E

Marquette University
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Walter R. Butcher

Professor Emeritus of Agricultural
Economics

Washington State University

Paul N. Courant

Arthur F. Thurnau Professor of Economics
and Public Policy '

Associate Provost for Academic and
Budgetary Affairs

The University of Michigan

Eban Goodstein
Associate Professor of Economics
Lewis and Clark College

Steven C. Hackett
Associate Professor of Economics
Humboldt State University

George B. Heliker
Professor Emeritus of Economics
University of Montana

Ray G. Huffaker

Associated Professor

Department of Agricultural Economics
Washington State University

Renee Irvin
Assistant Professor of Public Administration
University of Nebraska at Omaha

Joe Kerkvliet
Associate Professor of Economics
Oregon State University

Jeffrey A. Krautkraemer
Professor of Economics
Washington State University

Dr. Michael V. Martin, Dean
College of Agricultural, Food, and
Environmental Sciences

and Acting Vice President for
Agricultural Policy

University of Minnesota

Ray Mikesell

Professor Emeritus
Department of Economics
University of Oregon

Don Negri
Associate Professor of Economics
Willamette University

Emest G. Niemi
Economist, ECONorthwest
Eugene, Oregon

Tom Power
Chair, Department of Economics
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"Further, the Forest Service is developing a scientifically based policy for managing roadless areas it our national
forests. These last remaining wild areas are precious to millions of Americans and key to protecting clean water
and abundant wildlife habitat, and providing recreation opportunities. These unspoiled places must be managed
*hrough science, not politics.”
--William J. Clinton
November 14, 1997

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton
President of the United States

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500 -

December 12, 1997
Dear Mr. President:

In mid-November, you announced that the Forest Service is in the process of developing a scientifically based
policy for managing roadless areas in the national forests. As scientists with many years of professional
experience in biological conservation, we are writing to commend you for your leadership on this important
matter and to offer some thoughts on the state of knowledge regarding the ecological values associated with
roadless areas.

A substantial amount of scientific information collected from both aquatic and terrestrial environments has
demonstrated the importance of roadless areas in protecting the nation's wildlife, fisheries, and water resources
Roadless areas are critical because they represent the least human-disturbed habitats in an almost universally

isturbed landscape. As such, they act as de facto refuges for numerous sensitive plant and animal species,
reservoirs of genetic material, and benchmarks for experimental restoration efforts in intensively managed
landscapes. Streams flowing out of roadless areas typically provide suppties of the purest water, untainted by
chemical pollutants and within the cool temperature range required by many native fish species. In addition, most
roadless areas are dominated by steep slopes, high elevations, and unstable or highly erosive soils. The
ecological risks associated with developing these areas are extremely high, and may jeopardize the flow of goods
and services that the national forests currently provide to human society.

Regional ecosystem assessments completed for the Pacific Northwest (USDA et. al. 1993), the Sierra Nevada
(SNEP 1996), eastern Washington and Oregon (Henjum et al. 1994) and the Interior Columbia Basin (Quigley et
al. 1996) highlight the significance of roadless areas in maintaining the integrity of ecosystems on federal lands.
These and other studies describe the extensive environmental damage caused by roads, road construction, and
other development. Roads fragment wildlife habitat, alter the hydrological processes of watersheds, discharge
excessive sediment to streams, increase disturbance to forest animals, make fish and wildlife vulnerable to
excessive harvest, and facilitate the spread of alien species. In the Pacific Northwest, roads have also been
implicated as a major cause of environmentally destructive and life-threatening landslides. Protection of roadless
areas alone will not secure the conservation of biodiversity on the nation's federal lands, but we believe it would
be a major step forward.

To date, the Forest Service has considered roadless areas only in terms of their value for primitive and semi-
primitive recreation opportunities. In the late 1970s, roadless areas greater than 5,000 acres in size and those
‘mmediately adjacent to designated wilderness and national parks were identified through the Roadless Area
-eview and Evaluation process (i.e. RARE I and RARE 11). A small proportion of these inventoried roadless
areas have since been designated as official wilderness, but the vast majority remain unprotected under existing
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cc:  Michael Dombeck, Chief, US Forest Service
James Lyons, Under Secretary for Environment, USDA
Kathleen McGinty, Chair, CEQ
T.J. Glauthier, OMB
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Executive Summary

For che past decade, the national forests of western Washington 'and Oregon have received

regional and nacionial attendion b of their I role in the economic and ecological health
of the Pacific Northwest. The national forests east of the Cascade crest! are no less imporeant
and, like the forests addressed by the President’s April Forest Conference and resulting

Forest Plan, are also receiving national attention. Yet despite the importance of these Eastside
forests, we have no synthesis of scientific information abour their status and thar of the associated
biological resources.
To fill this void, a bipartisan group of seven members of the US House of Represenatives
approachcd several scientific societies to form the Easwside Forests Scientific Society Panel to
“initiate a review and report on the Eastside forests of \Vashmgton and Oregon.” They hoped to

make “every effort to include the Easuside forests in wh forest legistation is
idered by the Congress.” The panel’s mandate was to broadly review the status of all
Eastside forests and their associated es. Inc the date of the Forest Health

Assessment Team (the Everett Panel) was narrower. This team focused largely on forest health
and only in six river basins; their report is described as “general in nature” (US Forest Service
1993).

The geographical extenc of old-growth forest ecosystems in Eastside national forests has been
dramatically reduced dunng the twenueth century; continued loggmg of old growth outside

current reserves will jeop bers of native species. Forest harvest and other
human acrions have also changed (hc character of many other comp of Eastside land
including rivers with their populations of resident and migratory salmonids. Many ecolog

believe that the combined effects of logging ofd growth and fire prevention have significancly
increased the vulnerability of Eastside landscapes to catastrophic discurbances, further threatening
what are already severely reduged habitars.

The Eastside Forests Scientific Sociery Pancl pullcd together cnsung information in a
report that defines current conditions and offers i darions for p ing the
remaining resources until a long-term plan for protection and restoration can be formulated.

This exccunve summary provides an overview of the report and the panel’s interim
rec: d ; the plete printed report will be available in October 1993.

The Data Sets

Our analysis of late-successional/old-growth forest (LS/OG)? is based largely on (1) the .
National Audubon Society Adopt-a-Forest Project carricd out in cooperation with the US
Forest Service (USFS) and (2) in-house USFS old-growth inventories. Both projects involved
interpretation of acrial photography and validacion by ranger, district scaff and, sometimes, field

1 Ten national forests (Fremant, Winema, Deschutes, Ochoco, Malheur, Umatilla, Wallowa-Whitman, Wenatchee,
Colville, Okanogan) occupy lands berween the Cascade Crest and the castern boundaries of Washington and Oregon.
2 {n chis report we follow the definition of | ional/old-growth forest (LS/OG) as stated in Hopkins
(1992), Hopkins et al. (1992a,b), and Williams ex al. (1992a.b) wich two mlpomn: excq;nons: {1) Weadopra
minimum patch size for LS/OG of 0.5 acres, as opposed to the 10 to 80 acres in USFS interim guidelines, and (2) an
cld-growth trec is defined by either sizc or age, not both (see full report for more deail).
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seconnaissance. USFS also furnished many additional details about the national forests of the
Eastside. Recent efforts by stace and regional chapeers of the American Fisheries Sociery defined
aquatic diversity management areas (Oregon) or their equivalents (Washingron). All available
geographical dam were bled in a geographic information system (GIS) by the Sierra
Biodiversity [nstitute.

Resource Conditions’ .
The forest ecosystems east of the Cascade crest differ significantly from those west of the crest.
Compared wich Westside forests, forests rast of the crese grow in 2 more extreme climate-
hotter and drier in summer and colder in winter—and on soils that are often less productive:

- Their structure is more open, with 2 grassy understory mainezined by freq light groundfices:
the habitat requirements of fish and wildlife may also differ.

La: H 12, lJ <h form

Currcnt levels of hte-succesmond old growth on the Eastside Fall far below historic levels,
p iarly in | levation forests domincied by ponderosz pine, western farch, and Douglas
fir. Only ‘about 20 to 25% of remaining LS/OG is ly p istratively or by
swarare {(from 8% in Wallowa-Whirman Nartional Forest 1o 32% in Deschutes National Forest).
From 70 0 95% of the LS/OG pacches that rermain cover less than 100 acres each—too small to
provide for the basic needs of many L3/OG-associated species. Thiree national forests {Colville,
Wallowa-Whitman, and Winema) have no LS/OG parches larger than 5000 acres; of the seven
LSIOG patcnes in theee national forests (Malheur, Ochoco, and Umatilla) thac are larger than
5000 acres, only one is protected.

Continued ioggmg of currently unprotected LS/OG at 1980s rates would seduce the area
occupied by these unique ecosystems to between 7 and 13% of forested lands in the national

forests. Further reduction in LS/OG is fikely to jeopardi many p of the biological
diversicy of Eastside forests and increase che bers of th d or end d

especiaily among sensitive wildlife such as the American mamn. northern goshawk p)lca:ed
WOodpcck-r, white-headed woodpecker, and fla lated owl.

Many areas sex aside in current forest plans as “designated old growth™ are not old growth.
The overlap of actual and designated old growth varies significandy among national foresss: in
Winsma National Forest, only 16% of designated old growth patches conwin more than two-
thirds actual old-growth forest, but in Wallowa-Whitman National Foresc, 70% of designated
old-growth patche contain more than two-thirds actual old growth.

Ponderosa pine forests have been especially hard hit by logging. Only 3-5% of the original
penderosa climax old growth remains in Deschutes, 5-8% in Winema, and 2-8% in Fremont
national forests. But the impact of human actions in Eastside forests goes well beyond logging.
Road conscruction, grazing, and fire concrol also may degrade forests and associated resources.

Aquatic systeros

Since Europeans scrded the region, the abilicy of aquatie sy to sustain populations of native
vertebrates has been compromised: large numbers of fish and amphibian taxa now face extinetion
in watersheds throughout the Eastside. Salmon production in the Columbia River has declined to
less than five percent of its historic levels. Ar least 106 major populations of migratory salmon
and stecthead trous have been extirpated on the West Coast, many of these east of the Cascades.
Resident species chat complete their life cycles within freshwater habiracs ace also theeatened
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with extinction. In Oregon, 24 of 25 at-risk resident fish species or bspecies occur exclusively
in Easuide waters; 14 are found in heds within the bound or i diatel
downstream of national forests.

Roadless regions .
B roads cri so many F d areas on the Eastside, existing roadl ions have
cnormous ecological value. Unforrunarely, few of these ining areas are p ; in the Blue
Mounwns of eastern Omgon md ‘Washington, for example, less than 8% of 722,000, acres of

d, roadless area is ad ratively p d. Although roads were intended as innocuous
corridors to case the of h and dities across the landscape, they harm the
water, soils, plants, and other animals in those land

Riparian cortidors

-Riparian (river, stweam, and hkc-edge) corridors——which link forest and streasm cavironments,
serve as buffer zones p g water , and support a disprop share of regional
biological diversi have been d d by lcwng. road ion, and grazing through
the Ezstsid This’ ion also thre rheﬂowofhxgh—thty“mfotwebyhumm
Soils

Soils on stecp slopes, especially . vulnerable to when disturbed, leading to

silration and reducing soil ferub:y Ie uhs a minimum of 200 years to reestablish old-gmmh
forests on the best, most suble sites after logging; it could take much longer on fragile sites. In
particularly fragile areas, forest cover could be permanently lost.

Elements and processes . } )

Ia shor, the ef (3:n¢lic di y and richness of species and habicaes) and p

(hydrological, biclogical, and ',,' al) that ch ize the ecosy and landscapes of the
Eastside have been huvx!y altered by recent human acrivities. What many people do not realize
is that such alterations in turm jeopardize the \my real semces pmvtded to human society by these
clements and pracesses. Only by i logically sound gran: can
furure gencrations continue o harvest th: b:ngﬁn of these forests and their associared resourcs.
The following d: are designed w p the g until 2 long-
term strategy of p ion and jon can be & loped




263

Interim Recommendations of the Eastside Forests Scientific Society Panel

1.

Do not log lat ional/old-growth forests in OregonandW:shmpon_
The.significantly reduced area and fra ion of Eastsid ional/old-gr
foreses from past logging and road construction :h.runens many form and aquatic sp:ues.
Furthermore, the ability of regional land g and ial habi
espccuﬂy—coabsorhandbuffermmnland" induced disturb is diminished.
Deferring LS/OG logging on all remaining fragments will create a "time out,” allowing
scientists to rigorously assess the swtus of LS/OG foreses and developa gy 10 P
them. .

. Cut no trees of any species older than 150 years or with a diameter at breast height

(DBH) of 20 inches or greater.

It is essential to conserve as many of the uecsof"' ide forests as possible in the
short term 1o sustain these forests in the long term. Macure trees have lived for decades, even
centutics; their very exiscence dcmonszutc' that they have the genetic characreristics to survive

the Rl range of envi P in Oregon and Washingron. Thcy are
reservoirs of genetic diversity and serve as irreplaceable sced for forest regy

they replenish the depleted supply of large snags and fallen logs, providing nest and den sites
for many znimals; and they & As Boyd E. Wickman

(1992} points our, they are “living cxzmples of our long-term ob):cuvcs

. Do not log or build new roads in aquatic divensity mansgement areas (ADMAs),

ADMAs are defined as locations where native aqtmic species are a¢ tisk of extinction and

vulnerable to furure disturt whole ds that rep the best fernaining !
of native aquzuc ccosystems, or connecting cotridors that provide an ial link b
haka 4 3.

o

at critical times in their life cycles. Such areas
contain the fast vestiges es of. quahty habitat and genetic resources for native fish and other
aquatic biota. They serve as cornerstones for any future efforts to protect dozens of at-risk
stocks of to rebuild the ost production of aative fishes. In addition, they provxde the
benchmarks for eval e&'ectsoffand g and defining the ccologi

& L 4
that ion should

. Do not construct new roads or log within current (1) roadless regions larger than 1000

acres or (2) roadi gions that are biologically significant but smaller than 1000 acres.
Roadless regions exemplify the least human-distusbed forest and stream systems, the last
reservoirs of ecological diversity, and the primary bendxmarks for restoring ecological hedth
and integrity. Roads fi habitat; alter the hydrology of heds; supply

di w0 ; increase access and thu; rb to forest animals; and
influence the dispetnl of plants and animals, especi "y exotic species, across the landscape.

Establish d corrid a.long nven.laku.andmhnds. Restrict timber
harvese, road i g, and g of fuelwood wichin theu eorridou.
Riparian corridors are pamcuiley xmpomnt in the semiarid

castern Oregon and Washingron. Seventy-five percent of tencsu-;al species known to occur in
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the Blue Mountains, for ple, cither depend di on rip zones or use them more
than other habi Riparian areas also functi asbufferuh:tnnmdumdmeﬂ’eason
wat:mysofhumanhndme,suchufemhurandpcnad:mmﬂ'ﬁomagnaﬂm
with and without fish should be p d by a buffer zone on each side thar -
ua(laum&etwndehonmnuﬂy regudlmofslope,orumdentheloo-yar
J lai arhieh B ‘nd mp'
and wedands sh "be ‘by:buﬁ'aatlustlSOfeetmdconnﬂslda

Furthermore, modlfymgsuammnﬁgunmnbymumafmmummucmmsu:hu
deﬂecroxs and abled logs should not be done as 2 gate for ripari ry. The

* PP

g to Eastside fish production, for ple, are high water temperatures and -
di loads; do nothi ,,to itigate or theeﬂ'ecuofeuhcrofthse

factors. Instream structures should not be installed with ugt hed-level analysi

to d ine the approach that best p and logical el and

L2 | 4

6. Prohibit logging of dominant ot eodo—mnt pondeross pun from Eastside forests.
Restoring ponderosa pine to ics fe position of domi in Easuide forests must be
done to p and Eastside forest ecosy The d pines that
remain oonsutu:e importanc points of ongm for any recovery procl&. whe:het or not these
trees are in LS/OG paeches. Their protecrion must be 2 high priority independent of the
patch size in which the trees are locared.

7. Pmlnbunmberhumtmlmspronetolandduluormonnnleuuunbe
d by p d scientific study that no associsted soil

dzgndauonor-edlmtmpmmmmnluﬁomduthm
Protecting soil fertility and stream water quality must be a high priority of all land
management. Therefore, no logging should be permitted on slopes with a gradient steeper
than 30% on pumice soils and 60% on other soil types. Logging on slopes berween 30 and
60% should rerain 40% of maximum basal arca,? at least one-half of this basal acea in trees
larger chan the quadraric fhean diamerer of unlogged trees.

8. Prevent li ) ing in riparian areas except under srictly defined ivi chat
protect those npamn areas from degradation. :
Poorly ged g g in riparian zones often ib to degradation of the al
and i p of regional land Grazing may therefore be incompatible with

protecnon of LS/OG and ADMAs, mdudmg assurance of their role as sources of colonists
for restoring adjacent areas.

- The first step is to evaluate the condition of riparian areas m Easuide fom. including
the extenc to which grazing is injuring those areas. The d step is to initiate |
mommnng programs to track the condmon of grazed and ungrazed areas. If dme

or ing a threat to the health or integrity of LS/OG
and ADMAs, grazing sho "'be hibited. Elsewhere, (a) if an area has not been degraded
by previ ing, g mu.ldbe itted, but only when management plans (e.g.,
alloement mzmgemem phns) are revised to i P logical standard i wi

3 Basal area is the summarion of the area in a scand occupied by tree boles; quadrasic mean diamever is the mean size
of trees in 2 stand.



the long-term p ion of and the grazing does not degrade the riparian zone; (b)
nog shouldbe irted in degraded riparian zones until conditions have been
! “(c)a:m ion, i k grazing sh ”bcpermumdonlvmlhementduut
does not damag, d areas, and g plaruluvebeen ised o meet approp
séological standards. : ) )
9. Donotlogonfngllesolllunulltu lusively d d by p iewed

scientific study chat soil integrity is protected nnd that fomt tesenenuon afeer logging
is assured.

Many Eastside forests grow on areas that are transitional to grassiand or desert (ac fow

elevation) and 1o alpine habirat (at high elevation). M: trees probably b
csubhshed in transition areas only during period cf lly favorabl . Their
p helps mai soil and popul: of bencficial soil org; and

mature trees can suryive low-intensity groundfires. Forest regeneration on tramsition and high-
elmuou sites may be difficult. Moreover, soils such as ash soils may be relatively

ductive but vulnerable t© paction and loss of topsoil. Noxious weeds (usually
introduced exotic species) contribute to site degadznon if :he cover of mature trees is
removed from fragile sites. ‘With proper silvicultural h . soils can probably
be pmrcctcd and forest Tegenerated on many rransition sites. Before logging is permmed on
a site, site-specific ioggms phm should bc quired to d that silvicul
hni will not diminish the prod pacicy of local soils.
0. Establish a panel with the appropriate discipli breadth to d p long-term

guidelines that will p Eastsid fotuu&omdmxght.ﬁu.uuem,and

pad:ogen.s.

Fire prevention and early logging practices have alrered some LS/OG systems, making them
vulnerable to drought, insects. and fire. Salvage (removing dead, fallen woody matetial) and
thinning (cutting small live trees) are two legmmaze techniques—bur not the only ones—for
lowering risk from such disturbances. Buc lack of consensus and past abuses, i in which large

heaithy trees were cut in the guise of salvage, lead us 0 ive study of
this issue. Scientists disagree over how to define the 3oals of u}vage and thmmng and over
themlenforscle:nngsmwh«e '..a or thinni exists on

silvicultural practices for minimizing etfects from dxough:, fire, insects, and pathogens; on
the conditions under which LS/OG should be entered to reduce risk of catastrophic loss; or

on the levels of treaument that reduce risk without compromumg ecologxa.l values.
S 'l

and their use dep on enligh d and preh
appmd\es w protecting forest healch.

11, Establish a d panel to produce @ di mtegy for restoring the regional
{andscape and its E g the health and integricy
of regional bxomdemunwdln&epmonwhmht&ydzpm&

Existing forest plans are inadequate to the comp logical issues m id

forests, especially with regard to 2 of L i "VL‘. gr

Fora: plans must be reviied o i grate new ecological und ofd'ae of
x\an i w‘d‘ dlc 3. q‘ . 1 s 3 now r) C : i

conditions of regional | p and their ¢ Befouthoseplznsanberevised.
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b

ofdnmmofmunlmmunbempktedforud:fuw.
Nasional policies need w be bmught into line with national pmnua for public lands.

To meet needs for p and jon, USFS p i need to be d
mthnpptopmteﬁmdmgandmcenuvu. Bemaefeda:ll:ndsmembeddedmhndsapu
that often ngnﬁum of state, and tribal lands, regional programs
must be g p mong hip groups. Long-term mansgement
prog d -u 1t°r the lnoical : of regional land pes must be given
the highest priority on pri asmllaspubhchnds'l'hu grity depends on p ting
both the el (genetic diversity, richness of species and habitats) and the p

(demography, hydrology, nutrient cycling, fire) within gional land: We all

nomthaxdmgoalannotbemmplnhedbyapplwng techniques intended o mimic an
d historical diserib of major Inblnttypaor forestagedam Mimicking

“old-growth * as adv d by some sitvi lises, is not enough to p the

elements and processes of living | ional/old-growth forests and cheir associared

resources.

The panels called for in dations 10 and 11 should includ. ives from

! disciplines and b fromfedznlmd state agencies, lud:mn. scientific

and other gn with

v L st b 4

all

Summary

Aar, > - 1 . 1714 "
Our r on the p of gr

forests, aquatic diversity g areas, roadless regions, and riparian coeridors b they
are the basic building blocks for ing or ing the Eastside landscape. Wit
them, opportunities will be limited for building 2 long-term strategy to ensure sustainable

lies of Eascsid ) tegy
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TESTIMONY

CLINTON/GORE ADMINISTRATION’S
FOREST SERVICE ROADLESS AREA MORATORIUM

25 February 1998

For:
U.S. House of Representatives
Comrmittee on Resources
Sabcommittee on Forests and Forest Health

By:
Jerry S. Hamilton
Environmental Ceordinator - Formation Capitai Corporation, US
Environmental Consultant, Pvt.

(USFS - Regional Silviculturist R4, Retired - 2/90)



The Forest Service states that the intent of their proposed moratorium on road construction and
reconstruction within roadless arcas is to protect their values, not hait active management or use. They
m:whngwwmwwmm:wmmwofmdmmm
on values dless areas. Unfor ly, these assertions defy logic and ignore history.

SuchAcompeﬂingneedcme:dstonlyifcnebeﬁeveuthnthemﬁn%rms«vicehasfniledin
fulfilling its duties for the past 29 years. Certainly no one in industry or on this Subcommittec would
believe such an assertion. While the various resource dependent industries have criticized some agency
actions over the years, they have always respected the skills and professionalism of the Forest Service.
They appreciste the difficuity of balancing conflicting mandates.

Please keep in mind that the Forest Service has been in a i cycle of envi tal evaluation
and land management planning since 1969. This began with the passage of NEPA, expanded in 1974
with the passage of RPA, and accelerated in 1976 with NFMA. There have been numerous
amendments to every Forest Plan, over the years, to incorporate lessons learned as well as scientific
advances. Is it possible this massive cffort has been so ineffectual that the roadless area attributes and
legal management direction identified in every forest plan nationwide must be suspended for 18
months? If so then we all have a much bigger problem than may exist within roadless area
management.

Amdingtothepmposedmsimmﬁee,thenﬂewouldremainineﬂ‘ectmtﬂnewmalyﬁcalmols
are developed, but 0o longer than 18 months from the effective date of the rule. This is the same agency
that established two interim management policies to protect watersheds and fisheries - PACFISH and
INFISH. These were interim rules that were to last 18 months, and are now in their third year with no
established time frame for their replacement. However, activities were not suspended under these rules
while the technology was being developed for watershed analysis.

Consideration of roadless area values and protective requirements have been part of Forest Service
actions since RARE [ was initiated over 25 years ago. If the agency hasn’t figured out how to do the
job in over 25 years, what sort of miracle is going to occur in the next 18 months? It almost seems like
somemeh:ghmtbcadmmmuonhasdecndedn\sumembcngAREﬂl If we haven't learned the
values of these areas in 25 years, then I strongly urge you to examine the other agendas that infer we
can protect the values in 18 months.

Reducing the ting capacity of National Forests would provide no support for managing
the forests - ahsmmdlomlgovmnts,letdmetheumsmnmsymforbolh The Roads
and Trails Fund (16USC501) allows the collection of 10% of the gross receipts from such things as
timber sales, mineral leases, grazing and recreation. This is trust fund money to be used for the
construction and maintenance of roads and trails, without priosity based on point of origin. This isa
source of money that is based on economic capabilities of managed forests.

Various cooperative efforts like riparian conservation agreements, county land use plans, range
management plans and others have been developed over many years of hard work at the local and
agency level. These were developed with the best social and envi ilable. They
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wmdevelopedmdmgwncqndhgdpummdummghws,nﬂumdmgum They
National Forest Land Management Plans, and they

Wymmmmnmdmmdbedgovm

‘What are the real problems that even the proposed moratorium won'’t solve, and may even make worse?
Allow me 1o cite a few for you:

First is the p ial shortfall b thepmgnmstheFomstSavweuruponableforcondwung
nndthebudgauvulable The moratorium can only result in further redh of ilable for
road maintenance. Even worse will be the additional economic hardships for rural communities already
hard hit by previous access restrictions. A significant credibility gap already exists between federal
land management agencies and local communities surrounded by federal holdings. This proposal will
make that gap larger than the Grand Canyon. It will severely damage the ability of the Forest Service
to carry out the missi igned by Congress. Those of us in rural communitics will no longer be
partners shaping our futures. The partnerships and collaborative process developed in the past will be
dissoived, or severely damaged.

Seomdthcprwosedpohcylmgmgemopm-mdedmgwdmgmmtmynghtsofm It provides
no guidance for Forest Service managers. There are profound diffe betw i Yy access
for timber management and non-discretionary access, such as granted under the General Mining Laws.
Everyone must realize that what forest users might cail a road could be considered a “way” or “trail”
by the agency. In practical terms it means there may be a lot more areas considered “roadless” than the
Forest Service is willing to admit. Thus we are faced with the specter of not being able to use
environmentally stable access that many have been using for years, but the Forest Service does not
recognize them as roads. I would suggest that the mineral industry take an immediate, aggressive
posture to seek more specific language than that currently proposed. I would suggest the same posture
for State and local govemments. I ask the Subcommittee to make crystal clear to the Forest Scrvice that
non-discretionary access not be impaired.

Third, ies and other legiti forest users will be sevcrely unpac!ed by the moratorium due o
access restrictions and rcdu:cd road bud, O and “reconstruction”
by county governments and private industry has helped to mgmncantly reduce sedimentation in
sensitive streams. The moratorium threatens to reduce gains made in restoration of Salmon fisheries
and elsewhere. Ci ion of the legally dated process d ded by NEPA will not provide
proper evaluation of these adverse effects.

Other very important points for your consideration are that:
. The policy would prempt all state and local laws and regulations in conflict with road access

- In both the West and East we have roads that pre-date the national forest system - that are on
public lards - that are inventoried - that have statutory rights - that are still being used by recreationists,
ranchers, forest service, outfitters, guides, environmentalists, and others. An undetermined number of
these pevple suffer disabilities. It is a foregone conclusion that this interim policy will generate costly
lawsuits.
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. The policy would reduce school funding, affecting school building maintenance and education
for thousmxds of kids in nwtural resource dopeadent copmmmitics.

. Tnemployment rates could rise as pruch as 33% in 7 western and some eastern ad southern
states as & resuit of Jost industry jobs alone. Resource dependent jobs would alwo suffer. The
agency is of this impect is not visible. (Univ. of Idabo for USFS, BM. aod Lembi Co. -
pleticﬁmoflo,wojohslod)

. This policy would reduce dispersed i mities by cutting access up 1o 25%.

(Based on p:edwtedmdclomadwmtolmxh/l6mles’oflmdmmmmg:ﬂﬂ
wilderness, RARE 1T and other roadless designation)}

. The policy would invalidate existing forest land R plany

» The policy could close public access by up to 47% of the land base outside wilderness, as well
as affect some wilderné'ss access

« The policy would create multiple economnic losses that, in our estimation, would far exceed the
$100 million limit set by the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995

. The policy is iniended to improve road o hniques and d road deasity, but
it will channelizs increaved visitor traffic into arcas with existing high road density where the
potential for sivesm sedimentation is grester and has its most immediate effect on water quality
and gpecies babitat in addition, county soad maintenance funds will be reduced and county
roads are usually the primary access routes to the national forest system. The policy analysis
does pot address these 2ffects in regard to the Clean Water Act. 1t attempts to bypass NEPA
provisions for addressing eavironmental standards.

In his memoirs in 1947 Gifford Pinchot wrote that the “Service had a clear understanding of where it
was going, it was determined 10 get there, and it was pever afraid to fight for what was right. Every
man and woman in the Service believed in it and in its work, and took grest pride in belonging o it.”
Something has drastically changed from that observation! Walk into any Forest Service office these
days and tell me if you sce that same devotion. Maﬂcndovm peoplemmdcaeaemnotwmm
yetire - their hard field work- their budgets - their 7 ] - their genuine desire to do the
bcdpmepbwﬂygeuudummedbyaMmmmSlww«ampdown
‘Washington office notice of intent that becomes arbitrary policy! The service provided to the American
public is down, and o is the respestive public opinion of Farest Service ability to manage the land.

V4 -
i A Koo
JERRY $. HAMILTON
Envircnmental Coordinator
F ion Capital Corporati
USFS - Regional Silviculturist R4, Retired
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American 1220 L Strest, Northwest Red Cavaney
Petroleum Washington, 0.C. 20005-4070 President & CEQ
Institute 202-682-8100
February 25, 1998
The Honorable Helen Chenoweth

Chair, Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
House Commiittee on Resources
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Madame Chair:

Attached please find a statement for the record in your Subcommittee’s oversight hearing
on the proposal of the U.S. Forest Service to impose an 18-month moratorium on
construction of roads on Forest Service lands designated “roadless areas.” This statement
reflects the views of the American Petroleum Institute, the Independent Petroleum
Association of America, the Midcontinent Oil and Gas Association, the Rocky Mountain
Oil and Gas Association, and the Western States Petroleum Association.

The Forest Service moratorium would have a material impact on domestic oil and gas
operations. It would effectively withdraw more public lands from oil and gas development
without justification, to the detriment of the nation’s energy supply.

Thank you for providing our industry the opportunity.to comment on this important
access issue.

Sincerely,

o

An equal oppomuny employer
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Statement Submitted to the
Forests and Forest Health Subcommittee of the
House Resources Committee by
the American Petroleum Insti
the Independent Petrol Association of A
the Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association,
the Rocky Mountain Off and Gas Association and
the Western States Petroleum Association.
February 25, 1998

The nation’s & petroleum industry tations appreciate this opportunity to

present their views on the Forest Service's proposed moratorium regarding new road

construction on its ded lands. This isp 4 on behalf of the American

Petroleumn Institute {API), the Independent Petroleum Association of America (IPAA),
the Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association (MCOGA), the Rocky Mountain Oi! and Gas

Association (RMOGA), and the Westem States Petroleurn Association (WSPA).

API represents more than 400 companies involved in all aspects of the oil and natural gas
industry, including exploration, production, transportation, refining and marketing. IPAA
represents explorers and producers that drill some 85 percent of the nation’s oil and gas

wells. MCOGA petrol panics in Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi,

Y

Oklahoma and Texas. RMOGA rep hundreds of companies, large and small, that

account for 90 percent of the oil and gas exploration, development, and transportation
activity in the Rocky Mountain states. And WSPA promotes policies that will help meet

energy needs of the West and the nation.
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The Forest Service has published an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to
announce its intention to revise its management of the National Forest Road System.
These cooperating trade associations will wish to comment on any longterm road and
land-use policies that the Forest Service may propose. For now, we are very concerned
with the agency proposal to temporarily suspend road construction and reconstruction in
unroaded areas of Forest Service lands until its new policies are in place. Through the ban
on reconstruction, the moratorium would effectively create new roadless areas in lands
that have previously been available for multipie use. In this way, the Forest Service
would circumvent congressional intent and ban activities that are consistent with multiple

use.

The proposed moratorium also presents substantive problems: It would effectively
withdraw more public lands from oil and gas development without justification, to the
detriment of the nation’s domestic energy supply. And it would exact costs from local
economies in affected states and cause a decline in federal revenues from bonus bids,
rents and royalties on exploration and production on federal lands. Moreover,
consideration of new transportation policies is insufficient justification to shut down oil

and gas activities in affected areas.

Land Use Trends
There are some 33 million acres in unroaded tracts of 5,000 acres or more that are

currently classified in Land and Resource Management Plans as Non-Wilderness-
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Developed, thus available for multiple uses, including mineral production. If the
moratorium on roads is implemented, these 33 million acres will be closed to oil and gas
leasing for a minimum of 18 months. In addition, an undetermined amount of acreage
may be included that the Forest Service defines as having low-density road development
or unique ecological characteristics or social values. This could involve the elimination of

many miles of existing roads.

When the Forest Service devised its long-term strategic plan in 1990, under the Resource
Planning Act, its stated petroleum leasing strategy was designed to “meet most demands
for access to explore and develop mineral resources, except when doing so would pose

unacceptably high risks to other resources.”

This goal was articulated by the agency in the aftermath of a 1988 controversy in which
the Forest Service admitted that it paid “little attention... to minerals while making land
use decisions that restrict mineral exploration access.” Since that time, the managements
of the National Forests have paid minimal attention to mineral resources in drafting their
land-use plans. As a result, a vast amount of Forest Service acreage has been placed off-

limits to oil and gas leasing.

Today, the Forest Service asserts that its recent policies and current road construction
proposals are based on goals that have changed over the years, from a system “largely

funded and coi i 10 develop areas for timber harvesting and to allow the
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development of other resources. In the last two decades, interest in the appropriate uses of

the resources... has shifted toward recreation and wildlife.”

This shift away from development of the natural resources on federal lands is of great
concern to the oil and gas industry. From 1983 to 1996, oil and gas leasing on National
Forest and Bureau of Land Management lands in eight western states declined by a
drastic 72 percent, from 114.2 million acres to 32.6 million acres. Across the entire
National Forest system, lands in Designated Wilderness Areas, which are barred from

1 <1th

petroleum | ially—from 9.3 million acres in 1964 to 35 million

acres in 1996. An additional 5.3 miilion acres of Bureau of Land Management land is
now Wildemess. Moreover, millions more acres remain in limbo as Wilderness Study
Areas-—nearly 6.1 million acres of Forest Service lands and more than 21 million acres of
Bureau of Land Management lands. The Forest Service decisions regarding potential
wilderness were made as a result of the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) [
and II processes, and what industry terms RARE III, which was conducted as part of the
Forest Service land and resource\management planning process completed between 1985

and 1990

It is evident that the real issue at stake is expanding wilderness acreage throughout the
entire National Forest System. The first wilderness designated by Congress in 1964
totaled 9 million acres. Since then, an additional 100 million federal acres have been

designated wilderness nationwide. In addition, other categories, including the Forest
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Service’s “further planning” areas, recommended wildemess areas and wilderness study
areas (designated by the agency and Congress), amount to more than 27 million acres.
Combined with other set-asides, such as national parks and refuges, native claims
selections in Alaska and special management areas, more than 50 percent of federal
lands—some 300 million acres—are already completely off-limits to oil and gas leasing
and exploration. Of the federal lands available to leasing, more than half are subject to
severely restrictive land classifications or lease stipulations. The cumulative effects of
this expansion has major consequences for those whose role in the economy depends on

important resources located on federal lands and for the nation.

Economic Impacts

The proposed moratorium on roads continues the trend toward less development of the
natural resources beneath federal lands. No new leases of Forest Service lands could be
granted where roads must be constructed to achieve the purposes of the lease. In addition,
the Forest Service has indicated that it may not permit existing leases, sold before the
moratorium was announced and which have previously met environmental requirements,
to be developed. Even though additional analysis may be conducted prior to project
implementation, the Forest Service suggests “it would be prudent” for an official to
consider roading issues before approving an environmental impact statement. “If there is
doubt, these projects may be delayed,” says the agency, until new procedures have been
approved. Even restoration of roadways no longer required by the industry could be

suspended.
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The resulting decrease in petroleum activities will have a significant impact on jobs.
Driliing activities for a single well require as many as 20 workers for up to three months,
generating some $150,000 in wages. Another $1 million must be expended on equipment,

goods and services for a typical well. Most of this money is spent in the local area where

a well is drilled—for rance taxes, production royalties, payments in lieu of taxes
(PILT) income taxes an so forth, where previous decreases in oif and gas activity have

already had a significant economic impact.

This withdrawal of lands from leasing will have a seriously negative impact on the
national treasury and the national interest. Under the competitive leasing system, the
federal government receives a minimum bid of $2 an acre to lease these lands for
petroleum development. By imposing this moratorium on roads—which are essential to
oil and gas development—the Forest Service is postponing or even foregoing a potential
for at least $66 million in leasing revenues. If there is more than one company interested
in leasing in a parcel of land, the high lease bid in the past has gone up to as high as
$1,000 an acre or more. Bonus bids amounting to the first year’s rent are also paid at the
time a lease is sold. In addition, the moratorium risks not only lease rentals and bonuses,

but also production royalties.

Petroleum reserves and federal ownership of lands are extensive in the West and oil and

gas are important sources of state revenues. In Montana, for example, oil and gas
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producers and refiners paid nearly $100 million in state and local taxes in 1996. In
Wyoming, the oil and gas production industry paid $378 million, and in North Dakota,
$53 million. In Utah, the state severance tax on oil and gas produced $46 million in

1983—but only $12 million in 1996.

Revenues, in these and other states, will steadily decrease if currently producing oil and
gas leases on Forest Service lands are not augmented by new leases and subsequent
development. The moratorium on roads, and more restrictive policies under consideration
by the Forest Service and the Clinton Administration, will discourage, delay and very

likely eliminate further petroleum activity on Forest Service lands.

Maintenance Costs

One argument advanced by the Forest Service is the high cost of maintaining roads. The
agency claims a $10 billion backlog for maintenance and reconstruction of existing roads
on its lands. However, it should be noted that the oil and gas industry funds the private

construction, mai and recl ion of the roads needed to find and produce oil

and gas from beneath Forest Service lands. It does not depend on assistance from the
federal government. Moreover, if a prospect turns out to be a “dry hole,” the industry
removes the road and reclaims the land. The only time the petroleum industry leaves
intact a road that it has constructed is when the Forest Service requests it. Thus, the
Forest Service is only required to maintain roads for public use. Ironically, while road

maintenance payments to the Forest Service have declined in recent years, it is the
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decreasing access of users, including the oil and gas industry, that has led to

this decline.

Multiple Uses

it is also important to note that oil and gas development does not prevent leased land
from being used for other purposes or by other users. Under the terms of a federal oil and
gas lease, the operator cannot construct housing, farm the land, or remove any minerals
other than oil and natural gas. The Forest Service is free to grant permits for non-
petroleum uses to others or allow activities which require roads but do not require
permits, such as mountain biking, cross-country skiing, fishing, hunting, sight-seeing or

picnicking.

The Forest Service exempts revised Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs)
from the road moratorium. However, agency’s proposal does not mention the
supplemental oi! and gas leasing environmental impact statements which have been
completed on nearly all top priority oil and gas forests, such as the Custer (in Montana
and North Dakota), Shoshone and portions of the Bridger-Teton (Wyoming) and the

Routt (Colorado) National Forests. Oil and gas leasing was not resumed when LRMPs

Latad h
P

were the agency decided that, before leasing could take place on

forests in the Rocky Mountain states, additional analysis was required under the National

Environmental Policy Act. In some of these areas, leasing has been delayed for more than

a decade.
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The oil and gas industry supports reasonable measures to protect fish, wildlife and other
environmental resources. This industry has repeatedly demonstrated its commitment to

51 )

operating in an environmentally sound with vigi ion given to the

all sensitive resource values, This record should provide a basis for a policy that does not

Aod

prevent oil and gas activity in the areas. M , the Forest Service’s
authority under current policies gives the agency almost complete control over how

surface resources are managed, providing additional assurance that exploration and

production will be condueted with respect for envi | values.
Conclusion

This industry is very concerned that the Forest Service has proposed to place 33 million
acres in de facto wilderness withdrawal, These lands have repeatedly been found not to
meet the 1964 Wilderness Act criteria and were released to multiple use during the
comprehensive RARE I and Il processes and the Forest Service planning process. This
proposal appears to be an alternate method of prohibiting activities that are consistent
with congressionally mandated multipie-use. The proposal would impose high costs on
many people—severe economic impacts on local communities, effects on the price and
availability of oil and gas, hardrock minerals, lumber and paper products and other goods
and services. Moreover, there would also be a cost in more limited recreational
opportunities to the public. The gain—preserving unroaded acreage with the National

Forest System—does not appear to equal the cost.
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We urge Congress to carefully review the Forest Service’s proposed moratorium on road
building. A new transportation plan can be developed in these unroaded areas without

halting all activities on the lands for 18 months or more.
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Congress of the Enited States
' ®Hashington, BE 20515

March 10, 1998

Mr. Michael Dombeck

Chief, U.S. Forest Service

P.O. Box 96090

Washington, D.C. 20090-5090

Dear Chief Dombeck:

PlusermsidertheFmS«vice’smﬂypmposed,mo-pMpo]jcy limiting the construction of roads on federal
forest lands and the mansgement of the federal forest rosd system.

The first part of your proposal, to impose a ping moratorium, will halt activities on extensive federal forest lands
that require new or improved road access. Secondly, you propose to review and develop policies on the broader issues
relative to how our National Forest transportation system is developed, funded, and managed.

The proposed ium is g ing intensc and growing controversy. Its impact will subvert ongoing etforts by
local unities to participate in National Forest plans and erode public confidence in the Forest Service. At the
February 25th oversight hearing before the Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health, it became clear that even your
subordinate foresters are perplexed as to how to implement such a policy. The moratorium is widely viewed 8s a
Washington directive that is insensitive to local participation and concerns. It has a polarizing effect that serves only to
divide our communities and the Congress.

Before the Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health you agreed with us that the Forest Service could devise and
implement a long-term forest roads pian without an 18-month i We hereby d an alternative that
would allow for a cooperative and expedient way to ider forest road policies, while minimizing disruptive impacts
o ongoing uses of our forests, We are calling upon you to avert heated controversy and further polarization by
withdrawy, I to impk a ium. The moratorium is not essential nor even necessary to

ad (g

your pi P
accomplish a brosder review of rosd policies. Given the y and ding this issue, such an
h is .

.

PP | 4

Ahanm'vdy.weoﬂaowmﬁlmantoukingamoreinmﬁve,mpediteiumﬁxlmdbahmedlookaxhowlbe
form!rondsyaunisd:veloped.med.ﬁmded,mdmuinhinedovﬁﬂnumeﬁmpaiodﬂnlamﬂuiumwouldhave
been imposed. Such cooperative efforts will better assure the and experti y to mplish this task.
Bywukingwgaher,wmuviewkmwnimpoﬁcymeﬁdmdymdmeeqmuhly. We are willing to work
with you and the sdministration to develop a roads policy that respects local nceds, incorporates good science snd allows
for the responsible use of our national forests. We impl you 1o receive this request enthusiasticaily and endorse it
affimatively on your carliest occasion. -

qutmlyqu.

PRSNTED O NECYCLED PAPSR
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Dick Cheney
500 North Akard Street # 3600
Dallas, Texas 75201
(214) 978-2813

March 6, 1998

Mr. Rhey Solomon

USDA Forest Service

Director, Ecosystem Management Coordination Staff
Mail Stop 1104

Washington, DC 20090-6090

Dear Mr. Solomon:

The current effort to impose an 18-month moratorium on USFS
“ROADLESS” areas within the state of Wyoming prompts me to write
this letter. This effort is dearly outside the legal bounds of the
Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984. The state of Wyoming is entitled
to exemption from this proposed action.

Nowhere in the Federal Register's Proposed Interim Rule (36 CFR Part
212) RIN AB-68-0095-Temporary Suspension of Road Construction in
Roadless Areas is the language of the Wyoming Wilderness Act
recognized. Having co-sponsored this historic legislation when I was a
member of the U.S. House of Representatives representing Wyoming, I
now feel compelled to help bring this to your attention. Roadless areas
no longer exist within the state of Wyoming. Attempts to reinterpret
the intent of this legislation or its language would move the USFS
efforts outside of all legal bounds and compromise the agency’s
integrity.

This congressionally approved legislation designated specific
Wildemess, Wilderness Study Areas, and released for multiple use all
other RARE II forest service lands. This action legally eliminated the
Roadless category within Wyoming’s state boundaries.
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Mr. Rhey Solomon
March 6, 1998

The clear intention of the Wyoming congressional delegation at that
time was to insulate Wyoming from constantly charniging political
agendas, and provide a legal basis for utilization of public lands within
the state. Wyoming fulfilled its obligation 1o contribute to our nation’s
legacy of Wildemess for other generations. I trust that our federal
government will meet its obligation to a trusting nation by respecting
the public laws.

Sincerely,
(/‘
Dick Cheney

€ U.S. Senator Craig Thomas
U.S. Senator Mike Enzi
v'U.S. Congresswoman Barbara Cubin
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickmnan
Asst. U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Jim Lyons
Governor Jim Geringer, Wyoming

4% A0k no an
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Thank you Madam Chair, | am pleased to have the opportunity to address you and the
Committee here today on an issue such as this one before us and is so critically
important to the communities | represent.

My name is Sharon Hahn and | am an elected County Commissioner from Lake County,
Minnesota. However | am also here today representing the Arrowhead Counties
Association which represents seven countigs and is made up of 37 elected officials from
Northeastern Minnesota.

{ am here to support HR 3297 and urge its passage.

As a lifelong resident of the region, | find that we are almost continuously assailed by one
ill-conceived regulation or another which directly affects our livelihood, our economy, and
welfare. Once again we find a federal agency unilaterally making an unfounded decision
without consultation or input from citizenry and without understanding or even a basic
idea of its effect.

in fact some of my associates have been trying for several weeks to determine the
known extent of how this will affect our National Forests and we cannot get definitive
information or maps showing the affected regions. We are told only that it could affect
some 74 thousand (74,000) acres on the Superior National Forest which were identified
in Rare i. | cannot tell you what it means in the other National Forests in our region.
The Forest Service cannot, or will not, tell us the possible extent of their regulation
resulting from “wilderness boundary” or “Special Areas”.

instead, we are invited to travel up to 300 miles to go to an “open house” for a cup of
coffee, to stand around and listen to staff teli us what they don't know. We don't see that
as real input. ltis virtually insulting.

Let me examine some of the detail in their proposed regulation.

| find the proposed rules on road building to be ambiguous at best and threatening to
local businesses, other land managers, and individuals. More specifically | will comment
on each of the proposed rules.

Rule (1)
Roadless areas

The Federal government has been studying roadless areas for over 70 years on the
Superior National Forest. It began with the Forest Plan in 1926 and continues today.
We have gone through Wilderness designation twice( 1964 & 1978), RARE |, RARE i,
Forest planning, and are currently involved in Forest Plan revision. Wildemess or
roadless area review is a mandatory requirement for Forest Plan revisions. This process
has no end. Forest Service decision making is inefficient and not effective particularly in
regard to roadless areas. Something may need to be done. But this, in my opinion, is
notit.
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Rule (2)
Areas contiguous to Wilderness

Rule (2) which deals with areas "adjacent” to wilderness, has profound potential for
wilderness expansion by fiat in several Minnesota counties. Tens of thousands of acres,
perhaps hundreds of thousands of acres could be added by a “defacto” process to the
existing wilderness area since the existing boundary has 396 miles of "Adjacent” lands.

Rule (3)
Other Federal Lands

| am not sure what “other federal lands” means, but in Northern Minnesota the Superior
National Forest adjoins Indian reservations and the Voyageurs National Park.
Approximately eighteen (18) miles of the Voyageurs National Park boundary is shared
with the Superior National Forest. Again, thousands of acres could be affected by this
policy.

Rule (4) and (5)
L ow road density development

There are in the proposed reguiations no hint of what this could be. Low compared to
what? This could include most National Forest land. Certainly there are roads in
National Forests but compared to urban, rural, agricultural, and industrial lands forest
iands are areas of low road density. There is no size requirement. The only areas
exempted from the proposed rule are the few acres with a road or other facility sitting on
top. For the life of me | cannot figure out the difference between rule 4 and rule 5.
Without some definitions, guidelines, or criteria it is impossible to estimate effects and
comment constructively. How the National Forests intend to implement this requirement
is a complete mystery.

Special and unique ecological characteristics or social values is the most puzzling and
potentially most dangerous part of the proposed regulations.

If one turns the statement around and asks what lands are there that do not have
special, unique, or has social value it becomes more clear. A judicial interpretation of
this regulation could shut the National Forests down. Whose social values will be
considered? Who and how will the Forest Service determine the values that dictate to
other social values?

It is clear that decision making, at least in this instance, is being centralized to the
Regional and Washington offices of the Forest service. Projects planned and designed
at the District level need to be decided or otherwise approved by the Region. This is a
backward step in terms of efficient and effective management decision making. Itis
another example of top down government that is insensitive to local needs and concerns.
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State and County Lands

Although private lands are expressly exempt from these regulations, the regulations are
silent in regard to other intermingled public ownership. In the eastern region, where
National Forest lands were acquired as opposed to land provided though public domain,
there is a large amount of both private, State, and County land intermingled with National
Forest land. Within the Forest boundaries of the Superior National Forest and outside of
the existing wilderness area there are over 1 million 700 thousand (1,700,000) acres of
nonfederal ownership. State and County forest land makes up the bulk of these acres.
In addition, the State manages hundreds of thousands of acres of water within the
Forest. We are deeply concerned about the consequences to other public ownership.
We fully intend to access and manage our forest lands and water. This leads to an
interesting dilemma. If other public land and water is not exempt how does the Forest
Service intend to deal with the consequences? [f on the other hand, other public iand
and water is exempt, together with private ownership, how does the Forest Service
intend to limit road building on it's land? This is simply not going to work for most eastern
National Forests!

The meeting places suggested for public input are simply not acceptable. They are all in
large cities where the bulk of the citizens are not adversely affected or even care about
these regulations. It is estimated that 50 - 55 million board feet of planned timber sales
would be affected by these proposed regulations on the Superior National Forest alone.
Jobs, families, businesses, and communities within my county will be severely impacted
by these proposed regulations. Meetings with Northern Minnesota citizens that will
certainly be adversely impacted by these rules and will need to live with the
consequences must have a real opportunity to be heard. This can only be done by
having meetings in each National Forest as described in H.R. 3297.

in summary, as proposed, these regulations will not result in better land management,
especially in the Eastern Regions. Roadless area issues are not going to be resolved by
interim roadless regulation. Madam Chair, | thank you for the opportunity to carry our
message to this Congress and to point out the shortcomings of the proposed Forest
Service roadless area regulations. Especially the certain impacts and new burdens
placed upon rural forest communities without even so much as a proper opportunity for
input into the process. H.R. 3297 would at least begin to restore sanity to this proposal.
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COMMISSIONERS OFFICE
= County of sk
ﬂ f B FIRST DISTRICT
Courthouse seconp DTGy ANe
601 Third Avenue A
SHARON HAHN, TWO HARBORS
Two Harbors, MN 55616 "nAm0 . na T kareons

FIFTH DISTRICT

(218)834-8320 FAX 834-8365 STANLEY A NELSON. o karaors

LAND OWNERSHIP - LAKE COUNTY

STATE:
Acquired 15.018
Acres/Other 172,898
Total 187,916 13.72
TAX FORFEIT: 148,998 10.9%
FEDERAL - BWCA 332,000
Outside BWCA 422,000
754,000 55.2%
725,695 537
1,365,596
257 TIMBER SALE PAYMENTS FROM FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
Total Payments
1992 Roads and Bridges 72,656.32
School District 72,656.32 145,312.64
1993 Roads and Bridges 90,431.07
School District 90,431.07 180,862.14
1994 Roads and Bridges 93,740.80
School District 93,740.80 187,481.60
1995 Roads and Bridges 119,308.54
School District 119,308.54 238,617.08
1996 Roads and Bridges 139,179.75
School District 139,179.75 278,359.50
1997 Roads and Bridges 107,832.86
School District 107,832.86 215,665.72

AN EQUAL OPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Ric Davidge
3705 Arctic #415
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

ricdav@alaska.net
Office (807) 274-7074 FAX (907) 258-7072 CEL (907) 244-5868

March 12, 1998

The Honorable Helen Chenoweth

Chairman

Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
House of Representatives

United States of America

Madam Chairman:

It was a delightful surprise and honor to be called and invited tc appear before you during this
important hearing on public resource management policy. It is great to be back in Washington,
D.C. and to have some of the work | was privileged to do for our nation, while serving with the
US Department of the Interior, recognized and revisited.

During my tenure as an assistant to Senator Ted Stevens | was responsible for a number of
federal resource policy issues, one of which deait with the continuing controversy surrounding
the federal acquisition of private property within federal management areas. For a number of
years the level of discretion, at the local unit, the regional offices, and nationally, that the four
federal agencies used in expending federal Land and Water Conservation Act funds caused
legal, social, economic, and even cuitural disorder and destruction. These actions aiso often
directly violated the language and intent of many unit enabling acts.

The task, for Senator Stevens, was to investigate and understand what was going on and then
to craft a public policy that would bring order, as well as establish a rational and resource
appropriate structure, to the ‘inholding” challenges faced by federal managers, rural
communities, and landowners.

The efforts for Senator Stevens resulted in a number of General Accounting Office reports and
investigations as well as Senate and House oversight hearings that were critical of both the
Department of Interior and the Department of Agriculture. The conclusion of these hearings
never really congealed until | found myself appointed to the US Department of Interior as an
Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks.

It was in this capacity that | was appointed to serve as the Chairman of the Federal Land
Policy Group. This group, consisting of the Directors of the National Park Service, the Fish
and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Chief of the US Forest
Service, and/or their representatives, is responsible for the allocation of Land and Water
Conservation Funds (LWCF) and the establishment and impiementation of public policy in that
fund allocation process. As you know Congress has authorized up to $800 million a year from
offshore oil development to the LWCF.
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While Chairman of the Land Policy Group, we developed and promulgated a FORMAL policy
addressing the protection of non-federal lands within federal areas through the use of LWCF
allocations. This policy iater became known as the Land Protection Policy and required all four
agencies (NPS, BLM, FWS, FS) to deveiop, hold public hearings, and update every 5 years,
Land Protection Plans.

On March 18, 1982 the Federal Register gave public notice of the proposed policy (A copy of
that Fed Reg. Notice and associated Fed Reg. publications has been provided to the
committes) and requested public and agency comments.

On May 7, 1982, foilowing a review of comments, the Federal Register gave public notice of
the adoption of the policy and outiined its implementation through Land Protection Plans for afl
federal land management units, inciuding the lands within the management authority of the US
Forest Service.

The key components of the Land Protection Poiicy (LPP) and its unit based management
plans inciuded the requirement that,

“agencies using the Federal portion of the Land and Water Conservation Fund will, to
the extent consistent with statutory authorities:

Identify what land or interests in land need to be in Federal ownership to achieve
management unit purposes consistent with public objectives in the unit.

Use to the maximum extent practical cost-effective altermnatives to direct Federal
purchase of private lands and, when acquisition is necessary, acquire or retain only the
minimum interests necessary to meet management objectives.

Cooperate with landowners, 'other Federal agencies, State and local govemments, and
the private sector to manage land for public use or protect it for resource conservation.

Formulate, or revise as necessary, plans for land acquisition and resource use or
protection to assure the socio-cultural impacts are considered and that the most
outstanding areas are adequately managed.

Let me highlight one important point here. This was a “FORMAL" public policy in stark
contrast to two decades of “INFORMAL" policies and discretionary actions by alt levels of these
four federal agencies (NPS, FWS, BLM, FS) since the creation of the LWCF in the early 60's.
Because it was a formal policy, the effected public were properly noticed, comments were
solicited, received and reviewed.

implementation of the Land Protection Policy was at the unit level. Each unit manager,
whether they wanted to or not, wers required to initiate a formal planning process consistent
with the directives of the policy. Unit scoping sessions were held, a DRAFT plan was prepared
by the agency, it was released for public review and comment, a final plan was prepared in
response to public comment, and it was reviewed by the Land Policy Group to ensure policy
compliance, and then formally approved.
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One of the more difficult aspects of this policy implementation was serious consideration of
“secondary impacts” or the socio-cultural and economic impacts of each plan as required by
NEPA. Many plans were returmned to the unit managers by the Land Policy Group because
these issues were not adequately identified and/or addressed. The assessment of secondary
impacts became a key and controversial point of conflict, but it often resulted in pointing new
directions toward resource management that were more rational for both people and natural
resources, consistent with the purpose of the individual units as stipulated by their enabling
acts, and in context with local realities.

Over time, and with constant vigilance by the Land Poliicy Group, the Land Protection Policy
and its enabling unit specific plans were institutionalized in each of the four agencies.

This policy and its implementation were not without detractors. Many unit and regional
managers directly and indirectly opposed or delayed the effort. They were losing powerful
discretion in the use of formidable tools such as federal condemnation, declarations-of-taking,
and the expenditure of millions of public dollars. But for the first time the people, businesses,
and rural economies impacted by federal policy were directly involved in what it would be, how
it would be applied, and understood the implications of its application. In time the agencies
found that this effort was very cost effective and greatly increased the cooperation of local
citizens and their communities.

With respect to the application of this concept on the controversy before this committee, |
believe a similar approach can be crafted into statute. The arbitrary national imposition of a
federal moratorium on roads within National Forests is not unlike the informal directives by
administrations, prior to the LPP, to eliminate all non-federal lands within units of the National
Park system. This capricious action purposefully ignored the enabling legisiation and
subsequent statutory amendments as well as extensive unit management plans of each of 335
units of the NPS, which were often in direct contradiction to this policy. There was no
consideration of the social, cuitural, or economic impacts of such a policy, and as the GAQ
found, such impacts could be significant culturally as well as economically devastating, and
racially discriminatory. Additionally, the decision to implement such a policy required the
development of at least a programmatic NEPA compliance document, if not a unit specific EIS.
Neither was even attempted.

If each unit of our national forests were required to prepare, through an open and participatory
process, consistent with all applicable federal laws including NEPA and the American Disability
Act (ADA), Forest Access and Transportation Management Plans that considered both the
primary and secondary impacts of such significant federal actions, we could achieve a more
integrated, sensible, and stable public management philosophy for our timber and recreational
resources under Forest Service management

On behalf of my former colleagues on the Federal Land Policy Group, | offer to the committee
the example of the federal Land Protection Policy and its unit specific Land Protection Plans
as an illustration of a tested and successful approach to rational natural resource management
in the face of declining revenues and human resources. | believe that a statute crafted on the
template of this approach would not only work, but provide the appropriate mechanism for
better natural and human resource decisions.
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Policy pronouncements, or the passage of statutes from Washington, DC. are only effective if
they are fully integrated and institutionalized in an agency at the local unit and regional levels
in a manner that fosters community cooperation and understanding. These policies must aiso
be consistent with the purpose and function, as outlined in each units enabling act, of a federal
management area and also comply with NEPA and ADA.

Again, let me thank you madam chairman and your staff for this gracious invitation to appear
before you today. And thank you for recognizing the wisdom of the effort we made some 16
years ago to bring sanity, stability, and sensibility to at least one aspect of managing our public
resources.

Respectfuﬂy‘ ,

o
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The Allegheny Forest Alliance

Sustainable Forestry = Environmental Stewardship » Muttiple-Use Management

Statement of David W. Kiehl
before the
Subcommittee on Forests & Forest Health
Committee on Resources
U. S. House of Representatives

March {7, 1998

Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am David W. Kiehl, Vice President and one of the
owners of North East Hardwoods of Marienville, Pennsylvania. North East Hardwoods is a small, privately-
owned producer of high-quality Allegheny hardwood lumber. We also buy and sell veneer logs.

We started our business in 1988. At that time there were just my two partners, my wife, Jody, and myself. During
the last decade with have grown slowly, but steadily. Currently, we employ 20 people directly and support
several logging crews. In 1988, we began with an 8' x 12" building, three leased pickups, and a ten acre log yard.
After recent expansions, we have nearly 50,000 square feet of manufacturing and storage facilities on 165 acres.

Lumber production, mostly 4/4 lumber but also 5/4 and 8/4 depending on log sizes, goes directly to furniture
companies and distribution yards, and is typically resold to small customized businesses such as small cabinet
makers. Our lumber mostly goes to New England, with smaller percentages going to Canada, the South, and
a few export markets.

Nearly all of the timber we use in our business comes from the Allegheny National Forest. For our company
and many others, this national forest is literally the mainstay of our rural way of life.

] am testifying today on behalf of The Allegheny Forest Alliance a coalition of individuals, school districts,
townships and boroughs, hardwood lumber and veneer manufacturers, trade associations, and sporting and
wildlife conservation organizations. The Alliance supports sustainable forestry, environmental stewardship,
and multiple-use management of the Allegheny National Forest and other public forest lands. We oppose the
proposed moratorium on the construction of roads into national forest roadless areas. If such a moratorium
is necessary, then Congress should enact HR. 3297, legislation sponsored by Rep. John Peterson (and others)
to require extensive local hearings beforehand.

The Allegheny National Forest

The 513,000 acre Allegheny National Forest (ANF) is located in northwestern Pennsylvania within Elk, Forest,
McKean, and Warren counties. Although it is one of 15 national forests in the Eastern United States, it is
Pennsylvania's only national forest. Established by Presidential proclamation in 1923, the ANF is administered
by the U. S. Forest Service. It is the model of a well-managed, multiple-use forest.
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The ANF is located on the Allegheny Plateau. Many creeks and streams cut deeply into the plateauy, creating
a rolling and sometimes steep topography ranging from 1,046 feet to 2,263 feet above sea level, Like other
national forests east of the Mississippi, the ANF was almost completely cut-over around the tum of the century.
During the 1920s and 1930s, the federal government acquired these cut-over lands and established the
Allegheny National Forest.

Through proactive forest managerment, the young trees within this second-growth forest have slowly matured.
Now, through patient nurturing, the forest is at peak economic and biclogic condition. For the most part, the
ANF is extremely well-stocked with black cherry, maple, ash, and other valuable hardwood species. In fact,
about one-third of the world’s commercial supply of black cherry timber, suitable for use in fine fumniture and
veneers, is found on the Allegheny National Forest.!

The ANF is managed for ined-yield and multipl . F and other trained professionals harvest
timber and improve the forest using a variety of methods. The average acreage harvested annually since 1987
is 7,705 acres (1 to 2 percent of the total acreage). The primary method is thinning (5,319 acres), followed
by final harvest {2,024 acres), and selection cuts (362 acres). The annual Allowable Sele Quantity (ASQ),
setin the 1986 Forest Plan is 94.5 million board feet (mmbf). However, the 1995 Timber Harvest Capability
Report temporarily reduced sales to 53.2 mmbf per year. The average annual harvest during the past 25 years
was 58 mmbf.

Most {if not all) of the unique and/or ecologically-significant roadless areas within the ANF have already been
set-aside under a variety of designations,” and the road system within the forest is essentially complete. Counting
state and towniship roads, there are 1,983 miles of road within the forest. Sote 1,206 miles are in the Forest
Road System and thus maintained by the Forest Service. These roads are used primarily for recreation {more
than 90 percent of use), resource protection, and resource management.

Obviously, the proposed roadless area moratorium will have a different effect on the use and management
of the ANF than on other national forests where the roadless acreage is much greater. To summarize: most
of the unique and important roadless areas identified in RARE | and RARE II have been set-aside; there are
few (if any) remaining roadless areas of any size or consequence; end the road network is essentially complete.

1
Approximately 80 percent of the black cherry veneer comes from either the ANF or the
Monongahela National Forest in West Virginia.

2Special areas within the ANF include the Tionesta National Scenic Aren (2,018 acres), Hearts
Content National Scenic Area (122 acres), Tionesta Research Natural Area {2,113 acres), Hickory Creek
Wilderness (8,663 acres), Allegheny River Istands Wilderness (368 acres), Allegheny National Wild and
Scenic River, Clarion National Wild and Scenic River, Allegheny National Recreation Area (23,100 acres),
and the Kane Experimental Forest {1,650 acres).

Statement of David W. Kiehl, The Allsghery Forest Alliance Pagel
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A National Moratorium Can’t Account for Local Conditions
Madam Chairman, the Administration announced its proposed roadless area moratorium in the January 28th
edition of the Federal Register.” The moratorium would apply to:

RARE 11 areas of 5,000 acres or more.

Other unroaded areas, regardless of size identified in a forest plan.

Unroaded areas greater than 1,000 acres contiguous to Wilderness areas or Wild rivers.

All unroaded areas larger than 1,000 acres contiguous to roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more,

Aress of “low-density” road development with “special or unique ecological characteristics/social values.”
Any other area that retains its roadless characteristics which the Regional Forest subsequently determines
has “specisal or unique ecological characteristics or social values.”

PNl ol o

Certain national forests would be exempt from the moratorium, However, the ANF does not qualify for any
of the exemptions set forth in the Federdl Register. According to ANF officials, there are roadless areas within
the forest that meet one or more of the six criteria described above. So, clearly, the proposed moratorium would
have some measurable effects.

To help citizens in our area c on the proposed moratorium {comments are accepted until March 30),
we made several inquities with staff of the Allegheny National Forest. In each instance we asked Forest Service
officials to tell us precisely how the moratorium would effect the ANF. To date, we have received information
about what is proposed by the Administration, but no information about how our forest would be affected.
(We understand that local Forest Service officials are not preparing an analysis of effects because such an
analysis is being done at the Washington Office level)

1 don’t think you need any other justification for the forest-by-forest hearings proposed in H.R. 3297l}mndlemmplzte
and total dbsence of any meaningful site-specific information about the local effects of the propased

The Alleghany Forest Alliance Supports H.R. 3257

Madam Chairman, | have reviewed the statements made by various witnesses at this subcommittee’s hearing
on February 25, 1998, concerning the Administration’s proposed moratorium. [ am satisfied that the witnesses
at that hearing provided you with a complete range of opinion about the justification (or lack thereof) for the
proposed moratorium. The remainder of this statement will not, therefore, deal with that subject. Instead, 1
want to conclude by focusing on the merits of the ideas advanced by Rep. Peterson in H.R. 3297.

As you are aware, this legislation is very straight-forward. The principal elements are as follows:

w  No interim or final rule to suspend or to temporarily suspend road construction activities in roadless areas
within the National Forest System may be issued until the Secretary of Agriculture:

3
Administration of the Forest Develop Transportation System: Temporary Suspension of Road
Construction in Roadless Areas, Federal Register, January 28, 1998, pp. 4351-54.

Statement of David W. Kiehl, The Allugheny Forest Alliance Page 3
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(1) conducts within each national forest a public hearing (at which the Regional Forester or Chief
is in attendance) on the interim or final rule;
(2) issues a report based on the record of each hearing which concludes that any road moratorium
will not:

(A) result in diminished forest health;

(B) adversely effect such multiple-use activities as timber sales and recreation; and

(C) hurt (economically or otherwise) state, county, or local governments; and
(3) submits such report to Congress.

8  Each hearing shall be held at or near the relevant national forest and shall serve as a forum to discuss:
the effects of a road moratorium (on that forest), the multiple-uses thereof, forest management, forest
health, and the economic viability of governmental units dependent upon that forest.

®  If a moratorium rule is issued before the date of enactment, such a rule shall be suspended untl the
Secretary is in compliance with the Act.

& Any interim or final rule shall not affect federal obligations, such as contracts, leases, and permits.

I ask you, how can anyone be against this bill? All it does is require the agency to do what it should have done
in the first place: start at the bottom and work its way up. The Forest Service, at least in our part of the country,
has not even prepared a map showing which portions of the ANF remain roadless. A national roadless
moratorium poses risks for companies that rely upon national forest timber sales and school districts and local
governments that receive a portion of national forest receipts. But the greater risk is to the forest itself.

An 18-month moratorium on road building in national forest roadless areas will tie the hands of those we have
entrusted to manage our forests. Of particular concern to us—and to the sponsors of H.R. 3297 —is how
forest health could be impacted. There are many situations where building a road is necessary to fight wildfire
or otherwise protect the forest ecosystem. Therefore, we ought to assess the forest health implications of a
road building moratorium before such a moratorium is adopted.

Madam Chairman, in closing, let me quote from a statement released recently by the Independent Forest
Products Association. [FPA, an association of family-owned businesses (and a member of The Allegheny Forest
Alliance), urged support for H.R. 3297, saying:

“[1¢t] is entirely appropriate to take a look at how national forest roads are engineered, built, and
maintained. These roads provide vital access for people living in and around our federal forests and
for those who travel long distances to enjoy such outd: ivities as boating, camping, hiking,
hunting, and fishing. The roads also provide access for forest managers and timber purchasers.
Consequently, a broad group of peaple are affected by and have a stake in national forest road policies
and procedures. We agree that it is time to take another look at these issues, especially in light of the
large forest road maintenance backlog that currently exists.

Statament of David W. Kiehl, The Alleagheny Forest Alliance Page 4
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“However, decisions about when and where roads should be built in national forest areas that are
p by ded ave decisions that should remain at the local level. Traditionally, these decisions
have been made after the extensive public participation that precedes adoption of the forest plans
equired by the National Forest Manag Act. We believe that local and regional Forest Service
officials acting after public hearings with local people (who are most affected by such decisions) is
a tradition that must continue.”

The Allegheny Forest Alliance will continue to oppose the proposed roadless area moratorium. However, if
such a moratorium is inevitable, then top-level Forest Service officials should receive testimony from local
citizens at hearings in or near every national forest. We urge the Forests and Forest Health Subcommittee to
promptly approve H.R. 3297 to ensure that such hearings take place.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns.

# # #

Statement of David W. Kiehl, The Allegheny Forest Alliance Page 5
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America’s Wildlands at Risk:

The Need to End Logging in National Forest Roadless Areas

Western Ancient Forest Campaign
December, 1997

"These last remaining wild areas are precious to millions of Americans and key to

protecting clean water and abundant wildlife habitat, and providing recreation
opportunities. These unspoiled places must be managed through science, not
politics. "

President Bill Clinton
November 14, 1997
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Unroaded Areas: A Valuable National Resource

Unroaded areas on our National Forest lands comprise much of our nation's last
remaining unprotected wilderess. These vital reservoirs of biodiversity provide the best habitat
for fish and wildlife, including many threatened and endangered species. Unroaded areas serve
to sustain healthy forest and aquatic ecosystems which provide us with clean water, recreation,
and the unique outdoor experiences of solitude and spiritual renewal. These areas hold and
safeguard our natural heritage for future generations.

The value of these areas are well known by the millions of visitors who enjoy them each
year, but it is not just recreationists that recognize their importance. Studies from all fields of
the natural sciences teach that unroaded areas are some of the most ecologically valuable parts
of the landscape.

"Roadless regions exemplify the least human-disturbed forest and stream systems, the last
reservoirs of ecological diversity, and the primary benchmarks for restoring ecological
health and integrity. Roads fragment habitar; alter the hydrology of watersheds, supply
excessive sediment 10 streams; increase human access and thus disturbance to forest
animals,; and influence the dispersal of plants and animals, especially exotic species,
across the landscape.”
~ M.G. Henjum et al.

"Interim Protection for Late-Successional Forest,

Fisheries, and Watersheds,” A Report to the

Congress and the President. 1994,

Unroaded Areas Protect Our Water Quality

The first Chief of the US Forest Service, Gifford Pinchot, recognized the need to protect
forests in order to provide clean water and sustain healthy fish popuiations. In 1910 Pinchot
wrote, "The relation between forests and rivers is like that between father and son. No forests,
no rivers.” Today, after decades of clearcutting and road building, Pinchot’s words ring more
true than ever.

*Our number one water quality problem in the National Forest System is roads. *
Jim Lyons

USDA Under Secretary
May 23, 1997

According to the Forest Service, 922 communities get their drinking water from National
Forest streams that are frequently harmed by the building of logging rocds. When logging and

2
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road construction remove forest cover they also impair the ability of the land to hold rain and
snow runoff. Healthy forests help regulate the flow of streams and provide clean filtered water
to cities and towns. Logging and road building turn normal runoff into torrents that deliver silt
and mud into municipal water supplies, sometimes disabling entire water systems. The city of
Salem, Oregon lost its water supply for several weeks in 1996 due to sediment increases caused
by logging in the Santiam Watershed. Flooding results in not just clogged pipes but a big
increase in the cost of drinking water treatment and reservoir maintenance.

Fish Habitat Threatened by Roadbuilding

Today, the National Forest System includes over 380,000 miles of roads and each year
the Forest Service proposes to build more. Most of these roads were built for the Forest Service
timber program. When this massive road system is combined with the damage caused by
decades of over-logging the effects are devastating. Run-off from roads and clearcuts increases
the amount of fine sediment in streams. Sediment accumulation smothers and kills developing
fish eggs and disrupts normal feeding activity.

"Intact and pristine watersheds (e.g. roadless and wilderness areas) serve 10 function as
critical habitats and biotic refuge areas for fish and wildlife of adjoining ecosystems. ”

R. Wissar et al.

"A Histary of Resource Use and Disturbance in Riverine
Basins of Eastern Oregon and Washington,*

Northwest Science 68, (Special Issue) 1994.

The deleterious effects of road construction is so well documented that the National
Marine Fisheries Service concludes, "Road construction has been a primary cause of salmonid
habitat decline.” Formerly abundant populations of salmon and trout have been virtually
eliminated from great portions of their historic range. Both the coho salmon and bull trout are
under consideration for listing under the Endangered Species Act and other aquatic species face
extinction. The once-famed salmon runs of the Pacific Northwest, an important part of the
region’s culture and heritage, continue to decline. Will future generations have the opportunity
to know these magnificent fish?

The commercial and recreational fishing industries are major sectors of the Northwest
economy. In 1988, the salmon industry contributed approximately $1.25 billion to the Pacific
Northwest’s economy and generated over 62,000 jobs. In Southeast Alaska, the commercial
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fishing industry contributes $250 million annually and supports 5,000 direct jobs. Continued loss
of fish habitat as a result of road building and logging will have severe costs from an ecological,
cultural and economic standpoint.

Unroaded forests provide clean drinking water and fish habitat.

Roadbuilding and Landslides

Deadly landslides captured national attention a year ago when four Oregon citizens were
killed in their house by a mudslide that started out of a ten-year-old clearcut. Two days later
another area resident was killed when a landslide swept her car off a road and into a raging
river.
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“Within any particular area there was an obvious and visible association berween
roads and landsliding, and between recent harvesting (clearcusting) and
landsliding. *

William Weaver and Danny Hagans
i i V. i £f 1
Mountainous Watersheds. Pacific Watershed Associates, 1996.

Unfortunately, the problem of landslides and their connection to logging roads and
clearcutting is not new or rare. Hundreds of slides that occurred on National Forests in
November and December of 1996 were in areas that are roaded and/or heavily logged. Studies
by the Forest Service conclude that clearcutting increases the risk of landslides from 2 to 7
times. An even greater factor is roads which increase the risk of slides by as much as 30 times.
Catastrophic slides destroy wildlife habitat and often require taxpayers to pay for rebuilding
roads and replacing culverts. The human and environmental costs from landslides are reason
enough to place roadless areas off limits to logging.

Endangered Species and Endangered Ecosystems

Many wild animals avoid or will not cross roads. Elusive predators such as grizzlies and
cougars are especially wary of roads and by avoiding roads they are limited to smaller portions
of viable habitat. The damaging effects of roads hurt other species including the Northern-
spotted owl, large game species such as elk and interior forest neotropical songbirds. Roads
fragment wilderness areas and form habitat into isolated islands. Habitat islands are more prone
to natural and human disturbances and, in time, these disturbances result in species loss.

"The first step to (preserve biodiversity) ... would be to cease developing any more
relatively undisturbed lands.”

Paul Ehrlich and E.O. Wilson
"Biodiversity Studies: Science and Policy,”
Science, vol. 253 (Aug. 16, 1991): 761.

The loss of habitat from roads and clearcuts also contributes to a decline in wildlife
populations and roads give more access to poachers. Roads also spread noxious weeds that
choke out native plants and alter ecosystems. We can best protect and restore numerous species
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of endangered predators, invertebrates and plants by preserving unroaded areas and
decommissioning old roads.

Quality of Life

It's no secret that National Forests provide wonderful opportunities for many varied
outdoor recreation experiences. In fact, last year 830 million visitors made their way to the
National Forests. Recreation activities on National Forest lands in the year 2000 are projected
to generate over $97.8 billion dollars into the economy. Resource extraction, including all
mining and logging, is projected to produce only about one-tenth of that.

*I want 1o add my emphasis to the point that riparian, old growth, and roadless
areas are vitally important 10 the character, productivity, and values for which so
many treasure the National Forests. *

Robert W. Williams
Regional Forester, USFS Region 6
May 2, 1997

Only 26 percent of all National Forest logging roads are built to standards suitable for
the low-clearance passenger vehicles that average citizens use. But, surveys show that
Americans want more and higher quality backcountry recreation opportunities, not more roads.
The largest growth in recreation over the next 50 years is projected by the Forest Service to be
wildlife viewing and backpacking; both require unroaded healthy ecosystems. Unprotected
wilderness areas can provide these needs but not if they continue to be lost to logging and road
construction.

Subsidizing The Timber Industry

There are strong economic, as well as ecological, justifications for an end to roadbuilding
in National Forests and the permanent protection of existing unroaded areas. Protecting
unroaded areas would save taxpayer’s money. Unroaded areas are generally very steep and
inaccessible and, with road construction costing an average of $30,000 a mile, logging in these
areas is only possible because of massive taxpayer subsidies. Roadless area timber sales almost
always result in a loss to the federal treasury, not only because of the cost of road building but
also because they are usually not productive sites for silviculture. The White House Council of

6
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Economic Advisors says the timber program lost $234 million in 1995 and the costs of building
logging roads is a major reason the program lost money. Taxpayers are continually forced to
pick up the tab for corporate loggers. Though the Forest Service has continually explained away
these yearly losses, the agency did admit recently to losing $15 million on their 1996 timber
program.

"The U.S. governmen is the only property owner I know of that, in effect, pays
private companies to despoil or deplete its own resources. "

Rep. Jim Leach (R-Iowa)
Washi
Nov. 21, 1997

In an era of government cutbacks, we canrot afford to subsidize the timber industry by
building, maintaining and repairing their logging roads. There is currently a $440 million
backlog of maintenance and repairs for the road system; money appropriated for road
construction should be spent instead on the maintenance of existing roads and the
decommissioning of old roads.

A Needless Controversy

Overall, the National Forests supply a mere 3.9% of all wood products consumed in the
US. Recent data from the Forest Service reveals that, outside of Alaska, only 5% of the timber
sale program for FY 98-99 is planned by the agency for roadless areas. In other words, the
sales in this catalogue and other roadless sales - while incurring enormous environmental and
economic costs ~ contribute an insignificant amount of volume in proposed National Forest
timber sales and the wood product consumption of Americans. There is no compelling reason
for the Forest Service to continue planning timber sales in our unprotected wildlands.

Legacy of the Clearcut Logging Rider

In 1996, numerous timber sales proposed by the Forest Service under the Rescissions Act
Logging Rider threatened our unprotected wilderness areas. In response to a massive public
outcry against these sales, the Clinton Administration issued a directive which ordered the Forest
Service to stop offering new sales in inventoried roadless areas and to withdraw many sales
already offered. Known as the Glickman Directive, this expired with the Logging Rider on

7
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December 31, 1996 and now many of the previously withdrawn roadless area sales are being
reissued by the Forest Service. The Administration should use its authority to stop these
destructive sales and prohibit the Forest Service from logging or building roads in all unroaded
areas.

*The unfortunate reality is that many people presemily do not trust us to do the
right thing. Until we rebuild that trust and strengthen those relationships, it is
simply common sense that we avoid riparian, old growth, and roadless areas.”

Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck
Statement to the Senate Committee on Energy and Resources
February, 1997

The Citizen’s Call to Protect Old Growth and Roadless Areas

1t is time for permanent protection of remaining unroaded areas on the National Forests.
There is an overwhelming public consensus on the need to protect unroaded areas. Almost
every national environmental group, over three hundred grassroots organizations and hundreds
more individuals including scientists, recreational and business leaders and municipalities
concerned about clean drinking water have already endorsed the Citizen’s Call for the Protection
of Old-Growth Forests and Roadless Areas. Our lawmakers, Administration officials and public
land managers should act now to protect our remaining roadless areas.

“Ancient forests and roadless areas are among our nation’s most valuable resources. They
provide homes for wildlife, the source of much of our drinking water, spawning grounds for some
of our most valuable fisheries, buffers against flood damage, and opportunities for human
recreation and solirude that refresh our bodies and nourish our souls...

... We call for an immediaze halt to logging and roadbuilding in old growth forests and roadless
areas narionwide. These areas must be recognized as national treasures and permanently
protected as part of our American heritage. Only by protecting these last pristine forest
ecosysiems can we fulfill our responsibility 1o be good stewards and pass on to future generations
clean water, abundant wildlife, and a healthy environmens.”

- The Citizen's Call
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Roadless Area Timber Sales Threaten Old Growth, Wildlife, Water Quality,
and Recreational Use of America’s National Forests.

This is a partial list of timber sales currently pending in National Forest roadless areas. In
virtually every case, the sales will cause irreversible damage to water quality, wildlife habitat,
old growth forests and other environmental values. Logging should and must end in our
National Forest Roadless Areas.

ALASKA

Port Houghton/Cape Fanshaw

Tongass National Forest

This sale, located in the Petersburg and Juneau ranger districts, is scheduled to clearcut over 100
mmbf from the largest remaining unprotected block of old growth on the Tongass. Designated
as wilderness in the 1989 House passed version of the Tongass Timber Reform Act, the Port
Houghton/Cape Fanshaw area was not protected in the final bill. Because of public concern the
USFS has had to revisit their decision.

Control Lake Timber Sale

Tongass National Forest

Initially the Forest Service proposed logging of up to 187 mmbf from a roadless area north of
Craig-Klawock on Prince of Wales Island. With the cancellation of the 50 year Ketchikan Pulp
Company contract and better habitat protection guidelines the USFS has decided to withhold
their previous decision. Though the USFS is developing 2 supplemental DEIS they have still
defined the "purpose and need” to be a timber volume of 90 mmbf and are going through with
the sale.

For more information on these timber sales call the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council at
907/586-6942.

ARIZONA

Ritter Timber Sale

Coconino National Forest

The Ritter Timber Sale will log 4.3 mmbf including 1383 old growth ponderosa pines. The
Forest Service plans to build three miles of new road at an estimated loss of $200,000. This
sale is in a lightly roaded area but is adjacent to Oak Creek Canyon, a highly popular recreation
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area which the Arizona Department of Game and Fish declared as the best remaining habitat for
wild turkeys on the Coconino. This sale is also directly adjacent to the Red Rock/Secret Canyon
wildemess. Conservationists have appealed the sale but the Forest Service denied the appeal.

Sundown Timber Sale

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest

The Forest Service plans to log 8 mmbf of ponderosa pinc on 4000 acres and 20 mmbf of
pinyon and juniper including 15,000 acres of old-growth. The Forest Service, which has said
it plans to log 300 acres a year for 50 years, has claimed that juniper has “"invaded” natural
grasslands. How the juniper can be considered old growth and invasive is not explained.

For more information about these timber sales call Peter Galvin of the Southwest Center for
Biological Diversity ar 520/623-5252.

CALIFORNIA

Salt Log Timber Sale

Mendocino National Forest

This sale was originally planned under the Recissions Act Logging Rider. The US Forest
Service plans to log one mmbf of old growth and mature forest from approximately 200 acres.
The sale will also build a mile of logging road over an old trail used for hiking. The forest
offers suitable habitat for pileated woodpeckers, northern spotted-owls, Pacific fishers and
goshawks. This sale will also damage the water quality of Grindstone Creek which has been
proposed for Wild and Scenic River status and is a source of municipal drinking water. Though
the area is roadless the Forest Service has said they will not do the required full EIS.

Blands-Steel Timber Sale

Mendocino National Forest

This sale was previously planned under the Recissions Act Logging Rider. The Forest Service
plans to log 4 mmbf from 7000 acres and build one mile of new road with two miles of
*reconstructed” road. This sale is planned for the Big Butie-Shinbone Roadless Area and all
forest slated for logging is either mature or old growth and is suitable habitat for old growth
dependent species. The area proposed for logging is sandwiched between the Yolla Bolly-
Middle Eel Wilderness and the Middle Fork Eel Wild and Scenic River. The Middle Fork is
also designated as a key watershed and is habitat for the largest remaining population of
summer-run steelhead in California. The Traveller’s Home National Recreation Trail also passes

10
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through the area.

Medicine Lake/Highlands Geothermal Project

Modoc National Forest

This project will clearcut a swath through the heart of the Mount Hoffman Roadless Area and
remove 5 mmbf of timber in spotted-owl habitat to make way for a geothermal power line. The
project will build 3.25 miles of permanent road and 24 miles of powerline construction. This
area is suitable habitat for old growth dependent species and is also considered sacred by local
Native Americans. The Forest Service is close to issuing the final decision.

Dutchman Timber Sale

Six Rivers National Forest

This timber sale was previously issued under the Salvage Logging Rider but pulled for being in
the Soldier Roadless Area. The Forest Service plans to log 5.25 mmbf from 598 acres. The
sale will also build six miles of "temporary” roads and one-half mile of "reconstruction.” The
Dutchman sale abuts the North Fork Eel Wilderness and the North Fork Eel Wild and Scenic
River. The North Fork Eel is also a designated key watershed because of summer and winter
runs of steelhead and coho salmon populations. The area is also home to numerous old growth
dependent species. Though the USFS admits the watershed is threatened by high summer
temperatures and sediment runoff from roads and livestock grazing, the agency plans to build
roads across six riparian reserves. This will degrade municipal water supplies downstream.

For more information on these timber sales or others in California call Ryan Henson of the
California Wilderness Coalition ar 916/758-0380.

COLORADO

Ouray Springs/Darling Timber Sale

Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests

The Ouray Springs timber sale will log 2 total of 6.1 mmbf from a total of 1055 acres. This
sale also plans 7.9 miles of "temporary” roads and will reopen 2.1 miles of closed logging
roads. The Forest Service refused to prepare a complete Environmental Impact Statement and
instead issued an Environmental Assessment. Though the sale has been approved by the Forest
Service, local conservationists are appealling the timber sale.

11
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Spruce Mountain Timber Sale

Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests

This timber sale is proposed for 700 acres of a roadless area adjacent to the north end of the
Tabeguache Special Management Area - an area designated by the 1993 Colorado Wilderness
Bill as a wilderness, but without water rights. The Forest Service proposes to clearcut 2.8 mmbf
and build 3.3 miles of "temporary” roads and 0.5 miles of new road. As with almost all aspen
timber sales on the Uncompahgre Plateau in the last 20 years this sale is a below-cost sale. The
Forest Service has estimated it will cost taxpayers $37,000 to "sell" these trees. The Forest
Service is still completing the Environmental Assessment.

Sheep Flats, Grove Creek, and Valley View Timber Sales

Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests

The Forest Service plans to build 24 miles of new roads and 11 miles of “reconstructed” roads
for these three timber sales and prefers the management alternative that logs the maximum
amount of old-growth of the management options considered. These sales plan to log 15 mmbf
over 23 square miles with 11 mmbf of the total coming from within the Priest Mountain and Salt
Creek Roadless Areas. This timber sale is by far the largest planned on the GMUG National
Forest in recent years. The USFS is completing the Environmental Impact Statement.

Morrison Creek Timber Sale

Routt National Forest

The Forest Service plans to build 7 miles of new roads into the inventoried RARE II Bushy
Creek and Morrison Creek Roadless Areas. The sale will log an unspecified amount of timber
from 750 acres. Much of the area contains steep slopes and highly erosive soils. The USFS
is completing the DEIS.

Dome Timber Sale

White River National Forest

The Dome timber sale plans to build 1.5 miles of logging roads and "temporary" road to cut 3
mmbf in a premier backcountry recreation area. The Dome sale is another former Recissions
Act Logging Rider timber sale that was previously cancelled for "significant public concern.”
This sale will enter and destroy the wilderness values of approximately 800 acres of the
inventoried Dome Peak Roadless Area which is directly adjacent to the Flat Tops Wilderness
Area.

12
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South Quartzite Timber Sale

White River National Forest

The South Quartzite sale was originally planned under the Salvage Logging Rider but stopped
by Secretary Glickman’s directive because of “significant public concern.® Now the Forest
Service wants to revive this timber sale that will log 5 mmbf over 2 square miles in the
inventoried Grizzly Creek Roadless Area. This sale could cause significant degradation to the
public water supply of Glenwood Springs, CO. In a bit of confusion, the Forest Service’s DEIS
"preferred alternative” recommended that the sale not enter the Grizzly Creek roadless area.
However, in the same document the "proposed action” recommended entering the roadless area.

Basalt Mountain Timber Sale

White River National Forest

Though over 700 citizens have signed letters and petitions opposing this sale, the Forest Service
plans to log 6 mmbf from over 1400 acres where they will build 7 miles of new logging roads
and 7.2 miles of "reconstructed” roads. This sale would affect roughly 300 acres of one of the
only remaining roadless areas on Basalt Mountain which happens to be prime elk habitat. Not
only will the amount of road construction in this sale be a big cost to taxpayers, this sale is
already expected to lose money because of the poor quality of the timber. The USFS is
completing a DEIS.

For more information on these timber sales call Rocky Smith at Colorado Enmvironmental
Coalition ar 303/837-8704 or Jeff Widen of the Western Ancient Forest Campaign at 970/884-
1356. .

GEORGIA

Mountaintown Creek Timber Sale

Chattahoochee National Forest

The Forest Service is planning to log 325 acres with this 1.5 mmbf timber sale in the Pink Knob
Roadless Area. The sale will build 1.1 miles of permanent road dumping sediment into several
creeks in the Coosa River watershed.

Tuckaluge Creek Timber Sale
Chattahoochee National Forest
The Forest Service has planned this sale for the Rabun Bald RARE II Roadless Area. This 3.5
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mmbf timber sale would log over 650 acres and is the largest sale ever proposed for the
Southern Appalachian region. The sale would build 3.8 miles of "temporary" roads and
reconstruct another 5 miles of roads. It is currently under litigation.

Big Net Timber Sales

Chattahoochee National Forest

The Forest Service has planned this 342 mbf sale for the Tray Mountain RARE 1I Roadless
Area. It is estimated that the logging of this sale and the construction of one mile of
"temporary” road would dump an extra 12.7 tons of sediment into several trout bearing streams
in the Hiwassee River watershed. This sale is currently under litigation.

For more information on these timber sales call Rene Voss of the Georgia Chapter of the Sierra
Club ar 404/872-9453.

IDAHO

Deadwood River Timber Sale

Boise National Forest

This sale was originally planned under the Salvage Logging Rider but then cancelled for not
being "imminently susceptible to fire" as the Forest Service had claimed. The sale is planned
to build 10.9 miles of road in the Deadwood River Roadless Area which is home to wolves, bull
trout and lynx. It is estimated this sale will cost taxpayers $884,400.

French Creek-Patrick Butte Roadless Area Timber Sale

Payette National Forest

This is a popular recreation area with steep river breaklands, high alpine meadows, glacial
cirque basins and 50 lakes where fish and wildlife abound. The Forest Service plans to build
6 miles of new road and log 15 mmbf of trees.

Secesh Roadless Area Timbeér Sale

Payette National Forest

Once the most productive summer chinook salmon habitat in the Columbia Basin, the South Fork
of the Salmon River was devastated in the 1960s by erosion from logging roads and clearcuts.
The area suffered more damage following last January’s heavy rainfalls but now the Forest
Service plans to remove 3 mmbf of timber along the South Fork Salmon River.

14
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North Lochsa Face Timber Sale

Clearwater National Forest

Though the Clearwater National Forest has been hard hit by mudslides and erosion caused by
logging roads in the last three years, the Forest Service designed a timber sale that could log
thousands of acres along the Lochsa Wild and Scenic River, much of it in roadless areas. The
Forest Service’s preferred option is to log 63 mmbf - enough to fill 12,600 logging trucks. This
sale will also further the destruction of prime steelhead habitat in an area where the Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management and the conservation group Trout Unlimited have already
started a $5 million effort to restore native fish habitat.

Weir-Post Office Roadless Area Timber Sale

Clearwater National Forest

Beside the designated Wild and Scenic Lochsa River the Forest Service plans to log 5.5 mmbf
of trees. The area contains a National Recreation Trail leading to the Colgate Warm Springs
and a portion of the registered National Historic Landmark Lolo Trail. Half of the timber
volume is scheduled to be logged from the roadless area.

For more information on these timber sales call John McCarthy of the Idaho Conservation
League at 208/726-7485.

MONTANA

Jericho Timber Sale

Helena National Forest

This sale was originally proposed under the Salvage Logging Rider but was pulled for entering
the Jericho Mountain Roadless Area. The sale has been reintroduced with the exact same
components. The Forest Service plans to log one mmbf from 200 acres with clearcuts exceeding
the 40 acre size limit and build 2 miles of “temporary” road. The sale would adversely affect
Telegraph Creek, a water quality limited segment that fails to meet Clean Water Act standards
due to past logging and roadbuilding. The Forest Service plans to log at high altitudes on the
Continental Divide which will ensure slow regeneration. This sale is expected to lose money.
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Camp Reimiel Timber Sale

Bitteroot National Forest

This sale proposes to log 3.9 mmbf from
1200 acres and building 3.5 miles of
road. Logging and road building are
proposed in the uninventoried roadless
areas adjacent to the Tolan and Allan
Mountain Roadless Areas.
Conservationists have appealed the sale.

Berray Mountain Timber Sale
Kootenai National Forest

The Forest Service plans to log 3.2 mmbf
over 862 acres with 95% of the sale
coming from the roadless area. After the
timber is helicopter logged, the Forest
Service plans to survey the logged area to
decide if it maintained its roadless
characteristics or if the roadless area
acreage will be officially decreased. This
sale has been sold but logging has not yet
begun. The Department of Agriculture
could negotiate to stop the logging of this
sale.

For more information about these timber
sales call Kim Davin of American
Wildlands ar 406/586-8175.

OREGON
Judie Timber Sale
Umpqua National Forest

321

Upper Hyalite Creek on the Gallatin NF. Photo by
Rob Ament.

This sale, sold under the Recissions Act Logging Rider, is proposing to log 7.4 mmbf (enough
to fill about 1500 log trucks) from over 1000 acres of the Hardesty Mountain RARE II Roadless
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Area. The Forest Service is planning to build a total of 2.2 miles of new roads and
*reconstruct” 6.8 miles of additional roads. Two-thirds of the total roads have already been
built. The Forest Service is also planning to use helicopters to log additional remote sections
of this unprotected wilderness area. Though camping and swimming are currently prohibited
within this municipal drinking watershed, this sale will clearcut in those same areas. One mile
of existing recreational trail will be obliterated by new logging roads. Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-
OR) has written a letter to the USFS asking for a buy back of this timber sale.

Peanuts Timber Sale

Umpqua National Forest

This sale is mostly replacement volume for previous sales that were determined to be illegal.
The sale is awarded to Sun Studs and Scott Timber and a small portion is still up for auction.
The Peanuts Timber Sale involves construction and reconstruction of logging roads in two
unprotected wilderness areas each over 1000 acres in size. Nearly three miles of permanent and
semi-permanent logging roads will be built to access this timber sale, and over eight miles will
be reconstructed. One and one-quarter miles of the new permanent logging roads will be built
in the headwaters of Loafer Creek in spite of the watershed analysis which says: "The length
of haul roads and yarding roads which site specifically direct runoff into streams should not be
increased in Loafer Creek.” Seven million board feet of trees will be cut from 297 acres in the
high Cascades as a part of the Peanuts sale. The Forest Service has denied the appeal on the
sale.

Pigout Timber Sale

Umpqua National Forest

The Forest Service has planned this timber next to a 1500 acre roadless area that holds the
popular Umpqua Hot Springs. The sale will affect habitat of the Northern Spotted-Owl, Bald
Eagle, Peregrine Falcon and California Wolverine. One unit of this planned sale experienced
a large landslide in a recent storm, demolishing a canal and dumping sediment into the
Clearwater River. This 27 mmbf sale is a replacement for “like kind and volume” of the
canceled Prong timber sale. The Forest Service is attempting to get an "incidental take” permit
for Peregrine Faicon in order to issue the sale.

For more information on these timber sales call Francis Eatherington of Umpqua Watersheds at
541/673-7649.
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Cold Springs/Switchback Timber Sale

Winema National Forest

This timber sale, on the flanks of Pelican Butte and the Sky Lake Wilderness Area in southem
Oregon, will enter approximately 850 acres of a 17,000 acre unprotected wilderness area. It
will also log in an Ancient Forest Reserve established under President Clinton's Northwest
Forest Plan. Large, old growth Shasta Red Firs are scheduled to be cut within the unprotected
wilderness. Additionally, several bald eagle nests lie within the timber sale area. After 20
conservation groups appealed the Forest Service’s decision the agency is re-evaluating the sale.

Pelican Butte Ski Resort Development

Winemsa National Forest

Development of a large, full-scale ski resort is being planned in the heart of the Pelican Butte
unprotected wilderness area. The ski resort and development would also be in an Ancient Forest
Reserve under the Clinton Forest Plan. The resort would permanently cut ancient forest to
create ski runs and would build roads and parking lots in areas within one of North America’s
largest bald eagle special management areas.

For more information about these timber sales call Wendell Wood of Oregon Natural Resources
Council at 541/783-2206.

Eagle Timber Sales

Mt. Hood National Forest

These sales, sold under the Salvage Logging Rider, will log over 28 mmbf (encugh to fill over
5,600 log trucks) from 1018 acres in steep areas within the Eagle Creck watershed, one of the
more pristine forests within the Mt. Hood National Forest and a "key watershed” under the
President’s Forest Plan. Native cutthroat reside in the sale area and remnant populations of wild
coho, salmon and steelhead exist downstream of the sale area. This sale will degrade the
watershed which serves as a year round drinking water source for 175,000 residents of several
Portland suburbs and serves the City of Portland as a back-up water supply. The Forest Service
plmnedmwhofﬂ\isloggingininvemoriedmadlmm,whichwillharmbothexisﬁngand

Mineral Hill Fork Timber Sale

Siskiyou National Forest

This timber sale will enter the 10,200-acre Windy Valiey Roadless Arca. This unprotected
wildemness area represents one of the largest blocks of intact coastal forest west of the
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Kalmiopsis Wilderness. The timber sale area is habitat for old-growth dependent forest species
including chinook salmon and steelhead trout. The Mineral Hill sale will log in the two main
tributaries of Eagle Creek, which flows into the National Wild and Scenic Chetco River, a
world-class fishery famous for its saimon, wild steelhead trout and exceptional water quality.

Washington-Watershed Timber Sale
Wallowa-Whitman National Forest

This sale is planned to log in the Elkhomn
Mountains, one of the largest pieces of
inventoried unprotected wilderness in the Blue
Mountains of eastern Oregon. The sale will
log in pristine ancient forest, impacting
3500-4000 acres of the roadless area. This
sale was originally offered on the market
twice but had no bidders. The USFS then
split the sale into two parcels and renamed it
the Washington-Watershed sale. The
Washington parcel, adjacent to the municipal
watershed for Baker City, OR, was offered
for sale. The Watershed parcel was
transformed into a pilot project that would
allow the purchaser to log the site, pick the
trees of their choice and leave the rest for the
USFS to sell, The Forest Service has
obviously gone to great lengths to sell public
timber at a loss to taxpayers.

For more information abou: this sale call
Regna Merrin of the Oregon Nawral
Resources Council at 503/295-6730.

Aldrich Timber Sale

Malheur National Forest

The sale on Aldrich Mountain enters 40,000
acres of unprotected wilderness which is part
of the 30,000 acre Murderers Creek
unprotected wilderness area. The Aldrich

Old growth Ponderosa pine forests once covered the west.
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timber sale is mostly green trees, with some large (greater than 21 inches in diameter) old
growth ponderosa pine. Approximately 3500 acres of pristine forest will be impacted, including
the headwaters of Widows Creek, a historic steelhead spawning stream. The area is also ideal
elk and deer habitat in its natural, unlogged condition.

Summit Fire Timber Sale

Malheur and Umatilla National Forest ]

This sale enters part of a 40,000 acre unprotected wilderness area in the Greenhorn Mountains
of northeast Oregon. The sale will cut 100 mmbf of dead and green trees, many of them over
21 inches in diameter. Part of the sale will impact 5000 acres of this unprotected wilderness in
the Forest Service's Indian Rock Scenic Area. Logging will destroy old growth and riparian
areas in the upper reaches of watersheds that contain chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout
in the Middle Fork John Day River system.

For more information about these timber sales call Tim Lillebo of the Oregon Natural Resources
Council at 541/382-2616.

PENNSYLVANIA

Mortality II Timber Sale

Allegheny National Forest

This sale plans to build 2.3 miles of new road, reconstruct 2.8 miles and "restore” 31.8 miles
of road. The sale stands to threaten habitat for the endangered Indiana bat, but the Forest
Service claims the area is "unoccupied habitat® although surveys for the bat were never started.
Conservationists have appealed the sale but have been turned down. The sale was recently
placed under injunction requiring the USFS to prepare a full environmental impact statement.

Minister Valley Timber Sale

Allegheny National Forest

This timber sale will include 509 acres of shelterwood cutting, 45 acres of commercial thinning
and will reconstruct 4.9 miles of road and will spray herbicides on 569 acres. The Minister
Valley is one of the most popular roadless recreation areas on the Allegheny National Forest and
is adjacent to the Hickory Creek Wilderness. The sale is now being litigated.

For more information on these timber sales call Jim Kleissler of the Allegheny Defense Project
at 814/226-4918.
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IENNESSEE

Slide Hollow Timber Sale

Cherokee National Forest

The Forest Service planned this 1 mmbf timber sale entirely within the 4400 acre Slide Hollow
Roadless Area. This area is important black bear and songbird habitat and is suitable for future
wilderness designation. The Forest Service failed to conduct a full Environmental Impact
Statement including surveys and effects on sensitive plants and animals. As a result of an appeal
by seven local conservation groups the Forest Service has decided to delay the implementation
of the sale while they study the project further.

Devil’s Backbone Timber Sale

Cherokee National Forest

The Forest Service proposed this sale in a roadless area despite the area being considered for
designation as Wilderness. When a coalition of conservation groups appealed the sale the Forest
Service denied it on the grounds that the potential wilderness area was less than 5000 acres. In
the appeal decision the USFS Region 8 Forester explicitly dismissed the counsel of Chief Mike
Dombeck to avoid roadless areas as "merely comments until they are translated into policy
through established administrative procedures.” This sale is scheduled to be logged soon.

For more information on these timber sales call Peter Kirby of The Wilderness Society at
404/872-9453.

UTAH

South Manti Timber Sale

Manti-LaSal National Forest

Due to a successful appeal by local citizens, the Manti-LaSal National Forest is being forced to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the South Manti timber sale, As originally
proposed, the South Manti sale was the largest in Utah’s history. The Manti-LaSal NF, which
usually has an Allowable Sale Quantity of nearly 4 mmbf, originally offered this 72 mmbf sale
under the Recissions Act Logging Rider. After the rider expiration, the Forest Service attempted
to release the unsold volume without public comment and only an Environmental Assessment.
The South Manti project area contains six inventoried roadless areas.

South Tent Timber Sale
Manti-LaSal National Forest
Similar to the South Manti Sale, the South Tent project proposes logging as a means to reduce
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recent spruce bark beetle populations. The sale, proposing to log 10,000 acres, includes two
inventoried roadless areas being managed for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Failing
to recognize the requirements of NEPA, the Forest Service is again proposing to log in roadless
areas without first preparing an Environmental Impact Statement. Instead, the Forest Service
is using inadequate Environmental Assessments.

Spruce Ecosystem Recovery Project (SERP)

Dixie National Forest

While much of the proposed logging is slated for roaded and previously logged areas, a portion
of the SERP project enters "The Spruces” roadless area. This sale is just one example of a
project that includes extended logging into roadless areas to compensate for other below-cost
timber salvage sales. Throughout the scoping process, the Forest Service failed to acknowledge
the RARE I inventoried status of the Spruces area. According to the EIS, SERP will have high
impacts on the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, the Mexican Spotted Owl, the Spotted &
Western Big-cared Bats, the Northern Goshawk, the Flammulated Owl, and the Three-Toed
‘Woodpecker.

For more information on these rimber sales call Amelia Jenkins of the Wild Utah Forest Project
at 801/539-1355.

VERMONT

Lamb Brook Timber Sale

Green Mountain National Forest

This sale will log in the 5000 acre Lamb Brook roadless area that is described by biologists as
the "best black bear habitat in North America.” The Forest Service plans to build 1.3 miles of
new road and convert 1.5 miles of trail to logging raad. The sale is now under litigation.

For more information on this timber sale call Mat Jacobson of Green Mountain Forest Watch
at 802/257-4878.

WASHINGTON

Dog Timber Sale

Okanogan National Forest

The Dog Timber Sale lies entirely within the 70,000-plus acre Long Swamp Roadless Arez, the
Jargest unprotected wilderncss area remaining in Washington State. The sale includes plans to
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build 1.2 miles of new road and remove 680 log truck loads of trees. The area to be logged is
in the headwaters of Dog Creek, a tributary of the Chewuch River which was designated a Key
Watershed by the Northwest Forest Plan. The area immediately downstream from the mouth
of Dog Creek provides critical habitat for native populations of chinook salmon, steelhead, and
bull trout. The Dog sale ignores or directly contradicts the Chewuch River Watershed Analysis.
The region supports sensitive wildlife such as the gray wolf and grizzly bear.

Long Draw Timber Sale

Okanogan National Forest

The Forest Service plans to log 9.5 mmbf of trees from 1200 acres and construct 13.3 miles of
new road into the Long Swamp and Long Draw Roadless Areas, in the heart of the 100,000-plus
acre area known as the Meadows wilderness complex. In addition, 9.9 miles of closed logging
roads will be reconstructed for this timber sale. Proposed logging and extensive roadbuilding
within two large unprotected wilderness areas will reduce habitat security for numerous reclusive
wildlife species, including the largest population of lynx remaining in the lower 48 states. Due
to overwhelming public concern and conservationist's appeals the Forest Service is re-evaluating
their decision to offer this timber sale.

Whip Timber Sale

Gifford Pinchot National Forest

The Forest Service has planned this 4.3 mmbf timber sale to log 440 acres in the 7300 acre
Indian Heaven Roadless Area. Logging is planned on unstable soils and fails to follow
recommendations of Forest Service biologists that habitat be protected. As a result, this timber
sale seriously threatens water quality and habitat for the Northern Spotted-owl. The sale has
been appealed but the Forest Service denied all aspects of the appeal.

For more information on these timber sales call Dave Werntz of the Northwest Ecosystem
Alliance at 360/671-9950.

WYOMING

Tie Camp Timber Sale

Medicine Bow National Forest

On a National Forest that has aiready suffered from overlogging, this sals plans to clearcut over
12.7 mmbf on 650 acres with many units of the sale in roadless areas and adjacent to the
Encampment River Wilderness. The Forest Service plans to build 10 miles of new road into the
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roadless area and 14 miles of road outside of roadless areas with an estimated cost to taxpayers
of $500,000. Alihough the Forest Service claimed early on that this sale was to be an
"ecosystern management” project with no preconceived outputs, the Forest Service’s preferred
alternative is exactly the same volume as requested in a letter by Louisiana-Pacific.

Cold Springs Timber Sale

Medicine Bow National Forest

When the Cold Springs timber sale was first planned public comments opposed the timber sale
by 160 to 6. However, the Forest Service still plans to log 8 mmbf over 700 acres and build
25 miles of logging roads that will destroy the wilderness qualities of the Buffalo Creek and
Deer Creek Roadless Areas.

For more information on these timber sales call Jeff Kessler of Biodiversity Associates at

307/742-7978.

» N

Roadless areas, like the Boulder-White Clouds unprotected area pictured here, provide
unique opportunites for solitude and backcountry recreation.
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Ehe New Pork Eimes

A Senseless Federal Subsidy

There is not much good to say about the way the
Federal Government has managed the national
forests. Over the years, the Forest Service has
behaved more like a partner of the timber industry
it is supposed to regulate than as a fiduciary for the
American people, who on the whole would like'to see
more of the forests preserved for future generations
rather than cut for immediate profit. Changing that
will require a new mindset in the Forest Service and
a tightening of the outdated National Forest Man-
agement Act of 1976. But in the near term, perh.
as early as tomorrow, the Senate can do hi

this week he will offer a rider to the Interior
Appropriations bill that would abolish the credit
program altogether and divert some of the Forest
Service appropriation to maintaining old roads
rather than building new ones.

The amendment deserves the support of Mr.
Bryan's colleagues. The national forests account for
only 4 percent of the nation’s timber production,
which means that the companies will not go bust if
their subsidies are eliminated. Indeed, surveys by
various environmental groups suggest that without

positive for the forests by getting rid of a small but
pernicious subsidy that fuels deforestation at tax-
payer expense.

At issue is a program under which the Forest
Service builds access roads in the national forests to
help logging operations. The roads are built either
by the Service itself or through “purchaser cred-
its,” whereby the companies build the roads and are
then reimbursed with what amounts to free or
below-cost timber. Taken together, the two pro-
grams add up to a $97 million annual subsidy.

. Two months ago the House to modest
changes, cutting the $50 million ‘‘purchaser credit”
program in half and making small reductions in the
$47 million appropriation for the Forest Service's
own road-building program. Senator Richard Bry-
an, Democrat of Nevada, hopes to do better. Later

the most will simply stay away
from roadless areas.

At the same time, roads create environmental
havoc, speeding soil erosion, clogging wetlands with
debris and destroying streams. Both Michael Dom-
beck, the new head of the Forest Service, and Jim
Lyons, who as the Under Secretary of Agriculture is
Mr. Dombeck’s boss, have said their biggest prob-!
lemis the d caused’
by 377,000 miles of existing roads. Neither seems ail
that eager to build new ones.

That is. a fairly enlightened attitude for a Fed-
eral bureaucracy that historically has been far
more interested in harvesting trees than in acting
as a responsible steward of the American land-
scape. It is now time for the Senate to do some
pruning of the legislative landscape, eliminating
once and for all a truly destructive program.
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Give it the ax

Stop subsidizing logging roads in national Jorests.

It's bad enough when public offi-.

cials fail to stop private interests
from degradinj the environment. It's
even worse when government subsi-
dizes the harm, as it does with log-
ging roads-in national forests.

Congress must end this nonsense.

There are hundreds of thousands
of miles of logging roads in national
forests. Some areas have 20 miles of
roads crammed into & square mile.
The. result: damaged watersheds,
Stripped Labitats, unmajestic moun-
tains.

Rallying to stop this are a host of
environmental- groups. such as the
Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club
and Friends of the Earth. They're
teamed up with penny-pinchers such
as the Concord Coalition, Texpayers
for Common Sense and -Citizens
Against Government Waste,

The Senate is about to have a

showdown vote over this. The eavi-

ronmental and antiwaste grqups are
backing an amendment by 5en. Rich-
ard Bryan (D., Nev,) to the bill that
funds the Interior Department.

The Bryan Amendment would
slice tederal spending on logging

roads in nationa! forests by $25 mil .
lion — & cut of more than one-half.
And it would save even more — per.
haps $50 million - by ending a cred-
it to logging companies tha: build
their own .roads in these forests.
(The companies take the credit in
the form of free trees.)

If you think this subsidy will be
easy to kill, think again. A similar
amendment in the House - spear-
headed by Budget Committee Chair-
man John Kasich (R., Ohio) — failed
in July by two votes. .

Why? Well, keep in mind that, ac-
cording to the U'S, ic Interest Re-

.$earch Group, political action com-

mittees tied to the timber industry
pumped more than S8 millien into
congressional campaigns between
1991 and 1996.

It's 1rue that the amount of road-
building in national forests has been
declining. but not fast gh, so the
Bryan Amendment is needed. And if
Congress doesn't do the right thing,
perhaps President Clinton will belat.
edly rise to the accasion. He could fix
this problem. at least for the next
year. with his line-item veto pen.
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Wasteful Spendxng on forest roads |

B Government pays for timber industry's deal
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Tell Congress 0 stop subsidizing
logglng roads that endanger nvationa
forests and mountain habitat. .

ére, hold my gun and rob me. Who'd ¢

make such an offer? Our federal gove

ment, apparently. Every day our pre- -

¢ious wood resources — trees on natio

al preserves — are being harvested axded an

abetted by our government... -

The feds build roads to the heart of our ne:

_ tlonal forests. Then timber mlerests those

. roads to hatvest trees.’ :

But it gets worse. Because the roads cost ..

more than what timber companies pay ds for ac:"

cess Lo the national forests, the federal govern- .

ment winds up SubSIdIZlng the enterpnse

" So we're paying for it, through the Nauonal

Forest Service, to the tune of $1.9 buhon over lhe
last seven years. sl

. That's a Jot of wooden nickels. -

; Sull)mg the drinldngwater - N )

* - And érivifoririental damage’ Mounlain slopes -
are stripped of trées needed to hold the'soil in'place.
‘This increasés the risks of erosion, Jandsiides and

" pollution of mountain streams; More then 900 com-
munities that get their drinking watér from the
streams are in jeopardy as the soil breaks free.’ .

Forest roads stretch more than 380,000 mnles

— more miles than our national lnterstate systém
The roads also wreck the habitats of grizly bears =

aad other lmnlntain creamm on fha hrnhﬂrhml on.
' dangenng their survival e

We may get mad, but we can also get even
This week, Sen. Richard Bryan, a Democrat from
Nevada, will offer an amendment to the Intérior =
Department appropriations biil that would efimi< ©  *”**
nate federal subsidies for logging roads. Dozens '
of environmental and citizen watchdog groups are -
) marshalmg forces to support the amendmcnt g
Tallahasseeans are joining in, sénding Sipport ~~
for protecting national forests through the, Florida
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simitar amendment was chopped ddwn in the U S.

House last July.
The vote could com uesday or Wednsday

- Teill Sens, Conme Mack,(zin 224-5274) and Bob Gra- -

- am (202-224»3041) that we want to save our for- . : :

. ‘ests. Whio 'would ¢hoose to endanger mountain ior ..
*ests and iise'out tax dollars so inefficiently? - .- - i+
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" Public lands, pu

lic benef.it’

.onc of the |3 EESNSSMSSSNSNSRSANSE that the reasonable and
ST Pivaicos AND ARTS FUNDING, TOO [enonslie. S0
congressional _action Senate must rescue arts  dent Clinton to resolve
before Oct. 1 is more  funding and land dealsin  conflicts between pri-

. contentious than the
$13 billion Interior

Interior appropriation.

vate rights and public
. values are kept and

bill. One reason is that
it carries the embattled National
Eandowment for the Ans, which the
House bas voted to shui down and
which the Senate Appropriations Com-
naittee proposcs to provide $100 mil-
lion. There are other “furies” as well:
$700 million sought by President Clin-
ton for land acquisituons; the fate of
road subsidies for loggers in national
forests; and surprisc amendments by
Scnate Interior Subcommittee Chair-
man Slade Gorton, R-Wash., to strip
Indian tribes of sovereign immunity.

The House.passed measure, HR
2107, is veto bait. It. foolishly shuts
down the arts agency and defiantly fails
to include money requested by the
White House (and agreed to in the over-
all budget deal) to buy the New World
Mine, which threatens to despoil Yel-
lowstone National Park in Montana,
and the Headwaters forest in California.
The purchases would settle two of the
most contentious environmental issues
in the West. ‘

The aation’s arts community has suf-
fered enough punitive budget cutting.
What's at stake now is not the avant-
garde, frivolous, or obnoxious but
whether artists, musicians. and dance
companies in communities across the
country are to survive, It's up to the Sen-
ate to sec that they do.

It’s also up to the Scnate (o ensure

e - -

financed. .
The money to implement the Mon-
tana and California agrecments is avail-

ega————

able. Each year, $900 million flows into .

the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
It’s earmarked for public acquisitions,

but the House refuses to appropriate it. -

That'’s outragcous.

- 8o, too, is the display of arrogance by
Sen. Gorton, who proposes to condition
distribution of federal funds to Indian
tribes on their waiving immunity from
civil lawsuits and to impose means test-
ing. Effectually and unilaterally. his
amendmenss wouid strip tribes or treaty
rights. imposing on them terms ncver
imposed on any state. .

As for Forest Service rouds. there are
cight times more miles of taxpayer-fi-
nanced logging roads lacing our national
forests than there are miles of interstate
highway. The principle at stake — cor-
porate welfare to subsidize exploitation
of publi¢ lands — is larger than the $89
million involved.

The measure of a good Interior bill is
simply . .. good stewardship. For years
those who would exploit publicly owned
resources have had not just a free hand.
they've bezn subsidized. That is chang-
ing, albeit slowiv, ¢35 the public interest
— East and West, North and South —
increases with the demand rhat public
iands snd resources are used for pudiic
tencfit, not just privale gain.
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.Gr'ee.nies-ahd greenbacks

and fiscal conservatives have inteér-

Tho interssts of snvironmextal activists
sected, and

thoir moeeting point is in

the vast network of logging roads carved out’

ofour mond
To mvxmmcntdim lo

age they do. especially to water quality. Be-
sides slicing up habitat for wildlife, they caume
soil srosion that pours kit into streams and
rivers, burting fish and has been linked to
mudalides. :

. But thers's another species barmed by the
roads: the taxpayer. The U.S. Forest Service,

. unlike other agencies that manage publie
lands, sither builds roads for logging compa-
nies or gives them generous subsidias in the
form of purchaser credits to do it themselves.
‘Tha latter is & swap of trees for roads. Thess
giveaways are & major reason the Forest
Service's timber sale program has lost mq
$1 billion over the last dacede.

The Bureau of Land Management and the

Bureau of Indisn Affairs, which also oversee
public lands, require logging companies to

pay their own way when it comes to roads, -

making it simply & part of the cost of doing
businees. That’s bow it should be. If a com-

pany doesn't think it's economically worth- -
while to Jog & tract of land, why should the .

_ taxpaysr be asked to subsidize the venture?
But sttampts to stop this blstant giveaway

are facing an uphill batele. One effort ar-
mwlyhhdinth-!{m-ﬂmm despite bi-

- partisan support and the alliance of
environmental and taxpaysr

has considered this issue in nearly 10 years,
mdthcn-amd-l-tlhhm-bnhp-
pons there.

nohmwmb‘u.wmm-

cludes the money for these roeds, has come -

m-dnxun'

wvil second cnly to el-u«t&ubrtb.da.m - ing entirely and at the aamae time keeps all

* giveaway of timber through purchaser cred-

‘th-tn worth money.

‘chaser credit program and signifcantly re

. the Forest Service has a $440 million nmnto--

reraain for new logging roads.

- But it would make loggiag in more rema

‘growth remaing, less attractive Snancially,
- the eams logic, it will raduce the number

goups. Now the  new roads sdded to the national forest sys

Senate will take & whack at it, the firet timeit
' tbomtnltltch:dlwvmm.

ot oh Senate eommtxulooh'.n;wouo
sver for both trees and taxpayers. The Houne
had at Jeast reduced the ceiling for purch.
crudits. from $50 million, where it bn bee
for yeusrs, to $25 million. -

But the Senats version zeu tid of the cnil"
direct copstruction monpey in ph:e The di

rect cash subsidy to logging companies would]
be $47.4 million, along with the unlimited)

ita. Although Congress doesn't count f.hnu.
credits as cash, the timber i ise pu.bhe asaet.

which is & huge step backwards for fores
and fiscal aanity, prevail Fortunately, Se;
Richard Bryan, D Neov., is stepping in wi

mmdmentthnwould-hmnuth g

Tt would be a2 thame ta see this vamo%

duce the amount cfduwt cash for rosds.

His unendment would divert $10 m[la -
to maintenance instead of comu'uctlon -

aance backlog — and put another $15
to deficit reduction. 0rﬂy$224m1honwo ld

This version may not go far epough to & ¢
isfy some environmentalists who would.
huomm.dabunedmunbaodm

inaccessible areas, whars most of the o)df
tem, which is already eight times ai long q

U.S. taxpayet, and that’s something the Scnl.
ata should not coriaider cxpcnd.lblo o
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Corporate Welfare for Loggers

DEFICIT-MINDED Congress
shouldn't think twice about axing a
. taxpayer subsidy for construction

of logging roads in national forests.
. 'The Senate's proposed budget for the
. Interior Department includes $47.4 million
for the construction of logging roads in
national forests, but Senator Richard Bry-
an, D-Nev., plans to introduce an amend-
ment this week to cut $15 miilion in con-
struction money and transfer another $10
millfon to a maintenance fund to be used
for the upkeep or removal of existing roads.
Bryan also will seek to end a $50 million
“purchaser road credit program” that al-
lows the Forest Service to give trees to

timber companies to make up for road con-
struction costs.

Bryan’s amendment deserves unquali-
fied support. His legislation does not pre-
vent logging companies from bullding the
roads. It just requires them to bear the cost.

Backers of the subsidy say that the roads
ultimately benefit the public because they

can be used for firefighting and eventual |

recreational use. Those benefits, when real-
ized, are a long time coming, and they hard-

ly make up for the erosion and other envi- '

ronmenta] damage caused by the forest
arteries.

The subsidy is corporate welfare. Tax-
payers should not have to foot the bill.

l.
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The Salt Lake Tribune
® °

OUR VIEW

The Salt Lake Tribune’s Editorial Position

Cut Timber Subsidy

‘Two months ago, the House blinked
when faced with the chance to slash the
timber industry’s logging-road subsidy.
This week, the Senate is expected to get
a similar deficit-cutting, environment-
protecting opportunity: it shoulda't
blow ft

At issue Is the U.S. Forest Service's
practice of supporting — either
through direct expense or through a
credit program — the construction of
logiing roads on USFS land for use by
timber i ij i

to the Interfor spending bill. The Bryan

d would not plish all
the subsidy-cutting that Porter-Kenne-
dy would have, but it would come close.
It deserves the same kind of courageous
supportin the Senate from Utah's Orrin
Hatch and Bob Bennett that it got in the
House from Merrill Cook.

The two-pronged appeal of this
amendment is genuine. From 2 cost
stant?oint. the USFS should not be
spending more taxpayer money to add
toits i ¥ of roads, wher it cannot

Envir

claim these roads contribute to €COSYS-
tem degradation. and deficit-cutters say
the subsidy is an anachronistic corpo-
rate-welfare program. So, it's an easy
call to zero this appropriation out of the
1993 Interior spending bill. right? - -
Well. it wasa't 5o easy for the House
in July. The Porter-Kennedy amend-
ment would have cut $41.5 miilion from
road-building funds and would have
virtually eliminated the $50 million
Purchaser Credit Pro; , by which
timber companies deduct their road-
building expenses from their USFS bill
for the trees they take, But, by a two-
vote n. it was watered down by a
;u-empung amendment that cut only
5.6 million from the direct subsidy and
$25 million from the credit program.

Net difference: About $60 million.
This week, the Senate can make up
much of that difference dy passing Ne-
vada Sen. Richard Brysa's amendment

maintain the 380,000 miles of roads it
2lready has. And from an environmen-
tal standpoint, it is risky to continue
building these roads, which have been
fingered as a chief culprit in the recent
1andsiide damage in the Northwest.

In Utah, the fear has been expressed
that a decrease in USFS timber-sale
reveaues would hurt rural counties by
reducing their 25 percent payments
from the Forest Service. That concern
is overstated and, in any event. may be

dered moot by mitigating 1 g
in the Bryan amendment fnsuring the
counties’ 25 percent payments from
USFS.

Senators on both sides of the aisle
will find sound philosophical reasons
for clearcutting the logging-road subsi-
dy. Regardless of which one they
choose, they should take the step that
aeariy half the House essentially did:
they should pass the Bryan amendment.
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Clear-cut corporate welfare

It's long past time to halt the outra-
geous federal program that has built
377,000 miles of logging roads in national
forests. Costing taxpayers each year a
direct bill of $100 million, and an indirect
sum of many millions more, this program
is a raid on the Treasury and a rape of the
environment. But unfortunately, the tim-
ber and outdoor-recreation industries
have such a hold on Congress that efforts
by an alliance of budget-watching con-
servatives and left-leaning environmen-
talists to kill this program have failed.

It's not as if this logging makes money -

for taxpayers. Indeed, the federal timber-
sale program lost nearly $1 billion
- between 1992 and 1994, and losses con-
tinue to this day. For that matter, only
about 4 percent of the timber harvested

in the nation is from national forests.
Under the timber industry’s sweet deal, it

_builds the roads, then deducts the

expense from its payments on the federal
timber it buys for hundreds of millions of
dollars a year below market price.

. Meanwhile, the logging roads are dug
ever more deeply and densely into our
ravaged forests, including precious old-

tracts. The construction degrades
wildlife habitat, and causes serious ero-
sion, which, among other things, hurts
water quality and increases flooding.
This damage is repaired largely at. tax-
payerexpense. -

The leadership in the fight to preserve
the national forests must come from the
White House, given Congress’s vulnera-
bility to special interest pleading.
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Fort Wayne, Indiana

ITORIALS

LD

Cut road money

No more subsidies for deforestation

As-Congress tries to ham-

mer out the details of various -

spending bills in the coming
weeks, 1t has a perfect oppor-
tunity to rid the budget of a
wasteful and environmentally
destructive practice: paying
for logging roads.

Sen. Richard Bryan . D-
Nev.,, has’ sponsored an
amendment to the Interior
Dcpartment’s  budget  that
would eliminatc $41.5 mil-
lion carmarked to build more
roads through federal lands
for private logging compa-
nies. The amendment should
be adopted. _

Timber companics pay
rock-bottom prices for' tax-
payer-owned - trces.  They
don’t nced more handouts in
the form of new roads.

Besides, therc are already
380,000 miles of roads in
public forests — seven tilnes
the total milcage of the na-
tion's interstate highways.

The Forest Service says it
can’t maintain the roads 1t al-
rcady has. Why spend more
money to build new, unneed-
ed roads? :

Logging roads encourage
the destruction of the few re-
maining natural places in the
country. They destroy habitat
for birds, animals and fish,
spread diseases and aggravatc
flooding.

i's_ ume to put an end to
this wasteful and damaging
practice. Congress can’ con-
trol the giveaway of our na-
ticnal lands by rcfusing to
subsidize their destruction.
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End the gi'eét logging road sham

As they return from summer recess, U.S.
senators face a matter that will reveal much
about their concerns for taxpiyers, fairness
and the envixooment.

'rhem.logmg roads. Cong’eum
farces taxpayers to subsidize the timber in-
dustry’s construction of roads through nation-
3l forests. These rnads canse erosion. pollute
rivers and creeks and deface-the wilderness.
TheydsormﬂmlmﬁhdﬂMghmy
rainc. The roads’ ﬂbmstoanowhg-
gers to cut moye trees. -

Agncnltu:e Undeme:retary]im Lyons

“Our No. lnterqua!nypro‘blemm
:tbemuon:lforestsumds.
s anaremthannonno
miles of logging roads carved through the
‘forests — eight times the length of the Inter-
state Highway System_ And the Forest Ser-
mm:mmmhcuqofmm
tenance work.

Yet:omemzmbenofcmgr&wamm
build even more forest roads.— at taxpayer
m&mﬂadeGomn.:wmmn

m"’l‘t"“‘!”3'1I!Tﬂ]7€ﬂandthe

!

Republican, is sponsoring legialation that
would allow Joggers to build roads hmu.uy

without restraint,

e T
contr] to his campaignd, The
House did little better, slightly re fund-
iog for road construction in forests,
In contrast, Sen. Richard Bx'ym a Nevada

‘Gardon woiild gouge taxpayers +nd defile
conpaniu

I

- Democrat, would put an end to

the duilding of roads in national fo it
would simply ensure that timber cmpanies
paid for them. i

Little wonder that cavironmenth] groups
"‘Wbﬂeﬂmﬁdbymu-hxm 'in snp-
part of the propasal. The logging foad pro-
grani is Big Government it jts lavish worst

He offers a bill that would end the jsubsidies. *
'It'uﬂdm.nmuwestgr‘:hmg

+ — forcing taxpayers at large to pdy for a

mmthubeneﬁtsm!yafew#qdmn :
tereats. me
Senators should end this coptinping, costly

environment, ...
MBI
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CLEVELAND, TUESDAY, AUGUST 19, 1997

It's clear-cut corporate welfare

; It's not often that left-lcaning environmen-
talists and budget-slashing conservatves
can find common und, so it's worth
.asking why one such alliance bhas formed

" over the issue of federal subsidics for road
construction in national forests.

Each year, the U.S. Forest Service, which
manages the national forests, spends about
$100 million to butld and rebuild logyisg
roads. About haif goes for costs incurred di-
rectly by the government, and half to give

L gencmu; credits to timber companies that
- build their.own roads. More than 377,000

miles of roads have been built, enough to ¢ir-
cle the globe about 15 times.

So o){(&:ﬂth’e is thiy program that it more

.than offsets the fees paic by timber compa-
nies that log public land. According to the

. General Accounting Office, the nonpartisan
auditing arm of Congress, the timber sale
program lost nearly $1 billion between 1992
and 1994. This fact — which timber compa-

. nies and their allies inside the Forest Service
have long succeeded in downplaying or con-
cealing — sccounts for the strong and grow-

. ing conservative ap ion (v wvad subsidi

. as a particularly blatar form of corparate

. welfare,

Road construction is not just expensive,
h + it also is envir lly destruc-
tive. Logging roads contribute greatly to soil

" erosion, particularly in mountainous areas of
the West, and have been hlamed for wors-

1alid:

ening probl with g and L

The avatlability of subsidies also has encour-

aged timber companies to log remote and

hard-to-reach forests that otherwise might

be left alone, including stands of old-growth

timber and roadicsy acreage that might be
for wild Leciomatt

Environmental destruction is bad enough;
federally subsidized environmental destruc-
tion is unconscionable. That is why biparti-
san efforts to cut or eliminate road subsidies
are gaining strength.

Last month, two congressmen, [llinois Re-

ublican John Porter and Massachusetts

mocrat Joseph Kennedy, offered an
amendment that would have eliminated all
road-building credits and subsidies from this
year's budget, saving taxpayers $92 million.
Though the effort was Supported by such,
budget hawks as Ohio's John Kasich, chair-
man of the budget committees, House leaders
managed to secure passage of a watered-
down version that would cut almost $31 mil-
lion but lets the subsidy continue.

The Senate is to take up the issne next
month. Nevada Democrat Richard Bryan is
expected to offer an amendment similar to
Porter and Kennedy's original proposal. Pas-
sage of that amendment — with the support
of Ohio’s two senutors — would send a strong
signal that the days of subsidized environ-
mental degradation are over.

°
R

JATVAA NIVId HHI
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The Washington Post

AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER

Cut the Cutting

HE 21-YEAR-OLD law governing logging in
T the national forests is too weak. The current

Congress, oblivious to the damage that is
being done to a dwindling resource, seeks to
weaken it further——open up even more of the
public preserve to the timber industry. The need
instead is to tighten the statute—strengthen it.

The administration should take the lead on
this—play aggressive offense on the issue, not just
intermijttent defense. It is a mystery why it has not.
The step should be taken now; time is not on the
forests’ side. Some advocates would shift the
current policy all the way to zero cut. In our view, it
need not go that far. There are instances in which
careful continued cutting of land already logged
may make good sense. But the burden of proof in
the statute ought to be changed so that continued
cutting in the federal forests becomes the clear
exception, not the rule. We are at a point in the
exploitation of this resource where the duty of the
government is to preserve what remains.

The government began to create the national
forest system 100 years ago. Commercial logging
inside the forests began in earnest about 50 years
ago, after World War II, when demand for timber
was high and private lands had been depleted.
Congress made various efforts to control the
process. A law was passed in 1960, another—the
current National Forest Management Act—in
1976. The laws have had less effect than sponsors
hoped, in part because of the muddy language th
is too often the product of legislative compromise,
in part because their enforcement has been in the
hands of an agency—the Agriculture Department
and its Forest Service—widely regarded as the
willing captive of the industry whose activities it is
meant to regulate.

Much of the effort to tighten administration of
the management act has occurred in court, and in

part on the basis of other statutes—the Endan-
gered Species Act, for example. In Congress,
meanwhile, there have been the opposite efforts to
waive or ease the laws just about any time they
pinched. Such efforts multiplied after the Republi-
cans took over Congress in the 1994 elections. A
so-called salvage timber rider to an appropriations
bill expanded logging throughout the system, and
there have been major fights about the logging of
particular forests in such states as Alaska and
California. Now Sen. Larr§ Craig of Idaho, chair-
man of the forests subcommittee, is pushing
legislation that would weaken the management act
directly. Those on the other side of the issue have
tried, thus far without success and with only
limited administration support, to use the appropri-
ations process to block further construction of
logging roads in unlogged parts of the forest. The
roads are a major part of the subsidy that the
government somehow continues to give the indus-
try even in what is otherwise a tight budget era.

But the year-at-a-time appropriations process is
the wrong place to wage a fundamental fight such
as this. Nor are related statutes having to do with
endangered species or clean water the right vehi-
cles. The president ought to make an issue of the
forests, force Congress to confront the question of
preserving them head-on—while there are still
some worth preserving. There would be the usual
arguments against—need for the timber (est
home prices soar), need for the jobs, need for the
local revenues the timbering generates. But the
federal forests make up only a finy share of the
national timber supply, and the rest of these are
local problems. That doesn’t mean they’re not
serious, but the price of solving them ought not be
the loss of a national treasure.
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Timber! Let subsidies fall |

Congress this week

will try again to end
the ridiculous practics of paying

loggers millions to build roads.

More than 100 years ago, in 1891, Con-
gress created the National Forest Reserve
as a means of protecting the nation’s wood-
lands and increasingly muddied water-
sheds from the scouring clear-cuts inflicted
by the 19th century timber industry.

Like many good resource-management
ideas in those bad old robber-baron days,
the protections didn’t last long In 1897,
Congress voted to permit logging in the re-
serves, and the ensuing swarm of timber in-
dustry payouts and subsidies continues to
finagle taxpayer dollars today. Among the
most egregious: a program through which
taxpayers spend millions of dollars a year
to build roads that logging companies use
to harvest cut-rate federal timber.

There is much to complain about when
it comes to timber sales, which routinely
oost the Treasury hundreds of millions of
dollars a year. But the issue at hand is far
narrower. For the second year running, a
bipartisan congressional alliance of envi-
ronmentalists and budget hawks will try
Thursday to end the road-building subsidy,
valued this year at $4]1 million in direct
costs. Last year’s effort failed on a tie vote.

More power to them. The program sur-

vives on spurious rationales.

Supporters say the roads open the forest
to recreation. But have you ever tried driv-
ing on one? When they are passable at all,
they usually lead to vast fields of deadwood
and slash, hardly places that invite picnick-
ing or other pleasures. Moreover, the roads
contribute to runoff that ruins fishing
streams. Or isn't fishing a recreation?

And it’s not as though we don’t have
enough roads already. The national forests
are latticed by 377,000 miles of roads, al-
most nine times the length of the interstate
highway system. In some places, there may
be 20 miles of road per square mile of for-
est, as dense as some cities. :

Does the road-building subsidy have
economic importance? Hard to see how.
The national forests account for only about
4% of the nation’s timber production, hard-
Iy enough to affect prices or jobs. Other fac-
tors are far more influential. Between 1950
and 1994, the timber harvest increased by
64%, while employment in the wood and
paper industries fell 4%.

Fact is, the road-building subsidy is an
anachronism, a fossil from the last century
when federal policy was aimed not at man-
aging resources but rather enhancing eco-
nomic development and westward expan-
sion. Well, times change. The railroads
now stretch from sea to sea. The land has
been tamed. Let the timber industry pay its
own way, or at least for its own roads.
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Thursday, July 10, 1997

No More Forest Roads

How green is this Congress? A telling clue may come as early as
today with & House vote on an amendment to cut funding for the
construction of new logging roads through U.S. Forest Service land.
This measure, which barely failed last year, merits passage.

A year ago, Rep. Joseph Kennedy, D-Mass., offered an amendment
to the Interior appropriations bill that would have cut $42 million in
funds for USFS road construction. The vote on the measure was
211-211, atie spelling defeat; it had actually passed by one vote the day
before. .

The real story, though, was that the vote was so close. A similar
amendment had failed by & wide margin in July 1995, when the
Republican House was riding its anti-regulation wave. But after a year
of being chastened as anti-environment, the same House nearly passed
the Kennedy amendment last June, producing that tie vote. Now, having
gone through an election campaign in which they were vulnerable on
environmental issues, it will be instructive to see how House
Republicans -~ with new members like Utah's Merrill Cook and Chris
Cannon -- come out on the logging-roads issue this time.

The Kennedy amendment, cosponsored by Tllinois Republican John
Porter, deserves that one extra vote for passage because it is not merely
a pro-environment bill; it also has an anti-corporate welfare dimension,
in that the federal road-building dollars represent a subsidy for the
timber industry. Thus, the amendment will appeal 1o budget-tightening
Republicans who cannot justify such subsidies.

But the environmental argument for the Kennedy amendment is
equally persuasive: Logging roads through USFS land have been blamed
for contributing to environmental degradation, namely some of the
landslides in recent Northwest floods. And it makes little sense for
Congress to appropriate funds to build even more of these roads, when
there are already nearly 380,000 miles of USFS roads (11,609 in Utsh),
and the Forest Service is terribly backlogged now in its attempt to_
maintain them.

This amendment is's modest forest-protection measure, with 3
corporate-welfare kick to it. If it cannot generate the extra vote from the
105th Congress that it could not get in the 104th - perhaps from Cook
or Cannon - then it may be a signal that House Republicans have not

2 ny
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Costly forest subsidy

iUmummdsmustnotbebullt.

ment.

in the loss to taxpayers of milljons of dollars

on Forest Service timber sales. Those losses al-

ready are nearly $1 billion so far this decade.
Further, the Forest Service has told Congress

that the national forests face a $440 million
backlog in maintenance needs already. So what
is the point of building new roads, at additional
cost to the taxpayers, given that existing roads
are not being maintained?

Further, there are environmental concerns as-
sociated with the construction of roads
through the forests. Chief among them is the
effect on water quality and fishing through soil
erosion and sedimentation in the streams. The
Department of Agriculture has said that the
major negative. impact on water quality comes
from roads. That affects not only fishing and
fisheries, but hundreds of communities that get
their drinking water from streams that go
through the forests. Roads also harm wildlife
by disturbing habitat and dividing forest com-
munities.

The national forests already contain roads
that, if put together, would be eight times the
length of the interstate highway system. U.S.
taxpayers should not be asked jo continue an
expensive subsidy of roads that lead nowhere
?ut to further destruction of the nation's
forests. -
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Taxpayers shouldn’t
subsidize logging roads

ONGRESSIONAL representatives from the Pacific Northwest havea

green and golden opportunity tomorrow to do right by the

environment and the economy: Vute to end federal subsidies for
loggmg roads,

Ttm is a no-brainer for taxpayers-rights activists, conservame budget
ha\\'ks and environmentalists. If private timber companics are going to profit
ﬁom activities on public lands, they should pay all the associated casts —
mcl\:dmx the costs of road construction.

Under the current U.S. Forest Service program, the government essentially
trades trees for roads. In exchange for credits used in bidding for federal
timber, the Forest Service subsidizes the cost of building logging roads for  »
private firms.

., Vested interests on both the left and right are fighting to preserve this long

-hall d piece of corp welfare. They argue it isn't a giveaway. But

_ the US. General Accounting Office confirmed that both timber companies and
tec:unoml users are being subsidized unfairly by general taxpayers foc the

_ usc of those roads.

., Theamendment toa spending bill before the House this week would bar

’ someSaOmilhonmfedenl meyfotnewbwn‘mads.smmngdwnm:

1y, as both GOP House Budget Committee

chairman Iohn Kasth of Ohio and consumer advocate Ralph Nader proposed in

February, could result in uvmu of nearly §100 million over the next five

years. .

" Washington state Democrat Norm Dicks, & member of the House

, Apmmmmmmuammmmmmu

d d.” A bigger worryis the assaulton the

mmmmrtherudsmmhsmedforymmmw«kd
subsidized logging roads — now over 380,000 miles — has disturbed wildlife
IpdamdwilMTheWhﬁekuCmmdldEmchdvm .-

concluded earlier this year that the policies “facilitate develop ind
i explmumofmmlrmm. .
‘Some i state congressional rep remain undecided
about this vote. Their inty is unfathomabl Somely.atexall.do
principles of fiscal consorvatism ard responsibl lism converge

in'a'single piece of legislation as cleatly as they do here, Get off the fence,
folks, and tell the imber companics to hit the road — on their own dime.
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End welfare for timbering |
Avotemconunueorendoorpomewelfmforumbenntemts '
wxll be cast this week on the floor of the House of Representatives.

members of the state’s delegation will take the fiscally con- -
sewluveudeandvotetoenduwaquxpayenubsidymhm !

,nmendment tothe Interior A‘ppmpnations bill would ehminate

taxpayer funding of roads neaded ing on national forest lands.. -
It would not end timbering onf publi¢ dmghnlndghtpmpeﬂy«. 1:
> and emnmnmcntallydamwnc -building in

d:seowgeexpenswe

here logging, except for the subsidy, wouldn’tbewormmm 1

Fomﬂ&rﬁuhuauuwduxpayenmnmdsﬁmomdespfmads '

for timber projects — with costs amouﬂagedmme!ormdcredmm b

theeompmmfouddmonalumber ‘
The amendment’s sponsors are as diverse as conservative budget

Weﬂunknmbenngonnaﬁomlforesﬂandsinleginmateacumy ‘b
if carried ot in an environmerital tally sound and cost-efficient manner.
Much of it is done that way. If r¢ iblé timber interests wantto -
continue logging on public lands, they ought to see that hidden subsi-
'diesuen'tgonmtnhelptbe;ruseuﬂnympetethhugrmﬂna
recreation and environmental lobl

Btnmmlnammbedearontbummdment:lumjmf
mwmmenuhstswhosnppomt,it’sﬁscalmumvam T

RSO
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Washington spends about $30 million a

year subsidizing the construction of logging /
roads in national forests. These roads cause
erosion, pollute creeks and deface the wilder-
ness. They are blamed for landslides that oc-
curred during the flooding in the Northwest
Jast year.

As U.S. Rep. Elizabeth Furse, an Oregon

" Democrat who is working with both Republi-

cans and Democrats to get rid of the subsi-

i " dies, says, “First we pay to build them. Then

‘every lime there is 2 flood, the publxc has to

- pay for it again.”

!
_The House of Reprcscntauves is sched-

" uled this week to review a proposal to cut or

eliminate the subsidies. President Clinton fa-
vors ehmumlmg the expense. .

This issue should unite both conservatives
who want to cut Big Government and envi-

‘TONY DiSALVO, Advertising
Rty ey iy
RE, Marketing Communications Direct
TED STASNEY, Market Development Director e
GREQ SI'BWART Production Director
. JOHN 'murm. Infw'mubn Technology Dlnclcr

LLOYD DsFRANCE, Muman Resources Dmcuv - .
Director Voo
Controlier o

'Why waste mdney on ;log%xﬁé_""i?&iéalé?" ‘

ronmentalists who want to stop the destruc-'
tion of America’s woodlands.

“The timber industry defends the expense,
saying the roads also allow for greater recre-
ational use of the forests. That’s so much
sawdust,

There already are more thari 380 000
miles of logging roads carved through the
forests. This is eight times the length of the .
interstate highway system.

Hunters, hikers and others do not lack for .
access to the national forests. Outdoors en-
thusiasts would much prefer clean creeks and
pnstme forests to more roads and additional
erosion.

The issue for Congress should be easy.
Washington shouldn’t spend taxpayers’ mon-
ey to despoil public resources.

agreed to cut only $5.6 million. -

. mamtenanee

through ‘those forests. Forut"grﬂce offi-
cials say they don't neéd, thg.t,mny roads,

and “aredsiqor {mill{oR

7 So the’ nntioml ‘forests  probably don’t
need new roads, yanicuhrly i! ‘the roads are
built to allow loggers access to remote areas.

Reps.' John Edward Porter, RIL, and Joe’
Kennedy, D-Mass., tried 1o cut $41 million

for forest road oonstrucuon from an appro-

priations bill." Unfortuiiately;” the House '

Budget-conscious and envxronmenta]ly
minded senators should retain at least that
meager cut. A wide range of people — from

. the balanced-budget folks at the Concord

Coalition to the nature-loving supporters of .
the Wilderness Society — back the idea.
Timber groups oppose the road cuts and dis-
pute the figures used to justify them.

Roads can contribute to ecological prob-

Jlems, including erosion and mudslides, and
‘contamination of creeks and lakes. If log-

gers want to cut remote, publicly owned tim-
ber, they should pay for the road to reach it.
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Those Pricey Back Roads

‘Taxpayer subsidies to companies that
cut roads thi federal forests have proven
Gscally wasteful and environmentaily destruc-
tive. Bipartisan legislation scheduled to came
before the House today would end this federal
giveaway. It's time to de so.

More than 380,000 miles of dirt logging roads

alrcady web the nation’s forests. That's enough .

to circle the earth ncarly 15 times. In some
parts of the Northweit, one square mile of for-
et is laced with up to 20 miles of road.

Timber companiaa that purchase fedcral for-
eat parcels at auction win not only the right to
log trees but also to cut these access roads.
Under existing law, the companies then deduct
the cost of road buj Irom their payments to
the Treasury. 'hxpa!em Ive back close to $50
millien a year under arrangement. In

nsible

nddition, the federal Y‘ﬁ:\;:mmml s
t cost

for maintaining all roads, and ¢
rises with every new mile cut.

‘The public and the foresta lose in other ways
a from this Industry subsidy. Koads chan-
nel storm water, eroding land and dumping
rocke wud sail into stream beds. As surrounding
trees are cut, the risk of flooding increases,
destreying watersheds and habitat for fish and
wildlife.

An alendment to 3 bill funding the US.
Forest Service would climinate the logger's
czedit for road-building; timber companies

d bear Ut cost. The government
id d'mlnunim reads. :{em-with-
out the giveaway. backlog repair
could be reduced and the watershed destruction
slowed in some foreste.
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OUR VIEW

‘End forest road subsidy

should end
Jor financial
reasons, but

harvesting -

showld
continue if
profitable

n keeping with the healthy national trend to-
ward smaller, less intrusive (and less expen-
sive) government, it makes sense to end
subsidizing with taxpayer dollars building
roads for loggers in national forests.

That's the goal of a measure being considered
in the U.S. Congress that would end a federal re-
bate to loggers for building new logging roads to
gain access to timber or for reconstructing old,
out-of-use roads.

The measure is being pushed by environmen-
talists, many of whom oppose any timber cutting
in the forests, and fiscal conservatives, who con-
sider the practice of reimbursing private logging
compameswhent.heybmldroadsaiormotcorpo-
rate welfare,

The issue involves a tangled mix of interests,
mdudnume!oudiymeol)obcpthdcdbym
logging industry and the government historically
losing money on timber sales.

Endmz subsidies for road building would go far
m cutting the government's timber-sale losses na-

not reimbursed for road building. So be it. Every
business has its expenses, which are refiected in

ute to good management of the resource,
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Loggmg road -
funds need cuts

4.

The logging indusu'y has managed t'or the moment at’ '{ "
least, to get out of finally paying for roads to logging sites
in national forests, despite the vast majority of the mads
existing solely for mdustry's beneﬁt

TheHouseThursdayvotedtocutSSGmﬂlwnt‘mmthe
federal road construction plan in national forests, about 13
percent of the $41.5 million cut sought by environmental-
ists and a coalition of Democrats and moderate
Republicans. The money is part of a $13 billion Interior
Department spending package that was to come up t‘ora
ﬁnalHousevotemday '

o At

N

T

Envuonmentahstsarguematmaddmontosumngme
landscape, some 70 percent of logging roads are used exclu-
sively by the timber industry As such, they say, logging
companies, not taxpayers, should be the ones to footthe -
bill for the roads. Roadpmgmmbackerssayafedemlmle
is needed to keep small logging companies in business,
andthatmemadsareusedformanyothertlungs.indud
ing firefighting and recreation. :

Onehastoudelargelythhtheenv!mnmentaustslue.
particularly given the logging industry’s diminished role -
in national forests. While the firefighting and recreation
arguments do carry some weight, they aren’t enough to
jusufythetaxuednsandﬁmuawnmadwmingpm-
grams provided by the federal government.

Someoﬂsetﬂngfederalmomymightbe)ustiﬁedfar
roads that ultimately will serve a recreational or other

public-service purpose. But full federal funding for compa-
nies to hack away at hillsides in the pursuit of profits? Not
anymore. . ] -
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TIMBER SUBSIDY

for the canstruction rosds l-og' ging roads there? -

our national forests. It doesn’t make sense fi- uu% “’"cahmtheemronmentby
‘water

‘“'mm roads a bt and contributing to landatides

encotrages the destruction of old- - roads minating m.lgngm s_mup&:rtmo{ loglghng,
growth trees in national forests. - ests, but it a stop to government
Am@sﬁm.hwhe&umem,whd@iuﬁwdmm
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: giveaway. It's time to do so.

- already web the nation’s forests. That's
to circle the earth. nearly 15 times. In some -

53‘ "a

the cost of road buflding from their

E

LOS ANGELES TIMES EDITORIALS

Those Pncey Back Roads

-; addition; th tederal'g

": T 'uplyer subsidies’to companies that .
cut roads’ fedenl orests have proven " for maintaining all mch. md
fiscally wa: and environmentally destruc-.  rises with évery new mne cut.

tion. scheduled to- cgine . mpubucmdtheformlmInomerwmjl-

legislat
‘before the House today would end thirfederal  as welltrom thils industry subsidy. Roads chan- *
: nel_storm ‘water,. land and -dumping’

" trees ate cut, the rigk of flopding incresses, -

MorethanSSOO(lOmlelnfdiﬁloxgmgﬁ ", rocks and scil into stream beds, As surrounding

of the Northweit, one square mile of for-
islaced with upto 0 milescfroad. - - -

Timber companies that puiclise féderal for- * Forest Service woul
credit for. road buﬂdlng timbér companies
tly bear that cost. The government

parcehntaueuonwinmtonlymerlghtm_.

lm:botocutthueaceasm * .ghould i

: mﬁng wnteuheds #nd habitat for ﬂxh and'
e . .
An° amendment 1o, a bill funding the US

d eliminate the- logger's

exkunghw eompmmthendeduct would still maintain these roads. Perhaps with- -

out the giveaway, the backlog of road repair’

milllon : yur under arrangement. In Sslawedlnmfotm

paymenta to
Treasury. upayerm eback clouto850 'omﬂdhetgducedandthowatenhed&ctmcﬂon-

Newspapers from across the country write in support of

the Porter/Kennedy amendment

The Seattle Times
The Los Angeles Times
The Orange County Register

The Atlanta Journal

The Missoula (MN) Missoulian

The Salt Lake City Tribune

'FThe Pasadena News

USA TODAY
The Washington Post

The Houston Chronicle

The Ventura Co. (CA) Star

prepared by the Western Ancient Forest Campaign -



