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HEARING ON THE INTERIOR COLUMBIA
BASIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROJECT

TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 1998

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOR-
ESTS AND FOREST HEALTH, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in
room 1324, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth
[chairwoman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

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

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

The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on the In-
terior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. We have
heard many concerns about this project in hearings over the past
2 years. Now that the public has had the opportunity to review the
Project’s two draft environmental statements, it is time to reexam-
ine téle objectives, the costs and other concerns that have been
raised.

My colleague from Montana, Representative Rick Hill, has
worked very hard on this. I want to thank you, Congressman Hill,
for working so diligently on this and with me to plan this hearing.
In addition to two Administration witnesses, we will hear from sci-
entists, local elected officials and citizens who have participated in
this project since its inception in 1993 or who have reviewed the
project information in great detail.

We have now invested 5 years and some $40 million in a project
that is not authorized by law and is simply too big to work. In
April 1997 the GAO reported that the Forest Service has not given
adequate attention to reducing the costs and time of its decision-
making and improving its ability to deliver what is expected or
what it has promised.

Even a 1995 Interagency Task Force chaired by CEQ “cited po-
tential drawbacks of broader-scoped analyses” like the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. That task force ex-
pressed concern with the inefficiencies and the ineffectiveness in
the uses of resources because of the added level of NEPA docu-
mentation, and it found limited usefulness and vulnerability to
legal challenges. So why does this Administration continue to work
on a decision that is not authorized by law, leads to greater ineffi-
ciencies and has limited usefulness?

o)
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I am told that forest managers working in the basin believe the
plan cannot be implemented due to the top-down constraints it
would impose, and that the alternatives will not achieve the project
objectives. For example, the Preferred Alternative described in the
Draft EIS imposes hundreds of new, vague and conflicting manage-
ment standards on land managers, creating an atmosphere of un-
certainty and confusion for managers and the public alike, leading
to excessive and costly delays in decisionmaking.

Even the Project admits that due to the very broad scale of the
ICBEMP, the impacts of changes imposed on local plans cannot be
accurately assessed. To use another example, the Preferred Alter-
native proposes to close thousands of miles of roads in the Colum-
bia River basin, decreasing access and recreational opportunities
across the region. Yet there is no consideration in the Draft EISs
of the economic, cultural or recreational damage to surrounding
communities by closing roads, and there is no factual justification
for the closures.

The National Forest Management Act and the National Environ-
mental Policy Act together required the Forest Service to prepare
land and resource management plans for each unit of the National
Forest System and to analyze and disclose the impacts of any pro-
posed decisions. By all accounts, the ICBEMP does not meet these
requirements.

The CEQ Task Force suggested that this type of broad scale
analysis should be used only as “guides” during the agencies’ deci-
sionmaking processes—it should not result in a one-size-fits-all de-
cision. We should heed this advice and halt this incredible waste
of taxpayer’s dollars. The Draft EISs note that by following tradi-
tional land management practices, “many ecological conditions and
trends have improved over the past two decades.”

If that is the case, as I believe it is, then the current manage-
ment plans must be working, and there appears to be no clear eco-
logical reason to require a single, basin-wide decision. Instead of
funding completion of the Columbia Basin project, Congress should
direct the agencies to forward the vast scientific information that
has been collected to local National Forest and BLM District Man-
agers so that they may use it where it can best be applied—at the
local forest and district level.

The chairman now recognizes Mr. Faleomavaega, if you would
like to contribute an opening statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A DELEGATE
IN CONGRESS FROM AMERICAN SAMOA

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Madam Chairman, thank you. I do not have
an opening statement, but I would like to request unanimous con-
sent at the point of time that our Ranking Member will submit a
statement for the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection. So ordered.

Mr. Hill?

STATEMENT OF HON. RICK HILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA

Mr. HirL. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and I'd ask unanimous
consent that I revise or extend my opening statement.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection.

Mr. HiLL. Madam Chairman, first let me compliment you for
holding a hearing on this very important issue. This is an ex-
tremely important matter for the people of western Montana. As I
travel the State I hear frequently from my constituents about their
concerns with regard to the Interior Columbia Basin Management
Plan.

It is clear to me that the plan, the Draft EIS, and more specifi-
cally the most recent Report on Economic and Social Conditions of
Communities still fails to recognize what the social and economic
impacts will be to the communities of western Montana and north-
ern Idaho.

It is clear that no effort was made in the development of this ad-
ditional analyses to modify or even provide any meaningful anal-
yses of the various alternatives in the Draft EIS, which tells me
that the Forest Service continues to ignore the concerns—the eco-
nomic concerns—of the people who live in western Montana and
northern Idaho.

Now particularly with regard to the role of recreation, which is
given high priority in the Draft EIS but only casually analyzed in
the most recent report, Madam Chairman, I would agree with you.
I think there is some valuable science that has been developed in
this process, but it would be a tragedy for the communities and the
people who live and work in western Montana if this Draft EIS
goes to a Record of Decision and opposes onerous standards that
don’t even meet the science and would actually inhibit the ability
of the Forest Service to meet the goals and objectives that are de-
scribed in the EIS.

Madam Chairman, again, thank you for holding this hearing and
hopefully we can flesh out some of these issues today.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill, and the Chair now recog-
nizes the first panel. We’d like to call Mike Dombeck, Chief of the
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC; and
Martha Hahn, Idaho State Director, Bureau of Land Management,
Department of the Interior. Welcome, Martha, and I think you will
be accompanied by Susan Giannettino, Project Director, and if Miss
Giannettino is going to be giving any kind of testimony, we’'d like
for all of you to take the oath.

I do want to explain for the record that I intend to place all the
witnesses under oath. This is a formality of the Committee that is
meant to assure open and honest discussion and should not affect
the testimony given by the witnesses. I believe all the witnesses
were informed of this before appearing here today, and they have
each been provided a copy of the Committee rules, and so if you
will rise and raise your right hand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, and under the Committee rules,
witnesses must limit their oral statements to 5 minutes, but your
entire statement of course, as you know, will appear in the record.
We will also allow the entire panel to testify before questioning the
witnesses. The chairman now recognizes Chief of the Forest Serv-
ice, Michael Dombeck.
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STATEMENT OF MIKE DOMBECK, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. DoMBECK. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of
the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Inte-
rior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. I am very
pleased to be sharing this panel with Martha Hahn from Boise who
is Chair of the Executive Steering Committee and with Susan
Giannettino, also from Boise, who heads the implementation of the
Project there.

I believe the Project is the best management tool to create a com-
mon vision for the long-term management of the Interior Columbia
Basin. I believe the Project is a wise investment in the future of
the Basin, and that we will complete this effort, and let me explain
why.

As directed by the President, the Forest Service, and BLM are
developing a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based strategy for
the management of the “East Side forests.” We are responding to
several broad scale issues, including forest and rangeland eco-
system health listings and potential listings under the Endangered
Species Act, economies of rural communities and treaty and trust
responsibilities to Native American Tribes in the Project.

The Project Area encompasses 24 percent of the National Forest
Service System and 10 percent of BLM-administered lands in the
Nation. Approximately 72 million acres of lands managed by the
Forest Service and BLM are addressed by the management deci-
sions that will result from the plan. A scientific assessment includ-
ing all lands within the Interior Columbia Basin was published last
year.

Two key factors shaped this Project:

First, issues such as ecosystem health and anadromous fish pop-
ulations could not be efficiently and effectively addressed in inde-
pendent Land and Resource Management Plans. Judge Dwyer stat-
ed in a rule that, and I quote, “Given the current condition of the
forest, there is no way the agencies could comply with the environ-
mental laws without planning on an ecosystem basis,” closed quote.

Second key factor that shaped the project, land managers must
work together to assure that management of public land base pro-
vides the maximum benefits to public lands. And as we move for-
ward the Executive Steering was developed to manage the project
and is composed of BLM State Directors, Regional Directors of the
National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the Environmental Protection Agency, Forest Service Research
Station Directors and Regional Foresters.

And I do not envy them of their task and believe that they de-
serve our greatest appreciation and respect. They're working hard
to balance the needs of seven states, 100 counties, 22 tribes, part-
ners, interest groups, and individuals with a statutory responsibil-
ities of five Federal agencies regarding management of the 72 mil-
lion acres of public lands.

Despite its complexities, I believe that this planning effort is the
best opportunity to develop a consistent framework for public land
management and to respond to critical issues facing the interior
Columbia Basin.
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Completion of the Project decisions, including Plan amendments,
will significantly improve our situation and appeals and lawsuits in
response to the need to restore and maintain long-term ecosystem
health and support to economic and social needs of the people in
the Project area. The decisions will lay out a broad scale condition
needed to assure sustainable populations of species, to provide a
framework for future management, and to create consistency re-
garding broad scale issues, creating a better expectation for goods
and services.

I believe that one of the most important things the Project will
do is share with leaders of all agencies involved in a planning ef-
fort. We are committed to facilitating this planning effort in a man-
ner consistent with the Administration’s objectives within the
President’s budget priorities.

My colleagues, the directors of other agencies, and I stand to-
gether in our support for this effort, and national-regional re-
sources have been committed to the completion of this project, with
interagency teams here in Washington, DC assisting the Project by
providing policy coordination, by providing budget coordination and
congressional coordination.

You asked us to provide some specific information about the
project’s budget. The President’s 1999 budget includes specific
funding to implement the final EIS and records of decision. Fund-
ing projections were developed based upon the Draft EIS Preferred
Alternative and the actual 1999 projects that will be developed,
consistent with the documented decisions.

The President’s Clean Water Initiative provides $10 million in
new funds in addition to the $113 million that represents the reg-
ular Forest Service program for units within the Project area.

In closing, Madam Chairman, I’'d like to reinforce my commit-
ment to the Interior Columbia Basin Management Project. I think
that this effort provides the best opportunity to maintain long-term
ecosystem health in order to support the needs of people into the
future and protect many of the species at risk and the long-term
health of the land.

The Executive Steering Committee members and I remain faith-
ful to our promise to work with local communities. I believe that
the Steering Committee has the knowledge, relationship, and re-
sources to complete this planning effort successfully. I ask that my
full statement be entered into the record, Madam Chairman, and
that concludes my opening statement. Thank you.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Dombeck. I'd be interested if
you could provide for the Committee the cite that you used of
Judge Dwyer’s comments, the case, and the number at a later
date——

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, we’ll be happy to provide that for the record.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. It’s my pleasure to wel-
come our Director of the Bureau of Land Management from Idaho,
Martha Hahn.
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STATEMENT OF MARTHA HAHN, IDAHO STATE DIRECTOR, BU-
REAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, AND CHAIR, EXECUTIVE
STEERING COMMITTEE, INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECO-
SYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROJECT, AND SUSAN
GIANNETTINO, PROJECT DIRECTOR

Ms. HAHN. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and members of the
Subcommittee. I appreciate this opportunity to update the Sub-
committee on the status of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Project. I am Martha Hahn, Idaho State Director for
the Bureau of Land Management.

Today I appear before you in my capacity as Chair of the Inter-
agency Executive Steering Committee which oversees the Project.
My comments today stress the importance of the on-the-ground ac-
tivities that would be conducted under the Project, such as more
aggressive weed treatment and stand density management. I will
begin by addressing cost and funding issues.

The Interior Columbia Basin Project is a scientifically sound and
ecosystem-based management strategy for Federally managed
lands within the east side of the Columbia Basin. By the end of fis-
cal year 1998, the Project will have spent a total of approximately
$40 million to research and produce the Scientific Assessments re-
leased in September 1996 and May 1997, and the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statements for the East Side of Oregon and Wash-
ington and for the Upper Columbia River Basin in Idaho and por-
tions of Montana, Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada, which were re-
leased in May 1997.

In fiscal year 1998, the BLM and the Forest Service expect to
spend about $5.7 million on the Project planning activities related
to the Draft Environmental Impact Statements. These activities in-
clude holding public meetings, briefing State and local governments
ancsl Tribal officials, and analyzing public comments on the Draft
EISs.

Following the public comment period on the Draft EISs, which at
its close will have spanned nearly one year, the Project team will
complete its analysis of all public comments and prepare the final
EIS and Record of Decision. Public comments may result in
changes to the EIS, including changes in the Preferred Alternative.
Previous funding estimates likewise may change.

As the final EIS and Record of Decision are developed, the agen-
cies will reassess implementation funding needs and will forward
these to Congress. Whatever the final decision on the ROD, we will
implement it to restore long-term ecological integrity to the feder-
ally managed lands in the Project area.

We expect implementation costs may first be incurred in fiscal
year 1999, with full implementation expected in fiscal year 2000.
In the fiscal year 1999 Budget request, the BLM is seeking an in-
crease of $6.8 million for project implementation, the Fish and
Wildlife Service an additional $1.5 million, and the Forest Service
an increase of $10 million. This additional funding would be used
to restore lands in the Basin to healthy conditions by combating
invasive weeds, improving fish and wildlife habitat, and restoring
riparian areas.

The Project’s aim is to minimize potential risks that were pro-
jected by the Scientific Assessment. These would include the con-
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tinued decline of salmon and many other species toward
endangerment; an increasing threat of wildfires, endangering
human life and dwellings; insect pest population growth; declining
rangeland productivity; and non-native weed invasions, threatening
both native plants and grazing livestock health.

Project funding will be used to reduce the risk of fire, insect in-
festation and disease, and improve aquatic and wildlife ecosystem
health by thinning dense forest stands, completing prescribed
burns, initiating integrated weed management and restoring ripar-
ian areas.

Some of the funding will be used to complete prerequisite work
that must precede on the ground restoration, including sub-basin
reviews and ecosystem analyses at the watershed scale that will
help to identify priorities and provide the context for making deci-
sions at the local level.

Additionally, we will address backlog work that has been known
for some time, such as treating weed infestations, reducing high
fuel building, and improving poor riparian conditions.

Let me turn now to discuss public involvement, which has been
a cornerstone of the Project. Throughout the planning process, the
Project team has emphasized collaboration with stakeholders in
order to facilitate the evaluation of new information about socio-
economic and environmental conditions. It’s taking more time than
we had originally estimated, but we believe the additional time re-
quired to include all interested parties in our process is a worth-
while investment.

Since the beginning of the public comment period in May 1997,
the Executive Steering Committee members and Project staff have
participated in over 30 public meetings across the Basin. More
meetings are scheduled to occur before the close of the comment pe-
riod. Last July we produced a satellite teleconference which was
broadcast to 56 sites in the region. Over 700 citizens participated.

In addition, we have met with the representatives from State
and local governments, Tribal officials, over 26 businesses, con-
servation and civic groups, Federally sanctioned advisory groups,
and local citizens. The Project team has a mailing list of over 8,000
individuals and organizations. It sends out a newsletter and main-
tains an Internet home page where the public can find Project doc-
uments.

In part to address issues raised as a result of this extensive pub-
lic involvement, the Project team released last week a report, “Eco-
nomic and Social Conditions of Communities.” As you may recall,
when the Draft EIS’s were released last May, the Eastside Eco-
system Coalition of Counties expressed concerns about the poten-
tial social and economic effects on small rural communities due to
changes in Federal land management resulting from the Project.

On April 21, 1997, Judge Dale White, Chairman of the EECC,
and I jointly released a letter which stated in part, “the Regional
Executives and the EECC have agreed to work together between
the Draft and Final EISs, particularly on the sections related to so-
cial and economic effects.”

Several months later, in Section 323 of the Department of Inte-
rior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 1998 the Congress
directed the Project to “analyze economic and social conditions, and
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culture and customs, of the communities at the sub-basin level
within the Project area and the impacts and the alternatives in the
Draft EISs would have on those communities.”

Our goal was to produce a report that would meet Congressional
direction and allow the public to have “a reasonable period of time”
prior to the close of the comment period in which to review and
comment on this Report in the Draft EIS’s. The comment period
has been extended until May 6, 1998, to give the public such time.

The socioeconomic report expands upon information in the two
Draft EIS’s and provides additional data and economic and social
conditions of communities in the Project area. It discusses potential
impacts of management alternatives presented in the Draft EIS’s
on communities specializing in industries, such as agriculture,
wood products manufacturing, and mining, for which standardized
industry category data were available.

Economic impacts associated with industries that do not collect
standardized economic data, such as recreation, and non-resource-
related industries that locate in the region because of resource-re-
lated amenities, such as high-tech firms, are not fully addressed in
this report.

In conclusion, we must manage public lands to provide for sus-
tainable populations of plant and animal species on behalf of
present and future of Americans and we must create a sustainable
flow of goods and services that can support our local communities
over the long-term. The members of the Executive Steering Com-
mittee are committed to achieving these goals through the Project.
We ask for you support.

This concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hahn may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Miss Hahn. And I want to thank
both the members on the panel for your testimony. I want to re-
mind the members that the Committee Rule 3(c) imposes a 5-
minute limit on questions, and, after my questioning, the chairman
will begin to recognize members for any questions they may wish
to ask of the witnesses.

Before I begin my questioning, I do want to submit to the record
a series of resolutions which came in from western counties, from
the States of Washington, Idaho, Montana and Oregon.

From the State of Washington: Adams County, Benton County,
Columbia County, Perry County, Lincoln County, Okanogan Coun-
ty, and Pend Oreille County. From Idaho: Bonner County, Elmore
County, Kootenai County. From Montana: Powell County. From
Oregon: Wheeler County.

Generally, what these resolutions have said is they have adopted
the resolution put forth by the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force of the Association of Counties, and generally what that task
force has stated in this resolution is that the Project should be ter-
minated with no Record of Decision being approved.

It says the ecosystem management data developed by the Project
should be communicated to the BLM District Managers and Na-
tional Forest Supervisors for consideration of public input and
statutorily scheduled environmental land and resource manage-
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ment plan revisions, and the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force also strongly supports natural resource planning and envi-
ronmental management featuring site-specific management deci-
sions made by local decisionmakers, local citizenry and parties di-
rectly and personally affected by environmental land and resource
management decisions.

So without objection, I’d like to enter this into the record.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I do want to direct my first questions to Chief
Dombeck. I'd like to ask you, Chief, was the scientific assessment
in the document and the Preferred Alternative peer reviewed?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me ask Martha Hahn who was closest to the
Project the details of how it was peer reviewed?

Ms. HAHN. It actually took place in what’s called a double blind
review, which means that there is a first reviewer who reviews it
and then a second reviewer, and the blind part has to do with—
the names are withheld in terms of who the authors are and who
actually developed the research.

So it went through—so the second reviewer doesn’t know who the
first reviewer was in terms of the assessment that was done on a
particular science piece.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Who were the individuals who did the peer re-
view?

Ms. HAHN. There were quite a handful of reviewers, and I do not
know all of the names. We can get you a list of all of those review-
ers.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. How were they chosen?

Ms. HAHN. I think that they were chosen through the univer-
sities and processes of whatever issue was at hand, whatever the
science was behind, and then through the universities and other
type of science entities those reviewers were recommended or iden-
tified as specialists in the field.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, so you will provide the Committee
with the names of the participants in the peer review studies.

Ms. HAHN. Yes, we can provide that.

“The science has been double blind peer reviewed. This means that the author of
a particular paper is anonymous to the reviewer, and the reviewer is anonymous
to the author. This process is managed by a Science Review Board co-chaired by
Richard Everett and Evelyn Bull. Individuals selected to participate on the Science
Review Board were individuals knowledgeable in resource management and have
expertise in specific areas. A list of the individuals on the Science Review Board is
attached.

“The Science Review Board established a process of double blind peer review,
where the autonomy of both the authors and the reviewers is maintained. Even
after the process is complete, the autonomy and anonymity of the peer reviewers
is maintained. The Interior Columbia Basin Project, and the Science Advisory Group
(SAG) does not have information on the individual scientists who reviewed docu-
ments. This process of peer review is a standard protocol for the review of scientific
information prior to publication in scientific journals.”

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Were the Draft EISs peer reviewed?

Ms. HAHN. The Draft EIS’s are being reviewed right now in the
public arena. So all review is taking place right now in this 1-year
time period.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. We've gotten word that they aren’t being peer
reviewed. You are certain that they are being reviewed right now?
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Ms. HAHN. Theyre out for comment right now and can be re-
viewed, yes. They are available for that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. They’re out for public comment or peer
review?

Ms. HAHN. The EIS’s are out for public comment and can be re-
viewed, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. Have you directed peer review studies on
the Draft EISs?

Ms. HAHN. I am not certain what you mean by peer review for
EIS’s. Do you mean it in terms of the scientists reviewing EIS’s?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. In terms of the scientific credibility.

Ms. HAHN. Those, on the EIS’s, as far as—they’re out for review
for anyone who has a desire to review and comment on those.

SCIENCE REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS—INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT PROJECT

Name Journall/Specialty
Dr. R. Burdge Society and Natural Resources/Sociology
Dr. F. Ebel Journal of Forestry/Silviculturist
Dr. A Ewert Society and Natural Resources/Sociologist
Dr. S. Fishe Ecological Society of America/Stream Ecology
Dr. A. Gonzales-Caban Northwest Science/Economics
Dr. B. Halverson Society and Natural Resources/Landscape Management
Dr. A. Hansen Canadian Journal of Forest Research/Landscape Ecology
Dr. B. Hyde Forest Science/Economics
Dr. R. Jarvis Journal of Wildlife/Wildlife
Dr. P. Johnson Journal of Range Management/Range
Dr. N. Johnson Journal of Forestry/Silviculturist
Dr. B. Krueger Journal of Range Management/Range
Dr. B. Lee Forestry Related Social Issues/Journal of Forestry
Dr. J. MacMahon Ecological Applications/Community Ecologist
Dr. E. Meslow Journal of Wildlife/Wildlife
Dr. D. Scott Soil Science Society/Soils Scientist
Dr. T. Sharik Journal of Forestry/Silviculturist
Dr. F. Utter American Fisheries Society/Fisheries
Dr. P. Zedler Ecological Society of America/Forest Ecologist

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dombeck, could you tell me what role
have the Forest Supervisors played in this, compared to the Project
leaders?

Mr. DOMBECK. Again the Forest Supervisors have been and will
continue to be a close part of this process, and from the standpoint
of providing information from the standpoint of keeping abreast
with what the various aspects of the project—for example, when I
was in Orafino last July I sat in with Jim Caswell on one of the
broadcasts that was broadcast throughout the Basin—as one of the
efforts to continually keep the public informed and involved in the
project but also as a way to keep Forest Service employees and For-
est Supervisors involved in continually knowing the various steps
we were at and obtaining their input.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My concern is not specifically about Mr.
Caswell but all of our Forest Supervisors that—were they in on the
development of standards and alternatives and selections of the
Preferred Alternatives, not just advice after the fact? Have they
been active participants?



11

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, I believe they have.

Ms. HAHN. Yes, actually we had several different settings with
not only Forest Supervisors but other local decisionmakers such as
area managers and the Bureau of Land Management District Man-
agers in which alternatives, standards and objectives were dis-
cussed and then went through in terms of their opinions on which
would be a Preferred Alternative that would be selected, that they
would like to see selected, as going out in the Draft.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My question to both of you on this, and thank
you both for answering it, is prompted because I have heard a lot
of concerns by both of your land managers who believe the Project
can’t be implemented. And these are very wide and numerous con-
cerns.

How are these concerns being addressed? Would you both mind
answering?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well let me say that the challenges that we’re
faced with in the Columbia Basin are significant, and what we
have is we have a process here through the Project to gather the
most up-to-date information to get the broadest public comment
and to include employees in probably one of the more—one of the
more if not the most comprehensive manner that we’ve done in ad-
dressing an issue like this because the challenges, the risks for in-
junction and the fact is when we’re dealing with landscape issues
like we are dealing with in the Columbia Basin, where we are talk-
ing about endangered species and anadromous fish, cumulative ef-
fects and water quality—and the more and better information we
can get, as we move forward, the more effective we will be.

However, I want to point out that there’s always dialog and de-
bate as we move forward in any issue because many of these chal-
lenges are not clear-cut—we wish they were—but we feel the most
effective way of getting input is by—and every employee, every
Forest Supervisor has the opportunity to be involved and as Mar-
tha has described, has been involved in the many, many aspects of
the Project.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Miss Hahn.

Ms. HAHN. Yes I'll speak specifically for Idaho BLM because
that’s what I am most familiar with in terms of my process. The
managers have been brought together several times previous to the
release of the Draft, as well as during the release of the Draft, in
which we've sat down and talked about areas of the Preferred Al-
ternative that we feel could have some change to it or would have
better wording and so forth. And we’ve gone through that type of
dialogue together.

In fact, when I return to Idaho next week we will be working on
further discussions and how we can make that work well for Idaho
BLM and those land managers.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I see my time is up, and I may want to return
for more questioning. Miss Giannettino, did you have anything that
you would like to add?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Not at this time, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Mr. Dombeck, have you
read the—I guess I would call it an indictment of the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project by Mr. Thomas
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Haislip? Have you read his testimony for this hearing and his com-
ments with regard to ICBEMP?

Mr. DoMBECK. I am not sure I am familiar with the specific docu-
ment. I have read lots of testimonials, both for and against.

Mr. HiLL. I'd just like to ask you a few questions that he raises
in his testimony. I wish—perhaps if the testimony had come in a
different order, it might be a little easier to go through this proc-
ess, but basically his recommendation is—and incidentally this is
the recommendation that I'm hearing from people who are on the
ground in Montana, people who incidentally who work for you, who
will speak privately about this but are concerned about speaking
publicly.

He states that if you go forward of the Record of Decision based
upon anything similar to the Preferred Alternative that you rec-
ommend, that we are going to have greater conflict, not less con-
flict, and that we are going to make it more difficult to reach the
goals and purposes of what we set out to do in the beginning.

And he suggests this: He says there are two options before us.
One is to completely rewrite the Draft EIS and publish supple-
ments, and that would be necessary in order for this document to
be legally sufficient, to be able to pass muster.

The second option would be to simply not go to a Record of Deci-
sion. Abandon the idea of implementing top-down standards, and
just move forward using the science that we have to develop indi-
vidual forest management plans.

Would you comment on those recommendations and whether or
not you are considering either of those two alternatives, and if so,
who is going to make the decision in terms of considering those two
alternative ideas?

Mr. DoMBECK. Let me state to your last question that our posi-
tion has been and will continue to be that the decisions need to be
made within the region by the Regional Executives, of which Mar-
tha is the current Chair of that group.

Mr. HiLL. Could you identify for me who those people are?

Mr. DOMBECK. There are 11 members of the Executive Com-
mittee, and Martha is the Chair. Why don’t I ask Martha to. I
might leave somebody out.

Ms. HaAHN. This is a quiz on names for me. We have the State
Directors in BLM, which would be myself, Elaine Zielinski from Or-
egon—Washington, Larry Hamilton from Montana. We represent
the concerns and interests of the other State Directors for Wyo-
ming, Utah and Nevada.

There are the three Regional Foresters. There’s Dale Bosworth,
and I don’t remember the region numbers, so you’ll have to help
me on that part; Bob Williams, Pacific Northwest, and Jack
Blackwell in the Ogden area.

Then there are two Station Directors for the Forest Service, and
that’s Denver Burns and Tom Mills. And then there is the Regional
Director for Fish and Wildlife Service. Right now it’s an Acting—
Tom Dwyer—and for Environmental Protection Agency they also
have an Acting—is Chuck Finley, and National Marine Fisheries is
Will Stelle.
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Mr. HiLL. And this group will make the decision on whether to
move forward with the Record of Decision, whether to move for-
ward or not?

Mr. DoMBECK. That’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. And then also if we need to go back and start over the
Draft EIS, this group would make that decision?

Mr. DoMBECK. They’re responsible for the decisionmaking of
where the Project goes, the analyses of the comments and moving
into final, yes sir.

Mr. HiLL. And this group would be empowered to make the deci-
sion to not move to a Record of Decision, if that was how they felt?

Mr. DoMBECK. I believe so. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. OK. So let me go forward then. I guess it would be bet-
ter if they were here than you perhaps then if they are the ones
that are going to be making the decision with regard to that.

Let me just go through some of the comments that Mr. Haislip
mfillkes, and I would ask you if you could respond to them specifi-
cally.

First, he talks about the identification of forests require and pri-
ority treatments, and he says, “the key feature of a forest eco-
system assessment should be to identify the types and locations of
forests needing various types of treatments or prescriptions.

For example, the standard structures that offer the greatest op-
portunities for forest ecosystem health risks reduction appear to be
dense intermediate aged forests with multiple canopy layers in the
high and medium risk categories. These are forest structures that
could provide the basic components for producing the older forest
structures that are stated to be in relatively short supply.”

“However the DEIS fails to provide sufficient analyses of these
basic issues and available methods for assessing risks to forest
health and displaying the risk radiants were not used.” Could you
address that? Is that accurate or inaccurate in your view?

Mr. DOMBECK. Since I'm not the technical expert on the issue, I
would defer to technical experts for specifics like that, but what I
would comment on in general is that the important thing is that
we have an overarching framework, so decisions are not made in
isolation with one another, which is one of the risks we run by indi-
vidual units making decisions, because we have in part—as I men-
tioned in my opening statement Judge Dwyer’s comment—but to
achieve the greatest efficiencies in prioritizing projects, in spending
money, in prioritizing the sequence of projects, this is best done, I
believe, under an overarching framework that we have here pro-
duced by the Project.

Mr. HiLL. In essence, that’s what you're saying? You're saying
we'll ignore what the situation is in any individual forest and in
any individual area of the forest, but we’ll adopt some general
standards, and that’s going to produce a healthier forest. Is that
what you are saying?

Mr. DoMBECK. No. I don’t believe it is. I think what I am saying
is that the individual projects and individual forest health situa-
tions—watershed health—are nested, you know, as part of a larger
framework in the condition of the landscape.

Mr. HiLL. Do you believe in the gathering of data for this Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, that that was accomplished
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through what you’ve just described, which is nesting local data and
then developing a larger picture because I will say to you that that
is exactly the opposite of what the people in the local forests in
Montana are telling me?

They're telling me that this data may be fairly accurate in the
general terms, but it is off by a matter of several factors on a local
forest-by-forest basis.

Ms. HanN. Sir, the EIS does provide a broad framework for the
desired, what they call “potential vegetative groups,” that we would
like to see over time throughout the Interior Columbia Basin. Each
alternative approaches that somewhat differently, but each alter-
native has a description for broad forest types and the seral stages
of vegetation that would be desired.

That provides an integration and a broad picture of the vegeta-
tive condition and the forest composition that would be desired over
time by alternative. Then each forest or each BLM District would
work within that framework at their local planning level through
their forest plan and then through project planning to actually do
the site-specific implementation that makes the vegetation move in
the direction that this broad direction states.

It’s no problem using broad scale information to provide broad
scale framing of direction. The forests will use local data to develop
the specific projects that translate that broad direction into actual
happenings on the ground.

Mr. HiLL. So in other words, this is going from general to specific
rather than going from specific to general? Is that correct?

Ms. HAHN. Within the context of the EIS the data is broad scale.
It is general as is appropriate for something that covers 72 million
acres.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I will have another
group of questions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I would like
to offer again my personal welcome to Director Dombeck here this
morning and his associates. So that I may somewhat be descriptive
of what we are trying to explore here this morning, and I don’t
know for want of a better way of pronouncing this acronym. Is it
ICBEMP? How do you pronounce it? Is that the best way I can pro-
nounce it? ICBEMP?

Mr. DoMBECK. I think that will do.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Columbia Basin. OK.

Mr. DOMBECK. We get so familiar with acronyms. Maybe we’re
talking about it too much.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I guess the concern that my friends here
and the majority have is that since President Clinton announced
this project in 1993—this is 1998—we’ve expended $40 million in
the project; but it seems that you’re running ahead, and the Con-
gress is still waiting for this report or whatever it is, through the
Environmental Impact Statement, which is in a draft form, and yet
we're—you see the concern that seems to be ringing here.

And T just wanted to ask some questions along these lines be-
cause there is some legitimate concern in terms of—we’re talking
about 144 million acres involving some 4 or 5 states. I mean a tre-
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mendous undertaking. Involvement of some five Federal agencies.
I mean this is a significant undertaking.

For those of us who sit here on the Committee, it becomes very
difficult. Of course, you know, every year we pass an annual budget
of about $1.6 trillion. Fiscal year 1999 alone, the Forest Service
budget is about $2.5 billion, but here we’re talking about a $40 mil-
lion expenditure over a 6-year period, and yet we still haven’t
heard a sense of finality of where this project is, nor received the
bottom line so that we can then make a decision on this side of the
downtown scale, if you will.

So, I don’t know if this is where things just seem to be running,
but I do have just a couple of questions. I suspect that more than
anyone, Miss Hahn, you probably have absolutely the experience
since when this project first started in 1993, and you've held—
what? 900 hearings or meetings, town meetings, and not just with
the State of Idaho—you've done it in Washington, you've done in
Oregon, you've done it in Wyoming. I suspect also in Utah as well.
Is Utah involved?

So here you're doing a hearing process that we’re doing here too,
and I guess for a sense of not wanting to duplicate efforts in the
sense that maybe the Federal agency—just give us the bottom line.
Where are we? You've included the scientists. You've included de-
velopment issues. You've included the ecosystem environmental
issues. You've included conservation measures. So, you know, put
them all in a pot. It’s a mess.

And so what we’re trying to define exactly is where are we going.
And I think—I am just trying to give you this sense of perspective,
I\{Ilr. Dombeck and Miss Hahn, and maybe you could help me with
this.

You have in your report here, for example, Economic and Social
Conditions of Communities, issued this year, in fact last month. Is
this part of the Draft EIS report that is being discussed now this
morning?

Ms. HAHN. Yes, it is.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. OK, and you have here on page 5, for exam-
ple, you were looking at the factor like what is the jobs involve-
ment, and you have here this circle that says if you're to look at
the whole basin, this 144-million acre project that you’ve under-
taken now for 5 or 6 years, you’re looking at the timber and ranch-
ing industry—you’re talking only about 4 percent jobs involvement
in this, and the rest of other in terms of the impact is 96 percent.
Can you explain that, Miss Hahn?

Ms. HAHN. Yes, I will attempt to.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I mean, it’s an interesting configuration.

Ms. HAHN. When we started out, we were looking at the broad
scale. Before doing this, we needed more step down analysis, that’s
the type of indication we got. Once we stepped down and started
looking at counties and then communities, we recognized that the
4 percent becomes a very critical factor when it becomes almost 100
percent for a small community.

And so that’s the type of information that was brought out in
this report that you are referring to here. It starts to recognize that
in a broad scale that can be masked, but in a real specific scale it
can become very important for a small community.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. My time is limited I know, but if I represent
a rural area that 4 percent means a lot to me. So I think there may
be some further explanation needed of this statistic because it
could be misleading. That 4 percent of employees would mean a lot
to me if I were to represent a rural district because it could be that
4 percent of the employment provides hundreds of jobs or thou-
sands of jobs when you talk about the trickling effect, the impact
that the timber, the mining industry could have in other job-re-
lated industries.

So I want to get a better clarification of that, Miss Hahn.

Ms. HAHN. And that’s exactly what this report begins to get
into—originally in looking at that broad scale, 4 percent is what
came up, but then once you look through the report youll see how
significant that 4 percent is. Like I said, for example in one com-
munity it may be 100 percent, and that’s brought out in this report.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. OK, and here’s my problem. If I come from
a rural district, and I do. My district is so rural you wouldn’t even
find it on the map. It’s a small little speck out there somewhere
in the Pacific Ocean, but I have 300 million lobsters; 100,000
sharks, you know all kinds of stuff like that.

Now I notice for the President’s fiscal year 1999 Budget you're
adding $10 million, $73 million for green timber, $18 million for a
station, $8 million for fuel treatment and fire expenditures. Now
these $10 million, this is part of the fiscal year 1999 Budget I no-
tice in Mr. Dombeck’s statement.

Now were these proposals in the President’s Budget based on the
recommendations of the EIS statement panel group?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me say that the $113 million is the natural
resources part of the base program or the Columbia Basin, and
the—in fact this represents 24 percent of the land base managed
by the National Forest System. The $10 million is part of the Presi-
dent’s Clean Water Initiative and those

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I don’t question what you’ve got on your
statement, Mr. Dombeck, but the point I am making is that this
is after a result of conducting a series of a thousand meetings
among the four states for the last 6 years. Am I correct that this
is the result of this?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, but the important thing is that the decision
has not been made. The Record of Decision has not been signed.
We'’re basing some of the projections that we’re making on the Pre-
ferred Alternative, but as Martha indicated, the public comment
period is still open. So this is at this point a project in progress.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. See my preference would be is that the
President makes an announcement, “I am going to do this project
study, 1 year or 2 years,” then you bring back the final results of
that project study, let us look at it so we can hold hearings in
Idaho, in Washington and whatever it is, but it seems that we’re
reversing the process.

You’re holding the town meetings, you’re going out there at the
concerns of some of the members who represent those districts and
those constituencies, and they’re getting conflicting messages. And
the message you’re giving us here is quite different from what
they’re hearing from their constituents.
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So I think this is a concern that we’re having here. So the bottom
line question I have: When are we getting a final report on this,
after expending $40 million in a 5- or 6-year period that this
project has been ongoing, as it was announced by the President
since 19937

Mr. DoMBECK. The largest proportion and let me ask Martha of
the expenditure to date has been for the science. Is that correct?

Ms. HAHN. Yes, 55 percent.

Mr. DoMBECK. Fifty-five percent has been for the science. The re-
mainder has been for the public involvement process, the NEPA
process that we would normally go through, and again the key
point is: The decision will be made at the time the Record of Deci-
sion is signed.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I feel bad about it because the Forest Serv-
ice isn’t the only agency involved. You've got the BLM, you've got
the EPA, but the fact is that the President has made this decision
administratively without any Congressional mandate, no enact-
ment, no law whatsoever, but we’ve expended $40 million of the
taxpayer’s money on this project, and I just think that there’s got
to be some sense of finality at one point in time.

So that give us what you found out, and then we’ll do our job and
see if it takes another $73 million to do this and that or whatever.
I don’t know. Maybe I'm wrong, but I sense the concern that my
colleagues seem to have on this issue.

My time is over, Madam Chairman. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Faleomavaega, and we will re-
turn for another round of questioning if you would like.

I would like to ask both Mr. Dombeck and Miss Hahn, what law
authorizes this new level of decisionmaking?

Mr. DoMBECK. The National Environmental Policy Act and the
National Forest Management Act are the framework under which
we move forward with our planning processes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Could you consult with your attorneys here
and ask them the specific cite of the NEPA?

Mr. DOMBECK. I am not sure any attorneys here, but we’d be—
we'll get back to you very quickly with a specific citation and a re-
sponse and an interpretation of that, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Because as I read both of those laws, I don’t
see it at all, but I would be interested knowing what their and your
thoughts are. Miss Hahn.

Ms. HanN. It would be FLPMA.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It would be FLPMA. Under what section?

Ms. HaHN. I'd have to get you that citation.

Section 202 of the 1976 Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA) sets out
the requirements for the development and revision of land use plans for the public
lands. Since current land management plans were completed, new information on
natural resource issues such as forest health, rangeland health, and listed and can-
didate species has surfaced. Section 201(a) of FLPMA requires Federal land man-
agers to deal with significant new information and incorporate it into natural re-
source management. Also, Federal agencies are required to identify and disclose the
environmental effects of any proposed activity on Federal land. Specifically, NEPA
requires Federal agencies to identify and consider the direct, indirect, and cumu-
lative effects of activities on Federal land. The impacts of these activities must be
examined both singly and in conjunction with the activities of other agencies and
landowners.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Could you do that please? Do you have any-
thing new to add? Anything additional? OK. Now, we’re moving on
ICBEMP to a single Record of Decision and the EIS. Is the decision
appealable?

Ms. HAHN. Yes it is.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you believe it is?

Mr. DoMBECK. I believe so, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Under what process is this one decision ap-
pealable? Forest Service or BLM’s processes?

Ms. HAHN. Both processes will be considered, so they will be
melded together in terms of the opportunities that exist under both
processes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. They’ll be melded together. Do you have any-
thing to add, Chief?

Mr. DoMBECK. No I don'’t.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, do you believe then that this can be
litigated?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Under the melding together of the processes
of appeal?

Ms. HAHN. In the melding together of those processes, both proc-
esses will be considered or used so they can either be litigated
under the Forest Service process or the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment process.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And it’s your opinion that there’s a clear,
bright line to enable people to appeal these decisions?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, in fact the process of appealing and the proc-
ess of litigation are essentially separate processes. Typically the ap-
peal process would follow first, whereby the appeal would be made
to the next level of decisionmaking authority in the agency, which
in the case if this is made by the Regional Executives then the
Chief's Office would be the next of decisionmaking that would
occur.

And if the appellant is not satisfied with the resolution then of
course it can go to litigation.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Chief, you understand my concern, I am sure,
that this is one single Record of Decision. We are having the proc-
esses that normally people could appeal a BLM decision through
the BLM processes or Forest Service through the Forest Service
processes. They’re multiple agencies and their processes are being
melded together, and it’s not addressed in the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act.

And so even if a Forest Service decision is made that is appeal-
able, we’d still have to refer it to other agencies. Our concern is
that it would take forever to get through the appeals process. Don’t
you think we have a legitimate concern about that?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, what I would do is I would be happy to pro-
vide a legal opinion to the Committee on those concerns.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, I'd appreciate that. Will the plan be
implemented during an appeal if an appeal is filed?

Mr. DoMBECK. There is typically an appeal period. In this case
would it be 90 days? There would be a 90-day appeal.

1M1;s. CHENOWETH. Would that hold up the implementation of the
plan?
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Mr. DoMBECK. I believe the Record of Decision, the appeal period
starts when the Record of Decision is signed, and at that point—
let me ask one of the staff the specific point as to where the imple-
mentation begins—at the Record of Decision or the—it starts with
the Record of Decision. I have my planning expert here.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My concern is what the impact will be if we
find ourselves in litigation, and everything is halted by the courts,
everything, in a multi-state area. So will your people please ad-
dress that, and also I'd like it if they would address: How does the
agency or the ecosystem benefit by this result of having absolutely
everything stopped in all of the agencies?

So with that I will recognize Mr. Hill for the next round of ques-
tioning.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I want to go back to
this issue that I was discussing earlier, and that is that in my
reading of the Draft EIS and my more recent reading of the mate-
rial I was delivered I think last Friday on the update on the Eco-
nomic and Social Conditions of Communities.

Again this all seems to be generalized data. This was an effort
I think to get a little more community-specific, but it’s still very
generalized data. I think you would agree with that, wouldn’t you,
Chief Dombeck?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. And so the whole idea of this study is to be general
in the development of the Draft EIS with the idea, as I understand
it, that would be more specifically applied within each forest man-
agement plan that would be updated. That’s the scheme here is
that is contemplated. Would you agree with that?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, it provides an overarching framework; how-
ever I do believe—and I read the socioeconomic analyses just re-
cently myself—and where we have information with regards to job
sectors and so on, it does get into some specifics there that I believe
will greatly a decisionmaker in looking at what specific sectors are
important to a community.

Mr. HiLL. Which decisionmaker are you referring to when you
say “decisionmaker”?

Mr. DoMBECK. I am referring to our local field managers.

Mr. HiLL. The individual forest managers?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. Is it your view that the social and economic issues
should be an integrated part of the Draft EIS and integrated part
of the various alternatives?

Mr. DOMBECK. I would—I guess I am not sure what you mean
what integrated. I think it’s very important information to be con-
sidered in the

Mr. HiLL. Well in the development of alternatives under the
Draft EIS there are a number of factors that you have to take into
consideration. Is it your view that the social and economic factors
ought to be integrated into the alternatives? Or do you believe that
you simply have to assess the impacts, the social and economic im-
pacts, on the various alternatives in the Draft EIS and in the final
Record of Decision?
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Mr. DoMBECK. Well again, from a matter of semantics I think
that we need to use the most and best information we can get in
arriving at the conclusions.

Mr. HiLL. This isn’t semantics. This is substantial, and it’s very
significant on whether or not the social and economic consider-
ations are built into the EIS and into the alternatives, or you sim-
ply draft alternatives and then do an assessment of what those im-
pacts will be on the economy and the culture of those communities.

That is substantially different. Do you see the difference that I'm
trying to

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, I believe so.

Mr. HiLL. And so which of those do you believe is your responsi-
bility under the Federal Land Management Act and under NEPA?
Do you believe that those considerations need to be an integrated
part or do you believe that it’s just your responsibility to assess the
impacts?

Ms. HAHN. In this project we have integrated it into the Purpose
and Needs statement as well as the development of the alter-
natives, and you’ll see in Alternative Four, which is the Preferred
Alternative, I think is a good example of how the economic portion
of it is actually what’s driving a lot of the balance between having
the sustainable type of output over the long-term in relation to the
issues at hand.

Mr. HiLL. More specifically, do you believe that the social and
economic considerations are an integrated part of the proposed al-
ternatives under the Draft EIS or not?

Ms. HAHN. I think that they have been integrated into the alter-
natives, yes.

Mr. HiLL. So then why did you do the Supplemental Economic
and Social Study?

Ms. HAHN. The integration was at the broad scale level in which
we're talking about.

Mr. HILL. So we were general rather than specific with regard
to economic and social impacts again, correct?

Ms. HAHN. To look at the broad scale area and then we did what
I termed a step down process, going from that broad scale to the
county level, then to the community level in this newly released
publication.

Mr. HiLL. And did you then revise any of the alternatives in the
Draft EIS based upon this more specific data?

Ms. HAHN. We analyzed how that would affect it and found that
the alternatives, the assessment—or the analyses of the alter-
natives do not change specifically, that those changes are going to
occur more at the project level.

Mr. HiLL. So, what—I want to be real clear here because this is
a real important issue as far as I am concerned. Is that what you
found then would you say that in analyzing this data on a more
specific basis, that you did not have to change any of the alter-
natives in the Draft EIS as a consequence of what those impacts
might be on those individual communities?

Ms. HAHN. The Draft Alternatives, those alternatives in their
draft situation then will—that analyses—will be placed against
those as we move into a final decision. As far as impact analyses,
that did not change.
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Mr. HiLL. My judgment, having read all of these documents, on
more than one occasion, you did some kind of generalized impact
analysis on individual communities, but in terms of the impacts of
the various alternatives of EIS I mean casual statements like “Al-
ternative One would cause a slight increase of impacts on wood
products,” or et cetera. And I am not quoting exact from the docu-
ment.

There is no analyses. There is no data here in terms of what that
will do to those individual communities with regards to jobs, with
regard to recreational opportunities. I saw none in this report, and
I mean it—I will say to you that it looks to me as though this was
an effort to address the criticism that has arisen from those com-
munities in as general a way as you could.

And the reason for that is, is that if you take this proposed
Record of Decision, this proposed alternative, and you start trans-
lating it into the impacts it’s going to have on individual commu-
nities and individual forests, it would frighten the people in those
communities if you told them the truth.

And so what this is an effort to do is to generalize that impact,
generalize that analyses, rather than to tell the people what is
really going to happen to their communities, and I hope that you
don’t consider this a delivering on the instructions that Congress
gave you with regard to analyses of impacts because this doesn’t
even come close to what Congress was asking you to do.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I just want-
ed to clear up a couple of questions that I had asked earlier. Let’s
say that President Clinton never made an announcement in 1993
to set up this project. What would have happened if we had main-
tained the status quo?

Mr. DoMBECK. We would likely have been shut down on projects
and actions in many areas. There would be a high level of insta-
bility. We would not have a good ability to predict a variety of
projects, the goods and services that might come out of the whole
area, the Columbia Basin.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. As an example even this year, what would
have happened to the funds that are being requested for this fiscal
year Budget? Would that have an impact?

Mr. DOMBECK. Are you saying would the——

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Yes, I mean the recommendations, the
President’s recommendations for this fiscal year alone would not
have come about if it had not been for the recommendations by the
Project.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well certainly the findings, the science and so on,
helped us determine what the greatest needs were.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I guess one of the questions I have too is the
time factor involvement here of the projects. Since the President’s
announcement in 1993 to set up this interagency group working on
these specific issues, when did this thing really take off? When did
these Federal agencies actually become actively involved in doing
whatever the mandate is that the President wanted since 1993.
Miss Hahn, can you help me with that?
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Ms. HAHN. Specifically it began in January 1994, and so after the
President made his announcement, which was based on the Everett
Report and other information coming about in terms of the North-
west issues, then we began in 1994.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So since 1994 it has been a collective rec-
ommendation from these 4 or 5 agencies involved, that has been
part of the President’s basic policy decisionmaking as it is trans-
lated into the budget that this is how we've done the budgetary
process for the last maybe 3 or 4 fiscal years.

In other words, if you had been doing this since 1994, after a 6-
month’s study you make recommendations. That recommendation
then becomes a basic Administration policy decision. That policy
decision then is translated into—or integrated into—the budget
process as part of the President’s proposed budget.

Am I correct in saying that this has been going on now for 3 or
4 years since this interagency group was founded?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me say on your first point, about gathering
data for a 6-month period and on certain types of projects, I think
that kind of example, it could possibly be, but the thing that’s im-
portant with the Columbia Basin that as we analyze this project,
which I think is very, very important that we do; and I too have
been very concerned about the cost, but if we—we also need to step
back and think about where we found ourselves in the early 1990’s
when we started dealing with this issue.

And let me just mention a few points of where we found
ourselves——

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Please.

Mr. DOMBECK. [continuing] the agencies and the people that
lived in the Columbia Basin

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. That’s what I wanted to ask you initially:
Where were we then and where would we be now without this
project starting in 19937

Mr. DoMBECK. Well where we found ourselves is a situation
where wildfires—we were beginning to have wildfires or were hav-
ing wildfires of unprecedented intensity and size. We were dealing
with damaging noxious weeds issues across the rangelands. We
were concerned about wildlife habitats. Rural communities could no
longer depend upon a predictable flow of wood, of other goods and
services from the public lands.

We found ourselves in a situation where these natural resources,
the issues were being debated. We found ourselves in a situation
where expectations had changed. We found ourselves in a situation
where we were facing serious endangered species problems and in
a situation where we were near injunction and gridlock on many,
many projects.

And the important thing to realize is this is an effort to move out
of that situation, to move into a situation of greater predictability
and stability based upon the best science and knowledge that we
can have.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Well maybe you can help me this way, Mr.
Dombeck. Give me, and I would like to ask for the record, a mini
economic impact statement. Our investment of $40 million to this
project for the last 5 years has also saved the taxpayer’s money.
How much would have been prevented? For all the good things that
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you’re explaining, at least substantively, what would have been the
savings to the taxpayer.

The fact that we've invested $40 million—sure the report is not
final yet—but how much really has this been a plus for the Amer-
ican taxpayer? I think I would appreciate some kind of an analysis
on that, if a question is helpful.

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me say under a normal planning process for
the Forest Service, and Martha can speak for BLM if she wishes,
we would typically invest $3 to $4 million per plan or revision, and
it would normally take about a 4-year timeframe to do that, and
we have 31 forest plans.

So if you multiply the 31 times $3 to $4 million you have a sig-
nificant amount of money involved in what we believe is that by
having this framework—and I might add the best science that
would be applied to any of the planning that we have done in the
Forest Service to date I believe is coming out of the Columbia
Basin, that we will get a substantially better product as a result
of that and a greater probability of dealing with the endangered
species issues, being able to strengthen our position in court as we
move forward in implementing the results of the Project and all
projects.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. If you don’t get the $124 million the Presi-
dent is requesting for fiscal year 1999 Budget, what happens?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, first of all let me say that of the $113 mil-
lion that’s—a portion of that, that’s part of the base program. It’s
part of the Natural Resources Programs of those National Forests.
For example, about $70 million of that is for our forest manage-
ment, timber harvest, salvage, other programs like that.

It’s part of the—that support the grazing on the public lands, the
recreation opportunities, other kinds of opportunities and services
that we provide. So it’s part of the core program.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. HiLL. I thank the gentleman, and I will go out of order, and
I'll ask a round of questions again. Again I want to go back to this
issue with regard to general and specific.

There are some analyses, Chief, that most of the alternatives
propose that between 20 and 40 percent of the forests would be al-
lowed to naturally burn each year as part of the prescribed burning
effort in this plan. Would you agree with that or would you dis-
agree with that?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I'd say I'm not prepared to talk about spe-
cifics; however, let me ask Martha or Susan to correct me if I'm
wrong. I'm assuming that prescribed fire is and that fire is part of
the natural system, and that where we would do prescribed burn-
ing, that would be integrated with other kinds of treatments. That
could be thinning; it could be timber harvest; it could be other
kinds of mechanical treatments. In a typical inner-mountain situa-
tion, we would go ahead and implement the appropriate tool,
whether it’s a timber sale, a thinning, to get the fuel levels down
to the point that we could do accrual burn. And, typically, the time-
frame for something like that is you would go in and do your sale,
your mechanical treatment, and then anywhere, say from maybe
about 3 to 6 years after that, you would go ahead and do the pre-
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scribed burn to finally achieve the situation in getting the forest
health trends in the way you want them.

Mr. HiLL. Many of the areas of the West, and many of the com-
munities in western Montana, are having serious difficulty com-
plying with the particulate matter standards associated with the
Clean Air Act today. Could you identify for me what analysis was
incorporated into the development of these alternatives to take into
consideration the impacts prescribed burning will have on air qual-
ity issues in those communities?

hMr. DoMBECK. Let me ask either Martha or Susan to address
that.

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Sir, I don’t have the specific numbers with me,
but we did, in the development of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, model, using two or three particulate air quality kinds
of models, all the alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative,
which does significantly increase the amount of prescribed burning
that would occur throughout the Project area, and found that in all
the alternatives we modeled, we were well below the threshold, or
constraint. Now, I have to say that since the comment period
opened on these draft EIS’s, there has been a change in EPA par-
ticulate size rule, and we’re doing some additional modeling during
this comment period to make sure that those alternatives are still
within the threshold of what is acceptable. With the prescribed fire
we do have the opportunity to time that burning better than if it
was just a wildfire situation. So that gives us a little bit better op-
portunity to stay within constraints.

Mr. HiLL. Would you characterize those again as general rather
than specific?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Yes, by the nature of the decisions that are
being made, those, we didn’t specify specifically on which acres the
burns would occur.

Mr. HiLL. Or what communities might be impacted?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Only to the extent that certain habitat types
would be more appropriate for prescribed fire than others.

Mr. HiL. OK. With regard to the recreational impact, and rec-
reational considerations, it seems to me that the draft DEIS con-
templates that there is going to be an increase in demand for more
primitive types of recreation on the forest. Would you agree with
that statement, or would you disagree with that statement?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. The increase in demand, I don’t believe, was
specific to certain types of recreation. We simply said that demand
would increase as a result of population growth in the West.

Mr. HiLL. But almost all of the alternatives, in terms of what the
objections of those alternatives, are, would be to increase the
amount of forest that would be available for more primitive types
of recreation, as opposed to motorized recreation. Would you agree
with that?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Some of the alternatives—yes, that’s true.
Some of the alternatives, I don’t know that you could say that spe-
cifically.

Mr. HiLL. Did you do any analysis, any kind of surveying, with
regard to what kind of demand that is out there in the current pop-
ulation, and what they think the recreational needs of the forest
are going to be? For example, there was just a poll published in
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Montana that indicated over 50 percent of the people of Montana
think there should be as much, if not more, recreational, motorized
recreational access. This plan certainly doesn’t contemplate in-
creased motorized recreational access, in my view. Does it in yours?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. We left the decisions on access management
to the local managers.

Mr. HiLL. General to specific. The interesting point about all that
is—and the reason I've asked a lot of questions this, it may be my
last round of questions, is that I agree with you—there should be
a general plan. And if it was that, I think I could probably be more
supportive. The problem is, is that in adoption of the standards
that are proposed to be adopted, it’s not so general. As a matter
of fact, it’s quite specific. For example, let’s take the riparian area
standards. Have you done any, have you made any maps available
on the individual forests, other than the Kootenai Forests, with re-
gard to how the adoption of those riparian area standards would
impact future management of the forests, and if so, could I get cop-
ies of those maps for the other forests in Montana?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, if they are available.

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

Mr. HiLL. Have they been done, Chief Dombeck?

Mr. DOMBECK. I'm not sure.

Ms. GIANNETTINO. No, they have not, and the Kootenai ones sim-
ply took a very broad-brush approach, assuming more general ap-
plication then would actually happen on the ground where the local
manager would tailor the standard to the local situation.

Mr. HiLL. Who prepared the Kootenai maps? Were those maps
prepared by the local forest?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Yes, they were, with the Project’s involvement.

Mr. HiLL. Chief, would you have any objection to the other for-
ests preparing similar maps, for citizens to review?

Mr. DoMBECK. I can see no reason—I'm not—why don’t I respond
for the record and let me check, and unless Susan has an opinion.
We can provide you with the information that’s available.

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

Mr. HiLL. Well, it goes beyond that, Chief, and that is, that I
think that one of the things that we have a responsibility to do
here is to provide communities with as much data as we can, and
as much information about the impacts as we can. And those maps
were very, very useful. Unfortunately, and it appears to the citi-
zens of Montana as though, that the other forests have declined to
produce those maps because they were so startling in terms of the
impacts, that it might create negative reaction to the whole man-
agement plan. I'm hopeful that that’s not the strategy of the Forest
Service, to deny citizens access to quality information.

I would like you today to say that you're going to direct the indi-
vidual forest supervisors in each of those forests to prepare similar
maps, to provide that kind of information to the communities that
are going to be impacted, so that all people who use the forest, and
are dependent on the forest, can have that information. Could you
give me that assurance today?

Mr. DoMBECK. We will certainly have that information when
the—you know, the point I want to make is that the EIS is in draft
at this point.
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Mr. HiLL. All we want to know is what the preferred alternative,
or even all the alternatives—that would be even better yet—if you
could prepare maps that would show the impacts of the adoption
of these standards. Chief, that’s the problem here. The problem
here is that you make the argument that this is a generalized ap-
proach to providing a road map, if you will, a general road map to
the development of individual forest plans. But then in the adop-
tion of standards, you take all the flexibility away from those indi-
vidual forest supervisors.

If you think that this is going to reduce gridlock in forest man-
agement, I think you’re wrong, because any individual forest man-
agement plan, or any timber sale or road management plan, that
was outside the proposed standards in this Record of Decision,
would be appealed that fast. And that’s the problem, and so I think
that the people of Montana deserve the right to know, and if that
information is available to the Kootenai forests then it ought to be
available to the other forests, and I think that it ought to be put
into a format that the people of Montana can understand, which
is maps, and I would certainly urge you to direct the regional for-
ester in those individual forests to make that information available
to the people of Montana.

Mr. DoMBECK. I will get back with my staff on that and make
a determination as to—and we’ll deliver the best, the most detailed
information we can.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, and the Chair recognizes Mr.
Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I only have
two-and-a-half more questions, if I could.

Just to help me out, Mr. Dombeck, the scientific study task force
that is part of the project has made an assessment with reference
to roadless areas, I think basically to the effect that the conditions
are OK ecologically; it has met scientific standards. I'm not a sci-
entist. Can you help us with that? What does this mean, that it’s
OK?

I notice that Governor Kitzhaber of Oregon seems to offer some
common-sense advice about let’s not talk about the controversial
aspects of what you’re looking into, but look into more practical so-
lutions, related situations. In fact, even suggested here, in terms of
the short run, avoid operating in roadless areas near fish habitat
and old growth areas. Can you reconcile this report, Ms. Hahn, if
there’s any contradiction in this about the

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, let me start out by saying I believe where
we’re headed, and where we need to be headed philosophically, is
to integrate timber harvest, integrate all of the tools that we need
to achieve the condition that we want.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. And I want to say for the record, Mr.
Dombeck, it’s really unfortunate that it’s only your agency that is
represented here in the hearing, because we don’t have the benefit
of hearing from BLM and their problems, because you’re looking at
this as, you know, as a total—I'm sorry, Martha. You’re with the
BLM. It sounds like you're forestry to me.

Ms. HAHN. I'm representing the——
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. OK, I'm sorry. I thought you wore two hats.
OK, go ahead. I'm sorry, I didn’t mean to

Mr. DOMBECK. So, with that as a context, we need to integrate
all of the tools available to arrive at a desired future condition. In
fact, and I believe a lot of the controversy that we have been in,
and the topic of many hearings, and we will continue to work
through this as to make sure that we understand that we need to
be arriving at a condition and integrate fuel treatment, a fire man-
agement, the urban wild land interface to get the fiber where we
can in a more integrated manner. But, then, that’s one part of the
philosophy.

The second part of it you mention as the importance of roadless
area, or low road density areas, and let me say that some of the
most thorough science that we have associated with roadless areas
has come out of this project—that about 60 percent of the best
aquatic habitats are within, found in roadless or low road density
areas.

Another interesting statistic that we have from this is that about
87 percent of the acres with high potential for fire, particularly
crown fires, insect disease problems, other mortality, are within al-
ready roaded areas, and we have a tremendous amount of work
that we need to get on with in these areas.

And I think this project helps us move forward with the, knowing
that we've got to make investments in land, and none of us are
happy with the conditions that are out there that I indicated in the
earlier round of questioning and some of the challenges that we
face. But I do believe we have the technologies to be able to move
forward, and in an integrated way, to active management.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I want to share with you a statement issued
by this gentlemen, which I think it’s very interesting, and I cer-
tainly would like your comment of this, and I'd like to quote the
statement. “The Federal agencies’ preferred alternative for man-
aging Federal lands in the Columbia Basin does not present a
sound, science-based management strategy. Most important, it does
not adequately protect the region’s remaining old-growth forests,
roadless areas, and stream habits. It does not ensure wildlife liabil-
ity as required by law. It calls for excessive amounts of logging and
grazing. It presents a skewed economic analysis that ignores the
changing role of public lands in the region’s economy, and more-
over, the draft environmental impact statement fails to present any
alternative that fairly represents the views of the environmental
community. Instead, it presents the public with a false choice of ac-
tive versus passive management.”

This is a statement by Mr. Michael Anderson, Senior Resource
Analysis of the Wilderness Society. Can you comment on that?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, what I would say is the project focuses on
habitat, on water quality, on moving forward through active man-
agement and achieving the objectives set forth, and, I would rather
not speculate on individual projects, but there are situations where
you would have various projects implemented. There are other situ-
ations where you might not. But the focus that we need to look at
is the outcome that we want to achieve.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So it’s your feeling that the administration
is carrying out a balanced view between development and eco-
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system, the environment. Everything is being held on an equal
basis. Does that seem to be your best opinion and response to this
statement?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. This gentleman is saying, “you’re not doing
your job. Environmentally it’s way off the bat.” But you’re saying,
“No, this is not true.” You’re doing a better job than what this gen-
tlemen is observing, his observation.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I think we’ve got a good balanced, science-
based approach.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Thank you,
Mr. Dombeck.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, and the chairman will take her
th:ird1 round of questioning, and then we’ll move on to the second
panel.

Congressman Hill was asking some very interesting questions
about maps, and the impact by definition of the riparian zone. If,
indeed, in the Record of Decision or in the final EIS, by definition
a riparian zone takes into consideration certain setbacks of several
hundred feet, from even intermittent streams, as well as flowing
streams, that could mean every little potential rivulet, intermittent
streams and so forth.

So, by definition, one of the reasons we’re most concerned about
having the map show the impact is that virtually from ridgetop to
ridgetop, where there is an intermittent stream, it could be locked
up in riparian zones. So that’s why it’s important to us to receive
the maps that will clearly delineate the definition of riparian, and
I really think that public comment should not even be considered,
really, until we have the maps in hand, so people will know what
they’re commenting on in terms of the definition of riparian.

So, I join Congressman Hill, as Committee chairman, in urging
that the maps be turned into the Committee, and also made avail-
able to the public as soon as possible.

Any further comment?

Mr. DoMBECK. No.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. And my final round of questioning
involves how this was financed. Of course, we have allocated $40
million from the Congress, but more funds than that have been ex-
pended because in testimony that this Committee has received,
funds have been taken from other agency funding allocations and
transferred into the project. Are you prepared to give to the Com-
mittee a dollar amount of the funds that have been transferred out
of other allocated projects, such as grazing, or timber harvesting,
or whatever it might be, into the project? I think our staff indicated
to you I would be asking this question.

Mr. DOMBECK. In checking with the regional budget staffs on
that question, that the primary dollars came from the planning dol-
lars, fire management and roads, the planning portions of the
areas that are most influenced by the activities and the outcome
of the plan. And let me just ask my budget expert. Is that—that’s
correct. We are not aware of moneys being moved without following
appropriate guidelines.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I realize that it may be read that there were
appropriate guidelines, even within what may be considered appro-
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priate guidelines, as set forth by the Congress. It was very vague,
but I can see where they could read that. And these were set forth
in 1994, I believe. I'd like to know, for instance, how much money
that had been allocated to say grazing, was allocated to the project,
and all other categories. So I'm not inferring that something im-
proper was done legally. I think that the language was unclear and
it occurred, Mr. Dombeck.

Mr. DoMBECK. The information that I have indicates that a graz-
ing, timber, a watershed program dollars, have not been used to
fund the project. However, I believe all program areas, or most pro-
gram areas, are also part of the planning process that are adminis-
tered through our planning line items, and, what I am told, is that
the dollars used for the Columbia Basin Project, came from those
planning dollars.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. However, they were labeled, we have had
testimony from agency personnel in the Committee that moneys
were reallocated after the Congress had allocated them to a certain
project, and that is what the Committee wishes to see. Whether it’s
planning or what, I mean, there’s nothing but planning now. So
we’d like to see what moneys were moved from other projects, and
what is the total amount of money that has been expended for the
planning to date.

We'd also like to include in that the interagency teams in Wash-
ington, DC that, Chief, you described in your testimony. I'd like to
know how many people are working on the ICBEMP here in DC,
and how much of their time is spent on the ICBEMP.

Ms. Hahn described the requested funding increases for fiscal
year 1999 budget. I'd like to know what is the total cost of the fis-
cal year 1999 for the ICBEMP, and how does the breakdown by
agency and subject area occur?

I would also like to ask you why in the other projects, the Appa-
lachian project, which I think cost maybe $2 million, and some of
the other projects, have not—I mean, why is this one costing so
much? Now, the Southern Appalachian Project and, where—oh,
here we are—yes, the Southern Appalachian project, I think, is
about $1.9 million, and there are other projects involving the Dako-
tas and the Midwest. Why has so much money been expended on
this compared to the other projects?

So, I see my time is up, but if you could prepare an answer for
the Committee, I would appreciate it very much, and the Chair is
going to recognize Mr. Hill for further questioning.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And that will be the end of our questioning.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I would like to talk a little bit about the riparian standard. Is
it your view, Chief Dombeck, that the riparian area standards
should be universally applied throughout the region?

Mr. DOMBECK. I'm not personally familiar on a technical stand-
point from each and every standard, however, let me make a state-
ment and then ask Martha to correct me, as I understand, or
Susan, as I understand, that what the objective of the standard is
to achieve a particular condition, whether it’s water quality, re-
duced—prevent sedimentation—those kinds of things. And the ac-
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tivities within those areas, then would be governed basically by our
ability to do whatever it is that one might want to do in that area,
or not do, based upon that desired, that product we want, is that
correct?

Mr. HiLL. I'm talking about the buffer areas that are, the buffer
area standards, specifically. Do you believe that those should be
universally applied to the individual forests throughout the Interior
Columbia Basin, to all the area that is included in the study?

Mr. DOMBECK. I believe those buffers would vary, depending
upon the watersheds and the geology of those kinds of things.

Mr. HiLL. But those standards are set; that’s the point, is that
the proposed standards are already set. And so if you were going
to manage outside those standards, are you suggesting that we
could manage outside those standards, or are you saying that we
would not manage outside those standards?

Mr. DoMBECK. The standard does not preclude management.

Mr. HiLL. OK. There are some folks who, well, the EIS suggests
that, I think about 24 percent of the forest would be restricted
through the applications of the riparian standards. There are some
independent analyses that would indicate that it could be as much
as 40 to 80 percent in some areas. The question that I have is,
again going back to the maps that we made reference to, I would
appreciate it if you would prepare those maps using the standards
that are suggested in the proposed EIS.

But I guess the next question I have is that, if, in fact, those
standards would impact a greater area of the forest than the 24
percent that is recommended, is it your judgment that we should
go back then and do an additional analysis on the economic and so-
cial impacts, and as well as an effort to incorporate those particular
effects into the various alternatives proposed in the draft EIS?

Mr. DoMBECK. I would say that typically if there is a significant
change, for whatever reason, then that would be addressed at some
point, and let me ask the planning experts where that would occur.

Ms. GIANNETTINO. If we found through our internal review, or
through the public review that people are doing right now, we
would certainly make significant changes between draft and final.
But if we had inadequately predicted the application of those
standards, that would certainly be something that would have to
be corrected. But, I also would caution that the standards are spe-
cifically written to take into account a lot of local variability, so
that local managers have flexibility to deal with local cir-
cumstances.

Mr. HiLL. Substantially, these standards are—part of the objec-
tive here with this whole management plan is to try to gain more
predictability, would you say, with regard to particularly the con-
sult of process with the Fish and Wildlife Service with regard to
impacts on endangered species? Is that a fair characterization of
one of the objectives of doing an ecologically, ecology wide manage-
ment plan? Is that one of the outcomes that you anticipate?

Mr. DoOMBECK. Yes, I believe so, and let me say that the more
we can do upfront from the standpoint of consultation and our
interaction with regulatory agencies, essentially the easier our job
becomes, and I think we’ve learned a lot with our experiences with
the Northwest Forest Plan and our having reduced a significant
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backlog of consultations in that are by working up front in more
of a parallel process, rather than a serial process, and by this I
mean where the agency would propose a project, go through a sig-
nificant amount of analysis, and then consult with a regulatory
agency.

And we might have three or four outcomes as a result of that
consultation. One might be that, a typical one, well, maybe we have
to go back and get some more data, or maybe we have to modify
the project to mitigate some of the concerns, or maybe the project
is OK. And by having the regulatory agencies up front, as we have
in this case, that significantly streamlines that process.

Mr. HiLL. Would it be fair to say that substantially the standards
that are being recommended here are being driven by the regu-
latory agencies, rather than the land managers?

Ms. HAHN. No, the standards were developed jointly; we've all
sat in a room for many days and used the information that came
from the scientists as well as——

Mr. HiLL. The people I talked to in the field tell me that these
rigid standards are substantially being driven by the Fish and
Wildlife Service. Is that an accurate or inaccurate conclusion?

Ms. HAHN. They were developed jointly.

Mr. HiLL. Well, I understand they were developed jointly, but the
drive to adopt standards—is it your view that the land managers
that are out there on the land want to have these standards adopt-
ed, or is it your view that it’s more being driven by the regulatory
agencies?

Ms. HAHN. They were developed together and we, basically, put
that as a part of-

Mr. HiLL. That’s not a responsive answer——

Ms. HAHN. [continuing] projection.

Mr. HiLL. [continuing] to the question that I asked. I guess, per-
haps, I'm not going to get a responsive answer to it. I can tell you
that the people that I talk to out there in the field don’t believe
what you've just stated. At least they haven’t expressed it to me.
I think it’s extraordinarily unfortunate, Madam Chairman, is that
those people that are going to have to implement this management
plan aren’t here, and don’t have the freedom to be able to express
publicly what they all express privately with regard to the hazards
associated with moving forward with the proposed Record of Deci-
sion and the proposed alternative. It is not going to achieve the re-
sults that we are setting out to achieve, which is less gridlock and
better management, and a better environment, and a better ecol-
ogy. As a matter of fact, it will do the opposite, in my view, and
the view of the people that are going to have to implement it.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. And this really is a con-
clusion that I would like to ask Mr. Dombeck and Ms. Hahn, if you
could submit for the record, where, or even answer, where you are
with this Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, the Southern Appa-
lachian Assessment, the Great Lakes, the Ozarks, and Ouachita
Highlands Ecosystem Plan, and the Northern Great Plains. We'd
like to know moneys expended on those projects, what the
timelines are, who’s going to be the next ICBEMP, where will the




32

focus of the administration be on developing a major plan, and any
additional ecosystem plan, if you could submit that to the record.

Mr. DoMBECK. We’d be happy to.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, and I want to thank
this panel very much for your time, and you are dismissed, but I
would appreciate your staying to listen to the rest of the testimony,
if you possibly can.

And with that, I would like to introduce the second panel. The
Committee welcomes Judge Dennis Reynolds from Grant County,
from the Grant County Court in Canyon City, Oregon; Mike
Poulson, chairman of the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee of the Washington Farm Bureau, from Connell, Wash-
ington; and Charlie Decker, from Libby, Montana.

I wonder, gentlemen, if you would rise and raise your right hand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

The Chair notes that, in spite of my request, the agency per-
sonnel did not remain. We will now change the method in which
fve will call agency personnel. We will now call agency personnel
ast.

We will proceed with the testimony. The Chair recognizes Judge
Dennis Reynolds.

STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS REYNOLDS, GRANT COUNTY
COURT, CANYON CITY, OREGON

Judge REYNOLDS. Madam Chairman, it’s with great pleasure that
I appear before you today on this Subcommittee on Forest and For-
est Health. I guess I'll deviate slightly from the previous style.

I want to admit that I am humbled by the environment that I
am seated in today. I'm only so pleased to be able to represent the
citizens of Grant County. My name is Dennis Reynolds, and I am
the Grant County judge, and I represent approximately 7,950 peo-
ple in an area 2,897,920 acres in size. Of that area, 64 percent of
it is federally managed and, unfortunately, that 7,950 people is 150
people less than it was in the last census.

In our area, the entire acreage falls within the ICBEMP plan-
ning area. Our principal industries are forestry, livestock, agricul-
tural, and recreation. I first need to explain from where I'm com-
ing. I describe myself as a forester by education, a sawmill man-
ager by experience, a contract logger by choice, and a county judge
by means of temporary insanity.

Unemployment in Grant County is another noteworthy element.
Currently, at 1997, Grant County finished with a whopping 12.5
percent unemployment, while the State of Oregon was at 5.3. Six
times in the year 1997 Grant County topped the highest rate of un-
employment in the State of Oregon. We currently have 3,300 jobs.
Our entire work force includes 3,300 jobs; 2,890 of those are jobs
associated with non-farm employment, while 410 are farm jobs.
Forty-one percent, or 1,200 of those jobs, are government jobs.
Grant County’s average annual pay in 1996 was $21,831. That’s 25
percent less than the national average of $28,945. Oregon’s, Grant
County’s is 19 percent less than Oregon’s average. Grant County,
Oregon has been identified by the Oregon Economic Development
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Division as the second most likely county to encounter economic
collapse in the years to come.

Let it be understood that Grant County shares common goals
with the Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties. Those goals in-
clude our desire for vital communities, clean water, clean air,
healthy forest lands, and a functional Federal County relationship.
However, we respectfully disagree on how to obtain these objec-
tives.

The ICBEMP, I should remind you, is dealing with representa-
tion of county associations, not representation from counties them-
selves. Grant County, be assured, has not delegated its representa-
tive authority to the EECC.

I should also like to have it recognized that counties are not
alike. Like ecosystems, they have different needs and different de-
sires. A plan that comes down with a multitude of objectives and
166 specific standards does not appropriately, and can’t begin to
appropriately, address the needs of communities. Nothing in this
plan is being done to address the high degree of non-resiliency.

The new social economic study talked about here today is not yet
in the hands of the counties; it was promised that we would receive
it this week. But it is my understanding after visitation with Judge
White in December 1997, that again, Grant County’s nine incor-
porated cities have risen to the top of the list. That only goes to
show that not all counties are the same.

The environments in which we exist are not all the same. The
question comes to mind, why is the planning process so involved
with the Endangered Species Act and the National Forest Manage-
ment Act of 1996, while it ignores the Sustained Yield Forest Man-
agement Act of 1944, that was established to provide even flow sus-
tained yield policy for timber harvest with focus on community sta-
bility? Federal county collaborative efforts—Grant County feels
that those collaborative efforts are in vain. Presidential roadless
area moratorium is one example; the Governor’s enactment of 26
timber sales—he endorsed 26; Governor Kitzhaber endorsed 26
timber sales, saying they were environmentally sound and should
proceed to sale. One of the first of those offered is one that’s now
in litigation.

Also, the Governor of Oregon has proposed the Oregon Plan, the
plan designed to prevent the listing of the coastal coho salmon.
Two weeks ago, the National Marine Fisheries Service stepped in
and demanded additional constraints that jeopardized private For-
est industry.

It’s been difficult to obtain information. First of all, the draft doc-
uments were denied to counties specifically. We were told maybe
the RACs would leak us a copy of information.

Forest reviews—I was able to obtain two forest reviews, the in-
ternal documents where the Forest Service looks at the ICBEMP
EIS document. One of the concluding comments of one of them on
the nice side of things, it said, “they have nice sideboards, good
fonts and colorful maps.”—much to say, they were not very com-
plimentary.

The maps that we’ve discussed here today, I also have brought
to your attention in my written documentation. I understand
they’ve been sequestered. At the time I obtained my copies, I was
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told not to share a copy with you for fear that the person respon-
sible for their formation would be drug in or expelled from the For-
est Service organization.

I question, also, the right, and under which law, that executive
sessions are held by counties, of the EECC in denying other coun-
ties’ participation in these executive sessions.

I'd also like to point out that they can’t answer the simple ques-
tions; the simple question: What does this plan do to Grant Coun-
ty? What effect will this plan have on Grant County?

There are a mirage of overlapping Federal laws. The Summit
Timber Sale is a classic example. On August 13 of 1996, over 571
days ago, 38,000 acres burned. In a 2-hour discussion held recently
with U.S. Forest Service, we discovered that the reason it’s still
being discussed is that an area equal to this blue square that I
hold up, compared to the surface area of an 8.5-by—11-inch piece
of paper, represents the riparian area, while we’re arguing whether
we leave 4 snags per acre or 6 snags per acre and the entire paper,
8.5-by-11 surface area, is nothing but snags. In this particular
summit sale, it is estimated that approximately $28,600,000 will be
lost to the American taxpayers, and an additional $8 million will
be lost in economic income to the citizens of Grant County.

So, in summary I would conclude, Grant County asks you to ask
the U.S. Forest Service in this planning process to codify the
science, peer review, and peer approve the science—and it’s impor-
tant to approve it because just peer-reviewing it isn’t the answer.
Place it in the hands of the forest supervisors and the BLM man-
agers, charge these individuals with compliance, provide a degree
of litigation insulation, and proceed with revising forest and district
plans. Don’t let the ICBEMP go to the Record of Decision.

I leave you with just one example of a movie: where Indiana
Jones was confronted with an individual who put on a fantastic
swordsmanship display, and he simply stared him in the eye,
pulled a pistol, and shot the person dead. This fantastic display,
after $40 million worth of work and effort, is simply going to come
to the end of the line where it will be litigated to the disadvantage
of communities like Grant County. Grant County’s people, and the
fragile nature of their existence, deserve better than the impending
ICBEMP will provide. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Judge Reynolds may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Judge.

And the Chair now recognizes Mike Poulson. Mr. Poulson is
chairman of the Environment and Natural Resources Committee of
the Washington Farm Bureau. Mr. Poulson?

STATEMENT OF MIKE POULSON, CHAIRMAN, ENVIRONMENT
AND NATURAL RESOURCE COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON FARM
BUREAU, CONNELL, WASHINGTON

Mr. PouLsoN. Madam Chairman and Committee, I thank you for
this opportunity, and, like Dennis, I am humbled to be able to rep-
resent the Washington State Farm Bureau in front of this body. I
am the chairman of the Environmental Committee of the Wash-
ington Farm Bureau, a committee that came into being largely be-
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cause of the interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
project.

Essentially it was the Eastside Ecosystem, I believe, when we
started. It was going to be an assessment. We took an interest in
it and thought that the goals that were there originally were
worthwhile goals. Our understanding that the original goals in-
volved developing a science-based plan that would reduce litigation
and empower local communities and create some certainty in the
ability to use resources. In addition to that, the plan, through a
science-based plan, was going to reduce the number of ESA list-
ings, or insulate against ESA listings.

As we look at what we have today, in contrast to the original
goals, our assessment says that this plan is not science-based, will
increase litigation, does nothing to empower local communities, and
along that line will increase the tribal authority across the entire
project area without requiring any responsibility of tribal members
to help in creating environmental protection.

In addition to that, we don’t believe that, in fact, the plan states
itself that it would have a small value in species liability, to a
small number of species. I think that you've probably heard these
things, and I think you’re going to hear them over again. I think
that you’re going to hear some of them from other panelists.

I want to spend just a little bit of time on what we consider to
be fundamental flaws in this project. There is an assumption that
we can transfer former resource industry communities into rec-
reational economies. And that may be true. We can, maybe, trans-
fer. We no doubt have some recreational economies that are ex-
panding in these areas. But what isn’t considered is the fact that
as human beings, we are not becoming less dependent on re-
sources, but more so, and when we make decisions to eliminate re-
source use in one area, that automatically makes a decision that
you're going to increase in another. It does not make a decision
that we are no longer going to use that resource or the products
that come from that resource. This isn’t the first time, but this is
a time in a large number of areas and it’s most obvious that we
are assuming that we can reduce resource use in this area, and
there’s been virtually no effort to look at the environmental con-
sequences in other areas because of transfer of that resource pro-
duction. That kind of a decision is environmentally and economi-
cally irresponsible.

Another area that we feel is a major, major issue, and a funda-
mental flaw of the discussion within this project, is in the regu-
latory system itself. We have, obviously, numerous laws over the
last 30 or 40 years that have been created to protect the environ-
ment, as well as agencies that have been the essence of business
growth, if you call that business growth. It’s the American system.
The problem is, when we out in the country look at management
of our environmental resources, there’s conflicts within these laws
and with these agencies, and when you look at why we’re not ad-
dressing bug kill, why we’re not addressing nauseous weed, and the
various issues that this project and the Chief of the Forest men-
tioned earlier, it’s not because those in the local community don’t
support doing that; it’s not because the local agencies don’t support
doing that; it’s because the conflicts of the laws and regulations
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and regulatory agencies that we have don’t allow us to do that, and
agencies spend all of their time responding to 32 Senate appeals
and doing environmental assessments.

We feel that this project is not repairable; that it’s not a question
of going through this EIS and deciding how you fix it. We do feel
that the original goals were worthy. We feel that the coalition of
counties is a worthy coalition, assuming that all counties are rep-
resented in that coalition. We feel that the management needs to
be brought back to the local area, for the same reason that we fi-
nally brought welfare reform, to take that responsibility back to
those who could best accept that responsibility.

We ask that this project be terminated, that Congress demand
that this project be terminated, but we also ask that Congress take
on this issue of examining the regulatory system we have built, the
set of regulations we have built in the name of environmental pro-
tection, that now may be the biggest obstacle to being able to man-
age ind protect our resources in a sustainable way. Thank you very
much.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Poulson, and I ap-
preciate your testimony.

The Chair recognizes Charlie Decker. Mr. Decker is from Libby,
Montana, and I'd like to call on Mr. Hill to introduce Mr. Decker.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Decker, thank you for being here today.

I would like to introduce Mr. Decker to our panel. He is a small
business owner, a private citizen, more importantly, or as impor-
tant, he’s a founder of the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, a con-
servation organization which has broad support within Montana.
He has served as a commissioner on the Montana Fish, Wildlife
and Parks. He brings a balanced view. I welcome Mr. Decker.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES DECKER, LIBBY, MONTANA

Mr. DECKER. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair, members of
the Committee. Good day.

My name is Charlie Decker. I live and work in Lincoln County,
Montana. I am here as a small business owner and resident. I am
not representing the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, although I
am a founder and board member. Neither am I representing Mon-
tana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, although I have been a commis-
sioner for 6 years, the past 6 years. I hope I represent common
sense. The people who have been writing the draft EIS on the
Upper Columbia Basin have more degrees than a thermometer.
You would figure with all that education and the time and money
spent, the draft EIS might make sense. It doesn’t. The way I un-
derstand it, it makes northwest Montana into an outdoor theme
park. It takes management decisions out of the hands of the people
closest to the land. It guarantees employment for environmental
lawyers and unemployment for local citizens. Worst of all, it hurts
the land.

I realize that what I am saying does not agree with the experts.
During my 6 years on the Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission, I
have, on occasion, tangled with professional biologists and other ex-
perts. Too many times, I have seen a study to support an agenda.
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The experts don’t seem to realize that I work, hunt, fish on the
lands of Lincoln County. I talk to loggers, hunters, fishermen, and
other folks on a daily basis. If we are losing the moose population
in the Yaak, I hear about it. If big rainbows are biting in the
Kootenai, it takes a few days longer, but for some reason, I still
hear about it.

I know we aren’t harvesting enough timber in Lincoln County.
We are growing 500 million board feet a year in the Kootenai Na-
tional Forest, and we are harvesting about 80 million feet. Some-
where around 300 million board feet just plain dies. I see it every
day. We are creating a huge tinderbox. A couple of lightning strikes
after a dry winter like we’ve had, and we will have thousands of
square miles of stumps and ashes. Now, I may be wrong, but a
burn does not provide much recreation or economic value. Eventu-
ally, the burn grows back. This is how the Upper Columbia Basin
has managed itself for the, since the last ice age—complete with
erosion and damage caused by major forest fires.

Using common sense, we can manage the forest, harvest the tim-
ber, avoid catastrophic waste. Sensible logging opens the forest
canopy, increases food supply for wildlife, and reduces the loss due
to fire and disease.

I am not here because harvesting a few more trees will make me
rich. You can ask my wife. After 40 years of hard work, we are just
about breaking even. I am here because most folks don’t have the
time or money to fight the bureaucracy behind the draft EIS. We
run the country on a Constitution you can fold and put in your
pocket. Instead of a thousand pages of a draft EIS, we need broad
principles that balance environmental concerns with local econo-
mies. Then, local managers need the power to make decisions. Most
important of all, we need to move beyond studying the situation.

If the U.S. Forest Service had existed in Jefferson’s day, we
would still be studying the Louisiana Purchase. If there are prob-
lems in the Upper Columbia Basin, let’s put them in plain English;
let the local people have their first round at solving them, rather
than have answers dictated by the bureaucracy and biased experts.
And let’s start managing our resources before they burn to the
ground. Thank you.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Decker.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Hill for the first round of questioning.

Mr. HiLL. Charlie, as I mentioned, you're a founder and board
member of Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation and have served on the
State Fish and Wildlife Agency. If the Interior Columbia Basin
Plan was implemented with the standards as proposed in alter-
native 4, would that increase elk habitat in Montana?

Mr. DECKER. No.

Mr. HiLr. How about habitat for other wildlife?

Mr. DECKER. No, I could cite an example, I believe, in my life-
time that I have witnessed that’s neat. Mid-1950’s, we had no
moose in our country. We had spruce dying off, and we went in and
cut some major, clear cut some major areas, and starting in the
mid-1950’s, we started to see moose. And as those clear-cuts, the
regrowth occurred, why, our moose did very well. In the last 5
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years, our moose are dropping like a rocket. They’re not doing well
at all, and it’s because, in my mind, and I think the biologists
agree, that it’s a lack of management out there. If you don’t log it,
you’re going to burn it. Logging is a good habitat tool for all wild-
life.

Mr. HiLL. We've got, as you may know, we've got huge fire-load
building up. I mean, it’s, this is at a catastrophic level, isn’t it?

Mr. DECKER. That’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. And, if those forests burn, is that going to have a fa-
vorable impact on habitat?

Mr. DECKER. Well, long-term, depending on how hot the fire
burns. If the fire burns hot enough, it will sterilize the soil. Burn
is a good—burning is a good tool, done in a controlled manner. But
the fuel-load that we have in our forests out there now—I've hap-
pened to fought forest fires, and you don’t fight them; you get out
of the way, until you kind of catch them somewhere. It’s a tough
deal, and our fuel-load is such that we probably won’t stop it until
it hits some natural, big barrier that’s open. The fuel-load is that
great.

Mr. HiLL. And if this preferred alternative is selected, in your
view, will that increase or decrease public access to the forest?

Mr. DECKER. Probably decrease.

Mr. HiLL. Go ahead. It proposes to further restrict roads, further
barricade roads, remove roads.

Mr. DECKER. Yes, I'm trying to think of another road they could
close. With a grizzly bear, you can’t hardly get anywhere now, but
I guess they could close a few more that run up to bottoms. But
we do have a significant number of closures already to meet stand-
ards that were put down because of the grizzly bear recovery in our
area.

Mr. HiLL. You've made note that it’s as though this plan con-
templates northwestern Montana becoming a theme park. I guess
I would suggest, that perhaps, that would be a theme park that no-
body could get to, because there would be no roads, no access to
the theme park. Would you agree with that?

Mr. DECKER. I would agree. It’s our economy that 90 percent re-
source-based. I don’t know what the rest of them are, but I know
what ours is.

Mr. HiLL. And the recreational base that’s there—I mean, the
recreational use of the forests up there is people who live there, go
hunting and fishing, and berry picking and camping and hiking,
and that’s it, isn’t it?

Mr. DECKER. Yes, I would say that’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. And, because of the grizzly bear, impacts of the grizzly
bear, a lot of that access has been already restricted, hasn’t it?

Mr. DECKER. Yes. It, I don’t know. It’s reduced by, I'm guessing,
I don’t know all those numbers, but I would say 70 percent would
be a fair assumption.

Mr. HiLL. And, so can you, can you tell me how in the world
we’'re going to replace those resource jobs with recreational jobs if
people can’t use the forest to recreate?

Mr. DECKER. We're not.

Mr. HiLL. Have you figured that out?
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Mr. DECKER. We're not. The one thing we are is survivors. We'll
make her.

Mr. HiLL. I would agree with that.

Going back to habitat, because I think that, you know, one of the
things driving this management plan is the sense that if we man-
age on a regional basis, we can improve habitat. And, certainly, I
think that there’s some sense to that. Do you see how the adoption
of these one-size-fits-all standards is going to allow for manage-
ment that’s going to improve wildlife habitat in the Kootenai Forest
up there?

Mr. DECKER. It can happen. There’s a domino effect no matter
what you do out there. You do something to help something, you
maybe hurt something else. In our area, it’s unique. The Columbia
Basin is a large area, but you've got all kinds of habitat types
through that whole region. You've got practically desert in Wash-
ington, to our high mountain timber type, and one size can’t fit all.
You've got to manage it in a smaller scenario, and you've got to
think about what the consequences, when you do one thing, what
the consequences are to another thing. You can’t do it in one, big
fell swoop.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill.

I wanted to begin my questioning with the Judge. What kind of
restoration activities are needed in Grant County to really bring it
back to where the county is able to generate from the tax base, the
necessary taxes to support the necessary services?

Judge REYNOLDS. Madam Chairman, it’s a question oftentimes
asked by citizens within Grant County. The common suggestion
that everything is wrong, and the only answer is to restore, I think
is a common assumption by the ICBEMP process that’s not com-
monly shared by all those present. We too, like the gentlemen from
Montana, have growing deposits of heavy, woody material. You,
yourself, witnessed the summit fire and the destruction that it
caused on those 38,000 acres. We fully anticipate the continuance
of that until there aren’t any of those heavy, woody deposits.

The ICBEMP process does not offer us any resource management
or resource product production. When you invite them to tell us
what we can look forward to a sustainable yield, consistent with
the 1944 Act, they tell us that if restoration activities should occur
in your area, adjacent to your community, yes, you might benefit.
But, in fact, if they don’t occur next to your benefit, next to your
area, you may not benefit from them.

From a forester’s standpoint, I’'ve learned since graduating, that,
in my mind, forest management is nothing more than man’s at-
tempt to mimic mother nature to mankind’s benefit, and when you
apply that, you find that the only thing that’s necessarily deterio-
rating our forests around Grant County, is the lack of action, the
lack of doing anything, the lack of an ability to do anything on the
ground.

The timber sales that are being offered are being appealed and
litigated. Our timber companies that do still exist have less than
6 months’ total of volume under contract. We have virtually 125 di-
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rect employment, family wage jobs of our 3,300 jobs in jeopardy
right now.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, that’s startling. Can you tell me why
Grant County was excluded from the information provided to the
Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties?

Judge REYNOLDS. That’s the question I was looking for an an-
swer to. Recognizing that the document was going to be awesome,
and I think we underestimated that as it has progressed, our inter-
ests were to become involved because we have so little time as
county managers. We don’t have large staffs. If you want some-
thing done in Grant County, you have to do it yourself. And, so we
attempted to get our hands on documents as early as possible, so
that we could try to stay attuned to it.

And, I believe it was in July 1996, the first draft document was
released to the RACs, and also the EECC. I contacted the Associa-
tion of Oregon Counties and invited a copy of that for our review,
and was told, no, they had signed an agreement with the Federal
Government and they could not release that document.

Upon further pushing, the individual then advised me that I
might appropriately approach the RAC; they might “leak” a copy
to the counties. This troubled me, because I understood that coun-
ties individually were FACA-free and had the right to work with
their Federal Government on issues of resource management, and
I couldn’t understand how delegates of an association, to whom
Wl;)ilch we may or may not have belonged, could represent us at the
table.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wonder about that, too, and, I thank you
very much for your statement for the record.

I wanted to ask Mike Poulson, you mention problems with the
laws and the regulations, and that they will, in practice, prevent
environmental protection. Can you elaborate on this?

Mr. PouLsON. I believe that if you go back with 30-year or 35-
or 40-year history that we have of today’s modern environmental
movement, and look at the laws that we have created, and examine
how that they, how they work together, I think that you are going
to find that that is the case.

And T will take the endangered species as an example. Endan-
gered species is obviously a law that’s supposed to protect specific
species. In addressing that law, you don’t look at the best interests
of human beings, or any other species. Now, how can that fit into
what is called ecosystem management?

And TI'll give you a very simple explanation that I was given of
ecosystem management from a wildlife biologist in Canada. He
said, “if you want to understand what ecosystem management
would be, imagine a lake, where it is raining, on an otherwise calm
lake. Each of those drops is a species, and the ripples that those
drops make are how the species interact with each other.”

Obviously, this is a very complex mathematical equation to
achieve what we’re now trying to call achievable in ecosystem man-
agement. But, if, in fact, in the process, you have to give special
recognition to ignoring other species, obviously you can’t come to
that kind of an equilibrium. I don’t believe that in this document
that they do. But, if you look at the Clean Water Act and the Clean
Air Act, those are also laws that operate independently with almost
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whole agencies to carry them independently at, while ignoring, you
know, other interests.

I think that we have to go back and look at the overall mecha-
nism of laws that we have made, as well as the agencies that, in
my opinion, tend to operate not only independently, but antagonis-
tically to each other. This document didn’t address that. I think
that’s a large portion of where our problem is. Until Congress is
willing to go back and accept that challenge, I don’t think that any
plan is going to be functional or workable.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Poulson, can you tell me what impact
ICBEMP will have in farming in the Columbia Basin?

Mr. PouLsoN. How it will affect farming in the Columbia Basin.
T'll give you an example of—and there are several areas where this
plan is being implemented as we speak, has been, being imple-
mented for the last, nearly a year. When questioned were asked
about that, there was some defensiveness after the first round of
questions, and some originally admitting that they were imple-
menting this plan. Then they went back and said, “No, we can’t im-
plement this plan because it’s in the draft stage. We are imple-
menting the science documents from this plan.”

But, as far as how it will affect private property in the Columbia
Basin, one of the areas where this plan is being used for watershed
management is in Okanogan County, Washington, on what is
called, “salmon creek recovery,” where there have not been salmon
for 80 years, and they would like to have salmon back, 84 percent,
I believe, and that’s close, of the watershed is on Federal land, but
the water that comes out of that watershed does two things. It
forms a lake, which is the foundation of a little town called
Concanelli, which is a reservoir lake that feeds an irrigation dis-
trict, that is clear outside of the watershed, or at least at the bot-
tom of the watershed, but, I believe, clear outside of the watershed.
That’s where the economic impact is going to come in anything that
influences that water in that reservoir, or that lake, and how that
water is used on private property. And that’s a very, very simple
connection. The Columbia Basin, potentially, has the same connec-
tion. What I have told people when they ask me about this, as long
as you don’t use water and are not located in a watershed, this
plan will not affect you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Poulson, Mr. Decker, and Judge, I wonder
if examples could be provided by any one of the three of you, or
all of you, with regards to the implementation of the plan, ahead
of the filing of the Record of Decision. If you could provide the
Committee with examples, I would appreciate it very much.

Judge REYNOLDS. Will do.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hill, do you have further questions?

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Judge Reynolds, I took great interest in reading your testimony
of your experience with regard to the maps, with regard to how the
application, I think, of riparian areas would impact management of
the forests. We were able to obtain a similar map on one of our for-
ests, but when we asked for maps on the other forests, once they
gauged the impact of it on the public, on the release of the first
set of maps, they didn’t want to make them available anymore.
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I guess that you're a judge, and I'd just ask you that in your
courtroom, if people suppress evidence, how do lawyers get treated
when they suppress evidence?

Judge REYNOLDS. Well, first of all, I have to clarify the fact that
“judge” in Grant County is synonymous with a chairman of the
board of county commissioners.

Mr. HiLL. Oh, I see, I'm sorry.

Judge REYNOLDS. So, recognizing that I'm only a judge for pro-
bate issues, that’s not necessarily pertinent in my case.

Mr. HiLL. OK. Well, thank you.

With regard to the maps, in essence, the maps that we saw, as
they evolved, basically meant that the area that would be man-
aged, diminished, and diminished, until there was hardly any area
that was going to be aggressively managed 15 and 20 years out. Is
that the experience that you had with the maps?

Judge REYNOLDS. That’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. I guess I would ask you, has there been any assess-
ment of how, if that management plan is implemented, how that
would impact over that period of time the economy of your county?

Judge REYNOLDS. The plan has failed, pitifully, to provide an an-
swer to that question, and that’s the common question that Grant
County citizens are asking: How will it materially impact us?

Mr. HiLL. And, having not read the plan with my eye on your
particular region, is it similar to our area, and that is, is that the
plan contemplates this massive expansion of recreational use of the
land? Is that—I mean, the plan in general suggests that we’re
going to make up this loss of revenue and loss of income to our
communities by increasing recreational use of the land?

Judge REYNOLDS. Yes, I think that’s a valid assumption.

Mr. HiLL. And has anybody identified what kind of recreational
use that would be for your county?

Judge REYNOLDS. Only the vague terms that you heard testified
earlier this morning in diverse, remote recreational opportunities.
I think that we’re going to find quickly that those efforts run a
straddle of the 401, and also the 303(d) listings. I think we’re going
to have to have a permitting process in place that I don’t think
they’re fully anticipating at this time.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill.

Gentlemen, I want to thank you for your testimony, and for com-
ing so far. Your time is valuable, but your testimony has been very
valuable for the record, and I want to personally thank you very
much.

Judge?

Judge REYNOLDS. Yes, ma’am. I, again, would like to thank you,
and the Committee for your invitation, but there was a couple of
things I'd hoped had come out in the questioning that didn’t, and
I would just like to state that Grant County doesn’t see that the
plan is going to reduce litigation; it doesn’t see that there is any
resource offering, there’s no way to tell whether or not there’s going
to be a resource offering in Grant County; and that it also lends
itself to circular logic, in that we were told in the beginning the
reason we do this process is to prevent the lawsuits that we've
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found ourselves historically in. So, we set standards, we make it
rigid, we make a more rigid plan, we implement that, and then as
communities, we ask why, where’s the flexibility? And they say, oh,
it’s built into the model. I argue this: If we had flexibility after the
plan, are we going to be therefore accused that we are making deci-
sions inconsistent with the overall directive, the same as we were
before the planning process went in place?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. Judge, I do want to let
you know that we will be submitting questions to you for the
record.

Judge REYNOLDS. OK.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And that the record will remain open for you
to supplement your testimony, and we probably will be sending you
copies of the hearing transcript, also.

So, I want to thank you very, very much for being here, and if
you wish to supplement your testimony, like I say, the record will
remain open for 10 days. Thank you.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are dismissed.

The Chair now recognizes the third panel, one that I am very
happy to introduce personally. Tom Haislip, senior project manager
of CH2M HILL in Boise, Idaho; Aaron Harp, Cooperative Extension
rural sociologist, University of Idaho, Agriculture, Economics, and
World Sociology, in Moscow, Idaho; and Neil Rimbey, extension
range economist, University of Idaho, Caldwell Research and Ex-
tension in Caldwell, Idaho.

Gentlemen, I'm so tickled that you’re here. So with that, Mr.
Haislip, I'd like to recognize you for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF TOM HAISLIP, SENIOR PROJECT MANAGER,
CH2M HILL, BOISE, IDAHO

Mr. Haisvuip. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Again, I'm Tom
Haislip, and I'm a senior project manager for CH2M HILL, which
is an international environmental consulting and engineering com-
pany.

I lead a team of scientists and planners who have been studying
the Interior Columbia Basin project since it’s inception. As you can
see on the boards that I've presented to you, we have been involved
in this project for over 4 years now. We’ve been monitoring the sci-
entific assessment that was developed, as well as the DEIS’s, or
draft environmental impact statements. And, we have reviewed the
two DEIS’s that have come out last summer, and we have sub-
mitted our comments to the project. Let me tell you just a few
things about what we have found as a result of our review.

First area of great concern for us, is the riparian conservation
areas that were mentioned earlier, and one of the biggest concerns
we have is the size of the area that they cover.

Let me draw your attention to the board over here on the other
side. This is a picture of a hillside that I took last summer. It’s
from a place in central Idaho, up near a town of Grandgene. This
is somewhat of a typical hillside, nothing special about it. We took
that hillside, though, and tried to show what the riparian conserva-
tion areas would look like around that hill, and in this particular
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case, the hillsides are fairly steep slopes, intermittent streams, in
a dry forest.

If you go to the DEIS and you take a look at what that means,
it means that these riparian conservation areas will be 400 feet on
each side of that stream. If you take a look at what that actually
does, then you've got this fairly wide area there, fairly wide area
there, and this one over here, and the area then, of this hillside,
that’s not covered, are these little strips along the ridge tops. In
this particular case, 80 percent of that hillside is covered by a ri-
parian conservation area.

You know, my concern here is that, while I think we do need to
protect our riparian areas, we need to not protect them to death.
And a big concern is that the management of those areas is se-
verely limited, in terms of the kinds of things that you can do
there. These areas are just as subject to forest fires as any other
area is. And our concern is that, ultimately, these may burn.

Also, I note in some of my other testimony, that we project that
probably 40 to 60 percent of the area is going to be covered by ri-
parian conservation areas, depending on where you go, and it could
get higher in some places. I won’t talk much about the impacts to
communities, because I know these gentlemen will be doing so, as
well, but, basically, I think you've heard the story that commu-
nities really are not addressed in the DEIS, and, quite frankly,
communities were not considered, in my opinion, part of the alter-
natives. They were part of the impacts.

The other item I'd like to talk to you about is ecological integrity,
and the ecological integrity—this is a measure of forest health that
the project tried to address—tended to focus on rare species, or spe-
cies that are on the edges of their ranges, or species that are i