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CHATRMAN THOMPSON: 1I'd like to convene this hearing
of the Natural Resource§ Committee, and I want to thank the City
of Eureka for allowing us to meet in the Chambers. We
appreciate that very much.

I'd like to start by introducing the members of the
Committee who are here today. On my right is Senator Milton
Marks, a Committee member from San Francisco. On my left is Don
Rogers, Committee member from Bakersfield. To his left is
Assemblyman Dan Hauser, who really needs no introductions from
me. His home town is Arcata, and he is the representative of
our area here. Thank you for coming.

We also have a couple of other members who were in
town. Senator Pat Johnston, from Stockton, was here yesterday
and last night and and went on the tour with us, and we have Art
Torres from Los Angeles who will be dropping in. He should be
here around 10:30 this morning. I understand Ruben Ayala, who
was the Chairman of the Agriculture Cbmmittee, is also in town
and is planning to drop by.

By way of background, I just want to state that in
May of 1991, Judge Dwyer of the U.S. Court in Seattle issued an
injunction halting timber sales in national forests inhabited by
the Northern Spotted Owl until such time as the U.S. Forest
Service would comply with federal regulations relating to timber
harvesting and wildlife protection.

President Clinton then convened the Forest Conference

in April of 1993 in Portland and subsequently appointed teams of
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experts to produce a forest plan. In July, the President issued
that Forest Plan. Three different documents make up the Plan:

The Forest Plan, a summary document; the report of the Forest

Ecosystem Management Team, referred to as the FEMAT Report; and

a draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement.

Of the several options reviewed by the team of
experts, the President selected Option 9 to comprise the
recommended Forest Plan.

The purpose of our hearing today is to assess the
short and long term impacts of the Plan on our local
communities, the economy, and the environment of the North Coast
Region. We had a previous hearing in Sacramento in August
during which we examined the effects of the Plan on California's
economy and our environment. However, much of the information
we obtained at that time was very general and largely because
federal officials had only recently begun the process of
implementation. So today, we'll continue our inquiry with a
greater focus on local issues.

The Clinton Forest Plan includes four major areas of
reform, all of which will have an impact on our region. The
Plan: modifies forest management practices, including limiting
logging to 1.2 billion board feet annually in Spotted Owl areas
of the Cascade and Westside forests of Washington, Oregon and
Northern California; it establishes watersheds rather than
political boundaries as the fundamental building block for
planning; it fosters increased agency coordination; and offers
$1.2 billion over a five-year period in economic assistance to

affected areas.
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Today we'll focus on the forestry and economic
components of the Plan. We hope to obtain more precise
responses to several questions.

First, how will the allowable-cut be allocated among
the U.S. forests in this region and the state?

What are the impacts of the Plan on fish, wildlife,
and the environment?

What are the impacts of the restrictions on U.S.
forests for the harvest of timber on private lands?

How much economic assistance will be available, and
how will it be distributed among the three western states,
regions, and our affected communities?

What is the status of implementation of the Plan, and
what are the specific timelines we need to know in order to
receive economic assistance and commence harvesting once again?

And what improvements can be made to the Plan that
will still accomplish its purpose but reduce the potentially
adverse impacts on local communities and on our state?

We'll hear from representatives from agencies
implementing the Plan who will be able to identify how the plan
will affect our region and our state. We'll first hear from a
U.S. Forest Service representative who will give an overview of
the Plan and discuss allowable cuts in our forests. She'll be
followed by a representative from the regional offices of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, who will discuss wildlife issues
and the 4(d) rule relating to harvest on private lands.

Following the federal agency presentations, we will

hear from state representatives who are reviewing the Plan and
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who will discuss is implications for private harvests and the
status of new timber harvest rﬁles being reviewed by the Board
of Forestry.

Next, we'll review the economic assistance component
to understand the federal, state, and local roles and
responsibilities in order to assist us in applying for and
receiving economic assistance.

Then this afternoon, we'll hear from two panels that
will discuss the effects on fish and wildlife and the
environment, and the impact on timber and related industries.

We've set aside some time both this morning and this
afternoon for public comment. When we met in Sacramento, we
didn't have time to do much public hearing, so we're going to
break it into two sections today: one in the morning and one in
the afternoon. The Sergeants will have a sign-up sheet, so I
ask that if you do want to speak, you sign up as soon as
possible. We have a Council meeting in these Chambers today,
tonight, so we'll have a time limit on how long we can stay.

Before we begin, I want to caution the witnesses to
be brief because we do have a full agenda. I also want to
mention that we have someone here taking copious notes, and the
transcript of this hearing will be forwarded to the Clinton
Administration so they can take this public's comment and the
information that we discuss here into consideration in the
formation of their final Plan.

I also want to add that we'll have one more hearing
on this issue and other related timber harvest practices in the

Sierras in Blairsden. That's scheduled for October 26th.
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The first panel, the forestry component of the plan,
will consist of Martha Ketelle, Forest Supervisor, Six Rivers
National Forest; Harley Greiman, National Foresters
Representative, Pacific Southwest Region{ and Phil Dietrich,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Thank you for joining us today. You may begin.

MS. KETELLE: Thank you for inviting us.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am
Martha Ketelle. 1In spite of your introduction as Forest
Supervisor, I'm actually the Acting Forest Supervisor on Six
Rivers. We have our headquarters here in Eureka.

Since I'm the first up, let me welcome all of you to
the North Coast. I know you're not strangers, but we welcome
you today, and we really want to express our appreciation for
you bringing the hearing to us. I%think it's important and
helpful when we're talking about implementation of something as
new and different as Option 9 of the President's Plan that you
come and hear from the people that are going to be responsible
for implementing it and are going to be impacted by the
implementation. And I think that you're providing us that
opportunity today, and we appreciate it.

I have with me today also with the Forest Service,
Harley Greiman, who's from Sacramento. He's the Regional
Foresters' Representative from Sacramento, our Sacramento
office. And also, Mike Skinner is in the audience. He's the
Regional Economist from San Francisco. Together, I hope they'll
be able to help me answer any gquestions that you may have.

Regional Forester Ron Stewart was -- would have liked
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to have been here today, but he's out of the state and unabkle to
attend. He asked that we provide testimony in his absence to
the hearing.

You asked us to give you an overview of the
President's Forest Ecosystem Management Plan and its
relationships and effects to the State of California.

There's a lot to cover in that broad request, and I
will try to go through the statement as quickly as I can,
leaving some time for dialogue with the members.

What I have to say today is not all good news for
those of us whose livelihood has become accustomed to and
dependent upon timber supply from national forest lands.
Planning documents that we've been developing over the last
decade have become dog-eared from exhaustive review by all of
the interests, volumes of records from hearings and public
meetings abound on the North Coast, and still we're debating the
use of our public lands. We're at a difficult juncture in this
debate now as the intensity of demands upon these lands are
framing a shift in how they will be used today and in the
future.

In facilitating this shift, it is the intent of
President Clinton to get management of the national forests out
of the courts and back to the land where it belongs. The
Preéident's Plan meets the objectives he set out at the Forest
Conference held in Portland earlier this year in April. The
Plan is ecologically sound. It complies with existing law. It
provides a balance of old growth forest protection and key

watershed and related ecosystem protection. It provides a
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supply of timber available to local mills within the limits of
the law.

To try to comprise a long history of debate into a
very short statement, the President's Plan was presented to
Judge Dwyer on July 16th, in the hope, the Administration's
hope, that we would be able to put an end to some of these
hearings, to some of these impact assessments, and these
documents that we've been preparing over the last decade. We
hope that we have come up with a strategy that will put us in
compliance with federal law as we manage the national forests.

Option 9 of the President's Plan is one of ten
options, as you pointed out, considered in the Draft
Envircnmental Impact Statement. The ten options in the Plan
consider a range of management strategies for these forests,
and, as we mentioned, Option 9 is the preferred option by the
President.

The final plan and decision will not be in place
until the end of this year. However, to the extent feasible,
the Administration and the Agency are moving toward the use of
the strategy to guide the planning for future management
activities on the forests. The comment period for the
President's Plan ends on October 28th. Today, I'm formally
inviting you and all the folks in attendance at the hearing to
provide comments and participate in the process that is ongoing.

Before I get into a more detailed description of the
content of the President's Plan and its impact on Northern
California, I need to clarify for you the significance of

Assistant Secretary Jim Lyon's announcement last week, which




released the four Northern California forest land management
plans.

Many of you here today have been active participants
in the process of developing these plans, .and you'll soon be
receiving copies of the draft documents in the mail. These
plans -- that are for the Shasta, Trinity, Klamath, Six Rivers
in the Mendocino area forests -- are the final product of 17
years of forest planning in this part of California. They will
be also subject to public comment and review, this Option 9
Plan, for public comment and review before they become the
guiding document for managing the entire array of resources that
we have in these national forests.

The individual forest plans have been developed in
conformance with the standards established in the President's
Plan, and when finalized, they will be the guiding documents on
which we will implement the management of forest activities on
the ground. The plans have been prepared consistent with the
National Forest Management Act of 1976, and other federal laws
which are applicable for the forest planning process.

Our comment period on the four Northern California
plans will be closing on January 6th. Following our full review
and analysis of public comment, and final adjustments that will
ensure that we're consistent with the President's Plan, we
anticipate being able to implement the California Forest Plan
sometime during 1994. We're genuinely interested in receiving
comment on these plans. So, as you are reviewing the
President's Plan, we also invite your review of our Forest Plan

and participation in our process will be taking place over the
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next three months.

Now let me specifically describe to you the
President's Plan, its documents, and how that Plan was
developed.

One of the President's commitments when he assumed
his office in January was to bring some resolution to the forest
management gridlock that exists in the Pacific Northwest. To
achieve that, the President called for an ecosystem approach to
management. An ecosystem approach, as we define it, is one
which considers a strategy or plan to manage ecosystems to
provide for all associated organisms, as opposed to a strategy
or plan to manage for individual species.

Although we felt that we were in the bounds of the
law in our previous management practices, Judge Dwyer and a host
of other federal judges have ruled in recent years that we were
in violation of these and other federal laws applicable to the
forests in the course of the implementation of our timber
program.

Following the Forest Conference in Portland last
April, a team of scientists was convened by the President to
develop an ecosystem approach to national forest management,
produce management alternatives which would comply with the
existing law, and produce the highest contribution to social and
economic well being in the area impacted.

They have formulated and assessed téh management
options which are the basis for the solution to the forest
issues in the Northwest. Options in the plan range from a high

degree of protection for old-growth ecosystems and their
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associated plant and wildlife species, to other variations which
offer a range of different management emphases. The President's
preferred choice of these is Option 9, and it recognizes first
and foremost that watershed management and the protection of
riparian streamside areas are critical elements for sustainable
forest management.

While prior strategies, such as the Interagency
Scientific Team report, the ISC, and the recovery plan for the
Northern Spotted Owl were designed to protect owls, the
President's Forest Ecosystem Management Team, or FEMAT, was
given a broader charter for species' protection, recognizing
that attention to watersheds, both for their importance to water
quality and critical fish habitats, is key to the effective
multiple resource management strategy for this region.

Both the FEMAT Team and the resulting President's
Plan recognize resource situations unique to California and
provide some forest management prescriptions specific to the
state that differ from those for Oregon and Washington.
However, we recognize that there are more differences than are
recognized by the Plan, and the four Northern California forest
plans reflect on-site and local conditions unique to our
individual areas. As we move toward implementation, I can
assure you that these unique conditions will be considered in
our management applications.

Briefly, let me just reiterate, as you mentioned in
your opening remarks, what the intention of Option 9 is.
Briefly, Option 9 provides us with: the long-term sustainable

level of timber harvest; it provides an approach to
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environmental planning that focuses on watershed protection and
old-growth forests; it provides us with a network of reserves to
protect the old-growth system; it provides for improved
coordination among federal agencies; it also provides for
economic assistance, including a business development strategy,
established levels of financial assistance to timber-dependent
communities, job training, investments in watershed maintenance,
ecosystem restoration, research, environmental monitoring,
forest stewardship, and finally, Option 9 provides for continued
viability of all federally listed and most other late
successional forest-dependent plant and animal species over the
next century.

We recognize that there are a number of economic
effects associated with implementation of Option 9. However,
since timber production is the most significant commodity
impacted by these actions, I want to offer the following summary
of the impacts upon our timber programs.

The FEMAT report projects the President's Plan will
produce an average of 1.2 billion board feet from affected
federal lands of California, Oregon and Washington. Within this
Plan, there is projected to be about 152 million board feet for
the national forests of California.

As a point of comparison, we should mention that the
California national forests, over the past ten years, prior to
1991, were producing about roughly 624 million board feet per
yvear, which is a little bit more than four times what we're
projecting under the President's Plan.

An important part of the Plan is county revenue, one
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of great interest here. Under the current income distribution
formula, it's projected at about $109.7 million per year in
county payments would result, compared to an average of 292
million for the period of 1990-92. Reductions in county
receipts income from federal timber sold in California's
affected forests are projected to decrease, then, from the
1990-92 average of $21.4 million to roughly $12.5 million.

However, Congress has shielded counties from the
impacts that would be felt with the current income distribution
formula by providing a safety net, which we've done in previous
years' appropriations acts. And we understand it is again going
to be implemented in the 1994 appropriations act. So, the
drastic reductions that I mentioned are likely to be avoided
through the Congressional act.

But just to go back over, I know you're interested in
those numbers, if we were to apply the current formula, the
California share would go from $21.4 million to 12.5 million.

Going now to employment levels, compared to the
1990-92 employment levels, a total of about 2,000 jobs will be
affected in Northwestern California; 1,000 of which are in the
timber industry.

There has been a lot of debate already about the job
impact figures which were used in the Draft SEIS. The debate is
centered on what period we use for comparison on job losses.

The SEIS used the most recent years as the relevant period for
comparison. If job losses were computed from peak historical
levels of the 1980s, which some have suggested, we would be

looking at four to five times greater loss than those that were
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computed when we compared a more recent level.

On the other hand, timber-related job opportunities
under the President's Plan offer more than 60 percent higher
jobs than those expected if the current court injunction and
gridlock should continue.

Let's move now to land allocation and timber supply,
and more specifically, the President's Plan and how it affects
the land base that we manage.

The Plan recognizes -- the President's Plan
recognizes existing Congressionally reserved and
administratively withdrawn areas and allocates land to four
other land management categories. Those already reserved
administrative areas are things such as the Wild and Scenic
River Corridor, our wilderness areas, our national recreation
areas, for example. In addition to those administratively
withdrawn lands, we have four additional categories. We have
late successional reserves. We have riparian reserves. We have
forest matrix areas, and we have adaptive management areas.

In addition to and overlaying these categories, the
Plan designates key watersheds because of their contribution to
the conservation of our salmon and steelhead fisheries.

Timber harvest activities in the designated riparian
and old-growth reserves will be extremely limited. The bulk of
the harvest activity would occur within the forest matrix and
adaptive management areas.

Within the matrix in Northern California, we would
plan our harvest entirely on the basis of an 180-year rotation.

We would also require that at least 15 percent of the volume of
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a given harvest unit be left uncut, which provides for
continuous forest recovery and permits habitat values to be
maintained in the matrix.

The Plan's adaptive managemenf areas that are called
for in this Plan have been established where the local
communities can work collaboratively with the Forest Service on
the lands on compatible harvest strategies, and also emphasizing
actions to help revitalize their local economy.

To put the approximate percentage of national forest
areas reserved from reguiated harvest in perspective, let me
give some additional figures. The following are the approximate
percentage of total national forest area that are reserved from
regulated timber harvest in the President's Plan. For the
Klamath National Forest, 75 percent of the land in this reserve
is reserved. 1In the Shasta-Trinity, 85 percent of the land is
reserved. And in the Mendocino and Six Rivers, 90 percent of
the land is reserved.

The timber supply from national forest lands in
California has experienced an erratic fluctuation and overall
decline in the past 25 years. The reasons for this decline are
many, but perhaps the most implicit of all is that the national
forests are managed for a multiple of purposes, and increased
human demands upon these lands and resources have resulted in
management of the land base for purposes other than timber
production.

The reduction is not simply because -- that we've
been experiencing in the last decade -- is not simply because a

species or two is imperiled and being more closely protected.
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It is because of new scientific knowledge and the fact that the
forest habitats which these and a host of other species occupy
has been modified to the point of no longer providing a
functioning forest environment for all species and all human
needs. Thus, our land base to practice forest management has
been steadily reduced to lawfully accommodate the multiple of
highly valued human and environmental demands on this land.

I should mention, to put the timber harvest in
perspective, that California -- the demand for timber in
California is about 10 billion board feet of timber per year,
but the state is producing only 3-4 billion board feet within
the borders. Traditionally of that, 40 percent éroduced in
California has come from federal land.

California has experienced a general reduction in
jobs in the timber industry. The reasons for this reduction
include declining public timber supply due to environmental
concerns, as we've been discussing, modernization of mills,
mergers of corporate timberlands and their operations, and to a
minor extent, log export from private lands. These factors have
resulted in a major restructuring of the timber industry in
California and have contributed to the closing of nearly 50
percent of the mills in the state during the past 10 years.

Now, all of these factors collectively have
significantly reduced jobs in our rural forest communities. The
year-to-date level of timber-related employment has historically
been a roller-coaster ride in California, dependent largely
upon housing starts and the state of the national economy.

Here in Humboldt County, which is the state's largest
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timber producer, federal timber has accounted for about ten
percent of the timber available to mills. Unemployment rates in
this county have fluctuated more widely and have consistently
been at higher levels than in the state as a whole. A similar
situation is found in other counties in the state where
timber-related jobs provide an important share of the employment
opportunities. Economists agree that the best way to stabilize
employment is to diversify the employment base, which is
definitely part of the President's Plan.

The President's Plan recognizes the serious
employment and economic issues involved and calls for assisting
affected communities with technical help and direct financial
aid.

I will briefly go over what these packages are.
You'll be hearing more about it this afternoon or later in the
day from Terry Gordon and the representative of the County.

Of the three working groups that were chartered in
April following the Forest Conference, the President established
the Labor and Community Assistance Working Group, charged with
the development of tools to aid individuals, businesses, and
communities affected by changes in federal and forest land
management in the region. Their work identified a five-year,
$1.2 billion assistance program to heip these people who are
affected in reductions of federal timber supply, to aid in the
development of new businesses, and to assist communities in
diversifying their economic bases, and promote the development
of new jobs in the region.

The Forest Services intends to be a major player in
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assisting the human community element of this strategy through
our state and private forestry prbgram. In the past, we have
managed many of our Pacific Coast national forests with emphasis
on their timber values, with less recognition to the multitude
of other uses, services, and resources available to our society
and economy. The President's Community Assistance Plan will
provide a framework to expand uapon these multiple resource and
use opportunities.

Following the passage of the 1990 Farm Bill, the
Forest Service, along with other USDA agencies, and the State of
California, prepared a Memorandum of Understanding for Rural
Economic Assistance to Timber Dependent Communities. This
agreement can serve to assist delivery of the President's
package through existing state and federal delivery systems.

As many of you know, there is currently a task force

lof government representatives, including county supervisors from

affected counties, who are working to develop Community Economic
Revitalization proposals in response to the President's Workers
and Community Assistance Plan. Each state will prepare separate
plans through local Community Economic Revitalization Teams,
CERTs. The local bio-regional planning groups have been very
effective in Northern California and will clearly have a role in
these plans. It's critical that, working together, sound
proposals will come forward from the local level which are
realistic and effective in assisting our rural counties to
regain economic stability.

Within the coming days, the Appropriations Conference

Committee for FY '94 will be considering the House and Senate
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allocations for this economic package. I can share with you
that on September 14th, the Senate Appropriations Committee
adopted Interior Appropriations Committee amendments, which will
be used to implement the jobs-in-the;wooés and economic
assistance components of the President's Plan. Twenty-nine
million dollars would be made available for the following
purposes: 14 million equally divided for watershed and
ecosystem restoration; 10 million for community assistance
programs; and 5 million for the old-growth diversification
initiatives, which is grants to those communities affected by
old-growth issues. The watershed restoration dollars will be
identified for those key watersheds designated in the Plan and
will be directed to repair and protect damaged salmon habitats
for at-risk salmon stocks, and also create economic activity in
distressed areas.
I've mentioned that the Plan designates Adaptive

Management Areas, which provide for flexible experimentation
with policies and management. The ten AMAs in the President's
Plan were located in those areas which would be most seriously
impacted and would have the most difficult time in adjusting to
the shift and loss in timber supply.

In California, we have two AMAs. The 400,000 acre
Trinity River watershed east of us here has been designated for
adaptive management. 1It's called the Hayfork Adaptive
Management Area in the Plan.

Many of you have heard of the recent local

government /citizens' generated initiative proposed plan for the

Trinity watershed. This plan has been recognized by Vice




19

President Gore as an excellent model for local citizen
involvement in national forest management. The initiative 1is a
consensus document which calls for protecting resource amenities
while providing a sustainable community base.

Other components of the Workers and Community
Assistance Plan include: retraining; diversifying resource-
based products and services; and restoring forest health through
managed harvest prescription.

The other Adaptive Management Area for California,
proposed for California, is the Goose Nest area, which is
170,000 acres on the Klamath National Forest.

A positive impact coming from the Hayfork AMA, and I
think some of the others as well, is the diversity of local
interests that are coming together to design and implement the
Adaptive Management practices. We have people from léggers, to
environmentalists, to county supervisors, who are all coming
together, who've not shared values together in the past, and are
helping prepare us for the implementation of the AMAs.

There are other such proposals that are coming on
line, many of which have had their roots in the locally driven
bio-regional planning councils encouraged by the statewide
Memorandum of Understanding on biological diversity. The Forest
Service co-authored and is a signatory to that MOU, and we are
committed to carrying out the intent and purpose of that
agreement.

The mechanics of the economic initiative package are
yet to be finalized, but local consensus groups formed within

the model of this Memorandum could very well be the locally
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driven process which can lead to successful grassroots-driven
economic proposals, as well as consideration for healthy,
functional ecosystems. President Clinton's Plan and desire for
local community involvement is not inconsistent with this
California model, and it in fact goes beyond and provides the
infusion of dollars and technical support needed for
implementation and success.

We should not forget that federal law provides for
continued supplies of timber from the national forests, and as
long as current laws prevail, the national forests will provide
a level of sustainable supply. The law does not, however,
define that level, but there is no question that supply will be
reduced to bring timber sales into compliance with existing law.

It is our clear intent that the level of harvest
proposed in the Plan will provide for that balanée which the
la#s provide, a predictable harvest within the framework of a
sustained and functional forest environment. However, it is
also our intention that the sustainable level which emerges can
be relied upon and will provide a solid base as we move toward
more stable and diversified rural economies.

Finally, I'd like to discuss working relationships
and the role of the Forest Service with other federal, state and
local agencies in carrying out the intent of the Plan. The
technical and scientific aspect of implementation will require
close coordination by all resource agencies, and I believe we
have excellent, in-place working processes with all state and
federal agencies concerned, state boards and commissions

included. I see some fine tuning of these processes as we work
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together on implementation of this Plan, but our basic
relationships are in place.

Because the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet
have been listed under the Endangered Species Act, we will
continue to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on
any activities impacting habitats within their range. Beyond
those species which are listed, close coordination with the
State of California Department of Fish and Game will be
necessary to monitor the species and their habitats which may be
at risk. We will work together to take the necessary management
actions to preclude future listing of additional species.

Again, there are in place processes, such as the State's Natural
Community Conservation Planning efforts, which will be useful as
one of the several planning models in areas of mixed
public-private ownerships where concern for species' welfare can
be considered through coordinated and cooperative resource
management planning.

Likewise, our coordination with the Department of
Forestry is significant. We recognize that California has some
of the most progressive forest practice regulations in the
nation. We are also very much aware that on every occasion
where national forest policy limits or constrains public timber
supply, state regulatory agencies are pressured to follow-up
with a strengthening of regulations on private lands.

It is not the intent of the President's policy to
stimulate further state regulatory actions; rather, we would
hope this Plan will help relax additional pressures upon the

private forest lands base.
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We do recognize, however, the increased pressures to
harvest additional timber from private lands is a direct result
of the supply limitations from the public lands base. This
situation will create additional challenées for private land
owners and public resources mangers alike.

If we are to truly implement ecosystem management
across the entire landscape, collectively we must consider the
role private as well as public lands play. As you are well
aware, there are few mechanisms in place which can facilitate
this consideration, and I would predict that the debate will be
before you in the State Legislature, and we at the federal level
will soon come to address the institutional changes required if,
in fact, it is the public will to fully accomplish that goal of
ecosystem management across land ownership boundaries.

I will assure you that we're committed to cooperate
with the state to mitigate associated impacts within our
authority, and there may very well be occasion to modify federal
standards consistent with the state imposed regulatory
standards. The joint state-federal planning effort for the
California Spotted Owl is looking at ways to do this very thing,
with the overall objective of preventing the degradation of
Spotted Owl habitat and the consequence of possible listing
under the Endangered Species Act.

In conclusion, let me say that the President's Plan
is a courageous step toward ecosystem management of our federal
lands. 1Implementing the Plan will be part science and part
experimentation, as we try new approaches to management and

apply new methods and techniques.
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In the implementation of this Plan, the Forest
Service cannot be totally successful in conducting ecosystem
management across a landscape which is bound by administrative
and political boundaries and mixed land ownerships. We have to
rely on all agencies and interests as full partners to see that
healthy ecosystems become a reality on both the national forests
and ecologically significant adjacent lands. This can only
happy by our working together.

Overall, we hope our current model of coordination
with state and other federal agencies will continue and be
strengthened where necessary. Our discussions today about a
bold and aggressive new Plan help resolve the gridlock over
national forest management. We intend to do our part, and we
will continue to work with the State of California, your state
and local agencies, and the public to successfully implement
this Plan.

We must also understand that the supply of public
timber from national forest lands will not see the levels many
of us have accustomed to over the past 20 years. And with this
reduction in supply, we recognize the dramatic changes and
effects to the rural community structure and its individual
members. Please understand, too, that Forest Service employees
are part of this community. We, too, are affected on a personal
level form the changes that are occurring in federal land
management.

Recently, some of you have spoken individually or
have heard comments from Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Jim

Lyons, Tom Tuchmann, the Special Assistant to the Secretary of
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the Interior, and Peter Yu of the President's Economic Council.
From these discussions I'm sure you are aware that they are --
how committed they are to help bring a workable and legal plan
to closure for California. These individuals and those of us
who are charged with implementing Option 9 cannot achieve our
goal without the assistance of state and local governments and
the citizens that make up all of California. We're confident
that with your help, we can make this Plan work.

That completes my statement, and I would be pleased
to answer questions with the help of Mr. Skinner and Mr.
Greiman.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Marks.

SENATOR MARKS: Did you say that the federal plan
calls for the allotment of one-quarter of the amount taken from
the forest now? Did you say one-quarter?

MS. KETELLE: In terms of land base that we're
operating on? Are you --

SENATOR MARKS: The federal plan calls for taking of
one-quarter of the lumber that's taken now.

MS. KETELLE: That is correct. That is, the
projected harvest levels in the California forests would be
about 25 percent of what they have been in the last decade.

SENATOR MARKS: How do you expect the forests to get
along with that?

MS. KETELLE: We'll be managing very differently.
We'll be -- are you asking how the forests, or how the
communities will get along?

SENATOR MARKS: How the communities will get along.
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MS. KETELLE: We recognize that there will be an
impact on the community, which is why the President's Plan
includes the economic component that it does.

CHATIRMAN THOMPSON: Can you give us an idea of how
152 million board feet, allocated among the four U.S. forests in
our region, how that's going to be allocated?

MR. SKINNER: 1I'm Mike Skinner, Regional Economist
and Planner from the regional office.

The 152 is broken down in the Draft Forest Plan that
we just released, which implements Option 9 at the forest level:
60, 60, 20 and 12 are the numbers. The Klamath and the Shasta-
Trinity are both at 60; Six Rivers at 20; and the Mendocino at
12.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Did you say Six Rivers as well?

MS. KETELLE: Six Rivers is at 20, and the Mendocino
is at 12. |

MR. GREIMAN: In comparison -- I'm Harley Greiman,
the Foresters Representative.

The forest plans had 252 million -- or, 247 million
distributed amongst that same area. In the President's Plan is
152, and we hope that that stays somewhere between there when we
finalize those forest plans.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: What was Shasta-Trinity?

MR. GREIMAN: Sixty million; Klamath, 60 million.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: That's achievable, given the high
percentage of reserved --

MR. GREIMAN: We anticipate that it's achievable if

we follow the forest plan. It's what we now call the probable
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sale quantity that we hope to offer each year.

But it's also important that we do move right away
into our analysis and planning efforts to get the forest up to
speed with our EIS information and apply!the science on the
ground. So, I wouldn't expect a major change in getting these
sales moving until later next year at the earliest.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: So, you said in your testimony
that October 28th would be the final day for the public --

MS. KETELLE: On the President's Plan, the public
comment ends.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Implementation in California is
going to begin in 1994. Can you tell me again what has to
happen before implementation, and when in '94?

MS. KETELLE: The actual implementation will come
about through the implementation of the forest plans, the draft
forest plans. So, following the closure of the President's Plan
comment period, our comment period goes on for another 60 days,
roughly into January.

At the end of the public comment period on the
California forest plan, we'll take that comment, along with the
final FDIS from the President's Plan, and we will prepare the
final document, the final management plan for the four
California forests, which takes -~ Mike's done this. I think it
takes about six months from the closure of the comment period to
the preparation of the final, which would put us into early
summer of '94 to begin implementation.

MR. GREIMAN: That's why we can't predict those final

numbers until those four plans are finalized.
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And by the way, we are ahead of Oregon and Washington
National Forests with the release of these four plans.

I'd like to re-emphasize what Supervisor Ketelle
said, that the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Jim Lyons,
made a commitment to see that there is some kind of a‘consensus.
And as new information is developed for finalizing these plans,
we will go with whatever changes are necessary in California to
meet the intent of the President's Plan.

So, we're all encograged that we can work with
everyone on this thing to come up with some final plan.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Marks.

SENATOR MARKS: What are the economic plans that are
developed to help the communities survive the diminution of
lumber?

MR. GREIMAN: There's three major authorized programs
that we have that have been authorized under the 1990 Farm Bill,
actually. There's the Community Assistance Program that
provides money for reinvestment opportunities and --

SENATOR MARKS: How much?

MR. GREIMAN: How much will that be? Well, in the
current budget, a total of 29 million that went -- that's gone
to the Congress committee. That should be heard in Congress, I
think it's the appropriations bill, this week. O0f that 29
million, I believe there were about 14 million set up for soil
and water restoration programs to these rural communities; about
10 million of rural economic diversification dollars; and about
5-6 million of what we call old-growth diversification funds.

That's money that goes direct to the community as a grant, full
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grant, to those communities affected by old-growth timber supply
limitations.

SENATOR MARKS: Are those funds to be used to help
the unemployed? t

MR. GREIMAN: Indirectly. There's no direct dollars
going to unemployment. They are those community development
initiatives.

SENATOR MARKS: What other funds are available?

MR. GREIMAN: There would be available as soon as the
President signs it and it gets out of committee the
appropriations bill. And it should have been October 1, but we
did get an extension into the fiscal year '94. So, I would say
by the end of the month, we would hope.

SENATOR MARKS: You don't know how much that will be?

MR. GREIMAN: We're expecting 29 million total. But
remember, not to be pessimistic, but that 29 million's spread
over the Northwest: Oregon, Washington and California. A
percentage will be split up between those three states based on
significant economic need.

MS. KETELLE: Let me just add a little bit to that.

One of the ways that we're trying to move toward
implementation of the President's Plan is to begin the
evaluation on the forests of those areas that may qualify for
restoration. And foremost in our minds when we're doing this is
to prioritize where we can get the most restoration for the
dollars spent. And also; we're thinking about the way we can
link to local communities to make some of these'jobs in the

woods when we're actually moving into restoration on our forest
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lands. We're trying to figure out how we can provide the base
for these economic revitalization programs, re-training, some
opportunities for people, outplaced workers.

SENATOR MARKS: Don't you visualize a lot of
unempioyment as a result of the Plan?

MS. KETELLE: A lot of unemployment has resulted
already. These levels of timber harvest, at least on Six
Rivers, have been extremely depressed since 1990. We haven't
sold more than 10-11 million board feet for the last three
years. So, in actuality, if we can move into implementation of
Option 9 and work back to the 20 million level, we would
actually be creating additional jobs.

SENATOR MARKS: Additional jobs over what you now
have?

MS. KETELLE: Over what we are contributing at this
point.

MR. GREIMAN: At this point with the court
injunction, of course, which is very little if anything.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Using right now as the base.

MS. KETELLE: Yes.

MR. GREIMAN: That's the part of the text that's
under debate at this time. There was such a decline in the '80s
as well, where does that start? The owl was listed in '91.
Since that time, it's been stabilized because of the court
injunction, very little coming out.

SENATOR ROGERS: Just a couple of questions.

Martha, you identified yourself and Harley and Mike

Skinner.
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No one identified the gentleman on the far end. If
he's going to be part of launching this governmental Titanic, he
ought to at least get some recognition.

MS. KETELLE: I think he's going to have time to give
a statement here.

SENATOR ROGERS: Okay.

My question is, you mentioned Community Economic
Revitalization Teams are being formed?

MS. KETELLE: CERTs.

SENATOR ROGERS: Do you have one here for Humboldt
County, this area?

MS. KETELLE: I understand that there is a Northern
California CERT that's beginning to come on, and it's co-chaired
by Anna Sparks and Francie Sullivan from Shasta -- Anna's from
Humboldt and Francie's from Shasta County.

SENATOR ROGERS: Are they here today?

MS. KETELLE: Anna, if she's not here -- Anna's
coming and will be giving a statement.

SENATOR ROGERS: I just wondered if they were going
to be part of the hearing. That's good.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: In your statement, you mentioned
-- well, 1'll read it:

"It is not the intent of the President's

policy to stimulate further state

regulatory actions; rather, we would hope

this Plan will help relax additional

pressures upon the private forest lands
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base."

Can you kind of explain how that works a little bit for me? My
impression was, it's packed pretty tight, and if you push any
place, it's going to bulge somewhere elsé. So, to think that
this is going to actually relieve pressure on private lands, I
would think it might bring about additional pressure on private
lands.

MS. KETELLE: 1I'll let Harley handle this.

MR. GREIMAN: Well, clearly that is another very
contentious point of the Plan. The intent originally was to
place the burden of species viability on the public land base.
However, we all know -- I don't know what you remember. I grew
up in the State of Iowa. We used to squeeze the plastic bag of
margarine and chase that yellow bubble all over the place.

Well, I think we're doing the same thing right now
with the timber supply. That's why we're very much interested
in trying to work with the State of California Board of
Forestry, the California Department of Forestry and others, to
work, coordinate, and cooperate on where the relief bills may
fit. Because clearly, there's a tremendous impact and demand
upon the private lands right now, no question; small ownerships
as well as industrial ownerships.

We do recognize that to really do functionally
competent ecosystem management, we can do our part on the
federal land under federal law, but we know we have to cooperate
and coordinate with other land owners.

Where we're going to find these functional

ecosystems, and how we're going to work is still yet to be
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decided. That's certainly part of the long-term public policy
issue.

SENATOR ROGERS: What's the ratio we're talking about
of private or non-industrial ownership vérsus national?

MR. GREIMAN: The land base in California is 100
million acres. We have 20 million acres of national forest.
Other public lands, of course, make up about a total of 46
million in the state. Of the 20 million national forest, we
have, interestingly enough, about 3.8 million acres available
for timber harvest right now, out of that total 4 million acre
base. There's about 4 million acres in the state that's
designated for wilderness, and that leaves another 10-12 acres
for all kinds of other uses.

Interestingly, in 1985, our timber allocation was
about 7.5 million acres. And we've more than half -- decreased
by half the amount available to practice forest management on
national forest lands in California.

SENATOR ROGERS: What about the non-industrial
private ownership?

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Within private ownership, there's
non-industrial.

SENATOR ROGERS: That's right, because you've got the
large lumber companies plus the small ones.

MR. GREIMAN: I think there's a total of about 17
million acres of productive forest lands in the state.

I believe Bob Ewing here, who actually wrote the
Forest Range Assessment Report, could better define that later

one. I believe it's a total of 17 million.
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CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Assemblyman Hauser.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: I think a real key in discussing
this, particularly in Humboldt County, about 10 percent of the
supply has come off of public lands, i.e:, Six Rivers National
Forest principally, and 90 percent came off of private lands.

So again, these historical figures give you a
relationship, at least in this part of the world. But that's
going to vary over in the Shasta-Trinity. You have probably
almost the opposite at times.

MS. KETELLE: True.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: Again, in the coastal areas in
particular, the great preponderance of supplies have been on
private lands. And that, of course, is where the state
regulations will have the greatest impact.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you.

If I could ask you to comment, has there been any
discussion on small business set-asides? Are the small mill
owners going to be able to have a guaranteed piece of the pie?

MR. GREIMAN: There has been. There's been nothing
proposed, but I wouldn't be surprised to see some proposals to
limit bonding requirements on small business because that is one
of the most difficult parts of the timber sale contract for
small business owners to enter. It's very hard to come up with
a large capital bond right now.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Bonding requirements
notwithstanding, it seems to me that there's at least a danger,
because of the limited amount of sales, that small guys would be

pushed right out of the market and caused to fold up shop.




(o]

34

MR. GREIMAN: Exactly, and we recognize that there's
a tremendous inventory in small ownerships out there. And
without us able to use that small ownership inventory to help
meet the entire state supply, small ownefship, large industrial
ownership, and that share from the public land, it will affect
the small business owner.

As the mills consolidate and become fewer and fewer,
that limits the opportunity for them to diversify their business
and to compete in the marketplace, no question.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: §So, the answer --

MR. GREIMAN: It impacts small ownerships.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: There's been discussion, but
that's as far as it's gone?

MR. GREIMAN: That's exactly right, on the federal
issue of maybe we could help with small business set-asides,
those kinds of things.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Rogers.

SENATOR ROGERS: Has there been any attempt to maybe
exempting them completely?

MR. GREIMAN: I haven't heard that.

SENATOR ROGERS: Leave them alone and let them do
their business without any interference from the government?

MR. GREIMAN: Well, that would basically be under the
Board of Forestry's rule-making, but it wouldn't affect the
federal lands.

SENATOR ROGERS: You're right.

MR. GREIMAN: Today they're looking at the three acre

exemption.
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ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: One quick follow-up.

You were earlier discussing the economic assistance
locally. One thing that I hope in developing your plans that
you'll do, take a look at what the state‘has done historically,
at least in the last few years, with our monies for restoration
projects and give significant preference to out of work
fishermen and loggers, rather than outside firms coming in.

This is one way of direct revitalization assistance, and again,
we have the precedence in state law that you might want to take
a close look at for establishing the federal regulations.

MR. GREIMAN: Good suggestion, and we do hope to keep
the criteria at the local level.

SENATOR MARKS: It seems to me that $29 million is
very little; very little when you talk about this area covers
the whole Pacific Northwest. Very little to try to help the
economic situation in this part of the area.

MR. GREIMAN: That's correct, $29 million is a very
small portion.

As we mentioned earlier, the total package is $1.2
billion over five years, proposed. In Congress this year, this
fiscal year 1994, will be approximately $29 million, but we'll
wait and see what the conference committee does.

SENATOR MARKS: It seems like a drop in the bucket.

MR. GREIMAN: It is a small part.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Harley, are you going to testify?

MR. GREIMAN: No, I'll defer to Phil.

MR. DIETRICH: My name is Phil Dietrich. I supervise

the Forest Species Group of the Sacramento field office, U.S.
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Fish and Wildlife Service.

I was a member of the cast of thousands that produced
the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment. I'm on the Fish and
Wildlife Service's 4(d) Rural Team. i

For those reasons, the Regional Director and State
Supervisor Wayne White asked me to provide testimony today,
perhaps being able to answer more specific questions than they
would have been able to.

You asked me in your letter to comment on the effects
of the President's Plan on wildlife and also to describe the
4(d) rule. 1I'll start out with the federal strategy.

First, I should say that due to some scheduling
problems, as Mr. Lane is aware, I have not yet submitted written
testimony. We will be doing that as soon as possible. Sorry
about that.

The President's strategy will have positive benefits
to wildlife species throughout the Northwest. The lafe
successional reserves that are proposed under the Plan in
California include about 30 percent more suitable habitat for
Spotted Owls, for instance, than does the Draft Final Recovery
Plan for that species.

However, I should make it clear, this is something
that many people are not aware of, that in the short-term, the
late successional reserves that have been desiénated are only --
they certainly are not a majority of late successional forests
within those designations right now. As a result of past forest
patterns, there are extensive young stands in those late

successional reserves. So, the fact that we're implementing a
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system of reserves does not mean that there is that total
acreage of older forests currently in those reserves.

And that leads to some continued concern over the
short-term viability of the Plan while we wait for the timber to
grow back.

Now, the obvious question: why did the Forest
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team feel that more acreage was
needed in late successional habitat than was recommended by the
recovery for the Northern Spotted Owl? And the answer is that
there -- this system is designed to provide for far more species
than just the Northern Spotted Owl and the Marbled Murrelet, two
listed species in the Pacific Northwest forest environment.

It's designed for mammals: fur bearers, bats. It's designed
for amphibians; it's designed for lichens and mosses.

And it's important to remember that the Dwyer
injunction is not an Endangered Species Act case that dealt with
the Northern Spotted Owl. 1It's a NFMA case, a National Forest
Management Act case, that concerned the viability of many other

species under the originally proposed strategy for the Owl. The

‘judge asks: 1is what you're proposing for the Owl enough for the

other species that are out there?

And when that was assessed by the Forest Service and
then subsequéntly by FEMAT, the answer was no, that to actively
provide for the remainder of these species, that the only way
late successional -- that larger reserves are needed. That's
evidenced by the fact that we recently were petitioned to list
83 species of mollusks -- snails, clams, et cetera -- that are

associated with late successional forests, and that waiting in
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the wings was the Coho Salmon. These are species -- the Coho,
only part of its life history, obviously a very important one.

So, the fact that we have designated these reserves
does not mean that we're, quote, "out of the woods" in terms of
management of endangered species.

I would comment, however, though, that in particular
with response to some of the comments you had at the hearing in
Sacramento, there seems to be a perception that the Service
lists species rather indiscriminately. And I might mention
several species that do occur in forest environments which
demonstrate the Services does not list indiscriminately.

We did list the Northern Spotted Owl in 1990, and the
Marbled Murrelet more recently. Back in 1991, we denied a
petition for the Pacific Fisher, which is a fur bearer living in
the forest environment. We denied a petition for the Northern
Goshawk, a bird of prey in the forest environment. We denied a
petition to list the Pacific Yew, which is a tree which probably
most of you are familiar with, the source of taxhol, a cancer
inhibiting drug. And recently we denied a petition to list the
Western Pond Turtle, which is only peripherally associated with
forests but could have some impact.

All of these were actions based on evaluation by the
Service.

SENATOR ROGERS: Just on that point, were the
petitioners all the same for each of these?

MR. DIETRICH: ©No, I believe they were all different
parties, yes.

So, what does Option 9, the President's strategy,




39

mean for the future? I think it would in particular mean a much
greater degree of watershed analysis before action took®place.
The effects on sediment input and temperature of streams related
to forest activities has been well demonstrated.

Also, another aspect of the watershed analysis which
has not been addressed, but I think very important to these
other species idea, is that the watershed analysis will also
include analyses away from the stream course itself. When we're
looking for special habitat springs, it seems the kind of
environment where some of these other species occur.

One of the most, to me, exciting benefits of the
President's strategy is the emphasis on interagency cooperation.
In the past, for instance, the Forest Service would plan a
timber sale and send it to my office for consultation. That
often resulted in requests for more information and delays in
the process.

Under the President's strategy, there's increased
emphasis on my agency, Fish and Wildlife Service, getting in on
the ground level, participating in the planning, so that those
problems don't come up. And that exercise has already begun,
although, of course, the strategy itself has not been
implemented. 1It's still in public comment. But the agencies
realize that that's a very important part of the way we'll be
doing business in the future. I'm already working with Martha
Ketelle and the other forest supervisors, and will bring us a
little closer to that planning process.

So overall, I'd have to say that the effect on

wildlife of the Plan will be positive, especially in the
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long-term. In the short-term, there remains some concern about
bridging the gap left by the harvest rates of the past,
especially with regard to some of the other species about which
we know less than we do the Spotted Owl.x

Now, with regard to your question on the 4(d) rule,
Section 4(d) of the Endangered Species Act provides the option
to promulgate special regulations for species which are listed
as threatened, as is the Northern Spotted Owl and the Marbled
Murrelet. And under the language of the Act, such a rule
provides for the conservation of that species.

Ecosystems, as I'm sure you're aware, do not end at
the boundary between federal lands and nonfederal lands. So,
the Administration and the Fish and Wildlife Service, other
agencies, feel it's important to extend the concept of ecosystem
management, to the degree that it is possible, in a very complex
environment of state regulations and private property rights.
To that end, the 4(d) rule that is being hammered out right now
hopes to relieve regulations upon nonfederal lands to the
greatest extent possible, while still not precluding the
recovery of the species and, where necessary, providing benefits
towards the conservation of the Northern Spotted Owl.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Is this tantamount to an
institutionai take? Can you explain what it is you'ré going to
do to accomplish this?

MR. DIETRICH: Here is the -- because the rule is in
development, I can't discuss the details of it at this point.
And we have been through seven or eight different iterations of

strategies on how it might be laid out on the landscape in all
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three states: Washington, Oregon and'California. We have gone
through an extensive evaluation of Option 9 to see exactly what
Option 9 does provide toward recovery. We are currently
involved in evaluation of the existing state regulatory
framework, what they contribute, and also evaluating the biology
of the species on nonfederal lands.

We have discussed the biological problems and the
potential concepts to be included in the rule with industry
biologists, with the resource agencies with all three states,
with representatives of environmental groups. Also, we brought
in members of the Northern Spotted Owl Recoverleeams and
representatives from the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment
Team to determine what the level is.

SENATOR ROGERS: On that, did you happen to bring in
any representatives from the private sector?

MR. DIETRICH: Yes, we had biologists from the timber
industry who providea input early in the process.

We are trying to be very careful procedurally.
Clearly, a rule that would be very general would be difficult to
assess the impacts of under the National Environmental Policy
Act. So, we are -- it's a difficult balance between progress
toward recovery and reducing regulations to the greatest extent
possible.

Now, in regards to your question, Senator Thompson,
one of the possible ways that such a rule could act would be to
authorize or, let's say, to remove the prohibition on take from
certain areas where appropriate. That is one of the strategies

that's being considered in certain parts of the range, but I
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can't be, at this point, more specific about how that might
proceed.

I will say this, that the 4(d) process with respect
to California in particular will recognizé the situation with
the Northern Spotted Owls in managed timberlands in this state,
and it will recognize the contribution of the state regulatory
process under the rules of the Board of Forestry, and recognize
the contributions of the timber industry with the research
they've been doing over the last several years.

Given that, however, I simply cannot be more specific
at this point.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: When will we have a more
specific idea of what's going to happen?

MR. DIETRICH: This morning I was told that the
current goal is to publish a proposed rule in early November.
However, we are still gathering a lot of input and balancing, so
we have seen a deadline.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: If that's published in November,
then there'll be opportunity for public review and comment?

MR. DIETRICH: Right, public comment period after the
proposed rule, and incorporation of the comments into the final
rule.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Any questions?

Thank you very much.

Next we are going to hear from the next panel, the
state assessment of the forestry component and implications for
private harvests. We'll hear from Doug Wheeler, Secretary of

the Resources Agency, State of California; and Robert Ewing,
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Chief, Strategic Planning Program, California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection.

MR. WHEELER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Would you
prefer that we be up here?

I'm Doug Wheeler, Secretary for Resources. I have
just asked that my statement in its entirety be distributed to
you. I'd like, with your permission, to summarize it, if I
could.

And I also note, as you've already indicated, I'm
accompanied by Bob Ewing, who is the Director of Strategic
Planning for the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, and
by Jim Brown, who is the Deputy Director of that Department.

My purpose this morning is to share with you briefly
an overview of the history of the state's efforts to protect and
manage our forests, our preliminary evaluation of Option 9 as it
will effect timberland in the state and other resources, and
then bring you up to date on some of the current and very timely
developments relative to the state's regulatory process.

I think you all appreciate, because many of you have
been involved, including Mr. Hauser specifically, in these
battles over the last two or three years, that from day one, the
Governor has been committed to finding a way in California to
implement a program of sustainable forestry, which, as it was
originally proposed, included limits on clear cutting,
protection of habitats for values other than their economic
value, but for sustainable management of the timber resource
itself, and for assistance, economic assistance to

timber-dependent communities.




44

That effort, which led ultimately to the proposal of
a Grand Accord, and those principles are the prism through which
we have attempted to evaluate Option 9 and its impacts in
California. We have tried to make clear ihroughout the process
to our federal counterparts that there are distinguishing
characteristics of California's economy and of California's
forests that needed to be borne in mind. First and foremost, as
you all appreciate, this is a region in the Klamath province
which is distinct from a fire and forest environmental
standpoint than others of the forests which are embraced by
Option 9 in Oregon and Washington.

Second, as has already been noted here, we are a
state already well advanced in our regulation of forests on
private lands, which regulation, I think, is largely recognized
to be among the most progressive in the country.

Third, we have and will continue to be hard hit
economically by any substantial decline in timber harvest on
public lands, and that that means for all of us the need to take
into account the effects of these cuts on timber-dependent
communities.

Finally, that we are strict adherents of what I have
described, and others today have already described, as ecosystem
management -- the need to very carefully integrate the state's
effort of management of timber on private land and the federal
effort on public land.

We have conducted an evaluation of Option 9 in those
regards which is ongoing pursuant to direction from the

Governor, and which evaluation reflects his priority, given to
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ecosystem management and to sustainable forestry. We are
prepared to share with you this morning the preliminary results
of that evaluation but not the final product, because, like
everyone else who has been invited to coﬁment, we are still in
preparation of our documents to be submitted within the comment
period.

I want to underscore that not just for the state, but
for everyone who has a stake in this process, this comment
period, and the comment period on the Forest Plan, the component
Forest Plan, represents an important opportunity for public
participation in the process, and to raise many of the issues
which you've heard here and addressed today, and which have
concerned many of us throughout the Klamath province.

Let me talk about four of our concerns based on this
preliminary evaluation of Option 9 in quite general terms, and
then, if you have specific questions about those, Bob and I
would be happy to respond to them.

First of all, and we regard these as deficiencies in
the Plan as it is presently configured. First, and I think of
considerable significance to the communities of this region, is
what we consider to be inadequate funding mechanism. Senator
Marks has already made reference to the fact that we will need a
substantial offset for the jobs and for the timber that is lost
as a consequence of the implementation of Option 9.

And while we acknowledge that President Clinton's
Plan, which offers promise of $1.2 billion, is a step in that
direction, we're concerned about the delivery of the first and

subsequent increments of that assistance, and that it actually
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reach the communities which need it most.

There is a second element. I might say that of the
1.2 billion, it is scheduled that 275 million will be available
in fiscal year 1994, which is the first éf a five-year program,
and then a portion of that will come to California. Under the
terms of a memorandum which has been proposed to us by the
federal goverhment, California would be guaranteed 15 percent of
the total, as would the other two states, and that we would
compete for the balance. So that we'd have about 45 committed
pro rata among the states, and then maybe 55 would be available
for competitive --

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Is there any indication as to how
that competition would be held?

MR. WHEELER: It is going to be held on the basis of
criteria which are established in the memorandum. And I can
just respond to the question by saying at this point, also, that
the group of citizens which comprise this Community Economic
Revitalization Team, although not formally recognized as yet
because the document has not yet been signed by the Governor,
has been at work since July. There are representatives from
each of the eight counties, and I had the pleasure of meeting
them this morning.

I am very encouraged by the fact that, without regard
to location, without regard to the individual circumstance of
these counties, without regard to politics, these supervisors,
each of them representing a county of the eight-county region,
are working collaboratively on the development of a strategic

plan. They will have responsibility under the memorandum that
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is to be signed by the Governor for guiding the expenditure of
those funds and for making sure that the promise of Option 9, a
least on the economic side, is realized.

But this is a very important effort. They have
disagreements on the resource management side, as we all do, but
they are unified to a man and woman on the necessity of
developing a cohesive and coordinated economic strategy which
will assure that California receives its fair share of those
funds, and that this region gets money in places where it can
really be used.

So, that's a point, how the money is to be allocated,
and whether it, in fact, reaches the intended beneficiaries.

A second economic implication of all of this is the
fact that by reason of the fuel loading, which will occur on
public lands, there will be increased costs associated with fire
suppression, both on public and private lands, which cost is to
be borne in some unexplained way by state and county
governments, as we proceed through implementation of Option 9.
That's a second part of the economic puzzle, it seems to me.

Second, we are committed to bio-regional management,
and that means to us the importance of ecosystem planning, and
not a planning which is species specific. By definition,
because of the way in which Option 9 was designed to meet the
mandates of the Federal Court, the focus is on individual
species, although there are attendant incidental benefits. But
principally the oﬁl, as you've already heard, and the Murrelet.
This gives us the kind of reserve system which has been proposed

w

and which is, in our judgment, not representative truly of
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ecosystem management as we have tried to achieve it across
private land through the state's regulatory process.

The third concern, and it's related to the second and
has already been acknowledged by the représentatives of the
Forest Service, is that we are talking here, no matter how
extensive the planning process, about 15 percent. You heard the
figure of 10 percent on the cut. We estimate that about 15
percent of the land areé of the forests of this province, of the
Klamath province, are publicly administered. The remaining 85
percent are privately owned and are subject to the regulatory
authority of the Board of Forestry. And that Option 9 does not
recognize the need to integrate planning across those lines, as
ecosystem planning would have us do.

By definition, we're talking about a set of rules now
for 15 pércent of the land, and another set for 85 percent. And
it is a deficiency, I think, of Option 9, an institutional
problem, if you will, that these two planning efforts have not
been coordinated.

And finally, I've already touched on the question of
fire. We don't think that there has been adequate attention
given to the consequences of fuel loading, which will result
from new harvesting regimes, upon fire and fire suppression, and
the burden that that will cause both in terms of a management
problem and in terms of the financial implications.

I talked about --

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: How do you propose to deal from
the state perspective with the increased fire problems?

MR. WHEELER: Well, we have got to seek relieve from
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the federal government in ways that have not yet been
forthcoming, or at least have not yet been contemplated by the
announced content of Option 9. It's clearly not a burden that
we or the counties can afford to assume gecause of actions taken
by the federal government.

So, in our comments to the federal government about
Option 9, we're going tokraise this point, as we have raised it
in our preliminary discussions with them, in hopes that they
will provide some assistance for meeting what is essentially
either a federal responsibility, or a responsibility which
accrues to the state and the counties as a result of federal
actions.

I talked about our commitment to bio-diversity and
the need for regional planning. One of the most encouraging
aspects of the discussions within this province as a result of
the memorandum on bio-diversity has been the emergence across
this region of bio-regional planning groups or watershed
alliances, each of which has begun to develop a consensus. It's
a reflection of the same consensus which I saw this morning
among the eight supervisors here who have come to the
realization that the future of these communities depends on
cooperation and constructive engagement, and not on continued
confrontation or argumentation over whether it's a jobs or owls
issue. How best to achieve what we all want, essentially:
economic development which is sustainable, and appropriate
recognition of the environmental values in our forests.

And in community after community across this region,

and I've detailed for you in my statement some of the examples
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of this, we're seeing erstwhile combatants coming together,
realizing that their future destiny is inexplicably tied to the
way in which they can resolve this issue at this point, and to
make those views known. We have encouraded local citizens'
groups, including those bio-regional councils, to express
themselves on the point at issue in Option 9, and in the Forest
Plans. And that this is a plan in which their intervention, we
are told by the federal government, would be well received.

Those of us who were at the meeting in Portland heard
very clearly, and I think appropriately, the message of the
President, which was that each of us in our communities should
return to those communities and work out these issues, such that
we arrived at consensus, and could then share the consensus with
the federal authorities.

Clearly, for consensus to work at the grassroots, as
the Governor and all of us want it to work, we've got to have
the engagement and the active participation of the federal
establishment. We've asked for that and have received that
cooperation to a large extent.

All of this occurs as we attempt, on the state side,
to move forward with our regulatory process to embody those
principles which the Go;ernor first established. And as we
speak, the Board of Forestry is considering the last of a
three-part rule package which will enhance our ability to manage
privately timber on private lands along ecosystem lines, while
recognizing that there are distinguishing characteristics from
ownership to ownership, while emphasizing long-term management

along bio-regional lines, and de-emphasizing the kind of
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prescriptive regulatory approach, which has been so constraining
in the past.

The Committee of the Whole of the Board passed that
package yesterday at their meeting, and it is before the entire
Board today. I hope before we adjourn we would have notice of
that.

I make that point, first, because it underscores the
Governor's continuing commitment on this notion of sustainable
forestry and sustained yield forestry. But also because I think
it is important, if we are to ask for increased responsibility
at the state level and at the local level in California, we are
going to have to demonstrate to the federal government that we
are fully committed the exercise of such responsibility and
capable of managing these resources.

I think you've heard from the representative of the
Fish and Wildlife Service this morning an indication that there
is a growing realization in Washington that the State of
California is doing its job, has embraced these principles, and
is deserving of a chance to demonstrate on its own that
management of these resources can be achieved, which strikes an
appropriate balance between economic development and
environmental protection.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Rogers.

SENATOR ROGERS: On that point, we heard in our tour
yesterday, we heard some comments that the requirements for
timber harvest plans keep getting more involved, more
complicated, and hence, more costly, especially for some of the

people who are on small tracks of timber. It is almost getting
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to the point where it's costing more to prepare an acceptable
timber harvest plan than the worth of the product.

Would you comment on that? 1Is that being considered?

MR. WHEELER: It is. It's an unacceptable result.

We have made efforts to exempt small land owners. The Board, in
consideration of new rules yesterday and today, will provide
further liberalization of that process to reduce the paperwork
burden.

The Governor has charged us. In fact we have
reported to him ways in which we can streamline the process,
move those plans forward.

The best solution, in my view, Mr. Rogers, is that we
adopt not a short-term focus on individual timber harvest plans,
which become complicated and become unduly burdensome, but ﬁake
the longer view, offer an incentive to those who will prepare
long-term plans, or watershed lines; approve those plans after a
thorough review, and then allow timber harvesting to proceed
without undue interference along the way. That's the approach
that the Board is beginning to take.

I think what you heard yesterday is an appropriate
reflection of what we're doing, and we're attempting to address
that.

SENATOR ROGERS: Thank you.

MR. WHEELER: 1I'm happy to respond to questions.

SENATOR MARKS: You're dissatisfied with the amount
of money that the federal government is going to provide for
economic --

MR. WHEELER: I'm dissatisfied to the extent that we
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haven't seen the first dollar, and we're not sure, over the long
term, how much of the promised 1.2 billion we will see.

SENATOR MARKS: I thought it was $29 million.

MR. WHEELER: The 29 million, ;s I understand it, is
the state's share or the region's share of one of those many
programs.

What the federal government has done is to package a
number of individual ongoing programs and then redirect them
toward this region. The total amount of those aggregated funds
is $1.2 billion, the first installment of which --

SENATOR MARKS: That's not in the budget?

MR. WHEELER: 1It's not in anyone's budget because we
haven't been budgeted for those five years.

The first year's budget, though, includes 275
million, some in redirection, some in new appropriation from the
Congress. And that money must wend its way through the
appropriations process,'find its way through the agencies at the
federal level which ordinarily administer those programs, and
then ultimately to the communities where we hope it will have
benefit.

Now, the wrinkle in all of this, first, it's that the

moneys have been redirected at the direction of the President,

and second, that we are being given a substantial opportunity to
demonstrate our plan for the use of those funds. Thus, this
Community Economic Revitalization Team has been asked to develop
a strategic plan which will guide the expenditure of those funds
by the federal agencies in our region.

Is it enough money? I don't think we really know,
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and we won't know until we see how much is actually delivered,
and how much it is going to be usefully employed in these
communities.

SENATOR MARKS: Are you folloding a portion of the
plan, putting one-quarter of the amount of money taken from
forestry to be harvested?

MR. WHEELER: Senator, the answer is no, for some of
the reasons I have given you. We have real concerns about
Option 9, both from a resource management standpoint and from
the standpoint of its implications for the economy of the
region.

We are going to use this opportunity, as we assume
others will, to offer comment on ways in which it can be
improved. We have tended in our discussions thus far to not
separate the resources management element of Option 9 from the
economic element, recognizing that no matter what plan is
finally adopted, either through implementation of Option 9 or
the individual forest plans, it's going to have an economic
impact. And we are intent on making sure that California gets
its fair share of those funds.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: 1I'd like to take this opportunity
to introduce Senator Art Torres from Los Angeles, who has
jointed us. He is a member of the Committee.

SENATOR TORRES: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Any further questions?

Mr. Ewing, do you have comments this morning as well?

MR. EWING: Only to let you know that I have been

directed by Richard Wilson to complete an analysis of Option 9,
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and to make that available in time to comment by the October
28th close of comment period.

We would be happy to make that report available to
the Committee and others as we finalize it.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: When do you think that'll be
ready?

MR. EWING: Within the next two weeks.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Does anyone have any further
questions? Assemblyman Hauser.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: I want to follow-up on one
additional thing, Mr. Secretary.

We in California, in my opinion, suffer from much of
the same problems as the federal government does in having a
multiplicity of agencies looking at the same thing, and often
going in different directions.

Has there been, in this whole rule-making process,
discussion, any thought towards combining functions, or getting
those other agencies involved earlier?

What I reference in particular is Fish and Game,
which, as you know, currently takes a look at the harvest plans
after the fact; after they've gone through an extensive process,
and rather than getting involved early on in the early planning
stages.

You mentioned specifically for the small land owner
an early long-term planning process. Again, has fhere been any
thought towards getting Fish and Game as one of the agencies
involved early on in that process, rather than after the fact?

MR. WHEELER: More than thought, Mr. Hauser. We have
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adopted new rules which wili streamline that process and, in
fact, bring the input of the Fish and Wildlife authority to bear
earlier in that process so as to avoid lack of coordination down
the road.

I'd be happy to share with you the revised procedures
which now govern interaction between the Department of Forestry
and Fish and Game within my Agency.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Torres.

SENATOR TORRES: Mr. Secretary, my apologies for
being a little bit late from the plane schedule.

I wanted to ask you, is there a task force that's
working in an inter-governmental relationship with Secretary
Babbit's office in this area, as well as other federal agencies?
And if so, who are they?

MR. WHEELER: Yes. The responsibility for
interaction with Secretary Babbit and Secretary Espy, as a
result of the fact that there are divided authorities at the
federal level, has been vested in my shop, which includes the
Department of Forestry, and the Department of Fish and Game,
among others, Water Resources. We are reaching out as needed to
other parts of the state government, including the OPR and the
Trade and Commerce Agency, to assure that both the resource and
the economic implications of Option 9 are fully assessed.

Most notably, and I mentioned this before you
arrived, we have established in the eight-county area of this
Klamath province, a CERT, a Community Economic Revitaliiation

Team, even in advance of its being required by our agreement
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with the federal government. So that we have the benefit of the
participation of the counties in the development of a strategic
plan, and in the utilization of the funds that would be made
available.

SENATOR TORRES: How often are you meeting with the
federal government?

MR. WHEELER: We -- as frequently as this morning,
and as often as the needs arise. So, as recently as this
morning and as often as need arise.

I'd say members of the staff and I probably talk with
some representative of the federal establishment at some level
everyday.

SENATOR TORRES: You're keeping the Department of the
Interior and Agriculture informed as to specific needs of
California, both in respect to Mr. Hauser's questions as well as
the environmental issues?

MR. WHEELER: You may be sure of it.

SENATOR TORRES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: The next panel will consist of
Julie Fulkerson, the Chair of the Board of Supervisors of
Humboldt County; Terry Gorton, Assistant Secretary for Forestry
and Economic Development, the California Resource Agency; and
David Nelson, District Director for Congressman Dan Hamburg.

Please come up and assume the position.

What we would like to do is take about a five-minute
break while you're doing that so Evelyn can rest her fingers.

[Thereupon a brief recess was taken.]

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: We are ready to reconvene the
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hearing.
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We'll hear next from Julie Fulkerson, Chair of the
Board of Supervisors, Humboldt County.

MS. FULKERSON: Good morning.k Thank you, Senator
Thompson, for arranging this public forum, and I want to thank
the other Senators for making the trip to the far North Coast
and for listening to our community.

I think being heard is probably one of the most
significant things that you can offer us. Believe it or not,
sometimes we're so isolated we feel that nobody knows we're
here. So, thank you. And thank you, too, Assemblyman Hauser,
for returning home for this.

The first and most important element in solving
problems and building consensus -- and this includes all sides
being heard. Being right and winning are experiences we each
enjoy from time to time, but the solutions to our timber,
economic, environmental, social problems cannot be framed within
the context of who is right, or who has the power to win.

9 Each of us who speaks today will have a little bit of

** lthe truth. If you can select out each element in truth in what
we have to say, you will begin to see a complete picture emerge,
and the solutions will surface, as they certainly have been.

So, thank you for your participation in a process
which at times has been very painful for our community.

I am a third generation Humboldter. My
great-grandparents, aunts, uncles, and cousins came from France,

Germany, and Switzerland. When they arrived in Humboldt County

in the 1800s, they all worked in lumber camps. My parents were
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teachers; my brother is a commerciél fisherman, and I am a
business owner. I feel very fortunate to be in a position which
has allowed me to understand and feel compassion for people in
our community, whether they are timber workers and/or
environmentalists.

During the development of the Redwood National Park,
I worked for several years with displaced timber workers in a
very successful job search and self-employment program. Three
years ago, during the so-called Redwood Summer, I worked with
church, community, and labor leaders to bring diverse groups
together. I have been involved in economic diversification
activities, working with various economic development agencies,
for two decades. Currently, along with Supervisor Anna Sparks,
I am working with our community building links to seven other
counties of Northern California which are affection by Option 9
proposals.

Growing a community is an ongoing process. No single
agency nor individual has all of the answers. The solutions we
will come to will come through consensus and collaboration. We
must individually and collectively continue to work for these
solutions.

The decline in timber-related jobs or Option 9 is not
a new story; it's a new chapter. When I was a child, over 1,000
people worked in three shifts, around the clock, at the Cal
Barrel Factory in Arcata. That plant no longer exists. The
towns of Falk and Crannell no longer exist. These were
substantial coﬁmunities, each with a school, stores, volunteer

fire department, lodges, and a cookhouse. They have simply
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disappeared. Twenty thousand timber workers have lost their
jobs during the past 30 years in our region.

Commercial and sport fishing has come to a near
stand-still. That's a bit of our histor&.

I was going to give you few sort of economic
indicators, and I've included them in my written testimony, but
I don't believe I need to read them to you. But these current
limits on timber harvesting have created further challenges for
industry, workers, and our community as a whole. I'll leave
these statistics with you.

But I would like to mention that economic distress is
also measured by social service programs. The number of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children recipients has increased
annually in our community an average of 3.5 percent since 1984.
The general population here is growing at 1 percent. The number
of people receiving food stamps shows an annual growth of 4
percent per year.

As the economic pressures increase on individuals and
families, stress builds and shows up in the form of alcohol and
drug abuse, child and spousal abuse, mental disorders, poor
health, poverty, and general discouragement. It is essential
that the state and counties maintain and strengthen our social,
health and welfare programs. As we re-invent government, we
must dramatically restructure welfare programs, but we must not
abandon families in serious need.

Enough foundation. What are we doing in this
community and similar communities in the North Coast and

Northern California to solve our problems?
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The Clinton Administration took bold action by
hosting the Forest Summit and calling together three teams
working to reach consensus which resulted in the emerging --
ever emerging -- Option 9. At the local’level, we are matching
this action by pulling our economic and environmental resources
together. Allow me to outline some past successes and various
community tools we are relying on, and we would like to
encourage you to assist us in maintaining them. These projects
demonstrate what works, successful concepts, and we'd like to
keep replicating those. We'd like you to know that we have had
some success, but we continue to work for greater returns.

First of all, several months ago we initiated our own
bio-regional planning process. And I want to especially thank
Secretary Wheeler who has encouraged this process and really
provided a vision for this, for this community and others. The
bio-regional planning process has brought together private land
owners, environmentalists, timber workers, commercial and sport
fishermen, state and local agency representatives, and many
others together. Meeting in a circle and in subcommittees,
diverse issues are addressed and problems are solved. The
University Extension Forest Advisor, Kim Rodrigues, is providing
valuable leadership.

Consortiums have developed; there are partnerships
emerging that link state and federal agencies with local
nonprofits, industry leaders, and Native American populations to
begin to look at fish habitat, stream restoration, and other
forest-related projects, such as erosion control and road

removal.
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Second on our list of successes, the Humboldt State
University Center for Dispute Resolution, which is directed by
Dr. Betsy Watson, is providing ongoing facilitation for
neighborhood watershed and timber harvest disputes. Costly
lawsuits, festraining orders, and general neighborhood upset
have been avoided by her facilitation.

The Humboldt County Pulp Mill Closure Task Force is
studying alternative pulp sources.

The Redwood Region Economic Development Commission,
representing all cities, the County, and several service
districts, is completing the County's overall economic
development plan which contains plans for over 40 viable
industrial and infrastructural projects.

AB 939 catapulted us into innovation to reduce waste
and seek out industries to mine recyclables. We have now been
designated a recycling market zone. Existing waste processors
are already exporting compost and valuable worm castings. Local
pavement companies have begun making glassphalt, and forest
products industry is experimenting with ash waste as an
agricultural soil amendment.

And six of our successes, the Economic Development
Agencies, which are continuing their efforts to diversify the
economy through revolving loan funds, grants, and community
awareness forums. And as a result of very small amounts of seed
loans, many highly successful industries have grown to compete
internationally. And I have listed those there for you to read.
They include such things as Yakima, and Sunfrost Refrigerators,

Music for Little People. There are about 15 of them in the
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printed material. They all started with less than $2,000
capital.

What do they have in common? Surprisingly, their
facilities are crowded. They can't keep up with national and
international product demand. They desperately seek workers who
are trained and ready to work. Several of their products rank
number one in the nation. They all hold them back, themselves
back, from too much growth.

Lastly on my list are future diversification efforts.
These are not as well developed but have exciting potential:
Fire and Light, which will convert recycled glass to fine
construction glass tiles; Swedish American Homes is a plan to
build factory-built designer homes which will reduce waste and
reduce energy consumption; Harbor Development, which may include
a private/public partnership dock, passenger liners, and a
container maintenance industry, and commercial fishing; the
Institute for Sustainable Forestry is developing new hardwood
harvest and manufacturing potential.

Many of these efforts have focused on keeping the
jobs local, re-inventing the product in our local community to
create new jobs, and to employ and retain our local workers.

Our greatest challenge, perhaps, though, is to
believe that we have the capacity to change and to transition
into new work and diversified industry. As a whole, our
community must continue to diversify to build that strength.
Individual workers deserve support while they obtain job search
skills, employment assessment, new jobs, or self-employment

assistance. Industry needs support during this transition as
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well.

We are making links with Northern California Option 9
counties, and we will hear from Terry Gorton further on this,
and we heard from Secretary Wheeler earliér. But we have all of
the counties in Northern California who can tell you this kind
of a story of their successes and programs that they're working
on, from one degree to another.

We're now working together, pulling together,
frequently. 1In fact, the group is working right now two blocks
down the street all day to continue our state's strategic plan.

Following Peter Yu's visit to Redding, we began this
regular process. Terry Gorton has been a valuable committee
resource, with Co-Chairs Francie Sullivan of Shasta and Anna
Sparks of Humboldt County. All counties are working
cooperatively to share information and expertise.

Some of these projects that will show up on our
strategic plan will include such things as restoration, bio-
mass conversion, erosion control, value-added production, permit
streamlining, sustainability, and accountability.

The threads which hold this community fabric together
are indispensable, and you provide many of those. The
partnerships between the federal and the state and local
agencies are getting much stronger. Private business, labor,
environmental and community leaders are working together in very
new ways. And we can only move one step at a time, but while
we're in that process, we must recognize that there have been
successes in the past as we move forward.

What do we need to continue this process? What can




65

you do to help us?

We need to know that the Administration will do
everything in its power to minimize job loss. The state can
assist us in reaching these goals:

A. Increase funds for the Job Training Partnership
Act and for job search assistance and retraining. Funds need to
be unrestricted to allow us to tailor training to the needs of
our community.

Believe it or not, we actually have job openings that
we recruit outside of this area for. 1In fact, we even had one
company that opened a branch in Utah because they could not find
a trained labor pool here in this county. We need more
flexibility here.

Secondly on my list, we need to increase funding for
business development, access to capital, expanded technical
assistance, enhanced access to domestic and international
markets. Increased revolving loan funds for small business
start-ups will enrich opportﬁnities. The examples I mentioned
above all started with less than $2,000. 1In fact, I think
Yakima started with $1800, and they are a multi-million
international, number one ranking corporation in the world.

So, miracles can happen with very few dollars. 1In
fact, they often do. Their first economic assistance loans to
these corporations were probably between $5-10,000 each.

So, a lot of money is not necessarily what each
individual needs, but for the community, we will take as much as
we can possibly focus in our direction.

The third thing on my list of requests and desires is
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to increase the Community Development Block Grants and Rural
Development Administration funds for community facilities and
infrastructure projects. Less restrictive CDBG funds would
allow counties to tailor projects to speéific needs. We have
demonstrated capability, and that should be rewarded.

Fourthly, provide funding for environmental
protection, watershed maintenance, forest stewardship, and
fisheries enhancements. Many of our streams have been lost as
fish habitat. We have the workers and the scientific technical
assistance to begin massive repair work. We need to start
before it is entirely too late.

And fifth, we need to develop tax incentives to
corporations which encourage re-investment back into resource-
challenged communities, and into research and design that will
add vaiue to our national resources.

There's probably a great deal more I could say. I
think that for me, the challenge is to continue to maintain a
sense of optimism that we can solve our problems, but to balance
that with the painful reality that individuals and families are
facing job losses, and that industry will be hurt, and that
local businesses will be hurt. So, while we are rebuilding, we
need to keep that in balance, to feel that empathetic response,
to provide the support, and to know that we have some successes
here to point to, and to continue to do that. I think with
that, we will continue a cultﬁral, and economic, and
environmental balance.

I thank you for listening.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Julie, thank you.
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Assemblyman Hauser.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: Julie, I want to follow-up on a
couple of things. First are the success stories and also the
additional need.

Last Tuesday, in act, I happened to run into the
International Sales Vice President of Yakima in a hotel in
Tokyo. He was over there for developing new dealerships for
Yakima racks. And he noted to me that he was being very, very
successful. 1In fact, so successful that he had called the day
before back to Arcata requesting about two containers full of
racks to be shipped immediately to Japan. Unfortunately, all of
those racks or those containers had to go to San Francisco to be
loaded on board a ship so they could make it to Japan, where
Humboldt Bay is one day closer to Japan, and yet, has no
facilities for ships of that type of cargo.

I use Yakima again, as you do, as one of the success
stories, but also add the port development as one of the needs,
increased infrastructure needs here in Humboldt County. I
believe with both that we could be even more successful than we
are today.

MS. FULKERSON: I appreciate your reminding of this,
because I really want to emphasize that, again, that no
individual industry is going to do it. I mean, the horror would
be if Yakima would ever leave. We don't want to depend on any
one industry, and remind us that infrastructural harbor
development components ties very closely into economic
development. That's a good example. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Torres.
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SENATOR TORRES: Thank you for being here, Madam
Supervisor.

We in Southern California are reeling as well: loss
of over 250,000 jobs in the last year in éerospace. We're again
trying to find the challenges of how to retrain workers in that
part of the state.

One thing that intrigued me about your testimony was
that you said you need more flexibility here. You were
referring, I guess, to the Department of Employment restrictions
on access to unemployment funds or retraining funds?

MS. FULKERSON: Yes. As the funds are directed to
the counties, both under CDBG or the PIC, or the JTPA, give us
as much flexibility that is allowed so that we can be self-
determining.

SENATOR TORRES: What do we need to do? What does
that mean, as much flexibility as is allowed?

MS. FULKERSON: For the specifics of those programs?

SENATOR TORRES: Right.

MS. FULKERSON: 1I'm sorry, I would not be able to
answer that specifically, but I --

SENATOR TORRES: What is it in the regulations that
don't allow you to retrain some of the workers that left? You
said there wasn't a trained pool here.

MS. FULKERSON: In that instance, it had to do with a
partnership, I would believe, between the junior college and the
PIC and the industry. 1In this instance, it was garment workers.
But as you're probably aware, the community college system is

also facing cutbacks, and --
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SENATOR TORRES: Even more so if this voucher
initiative passes. Community colleges are included within the
K-12.

MS. FULKERSON: Part of what we've been asked to do
by the Administration is to come up with just the very specifics
you're asking for: those policy adjustments that would allow
greater flexibility and a streamlining of the process. So, that
is something that the eight counties are working on, as are the
individual counties.

SENATOR TORRES: I'm willing to help Mr. Hauser and
Senator Thompson toc help you do that on the North Coast.

My second question is, trailing back on Mr. Hauser's
question on port development, obviously we wouldn't like to see
too much competition for the L.A. Harbor, nor would my colleague
here from San Francisco, but I'm very, and have been all of my
life, in love with this North Coast. I think it's the most
beautiful part of the world. People don't realize the beauty
that lies here.

What would it take to help develop a port that would
be access for international exports?

MS. FULKERSON: The City of Eureka, the Harbor
Authority, and the County of Humboldt are working on that plan,
along with the Redwood Region Economic Development Council, in
our overall economic development plan. And a part of the
program are proposals for a private-public partnership with a
local industry to develop a greater dock capacity. That is one
thing that we're looking at.

The other possibility is, as I mentioned, is a
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containers maintenance facility.

So, ultimately, if some of these funds come through
from the Option 9 Economic Assessment Package, I believe that
that -- we haven't defined the actual priorities yet; we're just
in that process. But I believe that is going to be if not
number one, very close to the top.

SENATOR TORRES: Are there discussions going on now
between your regional group and the Japanese government, for
example, to set up dialogue on that issue?

- MS. FULKERSON: Yes.

SENATOR TORRES: And perhaps Japanese companies could
help finance the port development?

MS. FULKERSON: That's a good concept.

The City of Eureka has a sister city relationship
with Japan, and we're also working with China. And those
discussions would happen between the Mayor of Eureka and Anna
Sparks, who is our liaison with the Chinese delegation.

SENATOR TORRES: So there is an effort afoot to do
that, international as well as national?

MS. FULKERSON: Yes.

SENATOR TORRES: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: Just for a follow-up, that was
the purpose of our meeting in Japan all last week, was with the
sister city delegation as well as private investors in Japan,
trying to encourage development and utilization of dollars in
this country, this port in particular.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Marks.

SENATOR MARKS: Do you also agree that the $29
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million allocated by the federal government, or possibly
allocated, is not enough to do all these things you want to do?

MS. FULKERSON: Of course.

My job here is to advocate for as much as we can
possibly legitimize as our share of the pie, but we are -- I am
certainly aware that there are very serious problems facing the
nation, and facing the state, and facing this County and the
other Northern California counties.

I happen to be a believer that we can do a great deal
with not a lot of money if we believe we can do it, and if we
can move aside our differences. And so, I don't think that the
whole picture is just dollars. I think a lot of it is
streamlining the process at the local level, at the state level,
at the federal level. 1It's working together collaboratively,
and I think that's been one of the significant things that's
happened just in the last few months, the relationships between
the State Resource Agency and the County of Humboldt, for
example, that I'm real familiar with, is dramatically different.
And the relationships between environmental groups, fishery
people, forest folks, coming together and talking in the same
room was not happening four or five years ago. This is a new
part of history for us.

SENATOR MARKS: Thank you.

’CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: I think we can stipulate that the
money is not enough, and that we do need to work collectively to
take down some of the barriers that have prohibited us in the
past; make sure that they don't prohibit us in the future.

I have to agree with Senator Marks. 1In my district
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alone, we're betting on the Administration to come forward with

the money, and for the northern part of my district, which is

e USRI e e

timber impact money. And I've got a base closing in the

southern part of my district, and now we're being told that
there's going to be money for defense conversion there.

But again, it's money that we haven't seen. It's
money that's in an appropriation bill that hasn't yet even gone
to conference. We're continuing to fight for immigration monies
thatvthe fede;al»goyernment owes us.

Sé, those of us at the state level become a little
bit -- I think interested is putting it mildly. We need to get
certain assurances that we get the money that is said to be
forthcoming.

MS. FULKERSON: 1It's a delicate balance. I know that
in the counties we've been meeting together. We have been very
-- we normally would be very competitive for this money, as we
could be with the other two states. And there is a very strong
feeling that we want to do this cooperatively, that we need to
benefit as a region, and benefit as a nation. We need tc do so,
you know, with economies around the world.

So again, no one individual needs to be fighting for
their piece. We've got to figure out how to make it work
better together. We will save money in the long run if we do
that.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Rogers.

SENATOR ROGERS: Supervisor, I, of course, am
delighted to hear all these success stories you're talking

about.
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But I guess the question that comes to my mind is,
with all the talk, you know, about going to different government
agencies for seed money, and these development loans, and all of
that, I've found one of the worst places to go for money is the
government when you're trying to start a business. With
interest rates at an all-time low, why couldn't those folks, if
they have a good business plan, go to commercial lenders, go to
a bank or somewhere else, and get the seed money they need to
start up this business without involving government?

Maybe you'd like to comment on that. I'm glad it's
worked however it's worked, and I'm delighted it's been
successful. But do we need to continue to encourage our folks
out there to go to the government, always turn to the government
and seek government help everytime they have a problem?

MS. FULKERSON: Senator, I couldn't agree with you
more. I would love it if these people could have gone to a
bank. They should have been able to; today they could. But let
me give you some examples.

Yakima, for example, started off by making kayak foot
braces. I don't know how interested a bank would have been in
kayak foot braces.

SENATOR ROGERS: Banks are usually interested in what
makes money.

MS. FULKERSON: That may be.

Wallace and Hinz, for example, it was taking bits of
wood and gradually putting together fine quality bars, which are
now exported internationally. Sunfrost Refrigerators, which is

a solar refrigerator, which I heard about from somebody from
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Texas. 1 didn't even know it existed in Arcata until a speaker
at another conference told me about it.

These are people who have highly innovative, unusual
ideas that are not always bankable the first time around.

They all -- none of them are having problems getting
money now. But there are other models that are right behind
them that are ready to go, and $2,000, $5,000, $10,000 would get
them started.

And the bank, just quite honestly, just won't even
look at them. Sometimes they don't wear suits. I mean, it
coﬁld be just as simple as that.

SENATOR TORRES: Sometimes they wear skirts and they
get discriminated against.

MS. FULKERSON: That's right.

So, I think part of it is, we are educating certainly
our local bankers, and they have become a part of this process.
And that's also another experience of what's happening in our
local economy.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: There's a real void, I think, in
the availability of loans for small types of loans. Banks don't
like to make $2,000 or $5,000 loans, which makes a start-up
business even more difficult.

One of the things that we've found in our focus
groups on rural economic problems is the absence of that. We
passed legislation this year to try and clean that up a little
bit and make funds available in those micro loans for
businesses. It's going to help in the long run.

And government has the ability to lend money at a
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cheaper rate, irrespective of the interest loans today. We can
generate funds to businesses at a much cheaper rate per company.

SENATOR ROGERS: There are a lot of sources of
venture capital out there, maybe not jus£ the banks, but
individuals and other people who welcome new ideas. It doesn't
make any difference to them how you're dressed, so long as a
good idea is there that has merit.

SENATOR TORRES: You ought to get that list from
Senator Rogers, or get a copy of it.

MS. FULKERSON: Senator Rogers, I want to ask you, I
have an idea. Maybe we could talk about it.

That is, we have a lot of what we call equity
immigrants who come here. We have many people moving from
Southern California, probably from Bakersfield in some instance,
and when they sell their homes in Southern California, they
can't quite replacekthe same level here. So, they have money in
the bank or in investments.

My idea would be to develop some sort of rural
investment pool where there would be some added incentives for
people to pool their money in their own community to assist in
job creation there.

SENATOR ROGERS: That's a great idea, but you don't
have to involve government.

MS. FULKERSON: Okay.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Next we'll hear from Terry
Gorton.

MS. GORTON: I guess it's still good morning.

Good morning, distinguished Senators and Assemblyman.
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Hi, Dan.

I think I'd like to provide one thing, if I could,
for you. Maybe it's a chance to catch up on a little bit of
your time, so instead of a very much preéared statement, I'l1l
just give you by way of background what I've been doing over the
last several months, and perhaps you'll have some questions of
me.

I've been representing both the Governor and the
Resources Agency. I've been involved since the Forest
Conference in Portland in early April, and have represented
California in weekly meetings in Portland with both the
scientific team and Peter Yu's economic team, throughout the
forest practices development of FEMAT, the Option 9 strategies,
and the development of community assistance program monies.

More recently, I've been meeting with the states of
Oregon and Washington, and the White House people in Washington,
D.C., and continue to conduct and carry on negotiations in
developing the state/federal Memorandum of Understanding, the
negotiations of putting the communities in touch directly with
the federal government instead of through a state process for
the development money, for the watershed assistance programs,
for the watershed restoration programs under Option 9.

I think there is no way I could say as eloquently as
Julie did and paint a picture of the reality, both cooperation
and needs, that's out there. I think everything she said should
be taken absolutely to heart. it was right on, at least from my
perspective.

And the cooperation that's continuing to go on. As




77

she said today, we've been meeting regularly with the

'Supervisors of the northern eight counties. We hold weekly

conference calls, and we get together in person as often as we
can, and today is one of them. I think éhey're working right
now.

I think that there's a great deal of misunderstanding
about some of the financial packages. There is an ongoing
process with the substantive issues of Option 9. My perspective
is, we've only just begun; that it is not over. I think we have
a tremendous opportunity, as I think Secretary Wheeler pointed
out, to work with the draft release of the forest plans with
that kind of cooperative effort that Julie was underscoring, and
plan our future together instead of abdicating it to the federal
authorities right now.

I have worked closely both with Peter Yu's team, with
Jack Ward Thomas, with Jim Lyons, who presented last week in
Redding the Option 9 strategies, and with the Fish and Wildlife
Service people. And if there are any questions that you have of
me on any of the statuses of any of those processes, either from
the state level or from the federal level, I would certainly be
happy to answer them and, hopefully, be able to take up a little
bit of your time this morning.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Do we have any questions?

Could you tell us the status of the job training
center proposal? I understand we're going to get two of them
from the Job Corps.

MS. GORTON: Job training or Job Corps?

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Job Corps.
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MS. GORTON: Well, we wrote a letter -- this is
outside of any of the forest management and the Clinton Plan, of
course. We have been for some period of time very interested in
developing, particularly in rural -- my charge is the rural
portions of the economics of the state -- and trying to identify
and locate and promote with the federal government the opening
of Job Corps Centers in rural California.

Currently there are no -- no Job Corps Centers
anywhere in the State of California located in a rural area.

And if you know the unique nature, and composition, and focus of
Job Corps Centers, I have felt that that was a real missing
component, quite frankly, and very appropriate.

We have two locations identified in, let's see, I
think Hayfork, in Trinity County, is one location, and Yreka is
the other locatioh. We have written letters, and I have talked
to some of the committee members in Washington when I was there
last, you know, maybe ten days ago.

There is a possibility, based on population
statistics, that California could have as many as four Job Corps
Centers located out of seven, but of course, this has been a
potential one, I think, at last read with the committees
nationally, so that we would capture four.

I'm not completely optimistic, but I'm very
optimistic that we will locate a couple of those Job Centers in
rural California, or at least one of them, hopefully, in rural
California. We're up, and we're ready, and we're on line with
promoting that idea.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: When you say, "We have asked for
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one for Hayfork and one for Yrska," who is the "we"? And why
would we ask for two in virtually the same area? Why wouldn't
we ask for one in Humboldt County to maybe serve some of the
coastal region?

MS. GORTON: As I'm sure you're aware, Senator
Thompson, part of the composition of Job Corps Centers is, the
facility is a very, very important part of that component.

When you say "we", perhaps I think that in locating
where are the most likely, you have to start with what are the
most likely odds that we locate Job Corps Centers in California,
as opposed to, with only seven of them being allocated
nationally, losing those to other locations because we simply
pick a point on a map and say: well, this is what we think.

We've had closed Conservation Corps Camps, other
facilities in those two locations that were -- dovetailed
perfectly in both timing and the type of facility that was
available to immediately go on line.

Given the bent more recently, the historical
locations of these sites in more urban areas, there was
certainly a great deal of support from the Supervisors. And
again, this was coming from the local Supervisors, and very
viable locations that were ready, packages developed, a great
deal of promotion both from the Forest Service, locations that
would go on line to compete, quite frankly, in the national
picture.

If you're talking about if we had a dedication
statewide, I guess my answer would be I don't know. We're

competing nationally, and the focus in centers that could more
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probably be selected seemed to be a natural one.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: For the Siskiyou County area.

MS. GORTON: And in Trinity.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: 1I'd like fou to give some
consideration to this coastal region, and specifically Humboldt
County.

It seems to me that, given the job loss in the areas,
and the loss of different facilities, that we in Humboldt County
would be equally qualified in the eyes of the feds to be one of
the sites.

MS. GORTON: 1If you'd like to prepare a proposal, I'd
be more than happy to do that.

You have to understand that these are also areas with
tremendous impact -- |

SENATOR TORRES: That's not an appropriate response
to the Chairman of this Committee. That sounds like a
smart-alecky response.

We're just trying to find out how these decisions are
made.

MS. GORTON: I apologize. I'm trying to explain to
you -~

SENATOR TORRES: I'm still unclear about what you
said earlier about, number one, who is "we"? Who made the
decision?

MS. GORTON: Weil, the County Supervisors in --

SENATOR TORRES: Working with the Governor's Office?

MS. GORTON: -- quite frankly, working with the

Forest Service.
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SENATOR TORRES: So it was a federal decision
ultimately?

MS. GORTON: Well, I don't think it was a federal
decision of which centers were located.

SENATOR TORRES: You said it was a national decision
making.

MS. GORTON: The national decision on where they
locate Job Corps Centers across the nation.

SENATOR TORRES: But what is the criteria the feds
use to do that?

MS. GORTON: I'm sorry, I don't know.

SENATOR TORRES: Well, that would be very relevant to
answer Senator Thompson's question of why were they located
there. If there's a criteria that needs to be followed, that
would make us understand it a little more clearly just how that
criteria, maybe, needs to be changed. Since we do have,
finally, a Democrat in the White House. Maybe some of us can
have some impact in helping the North area, which I'm sure
Senator Thompson could do.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Maybe you could prepare for this
Committee an analysis of what that criteria is, and how the Job
Corps Centers are ultimately going to be sited.

MS. GORTON: 1I'd be happy to forward that. That
really isn't a part, quite frankly, of my focus right now.

What I'd be happy to do is forward that on to the
Forest Service and to the relevant federal agencies to be able
to prepare something for you, since it's their decision. 1I'd be

very happy to broker that for you.
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CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: 1If you'd do that, I'd appreciate
it.

Senator Rogers.

SENATOR ROGERS: Just a comment along the line of the
Job Corps Centers to retrain.

Do I understand it's to retrain people whose
industry, perhaps, has for some reason shut down and they're out
of work? 1Is that correct?

MS. GORTON: No. The Job Corps Center -- Job Corps
is -- are you familiar with our California Conservation Corps?

SENATOR ROGERS: Yes, I am.

MS. GORTON: Okay, Job Corps is a federal -- I don't
want to say they're a mirror, but they're a very similar
program. It's primarily a program -- this is all outside of
Option 9, or Clinton Plan, or anything that has anything to do
that portion of this discussion today -- the Job Corps Centers
are primarily directed to take youth that are having problems,
people who need jobs, training for jobs, that don't have the
skills to go out and even make the applications. So, getting
them out oftentimes, quite frankly, urban -- these are kids
coming out of urban environments. And I think that's why the
focus has been for location in urban areas in the State of
California.

So, coming into the rural areas seemed to be a good
idea to promote, since the rural area would have an opportunity
to develop other skills that weren't necessarily available in
the urban areas: watershed restoration, outdoor activities, et

cetera, and locate them in an atmosphere -- and quite frankly,
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as has been said before, a wonderful part of the State of
California.

SENATOR ROGERS: I recall, and I think I'm right on
the numbers here, that the cost for haviﬂg a person involved in
the California Conservation Corps, it costs more, really, to
train them and have them, and care for ﬁhem, more than it did --
somebody made the analogy if you send someone to Stanford
University.

SENATOR TORRES: That's $26,000 a year.

SENATOR ROGERS: And a lot of us were not too
enamored with the California Conservation Corps program because
of the tremendous cost per participant. It was very expensive
and not cheap.

I guess my question is, if we do establish these Job
Corps Centers, and these youngsters maybe will have temporary
employment, what happens after that? Is there going to be a job
for them?

I look at a lot of students who graduate from college
today. They go through a lot of work and training, and you
know, excellent students, fine young people. They get their
degree, and a here they're all trained and ready to go to work,
and there're no jobs in this state for them.

I just wanted to say, I guess, I hope that there's
some consideration being given to once these people do get
trained. Are there going to be jobs for them?

MS. GORTON: Again, I think you're raising an
excellent point. This is a federal program. I'm not quite

sure, except that I was involved in passing around for Ross
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Burgess the portfolios back to Washington.

SENATOR ROGERS: 1It's really a little unfair, I
think, for us to be throwing you these questions,'and I
apologize for it.

MS. GORTON: Thank you.

SENATOR ROGERS: Still, I wanted to say it so perhaps
we could be giving more thought to not only the Job Corps area,
but all of our youngsters get trained, and they're ready to go
to work, and no jobs for them.

I know in Kerﬁ County, the unemployment rate is
almost 16 percent; City of Delano, the unemployment rate is 30
percent in that one city. We've got tremendous unemployment
problems in this state, and we'd better be getting our act
together in providing job opportunities, because right now
they're not there.

Excuse me. I wanted to interject that in the mix of
problems.

SENATOR TORRES: I think we just have to read the
testimony of Supervisor Fulkerson. Look at the options that
she's given us to develop a holistic approach, because it is
going to take a combination of effort to avoid paying 35,000 a
year to incarcerate someone in our state prisons, versus
spending a little less in the training, and utilizing, as Mr.
Rogers appropriately said, the opportunity for the development
of business within this community.

And I think that those of us who are
environmentalists and who vote that way in the Legislature, as

am I, have a duty to put our money where our mouth is, if we
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want our environment protected. We also ought to make the
effort to encourage other business alternatives to retraining
and the development of business. And the partnership that this
hearing has provided gives all of us an 5pportunity. I think
it's a real solid beginning to do that.

MS. GORTON: Again, I think the County Supervisors,
together, really all of them, and with a steering committee, are
looking at all of them, and with a steering committee are
looking at the opportunity.

Like you, I concur that sometimes when government
intervenes, it becomes a one-stop that then falls off later.
And also, at the same time, I see this much desperately needed
money, seed money as Julie has indicated, and for the first
time, quite frankly, in the negotiations, we have -- are going
to participate in the overall diversification fund money, which
is a money pool, which has never come to California before, and
it's money that has very little in the way of federal strings,
and would provide that kind of rotating pool which would be
quasi-governmental, quasi-kind of private in a way, to be able
to help some of these programs, and start-up capital for people
who need to get on to a business that could be successful with
some of that start-up capital. And so, that's part of the
program.

And I heard Senator Marks mention the $29 million,
and I just wanted to report, too, that in addition to the $29
million, as of yesterday, Peter Yu reported that the
re-appropriation, that the security outside the $29 million, is

at about 92 percent of the money, the $270 million or $275
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million, for this year, FY '94, for the recovery monies in
Oregon, Washington, and California. The $29 million portion of
it is in three principal programs: forest diversification
[sic], community assistance, and the watérshed, which is in
conference, but not out of it yet.

SENATOR MARKS: Then $275 million has been
appropriated?

MS. GORTON: I think the right term is redirected.

SENATOR MARKS: What does that mean?

MS. GORTON: In the Forest Service budget, and in
other Department of Interior budgets, and Ag. budget, the money
has been kind of gathered up from here, and gathered up from
there, to come up with a funding program for the forest recovery
and community assistance programs for Oregon, Washington, and
California. And the promise was for five years of assistance.

Congress has dealt directly with the funds to the
counties, but there has been no Congressional action or say at
this point for dedicated new monies. However, these are monies
that have been, I guess, re-appropriated from other budgets for
the assistance program for this year, FY '94.

SENATOR MARKS: Has that money been appropriated?

MS. GORTON: Appropriated then redirected.

SENATOR MARKS: The budget has been enacted?

MS. GORTON: Yes. So that the --

SENATOR MARKS: So the $275 million, the federal
government's agreed to that? That $275 million has already been
enacted?

MS. GORTON: Yes, for FY '94. Now, this was -- of




87

the current budget that was passed, monies were pulled out of
other --

SENATOR MARKS: Excuse me.

The federal government éeople say no.

MR. GREIMAN: No, I think that's accurate.

Harley Greiman, U.S. Forest Service again.

I think the key here is that the budget bill is going
to conference. There's the Senate version and the House
version. 1It'll go into conference, and we really won't know
what the final dollar package is until conference sends it off.

MS. GORTON: Of the 29 million.

MR. GREIMAN: Of the 29 million.

MS. GORTON: But the balance of it =--

MR. GREIMAN: 1In our normal budget process, we do in
staff what we call different things: state and private
forestry, which is technical assistance to the state. We get
our program dollars for watershed and soil restoration. This is
some of the redirected funds that Ms. Gorton is referring to.

But the 29 million is a separate amount that's been
put into the project.

SENATOR MARKS: It's infinitesimal. 1It's small.

MS. GORTON: Compared to -- but it is just a portion
of the whole $270 million --

MR. GREIMAN: That's obligated to the entire program
in '94, or it will be. Hopefully, it will be obligated in '94
once the budget is signed.

MS. GORTOﬁ: It is obligated. Yes, it's the 29

million that's still in question.
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SENATOR MARKS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Ms. Gorton, in the Committee
letter to the Secretary, we asked for an explanation of the
complete economic package; how the state will be expected to
interface; and what our responsibilities would be; and the
different elements of the Plan; who will serve; the level of
funding for organizations; the distribution system for
implementing the Plan.

Are you prepared today to talk about those?

MS. GORTON: Sure.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Go ahead.

MS. GORTON: Well, again, from a meeting that was
held in Redding several months ago, it became very clear that as
the federal government dealt with the state, quote-unquote the
"state", it was the communities and the people at the local
level that wanted much more control over the future, and how to
negotiate something that hadn't even been contemplated by the
Clinton programming. All three states felt exactly the same
way.

So, we began a process of developing a system which
hadn't existed before, and no one, quite frankly, knew exactly
how to do it to begin with. So instead of a relationship
between the state, specifically the State of California and its
agencies, and the federal government for either watershed
planning, forestry issues, economic recovery issues, we instead
turned to the counties. The counties came to us and said, "Put
us in the driver's seat." So, we negotiated together,

collectively, as I say, the counties and myself, because it's
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easier for us to have one person go into Washington, for a
Memorandum of Understanding -- I believe you have a copy of that
-- which has a relationship the federal government and the
counties, the communities in California.

That Memorandum of Understanding sets forth a
structure called a State CERT, which is a Community Economic
Revitalization Team, I think, that the Secretary referenced this
morning. That group will have two Governor's appointments on
it, and -- but be primarily composed of both federal
representaﬁives that the federal agencies require be on that
team, and community representatives working through the county
Boards of Supervisor representatives here in the northern eight
counties. That was the structure they determined.

That team then will be in the Memorandum of
Understanding responsible for daily implementation of the Plan.
Remembering now there's two parallel programs going on at all
time: one of them is the community assistance side of the
program, and one is the watershed and restoration side of the
program. Watershed and restoration side is primarily going to
be run by the Forest Service/Bureau of Land Management where
appropriate.

The community assistance side of the program is
primarily run out of -- I think you've heard the name Peter Yu,
who is the Director of the National Economic Council, and from
the White House.

To make it more confusing for us, inside the
community assistance side of the program is watershed money, and

watershed restoration funding also, okay, but two different
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programs.

The Adaptive Management Areas that I'm sure you've
heard so much about are going to be organized and run from the
watershed side of the program. My persoﬂal opinion, that side
of the program is in deep trouble financially.

The community assistance and restoration side of the
program, I think, is in very good condition, given‘the amount of
money, and given base closures and other huge issues competing
for those dollars. I think, you know, that they have followed
through at least for FY '94 in remarkable way.

Now, the state CERTs again, and they're state from
the perspective of the federal government, that Oregon has one,
Washington has one, and California has one. But they're really
community CERTs, but they're identified as state CERTs in the
document that I've provided for you.

Those state CERTs will then have representatives at a
regional CERT. Again, Oregon and Washington and California,
meeting together. We've already begun those meetings. Francie
Sullivan, I'm sure a number of you know from Shasta, has been
going with me to Portland, and we're going to be meeting in
Seattle next week sometime, representing our desires consistent
with Oregon and Washington. We're trying to make them
consistent with Oregon and Washington, and come up with a more
reasonable approach. Because obviously, the next thing that
should be on everybody's mind, certainly is on ours, are the
fisheries issues, and how we are going to move from timber and
integrate fisheries into a way that can be best addressed

regionally. Meaning, Oregon, Washington, and California sharing
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the resources, sharing expertise, and surveys, scientists.
We're trying to get this kind of cooperative thing going, and
quite frankly, I think we're about a ten on the ten meter right
now. It could erode, but right now we're at ten on the ten
meter.

So this regional CERT, then, with representatives,
again, from each of the state CERTs, and federal
representatives, will develop regional plans. And that is
consistent with the Option 9 strategy, to look at broad-scaled,
far reaching resource management ideas and economic goals. That
group then is responsive to what's called a MAC, a multi-agency
command system, which will have all federal players on it, and
they essentially have the checkbook. But the MAC responds to
the planning which goes from the local level up.

And we have met together, the three states meeting
together, with input from the counties and the League of Cities
in some of our northern sister states, to develop some of the
amendments in the language in the community assistance program
of that $29 million to expand the definition of rural community
to be able to make more money available to more communities in
the northern part of the state, where previously we just siﬁply
didn't qualify under those programs before.

That's the kind of structure of this program. So
far, we've been dealing with members of both the White House and
very high level people in Washington who have been very
consistent with us. We met over a conference call with Bob
Nash, who is a long-time advisor of the President, and who is

going to be -- what's the term -- President of the MAC?
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Director? Of the multi-agency command group, who pledges a
consistent time, his talent, and his staff to work with us
through the process and it's not going to be just a political
event that's going to go away. So that fapport is, kind of, I
think, how they're interfacing with us and where we're at.

I think we're very optimistic, cautiously optimistic,
that we can work through some of these things through the next
year. But then, of course, we do have to go back for full
Congressional appropriations, it appears, in the future, and
that fate will be very much undetermined.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you.

Next we'll hear from David Nelson, District Director
for Congressman Dan Hamburg.

MR. NELSON: Thank you, Senator Thompson, members of
the panel, Assemblyman Hauser. Thank you for having me here
today on behalf of Congressman Hamburg, who's been involved in
this process from the Portland Summit on through.

I think it might be worth pointing out that when we
talk about the economic assistance part of this package, it is
referred to as being a part of Option 9, but it's not really
tied to any particular option. I think the economic assistance
package is kind of independent of the options and was going to
come no matter what,'because it's more of a political response
by the Clinton Administration, I think, to try to blunt the
problems that have been facing timber-dependent communities, and
also to speak to the problems that will grow out of the fact, if
there is less harvest coming off the federal forests. So, this

is not an option that was chosen along with Option 9. The
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economic assistance was an independent program that was proposed
by the Clinton Administration, coming out of the Portland
Summit.

The money that's going to be made available is in a
number of different areas. I think I just want to try to
clarify what some of your questions were, Senator Marks. I
think you heard about a number. And the 29 million, that was
the Interior appropriations that the Forest Service was
concerned about.

But the money is coming out in different federal
program areas, in different lines, and from different agencies.
So, when we talk about the larger numbers, that includes all of
the programs, not just the Interior or the Forestry program.

The promise initially from the Clinton Administration
proposal after the Forestry Summit was that about $275 million
would be made available. And in federal [sic] year '94, that's
extra money that had not been appropriated for these purposes
before. And the areas that it's covering are: first of all,
job training programs; secondly, economic development, business
development kinds of programs; thirdly, what they're calling
communities and infrastructure programs, money going into
communities for infrastructure improvements; and finally, what
they call ecosystem investment, which is the jobs in the woods,
the restoration and the watershed programs. So, it's going to
be in four different areas that the monies are coming.

To break them down, the original proposal called for
about 27 million in new money for job training in these three

states. About 78 million for economic development kinds of
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monies for business and industry loans and grants, that sort of
thing. About 75 million for the communities and infrastructure
part of it to local communities. And about 108 million for the
restoration, jobs in the woods, the ecos&stem kinds of things.
This totals about 288 million. If you look at their initial
figures, they were talking about 275 million.

Our information, the state of the appropriations as
of today is that about 90 percent of that money has been
secured, appropriated, and specifically secured for those
programs. There's still some questions about the Interior
appropriations, but essentially, the Clinton Administration has
followed through on the promise of these monies, and it has been
appropriated and secured.

You have to remember, of course, that the way the
relationships were worked out between states, and after certain
negotiations, it was agreed that California would have at least
15 percent of that money; that a floor of 15 percent would go to
each of the three states. So, when you start doing a little
math on that, that guarantees California in the range of $40
million or so for California to these eight counties for these
sorts of programs.

Beyond that, 15 percent will be allowed according to
some perceived impact, and the content of the proposals that
come to the federal agencies.

The decision as to what programs get money will
remain federal decisions. The Memorandum of Understanding that
were developed between the federal, state and local agencies

were aimed at trying to determine how best to make those
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decisions, but the end decision is going to be made by the
federal agency granting it. If it's economic development money,
that would be the EDA through Commerce. .If it's RDA money, that
would be through the Agriculture Department. If it's job
training money, that's Labor. The federal agency is making the
final decision, but it'll be based on an input and the plans
that get to put together at the state and local level. And
that, as Ms. Gorton was referring to, the state CERTs that are
developing strategic plans, implementation plans, and so on.

So, the decision is being made through what seems
like a kind of a complex system of Memorandums of Understanding,
and so on, but they're all aimed, I think, at trying to make
sure that the money goes as directly as possible to the local
communities. That's the hope, anyway. And I know that's what
everybody's working toward.

It might, since this is a State Senate hearing, be
worth speaking a little bit about the state role in this matter.
0Of course, everybody would be happy to have some state money
involved in all these sorts of programs, although it's not the
purpose of this hearing to ask for. I think, as I said, the
hope of everybody, from the federal level and the people
involved, is that the money will be made available as directly
as possible to the local communities and individuals that need
it. I think people agree that there's not a need for the money
to pass through state government's hands, or county government's
hands, except to appropriate into the individual programs.

For instance, the job training money will continue to

go, as JTPA money often does, must of it will go through the
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state's Labor Department, because that's the way those monies
are administrated. But much of this money will go directly to
local groups.

At this point, the status of éhe program is that
these monies are appropriated. As soon as these strategic
plans, which being developed, and the implementation plans,
which are being developed, are finished, and each of those has
about a 45- day timeline, although they may be finished before
that, the money will begin flowing down the pipeline, is what
we're being told. And that even as we speak, there is some job
training money under Option 9 basically already being
appropriated.

SENATOR MARKS: Can you give a good explanation of
where this mohey is going to come from? I appreciate thé
efforts you've made.

MR. NELSON: The way it happened in terms of the
local input, I think that the County Supervisors got involved,
and they have provided from the local perspective the local
implementation of the plan. And the state CERTs that have been
set up are including the County Supervisors as the state and
local representatives from local communities.

The infrastructure money, the money for the timber
reforestation and watershed programs, and so on, that money will
probably come primarily through the Forest Service and the BLM
in a sort of a separate fashion. And I think as Ms. Gorton
indicated, that's the money that probably is the least clear
that we're getting the whole amount promised, and it's also the

money that is the most difficult to ensure that it's going to
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get spent in a way that everybody will agree on.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: David, will that restoration
apply only to federal lands, or can it go outside those federal
spheres?

MR. NELSON: I think realistically, most of the money
will be spent on federal land. There's some money in the Option
9 or under the funding programs that will be -- can be used for
private land management, but those are separate line items from
the general ecosystem management money.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Habitat restoration won't extend
beyond federally owned property?

MR. NELSON: It may, in the sense that people are
trying to look at this in an ecosystem way. It might slop over
a little bit as we look at watersheds and so on. They've
targeted certain key watersheds that seem to need the money the
most, and that goes into the fishery issue. But in that sense,
it may spill over some into private lands, but I think most of
this money is going to be spent on federal lands.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: It would seem that that would be
not only important, but key to restoration of the fisheries. If
that could be inserted somehow, it probably should.

MR. NELSON: Yes, yes, and I think if you look at the
whole entire Option 9 process, the consideration of the fishery
resources are built in. It's a factor in all these decisions.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Assemblyman Hauser.

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dave, just a couple points that I hope you'll pass on

to Congressman Hamburg as he can use his influence.
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For those of us who lived through the Redwood
National Park retraining buy-out assistance programs would
acknowledge that, to a good extent, they were a disaster. A
little bit of the money went to help real‘people, but because of
federal regulations, a lot of it was used for outside
consultants for plans to do things. We have more plans than
projects.

Following up on some of those plans, we, of course,
spent a tremendous amount of money on the very large hardwoods
industry you see in Humboldt County, and I use that in jest, but
we spent an awful lot of money on it.

That there be, to the greatest extent possible, the
flexibility that Supervisor Fulkerson called for; be local
decision making, not outside decision making, on how these
monies will be utilized. Even the retraining, to a good extent
in the Redwood National Park, was for jobs that didn't exist.
Many of the people that did get retrained either had to move, or
actually eventually found jobs in other areas not involved with
the retraining.

'So again, to the greatest extent possible, I would
urge that those decisions be local, and that they have the
greatest degree of local flexibility, and don't.require through
federal rules, regulations, guidelines, that we spend it on a
large number of sophisticated plans by outside consultants.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you very much.

Next we'll take some public testimony. Three people
signed up. We'll start with Supervisor Anna Sparks, and then

we'll hear from Supervisor Francie Sullivan, and Supervisor
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Norman De Vail.

MS. SPARKS: Senator, thank you very much for
allowing us to come before you.

We are the Option 9 Team, and I Co-Chair with Francie
Sullivan from Shasta County.

I would like to have Francie start, and I would like
to ask the Option 9 Team to come forward, which represents eight
counties, but seven of them are here today, since Roger
Swanzigler is not here today.

MS. SULLIVAN: We organized ourselves after the White
House --

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Francie, would you please
identify yourself and your affiliation.

MS. SULLIVAN: Yes, I'm Francie Sullivan, Supervisor
from Shasta County and the Co-Chair of the Option 9 steering
committee, the California Counties Option 9 Steering Committee.

In July, Peter Yu from the White House came out and
met with some California counties to discuss the economic
recovery portion of Option 9. At that time, Anna and I got
together and said, "Gee, you know. No one seems to be organizing
anything in California. We think we should -- somebody needs to
do something. This is going’to hurt us where we live."

So, we invited all of these eight counties to send a
representative or two, in fact, to a meeting here in Eureka at
the end of July.

At the same time, the Governor created the position
that Terry Gorton now holds, and Terry from the beginning has

worked with us and been real crucial in keeping us involved in
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that process.

We have been beneficially recognized by the White
House as the local government representatives, designated by the
Governor. Mr. Yu has been back and met Qith us. We have
ongoing correspondence. And hard as it is for us to saying
anything nice as county supervisors about the Governor this
year, it has been a God-send to have Terry Gorton from his
Office working with us on these issues.

We have been working on strategic plans for the State
of California, obviously the most important part of California,
our eight counties, and working on means of getting our
communities involved at the utmost level, working on goals. 1In
fact, we've been working on that all morning here.

I think at this time, Supervisor Sparks will
introduce the rest of our Committee. We appreciate you taking a
minute as well to allow us to be part of this.

MS. SPARKS: Thank you.

On my left is Dei Norte County Supervisor Glenn
Smedley; Norm De Vall, Supervisor in Mendocino County; Walt
Wilcox, Lake County; Ross Burgess, Trinity County; Kathleen
Rowen from Tehama County.

We have come together to develop the economic
recovery plan and the strategy plan for the statekin order for
us to come from the bottom-up to meet the Clinton
Administration's top-down. So that you have the local input,
the elected officials working with all of the economics, and the
Forestry, and everything that is involved. We have the past

history that Dan has talked about from the Redwood National




18

19

26

101

Park. We have tried implementing and organizing a number of
different things.

We have set aside our political. differences, as Norm
and I can attest to. We would fight wholeheartedly from a whole
different set of standards that we believe in, but we can set
aside those differences and work togéther to try to form the
best plan that we possibly can to enhance our constituencies,
and your constituency, and the President's constituency.

We appreciate very much the Governor appointing and
working with our counties, and working with Doug Wheeler, to
make sure that we come up with the best strategies possible
throughout this entire plan. It's a complex, complicated plan
that has federal, and state, and local, and tribal councils all

working together to try to develop with our knowledge, and with

|the utilization of all of the information put together, the best

overall economic and healthy environmental plan that we can
possibly put together.

And I would like to turn now and ask Norman, and each
one of them would like just a second to say something, because I
know you're going into your lunch hour.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Before you‘leave the mike,
Senator Torres has a question for you.

SENATOR TORRES: You mentioned tribal councils. Are
they represented here today?

MS. SPARKS: They're not here today.

SENATOR TORRES: But they are part of the input that
you're working together with?

MS. SPARKS: Yes, sir.




(]

102

MR. De Vall: Senator Thompson, my name is Norman De
Vall, Mendocino County.

My Board has asked that I sit on this committee and
go through this process. And please be feminded that this is a
Tuesday, Board meeting day throughout California. And this is
of such magnitude and of such importance that we seven
Supervisors have found that opportunity to be here today.

My comments will be very brief, and to just tailgate
on Senator Torres's question, we're very much aware of the
minority voice and the Native American voice that must included
in the planning and the strategy formation of how these funds
will be spent.

In Mendocino County, through the help of Congressman
Hamburg's office, we will be using the OEDP fofmat so that we
are assured that that minority voice and Native American voice
will be theré.

At minimum, the White House has pledged some $18-plus
million for California. Now, this in essence will come in in
numbers that will not equal revenue sharing, but it's one of the
largest of sums to come into eight counties, and that is only 15
percent of the 1.2 billion over the next five years.

Your role in this can be of vital importance.

Several suggestions. One is that you work very closely with our
federal elected representatives in the context that you have the
federal agencies to make sure that this stays high profile and
on the front burner, and that this does not get lost behind the
Clinton health plan or the issues of NAFTA.

These eight counties, as you well know, are




103

economically devastated for all kinds of reasons, and this is
but a small but a major step forward in the re-establishment of
a new economy in these counties.

Second, please stay and monitor the work through the
Governor's Office, the Resources Agency, to make sure that our
facilitator, Terry Gorton, has adequate staff.

And our being able to be in contact with you to make
sure that the wheels are not falling off what we're trying to do
on behalf our counties would be one more way that you can help.

And to maintain this degree of monitoring from your
level up, and from your level sideways through the state
agencies and staying in touch with us would really be one of the
best things that you could do, especially if we know that we can
count on you.

Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Are other members going to speak?

MR. BURGESS: Supervisor Ross Burgess from Trinity
County.

In summation, the people of this nation have made a
choice to redirect the use of the resources in this area. That
choice comes with the responsibility to offset the impacts of
that chosen alternative.

Trinity County, as an example, is going to lose 36
percent of its workforce.

We need your help and your support to continue to
exist at all.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Marks.
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SENATOR MARKS: May I ask a question? What are we
supposed to do? You need our help. What do you expect us to
do?

MR. BURGESS: I expect our elected officials to
assume the responsibility of the decisions that they made in
support.

SENATOR MARKS: In our budget?

MR. BURGESS: I mean that my grandfather taught me
something a long time ago. You can do anything in this world
that you want to do if you're willing to accept the full
consequences for it. Every action has an opposite and equal
reaction.

The people of this country have chosen to do what
Option 9 does. The people of this country have the
responsibility to accept the consequences. They shouldn't be
borne by the families that have historically served this country
and paid income taxes.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: That's why we're here, is to best
understand Option 9, best understand the local impacts of Option
9, and be able to determine how we can best help.

MR. BURGESS: Currently, Option 9, fully implemented
in Trinity County, will reduce the use of the federal forests to
6.4 percent of the historical average between 1983 and 1990, as
reported by the State Board of Equalization. That is the best
current estimate of the forest supervisors within Trinity
County.

That will reduce the timber cut in Trinity County by

236 million feet. 1If you assume 7.4 jobs per million board
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feet, which is the accepted number, we lose 1765 employees. Our
total workforce counted by the Census in 1990 is 4,450.

SENATOR MARKS: Are you for Option 9? Are you for
it?

MR. BURGESS: I am for serving my constituency in
Trinity County, regardless of my personal opinion of Option 9.

SENATOé MARKS: Are you for Option 97?

MR. BURGESSi No, sir. I'm personally only convinced
that it will not only destroy the economy of the area, but it
will also, over time if implemented, destroy the environment.
The environment is very different than it was when my
grandfather was born there in 1885.

SENATOR MARKS: You disagree with the federal
government's determination of Option 9°?

MR. BURGESS: Yes.

SENATOR MARKS: Yes.

MR. De VALL: Norman De Vall again.

To answer Senator Marks's question in another way,
perhaps, on what your Natural Resources Committee could do, and
perhaps with Assemblyman Hauser's support on the Assembly side,
a Concurrent Joint Resolution recognizing the impact on these
counties, one.

Asking the Clinton Administration to keep moving on
the funds, two.

You can make sure that this money comes timely to
these subjected counties, three, would be something that we need
desperateiy in Northern California, because we are going to be

tucked in behind NAFTA and behind the health care plan.
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And if Option 9 doesn't show up on the front page of ¢

the L.A. Times, the chance of that money coming into California

is like last week's newspaper. We need all of the profile and
assistance that this does not get lost, and what sounded real
good in April is not going to be on the ground in California by
next April.

And staff, as we spoke before. 1In that Concurrent
Joint Resolution, if you would embody also direction that the
Governor and the Resources Agency make sure that Terry Gorton
has adequate staff to work with this committee, we will bring
out the plan, the strategic plan, the process, and the program
that will work in each of these counties for what is really
economic re-design.

SENATOR TORRES: 1I'll be happy to do that if the
Governor cut some of his press release plaques that are running
around the Capitol that could be used to support Terry and her
good works here. 1I'd be happy to support that.

Number two, I look forward to working with you, and

set up a meeting with the Editorial Board of the Los Angeles

Times, whose corporate offices are in my district in downtown
Los Angeles, to make sure that Senator Thompson, and Mr. Hauser,
and whoever else wants to come down, sits down with the
Editorial Board.

Because this President cannot be re-elected, and 1
think he knows that very well, without California. And if
there's any sense of where this st;te has to move, and the
impacts of decisions that have been made, it's on the labor

force of this state.
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And I think that coalition building is extremely
important for you here in the North to begin to build the
coalition with people in the South, especially Los Angeles
County that has suffered dramatic cutbacks as a result of the
decisions of the Bush Administration, implemented by the Clinton
Administration, on Defense cutbacks, which have riddled our
communities to no end. You've lost the opportunity here to
continue this effort, as have we in Southern California.

I just want to pledge to you, and the reason I'm
here, is to be supportive of my colleague, Senator Thompson, who

specifically said, "You've got to come up here to understand

what these issues are about because I need your help to help

this happen." And that's why I took the effort to come up here
this morning.

And I wish we would have had this hearing yesterday
because I was with the President last night in Los Angeles,
trying to get other messages out there.

But I think you're absolutely right. We cannot téke
a back seat to NAFTA or the health care plan, which is way in
the future in terms of determination. And we're at a critical
point when it comes to the Appropriations Committees in the
House and in the Senate as how the impact of this money's going

to be in this area.

w0

So, whenever you're ready to sit down with the Lo

Angeles Times, please let Senator Thompson know and we'll set up

a meeting in L.A.
MR. De VALL: Thank you very much.

The President's words yesterday at the AFL-CIO




to

108

convention, and it's a quote, that he wouldn't do anything to
lose an American job, was certainly heard by us.

What we want to make sure is that that money comes
into Northern California, and we get ourxrightful and full share
of that money for programs that will work. And there's a lot of
different ways that we have to go out and make sure that that
happens.

Thank you, Senator.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: I want to thank all of you for
not only coming today, but for the work that you're doing on an
ongoing basis to help navigate us through what could be a very
tough time. Thank you.

We're going to break until 1:30 for lunch and
reconvene in this hearing room at that time.

[Thereupon the luncheon recess was taken.]
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AFTERNOON PROCEEDINGS
--000o00--

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: We'll reconvene this hearing of
the Senate Natural Resources Committee.

Senator Torres and Senator Rogers will be joining us
momentarily.

I'd like to take this time to introduce my friend and
colleague, a member of the Rules Committee, Senator Ruben Ayala,
who stopped in to join us this afternoon. Ruben, thanks for
being here.

This afternoon we are going to start by looking at
the impact of the forest plan on the environment and on the
wildlife. We have Chad Roberts, Tim McKay, Susie Van Kirk, Jud
Ellinwood, and someone from the Humboldt Bay Fishermen. We'll
start with Chad.

Identify yourself and your affiliation.

MR. ROBERTS: Thank you, Senator. Chad Roberts, the
Conservation Chair of the Redwood Region Audubon Society, which
is the local chapter of the National Audubon Society for
Humboldt and Del Norte Counties. We have about 600 members in
those two counties.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Just go ahead with your
presentation.

What we're doing is, we're transcribing the hearing,
which will be sent back to the Clinton Administration.

MR. ROBERTS: Excellent.

I have a written version of a statement which I'm not

going to read. You can enter it into the Committee's record.
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I have spent probably already about 30-40 hours
trying to get on top of the Clinton Forest Plan, which is
equated to Option 9; they're essentially the same thing, sc I
might use thnse terms interchangably.

Option 9 is very good in some respects for the
environment and wildlife. In particular, it recognizes for the
first time, the first Forest Service document that I've ever
seen that recognizes the full range of environmental values that
are present on the forested landscape in Northern California.
And for that, I'm eternally grateful, and I hope that we're able
to get the Forest Service to fully implement those provisions of
the President's Forest Plan.

The forests in this part of California are unique.
That's a point that I've heard made by the Governor and other
political appointees of the Governor. That needs to be
corrected, and now's a good time to do that.

The Governor is fond of saying that California
forests are different from the forests of Washington or Oregon,
and also interrelated with that, the California Spotted Owl is
different from the Northern Spotted Owl. The implication of
that is that we can basically ignore the requirements available
for the Northern Spotted Owl requirements. Well, in fact, in
this part of tna werld, both of rthose presumptions are
incorrect.

The torasts in Moot hwestern California are part of
the Klamath Xountaine and aio . 7 the southern Cascades. They
avae Aietinrrly diffa;enn trom the Sierra Nevadas. The Northern

Spotted Owl occurs all the way down from southern British
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Columbia down to Washington and Oregon and into Northwestern
California. So we are, in fact, dealing with the Northern
Spotted Owl in this part of California.

We don't have the California Spotted Owl in this
area. It could well be that the California Spotted Owl is also
worthy of being considered under the Endangered Species Act, but
that question has yet to be raised.

So, when you hear the Governor or someone from the
Department of Forestry making comments to you that we should
differentiate this part of California from the rest of the
Pacific Northwest, there's no factual basis that would support
that distinction.

With respect to the nature of the forests here, the
Klamath Mountains have the highest diversity of coniferous tree
species in the world. I'm personally aware and have seen at
least 18 different species in the Klamath Mountains. There's no
place in the United States -- there might be a place in New
Zealand that has as many conifer species, but there's nowhere
else that's like this area.

This area was what's called a refuge during the
glaciation. The Klamath Mountains were not glaciated. All the
trees and all the species that occurred in the mountains there a
million years ago are still there today. And hopefully, if we
can get the Forest Service to manage appropriately, they'll stay
in those mountains for a long time yet to come.

About two decades ago, a couple botanists with U.S.
Davis, while I was a graduate student, published a paper that

looked at indigenous California vegetation, at species that only
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occur within California's borders. The Klamath Mountains showed
as one of the two areas in California where the highest
diversity of endemic plan species, the other one being the
California deserts: the Mojave on the Colorado and Arizona
border.

Studies that have been conducted in the last decade
by scientists from the Forest Service have documented residual
patterns of wildlife diversity that are similar to or, in fact,
greater than those that have been described in the Oregon
Cascades.

For all of these reasons, the national forest lands
in Northern California and the adjacent private lands are
definitely worthy of what we've been involved in in the last 15
years in this area, which is an extended, protracted battle with
both the Department of Forestry and the Forest Service regarding
the appropriate way to do logging.

With respect to the Forest Plan and how it deals with
those resources, again, while I support the general concept of
Option 9, and recognize the biological value of the forests
here, there are a lot of things I don't like about the
President's Forest Plan. The thing that I don't like about
Option 9 is that if you look at the Environmental Impact
Statement produced by the Forest Service, Option 1 universally
- univérsally -- is a better option for accomplishing the goals
that the President himself endorsed. That is, protecting all
of the species that occur in the ancient forests of the Pacific
Northwest, including Northern California, and also complying

with federal law.




113

And yet, we see Option 9 proposed, and the reason is
fairly obvious. 1It's because Option 9 allows a greater
production of logs from federal forest lands. 1In fact, there's
an area that we were just talking about before you guys came
back from lunch that's particularly germane. We've been talking
about a place called the Dillon Creek Basin in the Klamath
National Forest, which is Six Rivers, for a long time now. And
the Forest Service finally got to the point of agreeing with us
that this was a particularly relevant area for biological
diversity in terms of connecting together some of these
set-aside areas. We have joined together the Mortal Mountain
wilderness area with the Siskiyou Mountains wilderness area.
Again, Option 9 has picked this area, that we'd already thought
was on the agreement list in Klamath National Forest for
protection as a significant wildlife component. 1It's something
unique, which means it's available for logging under the
standards and guides that are adopted as part of the Plan.

This is not consistent with protecting, you know, the
wildlife and ancient forest values of the Klamath Mountains.
Somewhere or another, the President or the President's staff
lost the vision that he'd enunciated in Portland.

I think I'll stop at that point. If any of you have
questions about Option 9, and if they're not answered in this
statement, I'm always available for contact.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you very much.

Anyone have any question? All right, Susan Van Kirk.

MS. VAN KIRK: I'm Susie Van Kirk, the Conservation

Chair for the local Sierra Club, and we cover Del Norte,
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Trinity, Humboldt, and western Siskiyou County.

I've been involved in environmental issues on the
North Coast for about 20 years, and more particularly, the
Forest Service management issues for the,past 13 years.

I appreciate béing invited to speak today.

When Mr. Lane called’me, he asked me to address two
issues. He asked me to talk about the value of old growth, and
whether Option 9 adequately protects that value.

For the past 40 years, the old forests of this region
have been valued for their timber and managed almost exclusively
by the Forest Service with the objective of meeting timber
targets. Timber was considered a resource. Fish and wildlife,
stream systems, water quality, air quality, wilderness,
botanical reserves, and recreation were considered amenities;
attractive, pleasurable things not really necessary and provided
for only when they didn't impede timber production.

The perspective is changing as we proceed through the
agony of crisis management for single species and the social and
economic transitions that inevitably accompany the end of an
exploited natural resource.

The old forests that once covered 60-70 percent of
the forested landscape in this region have been reduced to a
remnant, and much of that remnant survives merely as fragments,
pieces. What we stand to lose is not only species, but the
land's capacity to maintain ecological processes and functions.

If the Spotted Owl disappeared from these forests, we
would have an ecologically and spiritually diminished ecosystem,

but we would continue to have a functioning one. If we lose
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those species that maintain the processes -- the fungal species
that facilitate nutrient and water uptake in trees, or the
decomposers that reduce the fallen logs to soil components, or a
host of creatures that keep the energy coursing through the
system -- then we could lose the entire forest.

The projected allowable sale quantity for the four
Northern California forests under Option 9 is 152 million board
feet that Martha talked to you about this morning. This is a 35
percent reduction from the allowable sale quantity proposed
under the preferred alternatives. That 152 million board feet
is about what Six Rivers alone would cut in recent years. Now,
Six Rivers could cut only 20 million board feet, far less than a
single district produced in the past.

What do these figures tell us? They tell us two
things. One, they tell us that we have been brutal, absolutely
brutal in the way we've managed the forests in this region over
the past 40 years.

And two, it tells us that the value of these forests
for ecological processes, wildlife, fish, clean water and air,
recreation, cultural values, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers,
and locally endemic plant and animal species transcends any
value for timber. Timber is a single-use management. It can
destroy all those other values and has, in fact, been on that
course for nearly half a century.

So, how well does Option 9 perform in protecting
these values? Well, if you wade through all the charts in the
FEMAT report, you would conclude that none of the options do a

very good job of perpetuating and restoring late-successional
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forests. And they look even worse for maintaining processes,
particularly in the dry provinces like our noncoastal Northern
California forests. Within the 100-year timeframe, the outlook
isn't promising. You simply can't get oid forests on a cutover
landscape in 100 years, when old forest attributes take 200-500
years to develop.

Option 9 is a first step, but we have a long way to
go. Because late-successional forests comprise only 42 percent
of the reserves under Option 9, we need to expand the.reserves
to include the old forest fragments: those areas not considered
ecologically significant in earlier reports, but recognized by
the FEMAT scientists as important for localized populations and
for sources of recolonization.

Two, the reserves should be inviolate. We simply
don't know how to thin and salvage as nature would. Logging
doesn't duplicate fire and other natural disturbances. We don't
have the empirical data, and there is no unanimity of expert
opinion on the effectiveness of silvicultural treatments in
accelerating the development of late-successional forests.

Three, we need a system of Congressionally designated
reserves, not simply an administrative system subject to
political whims.

Four, riparian reserves should include the broadest
pfotective standards recommended in the SAT report, including
non-key watershed intermittent streams. And the list of key
watersheds needs expansion.

Five, a watershed analysis should be conducted for

every assessment area prior to the development of management
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activities. Decomissioning, upgrading, and maintenance of roads
should be a mandatory part of each analysis.

And last, we need to proceed with caution. Ten years
ago, the Klamath National Forest released a draft land
management plan that proposed liquidation of the remaining old
forest, reserving only 5 percent. The Forest Service
confidently told the public that the agency knew what it was
doing. Not only were we going to have a managed landscape of
young plantations, we were going to have more salmon in the
streams as well.

Fortunately, we didn't take that path, but here we
are with another report. We must continually remind ourselves
of how little we know about these forests. We can never justify
the loss of these forests as a trade-off for short-term economic
benefits.

To paraphrase that far-sighted Canadian salmon
biologist, a man named Peter Larkin, responsibility for the
future should not rest on the shoulders of the old forests. No
minority group, no economic stress, no social pressure should
prevail over our responsibility to perpetuate these natural
systems.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you.’

Any questions?

Tim.

MR. McKAY: Thank you, Senator Thompson, Assemblyman
Hauser, distinguished members of the Senate Committee on Natural
Resources and Wildlife.

We would like to thank you for taking the time to
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come to the North Coast of California to listen to the
knowledgeable concerns of those who have been so deeply involved
with the state and federal forest policy here for many, many
years.

While it is a sad day that this had to come after so
much resource and human damage have occurred in this region, it
is hopeful that a new day is dawning, one in which humans will
attempt to live with nature rather than against it.

Historical factors have shaped the current forest
management milieu, while the rapid rate of social change and the
growth of scientific knowledge have overtaken that milieu and
made it unworkable. 1It's a time for new thinking to integrate
new knowledge and change into a workable iandscape management
program. And much of the regulatory burden, I think, that we
have here is an artifact of an unnatural pattern of land
ownership.

This is not to imply that any party is guilty
ofowning too much land, or that the wrong person or persons own
land, but to recognize that the pattern of square sections and
subsections cuts across more symmetrical zones of natural
function on the landscape that are critical for maintaining
necessary biological processes.

Demonstration projects are needed in an effort to
build models that offer alternatives to the current gridlock in
forest policy. The Clinton Plan for the 17 Northern Spotted Owl
forests is a blue print for one model. It is the most
comprehensive model that has been offered to date. It attempts

to integrate economics and ecology by adopting a series of
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economic initiatives to counteract the ill effects of the end of
the old-growth timber era that crested in the 1950s, and to
adopt a series of ecological initiatives that are intended to
restore watershed values and ancient forest values across the
landscape.

The pitfalls that confront the Clinton Forest Plan
are several. First, there's always the possibility that what is
proposed is too little and comes too late. Because this is
considered to be a real possibility by some groups, they may
more actively seek support for the more restrictive federal
forest management option, Option 1, that essentially halts
timber sales on the affected federal forests.

Second, there's a belief that the riparian management
standards don't go far enough to effectively stem the decline of
wild salmon and steelhead in the Northwest rivers and streams.
The Clinton Plan cuts scientifically suggested protections for
ephemeral non-fish bearing streams, or first order streams, by
approximately one-half. Since these are the waters that feed
fish bearing streams, and also are those often located on the
most unstable hill slopes, the concern is that the politically
weakened criteria will cause continued downstream degradation of
the fish bearing segments.

Third, there's a lack of trust, expressed as a
concern that the proposed ecological standards won't be
implemented even if they would be effective for achieving stated
objectives. This fear stems from a long history of Congress and
the Forest Service favoring timber sales over other forest

values. 1In the view of legions of forest conservationists with
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centuries of collective experience in dealing with federal
forest management issues, the Forest Service has consistently
abused its discretion. For the Clinton Plan to work, the Forest
Service must propose budgets that implemeht the Plan, and the
Congress must fund those proposals.

To date, the budget process has resulted in cutting
interdisciplinary environmental specialists at the district and
forest level, while the Forest Service bureaucracy at the
regional and Washington level has continued to grow. This trend
must be reversed to put the necessary expertise on the ground,
and to free up agency dollars to implement the proposed
ecological and economic restoration programs, and to begin the
healing process of building trust betWeén parties which have
been at odds for a generation.

Fourthly, there's doubt as to the development and
implementation of a comprehensive and ongoing ecological
monitoring program. An experiment cannot be evaluated without
measurement of results. The National Forest Management Act of
1976 called for mohitoring of certain environmental paraméters
that as of yet have not been consistently determined or
implemented. Forest management in the Pacific Northwest has not
been conducted in a scientific manner to date.

Fifth, the success of the Clinton Forest Plan will
require a high level of interagency cooperation between federal,
state, and local agencies. A level of cooperation between
bureaucracies that strains the credulity of most average
citizens. The state must look hard at what it must do to bring

its agencies into a framework that is complementary to the
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intent of ecological forest management.

Sixth, timber interests that have extraordinary
access to the state political and regulatory process will
attempt to undermine the Clinton Forest Plan. Their argument
that California is somehow different from Oregon and Washington,
and therefore should be excused form the Clinton Plan already
seems to be the unofficial state position in this matter. This
in spite of a shared legacy of watershed abuse that is entirely
consistent with the post-war logging boom's effects on private
and public timber land in the three West Coast states.

The Forest Ecosystem Management Report that
accompanies the Clinton Forest Plan suggest there are 4300 miles
of fish bearing streams on four Northwestern California owl
forests, while there are some 20,000 miles of logging roads on
those forests. These roads, which are mostly unpaved and
infrequently maintained, are the primary contributor of
sediments to the salmon and steelhead streams of the region.

But as serious, this is the first time that any
agency has published even a partial estimate for such road
miles, and the road mileage figure is only for the national
forests. According to the staff of the North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board; no comparable forest road data
exists for the timber lands outside national forest ownerships,
but that the numbers are probably greater, possibly by a factor
of two, than those for the national forests.

If private industrial road miles were only equal to
those on the national forests, they would cover approximately

240,000 acres of the region. Acres that grow no trees,
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wildlife, or fish; acres that more or less erode everyday, year
in and year out. These samé roads alsoc contain as many as
90,000 stream crossings or culverts that significantly compound
water quality problems.

If the Clinton Forest Plan is to succeed, then state
forest and water quality agencies must begin to effectively
monitor road mileage and maintenance for the comprehensive
watershed restoration program, as envisioned in the Clinton
Plan. That includes selective road decommissioning and adequate
maintenance of the remaining roads, and viability analysis for
native salmon stocks which, under the Plan, is medium-high.
Without that implementation of the watershed repair, the
prospects for salmon go to medium in the viability analysis, or
simply a 50-50 chance that this irreplaceable elemént will
survive. In other words, flip a coin.

And funding for a comprehensive forest watershed
restoration program is questibnable. To be successful at
landscape management, new institutional arrangements are
necessary, and new fuhding mechanisms are needed as well. And I
think though I've got a couple of them elaborated here in this
statement, I think the one that needs the most attention is some
sort of user fees to garner and sustain the necessary funding
for forest watershed restoration, like a sediment tax. Such a
water quality user fee could be assessed on the area of roads or
maintained open ground that compacts the surface in a manner
that causes overland flow of water and sediment transport. A
mechanism for assessing these user fees could also include road

density, the number of stream crossings, adequacy of culvert
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size, frequency of maintenance, and so forth. And it would be
up to the forest restoration plan land owners to offset the user

fee by conducting approved restoration work. That's something

that's happening at the state level to complement the Clinton
Forest Plan, and something that's long over due.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Any questions?

SENATOR TORRES: The sediment tax that you're
referring to, who would incur that tax?

MR. McKAY: Well, I think it would be useful if the
State of California would incur that tax on private roads.

SENATOR ROGERS: Throughout the state?

MR. McKAY: Throughout the state.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: They would incur it or they would
assess it?

MR. McKAY: Assess. Private land owners would be
assessed a tax based on their area of roads, and stream
crossings, and so forth. And then some portion of that
assessment would be used to fund some of these watershed
restoration programs.

In other words, the watershed problems don't end at
the national forest boundaries. So, we need to have a
complementary state program that could help carry out this

restoration, and obviously there are no funds for it at the

moment.
SENATOR ROGERS: Does anyone else use these roads
other than the logging companies?

MR. McKAY: I suspect that in some cases, some of the
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companies do open their road nets on occasion for when they have
a bear hunt, or elk hunt, or something.

In my experience, that's been relatively rare. It's
not generally accessible to the public.

Thank you very much.

MR. BITTS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you all
for coming today.

My name is Dave Bitts. I'm an officer of the
Humboldt Fisherman's Marketing Association in Eureka.

I've been a commercial fisherman for about 20 years,
and as such, I have a vested interest in healthy salmon stock, a
very heavily vested interest, as do my fellow fishermen.

I'd like to think of myself as a practical
environmentalist in the sense that I make my livelihood off of a
wonderful natural resource and need to see that whatever can be
done is done to keep that resource healthy. Otherwise, I'm sure
I don't really belong on this panel.

As far as Option 9 goes, I'm afraid I've been awvay
fishing all summer, and I kind of just fell off the turnip truck
on this one. I just received one of the documents Sunday and
haven't seen the other one at all. And I hope that in spite of
that, my comments today will be at least somewhat germane.

It's long been my belief that with sound management,
we should be able to cut trees and catch fish forever on the
North Coast. And I have some hope that maybe the best elements
of this plan can survive and be a step in that direction.

It's not always recognized that salmon and steelhead

are a forest product, every bit as much as timber being a forest
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product, and there is a body of opinion to the effect that the
value of the fisheries from healthy watersheds exceeds the value
of the timber, the reason being that we can harvest the fish
every year, God willing, and do it right, whereas, we can only
harvest the timber off a given unit every 70 years, or whatever
the rotation. is.

Also, fish are worth more per board food in general
than timber.

But we have had some problems with management in the
past. And I'm afraid that substantial damage to fisheries has
already begun, not all by logging, but some. As an example of
the effects of this damage, there used to be about 300
commercial salmon fishermen working out of the port of Eureka.
We used to have the largest King Salmon population of any single
port in California.

We now have about 100 fishermen who will fish salmon
commercially if we have an opportunity within the range they
feel they can go.. For the past two.years, the range in which
we've been allowed to fish has been so restricted that only one
or two dozen of those 100 fishermen have caught a salmon and
landed a salmon commercially in the past two years.

We're hanging on by our fingernails as salmon
fishermen. 1If we didn't have good crab grounds, probably none
of us would still be around as salmon fishermen.

I'm not saying that logging practices are the sole
factor that has caused this decline by any means, but they have
been a part of the problem.

Purely from a fisheries point of view, without
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considering the other factors which the other panelists have
alluded to, two very simple things that we must have in our
timber practices in order to have good runs of fish. We've got
to keep the hills out of the streams. That's the first thing,
and a lot has been mentioned in the specifics of roads and what
have you on that. And we have to leave riparian corridors for
shade and for food for the juvenile fish. Keep the water
temperatures down so they'll have a food supply. Those are the
biggest things that we have to do.

If we can meet those standards from here on, and do
whatever is possible to do to repair the damage that has
occurred from not meeting those standards in the past, we've got
a fighting chance to be able to catch fish forever.

Now, I'm hoping -- I think I'm hearing that there
might be just a little drip of money for fisheries restoration
coming out of this program. It doesn't sound like it's going to
be a very big percentage of the whole.

I would hope that fishermen would have a role in
expending that money and working on those projects to restore
those fisheries, and there are probably three areas where
fishermen cold be very valuable to that -- in that goal. They
can serve as consultants in terms of what needs to be done, what
is desirable to do. They can serve as stream surveyors for
assessing current habitat conditions. Most importantly, they
can serve as operators of small-scale bio-enhancement projects
on suitable streams. This is something where we have a track
record, a very good track record. There are a number of small

projects in this area of the state which have been initiated,
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organized, run by commercial fishermen with great success.

I would hope that we would be able to do quite a bit
more of that. I'm not quire sure why it is that fishermen seem
to have knack, but it may have to do with being very result-
oriented. I've been a commercial fisherman for 20 years, and
I've never, in that time, I've never been paid for fishing.
Never, ever. 1I've only been paid for catching.

So, that may have something to do with it. I'm not
sure.

But there are areas that have a lot of potential for
these kinds of projects, if you want results, from whatever
monies there are to perform. 1It's a very good way to go.

And if you want to check out what I'm saying, you
might compare the results that have been obtained from the
Trinity River Task Force with the results obtained from the
Salmon Subcommittee. You might also check with your colleague,
Assemblyman Hauser who has many years of experience in working
with fishermen to enable bio-enhancement projects, and has been
the best friend that we and the resource has, I would say, over
the years in that regard.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Any questions?

SENATOR ROGERS: On your last comment, I've seen
Assemblyman Hauser do a lot of fishing, but I haven't seen him
do much catching, either.

[Laughter. ]

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: I just want to point out, in

defense of my friend and colleague, on the Fish and Game camping

trip, he did catch the biggest fish.
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Jud.
MR. ELLINWOOD: Thank you, Mike. 1It's a pleasure to

be here today.

My name is Jud Ellinwood. 1I'm the Executive Director
of the Salmonid Restoration Federation. We're an organization
that provides representation and support services to the
individuals and organizations who are actively engaged in
restoring California's salmon and steelhead streams.

Today, I'd like to draw your attention to concerns
that have been voiced about how Option 9 watershed and fisheries
restoration components will be implements. Maybe this will be a
good change of pace, to go from the general to the specific.

To begin with, we believe the principle goals of the
watershed and fisheries restoration program should be
restoration of the biological functions of streams. Salmon
populations are a key indicator of watershed conditions.
Excessive sedimentation of North Coast salmon and steelhead
bearing streams has been identified as a principle cause of fish
population decline.

Deposition of eroded hill side soils into these
streams can degrade this habitat in a variety of ways. When a
stream's ability to transport sediment is overloaded, the
excessive sediment fills pools, abrade channels causing stream
bank erosion and raising water temperatures, then clogs spawning
gravel with egg-smothering silt.

Efforts in California to deal with impacts of
accelerated erosion on fisheries have been characterized by

limited success so far. Why? Because they have been, in large
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part, been focused on treating the symptoms and not the causes.
This has been primarily a result of not being able to change
land management policies until now.

Option 9 policies will open the door to treating
causes. Long-term benefits can only come from focusing efforts
on prevention and control of up-slope erosion, and restoring the
biological function of riparian areas.

Erosion associated with roads is the primary source
of sediment delivered to streams. Storm-proofing road systems
must be given a top priority. This would entail putting unused
roads to bed, obliterating and revegetating landing sites,
replacing undersized culverts with culverts that can transport
100-year flood event flows, and out-sloping and water-barring
roads.

It is important to understand that fixing in-stream
habitat with structures that have a relatively short life span
will provide or no long-term benefits if sediment continues to
be delivered to streams, and they should not be a major
component of the restoration and fisheries restoration strategy.

It is important to realize that, one, the amount of
funding dedicated to Option 9 watershed restoration is grossly
insufficient to solve existing watershed problems. And two,
restoration work is very expensive. Treating causes and not
effects must be the top allocatioﬁ priority of watershed and
fisheries restoration funding.

Restoring biological function of riparian areas
should be another central component of the watershed and

fisheries restoration strategy. One biological function of
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riparian areas, for example, is largely debris recruitment.
Large woody debris is a vital fish habitat element. Among other
things, large woody debris provides critical refuge and creates
and maintains pools when exposed to the scouring effects of a
stream's flow. The source of the best large woody debris is
conifers that are several decades old produced in stream-side
riparian areas.

In addition to our concern about what kinds of
restoration work is funded, we're also concerned about the
process that will determine what projects are funded, and who
will do the work. 1In our view, grants in many cases are the
most appropriate funding vehicle. The advantages of a grant
program include: one, greater project design flexibility; two,

substantially less overhead costs; three, enhanced employment

|Jopportunities for local contractors; four, qualitative

{contractor selection criteria can be considered when hiring or

selecting contractors; and five, nonessential research costs are
minimized.

We believe overhead costs will be minimized and on
the ground benefits maximized by contracting work through RPDs,
that is to say, Resource Conservation Districts -- there are too
many letters here this morning -- and with local nonprofits.
Past experience has taught us that project funding is routinely
squandered on ill-advised projects in the absence of an
established process for projecting project proposals through a
rigorous, objective evaluation.

Projects should be evaluated by applying a standard

set of criteria that assess technical merit, feasibility, cost-
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effectiveness, biological soundness, and contractor's past
performance.

Lessons learned from existing federal fishery
restoration programs teach us that it would be a serious mistake
to assign project selection responsibility solely to the
agencies responsible for program administration and management.
Project evaluation should be conducted by local or bio-regional
technical group, comprised of members appointed by principal
user and management agencies who represent the broad range of
training, experience, and perhaps most germane to our
discussion, local resource knowledge.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Any questions from members?

ASSEMBLYMAN HAUSER: Mr. Chairman, as much as
anything, I think we need to really stress that last point that
Jud made.

The review has to be -- not only the selection
process, but the review -- has to be made by those that are
knowledgeable, and not just on a criteria of so many miles for
so many dollars. We have seen that too often, that without
knowledge of what it is you're trying to accomplish, and how to
get to it, you're not going to get anywhere in this process.

That kind of review is so critical, that we have not
just some sort of agency abstract review process, but we have
something by knowledgeable people that know what they're doing,
what they're looking for, and results is not just éo many miles
of stream. Get actual results, which means get fish back in

that stream.
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MR. ELLINWOOD: California has established a
reputation for probably being involved in public
participation-driven restoration programs longer than any other
state on the Pacific coast. And we've learned very many
valuable lessons.

And I was hoping to impart a couple of those to you
today, but the point I'm trying to make is, if this process is
so project-driven, and it is so single-minded about getting
funding out into the field that it neglects to pay attention to
these lessons, we are going to be wasting a lot of money. And
it's not money that's going to be easily replaced, and it's not
money that is in excessive quantity. We have to really be
careful about how we spend it.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Marks.

SENATOR MARKS: May I ask a question of Mr. Roberts.

I was reading your statement here a moment ago. It
says that the most decision was made to increase log production.

Now, the federal government told us a while ago that
the amount was to be reduced, reduce the amount of production.

MR. ROBERTS: What Martha was talking about changing
the focus in Option 9 in the way the Forest Service was directed
to operate, and in fact is still directed as part of the
implementation of Option 9, by the Chief of the Forest Service,
and by Congressional appropriations process.

Option 9 does indeed represent a reduction in
logging; however, Option 9 is an increase in logging when
compared to Option 1, which is in fact the only option that I

can see, based on the EIS, that will accomplish the goals
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established by the federal ecosystem management team. Option 9,
therefore, represents an increase in logging on federal timber
lands.

This is the reason -- and I'm sure that the other
panel members will vouchsafe this -- it is the reason why Option
9 was. selected instead of Option 1. The history of the process
is that federal ecosystem management, or FEMAT, produced eight
options for the President to review. The‘President and the
Administration did not like any of them and directed the FEMAT
to come up with two additional options, one of which was Option
9. It was selected because it allowed the federal timber land
to produce additional timber that would not have been produced
by any of the other eight options. Option 9 was created to
increase timber production.

SENATOR MARKS: Option 9 would increase timber
production --

MR. ROBERTS: Above any of the other options that
were considered.

MR. McKAY: Excuse me.

I think also that a lot of the assumption is that
under the current situation‘with the injunction, there is no
timber available at all, so whatever option's adopted, it's
going to be an increase over the current situation.

MR. ROBERTS: May I make a couple additional
comments regarding what I consider to be somewhat potentially
fatal institutional problems with Option 9?

One is that the Forest Service, one, has no history

of conducting monitoring, even though monitoring is an essential
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central feature in Option 9. That is, the federal government
will put people on the ground to determine whether or not these
programs in Option 9 are actually doing what they're supposed to
do. The Forest Service has never done that before.

Secondly, none of this work has been funded. 1In
fact, through the National Audubon Society, we've been trying to
identify the funding that will be used to produce the
information required to make sure that Option 9 is complying
with the President's direction and with the commitment that
Option 9 makes. So far, meetings have been canceled regarding
where the money is and how it should be allocated. We can't
find anywhere -- in fact, the forests, like Six Rivers -- cannot
give us an allocated dollar amount that will be available, is
available now, or will be available to them in the future for
conducting monitoring.

Martha doesn't have it; nobody has it.

SENATOR TORRES: Then how can they give it to you?

MR. ROBERTS: That's the point. How can they give it
to us. We've been trying to get it to see whether or not the
Administration is really seriously committed to following
through on what they're proposing to do.

The other institutional problem, and could, in fact,
be literally a fatal flaw, is that AMAs, the Adaptive Management
Areas, one of which is incorporated as part of Six Rivers and
goes over into Trinity County. Within the Hayfork AMA, there
are two areas in the Six Rivers National Forest.

We don't really know yet what the AMAs are all about,

and what kind of impacts they might have on national forest
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management in this area.

Some of the things that Jud was talking about, some
of the money that the President has committed, will be made
available, or is to be allocated within AMAs to locally
originated projects. So, there really are kind of two general
focuses: one is the forest as a whole, and then the second one
is within the AMA.

If it turns out, and we don't know the truth of this,
but AMAs are intended simply to be a way to increase logging
within those designated AMA areas beyond what would be allowed
in Option 9, then clearly Option 9 isn't going to work. And the
President needs to get this message very clearly.

Thanks.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Senator Ayala.

SENATOR AYALA: You referred to restoration. Does
that include new wetlands?

MR. ELLINWOOD: Creating new wetlands? I wouldn't go
so far as to say creating new wetlands, but if there are
wetlands that have been degraded or substantially altered in the
past, recovering them to past good conditions would certainly
fall under that category.

SENATOR AYALA: If you do that, where would this
water come from? New developed sources must be developed before
you find restoration of wetlands.

MR. ELLINWOOD: I'm not talking, addressing
specifically wetlands that would be in areas distant from
streams. I'm talking primarily about areas adjacent to riparian

areas, where you already have a supply of existing water.
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SENATOR AYALA: Thank you.

MR. BITTS: There's also quite a bit of salt water
wetlands, estuaries, which are critical habitats for many marine
species; water that comes from the ocean, or at least a lot of
it does.

SENATOR AYALA: I get concerned when people talk
about restoration, especially wetlands, since we don't have
enough water to go around today.

MR. ELLINWOOD: The wetlands that you may be
referring to are, I would believe, not necessarily associated
with Option 9 forests.

I'm addressing concerns about riparian areas adjacent
to free flowing streams.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you very much.

Next we'll hear on the impact of the Forest Plan on
timber and related industries. We have Dave Kaney, Vice
President and General Manager of Simpson Timber Company; Tim
Treichelt, Regional Manager for Government Affairs of
Georgia-Pacific Corporation; Ron Samuelson, California Farm
Bureau/Forest Landowners of California; Mark Anderson, a
forester, Schmidbauer Lumber; and Bonnie Sue Smith, Local 3-89,
International Woodworkers of America.

First we'll take a give-minute break.

[Thereupon a brief recess was taken.]

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: We're ready to reconvene the
hearing. Wé will start with you, Dave.

MR. KANEY: Thank you.

My name is Dave Kaney, Vice President and General
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manager of Simpson Timber company here in California operations.

I'm here today on behalf of the Forest Resource
Council, which represents both coastal and inland companies that
town private lands. The Forestry Resource Council members are
not directly dependent on federal lands for timber supplies, but
we are directly impacted by the Option 9 provisions.

As members of the public, we're also concerned that
Option 9 substantially reduces the productivity for federal
lands.

The Forest Resource Council provided testimony
earlier to your Committee in Sacramento, and I'd like to just
elaborate a few of the points, and we have some written comments
for distribution later as well.

First of all, I'd like to point out, and I'd like you
all to remember, that in spite of all the talk about ecosystem
management, and the involvement of experts in the drafting of
this plan, that it really is a land use allocation plan. It is
not an ecosystem allocation plan. Those allocations include
roads, ancient forest reserves, adaptive management areas,
matrix, and so on that you've heard about today.

These allocations have really been based on opinions
about species and forest conditions, and not based upon science
and data. They're also based on opinion about the public
interest in those resources and values, and they give little
consideration to econom;c or employment impacts.

We do not dispute the right of the public, the owners
of these federal lands, to decide land use allocations, but we

do believe that the environmental assessment on arriving at that
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allocation is too narrow. vTherefore, Option 9 is not in the
best interests of the public.

Greater weight should be given to utilizing the
productivity of federal lands to produce environmentally
friendly consumer products. Forest products for home building,
paper making, and a thousand other uses are the most
environmentally sensible products and should be encouraged there
in their use. These products are renewable, recyclable,
biodegradable, energy efficient to produce, and production and
growth of these reduce fluorocarbons in the air, permit forest
growth cycles, provide a habitat for fish and wildlife.

The land use allocations in Option 9 will reduce the
availability for forest products for federal lands from 75

percent, and that must be replaced by nonrenewable resources

jthat are more environmentally damaging, or by timber in much

|less productive areas, such as tropical forests and Siberia.

The popular bumper sticker that says, "Think Globally and Act
Locally" has a very direct application here.

The first thing the Committee could do is communicate
very directly with the Clinton Administration that the land use
allocation in Option 9 is wrong, not in the best interests of
California or the nation. Demand that the set-asides and the
reserves be reduced so that moré of the productive lands can be
utilized. As an example, the scientists here in California have
declared that the large preserves are not necessary for the
protection of the Spotted Owl.

Second, to require the economic impact on rural

forest-dependent communities receive greater weight in the
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allocation.

While Option 9 disclaims any jurisdiction over
private lands, the document repeatedly suggests that Option 9
restrictions should be extended to private lands without
recognition of California's forestry regulatory system. At the
same time, Option 9 assumes that private lands will increase
output and replace much of the lost volume.

California's forest policy is to maintain and enhance
productivity on private lands. Part of that policy is reflected
in zoning of forest lands for timber production in the land use
allocation. The second part is the very comprehensive forest
practice rules and the general rule-making process that balance
environmental concerns for these related resources. And the
third part is the licensing of professional foresters to
maintain high standards of technical proficiency in evaluation
of environmental impacts.

California forest practice regulations are the most
strict in the nation. California is the leader in adopting
rules for the protection of the Northern Spotted Owl. Since
enactment of the 1974 Forest Practice Act, the rules have been
revised repeatedly to deal more specifically and fairly with
potential impacts. The Board of Forestry is today finalizing
its new total re-write of the rules that became effective in
1984. The revised sections deal with sensitive watersheds,
silviculture, and old-growth; the same key issues that are
addressed in Option 9. The result of this re-write will be a
landscape-wide approach to impacts and a long-term management

plan.
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California forests are different in many ways from
those of Oregon and Washington. The species are different; the
climate is different; the population impacts are different. And
most of all, California has a system in place to deal
specifically with those forest-related issues and private lands
in California.

Our recommendation to this Committee would be support
the California forest practice regulatory process as superior to
Option 9 in the protection of the environmental values, fish,
wildlife, water, soil, et cetera. Reject the notion that Option
9 provides a stream protection zone should be overlaid by an
already comprehensive stream protection rural system. Recognize
the role private land owners can best fulfill the protection of
these habitats is not promoted in Option 9.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Dave, question from Senator
Torres.

SENATOR TORRES: You reject the Governor's
representative's proposal for a regional plan? Is that what
you're suggesting by the differentiation between the state and
species and regions?

MR. KANEY: Not necessarily.

I'm suggesting that the applications of the Option 9
provisions are inappropriate and unnecessary in California,
because we have a regulatory process in place.

SENATOR TORRES: Well, the Governor's representative
indicated that she supported a regional plan, which is why we're
spending time in Portland and Seattle, to develop a regional

plan.
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You're arguing against a regional plan?

MR. KANEY: Not necessarily, but I think we're moving
towards -- more towards watershed-type and landscape-type oOf
planning processes. Whether that amounts to a full regional
plan on a much broader scale, I'm focusing much more locally.

SENATOR TORRES: Thank you.

MR. KANEY: The third thing that we would recommend
this Committee directly have some input to would be to authorize
for reasonable planning periods by authorizing a ten-year
renewable sustained yield plan under the Forest Practice Act,
Senator Leslie's bill.

Based on Option 9 and the other alternatives, we no
longer view the federal lands as good neighbors. The proposed
preserve of the matrix and limited silvicultural activities will
increase the risk of fire and the extent that damage could
spread to our lands. Reduced activity levels in the forests,
combined with reduced budgets, will reduce the federal ability
to respond to and fight fire. Reserved seﬁ—asides will result
in rapid fuel build-up and increase the potential for
catastrophic fire. These actions will increase the burden on
the State of California and private land owners for fire
protection and suppression. The potential for fire damage on
state and private lands will increase substantially,
particularly in areas where checkerboard ownerships exist.

We recommend your Committee ask the Clinton
Administration to reject Option 9 in favor of an alternative
which gives full recognition to the fire protection needs of

California's forests, its citizens, and private land owners.
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SENATOR MARKS: Option 9 calls for a reduction by
three-quarters?

MR. KANEY: ©No, sir, it will not.

SENATOR MARKS: Why will it not?

MR. KANEY: The direct application of Option 9 to
federal lands will not directly affect what happens on our lands
unless those provisions are further extended to the state
regulatory process on private lands.

SENATOR MARKS: It will not affect your production at
allz

MR. KANEY: Not as long as those restrictions are
applied only to federal lands.

Before I conclude, let me touch on a separate but
related subject for the sake of some clarification.

Many of you may know by now, this last week I
announced that beginning in 1994, Simpson -- we've reconfigured
the sawmill operation for Corbel, California. I want to make
several points about that.

First of all, beginning in January, 1994, we will
shut down that portion of the Corbel mill that processes larger
logs. This change results from the curtailment of approximately
55 jobs. This is not a response to automation, by the way.

The changes are required to balance our manufacturing
capabilities with the available resource. Simpson has completed
the conversion over the past 40 years of old growth and 100
percent young growth operations. On average, then, the logs are
smaller and more uniform, and only require the smaller equipment

for processing. And because of the harvest restrictions on
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public and private land, there's less volume available for us to
go out and purchase the remaining volume to f£ill that capacity.

The change is necessary to support Simpson's
sustained yield plan from now until Simpson harvest levels can
increase, just after the year 2000. The announcement, of
course, is being made now, three months ahead of time, so that
our employees can make an orderly transition and have time to
explore and find other options.

This is not an easy decision arrived at lightly. We
will assist our employees as much as we can through this change.

In closing, let me just summarize a few points.

The most difficult variables to adjust in forest
management are time and the land base. Just by the very nature
of the long cycle of growth and maturing in the commercial
forest, 50-100 years, we're required to use long-term
projections when deciding on construction plans and employment
levels. Any significant change in the timing or availability of
harvest has an immediate and dramatic impact on employment and
the rural economies of California.

Much of the current employment decline is the result
of these policy changes, such as the creation of the Redwood
National Park, the listing of the Northern Spotted Owl, and set-
aside of large protection areas, lengthening rotation cycles
land revision of the National Forest Plan.

Now we're faced with Option 9, the largest and most
immediate reduction in available productive land base, and its
impacts will be catastrophic. There'll be severe damage in

rural economies, severe damage to consumers in the cost of wood
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products, severe damage to the environment as we utilize
substitute materials. I believe Option 9 is not good for any of
us.

Thank you for this opportunity to present these
remarks. I'd be happy to answer questions.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: = Anyone have any questions?

Tim.

MR. TREICHELT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is
Tim Treichelt, and I'm Regional Manager of Government Affairs
for Georgia-Pacific Corporation. I'm also a registered
professional forester with field experience in the North Coast
area, primarily the Mendocino and Sonoma Counties.

Georgia-Pacific Corporation owns about 190,000 acres
of young growth of Redwood and Douglas fir forest land in
coastal Mendocino County, just south of here. Appurtenant to
this land base is a lumber manufacturing facility at Fort Bragg
that employs 572 people. Well over a thousand additional people
are employed by contractors primarily working in the harvesting
and hauling process.

At this ﬁime, the Georgia-Pacific Fort Bragg forest
supplies about 70 percent of the sawmill volume. The other 30
percent is purchased from outside sources, including Jackson
State Forest and private nonindustrial forest lands. |

Regarding Option 9 in the FEMAT report, we are
disappointed that the scientific team developed a set of options
that did not allow for a higher harvest on public forest lands.

We believe that a higher level of harvest can be maintained
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while still protecting the environment. We're concerned that in
some cases federal resource managers may have over reacted and
based harvest levels on information not well supported by facts.

A recent media report of new data that could support
higher harvest levels was presented on the "NBC Nightly News" on
Friday, September 17th. Anchor Tom Brokaw and his staff
reported that in California on private land, the Northern
Spotted Owl appears to be doing much better than was assumed
when the bird was listed as a federal threatened species.

I've brought with me a copy, a video copy, of that

| four-minute newscast. I understand there's no facility here to

show it, but I would like to make it available to the Committee
members. Please let me know, and I'll have copies delivered.

I will talk a little bit about the report, and in the
handout that I gave you, there's a full transcript of that
report.

Just briefly, Brokaw's reporter, Roger O'Neil, points
out that 5,000 California jobs have been lost as a result of the
listing of the Northern Spotted Owl, and that the Owl appears to
be thriving in young-growth, previously harvested forests. The
report also points out that the Owl appears to be compatible
with harvesting, at least that is what U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service biologist, Phil Dietrick, indicated in the report, and
you heard Phil this morning testify before this Committee.

The report also suggests that the listing of the
Northern Spotted Owl was a part of a bigger environmentalist
strategy, and that the politics of environmentalism may have

gotten in the way of careful science.
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Georgia-Pacific's 190,000 acre commercial forest in
coastal Mendocino County has all been previously harvested. Yet
in this young-growth previously harvest forest, like many other
young-growth forests in the area, biologists are finding a
density of Owls that are greater than what the Interagency
Scientific Committee, headed by Dr. Jack Ward Thomas, reported
as viable in 1990. 1In fact, on Georgia-Pacific Corporation
lands, the density of Owls is four times greater than the ISC
report identified as viable. Our biological data also shows
that the Owls are producing young in numbers well in excess of
the amount needed to repopulate all the area where the Owls are
living.

Now, I guess the question is, if this can occur in
young-growth industrial forest that has been subject to
a harvesting by Georgia-Pacific and other land owners for the
last century, how can the Owl be referred to as old-growth
dependent? And if the Owl is not old-growth dependent and is,
in fact, thriving in young-growth industrial forest, how can it
be threatened? And if the Owl is not threatened, why is
harvesting prohibited on thousands of acres of forest land that
could produce building products for our nation's housing needs,
as well as supplying jobs contributing to healthy --

SENATOR MARKS: Are these areas you're talking about
on public lands?

MR. TREICHELT: Well, the Owl -- our land -- the Owl
habitat I'm referring to is fee-owned lands, Georgia-Pacific
land.

My point is that the Owl, the listing of the Owl, and
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the Northern Spotted Owl's viability on federal public lands,
has driven the entire process, not just the listing but also the
Option 9, the effort to show -- produce a plan that proves
viability.

SENATOR MARKS: Option 9 talks about public lands.

MR. TREICHELT: Option 9 is federal public land.

But the listing and Option 9 were driven in a great, great part
by the Northern Spotted Owl.

SENATOR MARKS: But it's federal public land we're
talking about.

MR. TREICHELT: I'm talking about the Owl, which
influenced the policy on federal public land as well as private
land.

SENATOR ROGERS: Mr. Treichelt, the statement here in
the report that you gave us a copy of, of Tom Brokaw --

MR. TREICHELT: Yes.

SENATOR ROGERS: -- where, I guess, Mr. O'Neil is
saying that the environmentalists grudgingly agree, now there
are more Owls but contend the bird is still in danger. They
also admit the Spotted Owl is part of a bigger strategy, which
was to stop the cutting of big oak trees in the national
forests.

I guess my question to you is, if in fact this is
true, and the Spotted Owl is used to further another strategy
here, what do you suggest that can be done to prevent this from
happening again? In other words, from some other bird or animal
being seen and being used the way the Spotted Owl was used.

Do you have any suggestions as to what we can do to
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prevent this from happening again, because it's cost an awful
lot of jobs. If, in fact, this is true, it sure has cost a lot
of jobs.

MR. TREICHELT: Well, I think that the comment I made
about careful science is a place to start. And I think my
company's policy, and certainly trend in its practices, has been
to find practices -- adopt practices that balance the
environment with the economic interests that we have to support.
And I think we just need to be careful about decisions that have
broad-based effects, especially when the science is not well
established.

In the case of Endangered Species, this suggests, if
you accept it, it suggests that perhaps it should have been more ,
studied before the decision was made the way it was.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: We've heard today and in past
testimony that there's some 40 or 42 species that may in fact be
listed, and a salmon specie as well.

So, while we're talking a lot about Spotted Owl
habitat, it's irrespective of whether or not it's in danger or
ever was in danger or will continue to be in danger. And if
it's taken off the list, there still is a potential for 42 other
species to be added to the list. That's going to have an impact
as well.

I'm wondering if we should even focusing on the Owl,
or we should be looking at the overall proposal for protecting
entire regions.

MR. TREICHELT: The overall forest health, I think;

that's what you're alluding to, and that's an important
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consideration.

I think that, as I've observed the evolution of
forest practices in California, the overall forest health that
you're referring to has been something that's been constantly
moved towards. Stream protection is a very highly regulated
area in harvesting. .There's regulations that require erosion
control, removing our roads from old railroad grades along the
streams to mid-slope roads. So, we're staying further and
further away from streams, using more cable equipment, and
trying to put old roads to bed, and using smaller tractors and
less -- a great deal of emphasis on forest proteCtion in the
forest practice rules.

I think the Owl, I'm referring to the Owl because it
seems to be a point of polarity, and it has been referred to as
an indicator species of forest health. The other species are
important, and I think my point here is just that this may be a
situation, may represent a situation, where the regulators went
too far, and the costs were pretty high.

I think in the future, as we balance the needs of the
forest with our activities, we need to be careful not to over
regulate.

I'm getting close to the end, so if there no more
questions, I'd just say that I'd like to draw attention to the
efforts of California industry and the California regulatory
agencies that have attempted to cooperate and be pro-active in
protecting the Owl and its habitat. Companies like my own and
others have surveyed their land to attempt to find the truth. I

think that's an important thing that needs to be done, too, is
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to find the truth.

The State of California produced a draft Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl, and the Board of
Forestry passed regulations to assure that there would be no
take of the Owl and its purported habitat. All this was done in
good faith, with a belief that the listing process was
necessary.

So now, with the new evidence that suggests that we
may have gone too far, I'd ask the Committee to review this
issue, and if appropriate, communicate with the federal
government about what's occurred in California, and recommend
some adjustments.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Any questions?

Thank you very much.

Next we'll hear from Ron Samuelson.

MR. SAMUELSON: Members of the Senate Committee on
Natural Resources and Wildlife, on behalf of the Humboldt County
Farm Bureau and the Forest Landowners of California, I would
like to welcome you to Humboldt County.

I'd like to say a little bit about myself and why I'm
here. I'm a forest land owner in Humboldt County. The
property's been in my wife's family since her great-granddad
homesteaded it in 1884. Hopefully, there'll be a 2084
celebration, but you begin to wonder as things go on and you
look at the rules and regulations.

There's still timber on the property. We run cows on
it. Hopefully, we'll still be around, somebody in the family, a

hundred years from now.
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I'd like towinform you that the family forest owners
get little attention, but we own over 50 percent of the private
timber lands in California, and around 4 million acres, and
50-plus thousand ownerships in nonindustrial timber lands.

In the past, it seems that we've been ignored.
Industry always gets -- I'm not knocking industry. I think
they're important to us, and I'll allude to that in a little
while -- but I think industry can survive in a regulatory
climate that the nonindustrial land owner would have a tough
surviving in. And we've been trying to get that message across
for a long time, and it almost seems like at times, nobody's
listening.

Today I'd like to cover three main areas: number
one, how Option 9 will impact the family forests; number two,
some suggestions on improvements; and three, implications for
forest practices on private land.

The implementation of the Clinton Forest Plan will
cause severe restrictions on the state's federal timber supply,
and in turn, the markets for our timber. As the supply drops
and the number of sawmills decline, there will be less
competition for our product. And most of the sawmills have a
capacity to cut more than what they're growing on their own
lands, and to cover that capacity, they've used private land and
federal timber.

And one of the things that I see potentially
happening is, as the prices go up, you may possibly see an
over-harvest on private land among some of the smaller land

owners because they're going to -- they're getting tired of
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what's going on.

High requlatory costs already are discouraging many
family forest owners from prudent and responsible forest
management. If the costs, hassles, and restrictions continue,
the likelihood of conversion to other uses increases.

Option 9 calls for ecosystem management, and yet 83
percent of the area involved is set aside for uses not related
to timber harvesting.

Four of California's national forests produced enough
wood annually to build 135,000 new homes. Under Option 9, the
cut will be reduced to 13,000 homes. The 135,000 homes, when
they were beefing it up for 135,000 homes, that was still less
than what the potential growth was in the forests. So, you can
see if you put it in board footage or houses, look at it from a

number of houses produced, and the point in California is, the

] reduction in the federal cut is significant.

In many areas, there is private timberland within the
national forests. Option 9 will increase the fire hazard risk
for those owners. Burnt timberland will result in less wildlife
habitat and these product values.

Because California has a much higher percentage of
private timber than Oregon and Washington, the impact of the
Endangered Species Act is greater. Our forest practices rules
are the most costly, restrictive, lawsuit-producing, and
cumbersome around. Restrictions placed on our land as a result
of the Endangered Species Act have not been preceded by adequate
scientific evidence. The Northern Spotted Owl, for example,‘an

old-growth dependent species, is found in the lowest
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concentrations in old-growth forests on national forest lands,
and the highest concentrations in second growth.

I think someplace I heard this slogan: Remember that
trees grow jobs. I think that's a true statement, and if
managed correctly, not only do they grow jobs, they'll grow jobs
indefinitely.

I have a few suggestions for improvement. I think
that Option 9 needs to be looked at from being modified, at
least in California, like these gentlemen alluded to. I think
that there is a difference between California, and the
productivity, and everything else.

I think that maybe either a separate plan or maybe
what we need to be looking at is current forest practices rules,
and looking at those types of rules in national forest
management.

I think we need to base the listing of endangered
species on sound peer-reviewed science, not just the best
evidence. It's my understanding that the way the Endangered
Species Act works, the best scientific evidence available at the
time, and theoretically, that could be a graduate student's
paper on a specific species that concludes that, in his opinion,
the species is in decline. Theoretically, that could be enough
to list a species, because it might be the only paper on that
particular species.

I think that's one of the ways that things need to be
looked at, and there needs to be better data to begin with.

I also think the watershed management concept is

something that definitely needs to be looked at, and so instead
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of spinning our wheels on one species at a time, that we're
concentrating on the entire watershed, or bio-region, or
whatever we want to call it.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: 1Is that true? Can it be that
extreme, a graduate student's paper? Is Phil Dietrick still
here?

MR. SAMUELSON: Anyway, I was in Washington, D.C.
earlier in the year, and we had a meeting with the Department of
the Interior. That's the way it was explained to us, the best
-- what the law says is the best scientific data available.

I'm not sure that it's scientific data. I think it's
the best data available.

And I think peer review would go a long ways to
eliminating some of the problems.

Implications for forest practices on private lands,
it appears likely that we will have an additional layer of
government imposed by the federal government on family forests.
This will, of course, lead to one or both of the following:
one, over-harvesting; two, conversion or subdivision of land.

Rumor has it that Section 4(d) of Option 9 allows the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to enter into agreements with the
states for greater control of the private land. This, of
course, would cause concern on all of our parts. We think we
have enough control without adding additional -~ let me rephrase
that. I think the people that have control are doing enough
without adding an additional layer of government.

In conclusion, the State of California and the

timbered counties can't afford this Option. The U.S. Forest
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Service has to get back to true multiple use for the national
forests.

Species will continue to become extinct just as they
have since the beginning of time. That doesn't mean that we
have to stick our heads in the same and go about business as
usual. What we need .is. some balance in the Endangered Species
Act, keeping in mind that the U.S. Constitution guarantees
property rights and compensation for the taking of property.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you.

Any questions?

Mark Anderson.

MR. ANDERSON: Good afternoon.

I handed out a package that has my business card on
the front.

I am Mark Anderson. I work for Schmidbauer Lumber.
Schmidbauer is a small business located in Eureka, California.
I believe David Ford addressed your Committee here roughly a
month ago on small business. I don't think I could add much to
Mr. Ford's presentation.

I think, you know, in general, the nature of small
businesses -- I typed my own speech, so I don't think I could
say much more about it.

We've been here roughly 21 years. It was founded by
the Schmidbauer Family. We manufacture second growth timber
into lumber products as demanded by the American consumer. In
addition, we have cogeneration for lumber drying, secondary

manufacturing of cut stock, and retail of building products, all
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at the same location. Our company has the reputation for being
both innovative in our production techniques and our business
operations.

Now, when President Clinton held the Forest
Conference, I thought, "Boy, he's going to like us. We've got
all the things that he's been trying to promote."

Unfortunately, that didn't -- my excitement didn't last long
when I saw the results, because it's probably not going to do
much for us, if anything.

Until 1987, 70 percent of the logs that we cut were
provided from the public lands. 1In 1990 -- pardon me, last
year, roughly about 5 percent of the logs we cut into lumber.
Traditionally our operation has operated pretty close to the
bone. We didn't have a lot of federal timber under contract.
We had lots of -- we pretty well responded to the current
situation.

So, beginning, you remember with the Owl problems and
whatnot, we've been talking about, the Owl was listed in 1990.
In 1991, we began curtailing our operations -- roughly two
months out of every year, affecting roughly 140 employees.

As I speak, our sawmill's down again. We just can't
get enough wood under the current climate to consistently
operate throughout the year, which is an experience that's
shared by many others at the table from time to time.

In your packet, I gave you some California timber
harvest information. 1It's just directly behind the two pages I
typéd. That's what I wanted to talk about.

This information comes from the Board of
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Equalization. And it pretty well, I think, illuminates the
story. If you look back to 1987, and I didn't chose that year
for any particular reason, it's just that everybody can kind of
remember 1987, but Humboldt County harvested 855 million feet.
In 1992, Humboldt County, the harvest was 476 million feet.
Those numbers are kind of hard to read. That's why I'm giving
them to you. Now, this would include both public and private
timber harvesting in Humboldt County only, as represented
through the Board of Equalization. Last I checked, they keep
pretty close tabs on this stuff.

If you look all the way down at the bottom of this,
what I've represented here is the major timber producing
counties in the State of California. And I just sum totaled
those, and if you look right below, that includes the entire
State of California.

In 1987, the State of California had a total timber
harvest, public and private, of 4.4 billion board feet. 1In
1992, it was 2.9 billion board feet. Cut down about a third.
We're down about 45 percent here locally in Humboldt County, and
a lot to do with the Forest Service cutbacks, and the dramatic
declines at the hands of both state and federal regulations,
along with unfavorable judicial actions.

So anyhow, that's kind of right there in cold, hard
print what's happened to the log supply that the American
consumers demand in the form of lumber.

I might remind you that the mills around here, we
don't go around and advertise two-by-fours. The American public

demands it. 1It's almost like flour. 1It's a basic necessity
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that in general everybody has needed.

As we try to continue to supply this demand, we are
beginning to look for alternative sources. As you well can
imagine, we don't have any substantial private timber holdings.
We rely on public timber, so what are you Qoing to do?

One of the things that we, I guess, are doing is,
we're going across the ocean. If you look at my business card,
you can see we're on Humboldt Bay right on the dock. We're in
the process of importing logs to meet the American consumer's
demand.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: From where?

MR. ANDERSON: This would be what is known as Lejera
Pine, the seed for which was taken from the Monterey Peninsula,
also known as the Monterey Pine. It was taken to Chile and New
Zealand, grown up into trees, and we're bringing them back for
lumber, and you all are going to buy it.

I guess it doesn't make good sense, but I did include
an article relating to that, and. the title of the article is,
"Tempting Log Prices Result Could Be Global Harvest." It
relates to the volume per acre in foreign supplies, and how it
relates to our growth potential here. Whereas, they feel that
they're harvesting more acres to get the same amount of volume
as lumber for the American public.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: You'll mill those logs} right?
Your mills will stay open and jobs?

MR. ANDERSON: Yes, we'll be milling those particular
logs. There's a significant increase in imported lumber,

though, that's coming into California.
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CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Increase as far as price?

MR. ANDERSON: Volume from imported sources.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: 1It's better for our local jobs
than the Chilean wine that's coming into other parts of my
district.

- MR.. ANDERSON: Also in your package, I hope it kind
of flows a little bit, it's kind of a lengthy article, and the
title of that one is, "Wood Versus Nonwood Materials in U.S.
Residential Construction: Some Energy-related Global
Implications."”

Now, about two months ago, the fellow that runs our
retail operation went to a seminar on the use of metal studs.
And for the first time, we're seeing larger scaled use of metal
studs in residential housing. Now, we've seen it in commercial
buildings for years. The contractors in L.A. are tired of this
fluctuation in lumber prices; it's driving them crazy. They
can't bid a project. Use metal studs, you know where every
bolt's going to go; you know what's going to happen. You don't
have the problems you have with wood.

But there are some other related problems, and this
article details those problems. Specifically, let's compare
wood studs versus steel studs. The energy required to
manufacture a steel stud versus a wood stud is approximately ten
times as much energy, which in fact relates to our energy
policy.

Hopefully, you'll realize that what I'm driving at
here is that, I'm detailing the Clinton Plan a little bit, and

what I'm trying to detail are some of the things that I feel
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that he did not consider when he took these particular actions.

So, we're digging it out of the ground instead of
growing it. In other words, that energy in the form of trees is
done through the photosynthesis process. We get it from the
sun. The energy to develop steel studs is both, you dig it out
of the ground, and you burn quite .a bit of oil to get there.

So, that's the point of that article. 1It's rather
lengthy, but a gentleman, Peter Koch, who wrote the article,
made some very valid points that I don't think have been
considered by the Clinton Administration.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: I think the numbers in this, the
increase of about 17 million gallons of oil annually, and about
7.5 million dockside, is that in addition to what is consumed to
produce lumber, or is that just to make -- |

MR. ANDERSON: That is comparing, for every billion
board feet that's utilized, that would be an increase by
utilization of alternative products.

So again, this is an energy policy consideration that
has not been fully explored by the Clinton Administration.

Okay, well, lastly I included some information for
you, and it comes from some biologists out of Berkeley. It has
to do with the Clinton Forest Plan. This letter was written on
June 29th, prior to the release of the Forest Plan. It was
written by Kevin McKelvey, Barry Noon, Jared Verner, and Phillip
Weatherspoon, all of which have been fairly active. You'might
might recognize Barry Noon as being highly involved with the
Spotted Owl research, particularly locally. Jared Verner is the

Verner Report that started off the California Spotted Owl
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conflict in the Sierra.

Biologists aren't -- I have some friends who are
biologists, and I don't want to hurt their feelings, but they're
not often succinct. So, if I could just make their points for
them, their concern is fire. And specifically, the hands-off
approach that the Clinton Plan is doing, the hands-off, what
that means is, they're proposing potential management on 10
percent or less of the forested area. So, they're intensifying
activity in very local areas, and the rest of it, they'll kind
of -- they're not going to do anything. And their concern is
that by nonmanagement, they're incurring all the things that
they're trying to protect might burn up, is what they're saying.

And those of us who are familiar with the Tillamuck
Fire, the Tillamuck Fire occurred, I believe it was around the
1930s, just west of Portland. And you could see the Tillamuck
Fire from San Francisco, is what the old-timers tell me. That
is a very hot, intense fire --

SENATOR MARKS: I never saw it. I was in San
Francisco.

MR. ANDERSON: That's the type of fire -- what
they're saying is, that's the type of fire that would happen in
a coastal, moist climate versus the type of fires you generally
find in the Sierran climate, where they're more frequent and
they're less intense. So, we can have all the restoration and
wildlife improvement, if it all burns up, it's all for naught,
and we should not forget that. I guess that would be my point
on that one.

I guess in conclusion, the biggest problem with




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

162

Option 9 is, number one, it does not allow for SBA operators,
such as ourselves, 60 percent of the public timber volume is
given to SBA operators historically, and typically we --
operatdrs such as ourselves do not have extensive timberlands.
But it also has a major effect on non-SBA operators as well.

Secondly, the Clinton Plan does not address commerce.
The American consumér will not necessarily stop consuming wood
because President Clinton decided to enact Option 9. And the
Pacific Northwest has been a major contributor of wood products
for the American public. They in fact will go to other places,
and in fact, already have, as well as eke out alternative
materials which are, I think, much more detrimental to the
global environment than the problems they're attempting to
address in this Plan.

And I guess I'll close with this. I give a lot to
President Clinton, because he took on a very difficult political
problem in the Pacific Northwest, so you've got to give the boy
credit where credit is due. .It's not an easy one.

My only problem with the way it's been solved is that
it was far too narrow of a scope and did not address the needs
that it intended to.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you very much.

Any questions?

Bonnie Sue Smith.

MS. SMITH: I'm Bonnie Sue Smith with Local 3-98 of
the International Woodworkers of America, U.S.

We have more to lose than our jobs: our ability to
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keep our self-esteem, our very existence, our roots, and the
security of homes and family, which all of us have spent our
entire lives planning and dreaming about.

We have seen what has happened when the chain
reaction occurs. This is nothing new. But if you live here and
continued to see the downslide of a continuing community being
destroyed, piece by piece, only then would you undérstand why
our cry for help must be heard.

Put yourselves in the place of our workers, for
example. Say you are 40 or 50 years old, and the government
told you, "We are going to take your job away from you," and you
only knew one trade -- that which you have done all your life.
It was a trade you though would always be here, because it was a
renewable resource from which you manufactured your product.

You had the security you always wanted, so you bégan planting
roots for your future and the future of your children by buying
a home. You sent your children to school, and you a mortgage,
and you a school loan payment and .other bills within your means.

You began to put some money away for your retiiement,
begin to see the light at the end of the long tunnel which was
your future. You had always taken care of your family, and you
were able to put food on the table, and food in their mouths,
and shoes on their feet. You were proud, and you felt good
about yourself, until one day, the government stepped in and
takes your job.

What would you do? What would you feel? 1Is the job
the only thing the government will be taking? What about

security, self-esteem and family?
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Statistics have proven many devastating changes occur
during a loss, be it financial, material, or emotional.
Depression is always there. Family breakups begin to occur.
Crime rates rise; suicide increases. All because of the loss of
their jobs, and particularly when they are not certain there is
a good reason to have lost the job.

If you lay on your bed, close your eyes, and think
about how would you react to this situation, what would your
answer be?

Option 9 is a poor policy. We have just lost 55 more
of our jobs due to reduction in availability of large logs. A
gradual reduction has occurred over the past few years due to
more and more restrictive governmental regulations. We have
gone from a field of membership of 1600, to a current 450, which
is being reduced by 55 more as of December, 1993. We have seen
plant closure after plant closure. These are figures of only
one local union in our area, compared to all the rest.

Option 9 speaks of 6,000.jobs, which is below the
actual level of jobs to be lost. This is why we feel the need
in the Plan for a wider window is necessary. Three years is not
long enough. We need no less than five years, because once the
Plan goes into effect, it will take time for the effect to come
down.

This was the problem we had after the park'was
bought. 1In some areas, the loss of jobs occurred later, but was
still due to the impact of legislation, and by that time the
benefits were not available. People needed retraining and

schooling and et cetera, but could not afford to do this because
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they had to come up with money for home payments, taxes, and et
cetera.

Unemployment and minimum wage did not cover this, and
they certainly did not want to lost their homes, so they were
forced to sell their homes and drop out of the program in order
to start all over again.

The entire dislocated worker program at the state and
the local level treats the dislocated worker as if they all are
the reason for their dislocation, instead of recognizing that
the worker is dislocated because of national forest policies.

Providing resume preparation, job search skills, and
self-esteem training does not help feed the family, pay the
mortgage, or maintain health insurance, buy school clothes for
your children, or pay the high educations needed. These skills
do little good if these basic human needs are not met. These
are the real problems that don't compare about the facts of the
economic problems which this Plan will create.

Increased used in the imported fibers, carbon
emissions from energy used in aluminum frames, is three times
greater, while steel framing is two-and-one-half times greater
than wood.

Harvest levels are standardly below growth levels,
leading to increased full load on the ground, which create wild
fires.

Also contributing towards the substitution of
nonrenewable forest products, such as aluminum and steel, Option
9 will increase'global o0il consumption by 6 billion gallons per

year, and annually add another 62 million tons of carbon dioxide
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into the atmosphere.

Shifting harvest from highly managed forests to less
productive and less managed forests, primarily in Third World
countries like Russia, who needs 1.53 million acres to equal the
4.7 billion board feet which we harvest from 100,000 acres on
the Pacific Northwest lands. Logs are being brought in from
Chile and from Russia, and now chips from Brazil -~ all from
places who do not manage their harvest.

The impact of Option 9 on the people and our
community will be devastating. Option 9 will cause unemployment
for about 60,000 North workers. The Option 9 job loss figure of
6,000 is misleading because it only counts direct job loss in
rural communities, and it ignores the indirect jobs lost, such
as pulp and paper mills -- about eight mills on brink of
supply-related closure -- and urban producers of machinery and
services for timber industry.

It ignores the market reality of what happens to high
cost producers. The competition disadvantages will close many
marginal mills, while making many profitable mills marginal for
lack of timber. The smaller dimension of logs dramatically
decreases profitability. New investment will steer clear
because of uncertainty. Secondary manufacturing cannot develop
and grow without primary manufacturing activity.

Annual unemployment rate average for the three
Northwest counties of Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte has
risen dramatically in the last three-and-one-half years: from a
rate of 9.4 in 1990, to a rate of 12.8 as of August, 1993. The

12.8 rate does not include the annual increase of unemployment
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in the winter months. Humboldt County alone had an annual
average rate of 7.6 in 1990 , and as of August of 1993, has a
rate of 10.7. This again does not include our increase that
usually occurs in our winter months. Add the figures as a
result of Option 9, and you will see an economically devastating
average that will destroy communities.

Foreseeing a disastering [sic] effect on people and
our communities, we would like you to consider the following
changes to help meet the needs of the people who will lose their
jobs: one, extend the window from three years to at least five
years; two, develop ways for them to keep their homes; three, a
way that their property tax and income tax can be deferred until
they have secured a job which provided them with the same income
they had at the time they lost their job; four, a full payoff by
the government for all student loans currently being paid by
these employees who lose their jobs; five, relocation and
retraining needs a longer window of time; six (a), subsidize a
person's income other than unemployment while he or she is in
the readjustment period; (b), extend unemployment benefits
rather than cutting off extensions; seven, counseling for

families and children directly affected at all degrees of their

problems.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you very much.

Does anyone have any questions of anyone on this
panel?

Thank you all very much.

We have two members of the public who have signed up
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and would like to speak: Linda Haynes, Redwood Region Economic
Development Commission.

MS. HAYNES: Good afternoon, Senator Thompson, other
members of the Committee.

My name is Linda Haynes. I'm Executive Director of
RREDC, the Redwood Region Economic Development Commission.

I actually began my involvement with Humboldt County
economic development back in 1977, at the time of Redwood
National Park expansion, and I've been involved in various
planning and implementation efforts since then.

I just had some comments I'd like to make. One of
the things that we've been doing is, we've been tracking the
status of Humboldt County's economy since 1965 and have a real
solid data base to measure the relationship between timber
harvest and the employment levels in the County.

Based on that, I believe that the Option 9 Plan does
seriously underestimate the job loss which will result. As of
1988, it's my understanding that the Six Rivers Management Plan
at that time indicated that the sustainable yield harvest level
for the Six Rivers National Forest was 180-200 million board
feet a year. And based on that number -- and again, I'm not a
forester and I'm not a biologist or a botanist -- but to the
extent that that did have some scientific basis at that time,
then we're dropping down to somewhere between 20-50 million
board feet per year off the forest, so what we're looking at
basically is 1700 jobs lost based on the decrease in timber
harvest in the Six Rivers Forest alone.

When you look at the Option 9 estimates of 6,000 job

-
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reductions for the whole Northwest, it seems like of out of
proportion. That would mean that our 1700 jobs would be over 25
percent of the whole Northwest. So, my feeling is that the
whole Northwest is going to be experiencing much stronger
impacts.

In any case, as far as our economic base as a whole,
and looking at its history, and the point I'd like for you to be
aware of is how serious the decline is for us. In the early
1960s, of all the income that was earned by Humboldt County
residents, two-thirds of that income was from -- the source of
that income was salaries and wages earned from productive work.
The current statistics show that barely one-half, 51 percent of
all the income earned by Humboldt County residents, is from
wages and salaries. The rest is from nonproductive work, and
about 20 percent of that is from transfer payments, Social
Security, and welfare, which is really kind of scary if you
think about it.

How long can a public sector that depends on driving
its resources from a continually declining productive sector
continue without collapse? And I know that's true for our local
economy, and there's also similar things going on at the state
and national levels.

Although sustainability and wildlife preservation are
important goals, too, we definitely need to make our resource
decisions with our eyes open. We need to be realistic bout the
job loss that occurs when property rights are transferred to
plants and animals.

We also need to be realistic about what the
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government can do via economic development programs and what
they can't do. In some respects, we're pretty proud of the
track record here locally, as Julie Fulkerson pointed out this
morning. We've had a lot of exemplary economic development
success stories that received some public assistance and were,
indeed, able to start up successful businesses that are now
employing people.

My rough estimates are that since the Redwood
National Park expansion, the economic development agencies
locally have been able to successfully create about 1,000 jobs;
which, I think, if you look at the statistics nationally, that's
really quite a good success record for programs of our type, if
you look at the jobs and cost effectiveness. Nevertheless,
that's 1,000 jobs that took 15 years for our agencies to create.

And at that rate, it will take us over 25 years to offset the

11700 job loss from the Six Rivers National Forest timber harvest

reduction alone.

With all those comments being made, I wanted to
follow up a little bit on some of the small business policy
questions that were put forward this morning, since I have about
seven years' experience managing a public revolving loan fund.
Again, I have mixed feelings about the government financing for
business loans.

Our program in some respects has been pretty
successful. We've received a $3 million grant from the Federal
Economic Development Administration, EDA, at the time of the
Redwood National Park expansion, and we were able to lend that

out to local businesses, and most of those were successful. We
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had a few serious failures along the way. But basically, the
way the program worked is, after the initial funds were lent out
to various businesses throughout the community, when they were
repaid, they were made available to other businesses. And
therefore, we had this continuing revolving effect.

The other thing it's enabled us to do is, the
interest from that revolving loan fund has been available to
support our ongoing administrative costs. So, it's enabled us
to exist as a self-sufficient local government agency.

So basically, since we've fully revolved the monies
in the first round, we've issued a total of $6 million in small
business loans here locally. Based on the 2.9 million when they
gave it to us, we've actually built up our base capital to a
level of $3 million. 1In a way, that investment we feel was a
good one, and we are still putting it to work here in the
County.

And the cost effectiveness rate of that program turns
out to be $10,000 per job. There's currently 600 people working
in Humboldt County in businesses that have been assisted by our
agency.

But on the other hand, I have seen a lot of public
money going to idealistic economic development projects which
are not rooted in economic feasibility, and a lot of times there
is a lot of pressure on local officials for giving money to
idealistic projects, and projects that aren't really strongly
interrelated with market feasibility. I know of examples where
there's -- oh, for example, like $1.5 million in public grant

funds going to create 30 low, minimum wage jobs. And at least
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by my standards, that's probably not a cost effective use of
public funds. We do not have enough public funds to subsidize
projects that do not otherwise -- are not otherwise close to
market feasibility.

There are some legitimate financing gaps where people
cannot get financing from commercial banks to start businesses.
One of the best examples we've run into of that -- and even SBA
loans won't cover these situations -- you have people who were,
say, laid off. They maybe worked in an industry for 10 or 20
years. People have built up a lot of equity in a home, you
know, maybe 50,000, or 60,000, or 70,000 dollars worth of equity
in their home.

And they go to the bank, they can't get a second on
their home because they don't have any current income. In
addition to the collateral value and equity value that the banks
look at, you have to show the W-2s that show you're working.

And if you don't have that, they won't accept the idea that
you're anxious to be self-employed . to count on repaying your
loan, even if that person is willing to fully put their home on
the line and agree that, hey, if this business doesn't work out,
I will sacrifice my home. You can resell it, you know, public
sector bank, whatever, and get your money back. The loans are
still not being made. And we've definitely seen some examples
where you have people that have an appropriate management track
record, a lot of equity in their home, but they just cannot get
one because there needs to be a three-year repayment record from
the business. And that's generally even true with SBA loans.

So in any case, there are some legitimate financing
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gaps. It doesn't have to be through public programs; it could
be through, you know, different types of encouraging regulations
for commercial banks, but there are situations that aren't being
met.

In any case, after saying all this, I'm not sure I
have any real answers for where we're at. Somehow that way we
teach our kids that when they grow up, that someone -- the
government, or some corporation somewhere -- will provide them
with a job doesn't promote entrepreneurship in our society.

Jobs are created when people find ways to help meet other
people's needs, and there is a limit to what government can do
to create jobs through economic developed programs, especially
if government doesn't have any money.

Finally, after going through all that, I had one
specific comment, since I still haven't given up on trying to
work with whatever public funds are flowing for these purposes,
to try to use the public dollars most cost effectively to
diversify the economy. The specific. federal programs in the
Option 9, two of the main ones are through EDA, the Economic
Development Administration, and RDA, the Rural Development
Adminigtration. In fact, one of the big programs is being
funded through the Rural Development Administration.

When I read through the program guidelines,
specifically excluded from eligibility are tourism development
projects. And although tourism development is certainly in
itself probably isn't, by itself, going to offset the job loss,
it is one of the areas that there are clearly market forces that

are working in the right direction to support econcmic growth in
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our area. So, I would like to see some efforté to try to remove
that prohibition against using these public funds towards
tourism development projects, because that may be a solution
that our local officials would choose as the most cost effective
project, as one option, for some of the use of funds that I'd
like to see at least an option.

So, I guess that concludes my testimony, and thanks
for being in here in Humboldt County to listen.

' CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you very much.

Next we'll hear from Jerry Partain, Swedish Homes
Task Force.

MR. PARTAIN: Thank you, Senator Thompson, Senator
Marks, Senator Ayala. Welcome back to the North Coast again,
Ruben. And Dan, welcome home.

I can't break myself, apparently, of testifying, but
I did want to make one comment. I am attempting to bring into
the County a Swedish Home Building project. Now, all that is is
simply a high quality manufactured home, an effort that builds
the homes completely here in the County and then exports the
completed home. The idea, of course, being that it raises the
value and it increased the value added from the raw logs to the
finished home, and obviously, returns more money to the local
community.

And the reason I mention it is because just the other
day, I ran into a problem that I had not anticipated, and it
hinges on the subject today. That is, the shortage of the right
kind of lumber that might be available in the area, and that is

kiln-dried lumber, because this project requires dried lumber
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rather than the green lumber. And because of the uncertainties,
and the ups and downs of the lumber market in recent years, most

of the lumber goes out of here raw and green now, rather than

dried, and so there's actually a shortage of dry kilns in the

area.

But let me just make one point that has bothered me
for some time. Most or a good deal of the discussion today was
about how we can utilize the money that is promised us in some
way or another to come from the federal government in mitigating
the impact of Option 9.

And I would plead for -- and I realize it's not your
job, but I want you to recognize this -- that there is an
alternative, and that is to use some of that money to more
intensively manage the forest land that we are talking about.
For example, instead of drawing a border around a large area on
national forest land and saying, as they are doing in Six Rivers
and excluding 90 percent of that from regular timber management
-- 90 percent of it cannot be used for regular timber management
-- instead of doing that, allow the national forest to have some
of that additional money that might be lying around, available
from somewhere else, and applying that directly to the
management of those lands.

Let me give you an example. The contrast between
timber management/forest management in Europe, in Western
Europe, and in our country. Most of the money spent in Western
Europe is spent directly on the land itself, identifying what
can be grown there on site-specific conditions, and then set

about investing in order to grow that timber.
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Here, a good portion of our money goes into either
political lobbying or agitating, or trying to figure out the
bureaucratic process, and do the paper work, and so forth, and
very little of it gets down to the ground where the actual
management needs to be taken.

And that's my concern, is that we're spending far too
much money on other things than managing the land. If we were
able to focus our attention on the site-specific, we could do a
better job. We could produce more timber, and that hasn't even
been mentioned today. We could produce more timber on both
private and federal lands, and negate the necessity of going
overseas. California imports about 60-70 percent of the lumber
that they use now from somewhere else. And as former Senator

Baher told me one time in a meeting in Marin County, I asked him

Jwhere did he want us to get the timber if we can't harvest it in

1California, and his off-hand comment was, "Well, Oregon,

Washington, Canada, or somewhere else." Well, now you can't get
it from Oregon or Washington, either, and probably not from
Canada.

So, it is becoming more difficult, and that's the
only point I'd like to make with you, is that there needs to be
some consideration for a greater intensity of management of the
national forest lands for timber production as well as a concern
for the other resources that they are now focusing on.

Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: Thank you.

I'd like to thank everybody who participated in

today's hearing. 1I'd like to thank especially the members who
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gave up their time in their districts to come up. It was, I
think, very helpful to all of us. It was specifically helpful
to those of us who don't have a familiarity with the area
already. Dan's been around a long time, and he's someone I turn
to often for advice. And I've been around a while now and have
a constant exposure. But for those of you who came from out of
the area, I really appreciate it.

I think it's helpful not only in looking at
legislation that comes before the Committee, but also in
determining how we're going to deal with some of these problems
that we're going to face collectively as a state. It may affect
only this region, but we're going to feel the rippling effect
throughout the state.

I think we're going to be better equipped to do that,
and we're going to be better equipped also going into our
October 26th hearing. We'll have a much better understanding of
what we're dealing with there as well.

Assemblyman Hauser and I talked earlier. Together,
we're going to pursue the Joint Resolution idea to emphasize to
the feds how important it is that we do get all of the resources
that have been promised and all the help. |

I think it's safe to say that we're also going to
ensure that the CERT has the appropriate state staffing to make
sure that they can do the job that they have to do in getting
this money to the local level as quickly and as directly as
possible, without intervention and without strings.

And I certainly will take Senator Torres up on his

offer to help highlight this issue with our media friends in the
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So, I want to thank everyone very much, and I look
forward to the third hearing on October 26th.
That ends today's hearing, and again, thank you.
[Thereupon this portion of the
Senate Natural Resources and
Wildlife Committee hearing
was terminated at approximately
4:15 P.M.]
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STATEMENT
By Senator Mike Thompson
For the Interim Hearing to Review
the Clinton Forest Plan and Its Impact on Local Communities, the
Economy and Environment of the North Coast Region
October 5, 1993

In May 1991, Judge William Dwyer of the U.S. Court in Seattle issued
an injunction halting timber sales in national forests inhabited by

the Northern Spotted Owl until the U.S. Forest Service complied with
provisions of federal law relating to timber harvesting and wildlife
protection. '

President Clinton convened The Forest Conference in April 1993 in
Portland and subsequently appointed teams of experts to produce a
forest plan. In July, the President issued his Forest Plan.

Three different documents constitute the Plan: The Forest Plan,

a summary document; the report of the Forest Ecosystem Management
Team, referred to as the FEMAT Report; and a Draft Supplement
Environmental Impact Statement. Of the several options reviewed

by the team of experts, the President selected Option 9 to

comprise the recommended Forest Plan.

The purpose of this hearing is to assess the near and long-term
impact of the Plan on local communities, the economy and the
environment of the North Coast Region. We had one previous
hearing in Sacramento in August during which we examined the
effects of the Plan on California’s economy and environment.
However, much of the information we obtained was very general in
nature, largely because federal officials had only recently begun
the process of implementation. We now wish to continue our
inquiry with a more precise local focus.

The Clinton Forest Plan includes four major areas of reform, all
of which will have an impact on the region. The Plan:

-1-



1)  Modifies forest management practices including limiting logging
to 1.2 billion board feet annually in spotted owl areas of the
Cascade and Westside forests of Washington, Oregon, and Northern
California;

2) Establishes watersheds, rather than political boundaries, as the
fundamental building block for planning;

3) Fosters increased agency coordination; and

4) Offers $1.2 billion over five years in economic assistance to
affected areas.

At this hearing we have chosen to focus on the forestry and economic
components of the Plan. We hope to obtain more precise responses to
several questions:

1)  How will the allowable cut be allocated among the U.S. forests in
this region and the state?

2) What are the impacts of the Plan on fish, wildlife, and the
environment?

3) What are the implications of the restrictions on U.S. forests for
the harvest of timber on private lands?

4) How much economic assistance will be available and how will it
be distributed among the three western states, regions, and
affected communities?

5) What is the status of implementation of the Plan and what are the
specific timelines we need to know in order to receive economic
assistance and commence harvesting again?
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6) Whatimprovements can be made to the Plan that will still
accomplish its purpose but reduce the potentially adverse impacts
on local communities and the state?

In this hearing we will have the opportunity to hear from
representatives from agencies implementing the plan who will be able
to identify how the plan will affect our region and California.

We will first hear from a U.S. Forest Service representative who will
give an overview of the plan and discuss allowable cuts in our
forests. She will be followed by a representative from the regional
offices of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service who will discuss
wildlife issues and the so-called "4(d) rule" relating to harvest on
private lands.

Following the federal agency presentations, we will hear from state
representatives who are reviewing the Plan and who will discuss its
implications for private harvests and the status of new timber harvest
rules being reviewed by the State Board of Forestry.

Next, we will review the economic assistance component to understand
the federal, state, and local roles and responsibilities in order to
assist us in applying for and receiving economic assistance.

In the afternoon, we will hear from two panels that will discuss the
effects on fish and wildlife and the environment and the impact on
timber and related industries.

We have set aside time in both the morning and afternoon sessions to
hear from any other persons who may wish to speak to us on these
important issues. Those wishing to testify should see our Sergeants
at Arms to sign a sign-up sheet. We will impose a time limit
depending on the number of those persons who wish to testify.

Before we begin, | want to caution our witnesses to be brief because
we have a very full agenda. Also, | want to inform you that we plan

-3-
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to hold an additional hearing on the impact of timber harvest
practices in the Sierras on October 26 in Blairsden.
#1160
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SUMMARY OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S FOREST PLAN

President's Plan Responds to Court Injunction Halting Logging in Owl Habitat

In May 1991, Judge William Dwyer of the U.S. District Court in Seattle enjoined timber sales in
national forests inhabited by the spotted owl. Judge Dwyer required that the Forest Service
comply with endangered species protections before logging could resume.

In February of 1993, President Clinton declared his intention to develop a plan for the Northwest
Forests that would meet both the judge's requirements and the needs of forest-dependent
communities in Washington, Oregon and northern California. The President and Vice-President
initiated development of the forest plan at an April 2nd "forest summit" in Portland, Oregon.

On July 1 the White House issued a summary of the plan, a seven-page press release titled "The
Forest Plan: For a Sustainable Economy and a Sustainable Environment."

In July 1993, the Interior Department released technical information on the plan in two major
documents:

e Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for
Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the
Northern Spotted Owl, Interagency SEIS Team, July 1993 (the draft SEIS)

e [Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment,
Report of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team, July 1993 (the FEMAT
report)!

The draft SEIS and the FEMAT report discuss ten management options for the affected forests.
According to the draft SEIS,2

Alternative [Option] 9 is the preferred alternative for this Draft SEIS. It is the
alternative that most closely offers the specific management direction that would
put into effect the plan that President Clinton announced on July 1, 1993, titled
"The Forest Plan: For a Sustainable Economy and a Sustainable Environment" 3

IThe FEMAT report, Appendix A of the draft SEIS, is itself a complete document.

2Draft SEIS, page 2-43 (Chapter 2, page 43).

3However, the "Forest Plan" document is the press relcase that announced the plan; it is nof a complete plan. This

leaves unclear what actually constitutes the plan. According to Forest Service staff in Sacramento, two parts of the

forest plan remain to be completed. These are the economic portion and the agency coordination portion. Only the
scientific portion, the FEMAT report, has been completed and published.
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The draft SEIS is subject to comment and revision before the end of the year. Both logging
interests and environmentalists have attacked the draft plan as litigation-prone and failing to meet
their concerns.

The plan covers the Cascades and "westside" forests of Washington, Oregon, and northern
California inhabited by the spotted owl. The map accompanying this summary identifies the
affected national forests.

The Scientific Team

An interdisciplinary and interagency scientific team analyzed the numerous issues related to the
forest plan. The team included:

.. . scientists and technical experts of a variety of disciplines from the Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, Environmental Protection Agency, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, and from several universities. Over 600 scientists, technicians, and
support personnel contributed in some fashion to this effort.4

The team, the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) produced the FEMAT
report cited above. That report provided the scientific basis for the draft supplemental impact
statement.

"Option 9"

The draft supplemental impact statement (SEIS) identifies "ten action alternatives" for
management of forests in the northern spotted owl area. The alternatives, usually called "options"
in discussions of the forest plan, encompass different potential harvest levels and forest
management methods.? Probable timber sales levels under the alternatives range from 0.2 billion
board feet to 1.8 billion board feet per year. The level depends on the extent of reserved area and
the types of logging limits required under each alternative.

"Option 9" would allow an average annual harvest of 1.2 billion board feet, roughly midway
between the highest and lowest among the options. Option Nine, unlike the other options,
provides for "adaptive management areas." The purpose of the ten adaptive management areas is
"to encourage the development and testing of technical and social approaches to achieving desired
ecological, economic, and other social objectives."¢

*FEMAT report, page I-1. The team leader was Jack Ward Thomas, Chief Research Wildlife Biologist, Forest
Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Forestry and Range Sciences Laboratory, La Grande, Oregon.
3They are also called "options" in the FEMAT report, which analyzes the options from ecological, economic, and
social perspectives.

®Draft SEIS, page 2-41 (Chapter 2, page 41).
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Key Elements of the President's Plan
According to the President's statement, the plan includes the following features:
Forest Management

« Limits logging in the northern spotted owl areas to 1.2 billion board feet per year, in
contrast to more than 4 billion per year that took place during part of the 1980s.

o Speeds marketing of backlogged timber sales from Indian reservations and in other ways
seeks increased logging in early years of the plan.

» Establishes watersheds, rather than political boundaries, as the fundamental building block
for planning.

 Severely limits activities in 6.7 million acres of reserved areas. The reserves emphasize
streams and the most valuable old growth forests and areas designated for protection of
specific species. Only limited salvage and thinning would be permitted in those areas.

» Specifies ten "adaptive management areas" of 78,000 to 380,000 acres each for intensive
ecological experimentation and social innovation.

» Proposes easing of "owl circle" restrictions on certain non-federal lands and encourages
private companies to commit the timber released by these changes to processing in
domestic mills.

Agency Coordination

» Creates new focus for forest planning based on watersheds and "physiographic provinces."
Management is to reflect the unique ecology of each region.

» Creates a new interagency geographic information system (GIS) data base to aid
coordination of land and resource management data.

« Creates interagency "provincial-level" teams to analyze physiographic provinces and
particular watersheds.

» Revises the consultation process under the Endangered Species Act to emphasize an
integrated ecosystem approach. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries
Service would be involved early in the process and would include regional consultations
where appropriate.

California Research Bureau (Revised 9/22/93) ' Page 3
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Economic Development

« Requests Congressional approval for economic assistance to the affected region totaling
$1.2 billion over five years, starting with $270 million in FY 1984. The assistance is spread
among several programs, described in more detail below.

Economic Impact of President's Plan

The Clinton administration estimates that its forest plan will result in the elimination of a total of
6,000 jobs in Oregon, Washington, and California. It did not indicate how the losses would be
spread over the three states. Apparently, many observers disagree with these job-loss estimates.
Press reports have quoted some industry and labor groups who say that the President's plan could
cause the loss of as many as 72,000 jobs. The administration has not released its analysis of job
losses. We therefore do not have any basis for estimating the accuracy of job-loss estimates of the
President or others. As specific information becomes available, we will evaluate the potential
economic impact of the President's forest plan on California and the directly affected timber
communities.

Economic Assistance Seeks to Minimize Job Loss

The President's plan includes varied elements to reduce the adverse economic effects of logging
restrictions. The July 1st summary did not break down assistance on a state-by-state basis. The
plan would:

» Increase from $20.2 million to $42 million Job Training Partnership Act funding for job
search assistance, retraining, and relocation.

» Increase funding for business development in the Pacific Northwest and northern
California. Elements include improved access to capital, expanded technical assistance,
and enhanced access to domestic and international markets. Plan proposes a 47 percent
increase in funding for these purposes, from $163 million to $239.7 million.

« Establish constant levels of financial assistance to timber counties, to avoid ups and downs
tied to timber harvest. Assistance to be provided through Community Development Block
Grant lending, Rural Development Administration (RDA) community facilities, and the
RDA water/program. Funding to be increased from $298.6 million to $373.6 mullion.

e Expand funding for environmental protection and monitoring, watershed maintenance,
research, and forest stewardship (small landowner forest management). Funding to be

increased from $438.2 million to $519.8 million,

o Eliminate tax incentives for export of raw logs and make avoidance of raw log export
limitations more difficult. Purpose is to direct more log processing to local mills. The
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President has already signed a bill to block export of raw logs harvested from federal
lands.

 Direct the Cabinet to identify and implement ways to strengthen small businesses and
secondary manufacturing in the wood products industry.

Industry and Environmentalists Oppose the Plan

Forest-product-related industry and local officials have stated that the logging limits are too low
to support the region's economy and will increase lumber prices. The 1.2 billion board feet per
year limit is only about 40 percent of what timber interests sought.

Environmentalists believe that the plan offers insufficient protection to threatened species and
sensitive ecosystems. They have stated that the plan's allowance of selective harvesting for
purposes of thinning and salvage would open a huge loophole in protection of ancient forests.
Both sides anticipate litigation over the plan as proposed.
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MAJOR LAWS PERTAINING TO FOREST LAND

The Clinton Administration recently issued a plan and supporting documents addressing timber
harvesting on federal land in the Pacific Northwest.! This plan and the discussions leading up to it
have generated wide interest, especially in the states of Washington, Oregon, and California, in
which the affected forests are located.

Laws affecting forestry are numerous and complex. The following highlights of major federal and
state laws pertaining to forestry and timber harvesting provide background for understanding the
administration plan and other forestry issues. This summary only gives a broad view of the issues.
More information is available in the sources listed at the end of the paper and in the forest plan
documents.

OVERVIEW

In a nutshell:

» Federal law governs timber harvesting in national forests

» Federal law requires national forests to serve multiple purposes of timber production,
grazing, recreation, wilderness, watershed management, and wildlife protection

o State and local governments receive a share of national forest revenues

o Federal and state environmental and wildlife protection laws restrict timber harvesting on
federal, state, and private land

» California state law requires owners to obtain approval for their "timber harvest plan"
from the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection prior to harvesting timber on private
land

IThe plan is outlined in "The Forest Plan: For a Sustainable Economy and a Sustainable Environment,” issued by
the White House Press Office on July 1, 1993. Further information appears in Forest Ecosystem Management; An
Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment, Report of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team,
July 1983, and Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on_Management of Habitat for Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, Interagency
SEIS Team, Portland, Oregon, July 1993.
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FEDERAL LAW

The central policy thread running through a century of national forest policy is the achievement of
a steady, high rate of timber production. Over the years, that thread has been joined by others
emphasizing sharing of national forest revenues, multiple-purpose.use of national forests, and
environmental and wildlife protection. These threads do not always form a uniform fabric.

Basic National Forest Policies Are a Century Old

The "Organic Administration Act" of 1897 is the foundation of the modern national forest
system. It established the system's primary purposes as "to improve the forest within the [national
forest] boundaries, . . . [to secure] favorable conditions of water flows, and to furnish a
continuous supply of timber for the use and necessities of citizens of the United States . . . ."
(U.S.D.A. Forest Service, 1983: 5-6.) Since 1897, Federal law and Forest Service practice have
emphasized that (1) the national forests should yield the maximum amount of timber that can be
produced on a continuing basis, and (2) national forest timber production should contribute to
economic stability of forest-dependent communities. (Clary, 1986: passim.)

The Organic Act required the Forest Service to sell national forest timber only at or above an
appraised value set by forestry officials (Clary, 1986: 29). However, federal law and regulations
do not require that the Forest Service sell national forest timber at a profit (Laitos and Tomain,
1992: 328). Forest service expenses for building and maintaining logging roads, administration,
and other necessary activities often result in the Forest Service selling timber at a net loss. This
practice has been controversial. (Anderson and Gehrke, 1988: 24-26.)

National forest management also encompasses research, pest control, fire protection, road
maintenance, recreation planning and management, wildlife and fish habitat management, and
other programs, often in cooperation with state and local governments. (U.S.D.A. Forest Service,

1983: passim.)
National Forest Receipts Benefit States and Localities

Since 1908, federal law (16 U.S.C. 500) has directed 25 percent of national forest receipts to
states and counties in which the forests are located. Those funds go to the respective states "for
the benefit of the public schools and public roads of the county or counties in which such national
forest is located." The sharing requirement has been extended over the years to types of national
forest revenue beyond the timber sales revenues encompassed in the 1908 act.

In addition, the Payments in Lieu of Taxes Act of 1976 authorizes payments to local
governments in place of property taxes on national forests, national parks, and other specified
federal land. The payments "may be used by [the local government] for any governmental
purpose." (31 U.S.C. 1601.) e
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Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Are’%:National Forest Policy

The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 acknowledged that forests are more than the
trees within them. While not diminishing the original purposes of the national forests, the 1960
law dedicated the national forests to "outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife
and fish purposes." The act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with state and
local governments in managing national forests for those varied purposes. (16 U.S.C. 528 and
530.)

The act requires the Forest Service to manage national forests for "sustained yield." It defines
sustained yield as "the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular
periodic output of the various renewable resources of the national forests without impairment of
the productivity of the land." (16 U.S.C. 531.) In other words, forests must not be "mined" for
their timber and the land then abandoned. Rather, the Forest Service is to manage them as
renewable resources, productive of timber, recreation, fish, and wildlife, year after year.

The multiple-use and sustained-yield concepts also appear in the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act of 1974, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, and the
National Forest Management Act of 1976. The latter act requires the Forest Service to plant new
trees (reforest) in cut-over areas and to maintain "appropriate forest cover." Critics question
whether the Forest Service has complied with those requirements (Carey, et al., 1988: 30-31).

The Role of Environmental and Wildlife Protection Has Grown

Early national forest legislation emphasized timber production. It paid little attention to
environmental issues except watershed protection. In recent decades, however, Congress has
enacted many environmental laws. These laws affect forest management as well as numerous
other activities performed or regulated by government. California and other states have often

adopted comparable laws.

The following federal laws are among the most important environmental protections affecting
forest management: '

o The Wilderness Act of 1964

« The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

» The Endangered Species Act of 1973

« The "diversity" requirement of the National Forest Management Act of 1976

o The Clean Water Act (Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972)

These laws reflect awareness of the long-term environmental impacts of timber harvesting and
other human activities in national forests and on other public lands. The earlier predominant
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concern with timber production has had to accommodate the sensitivity to environmental issues
expressed in these laws.

The Wilderness Act "established a National Wilderness Preservation System to be composed of
federally owned areas designated by Congress as 'wilderness areas' [to be] unimpaired for future
use and enjoyment as wilderness . " Unless Congress specifies otherwise in law,
Congressionally designated wilderness areas remain under the management of the agency under
whose jurisdiction they fell immediately prior to the designation. That is, there is not a separate
department or agency to manage wilderness areas. (16 U.S.C. 1131.)

Designated wilderness areas are to remain as unaffected by human activity as possible, free of
roads, construction, and other development. The act prohibits virtually all timber harvesting in
wilderness areas.

Implementation of the Wilderness Act has been controversial. Litigation has frequently followed
the designation and release from designation of areas considered for wilderness status. Courts
have ruled that the federal agency in charge of the specific wilderness area must prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) before it may release for multiple uses any area it is
considering for wilderness designation. In effect, consideration of an area for wilderness
designation confers protected status as a "wilderness study area" pending a formal determination
regarding the area. (Laitos and Tomain, 1992: 112-115 summarizes pertinent litigation.)

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) both enables and requires every federal
agency to consider its activities' impacts on the environment. NEPA applies to many types of
actions of federal agencies, including issuance of permits for private activities as well as
construction and other activities directly undertaken by federal agencies. "In essence," state
Findley and Farber, "the statute requires the agency to prepare a detailed explanation of the
environmental consequences of its actions, and to make that report available to higher-level
agency officials, other agencies, and the public." (Findley and Farber, 1992: 26.) That "detailed
explanation" is the environmental impact statement (EIS).

Each national forest's land-management plan encompasses proposed timber sales, road building,
recreation, and other actions for that forest. Each plan requires an environmental impact
statement. The EIS process enables the Forest Service to weigh environmental impacts of
proposed logging and other forest uses and to consider feasible alternatives to mitigate those
impacts. If the Forest Service does not strictly follow NEPA procedures or adequately address
environmental impacts in the EIS, its forest plan can be challenged in court. Similar requirements
apply to timber sales.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) declared "the policy of Congress that all Federal
departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered and threatened species . . . ." (16
US.C. 1531)) The act prohibits trade in endangered or threatened species and requires
conservation of habitats of endangered and threatened species.
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National forests provide habitat for many species, including the northern spotted owl, marbled
murrelet, and others at risk of extinction. ESA prohibits logging and other activities that harm
endangered or threatened species or their critical habitats unless the Secretary of the Interior has
approved a conservation plan. That plan must describe the expected impact of the activity,
consider alternatives to proposed actions, and propose ways to mitigate adverse environmental
effects. (16 U.S.C. 1539)

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 requires that forest planning "provide for the
diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific
land area . . . ." (16 U.S.C. 1604.) That requirement expands species protection beyond "the
handful of rare species covered by the Endangered Species Act." (Wilcove, 1988: 6.)

Forest Service regulations (36 C.F.R. 219.19) interpret the diversity provision to require that
"[f]ish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and
desired nonnative vertebrate species in the planning area."“ Judge William Dwyer's finding that
the Forest Service had paid inadequate attention to this requirement in forest plans for the Pacific
Northwest led him to enjoin logging in federal lands in spotted owl areas. Logging there cannot
resume until Judge Dwyer, of the Federal District Court in Seattle, is satisfied that the Forest
Service has complied with applicable planning requirements.

The Clean Water Act requires use of "best management practices" (BMPs) to minimize non-
point sources of water pollution. Agriculture and silviculture are major sources of non-point
pollution. Non-point pollution originates over a wide area and is not traceable to a single, specific
source.” Sediment washing into lakes and streams as a result of logging is one of the non-point
pollution sources that BMPs must address. State agencies with jurisdiction over water quality
enforce BMP requirements in cooperation with federal agencies. The State Water Quality Control
Board and the regional water quality control boards enforce water quality laws in California.

Federal Law Requires Forest Service to Produce Management Plans

The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA) assigned
research and planning responsibilities to the Forest Service. "The renewable resource program,”
states the RPA, "must be based on a comprehensive assessment of renewable resources from the
Nation's public and private forests and rangelands, through analysis of environmental and
economic impacts, coordination of multiple use and sustained yield opportunities . . ., and public
participation in the development of the program." (16 U.S.C. 1600.)

The RPA documents are diverse and extensive, addressing all aspects of forests and forest uses.
Technical documents on timber, water, range forage, outdoor recreation, and other issues support

2Quoted in Wilcove, 1988: 6.

Judge Dwyer's order pertained to requirements of the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), not the
Endangered Species Act, although some reports of the controversy have cited ESA as the basis of the order.
Among its many provisions, NFMA requires national forest land management plans to “provide for diversity of

lant and animal communities . . . {16 U.S.C. 1604]."

Urban areas are also non-point sources of water pollution.
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the RPA-mandated decennial long-term strategic plan. The latest plan was published in 1990.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 amended the RPA, expanding land use
planning requirements for public lands.

CALIFORNIA LAW

California's forestry and environmental laws in some ways mirror federal laws. They also go
farther, to regulate timber harvesting on private lands.

Summarizing broadly, California law:
» Requires consideration of environmental protection as part of timber harvest planning
» Requires private timber owners to restock harvested timber land

« Encourages retention of open space and agricultural and forest lar.d in preference to urban
development of such land

o Controls the use and management of state forests®

California laws affecting forest management and timber harvesting range from the broad
environmental mandates of the California Environmental Quality Act to the forestry-specific
requirements of the Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act. Other state laws address protection of
water quality and endangered species, issues that are important in forest management.

California Environmental Quality Act Provides Framework for Environmental Protection

The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) mandates that:

« California state and local government agencies may not undertake or issue a permit for any
project that might have a significant environmental impact unless they prepare, under
public review, an environmental impact report (EIR) on the project

» For any project with potentially significant environmental impacts, the agency must, in the
EIR, evaluate feasible alternatives to mitigate those impacts to below the level of

significance

In 1979, the Secretary of the Resources Agency declared the timber harvest plan process

5Califomia state forests encompass only 68,664 acres, a small fraction of the 18.6 million acres of forest land in
California. The state forests are devoted to demonstration, research, recreation, education, and timber production.
They are managed by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. (Kreissman, 1991: 82-83;
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, 1988: 110; California Code of Regulations, Title 14,
Division 1.5, Chapter 9.)
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(discussed briefly below) to be the "functional equivalent" of the CEQA process, incorporating
comparable standards of environmental protection and public review procedures. The Z'Berg-
Nejedly Forest Practices Act and the California forest practice rules (regulations implementing the
act) specify environmental protection standards and timber harvest plan review procedures.

California Law Provides Protections for Water Quality and Endangered Species

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 governs water quality control in
California. The forest practice rules (discussed below) address forestry aspects of water quality
issues covered by the Porter-Cologne act. The act authorizes the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) to review water quality control aspects of timber harvest plans and of the forest
practice rules (Water Code, Section 13163).

The SWRCB coordinates its water quality protection efforts with the requirements of the federal
Clean Water Act.

The California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code, Division 3, Chapter 1.5)
provides state protections broadly comparable to those of the federal Endangered Species Act.
The act "declares that it is the policy of the state that state agencies should not approve projects
as proposed which would jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or
threatened species . . . if there are reasonable and prudent alternatives . . . [Section 2053]."
Further, if "specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such alternatives,
individual projects may be approved if appropriate mitigation and enhancement measures are
provided [Section 2054]."

Representatives of the Department of Fish and Game review timber harvest plans with a view to
fish and wildlife issues, including those mandated by the Endangered Species Act.

Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act Sets California Forestry Ground Rules

The Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 is the framework for forestry practices in
California. Among its provisions, the act:

« Regulates timber harvesting on private lands to promote long-term timber productivity
and protection of watersheds, fish, and wildlife

» Requires the CDF to license "timber operators," persons who engage in commercial
timber operations

» Requires owners of private timberlands to obtain approval of "timber harvest plans" or
nonindustrial timber management plans from the CDF in advance of harvesting timber®

6The nonindustrial timber management plan (NTMP) is the THP equivalent for "timberland owncd by a
nonindustrial tree farmer . . . [which] means an owner of timberland with less than 2,500 acres . . . not primarily
engaged in the manufacture of forest products." (Public Resources Code Section 4593.2 (a) and (b).) For most
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e Requires timber harvest plans to be prepared only by registered professional foresters’ and
to be reviewed and approved by the CDF

» Requires owners to "restock" harvested areas in accordance with standards in the forest
practice rules

» Requires the CDF to inspect timber harvesting operations on private lands to ensure that
the owners comply with the harvest plan and applicable laws

o Restricts the size, location, and spacing of clear-cuts; limits practices that cause soil
erosion; and requires owners to employ fire protection measures

The act exempts several kinds of timber operations from timber harvest plan requirements. These
include harvesting of Christmas trees, harvesting on "ownerships of timberland of less than 3 acres
(1.214 ha) and not part of a larger parcel of timberland in the same ownership," and harvesting
under certain emergency conditions. (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 1.5,
Sections 1038 and 1052 et seq.)

California's Forest Practice Rules Govern Timber Harvesting
The California Board of Forestry adopts regulations, the "Forest Practice Rules," to implement
the Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act and other California laws affecting the practice of forestry.
Many of the regulations apply to forestry statewide, but some are specific to particular counties or
groups of counties. The rules are in Title 14, Division 1.5 of the California Code of Regulations.
Section 897 of the rules states their intent:
Persons who prepare [timber harvest] plans shall consider the range of feasible
silvicultural systems, operating methods, and procedures provided in these rules in
seeking to avoid or substantially lessen significant adverse effects on the
environment from timber harvesting.
The same section also cites "the goal of . . . production of high quality timber products . . . ."

The Forest Practice Rules encompass the following topics:

» Preparation, review, appeal, and enforcement of timber harvesting plans

purposes, the Forest Practice Rules for THPs also apply to NTMPs. (California Code of Regulations, Title 14,

Division 1.5, Section 1090.)

TRegistered professional foresters are licensed by the California Board of Forestry under the Professional Foresters
aw, Public Resources Code Sections 750 et seq.

According to figures published by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, one-third or less of
the acreage that undergoes harvest activity each year is harvested under a timber harvest plan. Most of the balance
occurs under exemption permits; some is harvested under emergency notices. (See "California's Forest Practice
Program, 1987" and “California's Forest Practice Program: 1989-1991 Report.")
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« Silvicultural (forest cultivation) methods

» Harvesting practices and erosion control

o Preparation of timber harvest sites

e Watercourse and lake pfotection

« Hazard reduction and fire protection

« Requirements for logging roads and landings

« Wildlife protection requirements

» Forest improvement practices, including restocking requirements
o Special rules for Coastal Commission areas

o Archeological and historical resource protection

« Timber operator license requirements and procedures
« Registration of professional foresters

In addition, the rules encompass practices for state forests (use and sales), implementation of
CEQA, exemptions from timber harvest plan requirements, and various specialized requirements.

Tax Incentives Encourage Preservation of Agricultural and Forest Lands

California offers property tax breaks to land owners who agree to preserve agricultural and forest
lands from urban and other uses. Counties or cities may choose to participate in the following tax-
incentive programs:

The Williamson Act (the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, Government Code Title 5,
Division 1, Part 1, Chapter 7) allows a county or city to designate specific lands as "agricultural
preserves" under annually-extended ten-year contracts. Under the act, "agricultural preserves"
may include a variety of open-space, recreational, scenic, and wildlife-habitat areas in addition to
farmland. The act provides that local governments participating in the program shall assess the
value of Williamson Act lands for the purposes of property taxes at the value of the lands for
agriculture or other non-urban uses specified in the contracts. Resulting property-taxes frequently
are lower on Williamson Act lands than they would be if the local governments assessed them, as
they normally would, to reflect the value of the lands if converted to their "highest and best uses."
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The Open Space Subvention Act of 1969 (Government Code Section 16142) partially
reimburses participating counties for property tax losses resulting from Williamson Act zoning.

The Timberland Productivity Act (Government Code Title 5, Division 1, Part 1, Chapter 6.7)
authorizes a city or county to designate forest lands as "timberland productivity zones" (TPZs).
The act restricts how owners may use land enrolled in a TPZ, and correspondingly requires local
jurisdictions to tax the lands at a lower rate than might otherwise apply. In exchange for the
favorable property tax treatment, the landowner contracts not to convert the land to non-
timberland uses without first giving the local jurisdiction ten-year notice and without obtaining
county or city approval. '

These TPZs, at that time known as "timberland preservation zones," replaced Williamson Act
contracts on timberland in 1976.

Both the Williamson Act and the Timberland Productivity Act allow immediate rezoning under
some circumstances, but not solely to meet economic needs of the property owners.

California Research Bureau (Rev. 9/21/93) : Page 11
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Z'BERG-NEJEDLY FOREST PRACTICE ACT SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973! governs the management of privately
owned timberland in California. Of California's approximately 101 million acres (159
thousand square miles), about 16.2 million acres are commercial forest land. About 7.5
million acres of that are privately owned.2 Six California counties account for 53 percent
of commercial timberlands (those open to production) in the state. They are Siskiyou,
Humboldt, Mendocino, Plumas, Shasta, and Trinity.

The Forest Practice Act encompasses standards for the practice of forestry, the
organization of forestry regulation, and requirements for timber harvest planning.

The Legislature declared its intent for the act as,

... to create and maintain an effective and comprehensive system of
regulation and use of all timberlands so as to assure that (a) Where feasible,
the productivity of timberlands is restored, enhanced, and maintained [and]
(b) The goal of maximum sustained production of high-quality timber
products is achieved while giving consideration to values relating to
recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, regional
economic vitality, employment, and aesthetic enjoyment.3

This statement emphasizes timber production, and secondarily emphasizes (gives
“consideration to") a range of other purposes served by forests in California.

Although the act affects privately held forests, the Legislature declared, "It is not the
intent of the Legislature . . . to take private property for public use without payment of
just compensation in violation of the California and United States Constitutions." 4 The
act, does, however, regulate the use and management of privately owned timberland and
requires timberland owners to follow a complex set of rules.

IDivision 4, Chapter 8, Public Resources Code (PRC) (Section 4511 et seq.).

2Commercial forest acreage figures are from California Statistical Abstract, 1992, California Department
of Finance, p. 105.

3PRC §4513.

4PRC §4512.
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ORGANIZATION OF FORESTRY IN CALIFORNIA

Several agencies have a role in the management of forestry in California. Following is a
brief overview of those organizations (excluding federal agencies) and their major
functions.

The Board of Forestry

The nine-member State Board of Forestry directs policy for the Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection. The Governor appoints board members, subject to Senate
confirmation. The members serve staggered four-year terms.> The Board adopts forestry
regulations under the Forest Practice Act and other laws. The Board hears appeals of
timber harvesting plan denials. Under some circumstances it hears appeals of THP
approvals.

The Board also licenses registered professional foresters.
The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) prevents and combats
forest fires throughout the state and manages the forest practice program. The
department cooperates with the U.S. Forest Service in fighting fires and in a variety of
forest improvement, research, and management programs. The department reviews and
approves or disapproves timber harvesting plans and nonindustrial timber management
plans and inspects harvest sites to assure compliance with the Forest Practice Act and its
regulations. The department also licenses timber operators.

Districts and Committees$

Forest types and conditions differ from one part of the state to another. The Forest
Practice Act therefore requires the Board of Forestry to divide California into at least
three districts with "substantially similar characteristics and that will best be served by
substantially similar regulations."? The three districts established by the Board are:

e Coast District--coastal strip from Oregon border to, and including, Santa Cruz
County

« Northern District--non-coastal portion of northern California generally north of a
meandering line extending from the Benicia Bridge to Lake Tahoe

Sce PRC §§730-745.

6This section describes relevant provisions of the law and regulations, and it reflects past practice.
However, as of 1993, the district committees are no longer funded and no longer function. According 1o a
CDF staff member, there is no current expectation of new funding for the committces or for a resumption
of committee operations.

"PRC §4531.
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o Southern District--remainder of the state

Each district has a nine-member technical advisory committee, appointed by the Board of
Forestry. Members serve staggered four-year terms. Each member is to have professional
knowledge and experience in forestry, ecology, watershed hydrology, or related area or
areas specified in the law.®

Each district committee meets at least annually and advises the Board of Forestry with
respect to forest practice rules suited to its own area of the state. The committees do not
administer the forest practice program; they have only an advisory role.

Advisory Agencies

The Board must seek advice and recommendations from other state agencies in
developing and revising its regulations® and in reviewing timber harvesting plans.10

o The Department of Fish and Game advises on protection of fish and wildlife

o The State Water Resources Control board and regional water quality control
boards advise on water quality

» The Air Resources Board and local air pollution control districts advise on air
pollution control

o The California Coastal Commission advises on protection of natural and scenic
coastal zone resources in Commission-designated "special treatment areas"

o The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency advises on matters affecting its area
» County governments may recommend special rules and regulations pertinent to
their local needs and may advise on specific timber harvesting plans during the

review process!!

The act's general guidance for the regulations is that they "be based upon a study of the
factors that significantly affect the present and future condition of timberlands."!2 The

8PRC §4533.

PRC §4551.5.

10pRC §4582.6.

1 The general authority (applicable to all counties) to recommend regulations is in §4516.6. In addition,
PRC §4516.8 specifically allows the counties of Marin, Monterey, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa
Cruz to recommend rules and regulations addressing local concerns about log hauling routes and
encroachment permits.

12PRC §4552.
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Board must consider the other agencies' recommendations regarding regulations,!3 but is
not bound by them.

Forest Practice Regulations
The Forest Practice Act requires the Board of Forestry to adopt regulations on many
forest management issues.!4 The regulations are often cited as the "Forest Practice
Rules." The Forest Practice Rules not only respond to the Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice
Act, they also address other California laws!S that affect the practice of forestry. Many of
the regulations have uniform, statewide effect. Some are specific to a particular district,
county, or counties.
The Forest Practice Act requires the regulations to cover at least the fbllowing topics:

e Prevention and control of fires

e Control of soil erosion

e Preparation of timber harvest sites

» Control of water and watershed quality

¢ Control of floods

« Stocking of harvested areas (planting of replacement trees or other means of
reforestation)

» Protection against unnecessary destruction of young timber or productivity of the
soil

e Prevention and control of forest insect, pest, and disease damage
o Protection of natural and scenic qualities
e Preparation of timber harvesting plans

The Forest Practice Act currently requires forest managers and timber operators to take
special precautions with respect to the Pacific yew (taxus brevifolia). The bark of the

I3PRC §4551.5.

14The Forest Practice Act's implementing regulations, the California Forest Practice Rules, are found in
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Division 1.5. Most of the regulations are reprinted, in an
unofficial format designed for timber operators, in California Forest Practice Rules, published by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.

5These include The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969, The California Endangered
Species Act, the Professional Foresters Law, and the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
(CEQA).
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Pacific yew may contain a cancer-fighting chemical, so that species is of special concern.’®
The Forest Practice Rules also address the Pacific yew provisions.

If the director of CDF finds existing regulations to be inadequate to address significant
issues in a pending timber harvesting plan, the director may so advise the Board. If the
Board agrees with the director, it may, afler a public hearing, issue emergency regulations
to meet the specific need. The department then resumes consideration of the timber
harvesting plan under the amended regulations. The Board may make the emergency
regulations permanent by following the usual procedures for adopting non-emergency
regulations.!”

Licensure of Forestry Personnel

The State of California requires licensure of "registered professional foresters" (RPFs)
and of "timber operators."!#

Registered Professional Foresters

The Professional Foresters Law prescribes professional standards and examination
procedures for registered professional foresters (RPFs). Professional standards for RPFs
encompass education, experience, and personal character. The Board of Forestry licenses
as RPFs those persons who have passed its examination and met other requirements
specified in the law and regulations.

RPFs have a key role in California forestry because only registered professional foresters
may prepare timber harvesting plans. Certain other actions under the Forest Practice Act,
such as emergency notices, and nonindustrial timber management plans, also require
participation or certification by an RPF.

Timber Operators

Only licensed timber operators may "engage in timber operations," and they may harvest
timber only in accordance with approved timber harvesting plans where applicable.'?

The Forest Practice Act broadly outlines licensure requirements for timber operators. The
regulations require the timber operator to complete a training program before he or she
may be licensed. The program must use training materials that "address the contents of

16The Pacific yew provisions expire January 1, 1996, unlcss extended by legislation before that date.
I7PRC §4555.

18The licensure requirements for registered professional foresters (RPFs) are in the Professional Foresters
Law (PRC §§750 et seq.). The licensure requircments for timber operators (persons who harvest timber)
are in the Forcst Practice Act (at PRC §§4571 et seq.).

19Timber harvesting under exemptions and emergency conditions specified in the act does not require a
timber harvest plan. The harvesting must still be done by licensed timber operators and meet all
applicable regulations.
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the rules of the Board." A timber operator's license is valid only for the calendar year in
which it is issued. The license must be renewed annually thereafter. The Board may deny
licensure or renewal of licensure if the applicant has violated the forestry law or
regulations. 20

OVERVIEW OF TIMBER HARVESTING PLAN REQUIREMENTS

A timber harvesting plan (THP) describes and documents a proposed timber harvest. The
THP specifies:

o What kind of harvest or other timber operation is planned
e Where the harvest will be
e  What methods will be used during the harvest or other timber operation

o What protections will be used for watersheds, wildlife, and other environmental
concerns affected by the operation

A later section of this paper outlines the THP review process.
Scope of the THP Requirement
The Forest Practice Act mandates that:

No person shall conduct timber operations unless a timber harvesting plan
prepared by a registered professional forester has been submitted for such
operations to the department [of Forestry and Fire Protection] pursuant to
this article. Such plan shall be required in addition to the [timber
operator's] license required in Section 4571.2!

"Timber operations” encompass "the cutting or removal or both of timber or other solid
wood forest products, including Christmas trees, from timberlands for commercial
purposes, together with all the work incidental thereto . . . "2

Timberland, in turn, is "land, other than land owned by the federal government and land
designated by the board [State Board of Forestry] as experimental forest land, which is

2010 1991, the department issued 1683 timber opcrator licenses, of which 401 were "limited” licenses and
1282 were "full” licenses. Total licenses issued annually from 1981 through 1991 ranged from a low of
1288 issued in 1986 to a high of 1683 issued in 1991. "California's Forest Practice Program, 1989-91
Report," CDF, July 1992, p. 1.

ZIPRC §4581.

2IPRC §4527.

California Research Bureau, September 23, 1993 ) Page 7



available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of any commercial species used to
produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees."?3

The Forest Practice Act encompasses land that can grow commiercial species of trees and
that is available for such use. [t excludes other land, such as farmland and urban areas.

Exemptions

The Forest Practice Act allows the Board to exempt certain types of activity from timber
harvesting plan requirements. Among the exempt activities are:

Harvesting of Christmas trees

« Harvesting dead, dying, or diseased trees, fuelwood, or split products, under
several conditions

« Harvesting on timberland ownerships of less than three acres and not part of a
larger ownership

» Harvesting of Pacific yew
The landowner or other responsible party must submit an exemption notice to CDF. The
harvest can go forward after the landowner submits the notice.2* In some cases, CDF

conducts a post-harvest inspection.

EXEMPTION NOTICES, 1989-199]25

Forest District/Year 1989 1990 1991
Coast 266 364 428
Northern 417 718 718
Southern 358 689 500
Emergencies

The Forest Practice Act allows timber harvesting to begin immediately when an
emergency warrants the action. The act requires that a registered professional forester
determine that an emergency exists and file an "emergency notice" with CDF 26

BPRC §4526.

24PRC §4584; CCR Title 14, §1038; CDF staff, personal communication.
23"California's Forest Practice Program, 1989-91 Report," pp. 10-11.
26pRC §4592.
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Emergencies defined in the forest practice rules?’ are:
o Insect and disease damage that results in dead or dying trees
o Damage from weather, fire, flood, landslide, or earthquak3e
» Damage from air or water pollution
» Cutting or removing of trees to allow emergency construction or road repair
e Certain "financial emergencies"
Emergency operations do not require a timber harvest plan, but must comply with all other

applicable forestry regulations. A registered professional forester must certify that the
emergency condition exists.

EMERGENCY NOTICES, 1989-199128

Forest District/Year 1989 1990 1991
Coast 13 4 9
Northern 148 157 78
Southern 268 371 271

Exemption and Emergency Notice Acreage

Half to two-thirds of the timberland harvested each year is harvested under exemptions
and emergency notices, according to figures published by the Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection.?’ In 1992 and 1993, the number of exemption notices sharply increased
from prior levels, according to department staff, although the figures have not yet been
published.30

27pRC §1052.1. '

28"California's Forest Practice Program, 1989-91 Report," p. 6.

29Estimate based on figures in"California's Forest Practice Program," reports for 1984 through 1989-91.
30personal communication with staff member of CDF. The comparative acreage harvested under THPs,
exemptions, and emergency notices cannot be equated to comparative volume of timber harvested.
Exempt and emergency harvests generally encompass much smaller volumes of timber per acre than do
harvests under THPs.
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THP CONTENT AND PROCEDURES

The timber harvesting plan (THP) is an important part of the regulatory system created by
the Forest Practice Act. This section outlines what a THP is and the procedures for its
filing and review.

What is a Timber Harvesting Plan?3!

A timber harvesting plan describes a timber operation proposed for a specific parcel of
land. The THP specifies what the timber operator is going to do. That is, it describes the
types and amounts of timber to be harvested or the other timber operation(s) that are
planned. The THP explains what methods the timber operator will use. The THP also
explains the precautions that the timber operator will take during the proposed operation
in order to protect watersheds, wildlife, and other environmental concerns.

A registered professional forester prepares the THP on behalf of the timberland owner or
other responsible party. The RPF may be an employee of the timberland owner, or might
be an independent consultant hired to prepare the THP. In either case, the law and
regulations require the RPF to adhere to professional standards.

The THP includes a detailed map of the area encompassed in the plan, specifies who is to
conduct the harvest (the timber operator or operators), and shows how all applicable rules
for timber operations are to be met. In short, "The plan shall serve two functions: to
provide information the Director [of CDF] needs to determine whether the proposed
timber operation conforms to the rules of the Board; and to provide information and
direction to timber operators so that they comply with the rules of the Board."32

31 A "nonindustrial timber management plan" (NTMP) is the equivalent to a timber harvesting plan for
"timberland owned by a nonindustrial tree farmer . . . [which] means an owner of timberland with less
than 2,500 acres . . . not primarily engaged in the manufacture of forest products.”" (Public Resources
Code Section 4593.2 (a) and (b).) The NTMP provisions, cnacted in 1989, are intended to encourage
"uneven aged management and sustained yicld." (Unnumbered section preceding PRC §4593.) In
general, the Forest Practice Rules for THPs also apply to NTMPs. (CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, Section
1090.) Like THPs, NTMPs must be prepared by a registered professional forester. Unless cancelled by
the tree farmer or, for cause, by CDF, an approved NTMP continues indefinitely. This is in contrast to the
specific time frame allowed for completion of harvesting under a THP. During the first year of the NTMP
program (1991), a total of 4 NTMPs were filed, encompassing 1149 acres. ("California's Forest Practice
Program, 1989-91 Report," CDF, July 1992, p. 22. The 1989-91 report is the most recent published.)
32Title 14, Division 1.5, CCR, §1034. The same section lists the minimum contents of a THP. That list
is, in turn, reflected in the THP form and instructions provided by the CDF,
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Filing and Review of Timber Harvesting Plans

The responsible party (landowner or lessee, for example) submits the THP to the
appropriate CDF regional office.33 The THP includes:

e A map or maps of the harvest area
o A description of the timber to be harvested

» A completed application checklist (with additional information attached when
needed) covering dozens of points encompassed in the Forest Practice Rules

» A narrative explanation and documentation of the proposed operation

A completed THP may run from dozens to hundreds of pages, depending on the size and
complexity of the proposed harvest and the issues that the harvest raises.

The RPF who prepared the plan must have personally inspected the area to be harvested
and must assure that the THP addresses all applicable regulations.

The plan is not formally "filed" until the department finds it to be "accurate, complete and
in proper order."3* The department has ten days after submission of the THP to make this
determination and to decide whether the THP requires a preharvest inspection.?® If the
department finds that a preharvest inspection is needed, it must conduct the inspection
within ten days of the formal filing 36

Ordinarily, department staff contacts the applicant to work out minor problems in the
submitted plan.3”7 If there are significant errors or omissions or other unresolved problems
with the plan, the department returns it to the submitter. A returned plan has not been
"filed" within the meaning of the regulations.

Once the department finds the plan to be complete, the plan is officially filed.** The
department then sends a notice of filing to the submitter, the county clerk in the
appropriate county, the local ranger unit headquarters (for posting), other locations

33A "notice of intent to harvest timber" is also required when the area to be harvested is within 300 feet of
property not owned by the timberland owner. CDF mails copies of that notice to adjacent landowners as
listed by the RPF who prepared the plan.

34Title 14, Division 1.5, CCR, §1037.

35The time required for that inspection depends on the nature and location of the proposed timber
operation and accessibility of the site. Snow, for example, may dclay the inspection. The applicant and
the department may agrec on a period longer than ten days.

36PRC §4604.

37Personal communication, CDF staff,

38CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1033.
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required for adequate public notice, public agencies with custodial responsibility for lands
within 300 feet of the plan area, and other appropriate agencies.

The filing of the plan starts a public review process during which the public and agency
officials may inspect a copy of the plan and comment in writing. The department must
provide a copy of the plan to the Department of Fish and Game and other agencies with
review responsibilities. The regulations specify, "Comments from reviewing public
agencies shall be considered [on the basis of] the comments' substance, and specificity, and
in relation to the commenting agencies' area(s) of expertise and statutory mandate, as well
as the level of documentation, explanation or other support provided by the comments."

The department has fifteen days after the preharvest inspection (if required) or after the
filing date of the plan (if no inspection is required) "to review the plan and take public
comment."4 The department then has up to ten days to review public comments, analyze
the issues presented by the plan, and make a decision.#! During this process, the
department consults with an "interdisciplinary review team" representing various agencies
and types of expertise.2

Both the Forest Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules allow the department and the
applicant to agree on longer periods for each stage in the timber harvesting plan review.

Appeals

An applicant whose timber harvesting plan is denied by the department may appeal the
denial to the Board of Forestry within ten days. The board must then hold a public
hearing on the appeal within 30 days unless the applicant and the board agree on a longer
period. The Board may approve the THP or may uphold the department's denial. Those
are the Board's only options.

The Forest Practice Act allows the department to approve a THP that has been denied on
appeal to the board if the applicant revises the plan to meet applicable law and
regulations.43

39CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1037.1.

40CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1037.4.

41If the department believes that the existing regulations do not adequately address an issue raised by the
plan and that approval of the plan could significantly harm the environment, it may ask the Board of
Forestry to adopt appropriate emergency regulations. This situation stops the review clock pending Board
hearing and decision on the issue. Once the Board has acted, the department has fifteen days within
which to decide on the plan. This provision is used very rarcly--at most once or twice a year, according to
a department staff member.

42CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1037.5. CDF's representative on the review team, who must be a
registercd professional forester, chairs the tcam. The agencies represented on the review team reflect the
plan's location, scope, and environmental and other impacts.

43PRC §4582.7.
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Under certain circumstances, the approval of a timber harvesting plan may be appealed to
the Board of Forestry. Although the public may not appeal an approval to the Board of
Forestry:

o The Department of Fish and Game or Water Resources Control Board may appeal
an approval if it (or a regional water quality control board) participated in the
onsite inspection and multidisciplinary review of the plan*4

e The board of supervisors of certain counties** may appeal an approval of a timber
harvesting plan if the county participated the inspection and in the multidisciplinary
review*t

Other organizations and members of the public may seek to overturn approval of a timber
harvesting plan through litigation, but not through an administrative appeals process.

The following chart shows timber harvesting plan activity for 1986 to 1991, as reported by
the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.#’ Note that many more submitted
applications are not accepted for filing than are formally denied by the department 48

44PRC §4582.9(b).

43Those counties for which special regulations have been adopted by the Board of Forestry.

46PRC §4516.6(b).

47"California's Forest Practice Program, 1989-1991 Report," California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection, July 1992, page 2.

“8CDF staff (personal communication) estimates that for 1992 and 1993 about 35 to 40% of all submitted
THPs are returned to the submitter (not accepted for filing) as originally submitted. Some THPs arc
returned more than once.
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TIMBER HARVESTING PLAN ACTIVITY, 1986-1991

Year: 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 19914

THPs submitted 1229 1273 1470 1587 1573 933
during year

Year: 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

THPs not accepted 148 187 99 152 374 204
for filing (returned to
submitter during year)*

THPs approved* 1074 1253 1360 1548 1357 825
THPs denied* 1 5 7 12 12 2

*Row includes some THPs submitted in prior year, but not acted on in the year of submittal. Also, row
excludes THPs submitted during the indicated year but not acted on until subsequent year. That is, the
lower table reflects actions taken during the year, not the actions ultimately taken on ali of the THPs
submitied in that year. The department does not include in the Forest Practice Program statistical reports
a table showing ultimate outcomes of all of the THPs submitted during the year of the report.

ACREAGE IN APPROVED THPS, 1989-199150

Forest District/Year 1989 1990 1991
Coast 101,687 73,622 58,380
Northern 199,900 229 346 171,591
Southern 32,629 60,745 37,879

TOTAL 334216 363,713 267,850

“Emergency regulations changes late in 1991 virtually brought THP submissions to a halt for a few
months, according to a CDF staff member (personal communication). That situation accounts for much of
the reduction in THP submissions between 1990 and 1991. Total acreage encompassed in the reduced
number of THPs for 1991 nonetheless increased slightly between 1990 and 1991, By 1993 THP
submissions had rebounded to only about 1000. (Based on graph provided by CDF stafl)

All of these statistics should be treated with caution. The CDF staff member responsible for the
timber harvest program was unable to account for sceming discrepancies in the numbers shown in the
charts of timber harvesting plan activity. The published reports do not define terms or conventions used
in the charts and do not explain whether or not a resubmitted THP is counted as a new submittal in the
chart. Nor do the reports state whether or not the "THPs not accepted for filing" line counts each returned
(not accepted) THP once in that linc even if it is returned more than once. Counting methods may have
changed during the period covered by the chart, but if so, this is not documented in the report.
30"California's Forest Practice Program, 1989-91 Report," pp. 16-17. Some totals have been corrected
from the figures shown in the report.
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After the Plan is Approved

An approved plan is valid for three years, but the department may grant an extension. An
extension requires a specific request. The department must find that the extension is not a
"substantial deviation" from the approved plan.3!

The plan submitter may deviate in small ways from the approved plan, but must inform the
department. Changes in ownership of the land or of the timber covered by an approved
plan must be reported to the department.>?

The department inspects the site after the harvest to assure that the timber operation
conforms to the approved plan.33

The Forest Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules specify minimum standards for
stocking of harvested acreage.>* The THP submitter must meet the standards "within five
years after completion of timber operations."3> The stocking standards "insure that a
cover of trees of commercial species, sufficient to utilize adequately the suitable and
available growing space, is maintained or established after timber operations."

Within five years after completion of the timber operations, the timber owner or agent
must report to the director on the restocking of the logged area. If all has gone according
to the plan and if the restocking has been completed, the department ultimately issues a
"Report of Satisfactory Stocking."5¢

CEQA Equivalence

In 1979, the Secretary of Resources determined the timber harvesting plan process to be
equivalent to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).%7
That determination, which is still in force, reflected the Secretary's finding that the THP
process included environmental protections and public review opportunities comparable to
those of CEQA.

SICCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1039.1.

S2CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1042.

S3PRC §4586.

4PRC §4561. The standards are technical, phrased in terms of point count, diameter at breast height,
countable trees, and residual basal areas, among others. The interested reader should consult PRC §4561
and CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §§1070 ¢t seq., and the relevant definitions, for details.

35PRC §4561. The Forest Practice Act does not specify who is responsible for restocking. It only
specifies what shall constitute minimum acceptable stocking levels, although the Board may adopt higher
standards in regulations. However, the Forest Practice Rules (at §1035.1) specify that the THP submitter
(usually the owner of the timberland or the owner of the rights to the timber on land owned by somcone
clse) is responsible for meeting the requirements of the Forest Practice Act, including stocking. The RPF
who prepares the THP must, according to the rcgulations, inform the submitter of the submitter's
responsibilities under the law and the regulations.

S6CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §1075.

57The Secretary for Resources filed the regulation that formalized the finding with the Office of
Administrative Law on May 2, 1979. The provision that authorized the finding is PRC §21080.5.
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The effect of the finding is to exempt from CEQA procedures the THP process and other
CDF and Board of Forestry activitics encompassed in the finding.

THP Review Timeframes

The normal maximum period for approval of a THP following its submission to the
department is 45 days.>® The department and the applicant may agree to a longer period.
For the first eight months of August, 1993, the majority of approved THPs were approved
within 45 days. The figures® are as follows:

« Santa Rosa District: 219 approvals--177 (81 percent) in 45 days or less, 42 in
more than 45 days

o Redding District: 189 approvals--36 (72 percent) in 45 days or less, 53 in more
than 45 days

» Fresno District: 85 approvals--67 (79 percent) in 45 days or less, 18 in more than
45 days

Bad weather or accumulated snow that prevents preharvest inspections can lead the
department and the applicant to agree on a longer review period. Snow in the Sierra
especially can delay inspections and reviews for THPs filed before spring.

Exemption and Emergency Applications

The exemption and emergency requirements are much less complicated than the
requirements for timber harvesting plans.

For an exemption, the timber owner (or agent) must submit an exemption form to the
department. The submitter describes the proposed timber operation and documents that it
falls within the exemption or emergency provisions. The operation cannot start until the
department has approved it and so notified the submitter. The operation must conform to
applicable regulations.6°

For an emergency, a registered professional forester, acting on behalf of the timber owner
or operator, must submit a "Notice of Emergency Timber Operations" to the department.

38The 45 days encompass 10 days for determination of completeness, plus 10 days for preharvest
inspection, plus 15 days for public comment, plus 10 days for analysis and decision. These are
maximums, unless mutually waived by the applicant and the department. Reviews can, of course, be
completed in less time, especially for smaller, less complex projects.

9Data provided by staff of CDF, personal communication, September 10, 1993.

0CCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §§1038 and 1038.1.
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The emergency timber operations may begin as soon as the notice is submitted, but cannot
last beyond 60 days without submission and acceptance of a more complete plan.¢!

TIMBERLAND CONVERSION

The Forest Practice Act has special provisions for conversion of timberland to non-
timberland uses:

Any person who owns timberlands which are to be devoted to uses other
than the growing of timber shall file an application for conversion with the
board 62

The board may delegate the decision on the application to the Director of the Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection. The board or director must make specific, written
findings with respect to the proposed conversion.

If the land is in a "timberland production zone" (TPZ), the applicant must persuade the
board or director that:

« The conversion is in the public interest

o The conversion will not substantially and adversely affect TPZ-zoned timberland
within a mile of the proposed conversion

e Soils, slopes, and watershed conditions of the land are suitable for the proposed
uses®?

Even if the board or director approves the application the applicant must still obtain any
necessary rezoning or use permit before undertaking the conversion.

CONVERSIONS: NUMBER AND ACREAGE, 1989-199]64

Year 1989 1990 1991
Number 24 14 24
Acres 899 2344 1016

SICCR, Title 14, Division 1.5, §§1052.

OIPRC §4621.

63PRC §4621.2.

64"California's Forest Practice Program, 1989-91 Report," p. 5.
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SELECTED TOPICS IN FORESTRY

Following are capsule comments and quotations on selected topics of current interest in
forestry. Their purpose is to introduce the topics and define some terms. We have
included a bibliography of other sources of information on these topics.

OLD-GROWTH FORESTS

The principal issues affecting forestry in the Pacific Northwest pertain to the role, extent,
and nature of old-growth forests.

What is an "old-growth" forest?

There is no single, uniform definition of "old-growth." In general, however, an old-
growth forest is a mature forest that has not been harvested. Trees in old-growth
coniferous forests can range in age up to a thousand years or more, depending on species.
An old-growth forest is a complex ecosystem of plants, fungi, insects, birds, reptiles, and
mammals that has developed over centuries. Old-growth forests, sometimes called
"ancient" forests, are distinguished from "second-growth" or "successional" forests.

The Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) report,! gives a more
technical definition of old-growth:

This stage [old-growth] constitutes the potential plant community capable of
existing on a site given the frequency of natural disturbance events. For forest
communities, this stage exists from approximately age 200 until when stand
replacement occurs and secondary succession begins again. Depending on fire
frequency and intensity, old-growth forests may have different structures, species
composition, and age distributions. In forests with longer periods between natural
disturbance, the forest structure will be more even-aged [that is, trees will be about
the same age] at late mature or early old-growth stages 2

Elliott Norse, a senior ecologist for the Wilderness Society, reviewed definitions of "old-
growth" in eleven draft plans for national forests in Washington, Oregon, and northern
California. He found little consistency:

Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Tcam, Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological,
Economic, and Social Assessment (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Scrvice, and other agencics,
July 1993). This is a key document in President Clinton's plan for the northern spoticd owl area forests.
ZFEMAT report, Glossary, page 1X-32.
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... only Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie, Olympic, and Willamctte national forests define
old-growth the same way and . . . their dcfinition is timber-oriented. Others
emphasize age (c.g., Gifford Pinchot), forest structural characteristics (e.g., Rogue
River), history (e.g., Umpgqua), or combinations of thesc (Siskiyou). Six of them
are basced on a single criterion. In seven . . ., maturc and old-growth forests are
combined. Only three plans . . . include any reference to stand area, all of them
using 10 acres as the criterion. Only onc (Siskiyou) includes any reference to dead
trees, and none specifically mentions snags [standing dcad, partially dead, or
defective trees at least 6 fect tall®]. Shasta-Trinity's definition is broad enough to
include not only mature forests but even some stands forty years old. And the
Umpqua plan defines old-growth as natural stands of any age, structure, and
ecological dynamics. By this definition, a stand of inch-high seedlings is old-
growth! No wonder old-growth seems plentiful 4

How much old-growth forest existed and how much remains?

When Europeans first colonized North America, much of the continent was covered by
forests. Despite forest fires and other natural disasters, those forests were predominantly
long established ones. Virtually none had been harvested. All of the forests in the eastern
United States have since been harvested. Much of the land was converted to other uses,
but some was later reforested. According to a Forest Service analysis,

Arca of timberland in the United States steadily declined as the country
was scttled. This trend persisted until around 1920. Starting then, and continuing
until the carly 1960s, the acreage of timberland increased by about 50 million
acres as the worked-out cotton lands in the South, clcared arcas on hill farms in
the East, and marginal farms in other regions reverted back to forests. By 1962,
the timbcrland arca in the United States reached 515 million acres . . . .

By the 1960s, the upward trend in timberland arca was reversed and by
the 1970s the rate of acreage loss began to accelerate

Elliot Norse estimates that Oregon and Washington encompassed about 19 million acres
of old-growth forests before settlement of the area.® Additional acreage was forested, but
not "old-growth." It is difficult to determine how much of that acreage remains in old-
growth forests. Estimates vary widely and depend on the definition used for "old-
growth."

3Definition adapted from FEMAT rcport glossary.

4Elliot Norse, Ancient Forests of the Pacific Northwest (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 1990), pp. 57-
59.

SUnited States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment
Station, An Analysis of the Timber Situtation in the United States: 1989-2040, December 1990, page 110,
$A4ncient Forests, page 244,
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Norse compared three estimates of old-growth for six Westside national forests.” The
total of the estimates ranged from a high of 2 543 million acres (the ElISs) to a low of
1.140 million acres (Morrison). The middle estimate (Haynes) was 1.597 million acres ®
There is additional old-growth outside of the national forests, but estimates probably vary
as widely. Norse does not provide specific figures, but he does conclude that, "if current
trends continue, in one generation, only six percent of the original old-growth will remain.
Very little will be at low elevations."?

Can old-growth forests be replaced?

Old-growth forests are ecosystems that evolve over centuries. Old-growth forests often
have unique ecological and historical values not found in other forest types. In that sense,
they cannot be replaced in our lifetimes or those of our children or grandchildren. Old-
growth forests are also sources of large amounts of high-quality timber. In that sense,
timber from old-growth forests might be replaced by second-growth forests.

Peter H. Raven, Director of the Missouri Botanical Garden, has summarized the
environmentalist's view of ancient forests:

By trcating 500- to 1000-year-old forests as if thcy were a renewable resource, we
arc acting out a fiction, and thereby making a grave mistake. Forests are indeed
rencwable, but once they have been removed from a particular arca, the ancient
forests . . . will never appear again, given the nature of human activitics in the
contemporary world and their consequences. By clearing such forests on both
public and private lands, we are thercfore losing them forever on a regional scale;
they may be replaced with decades-old successional forest that can indeed be
lumbered continuously, but that forest is in no way--biologically, scenically, or in
terms of its contribution to the quality of human cxistence--the equivalent of what
1s being lost. Indceed, all of the ancient forests that remain could be saved, with no
lasting impact on the regional ecconomies, simply by accelerating the inevitable
shift of the timber industry to second-growth forest on lands that were, in many
cases, cleared decades ago. !9

Whether or not old-growth forests can be replaced thus depends on the question of
replacement for what purpose. Protecting the environmental value of old-growth forests
can come at the expense of forgone economic value that would result from harvesting
mature trees and replacing them with new ones.

"The forcsts are Mt. Baker-Snoqualmic, Olympic, Gifford Pinchot, Mt. Hood, Willamette, and Siskiyou.
The estimates were made by the Forest Scrvice (in environmental impact statements), by Forest Service
rescarcher Richard Haynes, and by Peter Morrison (commissioned by the Wilderness Society).

8Ancient Forests of the Pacific Northwest, pp. 244-247.

9Ancient Forests, page 251.

19From Raven's foreword to Ancient Forests of the Pacific Northwest, p. xx.
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ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT

An editorial in the April 1993 issue of American Forests describes an emerging set of
forest management principles. These principles bridge the gap between opposing
viewpoints on the purpose and management of forests. The editorial explains, "The names
[used for this set of principles] vary, depending on source, and include 'Ecosystem
Management,' 'Total Forest Management,' ‘'Forest Stewardship,’ 'New Forestry,'
'Sustainable Forestry,' and others."!!

The name used for this set of principles in the FEMAT report is "forest ecosystem
management." The FEMAT report defines ecosystem management as a "strategy or plan
to manage ecosystems to provide for all associated organisms, as opposed to a strategy or
plan for managing individual species."12

The American Forests editorial summarizes a key concept of ecosystem management:

.. trees, though they may be the most visible, dominant, and cconomically
important organisms that inhabit a forest, ar¢ far from being all that is there.
From the largest trec to the swiftest animal to the tiniest soil micro-organism,
thousands of species coexist in the forest, and each may play a role that is
essential to the forest's continued well-being.

In short, scientists do not fully understand how a forest works. Specific unrecognized or
poorly understood factors that exist in old-growth forests could turn out to be critical to
the long-term growth and health of second-growth forests.

Owners of timber presumably weigh these risks against the high economic value of large,
sound old trees. The immediate income that valuable trees produce must be balanced
against hypothetical reductions in eventual forest vitality.

A related concept is "diversified forest management" :

Diversified forest management emphasizes maintaining long-term site productivity
through ecological diversity in the forest portion of the ecosystem. This method
includes rotations longer than 80 years, reinvesting organic matter and nutricnts in
the site in the form of large snags and down stems, and producing diversificd
forest products.

The biological advantage of diversified forest management 1s that forest health 1s
maintaincd indcfinitely. But the social and economic disadvantage is disruption of

1INeil Sampson, "Ecosystem Management: A Leap Ahcad," American Forests, March/April 1993,
page 6.
IZFEMAT report, Glossary, page IX-11.
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industrial and community stability during the transition period to diversified
management. Essentially, the choice is between short-term or long-term effects. 13

WATERSHED PROTECTION

Trees and forests play critical roles in protecting important sources of water--called
watersheds.'4  Forests stabilize soils, and so prevent clogging of stream beds with
sediment. They shade snow packs and hold moisture, allowing mountain waters to release
slowly for downstream uses. In that way they also reduce flood dangers. They protect
riparian (streamside) flora and fauna from direct sun, wind, and rain. Watersheds are, in
short, important as sources of water for drinking, irrigation, and other domestic and
commercial purposes. Watershed protection is also vital for maintenance of healthy and
productive fisheries.

For these reasons, watershed protection has been a stated purpose of national forest
management since the Organic Administration Act of 1897.

The Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act!S requires forestry regulations to provide for
protection of streams and lakes. Timber harvest plans must address all required aspects of
stream protection, ranging from disposal of petroleum products to steps for minimizing
effects of erosion.!® State and federal rules also require use of "best management
practices" to protect water resources.!’

President Clinton's proposed plan for the Pacific Northwest forests emphasizes watersheds
as building blocks for planning. Tt also sets aside more than 2.2 million acres in "riparian
reserves” of streams, ponds, and wetlands.

HARVESTING OF DEAD AND DYING TIMBER

Timber harvesting on any significant scale risks damaging the watershed and may seriously
affect species other than those being harvested. Logging road construction can affect
runoff patterns and interfere with habitat. Removal of dead and dying trees may remove
nesting places or sources of nourishment for birds, mammals, and micro-organisms.

At the same time, dead and dying timber may harbor diseases and insects that could
multiply and spread to healthy trees. The removal of such timber may, therefore, do more
good than harm to the forest and to the environment. Further, dead and dying trees are

BMaser, Chris, ct al., From the Forest to the Sea: A Story of Fallen Trees (Portland, Oregon: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Rescarch Station) page 115,

19The FEMAT report defines "watershed" as "the drainage basis contributing water, organic matter,
dissolved nutricnts, and sediments to a strecam or lake." Glossary, page 39.

5Division 4, Chapter 8, Public Resources Code (PRC) (Section 4511 et seq.).

16PRC §4562.7.

17Sce PRC §4513.3.
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valuable as a source of lumber and pulp. If not harvested in a timely fashion, they lose
their value for those purposes.

In short, environmentalists see dead and dying trees as an important part of the forest
ecosystem, while the timber industry sees them as a usable resource that will be wasted if
not harvested.

The Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act regulates timber harvesting on private
timberlands. The act exempts salvage of dead and dying trees from the timber harvest
plan requirement. Salvage harvests permitted by the exemption require only a notice to
the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, not the lengthy documentation and review
required for a timber harvest plan. The drought of 1987 to 1992 has resulted in increased
salvage harvesting under in recent years.

President Clinton's forest plan would allow some harvesting of dead and dying timber in
northern spotted owl area forests otherwise closed to timber harvesting.

MAXIMUM SUSTAINED PRODUCTION AND SUSTAINED YIELD

Section 4513 of the Public Resources Code (Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act -- FPA)
states the intent of the Legislature that regulations affecting commercial timberlands assure
". . . The goal of maximum sustained production of high-quality timber products is
achieved while giving consideration to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife,
range and forage, fisheries, and aesthetic enjoyment." (emphasis added)

Section 4593.3 of the Public Resources Code specifies that owners of nonindustrial
timberlands shall manage their timber stands with the long-term objective of an uneven
aged timber stand and swstained yield through the implementation of a nonindustrial
timber management plan.

The law does not specify if the terms sustained production and sustained yield mean
different things. The law also does not attach any explicit significance to using the
modifier maximum to describe sustained production but not sustained yield. It is possible
that the terms are interchangeable. In either case, however, people often disagree about
what sustained production and sustained yield mean. In this section, we discuss various
ways in which foresters, timber owners, communities, and environmentalists describe
sustained production and sustained yield.

Sustaining Lumber Yield

Many professional foresters seek to sustain the maximum volume of usable lumber that a
forest can produce on a continuous basis. Figure 1 shows when a forester might harvest
trees in a hypothetical northern California pine forest to achieve maximum sustained
lumber production.
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Figure 1

Hypothetical Lumber Yield
from Northern California Pine Forest
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Age of Trees

As the figure shows, the volume of timber growing in the forest (the inventory) continues
to increase well past 100 years. Nevertheless, to maximize the sustainable yield from this
forest, foresters would cut trees when they reach 80-years old. By harvesting 80-year-old
trees, the forester will sustain lumber production at 145 cubic feet of pine wood per acre
per year. The forester is better off replacing slower growing 80-year-old trees with faster
growing new trees. By harvesting 100-year-old trees, the forester will sustain lumber
production at 140 cubic feet per acre per year. By harvesting 60-year-old trees, the
forester will sustain a yield of 142 cubic feet per acre per year.

Foresters often differentiate between old and young trees and among different species
when determining optimum strategies for sustaining lumber yield. They might seek to
sustain the lumber yield of older trees, for example, from which mills acquire stronger
construction-grade woods. They might also seek to sustain lumber yield from smaller
trees, from which mills acquire pulp and composite wood products.

Forest Ecology Affects Lumber Production. In practice, maximizing sustained lumber
yield from a forest is more complicated than Figure 1 might suggest. The forester's task of
determining the optimum harvest point for sustaining lumber output is complicated by the
complex ecology of forests. The forester must determine, for example, how each harvest
will affect soil stability, water quality, and rate of timber disease. Both the frequency and
style of harvest cutting, for example, affect future lumber yield differently. These and other
factors will affect the growth rates of existing and future trees within both the particular
timber stand and the forest generally.

Uneven Aged Management and Selective Cutting. When after a harvest, foresters leave
trees standing of varied ages and sizes, they are practicing uneven aged management.
Some scientists and environmentalists argue that forests that always contain a range of
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young and mature trees are the healthiest. Uneven aged management requires foresters to
selectively cut only portions of stands at any one time.

Even Aged Management and Clear Cutting. Foresters often clear cut as a means to
manage even aged forest stands. Under this practice, foresters cut all trees in a stand at
one time, regardless of the age or size of the trees. The forester grows new trees, all of the
same age, on the harvested plot. Some foresters argue that even aged management
reduces the cost of producing and harvesting timber. Some also argue that clear cutting
minimizes environmental damages, because foresters need enter stands with heavy logging
equipment only when the trees reach harvestable age. (Under uneven aged management,
foresters enter stands more frequently but log less extensively.) Some scientists and
environmentalists argue that clear cutting severely damages forest ecosystems, and that
even aged stands are less healthy than uneven aged ones.

Accelerated Harvesting. At times, foresters increase harvests in stands above historical
rates, often by accelerating the harvest of older trees. Critics of accelerated harvesting
frequently contend that accelerated harvests are not appropriate because the forester
cannot sustain them at that rate. In many cases, however, accelerated harvesting need not
threaten long-term sustainable yields. Short-term accelerated harvests can increase total
lifetime lumber production of forests by replacing older trees with faster growing newer
ones.

The Timber Plan for the Lassen National Forest, for example, at one time called for
harvests of 150 million board feet (MMDbf) per year forever. According to the Western
Timber Association, the U.S. Forest Service could have accelerated production to 268
MMDbS for ten years, and then have returned production to 150 MMBbf per year forever
thereafter. By accelerating harvests, the Forest Service could have increased lifetime
output from the forest by 1,180 MMbf 18 '

Sustained Yield vs. Sustained Inventories. As the Lassen National Forest example
shows, it is possible to sustain yields (even increase them for short periods) while reducing
the volume of timber in a forest. Reducing forest inventories, in fact, may occur as
foresters seek to attain maximum sustained production in forests that had not been
harvested toward this goal in the past. In such cases, sustained yield and sustained
inventories are frequently mutually exclusive.

Although state law defines sustained production and sustained yield in terms of the volume
of harvested lumber, people often use the terms differently. We describe below three other
ways in which people sometimes use the terms sustained production and sustained yield.

18William F. Hyde, Timber Supply, Land Allocation, and Economic Efficiency (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1980), page 28.
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Sustaining Income Yield

The owner of a timber stand, if a prudent businessman, might choose to harvest and plant
trees at rates different from those described in Figure 1 for sustaining lumber yield. He
might base timber harvest schedules, for example, on the various market conditions
affecting the price of timber, labor, equipment, and capital (interest rates). Even assuming
that the price of timber, labor, equipment, and capital remains constant over time, a
businessman might harvest trees more frequently in order to sustain the maximum income
stream from timber production.

Figure 2 illustrates why the owner of the hypothetical forest in Figure 1 might harvest
trees that are younger than 80-years old (the age at which maximum lumber production
occurs). Figure 2 shows the annual growth rate of the forest depicted in Figure 1. This
hypothetical forest, like most, grows more slowly with age.

Figure 2

Growth Rate for Hypothetical Northern California Pine Forest
Older Trees vs. Alternative Investments
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Age of Trees

As Figure 2 shows, trees in this hypothetical forest grow in volume at 2 percent per year
when they reach 60-years old. At a any given price for lumber, then, the value of a timber
owner's investment in 60-year-old trees is growing at 2 percent per year. The value of his
investment is growing faster for trees younger than 60 years and slower for older trees. If
other investments in society would earn 2 percent per year,! the prudent businessman
would harvest his trees when they reach 60-years old and reinvest his proceeds. In fact,

19We ignore general price rises in lumber and the economy for the purposes of this discussion. Assuming
lumber prices increase along with general inflation, then the timber owner would compare the growth rate
of timber with the real interest rate in the cconomy (after the effects of inflation are subtracted).
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the owner of trees in Figures 1 and 2 would be wise to replace 60-year-old trees with new
trees that grow at rates above 2 percent per year.?/

If a particular stand of trees increases in value at rates that are always below prevailing
interest rates or possible returns on alternative uses of the land, a businessman might wish
to harvest all his trees and stop producing new trees. (He might then invest in some more
lucrative business.) This phenomenon explains, in part, why the amount of timber lands
has diminished in various parts of the country over time.

If the price of timber, labor, equipment, or capital changes over time (which it does), then
a businessman might vary the rate at which he harvests timber. Interestingly, if the price of
timber equals or continues to climb faster than the real interest rate in society, a timber
owner would maximize income by sustaining the maximum lumber yield of his timber
stands. He might even want to develop forests on non-forest lands. Conversely, if a timber
owner knew that timber prices were going to continue to fall, he might harvest and plant
more frequently.

If society values forests simply for the wood and paper products they produce (it values
them for much more as I discuss below), then simply sustaining the maximum lumber yield
of a forest probably is not a sound timber management practice, both from the timber
owner's and society's perspective. By responding to the price of lumber, labor, equipment,
and capital, the timber owner adjusts his production of cut timber in response to the needs
and demands of persons using products made from timber.

Imagine, for example, that scientists develop an inexpensive, aesthetically appealing, and
non-polluting wood substitute for home construction that industry will be able to mass
produce within five years. Persons who before could not afford to buy a house would
benefit from a timber owner's decision to expedite his timber harvest schedule in
anticipation of falling timber prices. (Society's increased use of concrete and steel in
construction, oil and gas for heating, and other wood substitutes explains to some extent
the declining volume of productive timber stands in the world. )

Just as the forester who sustains maximum lumber output must respect forest ecology, so
too must the timber owner who sustains maximum lumber income. Timber income is
unavoidably dependent on lumber output.

Sustaining Cultural Yield of Forest Communities
Many people believe that foresters and timber owners should seek to stabilize local

communities when making timber harvesting and investment decisions. Many critics of the
timber industry in California, for example, have cited its "boom or bust" nature. These

20 Actually, the valuc of timber per cubic foot often increases with the age of trees, because older trees
often provide stronger and easicr to mill wood. Also, logging older trees can reduce the productivity of
remaining trees. The landowner would include these factors in deciding when to harvest trecs.
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critics argue that "boom or bust" cycles disrupt communities, families, and economies of
timber-dependent regions.

Sustaining the production of lumber volume of forests does not necessarily sustain the
cultural and economic makeup of timber communities. If the price of timber falls
significantly, income into a timber community will fall as well, even if foresters sustain the
maximum lumber yield from forests. Similarly, as new harvesting technologies emerge, the
need for local labor might decline. (However, there might be a corresponding increase in
labor demand in locations where harvesting machinery is made.) Conversely, if timber
prices rise, community income would increase, even if the volume of timber production
remains constant.

Sustaining the maximum income from a forest probably will maximize local prosperity
over time. Nevertheless, the local community's economic condition might swing with the
income of the timber owner. In fact, the economic condition of a timber-dependent
community might hinge more on economic forces outside the control of both the timber
owner and the local community. In the long term, national and world demand for local
wood products might be the most critical determinant of whether a timber-dependent
community can sustain cultural stability.

Sustaining Environmental Yield of Forests

Forests have value far beyond just the value of the wood they produce. They protect and
enhance fish and wildlife, protect watersheds, enhance scenery, provide recreation, and
convert carbon dioxide into oxygen. People who never see a forest also can value its
existence, for they might take comfort in just knowing that the forest and its associated
ecology exist.

Unlike cut timber, however, the aesthetic, ecological, and other environmental values of
forests do not have an explicit value or price. More importantly, all of the aesthetic,
ecological, and other environmental values do not accrue to the owner of the forest.
Economists call such benefits "positive externalities." When these values are
compromised, economists call the lost values "negative externalities." Because many
values of forests are externalities, timber owners that sustain the maximum lumber or
income yields from their forests might not sustain the maximum value of the forest to
society as a whole.

The value of a 2000-year-old redwood as wood product, for example, might pale in
comparison to its value to society as a living monument to the wonder of nature. Similarly,
even though some clear cutting of timber might sustain either maximum lumber or income
yield, it might cause serious damage to scenery, fisheries, downstream water supplies, and
wildlife.

Generally, federal and state agencies that manage public forest lands can more easily than
private ownersincorporate aesthetic, ecological, recreational, and other values into their
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timber harvest and investment decisions. The U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, State Lands
Commission, and other agencies responsible for managing forests, have broad mandates to
manage forest resources for multiple purposes. They are not expected to sustain either
maximum lumber or income yield from the public lands. Nevertheless, these agencies
manage some of the public forests primarily as sources of commercial timber, some strictly
as wildlife sanctuaries or parks, and others for mixed uses. How agencies manage public
forest resources is a source of significant debate.

Federal and state laws require timber owners to manage private forest lands to protect the
aesthetic, ecological, recreational, and other environmental values of the private forests.
The state Forest Practice Act, for example, requires timber owners and operators to
develop timber harvest plans before harvesting timber. The plans must demonstrate to
various state agencies that the owner and operator will protect environmental and
ecological values within the forest. (The Legislature also has expressed its intent that
forests be managed to enhance cultural yield.2') Whether existing laws are adequate to
balance private and public interests is a source of ongoing controversy.

Timber owners sometimes incorporate the environmental value of forests into their harvest
and investment decisions. They can, for example, charge the public to use their property
for recreational purposes. Such business practices bring the notions of sustained income
and environmental yield of the forest closer together. In many cases, timber owners sustain
a balance of income, cultural, and environmental yield from their forests out of their own
business, community, and environmental concerns.

Some private and public agencies buy private forest lands so that they may better sustain
the environmental value of the forest. The Nature Conservancy, a private nonprofit
organization, for example, purchases private lands to enhance and sustain yields of
environmental resources. The State Wildlife Conservation Board is an example of a state
agency buying private lands for such purposes.

21See for example, §§4790-4799 of the Public Resources Code.

California Research Burcau (Revised: September 27, 1993) Page 13

200



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Forest .and Rangeland Resources
Assessment Program. 1988. California’s Forests and Rangelands: Growing
Conflict over Changing Uses. Sacramento: the department. Widely cited review of
statistics, policies, and issues in California forestry.

Ervin, Keith. 1989. Fragile Majesty: The Battle for North America's Last Great Forest.
Seattle: The Mountaineers. "This book attempts to delineate the values of old-
growth forests, to identify conflicts over their management, and to explore creative
solutions. The focus is on the area of Oregon and Washington west of the
Cascade Mountain crest, often called the Douglas fir region." (P. 25.)

Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team. 1993. Forest Ecosystem
Management: An Ecological, Ikiconomic, and Social Assessment (the FEMAT
report). U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, and other agencies. This
report includes an enormous amount of background information and analysis
helpful in understanding forest issues. It also includes a 41-page glossary of
forestry-related terms.

Hyde, William F. 1980. Timber Supply, Land Allocation, and Economic Efficiency.
Baltimore. Johns Hopkins University Press. From Resources for the Future,
describes the economics of timber management.

Kelley, David, and Gary Braasch. 1988. Secrets of the Old Growth Forest. Salt Lake
City: Gibbs-Smith, Publisher. Description, with numerous color and bl