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REVIEW OF THE FOREST LAND
ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2004

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in room 1300
of the Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Bob Goodlatte (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives: Pombo, Smith, Everett, Moran, Gut-
knecht, Ose, Osborne, Pence, Rehberg, Burns, Bonner, Rogers,
King, Chocola, Musgrave, Stenholm, Peterson, Holden, Etheridge,
Baca, Alexander, Chandler, Herseth, and Boswell.

Staff present: William E. O’Conner, Jr., staff director; Brent
Gattis, Bill Imbergamo, Stephanie Myers, Debbie Smith, Callista
Gingrich, clerk; Lisa Kelley, and Anne Simmons.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB GOODLATTE, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF VIRGINIA

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. This hearing of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture to review the Forest Land Enhancement Pro-
gram will come to order.

Today, we convene the full committee to hear testimony on the
Forest Land Enhancement Program. Although we are entering the
third year of this program’s existence, to date, it has received fund-
ing for only one year. Today, I hope to hear from the administra-
tion about their efforts to get the program back on track, and en-
sure that they release the mandatory funding available in the 2002
farm bill. I remain very concerned that we will be unable to fully
implement FLEP in the remaining years of the program’s life.

We will also hear from several forestry, wildlife, and landowner
organizations about the ongoing need for assistance to our Nation’s
9 million family forest landowners. I note that many other groups
had sought the opportunity to testify in support of this program,
including the National Association of Conservation Districts, Envi-
ronmental Defense, and other family forest landowners, such as
Tom Thompson of New Hampshire.

As many will recall, this committee led the effort to modernize
our forest landowner assistance programs during the 2002 farm
bill. After a lengthy and contentious conference with the Senate,
FLEP was one of the only forestry provisions to make it into the
final version of the farm bill, a sign of its importance and biparti-
san support.
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In order to create FLEP, we repealed the old Forestry Incentives
Program and the Stewardship Incentives Program. In their place,
we created a program that gave the States considerable flexibility
in deciding the right mix of technical, financial, and educational as-
sistance that family forest landowners in their States needed.

Importantly, we also reaffirmed our commitment to a dedicated
forestry program as part of the USDA’s conservation efforts. It was
our clear direction that this program be delivered through the long-
standing and successful mechanism outlined in the Cooperative
Forestry Assistance Act, and because of our desire to ensure stable
funding for FLEP, the farm bill provided $100 million of mandatory
funding for the program.

Congress created FLEP because we recognized the important eco-
nomic and ecological contributions made by the Nation’s over 9 mil-
lion family forest landowners. These landowners steward over 360
million acres of forest, produce billions of dollars worth of timber,
and countless other benefits.

FLEP could have been an exemplary case of Federal, State, and
public/private partnership, a flexible program promoting forest pro-
ductivity and conservation. Unfortunately, that is not what has
transpired to this point. Some funds have been diverted to other

urposes. Most troubling, the administration proposed eliminating
540 million of FLEP funds as part of their fiscal year 2005 budget
submission. Congress has not agreed with that proposal. It is my
hope that the administration will be bringing us better news about
their intentions for FLEP in the remaining years of the program.

Today, we have two panels, the first panel is Mr. Mark Rey, the
Under Secretary responsible for overseeing the Forest Service.
While Mr. Rey is a familiar face in hearings that focus on the man-
agement of our national forests, today is a rare opportunity for him
to give us the administration’s perspectives on the needs of the 9
million individuals and families who own more than half the Na-
tion’s forests.

On the second panel, we will hear from five individuals rep-
resenting professional foresters, family forest landowners, and
wildlife organizations who have been involved with FLEP imple-
mentation.

I welcome all of you to today’s hearing, and it is now my pleasure
to recognize the ranking member, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Stenholm.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W. STENHOLM, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for hold-
ing this hearing to review the FLEP, which was created in the
2002 farm bill. And I am pleased we will have the opportunity to
1";5;\7iewf the administration’s policy regarding this program or lack
thereof.

Frankly, I find the administration’s lack of support for this pro-
gram considerably distressing, especially since this program was
designed to address the needs of tens of thousands of family forest
owners across the country.

In fact, nearly 10 million individuals and families collectively
own more forest land, provide more fish and wildlife habitat, more
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watershed protection, and produce more timber and other forest
products than all of the national forests and timber companies com-
bined. Given that the number of family forest owners is increasing
daily, we cannot afford to undermine a program specifically de-
signed to address their needs.

As we will hear in today’s testimony, FLEP is critical for accom-
plishing on-the-ground forest improvement projects such as wet-
land, riparian restoration, hazardous fuel reductions, timber stand
improvement, and invasive species detection and prevention. These
projects enable family forest owners to provide great public benefits
from their forestland.

Unfortunately, funding for this program has dried up and imple-
mentation has come to a stop. As a result, States are facing re-
quests for assistance that far exceeded the funding that was avail-
able before funds were diverted to other purposes, such as fire con-
trol. I am concerned about the message we are sending forest land-
owners with regard to how the Federal Government views their en-
vironmental and economic contributions.

We will hear testimony about the administration’s justification
for canceling FLEP, particularly their argument that forestry tech-
nical and financial assistance can be delivered to landowners
through an array of other USDA and DOI programs. Unfortunately
here, those programs have also been shorted from funding. Some
programs do provide limited assistance, however, most USDA con-
servation programs delivered primarily through NRCS focus main-
ly on the Nation’s 2 million agriculture producers. When only about
25 percent of the nearly 10 million private forest landowners are
farmers, this is an implementation issue.

Furthermore, the FLEP program is complementary to the Presi-
dent’s Healthy Forests Initiatives, which we passed into law last
year. That initiative called for a coordinated effort among Federal,
State, and local governments to not only reduce hazardous fuels
and restore fire-adapted ecosystems on Federal lands, but also to
work on private lands to reduce the threat of wildfire. FLEP assists
landowners with many aspects of forest management and, if fully
funded, can be an important tool for private landowners to partici-
pate in the Healthy Forest Initiative.

Like you, Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful we can continue Congress’
commitment to fostering sustainable forestry on private lands
through the FLEP program. The cuts in funding to FLEP are con-
tradictory not only to the goals of the Healthy Forests Initiative,
but also to the commitments that were made to the conservation
community in the 2002 farm bill. I hope through this oversight
hearing we can get this important program back on track.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. Are there any other
opening statements?

If not, we will advise all the Members that we will hold the
record open for opening statements, and at this time, we would like
to welcome our first witness, the Honorable Mark Rey, Under Sec-
retary for Natural Resources and Environment of the United States
Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Under Secretary, we are very pleased to have you with us
and to hear your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF MARK REY, UNDER SECRETARY, NATURAL
RESOURCES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. REY. Thank you very much, and thank you for providing this
opportunity to discuss the Forest Land Enhancement Program au-
thorized in the Forestry Title of the Farm Security and Rural In-
vestment Act of 2002, or as we all call it, the 2002 farm bill.

The people of the United States benefit greatly from the coun-
try’s 350 million acres of non-industrial private forestland. Besides
producing 60 percent of the forest products consumed in and ex-
ported from the United States, these forests contribute significantly
to our Nation’s water, watersheds, clean air, wildlife habitat, and
provide millions of Americans the opportunity for outdoor recre-
ation. The Forest Land Enhancement Program is a voluntary pro-
gram in each State, and participation by land owners is voluntary,
and each State and territory participating in the program, the
State forester and State Forest Stewardship Coordinating Commit-
tee have jointly developed a State priority plan that is intended to
promote sustainable forest management objectives.

State priority plans determine the mix of educational, technical,
and financial assistance, with States choosing one or more of these
elements. As applicable, the plans identify educational activities
and their proposed outcomes, describe the technical assistance to
be provided and the anticipated outcomes, and describe the cost
share components that will be available to non-industrial private
forest landowners, and the public values of these practices.

State forestry agencies can use Forest Land Enhancement Pro-
gram funds to provide assistance to non-industrial private forest
landowners to achieve a broad array of natural resource objectives.
Non-industrial forest landowners who wish to participate in the
cost share component of FLEP, in those States offering it as an op-
tion, must complete one or more of the sustainable forestry prac-
tilces available in their State as described in a forest management
plan.

In each State, the State forester or representative will evaluate
the management plan submitted by non-industrial private forest
landowners and approve them for participation in the Forest Land
Enhancement Program. The program allows cost sharing for treat-
ment of up to 1,000 acres per year, and variances of up to 5,000
acres if significant public benefits will accrue. The maximum FLEP
cost share payment for any practice is 75 percent.

States are responsible for reporting program accomplishments for
all program components, educational, technical, and financial,
being implemented. States must also account for administrative
costs to implement FLEP. Program implementation began after the
interim rule was published in the Federal Register on June 9,
2003. To date, $20 million in FLEP funds have been allocated. Due
to the extreme fire season of 2003, $50 million of FLEP funds were
transferred for fire suppression costs, of which $10 million were re-
paid.

The administration’s fiscal year 2005 budget proposal proposed
no FLEP funds for fiscal year 2005, and of course, the development
of that budget was a very difficult one, in light of some of the prior-
ities and events that the administration faced. One of those, of
course, was the mandatory increase in fire suppression costs to re-
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flect the increasing 10 year average fire suppression costs to put
in the 2005 budget.

Additionally, as we talked with State foresters and private land-
owners and looked at priorities, we decided to put increases in for
the Forest Stewardship and the Forest Legacy Programs, inasmuch
as much research is showing that the biggest threat to private non-
industrial forestlands is fragmentation, and those programs ad-
dress that directly. We also included a $10 million request in the
2005 budget proposal for an emerging pest and pathogen fund to
deal with the rapidly emerging infestation of pine bark beetles and
other pathogens that are occurring throughout the country on both
private and Federal lands.

The President’s 2005 budget request by necessity balanced com-
peting needs and priorities, and reflected in its totality the prior-
ities of the administration, and as I indicated, difficult choices that
needed to be made. Activities that qualify for the cost share assist-
ance under FLEP also qualify for other Forest Service, USDA, Fed-
eral or State conservation program support, and therefore, there
are other avenues available to private landowners to seek assist-
ance for tree planting and other private forest conservation activi-
ties.

For instance, in the fall of 2003, we announced under the Con-
servation Reserve Program, as part of the continuous signup, the
opportunity to plant 500,000 acres of bottomland hardwoods, using
CRP rental agreements. To date, unfortunately, only 1,500 acres
have been enrolled in that CRP offering.

Notwithstanding the availability of these other programs, the
committee has expressed its continuing interest with the imple-
mentation of the FLEP program very persuasively, and on further
reflection, the Department will transmit to Congress, in the next
few days, an amended budget request to provide an additional $15
million for FLEP, coupled with the commensurate offsets. That $15
million will be spread between fiscal year 2004, of which of course
only a few months remain, and fiscal year 2005.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for providing this opportunity to dis-
cuss the Forest Land Enhancement Program. I will be pleased to
answer any questions you have and to get the amended budget re-
quest up as quickly as possible

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rey appears at the conclusion of
the hearing.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Secretary Rey.

I know that you are also working with the fiscal year 2006 budg-
et submission at this time, and I appreciate your willingness to
submit a new request for 2005 with significant funding for FLEP.

I assume that we will be able to work with you to ensure that
the remaining mandatory funding for FLEP will be available. Is
that correct?

Mr. REY. We will be including money in 2006 for FLEP.

The CHAIRMAN. There is going to be, in the 2006 and 2007, the
remaining 2 years of the farm bill, a considerable amount of FLEP.
So, would you envision a significant increase over the new submis-
sion that you are making, it would still only be a little more than
a third of the way through our $100 million, at the end of 2005.
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Mr. REY. As you know, my colleagues at the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget are quite reluctant to speak about the 2006 budg-
et request before we send it up, let alone the 2007 budget request.
But I think I can assure the committee that we will put this pro-
gram back on track.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. In its first year of implementation,
how many landowners applied for cost share assistance in FLEP?

Mr. REY. That report will be available in November as we roll
up the 2003 performance, so we will get that to the committee as
soon as it has been aggregated from the State forestry agencies.

The CHAIRMAN. And were any reached with assistance?

Mr. REY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Can you give us some idea how many of those
there were?

Mr. REY. I can’t tell you how many. I can tell you that of the
money that was sent forward to the States, roughly 90 percent of
it found its way to the landowners for assistance.

The CHAIRMAN. And do you know of the $20 million, how much
of it went forward to the States?

Mr. REY. Ninety-five percent of it went forward to the States.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you anticipate that demand for the program
has declined since 2003?

Mr. REY. No. I think that as with many of our programs, there
is a substantial unmet need out there, both in the farm as well as
the forestry area. That is why I find it peculiar that our bottom-
land hardwood offering for a conservation reserve signup has had
so few takers in the 7 months since we opened that signup.

The CHAIRMAN. The situation we find ourselves in today is that
the Congress created a $100 million program to run for the dura-
tion of the farm bill. We find ourselves within a few years of the
end of the program, and only $20 million has reached the field. I
look forward to working with the administration to ensure that the
program is fully implemented.

Mr. REY. We look forward to working with you as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. At this time, I recog-
nize the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Stenholm.

Mr. STENHOLM. It is rather frustrating to the chairman. It is
rather frustrating to me. Having worked with then-Chairman Com-
best and with Chairman Goodlatte as part of a balanced farm bill,
to find so much of the farm bill having been reopened and elimi-
nated by this administration.

It is frustrating, but it also should set to rest this continued de-
sire on the part of some to say the 2002 farm bill has not been re-
opened. It has been reopened. This is another example of how it
has been reopened. And I had to smile a little bit when you said
OMB is a little bit reluctant to talk about the 2006 budget. I can
understand that. We don’t have a 2005 budget. OMB was reluctant
to come forward with the missed session with you last week, when
they were supposed to under law. So I understand your frustration
with them and your concern of dealing with them.

Out of curiosity, what will be the $15 million offset that you will
request in order to bring the funding back in that you have sug-
gested you are going to do?
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Mr. REY. We are looking at a couple of options right now. The
most likely option will be that we will defer some purchases out of
the Forest Service’s working capital fund.

Mr. STENHOLM. So, the offset will be within the forest fund.

Mr. REY. Within the Forest Service, right.

Mr. STENHOLM. Forest Service fund.

Mr. REY. Right. Within the Forest Service appropriation.

Mr. STENHOLM. When you transferred $50 million of FLEP for
fire suppression, is that money repaid?

Mr. REY. $40 million of that was not repaid.

Mr. STENHOLM. Is it never going to be repaid, or what is the
process within the Forest Service when you borrow that money for
that? Do you repay it to the FLEP and request additional fire sup-
pression funds, or do you just borrow it and, as you say you suggest
you are going to do on the offset?

Mr. REY. The general practice in the past has been, for firefight-
ing purposes, to budget the 10 year average in fire suppression
costs, and then, when that amount has been expended, as it has
been in 4 of the last 6 fire seasons, the Secretary has the authority
the borrow from any funds available to the Forest Service to con-
tinue firefighting, which of course is something that you don’t want
to stop in the middle of fire season. And then, the administration
has sent forward and Congress has enacted supplemental appro-
priations to partially repay the accounts from which the firefight-
ing money was borrowed. I think it has been relatively common to
not fully repay all of the money that was borrowed, and programs
have been reduced, by necessity, as we have struggled our way
through these difficult fire seasons.

Now, in this year’s budget resolution, the Congress formulated
an alternative approach to fire borrowing, which I think has some,
much to recommend it. And should that become law, then fire bor-
rowing will become a thing of the past. But this is not the only ac-
count which was not completely repaid, either last year or in pre-
vious years, as fire borrowing was necessitated by the fire season.

Mr. STENHOLM. Now, the Forest Service budget has increased
substantially over the last 5 years, from $2.76 billion in fiscal year
1999 to $4.87 billion in 2003. Can you briefly summarize where the
emphasis of that additional money has gone, since FLEP is not one
of those that has benefited? What has been your primary empha-
sis?

Mr. REY. The increases have been in fire suppression and fuel re-
duction, as well as in a variety of State and private forestry pro-
grams that either address forestland fragmentation or fuels and
pest problems on non-Federal lands. So, that is where the balance
of the real increase has come. Of course, some of that increase is
pay costs and inflation adjustments and those sorts of things, but
if you are looking for the accounts that have increased substan-
tially, those would be the fire suppression, the firefighting, if you
will, and the fuels treatment, and some of the State and private
forestry accounts.

Mr. STENHOLM. Do you have a number on that, on the fire sup-
pression?

Mr. REY. I can get you a number for that span of time, fiscal year
1997 to present, for both fire suppression and fuels treatment, be-
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cause I think you will see dramatic increases in both those ac-
counts.
Mr. STENHOLM. Thank you.

[The information follows:]
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The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SmiTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. How many States, Mr.
Secretary, participate in the program?

Mr. REY. I think virtually all of the States have participated in
FLEP to one degree or another.

Mr. SMITH. What does one of my farmers in southern Michigan,
with 20, 30, 40 acres of woodland do to take advantage of FLEP?

Mr. REY. I am not sure whether Michigan is one of the States
that is using the FLEP money for cost sharing or not, so I would
have to get back with you on those specifics. But if it is, then he
would approach his State forestry agency to look at cost share pro-
grams, to look at practices.

Mr. SMITH. What—this farmer—he has got a total of 260 acres,
20 acres of woodland. How does he know what to do? What kind
of information is out there to—what should I tell my farmers, and
how does he know what to do?

Does he go to the county FSA office?

Mr. REY. He could.

Mr. SMITH. He doesn’t even know the program is available.

Mr. REY. Yes. He could go to the Soil and Water Conservation
District, or the local NRCS district office, or the FSA office, both
of whom would apprise him of the availability of this program. If
Michigan is one of those States that does offer a cost share oppor-
tunity. Also, because——

Mr. SMITH. Just to interrupt.

Mr. REY. Yes.

Mr. SMmITH. If you don’t know every State, then, that is involved
in the FLEP program doesn’t automatically offer some kind of cost
share for woodlot thinning, for planting, for whatever other forest
improvement programs there might be cost share on?

Mr. REY. That is right. Not all of the States offer a cost share
opportunity under FLEP.

Mr. SMITH. Are we doing what we should do to get information
out to private farmer landowners that have whatever, maybe
smaller acreages of 20 to 200 acres of woodland?

Mr. REY. I think we are doing a good job in reaching those wood-
land owners who are farmers. The ones that we still need to focus
our efforts on are the woodland owners who aren’t farmers, as well,
because they don’t normally get pulled in to the normal country ex-
tension or natural resources conservation service program commu-
nication. So I think the big need is with the private non-industrial
owners, who are not farmers as well.

Mr. SmiTH. I would assume that part of the problem of only
using $20 million of the program funds so far is that a problem of
farmers not being aware of the program, and not inquiring or ap-
plying for some of the benefits of the program

Mr. REY. No, the fact that we have only used $20 million of the
program so far is a reflection of other budget priorities. I think that
there is unrequited demand for the program out there among both
farm and forest landowners.

Mr. SMITH. So, does that mean we are turning down applicants
or people that apply for assistance?
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Mr. REY. I think in some States where there is a cost share op-
portunity, we do have more applicants than we have cost share
funds available.

Mr. SMITH. For cost share or education, or is there an education
program expenditure, and do you have the amount of money that
is spent in every State that is participating for educational funds
for improving forest woodland in the private sector?

Mr. REY. Yes. We can submit that information to you for the
record. Education is an important component of the FLEP program,
and some States have focused their effort on a forest landowner
education program, rather than cost share for specific forest prac-
tices. But we can get you the amount that each State has devoted
to that.

[The information follows:]



12

FY 03 FLEP Funding by State by Element August 2003
Technical Educational Financial Admin

State/Region Total Funds JAssistance | % jAssistance % _JAssistnace % JAssistance] %
REGION 1/4

MONTANA 318,945 63,789 20% $63,7891 20% $191,367] 60% $63,788] 20%
NORTH DAKOTA 100,000 10,000] 10% $0! 0% $90,000] 90% $0; $0
HDAHO 216,385 21,6371 10% 21,637] 10% $151,456] 70% $21,637] 10%
UTAH 108,050 10,8051 10% 10,805 10% $86,440] 80% 10,805] 10%
NEVADA 100,000 $20,000f 20% 10,000 10% $60,000f 60% 20,000 20%
TOTAL $843,3601  $126,231] 14% $106,231] 10% $579,2631 72%| $116,2311 12%
REGION 2

COLORADO 267,655 $26,766{ 10% $40,148] 15% $173,976] 65% 26,7661 10%
KANSAS 122,255 0] 0% $4,890] 4% 97,804] 80% 19,5611 16%
NEBRASKA 100,000 0] 0% $0] 0% 80,000 90% 10,000 10%
SCUTH DAKOTA 100,000, 0l 0% $21,375] 21% 75,000] 75% $3,625] 4%
WYOMING 100,000 0] 0% $0 0% $100,000{ 100% $0! 0%
TOTAL $689,910 $26,766] 2% $66,413} 8% $536,780] 82% $59,952} 8%
REGION 3

ARZONA 215,365 75,378, 35% $21,537] 10% $96,914] 45% $21,937) 10%
NEW MEXICO 183,750, 18,375] 10% 0% $165,375] 90% 0%
TOTAL 399,115 93,753] 23% $21,537) 5% $262,289] 68% $21.537] 5%
[REGION 5

CALIFORNIA $672,240  $268,896! 40% 0] 0% $315,953] 47% $87.391] 13%
HAWAIL $100,000 $0[ 0% $5,0001 5% $88,000] 88% $7.000] 7%
GUAM $68,666 43,946] 64% $15,1071 22% 0f 0% $9,6131 14%
AM SAMOA $68,666 30,213] 44% $10,300! 15% 0f 0% 28,153 41%
CNMI $68,666 $35,020| 51% $0 0% 0l 0% 33,646] 49%
TOTAL $978,238]  $378,075] 39% $30,406] 3% $403,953] 41%] $165,804{ 17%
REGION 6

OREGON 414,057, 115,936] 28% 0,500] 3% 246,157] 59% $41,400] 10%
WASHINGTON $323,680 155,366 48% 0,000] 9% 137,566] 43% $01 0%
TOTAL 737,737 271,302] 38% $40,500{ 8% 383,723| 51% $41,400] 5%
REGION 8

ALABAMA 754,683]  $377,342] 50% $264,138] 35% $0] 0% $113,202] 15%
ARKANSAS 539,059 37,734 1% $0] 0% 447,418 83% 53,8061 10%
FLORIDA 573,678 86,052] 15% 28684 5% 401,575] 70% 57,368] 10%
GECRGIA 830,843 83,084] 10% 41,5421 5% 623,132] 75% 33,084] 10%
KENTLICKY 558,841 55,8841 10% $100,591] 18% 296,186] 53%] $106,180] 19%
LOUISIANA 524,2231  $131,056] 25% 26,211 5% 314,534] 60% 52,4221 10%

P 593,460 59,346] 10% 59,346] 10% 5415,422] 70% 59,3461 10%

NORTH CARCLINA 801,170}  $120,178) 15% 80,1171 10% 560,819 70% 40,059 5%
OKLAHOMA 519,277 $51,928; 10% 51,028] 10% 389,458! 75% 25,964 5%
SOUTH CAROLINA 558,841 $419,131] 75% $111,768] 20% $0] 0% 27,9421 5%
Ti 558,841 $55,8841 10% 55,8841 10% 419,131 75% 27,942] 5%
TEXAS 771,497]  $347,174] 45% 15430] 2% 347,174} 45% 61,720] 8%
VIRGINIA 672,587 $67,259] 10% $33,829] 5% 504,440| 75% 67,259 10%
TOTAL $8,257,000] $1,816,5401 22% $825,700] 10%| $4,789,060 58%{ $825700| 10%

2

8/4/2004
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FY 03 FLEP Funding by State by Element August 2003
T i Ed: ional {Fi ial {Admin
State/Region |Total Funds |Assistance | % |A % 1A % |Assistance] %
CONNECTICUT $142,300 $71,150] 50% 0l 0% $71,150{ 50%
DELAWARE $68,300 $0] 0% 0l 0% 68,300{ 100%
HLLINOIS 242,700 36,405] 15% $24,270] 10% 82,0251 75%
INDIANA 252,700 63,175 25% $12,8351 5% 76,890) 70%
HOWA 182,600 27,3901 15% $9,130] 5% 146,080] 80%
MAINE 465,700]  $162,995] 35% $69,855] 15% $232,850] 50%
MARYLAND 175,800 35,180] 20% $26,385{ 15% 114,335 65%
MASSACHUSETTS 221,600 81,9921 37% $6,648! 3% 132,960 60%
MICHIGAN 561,200]  $168,360] 30% $0] 0% 392,840 70%
MINNESOTA 388,300]  $104,841] 27% $0! 0% 283,459 73%
MISSOURE $560,200 $0| 0% $112,040f 20% 448,160] 80%
NEW HAMPSHIRE 185,100 18,5101 10% 42,573 23% 125,868] 68%
NEW JERSEY 132,800, 26,520] 20% 13,260 10% $92,820{ 70%
NEW YORK 649,000{  $175.230] 27% 77,880] 12% 365,800 61%
OHIO $426,500 76,770] 18% 98,085] 23% 251,635 59%
PENNSYLVANIA $654,600 52,3681 8% $130,920] 20% b471,3121 72%
RHODE ISLAND $71,400 35,700] 50% 14,2801 20% $21,4201 30%
VERMONT 190,500 19,050] 10% 38,100] 20% 133,350] 70%
WEST VIRGINIA 447,500 89.500] 20% 22375 5% 335,625] 75%
WISCONSIN 507,200  $101,440] 20% $0{ 0% 405,760 80%
TOTAL $6,525,900{ $1,346,576] 21% $698,446] 11%{ $4,482,729] 69%
[REGION 10
{ALASKA $818,640 $81,864] 10% $81,8641 10% $532,116] 65% $122,796{ 15%
[ATE
|PUERTO RICO $160,000 $169,913] 98% $87] 2%
VIRGIN ISLANDS $10,000 $0! 0% $0{ 0% $0;1 0% $0] 0%
[ToTaL $170,000 $01 0% $0] 0% $169,913] 49% $87; 1%
-
GRAND TOTAL $19,419,900f $4,141,107] 19%) $1,871,097] 7%] $12,139,826] 62%] $1,353,506] 9%}
FS ADMIN $580,100
$20,000,000
Other information
by State
MONTANA FA-min Others-max
NORTH DAKOTA $380,000/requests
IDAHO FA-min Others-max
UTAH FA-min Others-max
NEVADA FA-min Others-max

8/4/2004
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Mr. SMITH. What would be a State that is involved in that kind
of education? What kind of education program would they do? How
would they reach out to landowners?

Mr. REY. They would probably provide materials through the
State forestry agency to individual landowners, through the
differen mailings and brochures.

Mr. SMITH. State forest would have a mailing list, a database for
individual farmers that own farmland?

Mr. REY. Many

Mr. SMITH. I don’t think that exists in Michigan, and Michigan
is a fairly heavy woodland forest State.

Mr. REY. Right. Actually, Michigan has the largest State forest
system in the country. But many States do have databases and
landowner lists that they communicate with through their State
forestry agencies.

Mr. SMITH. My time is up, Mr. Chairman. But I would think
maybe there should be a little extra effort on information. Maybe
the logical place for this to go is through our soil conservation dis-
tricts, or certainly FSA.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. The gentlewoman from South Da-
kota, Ms. Herseth.

Ms. HERSETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Mr.
Rey. It is good to see you again, and thank you for your testimony
today. As you know, we have a large amount of private forested
land in the Black Hills National Forest in South Dakota. In fact,
I believe the Black Hills has more private inholdings than any
other national forest in the country. Earlier this month, I toured
the Black Hills with Forest Supervisor John Twiss to see the Prai-
rie Project. This project is a highly successful timber sale with
strong public support aimed at reducing the risk of fire near Rapid
City.

Two facts became very clear to me during that tour. First, the
Forest Service is doing an excellent job in that urban and wild land
interface area of reducing the threat fire could pose to Rapid City.
Second, there is a great deal of private land in the area that could
also use some thinning in order to reduce that threat of fire. In
fact, at one point during the tour, we were on a road that was—
and we were driving down it—separated public from private land,
and the public land had been thinned by the Forest Service in a
way that clearly was going to help reduce the threat of crown fires.
But by contrast, the private land on the other side of the road was
thick and very tangled, and the Forest Service officials that I was
with pointed out at that point in the tour the lack of thinning on
the private land would make that area particularly dangerous for
firefighters to defend during a fire.

Now, I know many private landowners in the Black Hills, and I
know that they want to do the right thing and improve fire safety
on their private land, and I understand in speaking with the forest
officials, as well as with some of these private landowners that the
demand is greater than ever for assistance in meeting that goal,
but not everyone appears to be getting the help that they need.
And so I am interested in exploring whether a program like the
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Forlest Lane Enhancement Program could be used to help meet this
goal.

So, in your opinion, can the program be used to help private
landowners thin their lands to reduce the risk of fire?

Mr. REY. The simple answer to that question is yes. The more
complicated answer to that question is that it may not be the best
focused program among those that are available to us to achieve
that purpose. Clearly, if the State Forestry Agency wants to use its
FLEP money, or part of its FLEP money for fuel reduction work,
they can do that, and some indeed do. But we do have a lot of other
programs that we have put priority to funding that are part of the
National Fire Plan that accomplished that objective as well, and
have devoted a considerable amount to non-Federal lands to assist
in that effort through the National Fire Plan. So, that plan is a lit-
tle more focused specifically on that particular objective.

There is a third area of opportunity, as well, and that is in the
legislation that Congress enacted in 2000 to provide stable pay-
ments to counties for schools and roads, we also provided some
amount of money for the counties to use on projects on both Fed-
eral and adjacent non-Federal land, and many counties are using
that money to do fuels treatment work on their non-Federal lands
in the wild land urban interface. An interesting coincidence is I
was in Arizona yesterday driving down the road, looking at exactly
the same situation that you did. On one side of the road was Fed-
eral land, land managed by the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and
on the other side of the road was private land, and the same char-
acteristics that you described were pertinent to what we were see-
ing.
One of the things we noted, however, is that not all private land-
owners have gotten the message. Some private landowners like the
very thick and green forest, not understanding that there is an in-
herent risk there. So, we are making great strides, I think, in
reaching private landowners for that purpose, as well. FLEP can
do that, and is, in some States, doing it. We have a number of
other programs that we have funded pretty aggressively that do
that as well.

Ms. HERSETH. Just as a follow-up. Some of the other programs
that you say may be best, or better focused, on reducing the fire
hazard. Have they suffered the same problem as FLEP, as it re-
lates to diverting some of that funding to firefighting?

Mr. REY. In the past, they have. Although we have tried to spare
those as much as possible from borrowing, because our philosophy
is that if you borrow the fuels treatment money to fight fires, you
are digging yourself into a deeper and deeper hole, because the
fuels treatment work is what is going to reduce your firefighting
costs eventually.

Ms. HERSETH. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. The gentleman from Alabama, Mr.
Everett. The gentleman from Montana, Mr. Rehberg.

Mr. REHBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I could, I would like
to ask a question about the hardwood conservation, and that is, if
it is like the conservation reserve that occurs on our wheat land
in Montana, that is creating more of a fire danger than any proper
management we could do on our farmland. Does that create the
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same problem? And I know you lamented the fact that people
weren’t signing up for it, but at least from my experience in Mon-
tana, wouldn’t that create more of a fire danger than less?

Mr. REY. Not in these particular systems. We are talking about
alluvial bottomland hardwood forests in the southeastern United
States. We do have fire dominated forest systems in the southeast-
ern United States, but those are the higher, dryer pine sites. The
bottomland hardwoods seldom if ever burn. In many respects, that
is in part because they are flooded for a good part of the year.

The point of the November 2003 offering in the Conservation Re-
serve signup for 500,000 acres of bottomland hardwood was to try
to replant into bottomland hardwoods some lands that had been
cut and planted in soybeans, and that were marginal soybean acre-
age. So, we were hoping that we could increase tree planting and
fiber production, as well as the wildlife habitat value that bottom-
land hardwoods provide. But typically, those are not fire dominated
systems. You don’t normally see them burn.

Mr. REHBERG. This probably isn’t a fair question for you, because
you are new as well. I was a freshman when we were dealing with
the farm bill, and so it was all new to me, and coming very quickly,
and maybe it was to you as well.

Did you come before the committee and support FLEP on behalf
of the administration, or did the administration support it, and at
the $100 million level, or was it one that if you had a magic wand,
you would not have created it in the first place? You would have
put that money in a different program based upon your prior
knowledge of forestry management?

Mr. REY. No. The administration indicated its support for the
principles and the objectives of the Forest Land Enhancement Pro-
gram. We are not at odds about whether it is a good program.
What we are trying to do is deal with the budget priorities that we
are confronting, given the nature of what is happening out on the
ground.

Mr. REHBERG. As a percentage of the total forestry management
budget of—in line with what Ms. Herseth was asking, and as far
as other programs taking hits in their programs, what percentage
of money was taken from this program which, if it was $50 million
for fire suppression out of $100 million, were there other forestry
management programs that were hit 50 percent with fire suppres-
sion costs?

Mr. REY. Over the years, the programs that have taken the big-
gest hit are trust funds, because it was easy to borrow from trust
fund balances, because that didn’t affect normal program operation
in a year to year basis. But over time, those have not been fully
repaid, so there are no longer any positive trust fund balances to
?pegk of in the Knutson-Vandenberg and similar Federal trust
unds.

Mr. REHBERG. What is the percentage that probably was higher
than any other program.

Mr. REY. I would say that the highest percentage was from the
Knutson-Vandenberg program. This was probably second or third
behind some of the other capital programs in the Forest Service.

Mr. REHBERG. Do you deal with any other naturally occurring
disasters? Earthquakes, floods, as far as money coming out of your
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budget to subsidize the catastrophe—firefighting is a little bit
unique, but the question I am trying to ask to get to an answer
is should the money necessarily come from forestry management
programs for fire suppression? If it is a disaster, a natural disaster,
wouldn’t there be a more appropriate location to take the money
from, rather than a program that is trying to keep it from happen-
ing in the first place?

Mr. REY. I think that the solution in the budget resolution this
year of providing an adjustable cap for firefighting offers a work-
able alternative to borrowing from existing program accounts.

The borrowing authority worked reasonably well when we had
outstanding trust fund balances that we were carrying on the
books that we could borrow from without program disruption. Now
that those trust fund balances have been depleted, and we are bor-
rowing from real programs, it is not a very workable approach. But
fortunately, there is a better approach on the horizon.

Mr. REHBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. The gentleman from North Carolina,
Mr. Etheridge.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Stenholm
for the hearing.

Mr. Rey, in the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget, and some of
this has already been alluded to, the administration proposes zero-
ing out funds not only for the FLEP program, but also for Rural
Housing and Economic Development, Rural Empowerment Zones,
distance learning and telemedicine grants and loans. The Presi-
dent’s budget also cuts funding for rural business assistance pro-
grams, rural development, water and sewer assistance grants,
rural health activities, broadband assistance for rural communities,
and farm-based renewable energy programs and environmental
programs.

So my question is pretty simple. What does the administration
have against the 2002 farm bill, which this committee helped de-
sign and the President ultimately signed?

Mr. REY. We support the 2002 farm bill, and have been moving
aggressively to implement it. The titles that I oversee are the for-
estry and conservation titles, and I am equipped to talk about we
have balanced priorities in any of those areas. The programs that
you are referencing are the rural development titles, which don’t
fall within my purview, so I can’t pretend to be expert in each of
those program areas.

I do know that we have implemented the Rural Development
Title aggressively with a succession of announcements this year, in-
cluding announcements for funding in some of the areas that you
mentioned.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Well, my concern is, though, we are cutting the
money for them. So it is kind of hard to implement them. I realize
that is not directly in your area, but it is a concern, and when we
are spending billions of dollars to help rebuild Iraq, I voted for
that, I will admit, I supported it. But it just seems to me like we
are putting rural America under attack at the very time when
rural America is really facing some of the greatest challenges they
have faced in a long, long time.
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Mr. REY. We are doing what is necessary to support rural Amer-
ica, and as a consequence of that, our farmers are enjoying record
level crop yields and net farm income, and farm exports are at an
all time high. So, I think the situation in rural America right now
is a pretty strong one, and I think our farmers are doing pretty
well right now, in part through our implementation of the farm
bill.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I am not so sure I agree with you on that. I
know we are seeing record funds for farmers, but I am not sure it
has a whole lot to do when we keep cutting back and undermining.
If we don’t have the resources to build infrastructure for the future,
we are going to hit a wall eventually when this feast and famine
of farming goes through, and then we are going to be in difficult
problems, and we won’t have any place to draw from.

Mr. REY. I think probably the way I could be the most service
to you, given my relatively limited knowledge of the specifics of our
rural development program, is just to get my counterpart, Gil Gon-
zalez, in touch with you to go over how they have set the program
priorities for each of the rural development programs, and what
they have been accomplishing.

But the bottom line is that as a combination of increased crop
yields and increased product prices, and assistance provided
through the farm bill, net farm income has been the highest this
year than it has been in quite some time.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. But we have been through so many tough years,
I am not sure, farmers are just digging out of a hole. They aren’t
on level ground moving up. Let me close by asking you this ques-
tion, and this may be one you can’t answer, either, but I would
hope to get information on it.

You say that the administration is going to send up an amended
request to provide funding for FLEP. I guess it would be too much
to ask you if you are going to send up the same kind of request
for these other rural programs that I have talked about, that they
are either recommended to be eliminated or cut out.

Mr. REY. Well, I think what I will commit to you is to have Mr.
Gonzales and I visit with you to talk about where we have put the
rural development funding priorities, because I do know that while
we have reorganized some programs to channel money into those
that we believe are the most efficient at delivering rural assistance
directly on the ground, the amount of rural development funds that
has been going out from the Department through the Rural Devel-
opment Title of the farm bill has been quite significant.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I look forward to that opportunity. Thank you.
I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from
Towa, Mr. King.

Mr. KiNG. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. It looks like the gentleman from Alabama doesn’t
either.

Mr. EVERETT. No.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. The gentleman from Georgia, Mr.
Burns.

Mr. BuUrNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to get some of the administration’s input on FELP. I have
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some concerns maybe along the lines of my colleague from North
Carolina, Mr. Etheridge. The 2002 farm bill, and again, I was not
here during that, but it did establish a program that seems to be
working well in my State.

I was at a Wild Turkey Federation field day in my district not
long ago. We had several hundred people there learning about good
forestry practice. These are private landowners who will provide
70, 80 percent of the total land, forestry land in Georgia, and gen-
erate substantial contributions to our economy.

My big concern is if you take away FLEP, what are you going
to replace it with? In your testimony, you say nearly 20 programs
to give land users financial incentives to do these kinds of things
are available, but yet FLEP was a program that, from my observa-
tion, worked. Has USDA analyzed this and said it is not a good
value to the taxpayer?

What we have done is, in putting together our 2005 budget, is
looked at what the available data tells us are the biggest threats
to private non-industrial land. In the southeast, the biggest threat
to private non-industrial land is fragmentation. And I think that
is generally pretty well known.

So, if you have a limited number of dollars to invest, there not
being an unlimited supply of money available, are you better off in-
vesting it in cost share programs that you might be able to pick
up with one of our other conservation title programs, or are you
better to invest it in Forest Legacy, which is a program where we
work with the States, same State agencies that we work with
under FLEP, and try to buy development easements to slow down
the rate of forest fragmentation.

And those are the kinds of considerations that we had to make
when we put together the 2005 budget. I don’t want to say that it
was an either/or choice between Forest Legacy and between FLEP,
but for the sake of argument, let us say it is an either/or choice.

Mr. BURNS. We gutted FLEP.

Mr. REY. If it is an either/or choice, Forest Legacy is a better
buy. We had a greater degree of matching money, greater program
efficiency, as we are addressing what most people believe is the
largest significant problem for private non-industrial forest land-
owners in the Southeast.

Mr. BURNS. One of the biggest challenges we face in Georgia is
the southern pine beetle, just insect infestation. And one of the
things that FLEP did was to provide us with some education, some
outreach, and some practices, best practice sharing, that I think
helped Georgia foresters.

How do you deal with insect infestation? I was in the Oconee Na-
tional Forest recently, and in that particular area of our States,
that is just outside of my district, we have just a little bit of a na-
tional forest in the 12th, but we have the Chattahoochee and the
Oconee and in the State. We have the red cockaded woodpecker. So
we have those both on private lands but also on public lands and
again, my challenge is without FELP—I will get it right—it is a
problem, challenge.

Mr. REY. I get it wrong half the time, too.



20

Mr. BURNS. But the challenge that we face is how do we commu-
nicate effectively to the landowner the practices necessary to pre-
serve our forests, and what are our options?

I appreciate the fact that perhaps the administration is going to
come back and provide some support, and that is encouraging. I
would, however, say, is that an adequate level of funding to do the
job. So, how do you deal with insect infestation and endangered
species in my State?

Mr. REY. We did propose a $10 million emerging pests and
pathogen fund in this budget, specifically to work with private
landowners in areas where we have new emerging pests that are
beginning to spread into larger than isolated situations. So that
was a direct attempt to focus on that issue specifically. So there are
other mechanisms available to work with private landowners, be-
yond the FLEP program, which is, itself, a program that provides
that opportunity as well, but it is not the only opportunity.

Mr. BURNS. I would just close and thank the chairman. I just
would encourage USDA to look very carefully at this program, be-
cause again, in Georgia and among Georgia private forest, it has
been a positive, and I would like to see it continue to provide that
level of service.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. The gentleman from California, Mr.
Baca.

Mr. BAcCA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
holding this hearing along with our ranking member Charlie Sten-
holm.

Mr. Secretary, one of the questions that I have, as you may
know, my region has suffered from wildfires that have cost the
lives of some of my constituents. How can private forest owners use
these or other funds for fuel reduction?

Mr. REY. Most of the funds that we are providing to State and
non-Federal landowners for fuel reduction work per se, is coming
from one of two places. A little bit of it has come from the Forest
Land Enhancement Program, but not a lot. Most of it is coming
from money provided under the National Fire Plan, where we have
increased funding levels significantly, and then secondly, money is
coming through the Secure Rural Schools and Community Protec-
tion Act of 2000, which provides counties with a certain amount of
money to use on projects on both Federal and non-Federal land.
And in many places where that is the case, including some of the
California counties, that money is being used for fuels reduction
work on non-Federal lands.

Additionally, as I understand it, a significant chunk of additional
support was provided in the recently passed Department of Defense
appropriations bill as a result of Congressman Lewis’ work. I think
$40 million in additional funding is being provided to California for
fuels reduction work on private land.

So the funding that we are providing for that purpose is increas-
ing. Unfortunately, the magnitude of the problem is increasing as
well.

Mr. BACA. We currently have fires that are going on in Califor-
nia, in Southern California at this point.
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Mr. REY. That is right, and in addition to fuels reduction work,
we have devoted a significant amount of money through the Natu-
ral Resources Conservation Service as emergency watershed protec-
tion program for post-fire State watershed stabilization. I think up-
wards of $100 million has been sent to California for that purpose
in the last 6 months.

Mr. BAcA. OK. Thank you. I have one other question. It is a little
off, but Canadian softwood has been dumped into our country at
prices that hurt American lumber. How does ending this program
help maintain forestry jobs here in the United States?

Mr. REY. I don’t think reducing funding for the Forest Land En-
hancement Program helps maintain forestry jobs in the United
States. On the other hand, I don’t believe that even full funding for
the Forest Land Enhancement Program is going to resolve the
issue associated with the lumbar trade with Canada.

Mr. BAcA. OK, thank you. And finally, I understand that the
President’s top economic advisor says offshoring is good for the
economy. Do you believe that we should maintain strong and
healthy lumber and wood products industries, or should we just off-
shore, just like other industries, like telecommunications?

Mr. REY. Most of the popular media believes my full given Chris-
tian name is Mark Rey, former timber industry lobbyist. So you
should take as a given that I support a strong and healthy forest
products industry in the United States.

Mr. BAcA. All right. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from Ala-
bama, Mr. Bonner.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Mr. Secretary, I just want to try to understand this a little bit
more clearly. No. 1, we are facing a severe budget deficit, and as
a nation, we have to be concerned about that, and I think the ma-
jority of the members of this committee would certainly share that
concern. As a nation, we are spending $69,000 a second, and to our
children and grandchildren, that should be something that we
should be concerned about as well.

But you are coming before the Agriculture Committee today to
discuss the administration’s plan to take what, as I understand,
were two programs, prior to the 2002 farm bill, that had been
merged into one, and now propose effective elimination of that pro-
gram.

So my question to you is, is that mindful, ever mindful of the fi-
nancial concerns that our Nation has, what, in your view, was the
underlying reason that this program? Was it just money, or was it
lack of efficiency, or a lack of doing what, the 2002 farm bill, with
the administration’s support, had intended for this condensed, com-
bined version to do? Is it just money, or is it that the program real-
ly wasn’t giving the private landowners of America the most bang
for their buck?

Mr. REY. I think it was a question of budget priorities, facing dif-
ficult choices. I don’t think we viewed this as an undesirable or in-
efficient program. But as we looked at what we had to do, what we
had no choice but to do, and as we put together our 2005 budget
request we came to the following conclusions.
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One, we couldn’t decide not to fight forest fires. That is not a dis-
cretionary activity that we can do or not as we choose, and there-
fore, we have to budget a reasonable amount for that purpose. And
the formula that we have been following is to budget the average
of the last 10 years of fire suppression costs, and that average has
been continuing to increase. So if we stay true to that formula, and
honest about discharging our responsibilities to fight fires, that
takes a pretty big chunk of your budget right there, and you have
got to accommodate that.

The second thing we looked at is the fuel situation on Federal
lands, which by and large, in general, is worse than it is on non-
Federal lands. There are some exceptions, like the one I saw yes-
terday, the one Congresswoman Herseth saw in South Dakota.
There are exceptions to that, but by and large, the fuel situation
is worse on Federal lands than it is on non-Federal lands. And that
fuel situation is contributing to the fire problems that we are expe-
riencing. And there isn’t anybody else who is going to pay for fuels
work on Federal lands. There is no other level of government that
is going to assist in getting that work done.

So that becomes another almost nonnegotiable priority. Then, as
you look to what you are trying to do to help non-Federal forest
landowners, as I said earlier, fragmentation has been identified as
the biggest concern, and we looked at increasing programs that
dealt with that. So it was purely a priorities decision in the face
of a budget that is not unlimited.

Mr. BONNER. I guess, then, just as a follow-up suggestion, based
largely on some comments especially that my friend and colleague
from Georgia, Mr. Burns, made. One thing that could be most help-
ful to us is to work with the Department as a full partner in help-
ing to explain to the private landowners in our States and districts
other resources that are available to them. Because so many times,
the reason that most people contact a Congressman or a Congress-
woman is not because they necessarily want their views known on
a particular piece of legislation. It is that they have run into that
roadblock of Federal bureaucracy, and they don’t find that they
have friends or allies in the agencies, and that is where they come
to us as a constituent representative.

Any way you can help us help our constituents, we have a tre-
mendous number of private landowners in Alabama, and certainly
in my district, and I am one of them. But any time we can go out
and help explain and cut through the red tape of programs that are
available, all the while trying to be respectful of the budget deficit,
that would be something I think all of us could benefit from.

Mr. REY. We would be happy to work with you on that.

Mr. BONNER. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Gutknecht,
the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize. 1
had some folks here from my hometown, and I had to meet with
them, and so I missed some of the questions, but I do want to come
back to something that I think is important.

As a member of the Budget Committee, one of the problems we
have wrestling with this Federal budget, trying to bring some order
out of the chaos, is this whole thing that happens, and this admin-
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istration is not the first one to do this. I think it has become almost
common practice, where in certain areas, particularly—and today,
we are talking mostly about, or at least I am talking about fire-
fighting, and fire suppression, where there is a tendency to sort of
lowball those numbers year after year, and then it is one of those
things you have to do, so you figure out ways to pay for them when
they happen.

But one of the questions that really gets to somewhat a different
level is the difference between mandatory spending and other
spending. Are there other mandatory programs where you diverted
money from for fire suppression that may or may not have ever
been paid back?

Mr. REY. The authority to borrow for fire suppression purposes
is written so that the Secretary can borrow from any funds avail-
able to the Forest Service. The Forest Land Enhancement Program
is the only mandatory fund that the Forest Service administers. So
therefore it is a universe of one.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. OK. Going forward, though, and I don’t nec-
essarily want to make firefighting—well, I don’t know what I want
to do with it from a budget perspective. But I guess the point I
would make is that both on behalf of this committee and the Budg-
et Committee, I would hope as we go forward we can come up with
a better way to handle things like firefighting and how we pay for
them. And I don’t have any magic answers, but I certainly would
like to work with you and the Department to come up with a better
way of making certain that the money is there, without having to
rob from Peter to pay Paul.

Mr. REY. We would be happy to work with you on that.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I would yield back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from Ne-
braska, Mr. Osborne.

Mr. OSBORNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Nebraska is not noted
for a lot of forests, so I am going to digress just slightly maybe to
an earlier comment or two, and you point out that farmers are re-
porting record profits, and prices are good. And in some respects,
that is good. But the long term viability of agriculture is going to
be value added, and so the Rural Economic Development portion of
the farm bill consistently seems to get hit, and I realize this is not
your primary bailiwick, but if you could carry back to your counter-
parts that this is really a concern, at least with this person, be-
cause value added grants, authorized at $40 billion, have been less
than half of that funded, about $15, $16 billion a year. And if you
want to try to get away from price supports and growing No. 2 yel-
low corn, and having to get bigger farms all the time, value added
is where you have got to go. Broadband is critical.

The other issue I would like to mention to you is that one of the
reasons we have pretty good prices is that we have had an ongoing
drought, particularly in corn and soybean areas. So ending stocks
are low. As a result, prices are higher. This is not necessarily a
function of the farm bill. I think the farm bill is a good one, and
I think it is functioning very well. But we have people out there
who have, for 5 years, not had a crop. And as we have tried to fig-
ure out how to get some assistance to them, we are told consist-
ently to take the money out of the farm bill.
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Two years ago, we got lucky and we found a pot of money that
hadn’t been accounted for very well. The farm bill is mature now.
We are not going to be able to find that pot of money. So we have
some concerns in that regard. And of course, insurance isn’t the an-
swer, because as the drought persists, insurance values go down.
So, I don’t really have a question for you. I just wanted to register
those concerns, and really, the Rural Development part of the farm
bill, as far as I am concerned, should be the one area that we really
try to buttress and do everything we can for, because long term,
that is going to be the viability part of agriculture.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. REY. I will take those concerns back to the Department, and
I am sure the committee, if you ask my counterparts in the Rural
Development Program to come forward and testify, they would be
happy to tell you the good things they are doing.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from
California, Mr. Ose.

Mr. Ost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rey, one of the things that I find that is fascinating is to look
back over prior years’ authorizations and appropriations to see how
it plays out in the field. And it is my understanding, or recollection,
I should say, that we started this legacy program at $6 million, and
it is now about $65 million, in terms of annual appropriations. One
of the ways that plays out in my State, which is—and it is not like
Nebraska, and it is not like Minnesota, and it is not like Colorado,
it is kind of like all three of them—is that we go out and we at-
tempt to, for whatever reason, acquire land or acquire easements
on land, the net result of which is there is a reduction in private
property tax revenue to the State.

In California, that has had an increasingly large impact on the
State and local government’s ability to provide services. And inter-
estingly enough, I listened to Mr. Gutknecht from Minnesota advo-
cating the repayment of these funds and what have you that have
been borrowed for forest fires and what have you. I am here to ad-
vocate that you not repay it, that the legacy program not be repaid.
Because the impact the local level, from what I see, has been to
cause a net reduction in property tax revenues that are used for
local services.

Does the Department have any analysis on this program’s impact
at the lower level on property tax revenues?

Mr. REY. I don’t know that we have done an analysis in that re-
gard. But we could do one, if the committee so desires. This is a
two-edged sword, though. In all of our easement programs, and I
will distinguish the acquisition of easements from the acquisition
of fee title. We are not in favor of broadly expanding fee title acqui-
sition. But in the acquisition of easements, what we are doing with
the Forest Legacy Program, the Farm and Forest, and the Farm
and Ranchland Protection Program, and the Grassland Reserve
Program, is buying easements from willing sellers who want to re-
tain their land in forest, agriculture, or ranchland, where they are
threatened by development pressures that make that difficult to do.

And yes, if those lands were converted to subdivisions, they
would be the source of greater property taxes for the local govern-
ments, but they would also be the petitioner for greater local serv-
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ices as well. So, we may be decreasing the amount of tax base by
not seeing those lands convert into more intensive use, but we are
also concomitantly seeing a reduction of what local governments
would be asked to provide by way of services.

In most of these programs, not most of them, all four of these
programs are done in conjunction with State and local government.
So before we go in and buy an easement, we have a significant
amount of local support, and by and large, the support of a county
government who has already done some tradeoff analysis as to
whether they would prefer to see that land developed or whether
they would prefer to see it remain as a working agricultural ranch
or forestland. So, it is a double-edged sword.

Mr. Osk. Before you leave that point. As I understand the pro-
gram, for the easement to be acquired, there must be some sort of
after the fact management plan put in place for the use of the
property. The way it is playing out is that while the landowner
sells the easement, if you will, and we fund the acquisition of that
easement, the easements actually acquired by a State agency or a
local agency.

Mr. REY. Correct.

Mr. Osk. And the way it is playing out is that once that is done,
it is becoming increasingly difficult to come to conclusion as to the
implementation of those plans. And the land is, in effect, being pur-
chased and then locked away, sitting idly, because of endless dis-
cussions about how to implement the plans. For whatever reason.
I just raised that as a

Mr. REY. Let me look into that.

Mr. OsE. Certainly.

Mr. REY. Because that is not the information that I am getting
from any of those three programs. Of course, they are all three a
little different, but in the case of the Grassland Reserve Program
and the Farm and Ranchland Protection Program, the management
plan is basically what the farm plan or the ranch plan was already.
And as long as they continue that along, then we don’t have any
further complication with it. But I will check on that and get back
with you.

Mr. OsE. I see the red light blinking. I would just share with
you, in California, we have a very activist population that tends to
stick their nose into places that perhaps might be better left alone.

So, I thank the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from In-
diana, Mr. Pence.

Mr. PENCE. I want to thank the chairman for this important
hearing, and this distinguished panel, and I thank the Secretary
for being here.

Mr. Secretary, I am not John Boehner yet, but I am a fiscal con-
servative on the House Agriculture Committee, and in general
principle, appreciate the administration’s frugality reflected in
some of the present controversy.

I did want to have you speak to, and I apologize for being a little
bit delayed, having been at another committee hearing. I want you
to speak to this issue of essentially overriding the will of the Con-
gress through funding decisions. A number of my colleagues who
are in the room now were not here during the joyous experience of
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the markup of the 2002 farm bill, but I spent a couple of the better
days of my life at that desk right over there, and we created legis-
lation that I am very proud of, in the main. And as Mr. Osborne
just said, I think it is working well, but the Forest Land Enhance-
ment Program was introduced as part of the 2002 farm bill, and
while it has had something of an interesting history, where funds
have had to have been diverted into fire suppression costs and
questions about repayment, I am rather struck by the assertion I
am sure we will hear from the State forester of Virginia in a little
bit, that there seems to be the suggestion here that the administra-
tion, far from just limiting its request for funding in the short
term, is actually attempting to, I think the word is doom the pro-
gram. And there is a piece of me that, despite my fiscal conserv-
atism, is genuinely concerned about that.

And I wanted you to speak to that issue, if you would, Mr. Sec-
retary. Is it the administration’s intent simply to wire around this,
and therefore, wire around the will of this committee and of the
Congress?

And second, I would like you to elaborate on the other programs,
the USDA Federal, State conservation programs that you believe
will meet this need in the short term, where FLEP funds would not
be available under the administration’s request in the coming year?

Mr. REY. OK, let me go to the first question first. It is not the
administration’s intent to do away with the Forest Land Enhance-
ment Program. If it were, we would have been much more direct
in sending that forward as our recommendation. But indeed, as the
program was developed in the 2002 farm bill, we were in support
of it. The decision not to fund it, or not to recommend funding for
it in fiscal year 2005 was a very difficult decision that reflected dif-
ficult budget priorities associated with the Forest Service’s mission
and responsibilities. And we had to eliminate, in some cases, some
severely reduce a number of worthwhile programs in order to do
some of the things that were not discretionary, not things that we
could decide to do or not. Most notably firefighting and fuels reduc-
tion work on Federal lands. But the intent is not to eliminate the
program.

In terms of circumventing the will of Congress, I mean, I don’t
think we have that authority in this instance. We do have the au-
thority, where necessary, to borrow from other funds available to
the Forest Service for firefighting purposes, and then it is, I guess,
our joint decision ultimately how much of that should be repaid.
And that was a decision that was made in the fiscal year 2003 sup-
plemental.

As far as other programs that are available to assist private
landowners for forestry purposes, there are a number, both within
the Forest Service and within the Natural Resources Conservation
Service and the Farm Services Agency, all in the Department of
Agriculture.

We did suggest increases in 2005 for the Forest Stewardship pro-
gram and for the creation of an Emerging Pest and Pathogen Fund
to deal with insect and disease outbreaks on non-industrial
forestlands, so there were some programs there that private land-
owners can take advantage of. Additionally, private forest land-
owners are benefiting to some extent, hopefully more in the future,
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through the Environmental Quality Incentive Program run by the
Natural Resources Conservation Service.

And then lastly, as I said earlier, in November of last year, we
announced a conservation reserve continuous signup, wherein we
reserved 500,000 acres for planting of bottomland hardwoods,
which means that private forest landowners could get financial as-
sistance to plant bottomland hardwoods on currently unforested
acreage. There are more, but I don’t want to go on and prattle at
length here.

Mr. PENCE. All right. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentlewoman from
Colorado, Mrs. Musgrave.

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have any
questions at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thank the gentlewoman. Mr. Rey, one
more question on what I think is a central point of this hearing
today, and of the issue regarding how the administration has han-
dled the FLEP program. Were other programs diverted to cover
firefighting costs in fiscal year 2003? I think you have already an-
swered yes, that was the case.

Other than the persistent shortfalls in KV, were the other pro-
grams paid back in the supplemental spending bill?

Mr. REY. Not completely. Programs that were not fully paid back
fwerg the National Forest System account and the working capital
und.

The CHAIRMAN. Did the administration specifically request funds
for the supplemental for these other programs?

Mr. REY. No, I think the Congress pretty much agreed with our
request, if my recollection is correct. If not, I will submit a modified
statement for the record.

So we did not request full funding, full repayment for either the
National Forest System account, the working capital account, and
FLEP.

The CHAIRMAN. Herein lies my problem. In the case of, I am not
sure about all of these programs, but in the case of FLEP, this is
what is commonly referred to as a mandatory program. It was au-
thorized and funded in the 2002 farm bill. And your answer to the
question from the gentleman from Indiana and some earlier an-
swers seem to suggest the position of the administration that even
though the Congress authorizes, and the Congress appropriates,
and in this instance, the Congress mandates action to help 9 mil-
lion private landowners, those of which who may apply for this pro-
gram that covers more than half of America’s forestlands, and is
basically the only significant program to assist them, that the ad-
ministration doesn’t have to spend that money.

And I think you are dead wrong, and I think by the end of the
2002 farm bill program, in 2007, the administration does have to
have spent that money, and you are leading to a collision course.
It would be much like the administration saying we don’t have to
fund Social Security, or we don’t have to fund Medicare. These are
programs that are mandated based upon action by the Congress,
and the administration needs to review what authority it might
have, and I guess that would be my final question to you. What au-
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thority would you cite that would allow the administration to not
spend that money?

We do appreciate the fact the administration has made a com-
mitment to spend some of this additional money, but the issue of
whether the rest of it will be spent by the end of the farm bill is
something that we may put off for a day, but is still going to be
facing us.

Mr. REY. I think there are two parts to that question. Part one
is do we have the authority to not spend the portion that was bor-
rowed for firefighting purposes, and I think the answer is if the
Congress approves the repayment plan in the supplemental, and
does not approve full repayment for FLEP, then that money has es-
sentially been spent.

The CHAIRMAN. Can you cite a budgetary authority or something
in the law that you can point to that says that when the Congress
mandates a program to be spent, and there is no specific sugges-
tion in the supplemental that they are not going to ever repay it,
that that frees the administration from the obligation to repay it
at some point in the future?

Mr. REY. We are delving into the budget scoring rules, which I
know just about as much as I do our Rural Development Program.
So let me tell you what my understanding is, and if it proves to
be incorrect, I will submit an additional statement for the record.

First of all, the second part of the question is are we mandated
to spend the money under the farm bill? I think you are correct.
That is a mandatory account. We are mandated to spend it. So I
don’t have any disagreement with that part of your question. But
looking at the narrower question of what is our responsibility vis
a vis the money that was not borrowed and not repaid. I think the
decision not to repay it affected the next year’s baseline for further
spending, and therefore, under the scoring rules, that money is al-
ready counted as having been spent, albeit not for FLEP, but for
the other purposes for which it was borrowed and for which Con-
gress elected not to repay it.

Now, if that piece of the answer is incorrect, I will supplement
for the record, but I think that is essentially the gist of it.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I mean, I think we are at considerable dis-
agreement here. Congress already paid for this program when we
did the farm bill, when we funded it. But if you would supplement
that answer in writing, and in fact, since this is going to have to
be resolved, we would welcome any supplemental answer that the
Office of Management and Budget, which obviously has a keen in-
terest in this issue as well, could provide to us, or you could pro-
vide on their behalf. We would very much like to see a definitive
answer as to what the administration’s position is on how they can
justify not spending the full amount over the full term of the Farm
Program.

Mr. REY. And again, the only area where we are struggling is the
portion that was borrowed for firefighting, not the balance.

The CHAIRMAN. That is $40 million.

Mr. REY. Right.

The CHAIRMAN. And there could be more money borrowed for
more firefighting as the fire seasons proceed, and we certainly hope
that is not the case, but
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Mr. REY. Hopefully not. But we will work the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and get you a definitive response on this.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. I thank you for your time
and for your helpful answers to many of the questions that we have
offered today, and for your commitment to continue to push this
program forward for America’s private forest landowners.

Mr. REY. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

We will now invite our second panel to the table.

Mr. James Garner, State forester of Virginia, from Charlottes-
ville, Virginia, on behalf of the National Association of State for-
esters. Mr. John Burke III, who is a tree farmer from Richmond,
Virginia, on behalf of the American Forest Foundation. Mr. Gary
Nakamura, council member of the society of American Foresters of
Redding, California. Mr. Tim Gothard, executive director of the
Alabama Wildlife Federation of Millbrook, Alabama. And Mr.
Bryan Burhans, director the Land Management Programs for Con-
servation Programs with the National Wild Turkey Federation of
Edgefield, South Carolina.

Gentlemen, we would like to welcome all of you, and advise you
that your full testimony will be made a part of the record and ask
that you limit your statement to 5 minutes, and we are pleased to
start with Mr. Garner, who is a longtime friend of mine, and who
has done an outstanding job representing the interests of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia, and representing the private forest and
public forest landowners in that State as the State forester.

Jim, welcome.

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. GARNER, STATE FORESTER OF VIR-
GINIA, CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA, ON BEHALF OF THE NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE FORESTERS

Mr. GARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for those
kind remarks. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, and thank you for the invitation to come before you regarding
the Forest Land Enhancement Program. As the chairman men-
tioned, I am Jim Garner, State forester for Virginia, but I am here
today representing the National Association of State Foresters.

As you know, FLEP was enacted in the 2002 farm bill with an
allocation of $100 million. FLEP is the only program available
through the State Foresters offering technical and financial assist-
ance to our private landowners. FLEP is also the only program of
its kind that provides flexibility to the States to tailor their pro-
grams to address their own set of unique needs. Each State’s land-
owners and forest conditions are different, and for the first time,
we have an opportunity to design a federally assisted program to
meet our State needs. This flexibility also provides the opportunity
to significantly reduce administrative costs, thereby allowing us to
have more funds available for landowners.

In the first and only year of operation, no new Federal employees
were hired, and the State’s administrative costs averaged only 6
percent. We were able to be this efficient because we were able to
use State mechanisms to process the program.

In Virginia, our operational plan called for at least 15 percent of
our funds for technology transfer and education efforts. We had a
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contract with the Virginia State University, 1099 university, to de-
velop workshops and outreach materials focusing on our under-
served community of landowners. This effort ended abruptly when
the funding stopped.

As you will notice in my written testimony, Arkansas and North
Carolina had similar experiences. We have set aside 75 percent of
our funds to provide cost share assistance to landowners for a vari-
ety of practices. I have provided you with examples of first year ac-
complishments from several of the States, and our accomplish-
ments in Virginia were impressive for a startup program. We had
stewardship plans written on over 10,000 acres. 47