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(1)

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In order to create FLEP, we repealed the old Forestry Incentives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
purposes. Most troubling, the administration proposed eliminating
$40 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
review 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-
tices 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:]

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:29 Sep 08, 2004 Jkt 095608 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\DOCS\10835 HAGRI PsN: HAGRI



9

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:29 Sep 08, 2004 Jkt 095608 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\DOCS\10835 HAGRI PsN: HAGRI



10

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. SMITH. 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:]
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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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Forest 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
speak of in the Knutson-Vandenberg and similar Federal trust
funds.

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

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:29 Sep 08, 2004 Jkt 095608 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\DOCS\10835 HAGRI PsN: HAGRI



17

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
Iowa, 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. BURNS. 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.
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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. BACA. 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. I

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. OSE. 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. OSE. 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. OSE. 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
were the National Forest System account and the working capital
fund.

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. 478 landowners es-
tablished practices on 22,000 acres.

As with other southern States and other States in general, we
benefited from the flexibility of FLEP so that we could focus our
efforts on the hardwood region of the area, for regeneration and
timber stand improvement, as well as protecting our lakes,
streams, and rivers. If you note, in the written testimony, Pennsyl-
vania used FLEP creatively in working with the Game Commission
and private landowners to determine new ways to regenerate their
hardwood forest in areas of overpopulated deer.

FLEP also helps our landowners to reduce the risk and to restore
their forest from fire, insect, invasive species, and natural disas-
ters. But more importantly, FLEP provides economic incentives en-
couraging our landowners to maintain their forestland for future
economic and ecological benefits for all of our citizens.

Mr. Chairman, FLEP began from a need to establish stable and
sustainable forest resources for this Nation. This need was dem-
onstrated by the overwhelming response during the first year of
funding. Requests far outstripped the funds. We had plans to reach
out to new landowners and to the underserved, and to implement
practices on the ground.

The sudden halt of this program has caused some of our land-
owners to wonder about our national commitment and about our
understanding of the importance of their forestland. Many letters
have been sent to Chairman Taylor expressing concern that FLEP
would be eliminated. I will submit copies of some of those letters
for the record.

With the failure to continue this program, our private land-
owners will be left without a targeted cost share program for the
first time in 50 years. This is a great disservice to our landowners,
to the forest resources, and ultimately, to our Nation.

I thank you for your time, and I will be happy to answer any
questions.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Garner. Mr. Burke, welcome.
Another Virginian.

STATEMENT OF JOHN W. BURKE III, TREE FARMER, RICH-
MOND, VA, ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN FOREST FOUNDA-
TION

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee on Ag-
riculture. My name is John Burke, and I would like to thank you
for the opportunity to testify on behalf of over 50,000 family forest
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owners of the American Tree Farm System, who support full fund-
ing for the Forest Land Enhancement Program for fiscal year 2005.

We were encouraged this morning to hear that the administra-
tion has seen fit to include some funding for this important pro-
gram. Such was the intent of Congress and the hope of forest land-
owners. However, the level of funding that we heard this morning
is only a beginning, as FLEP’s support is needed to increase and
is needed to continue.

By profession, I am an attorney, but after my family, my passion
is trees. My wife and I own forestland, and in addition, I manage,
for a family limited partnership, over 2,000 acres of forestland near
Richmond, Virginia. We take great care of our forestland, and it is
the intention of our family to leave much of it as a legacy for future
generations. My parents viewed stewardship of the land as one of
the highest priorities. I learned this lesson from them, and I want
to pass this blessing and this responsibility on to future genera-
tions within my family. We are proud of the stewardship ethic.

However, our stewardship cannot occur in a vacuum. It must
occur in the context of real world challenges and risks facing forest
landowners each and every day. It takes patience to mature and
grow forest assets, for they grow over a 20, 40, 60, and even 80
year cycle, all the while subject to many natural disasters, includ-
ing fire, flood, drought, wind, insect, and disease.

In States like Virginia, family owned forests supply wood that
supports a $1.5 billion payroll, accounting for nearly 1 in 10 of all
manufacturing jobs in our State. But our forests cannot and should
not be viewed as mere forest factories. They provide habitat for
wildlife that we know and love. In addition, they improve water
quality, sequester carbon, and provide green space around our cit-
ies. It is not easy trying to maintain forestland for future genera-
tions. The pressures to sell are great. Currently, the United States
is losing approximately 1.5 million acres of forestland each year, to
development and to other forms of land conversion. Once devel-
oped, this forestland and the associated wildlife is lost forever. We
do not oppose wise development. People must have places to live.
However, programs like FLEP help to properly balance the pres-
sures for development and the sound, long term forest management
that is necessary.

Challenges of keeping the forest as forest is not unique to me.
Today, there are 10 million family forest owners like myself in the
United States who hold nearly 60 percent of all productive
forestland in this country. Together, we face what we call the Na-
tion’s invisible health crisis, a crisis where many forest owners
don’t see a way to preserve their family’s heritage of voluntary pri-
vate stewardship.

When this committee introduced the FLEP, or Forest Land En-
hancement Program in the 2002 farm bill, it seemed to address the
tension faced by forest landowners. Family forest owners were ex-
cited. We believed that FLEP confirmed Congress’ intent to help us
sustain this heritage of stewardship of the land.

True, FLEP is a small program, but it was the only program de-
signed to address conservation of our 60 percent share of the Na-
tion’s timberland. Despite what others may tell you, it is not a re-
dundant program. Virtually all other programs that you have
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heard about today are designed for agricultural producers or opera-
tors. FLEP is certainly not the total solution, but it is a critically
important part. It recognizes the value our forestland provides to
our communities, the Nation’s pure water, clean air, abundant
wildlife, and healthy farming economies. Moreover, it helps sustain
the cash flow that we, as family forest owners, need for our land
to be in trees.

On behalf of 50,000 certified tree farmers and all forest land-
owners, I urge you to restore and work for full funding of this pro-
gram. I see that my time is up. I will end with a simple invitation.
Our tree farm is about one hour south of here. I invite each of you
to come down and see what tree farming looks like on the ground.
I will be happy to host you.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Burke appears at the conclusion

of the hearing.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Burke. That is a fine invitation,

and I have had that opportunity. My district is about two thirds
covered with forestland, but if I have the opportunity to visit your
farm, I would like to do that, too.

Mr. BURKE. Please.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Nakamura, we are delighted to have you

with us today.

STATEMENT OF GARY NAKAMURA, COUNCIL MEMBER,
SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS, REDDING, CA

Mr. NAKAMURA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. I would like to thank you for the opportunity to address
you this morning about the value of family forestlands, and the im-
portance of the Forest Land Enhancement Program to their sus-
tained management into the future. I am Gary Nakamura. I am an
extension forester with the University of California, stationed up in
Redding, which is about 200 miles north of Berkeley. I am also a
member of the Society of American Foresters, and recently elected
to the Council, which is their board of directors, representing
northern and southern California and Hawaii.

The Society of American Foresters is the largest and oldest sci-
entific, professional, and educational forestry organization in the
world, and is very much interested in promoting the sustainable
forest management of public and private forestlands. The forests in
California are very important, and are important as habitat for
hundreds of wildlife and plant species. Forested watersheds and
woodland watersheds produce 80 percent of the developed water in
California, and as you note, that is a very important thing out
west. And increasingly, the forested lands of California are becom-
ing home to millions of Californians. Tens of thousands of family
forest landowners own and manage 9 million acres of forests and
woodland in California. This represents about half of the private
productive forestland in this State. The other half of private forest
land is managed by industrial forest companies, primarily Sierra
Pacific Industries. And then, the other half of the productive
forestland is owned and managed by the Federal Government, the
Forest Service, and the National Park Service.
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Family forestland owners want to do the right thing for their for-
est, keep it healthy and productive of wildlife, clear water, recre-
ation and open space. These are public trust resources, which usu-
ally do not generate income to offset the costs of the treatments
necessary to provide them. I work a lot with forest landowners,
non-industrial forest landowners in California, and they are very
much interested in holistic integrated resource management. Even
if they have only got an acre, and it is unrealistic to expect to
produce all those things from one acre.

So I do a lot of education and outreach. There were a number
of questions about educational and outreach. That is my primary
job, is education and outreach to these forest landowners. However,
once the landowners are aware of what it takes to produce a
healthy forest, this is where the cost share programs come in. To
help them implement these plans to reduce fuels and fire hazard,
defend their trees, to improve their resistance to drought, insects,
to replant burned areas, to enhance habitat, and to restore
streams. And many of these activities, as I have noted, do not gen-
erate income. They just produce public benefits. These are public
trust resources, and so that is where the cost share programs come
in to help them. It removes one barrier from their doing something.
There is a great resistance to cutting trees in California, and so if
they have an excuse of ‘‘Well, I can’t afford to do this’’ they will
take that excuse and not do the thinning. So we remove one excuse
from their quiver of excuses to not do the thinning.

FLEP and similar cost share programs reduce this financial bar-
rier to family forest landowners to carry out their plans. California
has demonstrated its appreciation of family forestlands by creating
something called CFIP, California Forest Improvement Program,
and it is a State version of FLEP, and it has provided a couple of
million dollars over the last 3 or 4 years in the form of cost sharing
grants to family forest landowners to do the right thing.

So, California has shown its commitment to these forest land-
owners. While there are many cost share programs for agricultural
lands and producers, only FLEP is designed specifically for family
forest landowners, so it is important that we maintain funding for
FLEP, the Forest Stewardship Program, and other forestry focused
programs, and I urge you to do so.

And I thank you for your time and consideration.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Nakamura appears at the con-

clusion of the hearing.]
The CHAIRMAN. I thank you for your testimony. It is now my

pleasure to yield to the gentleman from Alabama, Mr. Bonner, for
the purpose of welcoming and introducing our next witness.

Mr. BONNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and let me say that this
privilege really belongs to our friend and colleague, Congressman
Everett, because the gentleman who is testifying from the State of
Alabama is a native of his district. Unfortunately, he had a prior
commitment that he could not get out of. So let me, at this time,
introduce to you, Mr. Chairman and to this committee our next
witness, and also thank you as well for holding this hearing on the
Forest Land Enhancement Program, which, as we have discussed
previously, is an important program for Alabama and really for
many States as well.
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It is my pleasure to welcome Mr. Tim Gothard, the executive di-
rector of the Alabama Wildlife Federation. Tim has served in this
capacity since 1998, and prior to that, he worked with the Alabama
Forestry Commission for 10 years, so he has a wealth of knowledge
in forestry management practices. I thank you, Tim, for being here
representing the State of Alabama, and Mr. Chairman, I know that
we all look forward to hearing from him about his comments about
this program.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman, and also join in welcom-
ing Mr. Gothard.

STATEMENT OF TIM L. GOTHARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
ALABAMA WILDLIFE FEDERATION, MILBROOK, AL

Mr. GOTHARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr.
Bonner, for those kind remarks. Mr. Chairman and distinguished
members of the committee, it is my privilege to speak to you today
on behalf of the Alabama Wildlife Federation and our 18,000 mem-
bers regarding the importance of the Forest Land Enhancement
Program.

Established in 1935, the Alabama Wildlife Federation is a
501(c)(3) nonprofit organization devoted to the wise use and re-
sponsible stewardship of our wildlife, forests, fish, water, soils, and
air. Our mission fully engages and promotes the active manage-
ment of our forest resources as a source of both economic and social
prosperity.

In Alabama, as in most of the southeastern United States, the
land base is predominantly owned by non-industrial private land-
owners, individuals and families. So being, the Alabama Wildlife
Federation places great importance on education and planning as-
sistance for private landowners to help them manage their forest
and farmlands for timber production, game and non-game wildlife
habitat, water quality, and outdoor recreational opportunities.

Specific examples include our 600-page book called ‘‘Managing
Wildlife’’. This book was specifically prepared and dedicated to the
owners and managers of private lands in the southeast. Over
10,000 copies of this book are currently in circulation, most of
which are in the hands of private landowners who are using it to
help guide management on their lands. We are also heavily in-
volved in providing on the ground planning assistance to private
landowners through a program called the Land Stewardship Assist-
ance Program. Since its inception in 2000, onsite technical assist-
ance has been provided to over 700 landowners and 400,000 acres
in Alabama. I share these examples to point out that our organiza-
tion recognizes the importance of private landowners as the tool to
ensure that we have abundant and productive forests and wildlife
lands both now and in the future.

The Forest Land Enhancement Program represents an important
opportunity to maximize efforts to engage and stimulate private
landowners to manage their lands wisely. This is an important part
of the mission of State forestry organizations, organizations such as
ours, and many other organizations that recognize the long-term
importance of land management to healthy forests, healthy wildlife
populations, and a healthy economy.
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Unfortunately, the breadth of this mission exceeds our combined
capacities. As a result, the diverse group in Alabama that assisted
with strategic planning for the FLEP placed great importance on
using FLEP to facilitate public/private partnerships that would
maximize information and education transfer to private land-
owners, and stimulate on the ground conservation in a highly cost
effective manner. In short, we want to use FLEP to empower pri-
vate landowners to achieve their land management needs and
goals, while also serving the public good.

To give a specific example, the Alabama Wildlife Federation
formed the Alabama Quail Trail about two years ago, as a tool to
focus the interests and resources in quail improvement. In support
of this effort, and with funding assistance provided through FLEP,
the Alabama Wildlife Federation, along with our State Forestry
Agency, NRCS, State Game and Fish, and Auburn University, are
finalizing plans for a series of quail management seminars across
the State. The seminars will focus on providing natural resource
professionals, land managers, and private landowners with up to
date information on how they can manage their forest and farm-
lands, to improve habitat for wild quail and other species that re-
quire early successional habitats. In conjunction with this project,
the team will also develop a landowner’s guide to quail habitat
management that will further increase our abilities to reach pri-
vate landowners and effect sound management on the abundant
private lands in our State.

Without FLEP, this project would not be on the table. The Forest
Land Enhancement Program is a very important tool to help us
achieve cost effective conservation achievements on private lands.
In Alabama, this will be achieved by increasing public/private part-
nerships and focusing directly on empowering private landowners.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very much for your leader-
ship on this issue, and certainly encourage the committee to look
very favorably upon restoring full funding to the FLEP program.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gothard appears at the conclu-
sion of the hearing.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Gothard. Mr. Burhans.

STATEMENT OF BRYAN J. BURHANS, DIRECTOR, FEDERAL
LAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS FOR CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAMS, NATIONAL WILD TURKEY FEDERATION, EDGEFIELD,
SC

Mr. BURHANS. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, my name is Bryan Burhans, and I am director of Land
Management Programs for the National Wild Turkey Federation. I
am a professional wildlife biologist with expertise in the manage-
ment of wild turkeys in the United States, Canada, and Mexico. We
appreciate the opportunity to address the committee on what we
believe is a critical program affecting private forest landowners
across the United States, the Forest Land Enhancement Program.

The National Wild Turkey Federation’s statement is the con-
servation of the wild turkey and the preservation of our hunting
tradition. From our humble beginnings in 1973 in the State of Vir-
ginia, we have grown to over a half a million members that are
dedicated to reach this mission.
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The National Wild Turkey Federation strongly supports restored
funding of FLEP. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, it is frustrating that we
are fighting for funding, as we have heard before, when this pro-
gram was duly passed by the committee and Congress and fully
funded.

Wild turkeys prosper in a well-managed forest. To achieve this,
managers often use tools such as timber harvest, thinning, timber
stand improvement cuts, prescribed burning, and other tools to
reach their objectives. A managed forest provides far superior habi-
tat for the wild turkey and most other species of wildlife, compared
to an unmanaged forest. FLEP offers the technical and financial
assistance to help landowners better manage their forests.

I would like to highlight two very important aspects about FLEP.
First, FLEP provides a great opportunity to stretch existing Fed-
eral funds through partnerships with organizations like the Na-
tional Wild Turkey Federation. For example, if FLEP is funded as
authorized, this could provide $2 million to educate over 6,000
landowners, impacting an estimated 1.5 million acres of private
land in just one year. We are missing an opportunity to sell con-
servation to the very people we depend on to provide us with clean
water, clean air, a secure forest products base, and abundant and
diverse wildlife populations.

The NWTF has offered funding and staff to help agencies deliver
these outreach programs. Currently, we are partnering with State
forestry agencies in Wisconsin, Minnesota, Georgia, and Alabama,
just to name a few. In Georgia alone, in partnership with the Geor-
gia Forestry Commission, as was mentioned her a few minutes ago,
we have hosted over 15 landowners workshops over the last several
years. This partnership has allowed us to impact probably well
over a quarter million acres of private land in the State of Georgia.

Second, FLEP complements the existing Forest Stewardship Pro-
gram. FLEP offered a unique opportunity to not only enhance the
in-demand technical assistance offer by the agencies, but to focus
funds towards a much needed tool, which is financial assistance.
Throughout the country, adding financial assistance will enhance
our overall conservation objectives. For example, many private for-
ests in the southeast are in bad need of pre-commercial thinning
and mid-story hardwood control to recapture the pine-savanna
plant community. This plant community is beneficial to many spe-
cies of wildlife, the wild turkey being gone, but the red cockaded
woodpecker is another, and the Bob White quail.

Our northeastern forests also face many challenges, loss of the
oak component, low value forests from high grading practices, and
insect damage. FLEP provides a vehicle to help landowners deal
with these challenges and other cost share opportunities do not.

I would like to provide you with an example that clearly illus-
trates the relevance and demand for FLEP, the Black Hills of
South Dakota. Our NWTF regional biologist in South Dakota,
along with the State Forestry Agency, are currently working with
20 landowners in the Black Hills through a previous FLEP alloca-
tion. This allocation has already impacted over 10,000 acres of pri-
vate land. However, over 100 landowners are currently on a wait-
ing list hoping for funding. Without continued funding through
FLEP, it is unlikely the work will be completed, and their work
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currently includes removing treetops and other hazardous fuels to
reduce fire danger and improve wild turkey bird habitat. The Black
Hills also is a good example for economics. Based on economic re-
search, we estimate that turkey hunters spend $7 million in the
State of South Dakota hunting wild turkeys, and in the Black
Hills, about $2.5 million just in that region alone.

A final example I would like to provide you is Wisconsin. They
have utilized all their FLEP allocations in on the ground manage-
ment, and they are primarily focused on reversing some of the
problems they have with oak, forests going from oaks to other soft
hardwoods. Extremely effective management being conducted in
that State.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we need predict-
able funding going forward, and need to know that funding will be
available each fiscal year, and we urge the committee to get the
commitment from the administration that FLEP will be available
annually, as it was stated in the 2002 farm bill.

We thank you very much for the opportunity to be here.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Burhans appears at the conclu-

sion of the hearing.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. We will now go to ques-

tions.
Mr. Garner, do you believe that the State forestry delivery mech-

anism is more efficient than the conservation programs delivered
through the NRCS?

Mr. GARNER. I can speak for your State, Mr. Chairman, cer-
tainly. But going back to one of the discussions early on during
some of the program development during the farm bill, NRCS sug-
gested a 25 percent off the top request for their agency to admin-
ister the program.

FLEP is a federally assisted, State administered program. And
the best figures we have after one year is that the State foresters
are administering this on an average of 6 percent of the funds
going for administration. We set aside in Virginia 10 percent, and
we are not going to use half of that for administration, simply be-
cause we could use existing mechanisms to pass the money through
to where it belongs, and that is on the ground.

The CHAIRMAN. So, just on the basis of the administrative costs,
the estimate would be that a NRCS comparable program would be
four times as much, or 25 percent, as opposed to 6 percent, and 94
percent of the funds turned over to the States have gotten into the
direct benefit of the forest landowners. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. GARNER. To the best of my knowledge, that is a correct state-
ment, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. What role do private sector consulting foresters
play in delivery of FLEP?

Mr. GARNER. The Forest Stewardship Program was, and is, the
primary mechanism for developing forest management plans under
the stewardship policy. We never have been able to fully provide
enough assistance—and not subsidize, I guess, is a word for provid-
ing economic advantage to the consultants to write the stewardship
plan for the landowners.

The CHAIRMAN. I am talking about for the FLEP program, as op-
posed to the——
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Mr. GARNER. Well, but the FLEP also is such a flexible program,
that depending on the need in the States, we can enter into an
agreement with consulting foresters to help us with stewardship
plans. There is a fair number of consulting foresters that also do
the on the ground contracting work for the landowners, and so this
provides a real job opportunity for them and for the private con-
tractors to get the work done on the ground.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Mr. Burke, have you or your family participated in FLEP or

other forestry assistance programs?
Mr. BURKE. We have considered participating in FLEP in 2003,

but in consultation with our Department of Forestry Representa-
tive, we decided that because of limited funding, that we would not
apply. We applied for FIP funding, and there was no funding avail-
able. The program had run out. So this is the experience we have
had with the forestry-based programs. I will be happy to address
other programs that we have participated in, but I think if I step
back and characterize the way landowners react to these types of
programs, there are the three Cs. There has got to be the cash
available, money has got to be there, there has got to be credibility,
the money has got to be delivered, and the people have to under-
stand and see the money come to help them with their programs,
and there must be consistency. And only 1 year is not enough to
educate people with the complexity of these types of plans, so the
plans need to be instituted and continued with, and that would be
my encouragement for FLEP and plans similar to that.

The CHAIRMAN. As I noted earlier, about two thirds of the land
in my congressional district, several thousand square miles, are
covered in forests. About half of that land is owned by the Federal
Government, the citizens of the United States, in national forests
and national parks, and about half is privately owned forestland.
But when you compare the timber harvested from those lands,
about somewhere in the high 90’s, 97, 98 percent of the timber
comes off of the 50 percent that is private land, and only 2 or 3
percent is coming off of the 50 percent that is public lands. The de-
creased harvest on public forestlands has shifted timber demand
heavily toward private forest landowners, and I think that is one
of the bases of our concern about the lack of spending the money
that has already been funded, already mandated for this program.

In your view, what is the role of FLEP in improving stewardship
and conservation capabilities of NIPF landowners, in terms of what
they are facing in terms of their larger role in the market?

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, I share your view on the role of the
Federal lands versus private lands. Clearly, markets are complex
things. We face a global market in terms of selling wood as private
landowners, and each type of wood has to be looked at. Markets are
geographic and they are seasonal.

Many of the markets for what I will call low valued wood, fiber
or pulpwood, tend to be sluggish, and programs that encourage
good stewardship allow landowners to not only do timber stand im-
provement, which is one of the practices encouraged in many of
these programs, but to also do the planting that provides the wood
for future harvesting.
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So I think programs like this are critically important for land-
owners who have already committed themselves to good steward-
ship, but are equally as important to landowners who may not be
aware of certain stewardship techniques. It gets their foot in the
door. It introduces them to programs that they might not have oth-
erwise explored.

And so, I think programs like FLEP and others are critically im-
portant to the long-term health of our forests, and to good, sustain-
able forest management.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. The gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Stenholm.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Burke, I had the privilege of visualizing a
public forestland versus a private forestland experiment in Mis-
sissippi, and I know exactly what you are talking about. It is amaz-
ing to me that we haven’t been able to shift the same mentality
from private lands to the public lands in our forests. And I don’t
have a lot in my district to look at. I have to travel to other places
to see what you all are talking about, but——

Mr. BURKE. Well, accept my invitation.
Mr. STENHOLM. You got it now. You got it. Quickly, for those of

you who are on the panel who are or represent private forest land-
owners, what other Federal conservation and/or stewardship pro-
grams do you or can you utilize?

Mr. BURKE. Would you like me to address that?
Mr. STENHOLM. Yes.
Mr. BURKE. I will speak personally, and then the gentleman next

to me had a chart, which I will call the alphabet soup chart. It pro-
vides many programs, and I will speak only to the ones that I am
personally familiar with.

On our farm, we are lucky to have cropland as well as forestland,
and that distinguishes our farm from many farms. And so, in many
of the programs, for example, the CRP, the Conservation Reserve
Program, on our farm, we have participated in both the regular
and the continuous CRP, have not participated in something called
CREP. The procedures and practices that we have engaged in
under CRP are for the most part——

Mr. STENHOLM. Excuse me, Mr. Burke. I am more interested in
the forest aspects.

Mr. BURKE. OK.
Mr. STENHOLM. Not your cropland aspects.
Mr. BURKE. OK.
Mr. STENHOLM. I was saying to those of you who are private for-

est operators——
Mr. BURKE. Fine. Let me——
Mr. STENHOLM. What programs are available to you and that you

use?
Mr. BURKE. Yes, sir. Let me address that. EQIP, Environmental

Quality Incentive Program, is available for certain limited forest
activities, but it tends to be more available to and focused on agri-
cultural producers. So there is some availability there, and under
the WHIP program, Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program, there are
what I will call some associated practices that you can use to en-
hance ancillary things to your tree farming. But FLEP and pro-
grams like it are the central programs for what I will call good
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stewardship of the forest, and therefore, they are critically impor-
tant. FLEP is critically important to forestland and forest produc-
tivity.

Mr. STENHOLM. What I am trying to get at, are there any of the
programs that are out there available that you are using, other
than—I know you are for FLEP. I understand that.

Mr. BURKE. Yes.
Mr. STENHOLM. And I understand why. What I am trying to get

at is, in light of Mr. Gutknecht’s question a moment ago, what
other programs are—Secretary Rey’s comments that they believe
there were other programs that would more efficiently deliver the
services to private landowners. I am looking for what he was talk-
ing about for many of you. Can you help me?

Mr. NAKAMURA. I can speak for California. Early on, a few years
ago, at the EQIP program, I worked hand-in-hand with the NRCS.
I am with the University of California extension service, and in
working hand-in-hand with the NRCS in delivering that program,
we had to kind of bend the rules a little bit to include forest land-
owners who had no intention of harvesting timber in the future to
get them into that program. So we had to show that there was an
agricultural productive output in order to use EQIP, which was
twisting the rules a little bit. We wouldn’t have to do that with
FLEP, I don’t believe.

Mr. STENHOLM. Were you able to twist the rules and use them?
Mr. NAKAMURA. Yes, we were, but because we had such a de-

mand for EQIP, I can’t get in the front door with them any longer
with forest plans and projects.

Mr. STENHOLM. EQIP is one of the programs that has been cut
dramatically in this year’s appropriation bill again, so we are re-
ducing the amount of funds available in that. Along the same line
as—I know that several of you wanted to respond to this—but are
you aware of whether your members have been able to fully partici-
pate on State technical committees that help to decide policy and
how other conservation programs are implemented?

Mr. GARNER. I can answer that certainly for Virginia. On the
State Technical Committee, I have one staff person that was able
to get on it. We have one consulting forester, and the rest of the
State Technical Committee is basically agriculture and conserva-
tion organizations, but we only have two forestry people who were
able to get on it.

Most of the discussions and most of the allocations, the two for-
estry people have to compete pretty strongly to make sure that
EQIP stays a part of the forestry package.

Mr. GOTHARD. I would like to take a shot at addressing, I think,
two things that you mentioned. One, when Mr. Rey was talking
and utilizing my past experience in working with a lot of these pro-
grams, I was certainly taking from what he said, that he was refer-
ring to it from a cost sharing standpoint, that there were other cost
share programs that had certain components which I think these
two gentlemen have addressed much better than I, that had some
options, although those options were limited.

Let me speak to Alabama specifically, and one of the points that
I made, and this goes to the flexibility of FLEP. In Alabama, we
are not using FLEP funds for cost sharing, so none of those pro-
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grams that Mr. Rey was referring to would provide alternative
sources for the things that the committee in Alabama kind of tar-
geted as the focus areas for using those types of funds in FLEP.
That was what I took from what Mr. Rey was referring to, from
that particular standpoint.

Mr. STENHOLM. If I might, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Garner mentioned
the technical committees, but if I will have any success in having
input with the local working groups set up by NRCS through the
local conservation districts.

Mr. GARNER. I am kind of lost on the question.
Mr. STENHOLM. There is local working groups have been set up

to bring in forestry, to bring in all conservation needs, as part of
their overall operation of trying to get more conservation in the
ground. Have any of you had any favorable experiences from a for-
estry standpoint of being included in a positive way in these local
working groups that have been set up by NRCS for conservation
purposes? Obviously, you haven’t, if you don’t know what I am
talking about, so that answers my question. Thank you.

Mr. GOTHARD. I would like to speak to that briefly, if I could,
from a State technical committee standpoint. We really do have a
very good cross agency working relationship in Alabama, and our
input has been sought on both the forestry and the wildlife per-
spectives, and we have had a positive experience from a State tech-
nical committee level.

Mr. OSE [presiding]. The gentleman from Georgia.
Mr. BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to thank you

for your input and your comments. I think we are on the same
page. Working with various wildlife groups and private land-
owners, and Mr. Burke, I will invite you to my farm, and we do
the same thing you do, which is we have trees and we have crop-
land, and we do those kinds of things that make sense in Georgia.
And one of the things that is a bit disturbing to me is the simple
fact that I think the farm bill crafted a good approach to our
forestland private ownership, and now I am concerned that per-
haps the administration doesn’t agree with this committee or with
the farm bill’s positions.

I will tell you that if my friend and colleague, Mr. Hayes, from
North Carolina were here, he gave me the challenge of bringing the
Bob White quail back in Georgia when I first showed up. That is
a pretty tall order. We haven’t been as successful with that as we
have with our turkey population, or with our white-tailed deer pop-
ulation. But just those conservation practices that make sense for
the landowner, for the private landowner, and through the FLEP
program. I want to go on record as saying I am going to try to work
with this committee and the House to ensure that this program
does survive, and continues to support the landowners and the for-
est landowners in Georgia. And I don’t have any questions, so I
yield back.

Mr. OSE. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman from Alabama.
Mr. BONNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to go, for

parochial reasons, to our witness from Alabama, and just for the
record, establish some facts.
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Mr. Gothard, could you establish how many, or tell us how many
of Alabama’s forestlands are in the hands of small private owner-
ships?

Mr. GOTHARD. In Alabama, three fourths, 78 percent of our 23
million acres of forestland are owned by non-industrial private for-
est landowners. Roughly 50 percent of that is owned by families
that own less than 500 acres. That is a term that some people refer
to as small landowners. The average tract size is about 102 acres.
Depending on what perspective you are looking at, less than 1,000
acres may be a small landowner, and if you go to that level, you
are up in the 90 to 95 percent range of the non-industrial private
forestland in our State that is owned by the small private land-
owner.

Mr. BONNER. Follow up question, could the public and the indus-
trial forests in Alabama provide sufficient habitat to support wild
quail in our State without good management of the smaller, family-
owned forests, in your judgment?

Mr. GOTHARD. Quail present a very unique opportunity and chal-
lenge, as Mr. Burns was referring to. And let me say this. Any
property can be managed to provide habitat and provide quail.
Now, if you look at our goals and the goals of the Alabama Quail
Trail, and even larger, the goals of the Northern Bob White Quail
initiative, which is a regional initiative, the goals for quail improve-
ment are to increase habitat and quail populations across the land-
scape as a whole. So if you are going to achieve that, when you go
back to what we just said about the non-industrial private forest
landowner, you are never going to be able to achieve that if we
don’t engage the small, non-industrial, private forest landowner in
providing that critical early successional habitat that we need for
quail.

Mr. BONNER. Just a final question, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gothard, do you believe that the landowners, since we are

talking about FLEP, need this continued assistance, and as a fol-
low-up but related part of that, could an argument be made that
Alabama’s private forest landowners have already been given
enough opportunity to stand on their own without this program, or
is this program, does its continuance need to occur as far as you
are concerned?

Mr. GOTHARD. I think it is real important that we continue pro-
grams like this, and FLEP in particular, and something that I
mentioned and Bryan mentioned as well. Not only do landowners
need this, they are starving for it. Bryan mentioned the waiting list
of 100-plus landowners that they have in their program. In the
first 6 months of that land stewardship assistance program that we
started, we had to basically curtail our advertising, because we had
a waiting list of 200 landowners that were just hungry for that as-
sistance on how I can best manage my land and produce these flow
of benefits, both for themselves and for us as a general public. So,
they are definitely needed, and they are starving for this informa-
tion. We have, since that time, expanded that program to where we
have a few more people working with it, but we still have a con-
stant, rolling waiting list of 50 to 150 landowners.

Let me say this. We have some outstanding examples of good
stewardship being practiced in Alabama. You will find it in every
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single State, but it is a continual need and a continual learning
process. I was thinking last night, it is just like health issues. 15
year ago, we didn’t pay attention to the same things from just our
personal health that we pay attention to now, because we learn
more, and as we learn more, we have to provide the technology
transfer and the information to make sure that that is imple-
mented for all of the good that it can do.

So, we certainly have some outstanding examples of good stew-
ardship already in existence, but that need still remains. It will re-
main long term, because owners change, different family members
change, and there is quite a bit of change that has been mentioned
here in a couple of different ways. Keeping in mind that we used
to live in the rural areas and we moved to the city, and now we
have a certain amount of stepping back out. And some of those new
landowners, it is a new venture for them to really grasp and be-
come knowledgeable about how to effectively manage their land.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Gothard, thank you and all of the panelists,
and Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Nakamura, if I read your statement correctly, there
are about 100 million acres in the State of California, and about
30 million of those acres are forested lands.

Mr. NAKAMURA. Forest and woodlands.
Mr. OSE. OK. And of that, about 50 percent of those 30 million

acres are owned and managed by public agencies, about 12 percent
by forest product companies, and the balance by non-industrial
owners.

Mr. NAKAMURA. Correct.
Mr. OSE. That is on page 2 of your statement, I think.
Mr. NAKAMURA. Yes.
Mr. OSE. When you look at the practices, the forest practices in

those three groups, who has got the best practices for sustaining
the forests?

Mr. NAKAMURA. I would say it was the industrial forest compa-
nies.

Mr. OSE. Like Sierra Pacific, or some of the——
Mr. NAKAMURA. Like Sierra Pacific, Roseberg, Beatty.
Mr. OSE. Wetsel-Oviatt.
Mr. NAKAMURA. Well, they’re gone now.
Mr. OSE. Used to be Wetsel-Oviatt
Mr. NAKAMURA. Right, right.
Mr. OSE. The question I have, as it relates to this program, if the

funding within the program is gauged to be the value of $100, how
much should go for educational, how much should go for technical,
and how much should go for acquisition of easements?

Mr. NAKAMURA. I would put about a quarter of that to education,
and at least half or more to actual, on the ground implementation,
and then the balance, a quarter or less, to acquisition.

Mr. OSE. The question, the reason I ask that question is that I
have to put on the record that I am from a philosophical stand-
point, I am absolutely 100 percent opposed to further land acquisi-
tion, either in fee simple condition or by easement, by the Federal
Government. And I am trying to figure out why we would spend
25 percent of our funds for acquisition of easement, and let me ask
the question a different way. Of the educational, technical, or ac-
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quisition mode, from which do we get the biggest bang for our
buck?

Mr. NAKAMURA. It varies by when those different moneys come
in, but you have got to start with the education. You have got to
get the landowners’ attention that they want to participate in the
other two elements of that three. So I would start with the edu-
cation. If they are not aware, they are not going to go after the
technical assistance, the on the ground help. They are not going to
consider the acquisition of easement. Now, with regard to the ac-
quisition of easement, that does not necessarily take the land out
of production.

Mr. OSE. I understand.
Mr. NAKAMURA. OK. And so, I mean, the intent is to leave it in

parcel sizes that are economically viable. You can’t farm, you can’t
do forest management on small acreages, and I am thinking less
than 100 acres probably, in California, and make a go of it. And
so, smaller parcels just become homesteads, where the tendency is
to not harvest trees, to not do any management other than make
it look pretty, or try to.

Mr. OSE. In terms of California’s existing publicly owned forests,
how much timber harvesting is going on?

Mr. NAKAMURA. Well, it is down to I think 10 percent of record
highs in the mid-1980’s. It is arguable about whether that is the
sustainable level, or whether it is below that. But we are harvest-
ing less than half of what we are growing, quite a bit less than half
of what we are actually growing on an annual basis. So if you take
the annual growth as what is sustainable, then we are harvesting
considerably less than what is sustainable.

Mr. OSE. Is that a healthy practice?
Mr. NAKAMURA. Well, it is not turning out to be in southern Cali-

fornia. Because we have for the last 25, 30 years, not had any com-
mercial harvests in southern California, those forests have become
overgrown. Trees that would have otherwise been killed or de-
stroyed in wildfires, because we have suppressed wildfires, have
started to encroach on each other, and compete for the water,
which is now in deficit because of a 4 or 5 year drought in southern
California. So we have 400,000 acres of dead trees on national for-
ests in southern California.

Mr. OSE. There are many who would say that what is happening
on the Lake Arrowhead mesa and elsewhere is an environmental
catastrophe. Is it your testimony that our past practices on public
lands, as it relates to timber harvests, have been contributing to
that particular outcome?

Mr. NAKAMURA. Yes. Not just timber harvests alone. It is our fire
suppression policies. It is our lands use, our putting million dollar
homes in harm’s way, and putting them in forested situations, and
not demanding of them to treat the forests around them to make
it more fire-safe.

Mr. OSE. But whether we put the homes there or not, if we don’t
have good forestry practices, we are creating kind of a pretty foul
area, so to speak.

Mr. NAKAMURA. That is true. But if we would let natural forces
like wildfire, continue, as we are doing in national parks, they will
thin out and reduce the fuels and thin the forests out. But obvi-

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:29 Sep 08, 2004 Jkt 095608 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\DOCS\10835 HAGRI PsN: HAGRI



45

ously, we can’t do that, because of smoke and other things in the
way of——

Mr. OSE. Air quality issues.
Mr. NAKAMURA. Yes. There is a lot of complicating issues.
Mr. OSE. All right. So under FLEP, if I got your testimony cor-

rectly, you would emphasize the education, because that leads to
the other two.

Mr. NAKAMURA. That is correct.
Mr. OSE. All right. Now, my time has expired. Nobody is going

to object, I am sure. Anyway, I am going to go ahead and bring this
to a close. I want to thank this panel for their testimony. Without
objection, the record for this hearing will remain open for 10 days
to receive additional materials and supplementary written re-
sponses from witnesses to any questions posed a member of the
panel.

This hearing of the House Committee on Agriculture is ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

STATEMENT OF MARK REY

Mr. Chairman: Thank you for providing this opportunity to discuss the Forest
Land Enhancement Program (FLEP) authorized in the Forestry Title (title VIII) of
the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (the 2002 farm bill).

The people of the United States benefit greatly from the country’s 350 million
acres of non-industrial private forest land (NIPF). Besides producing 60 percent of
the forest products consumed in and exported 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 recreation. It makes
sense, given their importance, for the Nation to invest in these lands, providing
landowners with technical and financial assistance to provide a full spectrum of val-
ues.

As you know, two previous private forest land conservation incentive programs,
the Stewardship Incentive Program (SIP) and the Forestry Incentive Program (FIP)
were repealed in the 2002 farm bill and replaced by FLEP. Congress authorized
$100 million from the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) through Fiscal Year
2007 to provide educational, technical and cost-share assistance.

Through FLEP, Congress provided an additional avenue for State forestry agen-
cies and their partners to provide a wide array of educational, technical and finan-
cial services so that the Nation’s 350 million acres of NIPF could continue to provide
sustainable forest products and safeguard the health of our water, air, and wildlife.

FLEP is a voluntary program in each State and participation by landowners is
voluntary. In each State participating in the program, the State Forester and State
Forest Stewardship Coordinating Committee 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 compo-
nents that will be available to NIPF landowners and the public values of these prac-
tices.

State forestry agencies can use FLEP funds to provide assistance to NIPF owners
to achieve a broad array of natural resource objectives. The Forest Service and State
forestry agencies are guided by the following principles:

• establish, manage, maintain, protect, enhance, and restore NIPF lands.
• enhance the productivity of timber, habitat for flora and fauna, soil, water, air

quality, wetlands, and riparian buffers of these lands.
• assist owners and managers to more actively manage NIPF lands to enhance

and sustain the long-term productivity of timber and non-timber forest resources.
• reduce the risk and help restore, recover and mitigate the damage to forests

caused by fire, insects, invasive species, disease, and damaging weather.
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• increase and enhance carbon sequestration opportunities.
• enhance implementation of agroforestry practices.
• encourage and leverage State, Federal, and local resource management exper-

tise, financial assistance and educational programs that support FLEP.
NIPF owners who wish to participate in the cost-share component of FLEP in

those States offering it as an option must complete one or more of the sustainable
forestry practices available in their State as described in a forest management plan.
In each State, the State forester or a representative will evaluate the management
plans submitted by NIPF owners and approve them for participation in FLEP. Eligi-
bility criteria for FLEP are broad to encourage landowner participation.

FLEP allows cost-sharing for treatment of up to 1,000 acres per year and
variances of up to 5,000 acres if significant public benefits will accrue. The maxi-
mum FLEP cost-share payment for any practice is 75 percent. The aggregate pay-
ment to any one landowner through 2007 may not exceed $100,000, except in Alas-
ka. The variances for Alaska are described in their State Priority Plan.

States are responsible for reporting program accomplishments for all program
components—educational, technical, financial—being implemented. States also must
account for administrative costs to implement FLEP.

Program implementation began after the interim rule was published in the Fed-
eral Register on June 9, 2003. To date, $20 million in FLEP funds have been allo-
cated. Due to the extreme fire season of 2003, $50 million of FLEP funds were
transferred for fire suppression costs, of which $10 million was repaid. The adminis-
tration’s fiscal year 2005 budget proposed no FLEP funds for this fiscal year or next.

The President’s budget by necessity balances competing needs and priorities, and
reflects in its totality the priorities of the President. Difficult choices must be made.
Activities that qualify for cost-share assistance under FLEP also qualify for other
Forest Service, USDA, Federal, or state conservation program support. As of 2004,
USDA alone administered nearly 20 programs that give agricultural land users fi-
nancial incentives to apply conservation measures to their farms, ranches, and for-
ests. We believed we would be able to meet the objectives of FLEP utilizing these
other programs.

This committee has expressed its disappointment with the administration’s FLEP
decision very persuasively. On further reflection, the Department will transmit to
Congress in the near future an amended request to provide $15 million for FLEP,
coupled with a commensurate offset in FY 2005.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for providing this opportunity to discuss the Forest
Land Enhancement Program. I’ll be pleased to answer any questions the committee
may ask.

STATEMENT OF TIM L. GOTHARD

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee, it is my privilege to
speak to you today on behalf of the Alabama Wildlife Federation and our 18,000
members regarding the importance of the Forest Land Enhancement Program.

Established in 1935, the Alabama Wildlife Federation is a 501c3, non-profit orga-
nization devoted to the wise-use and responsible stewardship of our wildlife, forests,
fish, water, soils, and air. Our mission fully engages and promotes the active man-
agement of our forest and wildlife resources as a source of both economic and social
prosperity.

In Alabama, as in most of the southeastern United States, the land base is pre-
dominately owned by non-industrial, private landowners—individuals and families.
So being, the Alabama Wildlife Federation places great importance on education
and planning assistance for private landowners to help them manage their forest
and farm lands for timber production, game and non-game wildlife habitat, water
quality, and outdoor recreational opportunities. Specific examples include our 600
page hard-back book called ‘‘Managing Wildlife’’ which we completed in 1999. This
book was specifically prepared and dedicated to the owners and managers of private
lands in the southeast. Over 10,000 copies of this book are currently in circulation,
most of which are in the hands of private landowners who are using it to help guide
management on their lands. We are also heavily involved in providing on-the-
ground planning assistance to private landowners through a program called the
‘‘Land Stewardship Assistance Program.’’ Since its inception in 2000, on-site tech-
nical assistance has been provided to over 700 landowners and 400,000 acres in Ala-
bama. I share these examples with you to point out that our organization recognizes
the importance of private landowners in Alabama as ‘‘the tool’’ to insure that we
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have abundant and productive forests and wildlife lands, both now and in the fu-
ture.

The Forest Land Enhancement Program represents an important mechanism and
opportunity to maximize efforts to engage and stimulate private landowners to man-
age their lands wisely. This is an important part of the mission of state forestry or-
ganizations, organizations such as ours, and many others organizations that recog-
nize the long-term importance of land management to healthy forests, healthy wild-
life populations, and a healthy economy. Unfortunately, the breadth of this mission
exceeds our combined capacities. As a result, the diverse group in Alabama that was
asked by our state forestry agency to assist with strategic planning for the FLEP,
placed great importance on using FLEP to facilitate public-private partnerships that
would maximize information and education transfer to private landowners and stim-
ulate on-the-ground conservation in a highly cost-effective manner. In short we want
to use FLEP to empower private landowners to achieve their land management
needs and goals.

To give a specific example, the Alabama Wildlife Federation formed the ‘‘Alabama
Quail Trail’’ about 2 years ago as a tool to focus the interest and resources in quail
improvement. We do this by focusing on three fundamental aspects: Quail Hunting,
Quail Research, and Quail Conservation. In support of this effort, and with funding
assistance provided through the FLEP program, the Alabama Wildlife Federation,
our State Forestry Agency, the USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service, Ala-
bama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, and Auburn University
are finalizing plans for a series of Quail Management Seminars across the state.
The seminars will focus on providing natural resource professionals, land managers,
and private landowners with up-to-date information on how they can manage their
forest and farm lands to improve habitat for wild quail and other species that re-
quire early successional habitats. In conjunction with this project, the team will also
develop a landowners guide to quail habitat management that will further increase
our abilities to reach private landowners and effect sound management on the abun-
dant private lands in our state. Without FLEP, this project would not be on the
table.

The Forest Land Enhancement Program is an important tool to help us achieve
cost-effective conservation achievements on private lands. In Alabama, this will be
achieved by increasing public-private partnerships and focusing directly on empow-
ering private landowners. We encourage you to look favorably upon funding this im-
portant program.

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. GARNER

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. On behalf of the Na-
tional Association of State Foresters, I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify
today on the Forest Land Enhancement Program, authorized in the Forestry Title
of the 2002 farm bill.

The National Association of State Foresters is a non-profit organization that rep-
resents the directors of the state forestry agencies from all 50 States, eight U.S. ter-
ritories, and the District of Columbia. State foresters manage and protect state and
private forests across the U.S., which together encompass two-thirds of the Nation’s
forests.

Non-industrial private forestland is invaluable to the economic, social, and natu-
ral resources of our country. These family forests provide more fish and wildlife
habitat, more watershed protection, and produce more timber and other forest prod-
ucts than all of the national forests and timber companies combined. Decreasing
timber harvest levels on Federal lands, combined with the steady per capita in-
crease in wood consumption, puts growing pressure on private forests to provide
these necessary resources.

Family forestlands are also facing increasing pressure from development. The
Southern Forest Resource Assessment, a comprehensive study of the long-term sus-
tainability of forests in the South, identifies loss of forest cover due to development
as the most direct, immediate, and permanent threat to forests. This collaborative
effort among the USDA Forest Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and state for-
estry and wildlife agencies, was initiated in 1999 in response to concerns from natu-
ral resource managers and the public about the future of forests in the South, the
great majority of which are privately owned. While the scope of this study is limited
to the South, many of the findings can be accurately extrapolated to other areas of
the country.
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Recognizing the benefits of and threats to family forestlands, Congress enacted
the Forest Land Enhancement Program (FLEP) in the Forestry Title of the 2002
farm bill and made $100 million in mandatory funding available for the 5-year life
of the program. FLEP is designed as a comprehensive program to provide family for-
est landowners with technical, financial, and educational assistance to promote sus-
tainable forest managment. The program focuses on providing public benefits from
private forests by enhancing forest health and vigor, but also by improving wildlife
habitat, protecting water quality, controlling harmful invasive species, and reducing
hazardous fuel buildup. The new program replaced and consolidated the most effec-
tive aspects of two older programs, the Forestry Incentives Program (FIP) and the
Stewardship Incentives Program (SIP). Having replaced these two successful pro-
grams, FLEP now serves as the only Federal program available through State For-
esters that provides family forest landowners with additional financial and technical
tools to help them manage their forests sustainably.

In 2003, the first year of FLEP implementation, $20 million was released to the
states for technical, educational, and financial assistance to be delivered to private
landowners. After a very successful but brief period of program delivery, $50 million
in funding authority was transferred for fire suppression, of which only $10 million
was returned. By order of the White House Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), no funds were released to implement the program in 2004. Furthermore, the
President’s proposed budget, released this past February, cancels the remaining
funding for the program. I fear that if Congress adopts this proposal, the program
is doomed. The actions of the Administration clearly run contrary to the intent of
this Committee.

State Flexibility. One of the most valuable aspects of the program is its inherent
flexibility. Individual states are able to tailor the program to fit the particular needs
of the State’s family forest landowners. I shall now present you with some examples
from around the country of how the states have crafted the program to fit the
unique needs of landowners.

Arkansas. The Arkansas Forestry Commission has long struggled to have minor-
ity landowners become more involved in the long-term management of their
forestland. There exists a significant distrust of government agencies among minor-
ity landowners across the state. Low incomes and lack of education have made sus-
tainable long-term management of these family-owned forests an especially difficult
challenge.

The Commission saw an opportunity to begin to build new trust through FLEP.
Using the flexibility of the program, the Arkansas Forest Stewardship Coordinating
Committee set aside 10 percent of the FLEP funds for limited resource and minority
landowners and increased the cost-share rate for these landowners to 75 percent,
the maximum allowed. A series of twelve workshops was scheduled to be held in
churches with black congregations in rural Arkansas during weekends and evenings
to begin establishing a foundation of trust through personal interaction with For-
estry Commission staff and even the State forester himself. The workshops would
also present an opportunity for landowners to sign up for technical and financial as-
sistance.

Much to the frustration of Arkansas landowners, funding for FLEP was halted by
OMB before the first scheduled workshop. While two workshops were still con-
ducted, thanks in part to a grant from a local Resource Conservation and Develop-
ment District, no money was available to assist the landowners. Because one of the
main reasons for the workshops was to develop trust, it was extremely frustrating
for both the landowners and the Forestry Commission to have the rug pulled out
from under them.

Virginia. In my State of Virginia, we received nearly $673,000 in funding to be
used in 2003. Working through the Virginia Forest Stewardship Coordinating Com-
mittee, we allocated ten percent for administration, an additional ten percent for
training personnel to deliver the program, five percent for education, and the re-
maining 75 percent for direct cost-share assistance to landowners. Our cost-share
assistance efforts resulted in developing 49 Forest Stewardship Management Plans
on more than 10,000 acres and implementing forest resource management practices
for 429 landowners on nearly 13,000 acres. Plans for three outreach programs to mi-
nority landowners through a partnership with Virginia State University have been
cancelled due to the administration’s actions. We were hoping to use these programs
to reach an audience of landowners who traditionally have been out of touch with
our agency.

Nationwide, harmful invasive species cost Americans $138 billion in economic
losses, detection, and control. Invasives threaten biodiversity by displacing native
species. Nearly half of the species listed as threatened or endangered under the U.S.
Endangered Species Act are affected by invasives. Such persistent species as kudzu,

VerDate 11-SEP-98 10:29 Sep 08, 2004 Jkt 095608 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 F:\DOCS\10835 HAGRI PsN: HAGRI



49

tree of heaven, and garlic mustard threaten the renowned biodiversity of Virginia’s
varied forests. FLEP is an extremely valuable tool for us to reach out to landowners
to help them control invasive species on their property. Without funding, our efforts
at combating this insidious problem will be greatly hindered.

Montana. The Montana Division of Forestry recognized FLEP as a valuable tool
to help mitigate the threat of catastrophic wildfire on private lands. The Division
received $317,000 in funding in 2003 and received twice the number of applications
as the available funding could cover after only three months of accepting signups.
Nearly half the cost-share funds were used to assist landowners with reducing the
buildup of hazardous fuels on their property. While the National Fire Plan provides
money for hazardous fuel reduction primarily on Federal lands, some funds are
available for work on private lands. However, the magnitude of the problem re-
quires complementary assistance from other Federal programs such as FLEP. An
additional 25 percent targeted rehabilitation of private forestlands following the
devastating fires during the summer of 2003. Foresters in Montana estimate that
$400,000 of FLEP cost-share assistance, mostly for fuels treatment, will not reach
the ground with the elimination of FLEP funding for the remainder of the program.
With the administration’s focus on healthy forests, both public and private, FLEP
is an essential tool for restoring fire-adapted forests on private lands. The debate
over the Healthy Forests Restoration Act has demonstrated the important public
benefits of this restoration work. FLEP acts as a catalyst for the private landowners
who do not have the resources or knowledge to accomplish this restoration work on
their own.

North Carolina. In preparation for funding through the new FLEP program, the
North Carolina Division of Forest Resources created a new partnership with the
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission to help deliver technical assistance
for wildlife-related activities on family forests. The Division also worked with North
Carolina State University’s Cooperative Extension Service to provide professional
education directly to service providers, consulting foresters, and landowners. To bet-
ter connect with the State’s underserved landowners, an Outreach Coordinator was
to be hired using FLEP funds. The sudden cancellation of the funds has halted
these plans and discouraged many of North Carolina’s landowners most in need of
assistance.

Pennsylvania. Regeneration of desirable hardwood species, primarily oak and
cherry, is one of the toughest challenges facing the Pennsylvania Bureau of For-
estry. A notoriously dense population of whitetail deer across the state has put ex-
treme pressure on young tree seedlings from browsing. Private landowners have
been reluctant to try innovative methods to achieve desirable regeneration due to
high costs and lack of technical knowledge of their implementation.

A joint effort was initiated in 2001 between the Pennsylvania Bureau of Forestry
and the Pennsylvania Game Commission to begin to address the deer population
and forest regeneration. While the Game Commission focused their efforts on con-
trolling the size of the herd, the Bureau of Forestry took on the challenge of restor-
ing the forest. FLEP acted as the mechanism for the state to connect with private
landowners to foster restoration efforts. The Bureau of Forestry used FLEP funds
to establish approximately 60 demonstration projects on family forests across the
state to highlight activities private landowners could use to aid forest regeneration,
including constructing fences to exclude deer and controlling undesirable competing
vegetation. Demand for the program, even with limited public outreach, was three
to four times the available supply of funding. With the cancellation of FLEP pro-
gram funds, these restoration efforts will be greatly reduced.

California. California has an excellent state mechanism for delivering technical
and financial assistance to forest landowners, the California Forest Improvement
Program. However, recent state budget reductions have seriously eroded the effec-
tiveness of the program. When the FLEP funding became available in 2003, the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection was able to channel the
FLEP funds through the existing state program to ensure maximum efficiency of
program delivery. The priorities for delivery to landowners are post-fire forest res-
toration, hazardous fuel reduction, and forest improvement for timber, wildlife, and
water resources. The cancellation of FLEP funding has hindered the ability of the
state to provide landowners with the resources to achieve these goals. The situation
is especially critical following the increased demand due to last year’s devastating
wildfires in southern California.

Overlap with Other USDA Programs. The administration has justified the can-
cellation of FLEP by arguing that forestry technical and financial assistance can be
delivered to landowners through a variety of other USDA programs. While some
programs do provide limited assistance, it paints a very distorted picture of reality.
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Most USDA conservation programs are delivered through the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), an organization with which State foresters have es-
tablished a long working relationship. NRCS is largely an agency that delivers con-
servation programs to the Nation’s 2 million agricultural producers, a mission at
which they excel. Of all the programs delivered by NRCS, the Environmental Qual-
ity Incentives Program (EQIP) is the program considered most redundant with
FLEP. While certain forestry practices are indeed authorized to be cost-shared
under EQIP, in most states EQIP retains a largely agricultural focus, making it
most difficult for forest landowners to compete for limited funding. In addition, the
Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 establishes State foresters as the pri-
mary link between the USDA and the nearly 10 million family forest landowners
across the Nation. It recognizes that private landowners look to State foresters as
the provider of assistance for the management of their forest lands.

Not only do state forestry agencies have a direct connection to landowners, they
are also able to deliver Federal assistance programs more efficiently than the
USDA. The old Stewardship Incentives Program was delivered by State foresters
and administered by the Forest Service with a Federal administrative cost of 22 per-
cent, whereas the current FLEP program, largely administered by the states, has
a Federal administrative cost of only six percent. No new Federal employees were
hired to administer FLEP. During the initial stages of crafting the 2002 farm bill,
the NRCS requested a 25 percent administrative share if it were assigned to deliver
the new farm bill forestry program.

The priorities for each state to implement EQIP are set by the State Technical
Committee, a group that is largely composed of agricultural interests. Forestry prac-
tices have therefore been given low priority in most states. Given the incredible de-
mand for this and other conservation programs from agricultural producers, forest
landowners are finding it very challenging to sign up under EQIP. State priorities
for FLEP, on the other hand, were determined by each State’s Forest Stewardship
Coordinating Committee. These groups are appointed by the State forester and con-
tain representatives of local government, conservation groups, land trusts, state fish
and wildlife agencies, forest landowners, the forest products industry, and environ-
mental groups. Unlike the NRCS State Technical Committees, the Stewardship Co-
ordinating Committees represent a wide array of forestry interests and have a his-
tory and comprehensive knowledge of forest resource issues in each state.

Some degree of overlap among Federal conservation programs is both inevitable
and necessary. USDA’s conservation programs are all greatly oversubscribed and
landowners need other options if one program is overenrolled. Demand for EQIP
funds, for example, is nearly six times the amount of available funding, making as-
sistance for family forest owners even more difficult to acquire.

NRCS is currently in the process of redefining the agency from that of a conserva-
tion provider to a conservation enabler. The agency no longer has the staff nec-
essary to provide adequate technical assistance to landowners. Moreover, with the
exception of only 20 field foresters across the Nation, most NRCS field staff are not
foresters, making the delivery of programs to forest landowners more difficult. Con-
versely, state forestry agencies work very effectively with forest landowners to de-
liver forest conservation programs through their staff of foresters. These foresters
have fostered a trusting relationship with private landowners over the course of
many years and are looked upon as the primary source of forestry information and
assistance. As a result, programs offered through the State foresters are the most
effective at meeting the needs of forest landowners because this mechanism for tech-
nical assistance and relationship with landowners is already in place.

State foresters are the chief provider of forestry assistance to family forest land-
owners and we are committed to working with the Committee to ensure the future
of FLEP is secured. Without funding for FLEP, family forest landowners will be left
without a targeted cost-share program for the first time in nearly 50 years, a great
disservice to landowners, the forest resource, and ultimately the Nation.

With increasing pressures from development and the reduction of timber harvest-
ing on Federal land, a cost-share program for family forest landowners is needed
more than ever. The program must be focused on state and local issues, flexible
enough to meet varied conditions and contexts, and administered through the State
Forestry agencies who have the expertise and existing program delivery structure.
FLEP is this program.

We appreciate the committee’s support for the program, especially in these finan-
cially challenging times. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I would be
happy to answer any questions you may have.
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STATEMENT OF BRYAN J. BURHANS

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My name is Bryan
Burhans and I am the director of Land Management Programs for Conservation
Programs for the National Wild Turkey Federation. I am a professional wildlife biol-
ogist with expertise in the management of wild turkeys and other wildlife on both
public and private lands in the United States, Canada, and Mexico.

We appreciate the opportunity to address you on what we believe is a critical pro-
gram affecting private forestlands across the country—the Forest Land Enhance-
ment Program.

The National Wild Turkey Federation strongly supports restored funding of
FLEP. Frankly Mr. Chairman, we share your frustration that we are fighting for
funding when this program was duly passed by this Committee and the Congress,
AND fully funded.

Active Forest Management Promotes Diversity. Wild turkeys benefit from active
forest management that involves appropriate timber harvest, thinning, timber stand
improvement cuts, prescribed burning, appropriate application of herbicides, and
other tools used by landowners. A managed forest provides far superior habitat for
the wild turkey, and most other species of wildlife, as compared to an unmanaged
forest. From the Black Hills of South Dakota to the oak forests of Kentucky to the
pine-dominated coastal plain of Virginia, private landowners that properly manage
their forest provide improved habitat for wild turkeys and many other species of
wildlife.

Popular practices such as planting trees and shrubs that produce abundant food
sources and creating wildlife openings are important, but these practices cannot re-
place the importance of comprehensive forest management.

FLEP— A Missed Partnership Opportunity? The Forest Land Enhancement Pro-
gram was designed to ‘‘establish, restore, protect, manage, maintain, and enhance
the health and productivity of the non-industrial private forestlands in the United
States for timber, habitat for flora and fauna, soil, water, and air quality, wetlands
and riparian buffers to help meet future public demand for forest resources and pro-
vide environmental benefits (US Forest Service document).’’ This program provides
a great opportunity for state forestry agencies to further partner with groups like
the National Wild Turkey Federation to help enhance delivery and implementation
of this vital program. FLEP provides a great opportunity to stretch existing Federal
funds through partnerships.

For example, on average the southeastern states planned on allocating 10% of
funds towards outreach and education. If FLEP is funded as authorized, this could
provide $2 million for education and information purposes. If just 25% of this fund-
ing is used for landowner outreach, and NGOs, like the NWTF, add an additional
25% to the pool of funding, over 6,000 landowners owning an estimated 1.5 million
acres of private land could be educated in one year. We are missing an opportunity
to sell conservation to the very people we depend on to provide us with clean water,
clean air, a secure forest products base, and abundant and diverse wildlife popu-
lations.

The NWTF has offered funding and staff to help agencies deliver these outreach
programs. Currently, we are partnering with state forestry agencies in Wisconsin,
Minnesota, Georgia, Alabama, South Carolina, Pennsylvania, New York, North
Carolina, South Dakota, Louisiana, and Nebraska, just to name a few. By pooling
funding and staff between the state agencies and the NWTF, together we have de-
livered land management outreach to hundreds of landowners and natural resource
professionals. The Forest Land Enhancement Program offered a dramatic oppor-
tunity to increase partnership opportunities and reach more private landowners.

In Georgia alone, in partnership with the Georgia Forestry Commission, we have
hosted over 15 landowner workshops over the last several years. This partnership
has allowed us to impact well over a quarter million acres of private land in Geor-
gia. Without the combined funding through this partnership, this effort would not
be possible. With restored FLEP funding, even more partnership opportunities like
this would be possible in Georgia.

FLEP Complements the Forest Stewardship ProgramOne of the great attributes
of FLEP was its ability to complement the state forestry agencies existing Forest
Stewardship Program. FLEP offered a unique opportunity to enhance the in-demand
technical assistance offered by the agencies, and focus funds towards a much-needed
tool—financial assistance.

Landowners implement conservation practices for a variety of reasons. Financial
assistance is a time-proven tool to encourage landowners to initiate conservation
and management practices that they would otherwise not implement. For example,
many private forests in the Southeast are in need of pre-commercial thinning and
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mid-story hardwood control to recapture a pine-savanna plant community. This
plant community is beneficial for many species, including the wild turkey, red
cockaded woodpecker, and bobwhite quail. Financial assistance is needed by some
landowners to encourage them to implement these needed projects. The result is im-
proved wildlife habitat, improved water quality and a higher quality forest products
supply.

The Southeast is not the only region with this need. The northeastern forests face
many challenges: loss of the oak component, low-value forests from past high-grad-
ing practices, and insect damage. FLEP provides a vehicle to help landowners deal
with these challenges that other cost-share opportunities do not—and FLEP accom-
plishes many tasks that other farm bill programs can not accomplish.

Case Study—The Black Hills of South Dakota. The Black Hills of South Dakota
is a prime illustration of the effectiveness of financial assistance using FLEP fund-
ing, and demonstrates the current demand for FLEP in the region. According to
Chad Lehman, regional wildlife biologist with the NWTF, ‘‘FLEP has the potential
to have the most impact to enhance wildlife habitat compared to existing state and
Federal programs, and also protect forests from dangerous wildfires.’’ Lehman and
foresters with the South Dakota Department of Agriculture, Division of Resource
Conservation and Forestry, are currently working with 20 landowners in the Black
Hills through previous FLEP allocations impacting over 10,000 acres of private
lands.

Of critical importance is the fact that over 100 landowners are currently on a
waiting list for FLEP funding in this area. Without continued funding through
FLEP, it is unlikely the work will be completed. Their current work includes remov-
ing tree tops and hazardous fuels to reduce fire hazards and enhance wild turkey
brood habitat.

The Black Hills example also illustrates the impact the FLEP program can have
on the local economy. Based on economic research by Lehman and others (e.g., see
Southwick Associates, Inc, 2003), Lehman estimates that turkey hunters spend over
$7 million annually hunting the wild turkey in South Dakota. Lehman estimates
that turkey hunters spend over $2.5 million just in the Black Hills region. Better
habitat equates to better turkey hunting and more turkey hunters fueling the local
economy. It is important to keep our private forestlands as sustainable working for-
ests. When these forests are consumed by wildfire, no one benefits.

Case Study—Wisconsin. According to the Wisconsin Department of Natural Re-
sources (N. Potvin, personal communications) all of the previous FLEP allocations
have been utilized for on-the-ground management. The practices used in the state
directly impact the wild turkey resource and a wide array of other wildlife. Oak is
the dominant (preferred) forest type in the state. The state, working with private
forest landowners, have used FLEP funding to conduct timber stand improvement
cuts, and control invasive plant species that negatively impact forest resources. Of
high concern in the state is the loss of the oak component in the forest. This is an
important concern to wild turkey hunters oak mast is an important food source for
wild turkeys and many other species of wildlife. The state’s work using FLEP fund-
ing is helping to reverse the trend of oak-dominated forests converting to soft hard-
wood forests.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this program was authorized and
fully funded. I urge you to fight for the release of funds that will guarantee better
forest health.Thank you.

STATMENT OF JOHN W. BURKE, III

Thank you for this opportunity to testify on behalf of over 50,000 family forest
owners of the American Tree Farm System, who urge you to restore funding to the
Forest Land Enhancement Program for fiscal year 2005.

Mr. Chairman, by vocation I am an attorney. But, after my family, my passion
is my trees.

My wife and I own forest land and I manage for a family limited partnership over
2,000 acres of forest land near Richmond, Virginia. We take great care of our forest
land and it is the intention of our family to leave much of it as a legacy for future
generations. My parents viewed stewardship of the land as one of the highest prior-
ities. I learned that lesson from them and now want to pass this blessing and re-
sponsibility on to future generations within our family.

We are proud of the stewardship ethic and are proud of the fact that our forest
land has been certified by the American Tree Farm System as being managed in
a sustainable manner. However, our stewardship and management for future sus-
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tainability cannot occur in a vacuum. It must occur in the context of the real world
challenges and risks facing forest landowners each and every day.

In states like Virginia, there are four acres of family owned forest for every single
acre owned by industry and government combined. Our family-owned forests supply
the wood that supports a $1.5 billion payroll—nearly 1 in 10 of all manufacturing
jobs in the State.

But our forests aren’t just tree factories. They provide prime habitat for all kinds
of species, and help nurture critical watersheds. They sequester carbon, produce ox-
ygen, host all sorts of outdoor recreation, and provide the green space around our
cities.

It is not easy trying to maintain this forest land for future generations. The pres-
sures to sell are great, and living so near to urban centers such as Richmond and
Fredericksburg multiplies those challenges. Currently, the U.S. is losing nearly 1.5
million acres of forest land every year to development and other forms of land con-
version. This forest land and its wildlife are lost forever as it is converted to shop-
ping centers, housing developments and strip malls. We do not oppose wise develop-
ment. People must have places to live. However, programs like FLEP help to prop-
erly balance the pressures for development with sound, long term forest manage-
ment.

The challenge of keeping our forest as forest is not unique to me. Today, there
are 10 million family forest owners like myself in the United States. We hold nearly
60 percent of all the productive forestland in America. Almost 4.5 million of us own
10 acres or more. It is this forest land that provides nearly 60 percent of all the
forest products harvested in the U.S.

Together we face what we call the Nation’s ‘‘Invisible Forest Health Crisis.’’ A cri-
sis where many forest owners don’t see a way to preserve their family’s heritage
of voluntary, private stewardship.

It’s a fact that most families don’t own forests just for the money. Most say they’re
in it for pride and pleasure first; a profit on timber falls further down the list. But
even the most conservation-minded owner needs cash. For taxes, insurance, to in-
vest in the future of their forests.

More and more these days, that cash can’t be found just by working in the woods.
Markets for wood are sluggish, near non-existent for lower-value trees. Land prices
and taxes are high, and getting higher as cities and towns grow closer to the woods.

Just as important, our city neighbors prize the ‘‘environmental goods’’ we produce.
Our forests are the green places folks want to get away to. Their water is cleaner
and cheaper because of the watersheds we manage. We produce oxygen in our for-
ests, and take up carbon dioxide.

America’s family owned forests provide the critical habitat needed for the vast
majority of our treasured wildlife. Our valuable wildlife resources cannot exist in
parks and Federal and state forests alone. The significant private landowner base
and their diverse sound forest management provide an overwhelming majority of
habitat for all of the wildlife species that we know and love.

It seems public values and public policy toward family forest owners are based
on a paradox—that their land can sustain itself without cash flow, and that vital
public goods can be produced without investment.

When this committee introduced the Forest Land Enhancement Program into the
2002 farm bill, it seemed to us a way around this paradox. It was the first new for-
est incentive program in decades. Family forest owners were excited. We believed
that FLEP affirmed Congress’s intent to tackle our invisible forest health crisis, and
help us sustain our heritage of private stewardship.

True, FLEP was a small program amounting to roughly six-tenths of 1 percent
of all conservation funding authorized in the farm bill. But it was the only program
designed to address conservation on our 60 percent share of the Nation’s
timberland.

We were dismayed to learn that the President’s budget eliminated FLEP. Despite
what others may tell you, it is not a redundant program. Virtually all other pro-
grams are designed primarily for agricultural operators—either by statute [the Con-
servation Security Program, for example] or through the manner in which they’re
administered [like EQIP]. State rating systems for cost-share eligibility can make
it very difficult for forest owners who aren’t farmers to even be considered for fund-
ing.

Among family forest owners, though, fewer than 1 in 10 are also farmers or
ranchers. For the rest, FLEP was their best shot at gaining access to federally-fund-
ed conservation programs.

These family forest owners are not wealthy. Their median combined annual
household income is $50,000. With pressures from urbanization, exploding state and
local property taxes, increasing regulations and loss of low value wood markets to
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overseas competition, many can’t find the resources or the will to hang on to their
land.

Making these investments in forestry is no easy choice. It takes patience, as your
‘‘assets’’ mature for 20, 40, 60 even 100 years—all the while subject to natural disas-
ters like fire, flood, drought, wind, insects and disease. And it takes a measure of
faith, as markets will change in ways no one can predict, and returns may flow only
to one’s heirs.

FLEP is certainly not the whole answer, but it is part of the answer. It recognized
the value our forest land provides to our communities and this Nation pure water,
clean air, abundant wildlife and healthy rural economies. And it helped sustain the
cash flow we need to keep our land in trees.

On behalf of our 50,000 Certified Tree Farmers and all family forest owners, I
urge you to restore FLEP funding for 2005, maintain the program for the future,
and explore other ways to resolve America’s invisible forest health crisis.

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY

There is a critical and growing need from America’s family forest owners for con-
servation funding. Today there are nearly 4 million forest owners eligible for fund-
ing, twice that of America’s farming community. Yet, U.S. forest owners are allo-
cated only six-tenths of 1 percent of the total conservation funding available for ag-
ricultural producers.

Although some may point to many other conservation programs that allow fund-
ing for forestry-related activities, this funding is either insignificant as related to
demand, is not publicized to forest owners, is administered by Federal agencies un-
familiar with family forest owner needs, or demands the owner be a agricultural
producer. FLEP is unique because it does not call for eligible forest lands to be asso-
ciated with agricultural production.

Virtually all other programs are designed primarily for agricultural operators—
either by statute [the Conservation Security Program, for example] or through the
manner in which they’re administered [like EQIP]. State rating systems for cost-
share eligibility can make it very difficult for forest owners who aren’t farmers to
even be considered for funding. To be eligible for funding an applicant must be an
individual or entity actively engaged in livestock or agricultural production and
must be applying for lands eligible under the program.

As I mentioned earlier in my testimony, fewer than 1 in 10 U.S. forest owners
are also farmers or ranchers. For America’s family forest owners, FLEP provided the
best chance at gaining access to federally-funded conservation programs.

Of all the appropriate conservation programs that may have some type of funding
available for forest conservation and enhancement, other than FLEP, only three are
salient: Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program
(WHIP), Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQUIP).

Of these three EQUIP offered the greatest potential for forest owners. Unlike CRP
and WHIP, EQUIP was designed to be more broad based in its applicability to the
numerous issues facing family forest owners.

Unfortunately, as currently administered in many states, EQUIP funding is prac-
tically unattainable for family forest owners. In many states, State Technical Com-
mittees [who determine eligible practices to be funded] have proved themselves to
be closed societies. Forestry interests find themselves running into a ‘‘sod wall’’ from
committees blocking either some or increased participation of forestry representa-
tion. This wall also manifests itself through funding eligibility scoring systems so
biased toward agricultural production that forest owners with no agricultural own-
ership cannot pass the first tranche. But most convincingly, the proof lies in the
numbers themselves. During fiscal year 2002 and fiscal year 2003, over $930 million
EQUIP dollars were dedicated to conservation projects in the U.S. Only $2.3 million
of this was dedicated to implementing forestry related programs. Astoundingly, fam-
ily forest owners received only two one-thousandth percent of dedicated funding.

This is why it is so critical for FLEP to be fully funded as mandated by Congress
in the 2002 farm bill. These dollars are the most significant source of real dollars
that forest owners may count on. As mentioned earlier in my testimony, forest own-
ers are faced with many challenges, and the pressure to succumb to development
continues to grow. Our forests must not only be physically viable, but economically
viable as well. If there is no consistant cash flow—there can be no conservation.
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STATEMENT OF GARY NAKAMURA

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Gary Nakamura, an exten-
sion forester from Redding, California. I also am a member of the Society of Amer-
ican Foresters (SAF) and was recently elected to serve on the Council of the Society,
representing California and Hawaii SAF members. Today I am here to express the
views of the Society of American Foresters with regard to sustainable management
of private, nonindustrial forestland, particularly family-owned forests, and the For-
est Land Enhancement Program (FLEP).

SAF—the largest scientific, professional, and educational forestry organization in
the world—believes strongly in sustainable forest management on both public and
private forest land, and our core values reflect this belief. As foresters, we must en-
sure the continued health and use of forest ecosystems and ensure that these re-
sources are available for the benefit of society now and in the future. Because pri-
vately owned nonindustrial forestland constitutes the majority of this country’s for-
ested land, its management is of great interest and concern to the profession. SAF
strongly believes that both public and private investment in these forests is nec-
essary to ensure sustainable management of these resources and ultimately meet
society’s needs.

Why is there value in maintaining sustainable, working forests particularly fam-
ily-owned forests that are managed for diverse ecosystem outputs and services? The
current situation in southern California suggests that a preserved or not actively
managed forest is not necessarily preserved forever. Many people consider harvest-
ing of trees and thinning of forests to be destructive of the forest yet 400,000 acres
of ponderosa pine forest that were ‘‘protected’’ from harvest in the San Bernardino
National Forest has now become overly dense and unhealthy. This forest has been
killed by epidemics of insects, and the dead trees that pose a safety hazard are
being removed at a cost of hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars.

In many ways, it is too late for southern California’s nonindustrial private forests
(NIPF), particularly family-owned forests, to benefit from cost-share and assistance
programs such as FLEP. However, the Sierra Nevada and coastal redwood forest
ecosystems are just now coming under development pressure, and there are still ex-
tensive NIPF forest ownerships that could benefit from FLEP, maintaining these
forests as fully functioning forests. It certainly is not too late for many areas of the
country, where we have the opportunity to assist family forest owners with protec-
tion and maintenance of their forests.

Nonindustrial private forestland constitutes 362 million acres, or more than half
of all forestland in the United States. The majority of this forestland is owned by
families and individuals (approximately 75 percent). Most of these owners own be-
tween 1 and 99 acres of forestland. In the northern and southern United States, 71
percent of forests are in NIPF ownership. These forests contribute significantly to
societal benefits. Almost all endangered species spend at least part of their time on
private lands. These lands also are home to thousands of other species that aren’t
endangered. Sixty percent of the Nation’s primary water supply flows through our
forests the majority of which, as noted previously, are owned by families and indi-
viduals. From 1952 to 1996, NIPF owners produced 59 percent of total timber har-
vest volume, while industrial forests produced 30 percent, and national forests pro-
duced 5 percent. Southern NIPFs accounted for 64 percent of the NIPF harvest;
NIPFs on the Pacific Coast accounted for 16 percent. Clearly, proper management
of NIPFs is important to maintaining landscape-scale healthy forest conditions and
valued forest ecosystem services of watershed, wildlife habitat, aesthetics/open
space, and recreation. We cannot afford to ignore this important resource.

In my home State of California, for example, forested ecosystems are a large and
important element, covering 30 percent of the land area, or 30 million acres. These
forests are owned and managed by public agencies such as the USDA-Forest Service
and the National Park Service (50 percent by area), by forest product companies (12
percent), and by 350,000 nonindustrial owners (38 percent). These diverse eco-
systems are habitat for thousands of plant and animal species, many endemic to
California or otherwise rare. Forested watersheds provide water for 80 percent of
the domestic, industrial, and agricultural users in the state and the resource base
for an important timber industry that supplies about 50 percent of California’s lum-
ber and wood products needs. Recreational uses of forests have increased dramati-
cally in the past 20 years and are expected to continue to increase over the next
50 years.

Over the next 50 years, California is expected to lose 20 percent of its NIPF
forestland to development. Private forests nationwide are increasingly threatened by
urban sprawl, nonforest development, fragmentation, and parcelization. Although
some regions of the country are experiencing increases in forestland, according to
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a National Research Council report, nationwide an additional 20 million acres are
at risk of being lost to these factors by 2020.

Fragmentation and parcelization continue to be two of the less visible threats to
private forests. Fragmentation when forests are broken into isolated patches is often
regarded as one of the greatest threats to biodiversity worldwide and is a factor in
declining wildlife habitat. Parcelization where forests are broken down into smaller
parcels with different landowners is a factor in reduced forest functionality. Today,
forests are being broken down into parcels of 100 acres or smaller at the rate of
approximately 2 million acres per year. Together, fragmentation and parcelization
contribute to a forested landscape that is more susceptible to development and in-
creasing management uncertainty. If we wish to manage our forests sustainably we
must ensure that these forests remain forests.

So what can be done? Private landownership and the issues associated with it
have been studied for decades. There are a variety of mechanisms to curb these
problems and promote sustainable management of these forests so they continue to
provide desired needs and values. One of the more effective mechanisms is to pro-
vide technical, educational, and financial assistance to these family forestland own-
ers, as Congress authorized with the creation of the Forest Land Enhancement Pro-
gram (FLEP) in the 2002 farm bill. We appreciate the efforts of this Committee in
creating this program and seeing it through the bill’s negotiations. Now, two years
later, we are struggling to keep this program in place. No program funds have been
released this year even those specifically allocated by Congress. SAF believes these
forests are important enough to warrant continuation of this program.

Let me give you a few examples of how landowner education and cost-share pro-
grams can maintain these NIPF forests as working forests, providing sufficient in-
come to make it worthwhile to keep it in forest cover for watershed, wildlife, and
open space.

The State of California recognized the public value of NIPF land by creating the
California Forest Improvement Program (CFIP). In 2000–03, CFIP allocated $2.2
million in cost-share grants with funds derived from timber harvest on state forests
a reinvestment of income from forest management back into forest management on
NIPF forestlands (20- to 5,000-acre ownerships). A sampling of these grants shows
$800,000 went to 59 landowners who own an average of 350 acres and received an
average of $14,000 for thinning, weed control, planting, wildlife habitat improve-
ment, road repair, and watershed restoration. Since implementation of CFIP began,
projects have been implemented on more than 20,000 acres of forestland, helping
to create habitat for species such as wood ducks, steelhead, mule deer, and sandhill
cranes and restoring various conifer and hardwood species. In 2003 FLEP funding
was rolled into this program to help cover the costs.

In 2000 the California State Resources Agency convened the Forestland Incentives
Task Force to improve the use of incentives and cooperative programs (rather than
regulations) to conserve forested lands, promote sustainable forestry, and protect
forest resources. This action recognizes the value of NIPF forestlands and the need
for incentives to reward good management for public trust values that do not have
a market value watershed, wildlife, open space, aesthetics, hunting/fishing recre-
ation, air quality.

In Virginia, FLEP money was used to hold workshops to help landowners under-
stand the variety of options available to them both financially and technically. In
these workshops, landowners learn that there are experts who can help them pro-
tect water quality in the streams in their forests and that they can implement sil-
vicultural practices that will help them gain financially from their forests and there-
fore make keeping their forest land a viable option. Without workshops such as this,
forest landowners will remain unaware of how forest management can help them
achieve their management objectives.

I’m personally involved in similar outreach efforts in California. In feedback I’ve
received after teaching landowner courses, many cite a greater understanding of
things such as: vertical and horizontal vegetation distribution effect on wildland
fire, power of outsloping and rolling dips on erosion, the economics of timber produc-
tion, edge effects on wildlife, pest diagnosis, and riparian management. Others bene-
fited from learning about cost sharing, program assistance, and forest planning. Still
others appreciate learning how to control weeds on their property and maintain for-
est roads.

Of particular interest to California family landowners is, of course, wildfire risk
reduction. After these educational courses, many realize the need to conduct fuels
reduction and work with foresters to develop and implement plans to treat their for-
ests. Among these landowners there is a great interest in learning of any assistance
available to conduct thinning, fuels treatment, and replanting after fires.
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As you can see, forest landowner education, outreach, and cost-share programs,
such as FLEP, Forest Stewardship and others, have been extremely important to
the family forestland owner community and potentially can contribute to the sus-
tainable management of over half of the Nation’s forestland. FLEP in particular, is
beneficial because it helps accomplish important work on the ground that would oth-
erwise not be completed. To emphasize the importance of FLEP, I’d like to offer
some key reasons why SAF believes the program is critical to sustainable forest
management on family owned forests.

FLEP solely addresses private, non-industrial forestland owners. There certainly
are other assistance options that private forest landowners are eligible for: the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program, the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program,
and the Department of the Interior’s Cooperative Conservation Initiative, to name
a few. However, FLEP is designed to stand out among these programs, addressing
a specific niche that often is underserved by other agricultural land conservation
programs such as these. The authors of FLEP specified that this program is de-
signed solely for private forest landowners. It is extremely difficult for forest land-
owners to participate in what are rightly so predominantly agriculture land con-
servation programs. Agriculture landowner programs certainly have their place, but
historically they have not served the private forest landowner community to the ex-
tent necessary. Congress recognized this concern and responded by creating a pro-
gram in the 1996 farm bill; it revised this program in the 2002 farm bill into what
today is the Forest Land Enhancement Program.

FLEP, with the assistance of the Forest Stewardship Program, assists in meeting
often unattainable goals that provide benefits to the landowner and the public.
Many of the management goals that NIPF landowners express are public trust ob-
jectives such as wildlife habitat, open space and aesthetically pleasing forests, wa-
tersheds that produce clean water and healthy fisheries, fire hazard mitigation, and
maintaining an overall healthy forest. Because these goals do not produce income
and can be quite costly to achieve, they often remain good but unattained inten-
tions. The Forest Stewardship Program, which assists landowners with the creation
of a management plan and identification of management practices, and FLEP,
which can be used to assist landowners in implementing their plans, complement
each other in helping landowners achieve these often unattainable goals while pro-
viding numerous public benefits in the process.

FLEP offers an integrated approach to land management, allowing family forest
landowners to meet a variety of economic and ecological objectives. Landowner sur-
veys have demonstrated that timber harvesting typically is not the primary reason
for ownership. In fact, only 20 percent of NIPF landowners state that they own their
forest for economic reasons. These forestland owners come from diverse backgrounds
and viewpoints and own their land for a multitude of values and uses primarily
recreation and enjoyment. These forests also face threats such as wildfire, insects,
disease, and invasive species, to name a few. Only with an integrated approach to
management of these forests for example, combining fuels treatment with timber
stand improvement and recreational opportunities will these families achieve their
objectives and thus be more inclined to retain their forestland. FLEP is unique be-
cause of its flexibility to meet the needs of these diverse landowners. Its purpose
is to assist with sustainable management, no matter what the objectives of the land-
owner are. It provides flexibility to meet various management objectives in the same
forests. It is not focused solely on one benefit such as wildlife habitat or clean water
and instead, integrates these objectives into a comprehensive land management ap-
proach, creating a unique opportunity to meet both private objectives and public
needs.

FLEP helps family landowners conduct sustainable timber harvesting. Although
the majority of forestland owners do not own their land for timber production, they
may wish to harvest timber on their lands for financial reasons. Family situations,
illnesses, and college tuitions, for example, create circumstances in which these
owners have a choice between selling or parceling their land or harvesting timber.
It is extremely important in these instances that forest landowners have profes-
sional forestry expertise to help them with this harvesting. Forestry professionals
can help landowners apply various silvicultural tools to ensure that harvesting is
done in a sustainable manner and that landowners’ other objectives are realized.
FLEP offers a way for these landowners to get this assistance.

SAF strongly believes that program funding should continue so we can continue
to meet the needs of the more than 9 million nonindustrial private forest land-
owners, mostly family forestland owners, throughout the country. One year of pro-
gram implementation is not an adequate time frame to judge whether the program
is fulfilling its goals. New programs often take several years to develop and become
successful. We must allow FLEP adequate time to reach its full potential.
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We must recognize that these family-owned forests are critical to our continued
well-being as a society. FLEP funding and other landowner assistance mechanisms
are critical and must stay in place to assist these landowners. We look forward to
continuing our work with this committee to address the needs of family forestland
owners.
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STATEMENT OF LAURA MCCARTHY

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to
provide this written statement for the record of the Review of the Forest Land En-
hancement Program. I am the policy program director for the Forest Guild, an orga-
nization of foresters and natural resource professionals. The Guild has a member-
ship of about 500 foresters and natural resource professionals who manage over 41.4
million acres of mostly private land in the United States and Canada. The Guild’s
mission is to promote ecologically, economically, and socially responsible forestry as
a means of sustaining the integrity of forest ecosystems and the human commu-
nities dependent upon them.

The Forest Land Enhancement Program (FLEP) is a critical program that moti-
vates private landowners to manage forests for public values and environmental
services. Family forestlands supply over 70 percent of the Nation’s wood, a renew-
able resource that is needed to meet our national housing and other needs. At the
same time, these family forests provide critical environmental services, such as
clean water and wildlife habitat, and maintain important quality-of-life values, such
as scenery and open space.

The timber from family forests competes in a global market. In several parts of
the country, there are strong markets for high-quality wood, such as hardwood ve-
neer logs, that come from family forests. These high-quality products generate the
greatest amount of revenue for the landowner as well as substantial public benefits
in the form of environmental services and beautiful forests.

The reality of forest management in the United States is that most family
forestlands have been logged at least once or twice, and occasionally three times.
Many private forests are in a depleted condition, as shown by the increasing fre-
quency and severity of natural insect outbreaks, the increasing vulnerability of for-
ests to non-native pests, and the increase of catastrophic wildfire in the West. Glob-
al climate change is likely adding additional stress and weakening the resilience of
forests. Without active forest management, depleted family forestlands will yield
poor-quality timber that does not meet the Nation’s demand for fiber, competes
poorly in global markets, provides inadequate wildlife habitat, and may contribute
to erosion and poor quality water. If family forests are managed and restored, they
will yield timber for future generations and provide key environmental services for
the public.

A key problem for family forestland owners is how to pay for the management
needed to restore healthy forest conditions. When wood quality is low, timber sale
receipts will not cover the costs of restoration. The Forest Land Enhancement Pro-
gram is critical to provide cost-share incentives for landowners to undertake active
management to restore degraded forests.

For example, in farm states where smaller pastured woodlots and invasive species
are common, many forests require reforestation and remedial practices. Control of
invasive brush using mechanical treatments and prescribed fire and supplemental
reforestation are necessary to maintain these forests. Wisconsin is one farm state
where FLEP funding has supplemented the State’s landowner grant program, allow-
ing family forests owners to control invasive species and restore healthy forests.
FLEP funding in Wisconsin restored 5,100 acres of forests in 2004.

In North Carolina, the limited allocation of FLEP funds has been used to fund
58 reforestation projects, 73 forest stand improvement projects, and 64 wildlife habi-
tat improvement projects. The total of 200 cost-share projects restored forest health
on 15,000 acres for a sum of $570,000 FLEP dollars. That works out to a Federal
investment of less than $40 per acre—which is a bargain compared to the Federal
investment of about $1,000 per acre for forest thinning in some Western forests.
FLEP is such a success in North Carolina that more than 150 landowners are on
a waiting list, with nearly 10,000 acres proposed for forest restoration.

In Washington State, family forest owners have been very frustrated with farm
bill programs other than FLEP, and have had little success competing with agricul-
tural interests for other USDA assistance. Family forest owners in Washington are
convinced that FLEP is the only farm bill Program that will provide them with
meaningful assistance.

In conclusion, the Forest Guild supports the balanced emphasis FLEP provides on
economic, ecological, and recreational resources of forests. This balanced emphasis
helps reach a broad base of landowners with many different objectives, yet who all
share the common goal of healthy forests.

The Guild encourages the Congress to ensure adequate funding for FLEP. The Of-
fice of Management and Budget’s refusal to release the 2004 funds, and the Presi-
dent’s budget recommendation for fiscal year 2005, clearly run counter to the intent
of this Committee. The Forest Guild believes that FLEP is vitally important to
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American forests and forest owners, and with your help, we hope FLEP will meet
the critical needs it was designed to serve.

Æ
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