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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON FUNDING OF ENVI-
RONMENTAL INITIATIVES AND THEIR IM-
PACT ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 2000

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREST AND FOREST HEALTH,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m., in room
1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth-
Hage (Chairperson of the Subcommittee) presiding.

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

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. The Subcommittee is meeting today to
hear testimony on the funding of environmental initiatives and
their impact on local communities.

In last week’s Economist magazine, one of the lead stories was
about non-governmental organizations, or NGO’s. The article said
that “the general public tends to see them as uniformly altruistic,
idealistic, and independent. But they are often far from being ‘non-
governmental’, as they claim. And they are not always a good
force”. The Economist goes on to say that NGO’s “deserve much
sharper scrutiny”. That is what we are doing here today: examining
the funding of NGO’s environmental initiatives on the national for-
ests and their impact on local communities.

A full Committee hearing on the Impact on Federal Land Use
Policies on Rural Communities” was held on June 9, 1998. At that
hearing, it was pointed out that in States with a high percentage
of Federal land, there is a significant urban-rural prosperity gap.
Urban areas are booming while rural areas are reeling. Many wit-
nesses attributed this to Federal land management policies and
outlined specific examples of how current Federal land manage-
ment policies have had devastating impacts on the economies of
their communities. Several witnesses pointed out that many of the
destructive Federal policies were implemented as a result of NGO
environmental advocacy, financed by tax exempt grants from pri-
vate charitable foundations.

Environmental groups are relying more and more on wealthy
non-profit foundations to fund their operations. According to a re-
cent article in the Boston Globe, foundations invest at least $400
million a year in environmental advocacy and research. The largest
environmental grant-maker, the $4.9 billion Pew Charitable
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Trusts, gives more than $35 million annually to environmental
groups.

Advocacy for national forests policy initiatives appears to be
largely financed by charitable foundations through tax-free grants.
For example, the Clinton-Gore Administration’s Roadless Initiative
may withdraw up to 60 million acres of National Forest Lands for
multiple use. This initiative appears to have been organized and
funded by charitable foundations, primarily the Philadelphia-based
Pew Charitable Trusts.

Since September 1998, Pew has given the National Audubon So-
ciety more than $3.5 million in tax-free grants to organize the Her-
itage Forests Campaign, a coalition of about a dozen environmental
groups. The sole objective of the Campaign appears to be the cre-
ation of widespread public support for the Clinton-Gore Adminis-
tration’s initiative to restrict access on 60 million acres of national
forest lands.

The Heritage Forests Campaign illustrates several potential
problems with foundation-financed environmental political advo-
cacy, namely, the lack of fair, broadbased representation and the
absence of accountability. Particularly disturbing is this Adminis-
tration’s acquiescence to the Campaign in the setting of policy. At
a recent hearing on the Roadless Initiative, I asked George
Frampton, Director of the Council on Environmental Quality, for
the names of all those attending any meetings he held regarding
the development of this initiative. The list he sent in response is
a who’s-who in the environmental community. Even more telling is
that not one individual representing recreation, industry, aca-
demia, county commissioners, or local schools were in attendance.
Only representatives of the national environmental groups partici-
pated.

Now only was the public excluded during these meetings, but so
was Congress. The Administration’s Roadless Initiative appears to
be an attempt to bypass the role of Congress. Under Article IV,
Section 3 of the United States Constitution, Congress possesses the
ultimate power over management and use of lands belonging to the
United States. If the Roadless Initiative is universally popular,
why can’t the Heritage Forests Campaign get it enacted by Con-
gress through the normal legislative process? Administrative direc-
tives such as the Roadless Initiative bypass Congress and cen-
tralize policymaking authority within the hands of unelected bu-
reaucrats in the executive branch. Foundation-funded advocacy
groups make back room deals thus denying the average citizen a
voice and input into the policy through their elected representa-
tives in Congress. As a result, our Government becomes more re-
mote and unresponsive to the needs of the average citizen.

To whom is the Heritage Forests Campaign accountable? This
Campaign is put together by foundations, not the participants. The
grantees are accountable to the foundations that fund them, not
even their own members. Foundations have no voters, no cus-
tomers, no investors. The people who run big foundations are part
of an elite and insulated group. They are typically located hundreds
or even thousands of miles from the communities affected by poli-
cies that they advocate. They receive little or no feedback from
those affected by their decisions, nor are they accountable to any-
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one for promoting policies which adversely affect the well being of
rural people and local economies. Today’s witnesses will tell us how
their communities are being crushed by an inaccessible and face-
less movement wielding great power and influence.

The Economist is right to say that NGO’s deserve much sharper
scrutiny. I agree, but even more important is the issue of the
undue influence being granted these groups by the Administration.
As we progress through this and future hearings, I believe it will
become clear that this isn’t an issue concerning the environment—
not at all—but rather one concerning power and its use for political
ends, with rural communities being trampled in the process.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage follows:]
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HELEN CHENOWETH-HAGE
at Oversight Hearing on
Funding of Environmental Initiatives and Their Impact on Local Communities

February 15, 2000

In last week’s Economist magazine, one of the lead stories was about non-governmental
organizations or NGOs. The article said that "the general public tends to see them as uniformly
altruistic, idealistic, and independent. Butthey are often far from being "non-governmental", as they
claim. And they are not always a force for good." The Economist goes on to say that NGOs
"deserve much sharper scrutiny." That is what we are doing here today: examining the funding of
NGO environmental initiatives on the national forests and their impact on local communities.

A full committee hearing on the Impact of Federal Land Use Policies on Rural
Communities” was held on June 9, 1998. At that hearing, it was pointed out that in States with a
high percentage of federal land, there is a significant urban-rural prosperity gap. Urban areas are
booming while rural areas are recling. Many witnesses attributed this to federal land management
policies and outlined specific examples of how current federal land management policies have had
devastating impacts on the economies of their communities. Several witnesses pointed out that
many of the destructive federal policies were implemented as a result of NGO environmental
advocacy, financed by tax exempt grants from private charitable foundations.

Environmental groups are relying more and more on wealthy non-profit foundations to fund
their operations. According to a recent article in the Boston Globe, foundations invest at least $400
million a year in environmental advocacy and research. The largest environmental grant-maker, the
$4.9 billion Pew Charitable Trusts, gives more than $35 million annually to environmental groups.

Advocacy for national forests policy initiatives appears to be largely financed by charitable
foundations through tax-free grants. For example, the Clinton-Gore Administration’s Roadless
Initiative” may withdraw up to 60 million acres of National Forest lands from multiple use. This
initiative appears to have been organized and funded by charitable foundations, primarily the
Philadelphia-based Pew Charitable Trusts.

Since September 1998, Pew has given the National Audubon Society more than $3.5 million
in tax-free grants to organize the Heritage Forests Campaign, a coalition of about a dozen
environmental groups. The sole objective of the Campaign appears to be the creation of widespread
public support for the Clinton-Gore administration’s initiative to restrict access on 60 million acres
of national forest lands.

The Heritage Forests Campaign illustrates several potential problems with foundation-
financed environmental political advocacy, namely the lack of fair, broad based representation and
the absence of accountability. Particularly disturbing is this Administration’s acquiescence to the
Campaign in the setting of policy. At a recent hearing on the Roadless Initiative, I asked George
Frampton, Director of the Council on Environmental Quality, for the names of all those attending
any meetings he held regarding the development of the initiative. The list he sent in response is a
who’s-who in the environmental community. Even more telling is that not one individual
representing recreation, industry, academia, county commissioners, or local schools were in
attendance. Only representatives of the national environmental groups participated.
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Not only was the public excluded during these meetings but so was Congress. The
Administration’s Roadless Initiative appears to be an attempt to bypass the role of Congress. Under
Article IV, Section 3 of the United States Constitution, Congress possesses the ultimate power over
management and use of lands belonging to the United States. If the roadless initiative is universally
popular, why can’t the Heritage Forests Campaign get it enacted by Congress through the normal
legislative process? Administrative directives, such as the Roadless Initiative, bypass Congress and
centralize policy-making authority within the hands of unelected bureaucrats in the Executive
Branch. Foundation-funded advocacy groups make back room deals thus denying the average
citizen a voice and input into the policy through their elected representatives in Congress. As a
result, our government becomes more remote and unresponsive to the needs of the average citizen.

To whom is the Heritage Forests Campaign accountable? This Campaign is put together by
foundations -- not the participants. The grantees are accountable to the foundations that fund them --
not their own members. Foundations have no voters, no customers, no investors. The people who
run big foundations are part of an elite and insulated group. They are typically located hundreds or
even thousands of miles from the communities affected by policies they advocate. They receive
little or no feedback from those affected by their decisions, nor are they accountable to anyone for
promoting policies which adversely affect the well-being of rural people and local economies.
Today’s witnesses will tell us how their communities are being crushed by an inaccessible and
faceless movement wielding great power and influence.

The Economist is right to say that NGOs "deserve much sharper scrutiny." I agree, buteven
more important is the issue of the undue influence being granted these groups by the Administration.
As we progress through this and future hearings, I believe it will become clear that this isn’t an issue
concerning the environment but rather one concerning power and its use for political ends — with
rural communities being trampled in the process.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. And now the Chairman recognizes Mr.
Smith, the Ranking Minority Member, for any statement he may
have.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. ADAM SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. Thank you, Madam Chair. I think
there are some good things that we are going to discuss today, and
some issues that are very legitimate to raise and to talk about.
Therehare also some things that I am troubled about about this ap-
proach.

What is good, and what I think is very fair to raise, are issues
of policy. There are a variety of different environmental policies,
the Roadless Initiative being one of them; what is the proper use
for our public lands—I think all of those things should be discussed
as broadly as possible in as many open hearings as is humanly pos-
sible—and I think all of that is very good.

What I am puzzled about is why we seem to think, whether you
agree with them or not—and we live in a democracy, and part of
being in a democracy means that people you disagree with have a
right to express those opinions and have a right to advocate for
those opinions in just about any way they see fit within the law—
the Pew Trusts and a variety of others are doing just that. You
may disagree with what they are doing. You may disagree with
their policies and, if you do, I would strongly urge you—as, in fact,
you have done—to form groups with opposite opinions, and lobby
your Members of Congress, and lobby the Administration, and go
about the democratic process the way it should be done. But for us
to have a hearing and say that a group of people who happen to
advocate a particular set of policies that some folks don’t like,
somehow need to be held up to higher scrutiny than any other
group that is advocating a policy, is a little bit ridiculous to me.

When you look at environmental policy, I hear all the time from
the other side, “Oh, corporations have undue influence”. You know,
back in the early part of the Republican Congress in 1995 and
1996, there were endless accusations that corporations were actu-
ally drafting the amendments or drafting the legislation that was
going to affect environmental policy, and at the time I was not as
troubled by that as most people. I was troubled by some of the poli-
cies, I will grant you, but the fact that citizens of our country were
out advocating for a position, trying to exercise influence, is what
this process is all about. I mean, to hold these people up and say,
“No, you are not supposed to do that”, as I said, is just ridiculous.

And it seems to me that the focus of this hearing is saying that
these trusts, charitable trusts—individuals, really—who come to-
gether to advocate for a position don’t have a right to do so is ridic-
ulous. They absolutely have a right to do so. And if you disagree
with them, organize on the other side, lobby your Members of Con-
gress, lobby the Administration, and try to get that position
changed.

Now, it was mentioned the Roadless policy is not universally pop-
ular. Absolutely, it is not. I can tell you in my area it is not. I have
people on both sides of that issue, many who strongly advocate for
it for a variety of different reasons, many others who think that it
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is an absolutely horrible idea. And I have heard from both of them,
and that is great. I hope I continue to hear from both of them, and
all sides in between and beyond, and I hope the Administration
does, too.

Now, it is quite possible the Administration will adopt a policy
that some folks don’t like. It is quite possible that Members of Con-
gress sitting up here will adopt policies that these folks don’t like,
and they will scream bloody murder about it, and that, too, is fine.
But it is not fine to stand up here and say “How dare these folks
advocate for a position”. That is what we do in this country. That
is what makes this country so great. People have a right to advo-
cate for whatever positions they believe in. They have a right to
marshall their resources toward doing that within the bounds of
campaign finance laws, but they have the absolute right to do that.

So, I hope that the bulk of this hearing will focus on some of
these policies. I think we are going to have some excellent testi-
mony from folks who are affected by these policies and who will
challenge some of them, and then we, as lawmakers, as we are, will
make a decision on what is right, what is wrong, what we think
is in the best interest of people. But these folks have a right to say
their piece, the Pew Trust and all the people who are affiliated
have a right to say their piece.

And I will make one closing comment. I think we, as legislators,
have this tendency whenever we are losing an argument, to attack
the process, and I submit to you that that is to our own detriment.
Just as in the 1995 and 1996 years when people on the other side
were attacking not just the policies but the process, who were say-
ing, “Gosh, it is just horrible that these corporations are talking
about environmental policy, that proves the whole system is cor-
rupt”. Flip it around, you have people saying, “Look at the way
these environmentalists are advocating policies, that is just hor-
rible and an abuse of the process”.

Both sides, when you do that, you damage the whole process.
You damage your own ability to pass an issue because back in 1995
and 1996, if it was the environmentalists saying the process was
flawed, well, now, if they start to get the upper hand and win using
the same methods that their enemies used before, they have in-
dicted a process they are now participating in. The process works
fine on both sides.

Advocate, push, use your influence, lobby, do what your democ-
racy allows you to do, and I hope you will come out on top, but let
us not condemn the process just because we happen to lose an ar-
gument. I think that is very damaging to democracy and very dam-
aging to the people’s belief in our democracy, which is suffering
from just such a problem right now.

So, I hope the hearing will focus on issues and not criticizing peo-
ple for merely advocating things that they believe in.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. I ask for unanimous consent for Mr.
Nethercutt and Mr. Cannon to sit in with this Committee at this
hearing. If there is no objection, so ordered.

I will now introduce our panel. I feel we have a very outstanding
panel today, and I look forward to hearing from all four of you.

Mr. Ron Arnold is Executive Vice President of the Center for the
Defense of Free Enterprise, Bellevue, Washington, and author of a
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number of very enlightening books, and one that prompted this
hearing. Welcome, Mr. Arnold.

Mr. Jeff Lyall, Disabled Outdoorsman from Catawba, Virginia.
Welcome.

And Mr. Antonio DeVargas, Officer of Rio Arriba County Land
Planning Department, La Madera, New Mexico, and it is really
good to see you again. Welcome.

And now I would like to ask Mr. Nethercutt to introduce the next
witness.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you, Chairman, and thank you for al-
lowing the members of the Subcommittee to sit for a few minutes
to take a moment to introduce Diana White Horse Capp.

I must say, as a member of the Appropriations Committee on the
Interior Subcommittee, it helps us, Chairman, to have this over-
sight assessment that goes on in an Authorizing committee and the
Resources Committee to help us understand a little better appro-
priate appropriations for the expenditure for taxpayer dollars. So
I am delighted to have a chance to sit in this hearing for a time.

But it is a pleasure for me to introduce Diana White Horse Capp
this afternoon to the Subcommittee. She is a resident of Ferry
County, Weshington, in the northeastern corner of the 5th Congres-
sional District, which I represent. This is some of the most beau-
tiful country in the State of Washington, and Diana is certainly a
part of the landscape. She has been very active in Federal land
management and property rights issues. Her diverse heritage and
culture have given her great insight into these important issues.
She is an asset to our community in Eastern Washington, and I am
delighted that she could be here today, and welcome her on behalf
of this Subcommittee, and proudly representing the east side of the
State of Washington. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Nethercutt.

As explained in our first hearing, it is the intention of the Chair-
man to place all outside witnesses under the oath. This is a for-
mality of this Committee that is meant to assure open and honest
discussion and should not affect the testimony given by the wit-
nesses. I believe that all of you were informed of this and were sent
a copy of the Committee rules. So, if you will stand and raise your
right arm to the square.[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. The Chair recognizes Mr. Arnold for his
testimony.

TESTIMONY OF MR. RON ARNOLD, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, CENTER FOR THE DEFENSE OF FREE ENTERPRISE,
BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON; ACCOMPANIED BY MR. JEFF A.
LYALL, DISABLED OUTDOORSMAN, CATAWBA, VIRGINIA; MS.
DIANA WHITE HORSE CAPP, CHAIRMAN, UPPER COLUMBIA
RESOURCE COUNCIL, CURLEW, WASHINGTON; AND MR. AN-
TONIO DeVARGAS, OFFICER, RIO ARRIBA COUNTY LAND
PLANNING DEPARTMENT, LA MADERA, NEW MEXICO

TESTIMONY OF MR. RON ARNOLD

Mr. ARNOLD. Madam Chairman, Members of the Committee, my
name is Ron Arnold. I am the Executive Vice President of the Cen-
ter for Defense of Free Enterprise, a nonprofit organization based
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in Bellevue, Washington. The Center does not accept and has never
received Government funds.

Madam Chairman, I would like to thank you for holding this
hearing today. It is timely, indeed. My Center recently completed
a book-length study on the finding of environmental initiatives and
their impacts on rural communities. The book is titled Undue Influ-
ence: Wealthy Foundations, Grant-Driven Environmental Groups,
and Zealous Bureaucrats That Control Your Future.

In a nutshell, the message of Undue Influence is that the envi-
ronmental movement is a three-cornered structure beginning with
tax-exempt foundations which devise multi-million-dollar environ-
mental programs to eliminate resource extraction industries and
private property rights. The foundations direct their funds to the
second leg of the triangle, environmental groups with insider access
to the third leg, executive branch agencies. This powerful “iron tri-
angle” unfairly influences Federal policy to devastate local econo-
mies and private property.

In the brief time since Undue Influence was released last Octo-
ber, so many new outrages have come from the executive branch
that they demand separate attention. Therefore, my Center has
documented these new developments in a special report titled
Power To Hurt, which is being released at this hearing. You will
find it attached to my written testimony.

If you will turn to page 4 of Power To Hurt, you will see how
the first leg of the triangle works. Joshua Reichert, the Pew Chari-
table Trusts’ Environmental Director, once wrote, “For considerable
sums of money, public opinion can be molded, constituents mobi-
lized, issues researched, and public officials buttonholed, all in a
symphonic arrangement”.

Madam Chairman, there is evidence that the Pew Charitable
Trusts planned an end-run around Congress and arranged the
Clinton Administration’s new policy to eliminate access to almost
60 million acres of Federal land. They did it by an initiative they
called the Heritage Forest Campaign. Pew grants of more than $3
million have gone to the second leg of this triangle, the National
Audubon Society. Audubon funneled the money to 12 other envi-
ronmental groups under its supervision. You will find the list on
page 5.

Audubon got a letter of support signed by 170 members of the
House of Representatives for their access closure program. One
wonders how they did that without using tax-subsidized Pew
money to lobby Congress.

But that was not enough. Audubon hired the Mellman Group,
Inc., the President’s own pollster, to produce results saying that the
public favored wilderness over jobs. They had to justify destroying
thousands of rural jobs for an urban movement’s political victory.

Audubon gave those poll results to the third leg of the triangle,
the White House Chief of Staff. Shortly thereafter, President Clin-
ton sent his October 13, 1999 memo to the Secretary of Agriculture
calling for permanent roadless status for those 60 million acres of
Federal land.

Audubon was able to produce this controversial result because its
new Director of Public Policy is Dan Beard, who came straight from
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the Clinton Administration, where he served as head of the Bureau
of Reclamation.

Pew is only one of dozens of foundations orchestrating our lives
behind the scenes. The Turner Foundation last spring approached
a cluster of environmental groups offering a $5 million grant to cre-
ate a new group that would enhance their mailing lists by adding
legislative districts, voting records, party affiliations and other po-
litical data for each name, which would be prohibitively expensive
for individual groups to do by themselves. That new group, called
the Partnership Project, is now compounding its members’ election-
eering power at the ballot box. The facts about the Partnership
Project are on page 6 of Power To Hurt.

If there is any doubt that the foundations are deliberately plan-
ning the elimination of resource extraction, one has only to exam-
ine an actual grant proposal to a wealthy foundation. Madam
Chairman, you will find the full text of the grant application that
created the Southwest Forest Alliance beginning on page 15 of
Power To Hurt. The disastrous results of the Coalition are spelled
out in shameful detail on page 9. Only little operations totally de-
pendent on government timber were destroyed, not the big corpora-
tions that own their own private timberlands.

Madam Chairman, in my researches I found that every segment
of America’s resource extraction economy—food, clothing and shel-
ter—has been targeted by some coalition funded by wealthy foun-
dations. This is an intolerable program of rural cleansing. Founda-
tions are not accountable to anyone. They are totally unregulated.

Madam Chairman, these are serious charges. The Center urges
Congress to investigate the undue influence documented in Power
To Hurt.

Thank you again, Madam Chairman, for holding this hearing.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Arnold follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF RON ARNOLD
Before the U. S. House of Representatives, Committee on Resources,
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
February 15, 2000
THE FUNDING OF ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES AND
THEIR IMPACTS ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES

Madam Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name is Ron Arnold. Iam the
executive vice president of the Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise, a nonprofit
organization based in Bellevue, Washington. The Center does not accept and has never
received government fands.

Madam Chairman, I would like to thank you for holding this hearing today. It is timely,
indeed. My Center recently completed a book-length study on the funding of
environmental initiatives and their impacts on rural communities. The book is titled
Undue Influence: Wealthy Foundations, Grant-Driven Environmental Groups, and
Zealous Bureaucrats That Control Your Future.

In a nutshell, the message of Undue Influence is that the environmental movement is a
three-cornered structure beginning with tax-exempt foundations which devise multi-
million-dollar environmental programs to eliminate resource extraction industries and
private property rights. The foundations direct their fiunds to the second leg of the
triangle, environmental groups with insider access to the third leg, executive branch
agencies. This powerfiil “iron triangle™ unfairly influences federal policy to devastate
local economies and private property.

In the brief time since Undue Influence was released last October, so many new outrages
have come from the executive branch that they demand separate attention. Therefore, my
Center has documented these new developments in a special report, titled “Power To
Hurt,” which is being released at this hearing. You will find it attached to my written
testimony.

If you will tum to page 4 of Power To Hurt, you will see how the first leg of the triangle
works. Joshua Reichert, the Pew Charitable Trusts’ environmental director, once wrote,
"For considerable sums of money, public opinion can be molded, constituents mobilized,
issues researched, and public officials button-holed, all in a symphonic arrangement."

Madam Chairman, there is evidence that The Pew Charitable Trusts planned an end-run
around Congress and arranged the Clinton administration’s new policy to eliminate
access to almost 60 million acres of federal land. They did it by an initiative they called
the “Heritage Forest Campaign.” Pew grants of more than $3 million have gone to the
second leg of this triangle, the National Audubon Saciety. Audubon funneled the money
to 12 other environmental groups under its supervision. You will find the list on page 5.
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Audubon got a letter of support signed by 170 members of the House of Representatives
for their access closure program. One wonders how they did that without using tax-
subsidized Pew money to lobby Congress.

But that was not enough. Audubon hired the Mellman Group, Inc, the president’s own
polister, to produce results saying that the public favored wildemess over jobs. They had
to justify destroying thousands of rural jobs for an urban movement’s political victory.

Audubon gave those poll results to the third leg of the triangle, the White House chief of
staff. Shortly thereafter, President Clinton sent his October 13, 1999 memo to the
Secretary of Agriculture calling for permanent roadless status for those 60 million acres
of federal land.

Audubon was able to produce this controversial result because its new Director of Public
Policy is Dan Beard, who came straight from the Clinton Administration, where he
served as head of the Bureau of Reclamation.

Pew is only one of dozens of foundations orchestrating our lives behind the scenes. The
Turner Foundation last spring approached a cluster of environmental groups offering a $5
million grant to create a new group that would enhance their mailing lists by adding
legislative districts, voting records, party affiliations and other political data for each
name, which would be prohibitively expensive for individual groups to do by themselves.
That new group, called the Partnership Project is now compounding its members
electioneering power at the ballot box. The facts about the Partnership Project are on
Page 6 of Power To Hurt.

If there is any doubt that the foundations are deliberately planning the elimination of
resource extraction, one has only to examine an actual grant proposal to a wealthy
foundation. Madam Chairman, you will find the full text of the grant application that
created the Southwest Forest Alliance beginning on page 15 of Power To Hurt. The
disastrous results of the Coalition are spelled out in shameful detail on page 9. Only little
operations totally dependent on government timber were destroyed, not the big
corporations that own their own private timberlands.

Madam Chairman, in my researches I found that every segment of America’s resource
extraction economy—food, clothing and shelter—has been targeted by some coalition
funded by wealthy foundations. This is an intolerable program of rural cleansing,
Foundations are not accountable to anyone. They are totally unregulated.

Madam Chairman, these are serious charges. The €enter urges Congress to investigate
the undue influence documented in Power To Hurt.

Thank you again, Madam Chairman, for holding this hearing.
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[The information referred to follows:]
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THE ROLE OF
WEALTHY PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS
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15

- Power to Hurt: Introduction

In October of 1999, the Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise placed into pre-release
Ron Arnold’s book-length study, Undue Influence: Wealthy Foundations, Grant-Driven
Environmental Groups, and Zealous Bureaucrats That Control Your Future.

The book’s central point was: big foundarions give billions in grants to elitist organizations
that have privileged access to government agencies with an environmental agenda that
requires the elimination of all resource extraction industries, first from federal lands, then from
other government and private lands. Their combined power to hurt is overwhelming.

Undue Influence provided documentation. The three-cornered power center of founda-
tions, environmental groups and government employees works in concert to:

® cut off the flow of natural resources from America’s federal lands, ending the supply
of water, timber, minerals, food and fiber that citizens use every day.

@ tighten their regulatory grip on private property so owners can’t use what they own—
and can’t get compensation for what they lose.

® increase the size of government by taking more and more private land for nature
preserves, greenways, “heritage” sites, and “growth management” arcas—even though
government already owns nearly half the nation.

@ widen the rural-urban prosperity gap. While cities enjoy a booming economy, rural
communities suffer severe economic pain brought on by the “iron triangle” through bans on
logging, mining, ranching, farming, and all forms of natural resource production.

® sway the media that Americans rely on, influencing readers and viewers to believe
what the “iron triangle” wants them to believe.

® dismantle industrial civilization piece by piece.

However, as Undue Influence went into major release in February 2000, the few months
since it emerged from the printer had seen one outrage after another emerge from the iron
triangle of foundations, environmental groups and government officials.

Wealthy foundations created projects to foreclose all development of 60 million acres of
federal land, funded environmental groups to do their political advocacy, and manipulated the
White House with insider influence to administratively declare the coveted lands beyond any
human habitation, tourist facilities, vehicular access or resource development.

Wealthy foundations created an electioneering machine in the form of a new group that
will enhance the mailing lists of major environmental groups by adding voter records,
legislative districts, demographic information, party preferences and other election-oriented
data designed to forward a strictly political agenda.

New national monuments were created by presidential proclamation in areas long
advocated for wilderness status by foundation-funded environmental groups with insider
access to the Secretary of the Interior, who recommended to the President a lengthy list of
areas for administrative designation as national monuments, regardiess of the communities
and natural resource industries that would be damaged.

All this was done in a way that avoided Congressional approval, foreclosed public debate,
and excluded those hurt by the administrative actions, a most undemocratic method.

Therefore, the Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise compiled the information in this
White Paper as a report to Congress that will supplement and confirm the findings in the book
Undue Influence.

Updates may be tracked on the Web at http://www.undueinfluence.com.

This report was produced by the Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise in the public”
interest. Permission to reproduce portions of this report is granted.

Power to Hurt 2
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THE HIDDEN POWER

WEAITHY FOUNDATIONS ARE MANIPULATING PUBLIC POLICY

PoINT: TAX-EXEMPT AND SUPPOSEDLY CHARITABLE FOUNDATIONS ARE
GIVING MONEY AND MARCHING ORDERS TO MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL
GROUPS THAT HAVE SPECIAL ACCESS TO GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS IN ORDER
TO SHAPE NATIONAL POLICY AGAINST RESOURCE INDUSTRIES AND PRIVATE
PROPERTY.

POINT: JOSHUA REICHERT, ENVIRONMENTAL DIRECTOR OF THE $4.7
BILLION PEw CHARITABLE TRUSTS, ONCE WROTE, “FOR CONSIDERABLE
SUMS OF MONEY, PUBLIC OPINION CAN BE MOLDED, CONSTITUENTS
MOBILIZED, ISSUES RESEARCHED, AND PUBLIC OFFICIALS BUTTON-
HOLED, ALL IN A SYMPHONIC ARRANGEMENT.” REICHERT WROTE
THAT IN A PROSPECTUS TO RECRUIT OTHER WEALTHY FOUNDATIONS
IN FORMING THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST, A MEDIA
GROUP RUN BY AL GORE’S FORMER PRESS SECRETARY, ARLIE
SCHARDT. AMERICANS HAVE NO IDEA HOW MUCH THEIR MINDS HAVE
BEEN REARRANGED BY THIS FOUNDATION-MADE PROJECT.

PoINT: FOUNDATIONS CREATE LARGE-SCALE INITIATIVES USING A SINGLE
GROUP AS A “FISCAL AGENT~ TO FUNNEL THE MONEY TO NUMEROUS
GROUPS, WHICH DISGUISES THE SOURCE OF THE INITIATIVE AND GIVES
THE APPEARANCE OF POPULAR SUPPORT.

PoINT: CONCENTRATIONS OF WEALTH AND POWER THAT RESTRAIN ECO-
NOMIC ACTIVITY OR EXERCISE UNDUE INFLUENCE OVER PUBLIC POLICY
HAVE LONG BEEN SUBJECT TO GOVERNMENT REGULATION. YET THERE IS
NO SPECIFIC REGULATION OF THE TRIANGLE OF PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS,
GRANT-DRIVEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS AND ACTIVIST FEDERAL EMPLOY-
EES WHICH ACTS IN CONCERT TO DESTROY RURAL GOODS-PRODUCING
ECONOMIES AND UNDULY INFLUENCE PUBLIC POLICY. THEY WERE NOT
ELECTED. THEY ARE NOT ACCOUNTABLE. )

Power to Hurt 4
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‘ THE HIDDEN POWER
i ExampLE: THE HERITAGE FOREST CAMPAIGN

PoinT: THE PEw CHARITABLE TRUSTS CREATED THE “HERITAGE
FOREST CAMPAIGN” TO PUSH FOR DECLARING “ROADLESS” STUDY
AREAS AS “WILDERNESS,” TO SHUT OUT ALL VEHICULAR TOURISM,
HUMAN COMMUNITIES AND RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT.

PoiNT: SINCE SEPTEMBER, 1998, PEW HAS GIVEN THE NATIONAL
AUDUBON SOCIETY $3,565,000 IN TAX-FREE GRANTS TO SERVE AS
FISCAL AGENT OF THE CAMPAIGN, FUNNELING MONEY TO 12 OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS UNDER ITS SUPERVISION.

. PoINT: THE 12 SUPERVISED GROUPS ARE: 1) NATURAL RESOURCES

1 DEreNSE COUNCIL, 2) EARTHIUSTICE LEGAL DEFENSE FUND,
3) THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, 4) OREGON NATURAL RESOURCES
CounciL, 5) AMERICAN LANDS ALLIANCE, 6) US PuBLIC INTEREST
RESEARCH GROUP, 7) NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST,
8) AraskA RAINFOREST CAMPAIGN, 9) SOUTHWEST FOREST

~ ALLIANCE, 10) SOUTHERN APPALACHIAN FOREST COALITION,

11) Sierra NEvADA FOREST PROTECTION CAMPAIGN AND
12) FORESTWATER ALLIANCE.

PoOINT: THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL TRUST RECEIVED MORE
THAN $12.2 MILLION IN PEW GRANTS FROM 1996-1999. SOUTH-
WEST FOREST ALLIANCE WAS CREATED BY $750,000 IN PEw
GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY. PEW ALSO GAVE
$1.5 MILLION IN GRANTS FOR THE “ROADLESS” INITIATIVE DIRECTLY
TO OTHER MEMBERS OF THE HERITAGE FOREST CAMPAIGN.

POINT: AUDUBON USED THE ENTRE OF THEIR POLICY DIRECTOR,
FORMER CLINTON ADMINISTRATION BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
HEAD DAN BEARD, TO PLACE A PRO-WILDERNESS PUBLIC OPINION

| POLL WITH THE WHITE HOUSE CHIEF OF STAFF TO PERSUADE

- PRESIDENT CLINTON TO DECLARE 60 MILLION ACRES OF FEDERAL

LAND PERMANENTLY “ROADLESS,” EFFECTIVELY “WILDERNESS.”

5 Power to Hurt
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THE HIDDEN POWER
-ExXAMPLE: THE PARTNERSHIP Project

POINT: THE TURNER FOUNDATION APPROACHED A CLUSTER OF
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS EARLY IN 1999 TO PROPOSE THAT THEY
JOIN FORCES IN A MEMBERSHIP LIST ENHANCEMENT PROJECT TO
STRENGTHEN THEIR COLLECTIVE ABILITY TO INFLUENCE PUBLIC
POLICY. THE TURNER FOUNDATION APPROVED A $5 MILLION GRANT
IN Jury, 1999 TO LAUNCH THIS INITIATIVE.

POINT: A NEW GROUP WAS FORMED FOR THE PURPOSE, CALLED THE
PARTNERSHIP PRO]ECT. IT DOES NOT HAVE A MEMBERSHIP AND
DOES NOT MARKET ITSELF AS A SEPARATE ENTITY. ITS PRIMARY
PURPOSE IS TO ENHANCE THE MEMBERSHIP LISTS OF PARTICIPATING
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS WITH INFORMATION SUCH AS LEGISLA-
TIVE DISTRICTS, PHONE NUMBERS, E-MAIL ADDRESSES, VOTING
HISTORY, AND DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILES. (THESE ENHANCEMENTS
WOULD BE PROHIBITIVELY EXPENSIVE WERE FACH ORGANIZATION TO
ADD THEM INDEPENDENTLY.)

PoINT: ELEVEN GROUPS PARTICIPATE: NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY;
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION; NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSER-
VATION ASSOCIATION; NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL;
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND; DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE; THE
WILDERNESS SOCIETY; AMERICAN RIVERS; EARTHJUSTICE LEGAL
DEereNSE FUND; UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS; AND THE
Isaac WALTON LEAGUE.

PoINT: PARTICIPANTS AGREE TO JOIN IN 2 OF 3 TO 5 COLLABORATIVE
CAMPAIGNS PER YEAR. THREE CAMPAIGNS HAVE BEGUN, INCLUDING
ONE ON THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION’S “LANDS LEGACY
INITIATIVE” AFFECTING FOREST SERVICE LANDS. THIS COMBINE
FUNCTIONS AS A SUPERLOBBY WITH NO CLEAR REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS OR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.

Power to Hurt 6
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THE HIDDEN POWER

ExampLE: THE NORTHERN FOREST ALLIANCE

Point: IN 1990, CHuck CLUSEN OF LAURANCE ROCKEFELLER’S
FOUNDATION, THE AMERICAN CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,
BEGAN WORKING WITH MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS THAT
CREATED THE NORTHERN FOREST ALLIANCE TO NATIONALIZE
26 MILLION ACRES OF PRIVATE LAND IN 4 STATES INTO FED-
ERAL OWNERSHIP FOR NATURE PRESERVES. THE APPALACHIAN
MOoUNTAIN CLUB WAS THE FISCAL AGENT.

POINT: 32 GROUPS ARE PART OF THE INORTHERN FOREST ALLIANCE:
1) TRE ADIRONDACK COUNCIL; 2) APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN CLUB; 3) APPALACHIAN TRAIL CONFERENCE; 4)
ASSOCIATION FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE ADIRONDACKS; 5} CONSERVATION Law FOUNDATION; G) DEFENDERS

- OF WILDLIFE; 7) GARDEN CLUB OF AMERICA; 8) GOOD WOOD ALLIANCE; 9) GREEN MOUNTAIN CLUB; 10)

GREEN MOUNTAIN FOREST WATCH; 11) MAINE AUDUBON SOCIETY; 12) NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY; 13)
NaTIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION; 14} NATURAL RESOURCES COUNCIL OF MAINE; 15) NATURAL RESOURCES
Derense Councit; 16) New ENGLAND FORESTRY FOUNDATION; 17) New HampsHire Rivers CounciL; 18)
New HampsHIRE WILDLIFE FEDERATION; 19) NEw YORK LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERs; 20) NEW YORK
Rivers UNITED; 21) RESIDENTS” COMMITTEE TO PROTECT THE ADIRONDACKS; 22) SIERRA CLUB; 23) SIERRA
STUDENT COALITION; 24} STUDENT ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COALITION; 25) TROUT UNLIMITED—BasIL
Woobs Jr. CHAPTER; 26) TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND; 27) VERMONT ALLIANCE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS; 28)
VERMONT AUDUBON COUNCIL; 29) VERMONT Lanp TRUST; 30) VERMONT NATURAL REsources Council; 31)
TuE WILDERNESS SOCIETY; 32) WorLD WiLpLiee Funp.

PoiNT: THE AMERICAN CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION HAS GIVEN
$50,000 FOR THE ALLIANCE; JESSIE B. Cox CHARITABLE TRUST
$525,000; SurpNA FounDpaTION $200,000; JOoHN MERCK FUND
$325,000; GERALDINE ROCKEFELLER DODGE FOUNEDATION
$65,000; Pew CHARITABLE TrUSTS $750,000; MORIAH FUND -
$135,000; RicHarD KNG MELLON Founbpation $100,000;
WEEDEN FOUNDATION $20,000. THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THIS TAX-
EXEMPT MONEY WAS TO NATIONALIZE PRIVATE PROPERTY.

POINT: THE ALLIANCE STRATEGY OF “TAKE IT ALL BACK” BY FEDERAL DES-
IGNATION CAUSED A HUGE BACKLASH AND FAILED. NOW CONSERVATION
EASEMENTS ARE THEIR MAIN FOCUS, PERMANENTLY HAMPERING USE OF
PRIVATE PROPERTY. ONLY GOVERNMENT OR ITS LAND TRUST SURROGATES
WILL BUY SUCH LAND, ULTIMATELY PRODUCING THE SAME RESULT:
NATIONALIZATION OF RURAL PRIVATE LANDS.

7 Power to Hurt
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THE HIDDEN POWER

ExamPLE: THE SOUTHWEST FOREST ALLIANCE

PoINT: IN 1994, THE NEW MEXICO STATE DIRECTOR OF THE
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY SUBMITTED A GRANT PROPOSAL TO
THE PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS, RECEIVING $750,000 TO CREATE
A POWERFUL COALITION OF NEARLY 50 GROUPS THAT COULD
ELIMINATE RESOURCE EXTRACTION INDUSTRIES FROM FEDERAL
LANDS IN THE SOUTHWEST. AUDUBON WAS THE FISCAL AGENT.

PoINT: THE 50-GROUP COALITION, ORIGINALLY CALLED THE “DDESERT
FORrESTS CAMPAIGN” AND LATER RENAMED SOUTHWEST FOREST
ALLIANCE, WAS DELIBERATELY DESIGNED TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF

* THE POVERTY AND SPARSE POPULATION OF RURAL ARFAS SO URBAN
VALUES COULD BE IMPOSED ON SURROUNDING FEDERAL LANDS.

POINT: THE GRANT PROPOSAL STATED: “NINETY PERCENT OF SOUTH-
WEST FORESTS ARE MANAGED BY THE U.S. PARK OR FOREST SERVICE
THE REST IS MANAGED BY THREE INATIVE AMERICAN NATIONS.
WITH SO FEW AGENCIES INVOLVED, ALL THE FEDERAL ENVIRON-
MENTAL MANDATES, STRATEGIZING AND COORDINATION WILL BE
MADE EASIER.”

PoOINT: THE GRANT PROPOSAL STATED: “THE TIMBER INDUSTRY IS A
MINOR ECONOMIC FORCE IN THE SOUTHWEST. ITS CONTINUED AND
INEVITABLE DECLINE WILL NOT CAUSE THE KIND OF UPHEAVAL EVI-
DENT IN THE NORTHWEST.”

PoOINT: ELEVEN GROUPS, NOT 50, WERE THE ORIGINAL ORGANIZERS.
MARICOPA AUDUBON, LED BY CHARLES BABBITT, BROTHER OF
INTERIOR SECRETARY BRUCE BABBITT, WAS ONE OF THE ORIGINAL
ORGANIZERS. THE ADDITIONAL GROUPS OF THE COALITION WERE
ADDED LATER BY PAID RECRUITERS. THEIR IMPACT ON LOCAL FOREST
COMMUNITIES HAS BEEN DEVASTATING (SEE PAGE 9).

Power to Hurt 8
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THE HIDDEN POWER

LUMBER PRODUCTION BY SOUTHWEST STATES
Million Board Feet

STATE 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 |
ARIZONA 388 274 191 105 78
NEW MEXICO 208 167 176 76 87
COLORADO 132 123 113 85 88
UTAH 69 54 37 54 67
TOAL 797 618 517 320 320

CLOSED ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO MILLS, 1992-1998

YEAR COMPANY CitYy ST PLANT WORKERS
CLOSED

1998 PRECISION PINE & | WINSLOW AZ | SAWMILL 25
TIMBER INC.

1998 STONE EAGER AZ | SAWMILL 150

1996 PRECISION PINE & | EAGER AZ | SAWMILL 25
TIMBER INC.

1996 PRECISION PINE & | HEBER AZ | SAWMILL 45
TIMBER INC.

1995 KAIBAB FREDONIA AZ | SAWMILL 200
INDUSTRIES

1995 PRECISION PINE & | PAYSON AZ | SAWMILL 53
TIMBER INC.

1994 PRECISION PINE & | WILLIAMS AZ | SAWMILL 50
TIMBER INC.

1993 STONE FOREST FLAGSTAFF AZ | SAWMILL 200
INDUSTRIES

1995 MEDITE OF NEW LAS VEGAS NM | BOARD- 130
MEXICO MDF

1995 MARSHALL GRANTS NM | SAWMILL 20
LUMBER CO.

1994 NAVAJO FOREST NAVAJO NM | SAWMILL 185
PRODUCTS
INDUSTRIES

1993 BATES LUMBER ALBUQUERQUE | NM | SAWMILL 95
COMPANY INC.

1993 STONE FOREST RESERVE NM | SAWMILL 80
INDUSTRIES

1992 DUKE CITY VALLECITOS NM | SAWMILL 20
SAWMILL

1992 PONDEROSA NAVAJO NM | BOARD -~ 100
PRODUCTS, INC. PART.

1992 DUKE CITY CUBA NM | SAWMILL 50
LUMBER CO., INC. -

1992 HANSEN & SONS SANTA FE NM | SAWMILL 10
LUMBER CO.

Source: Paul F. Ehinger and Associates, Eugene, Oregon

9 Power to Hurt
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‘DOCUMENTION
| o SOURCES

| HERITAGE FOREST CAMPAIGN:

! The Minutes of the National Audubon Seciety Board Meeting, held at Brewster Mas-
i sachusetts on September 17-18, 1999, contain the following passage:

Conservation Update from Dan Beard:

Heritage Forest Campaign:

There are 60 million acres of 1000 acre-plus plots in our National Forests that are still roadless. There is no
hope of congressional action to preserve them as wilderness. Administrative protection is possible. We have
raised the issue’s visibility in the White House, but it’s not enough. So we did a poll, using the president’s
polister. He sent resutts to White House chief of staff. The poll shows that Americans, strongly, care about
wilderness to the extent of favoring it over jobs. Even Republican men in intermountain states support it at
the 50% level. The administration has said they will take some kind of action. We hope for an announcement
from the president of some kind of administrative protection. We probably won’t get all 60 million acres, but
if we did it would represent the biggest chunk of land protection since the Alaska Lands Act.

The Pew Trust is pleased with the campaign so far. 2nd year funding will take it to January 2001: $2.2 million
for about 12 organizations under our supervision. Outside Magazine this month has a good cover article. Our
| visibility and credibility among fetlow forest protection organizations has been raised. (comment from John
| Flicker - this grant came to us because of Dan Beard’s reputation and good name.)

i We had an email and letter writing campaign: there were about 200,000 responses; about 170K came from
| banners placed on services such as Juno; 25K came direct from environmental groups; NAS sent in 3K.
\

On this issue there is a lot of looking for leadership: I like it but let someone else go first. In Congress
reaction we got a letter of support signed by 170 members; there is some senate support [40?]. The leader-
ship knows roadless vote would now win, so they won’t bring it to a vote.

PARTNERSHIP PROJECT:

The Minutes of the National Audubon Society Board Meeting, held at Brewster Mas-
sachusetts on September 17-18, 1999, contain the following passage: -

Partnership Project:

The Partnership Project is a coalition effort of 11 national conservation organizations. The Project was
founded with a grant from the Tumner Foundation to facilitate the compilation of national conservation organization’s
membership lists, enhance those lists with publicly available demographic information, and use them ir. 3-5 collabora-
tive campaigns per year. Other participating organizations include: National Wildlife Federation; National Parks and
Conservation Association; Natural Resources Defense Council; Environmental Defense Fund; Defenders of Wild-
life; The Wilderness Society; American Rivers; Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund; Union of Concerned Scientists;
and the Isaac Walton League. World Wildlife Fund is also expected to join this effort.

The Partnership Project has launched three campaigns, including ones on the Clinton Administration’s Lands
Legacy initiative, the anti-environmental riders attached to appropriations bills, and global warming. Although each
campaign is developed according to the particular issue and congressional targets, the communication methods
generally involve print and radio adverti in Washington, D.C. and congressional targets’ home districts, phone
banking and constituent “patch-throughs” to congressional offices, and direct mail with postcards to renim to the
administration. Response rates have been high. So far, President Clinton has received nearly 58,000 postcards urging
him to veto legislation that contains anti-environmental riders. In addition, the patch-through phone calls have had a
40 percent response rate, translating into thousands of calls from our members to their elected officials.

Power to Hurt 10
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DOCUMENTATION

PARTNERSHIP PROJECT (continued):
Advantages of List Enhancement to Audubon

List enhancement is the process of taking a membership list, matching it against information-rich sources such as state voter
files and motor vehicle registration files, and “enhancing” the list with new data. These data could include: address and phone
number updates; e-mail addresses; federal and state legislative districts; political party affiliation; demographic information
such as age and gender; and, in the case of a joint list enhancement project with other organizations, how many members are
cammon to multiple organizations.

Why Participate in a List Enhancement Project?

1. Increased ability to communicate with supporters Address and phone number updates, and in particular the addition
of e-mail addresses to our membership files, will ensure that we have available a range of ways to communicate with
our members and supporters.

2. Better targeting for advocacy and fundraising Members who vote consistently in primary and general etections tend
to be more motivated and educated or issues, and hence are often the best targets when soliciting donors or recruiting
volunteers.

3. Greater understanding of your membership Through list enhancement, an organization can gain important informa-
tion about its membership, such as average age, geographic distribution, gender ratio, and in a joint list enhancement
project, how many of its members belong to other organizations.

How is an Enhanced List Used?

Advocacy:

Identify constituents of key legislators for grassroots lobbying purposes

Target action alerts based on geography and voting frequency

Recruit grassroots leaders based on their congressional district and voting frequency

Turn out members in a particular county to a town meeting or legislative hearing

Inform lawmakers of exactly how many of the organization’s members are voting constituents

R

Fundraising:

*  Focus fundraising efforts on high-frequency voters
«  Develop prospecting lists based on group demographics

Membership:

Conduct membership appeals based on gender or age

To: Public Policy Committee

From: Dan Beard and Valerie Cook

Date: September 2, 1999

Re: Green Group List Project

This spring, the Turner Foundation approached the Green Group to propose that national conservation organizations join
forces in a list project to strengthen our collective ability to advocate for environmental protection. The Turner Foundation
approved a $5 million grant in July to launch this initiative.

Project Specifics

A new nonprofit organization called the Partnership Project has been formed to implement the grant. A two-person staff will
coordinate the list project and future fundraising efforts, but the Partnership Project will differ from a traditional organization in
that it will not have a membership, nor will it attempt to market itself as a separate entity. Instead, the Partnership Project will
work to accomplish the following:
1. Create momentum around overarching issues of national importance (“campaigns”); and
2. Enhance the membership lists of conservation organizations with information such as legislative districts, phone
numbers, e-mail addresses, voting history, and demographic profiles. (These enhancements would be prohibitively
expensive were cach organization to add them independently.)
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DOCUMENTATION

PARTNERSHIP PROJECT (continued):
Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund; Union of Concerned Scientists; and the Isaac Walton League. World Wildlife Fund is also
expected to join this effort.

The Partnership Project has | hed three pai including ones on the Clinton Administration’s Lands Legacy
initiative, the anti-environmental riders attached to appropriations bills, and global warming. Although each campaign is
developed according to the particular issue and congressional targets, the communication methods generally involve print and
radio advertisements in Washington, D.C. and congressional targets’ home districts, phone banking and coustituent “patch-
throughs™ 1o congressional offices, and direct mail with posteards to return to the administration. Response rates have been
high. So far, President Clinton has received nearly 58,000 postcards urging him to veto legislation that contains anti-environ-
mental riders. In addition, the patch-through phone calls have had a 40 percent response rate, translating into thousands of
calls from our members to their elected officials.

Northern Forest Alliance Funders: from Foundation Center database.

1990 Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $60,000 “To develop site-specific strategy for long-term protection of
New England’s northern forests.”

1991 American Conservation Association, Inc, gave $35,000 “For protection of northern forest lands of Maine,

°  New Hampshire, Vermont and New York.”
Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $50,000 “For second-year support of Northern Forest Lands Project,
effort to develop site-specific strategy for long-term protection of New England’s northern forests.”

1992 Surdna Foundation, Inc. gave $100,000 “For continued support of Northern Forest Alliance, collaboration
of leading New England and national conservation organizations to preserve northern forest lands.”
American Conservation Association, Inc. gave $15,000 “For protection of northern forest lands of Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont and New York.”

Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $40,000 “For final grant for Northern Forest Lands Project, effort to
develop site specific strategy for long-term protection of New England’s northern forests.”

The John Merck Fund gave $65,000 “For Grassroots Action Project which assists environmental organiza-
tions in northem New England in developing more effective alliances with local communities and with interest
groups outside traditional environmental movement.”

1993 Geraldine Rockefeller Dodge Foundation, Inc. gave $25,000 “To help coordinate and provide direction for
newly founded Northern Forest Alliance, coalition of conservation organizations seeking to create sustainable
management plan for Northern Forest.”

Richard King Mellon Foundation gave $50,000 “To create system of protecting wildlands, promoting
sustainable forests and supporting local economies while insuring ecological sustainability.”

The John Merck Fund gave $135,000 “For continued support of Grassroots Action Project, which helps
environmental organizations in northern New England develop more effective alliances with local constituen-
cies.

1994  The Pew Charitable Trusts gave $350,000 “For matching grant for Campaign for the Northern Forests to
establish forest reserves in northern New England and New York.”

Compton Foundation, Inc. gave $25,000 for unspecified support.

Moriah Fund gave $70,000 “For data gathering and analyses of biodiversity and land use in U.S. Northern
Forests and for Northern Forest Alliance to protect natural resources and strengthen community economies.”
The John Merck Fund gave $50,000 “For continued support of Grassroots Action Project, which helps
environmental organizations in northern New England develop more effective alliances with other organiza-
tions.”

1994  SurdnaFoundation, Inc. gave $100,000 “For coordination of campaign by Northern Forest Alliance to preserve
Northern Forest Lands.”

Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $100,000 “For central office operations and for outreach program. Grant
made through Appalachian Mountain Club.”
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PARTNERSHIP PROJECT (continued):
Earthjustice Legal Defense Fund; Union of Concerned Scientists; and the Isaac Walton League. World Wildlife Fund is also
expected to join this effort.

The Partnership Project has | hed three pai including ones on the Clinton Administration’s Lands Legacy
initiative, the anti-environmental riders attached to appropriations bills, and global warming. Although each campaign is
developed according to the particular issue and congressional targets, the communication methods generally involve print and
radio advertisements in Washington, D.C. and congressional targets’ home districts, phone banking and coustituent “patch-
throughs™ 1o congressional offices, and direct mail with posteards to return to the administration. Response rates have been
high. So far, President Clinton has received nearly 58,000 postcards urging him to veto legislation that contains anti-environ-
mental riders. In addition, the patch-through phone calls have had a 40 percent response rate, translating into thousands of
calls from our members to their elected officials.

Northern Forest Alliance Funders: from Foundation Center database.

1990 Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $60,000 “To develop site-specific strategy for long-term protection of
New England’s northern forests.”

1991 American Conservation Association, Inc, gave $35,000 “For protection of northern forest lands of Maine,

°  New Hampshire, Vermont and New York.”
Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $50,000 “For second-year support of Northern Forest Lands Project,
effort to develop site-specific strategy for long-term protection of New England’s northern forests.”

1992 Surdna Foundation, Inc. gave $100,000 “For continued support of Northern Forest Alliance, collaboration
of leading New England and national conservation organizations to preserve northern forest lands.”
American Conservation Association, Inc. gave $15,000 “For protection of northern forest lands of Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont and New York.”

Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $40,000 “For final grant for Northern Forest Lands Project, effort to
develop site specific strategy for long-term protection of New England’s northern forests.”

The John Merck Fund gave $65,000 “For Grassroots Action Project which assists environmental organiza-
tions in northem New England in developing more effective alliances with local communities and with interest
groups outside traditional environmental movement.”

1993 Geraldine Rockefeller Dodge Foundation, Inc. gave $25,000 “To help coordinate and provide direction for
newly founded Northern Forest Alliance, coalition of conservation organizations seeking to create sustainable
management plan for Northern Forest.”

Richard King Mellon Foundation gave $50,000 “To create system of protecting wildlands, promoting
sustainable forests and supporting local economies while insuring ecological sustainability.”

The John Merck Fund gave $135,000 “For continued support of Grassroots Action Project, which helps
environmental organizations in northern New England develop more effective alliances with local constituen-
cies.

1994  The Pew Charitable Trusts gave $350,000 “For matching grant for Campaign for the Northern Forests to
establish forest reserves in northern New England and New York.”

Compton Foundation, Inc. gave $25,000 for unspecified support.

Moriah Fund gave $70,000 “For data gathering and analyses of biodiversity and land use in U.S. Northern
Forests and for Northern Forest Alliance to protect natural resources and strengthen community economies.”
The John Merck Fund gave $50,000 “For continued support of Grassroots Action Project, which helps
environmental organizations in northern New England develop more effective alliances with other organiza-
tions.”

1994  SurdnaFoundation, Inc. gave $100,000 “For coordination of campaign by Northern Forest Alliance to preserve
Northern Forest Lands.”

Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $100,000 “For central office operations and for outreach program. Grant
made through Appalachian Mountain Club.”
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| Northern Forest Alliance Funders: from Foundation Center database.

1995  The John Merck Fund gave $25,000 “To evaluate involvernent with communities in Upper Androscoggin
| River area of Maine and New Hampshire to develop strategies for stabilizing local economy and protecting high-
quality forest and water resources.”

The John Merck Fund gave $50,000 “Toward launching Androscoggin Valley Project, which is aimed
at increasing community involvement in local conservation projects and at assisting communities in
developing strategies for sustainable economic diversification and job creation.”

; Richard King Mellon Foundation gave $50,000 “Toward Northern Forest Land Project to protect
i ecological resources.”

| Geraldine Rockefeller Dodge Foundation, Inc. gave $25,000 “To continue grassroots and education
i efforts to protect natural and human communities of Northern Forest.”

| Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $150,000 “For continued support of ceniral office operations and
state caucus outreach and organizing activities. Grant made through Appalachian Mountain Club.”

1996 Jessie B. Cox Charitable Trust gave $125,000 “For final grant for outreach, organizing and commu-
- nications activities of Alliance state caucuses in Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont and for central
office. Grant made through Appalachian Mountain Club.”
Moriah Fund gave $65,000 “To promote protection and sustainable use of Northern Forests and for
Northern Forest Alliance.”
The Pew Charitable Trusts gave $400,000 “For campaign to establish public forest reserves in northern
New England and New York.”
The John Merck Fund gave $50,000 “For Androscoggin Valley Project, which seeks to increase
community involvement in local conservation projects and to assist communities in rural area along
Maine-New Hampshire border in developing strategies for sustainable economic diversification and job
creation.”
Weeden Foundation gave $10,000 “For continued support for protection of Northern Forest of New
! England.”
i 1997 Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation, Inc. gave $15,000 “For general support for Northem Forest Alliance,
coalition of conservation organizations creating sustainable management plan for 26-million-acre
Northern Forest.”
Weeden Foundation gave $10,000 “For continued support for overall coordination and implementa-
tion of Campaign for the Northern Forest.”
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PEW GRANT APPLICATION - THE STRATEGIC ATTACK PLAN

THE FOLLOWING IS'AN ACTUAL GRANT APPLICATION FROM THE NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY TO THE PEW
CHARITABLE TRUSTS REQUESTING HALF A MILLION DOLLARS TO FORM A POWERFUL COALITION WITH THE
- URPOSE OF ERADICATING THE GOODS PRODUCING ECONOMY ON FEDERAL LANDS IN ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO

Please attach a copy of this completed form to the front of you proposal (Fill out parts 5 and 6 only if
they apply to your request.) The Trusts require only one copy of your proposal.

Note: because of the volume of materials submitted to the Trusts, we cannot return anything submirted
as part of a proposal.

i. TAX NAME OF ORGANIZATION
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY
2. ORGANIZATION ADDRESS:
700 BROADWAY
NEW YORK, NY 10003-39510
3.  ORGANIZATION TELEPHONE (202)979-3000
4. NAME AND TITLE OF HEAD OF ORGANIZATION (/nclude degrees)
MR. PETER A. A. BERLE
PRESIDENT
5. NAME OF PROGRAM/SUBUNIT TO BE FUNDED:
THE DESERT FORESTS CAMPAIGN
6. NAME AND TITLE OF HEAD OF PROGRAM/SUBUNIT (/nclude degrees)
MR. DAVID HENDERSON
NEW MEXICO STATE DIRECTOR - NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY
7. GRANT REQUEST:
(amounr) $225,000/yr. (duration) TWO YEARS
(purpose) To build a campaign that will lead to the permanent protection
>f the Socuthwest forest ecosystem through a series of legislative and ad-
ministrativé forest reserves and citizen sponsored forest nanagement
plans.
For office use only
Proposal received and complete.
/ Program/staff initials.

The Desert Forests Campaign
Protecting the Bio-Economic Diversity of Southwest Forest Ecosystems
A proposal before the Pew Charitable Trusts
October, 1994
The Desert Forests Campaign seeks a two year $225,000 per year funding commitment from Pew Charitable Trusts to
secure permanent protection for the native biological, economic and cultural diversity supported by the Southwest’s forest
ecosystems This will be accomplished through a series of legislative and administrative reserve proposals and manage-
ment plans. The campaign will also influence agency-driven forest planning initiatives. Strategic administrative appeals
and litigation will be used to maintain political pressure and preserve endangered forests and species. The Campaign is
being jointly organized by every major forest advocacy group in Arizona and New Mexico. It represents the first attempt
to systematically, pro-actively and permanently protect forests of the Southwest.

I. BACKGROUND THREATS AND OPPORTUNITLES
Significance of Southwestern forests

Biological Diversity

- The Southwest is typically associated with redrock canyons and desert vistas, yet naturalists in this century and the
last have been astounded by the diversity and size of our forests. Bailey’s classic studies of forest mammals took
place in New Mexico which has more ponderosa pine forest than any other state. Leopold’s groundbreaking wildlife
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— -
management essays were based on the Mogollon Plateau - the world’s largest contiguous ponderosa pine forest. T
Merriam developed the theory of life-zones here because Southwestern forests rise from desert to alpine tundra,
encompassing more elevational/vegetative communities than any other area in North America.

Southwest forests are lush “sky islands™ rising up from a vast desert landscape to offer precious shade, water and
food to thousands of resident and migratory species. Because of their unique biogeography, Southwest forests are
extremely diverse and sensitive to disturbance. Each of the 20 island forests of our ecological provinces has been
isolated for over twelve thousands years, and has evolved to support and depend upon its own endemic flora and
fauna. The Southwest, in fact, supports the greatest number of endemic forest species in North America. Ende-
mism among plants, mammals, reptiles, amphibians and fish is particularly high. Mammal evolution is astounding.
The Southwest has evolved its own grizzly bear, wolf, jaguar, coati, elk and river otter, as well as many species of
bats, squirrels, chipmunks, voles, shrews and mice. Southwestern forests are also a crucial haven for endangered
migratory songbirds. The Tonto National Forest contains the highest density of breeding songbirds in North America
while Arizona supports the greatest avian diversity north of Mexico.

Linking the Sierra Madre Occidental, the Rocky Mountains and the Great Basin Ranges, the forests of the South-
west are not only a national concern, they are an international treasure. They are one of North America’s keystone
biodiversity hotspots.

Economic/Cultural Diversity

Native tribes of the Southwest have an ancient tradition of carefully using forest resources. Though some ruins are
over 40,000 years old and sites like Sky City on the Acoma Reservation have been continuously occupied for over
7,000 years, the forests of the Southwest remained in excellent ecological health up to the late 19th century.
Traditionals still depend upon the dwindling high elevation forests for spiritual practices and to gather herbs and
natural dyes.

Spanish culture has been a part of the Southwest for over 400 years. Smail, historic, Spanish speaking communities
like Vallecitos, Chimayo and Canon Plaza still dominate the mountains of northern New Mexico. Fire wood, latilla
cutting, and small lumber mills have long been central part of these communities, they have come to depend upon
the forests for their economic and cultural independence. Encroachment of industrial logging, especially in places,
like the Vallecitos Sustained Yield Unit on the Carson National Forest threatens to destroy the economic base and
independence of these communities.

Ecosystem Threats

Massive overgrazing of the Southwest began in the 18th century when Padre Kino brought Spanish cattle and sheep
to southern Arizona via Mexico. These non-desert adapted species quickly took to the highlands where they
proliferated and decimated native watersheds which had not evolved under intense grazing pressure. By the late
1880’s, cattle numbers were ten times what they are today. Many rivers had already dried up by 1884 when a
drought left over 500,000 dead cattle scattered across the badly eroded landscape.

Industrial logging entered the Southwest in the 1860°s with the building of the transcontinental railroad. With the
exception of the Kaibab Plateau which was too remote and the Greater Gila Ecosystem which was still largely
controlled by the Apaches, the Southwest’s forests were highgraded for railroad ties and mining timber. Logging
was focused on high grade trees between 250 and 500 years old. Such trees are nonexistent today.

The Forest Reserve System was created in the late 1880’s to limit grazing abuse and systematize timber harvest.
Selective highgrading continued up to the 1960’s when new mill operators demanded more timber. Use of the
shelterwood system from the 1960’s up to the early 1990’s massively increased tiraber production and road con-
struction. Over half of the timber ever cut in the Southwest was cut in the last 30 years.

Historic photographs show enormous old growth ponderosa pine forests, trout streams tumbling through dense
Douglas white fir forests, and snowy expanses of massive spruce. Over a hundred years of industrial forestry and
overgrazing. however, have liquidated eighty-five percent of the total old growth and ninety-five percent of the
ponderosa pine old growth. What remains is highly fragmented. Because so many of Southwest’s forest species are
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: ? endemics with no place to retreat, they have suffered a wave of extinction unparalleled by any other North American
1 forest system.

% The Southwest grizzly bear, Merriam’s elk, and the Southwest river otter are extinct.

The Mexican gray wolf, jaguar, thick-billed parrot, condor and Tarahumara leopard frog are extirpated.

The Monnt Graham red squireel, Obscura Momntains least chipmunk, Chuska Mountains tassel-eared squirrel, Arizona
water shrew, New Mexico meadow jumping monse, spotted bar, occult bat, Mexican spotied owl, Apache poshawk,
Northern goshawk, Southwestern willow flycatcher, Gould’s turkey, Jernez Mountain salamander, Chiricehua leopard

&} frog, and New Mexico ridge-nosed rattlesnake are just a few of the imperiled native species.

Al of the Southwest’s native trout, chubs and minnows are already listed as threatened or endangered.

Eighty percent of all birds and one hundred percent of neotropical songbirds dependent upon Seuthwest ponderosa pine
forests have suffered serious declines in the last 30 years.

¢

Due to a massive appea! effort and Mexican spotted owl conservation fogging has decreased dramatically on
the Southwest’s eleven National Forests in the last five years. The Forest Service is now proposing a number of farge
scale “ecosystern management” plans in order to get the timber program back on track Under the guise of “restoring
forest health” and goshawk “habitat improvement,” the Forest Service is setting its sights on the very last of the
Southwest’s mature forest. “Ecosystem 1 > in the Southwest has come 1o mean abolishing Forest standards
) and guidelines. and increasing salvage logging, and intensive livestock development andfor logging in roadless areas,
wildernass areas, goshawk territories and even spotted ow! territories. Logging on Native American lands {especialty
Navajo, Mescalero Apache and White River Apache lands) is even more intense.

Timber appeals have been successful in the past because the Forest Service has been quite random and unsophisticated in
its approach. A series of new quasi-scientific initiatives, however, will make sate-by-sale battles much more difficult, It
will also systematically increase Jogging levels,

1) All eleven National Forest Plans are being amended in 1993 to incorporate spotied ow! and Northem goshawk

idelines. The 2 dments will prescribe increased cutting levels in ponderosa pine across the

Ll region to “improve” goshawk foraging habitat.

2y Aregion wide Forest Health Initiative is being developed which wili mandate aggressive salvage logging of
windthrow, mis and beetle d forests. As happ in the Nerthwest salvage timber safes have in-
creased dramatically since the listing of the spotted owl as a threatened species.

= 3)  “Bcosystem projects” are being developed on every National Forest to restore the ponderosa pine community to a

mythical “park-like savanna” which the Forest Service claims existed prior to the European invasion. This mistaken

vision, more than any other, will massively increase logging throughout the Southwest, converting the vast majority

o of our forests 1o moacculture rangelands.

4)  Inresponse to pressure to remove cattle from riparian areas, the National Forests are proposing massive upland -
water developments which will increase upper watershed degradation.

§)  The Bureau of Indian Affairs has massively expanded its timber program during the last decade, s0 much so that its
10 year timber supply is exhausted. It is now proposing to inicrease cutting levels in the Chuska Mountains beyond
the ten year limitation.

6} The desecration of Mt. Graham by the University of Arizona’s interational observatory complex is but one assault

- on Native American cultural values. A proposed coal mine in the Cibola National Forest threatens to drain a lake

sacred to the Zuni People, while recreational developm ontinually encroach on Native American sacrod sites

throughonut the region.

4 7 The encroachment of internationally owned Duke City Lumber on the Vallecitos Sustained Yield Unit in northern

New Mexico is threatening Hispanic ¢ ities which have depended upon the forest for four hundred years,

B tlecitos was supposed to be reserved for community operators, focal loggers have joined forces with

environmentalists to stop the cutting. Thmber sales are still being planned and cut, however.

Opportunities

i It is readily apparent that this new level of threats is a response to successful, if less than systematic, environmentat activism.
“he Forest Service has adopted our language, coopted our concepts, and become more sophisticated in its and
r—justification. Itis now time for the environmental movement evolve as well. The next five years offers anexcellent apportunity
for the environmental community to come togetherina ic pro-active campaign to attain permanent forest protection
} through the legistation of a network of forest reserves and conservation biology based management plans.

17 Power to Hurt



31

PEW GRANT APPLICATION - THE STRATEGIC ATTACK PLAN

i Structurally, the Southwest is in an excellent position to attain this goal. .

| - Aninformal network of all the major forest activists already exists. We are remarkably unified in our vision and
are well poised to organize a major campaign. In the last few years we have worked together on numerous
lawsuits, petitions, and appeals. Most recently, we worked to together to produce a comprehensive critique of
the Kaibab National Forest’s proposed Forest Plan amendment.

N

Because clearcutting has not been the predominant method of logging. Southwest forests have not been con-
verted to tree farms. Significant, unprotected roadless areas and mature forest still exists.

Because Southwest forests are so diverse and support so many endemic species, they are uniquely suited to a
biodiversity based forest campaign.

The Southwest is unique in that virtually all its water originates on National Forest land. Clean, abundant water is
far and away the most valuable resource in this arid region and is in direct conflict with excessive logging.

Ninety percent of Southwest forests are managed by the U S Park or Forest Service. The rest is managed by
three Native American Nations. With so few agencies involved, all with federal environmental mandates,
strategizing and coordination will be made easier. :

The timber industry is a minor economic force in the Southwest. Its continued and inevitable decline will not
cause the kind of upheavals evident in the Northwest.

Tourism is the Southwest’s largest industry. Arizona is the most popular destination birding area in the country.
Permanently protecting our forests will increase and diversify the region’s economy.

The Southwest is one of the most urbanized regions in the Country. Seventy-five percent of its population lives
in Albuquerque, Tucson or Phoenix. The other twenty-five percent is largely concentrated in a handful of
smaller cities. This population is recreationally oriented and can be reached very efficiently.

Native American and traditional Hispanic cultures continue to thrive and are recognized as integral parts South-
western culiure. These communities and the values they represent are dependent upon healthy forest ecosys-
tems.

Temporarily, a systematic forest campaign must come together and make significant achievements in the next five
years. A short window of opportunity is currently present. Researchers in the last decade have produced a host of
scientific studies documenting the decline of biodiversity and ecological integrity in Southwestern forests. The
current democratic Presidency and Congress offers a unique and possibly limited opportunity for legislative reform.
The appointment of biclogist, Jack Ward Thomas, as Forest Service Chief increases thc chances of positive, pro-
active administrative relief.

The last Southwest Regional Forester retired after the environmental community unanimously called for his resigna-
tion. He was recently replaced by Charles Cartwright, assistant head of Ecosystem Management for the Forest
Service. Cartwright's background and interests may make him more open to true ecosystem management. Having a
supportive Regional Forester is a significant opportunity.

As required by the National Forest Management Act, all eleven National Forests will revise their Forest Plans in
the next five years which wiil guide Forest management for the next decade. Forest planning offers an excellent
opportunity for environmentalists to formulate independent, science based Forest Plan proposals and promote
comprehensive regional planning. Regional Forest Plan amendments to include Mexican spotted owl and Northern
goshawk management plans will offer the first opportunity for citizen review and challenge of the Southwest’s
guiding conservation plans. A successful challenge to the plans would entirely change forestry in the Southwest.
Finally, other regions such as the Southern Appalachians and Northern Rockies are currently organizing or proposing -
similar campaigns. These efforts will lend credibility to one another, creating a favorable climate for systematic -
regional and national forest protection.
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= [ II. THE DESERT FORESTS CAMPAIGN

—Campaign Strategy

Forest Proposals

administrative resistance.

Ecologically based forest management proposals will be developed for each ecosystem including every National
Forest and Native American Nation which choose to participate. The proposals will form the core of the legisla-
tive and Forest Plan proposals. They will also be used for multi-species conservation plans, public education and

Forest proposais will include detailed maps, maragement prescriptions, and strategies to protect economic and
cultural resources. Proposals wiil be tailored to the unique biological and cultural character of each ecosystem (see
Table I). Diversity and local planning will be the keystone of the legislative and Forest Plan proposals.

Maps will include ecological communities, habitat conditions, reserves, buffers, corridors, sustainable use zones,
and critical watersheds and wildlife areas. Management prescriptions will be based on ecological communities,
indicator species and endangered species. They will include detailed species viability assessments. Economic
protection strategies will include restoration initiatives such as stream enhancement, riparian recovery, and road
closure, as well as sustainable use area to be managed for small scale mills and ranches. They will include detailed
economic profile and impact analyses. Cultural protection strategies will preserve historic and sacred Native
American sites and ensure traditional uses.

Table 1. FOREST PROPOSAL ISSUES FOR SELECTED SOUTHWEST ECOSYSTEMS

Biological/cultural reserve

highly fragmented contains the
Southwest’s source Northern
goshawk population. Mexican
spotted owl already extirpated.

ECOSYSTEM/ BIOLOGICAL ISSUES CULTURAL ISSUES
MANAGEMENT

_ EMPHASIS
Kaibab Plateau Extensive residual old growth, Borders Grand Canyon National

Park, many native American sites,
logging induced floods have
devastated the Havasupai
Reservation

Mogolion Plateau

Restoration, water quality,
recreation

Little old growth or roadless;
produces most of Arizona’s water,
only corridor between southern
New Mexico and northern
Arizona/Utah

Popular urban recreation and
second home area

Sky Island Ecosystem

Biodiversity Conservation area

Extreme diversity and endemism,
many endangered species, jaguar
reintroduction, surrounded by
conservation areas

Popular Tucson recreation area,
San Carlos Apache sacred sites,
Mt. Graham

Greater Gila Ecosystem

Old growth, wilderness, wildlife

Extensive roadless, wilderness and
old growth, densest Mexican
spotted owl population, wolf,
Jjaguar and condor reintroduction
endemic trout

Support within Gila N.F. to
deregulate large White Mountain
Apache holdings, very active wise
use presence

Southern Rockies

Sustainable use

‘Wilderness, roadless, residual old
growth, native trout, corridor to
Southern Rockies

Many Native American sites,
historic use by Hispanic
communities, support from
Vallecitos logging cooperative
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Forest proposal development will be coordinated by Forest Conservation Council in conjunction with local grassroots
activists, biodiversity activists and the scientific community. As the Sky Island and Northern New Mexico proposals
are largely developed, they will be completed first and serve as prototypes for the rest of the region.

Congressman Bill Richardson of New Mexico has expressed great interest in the legislative proposal and will likely
introduce our legislative package. He previously introduced and lobbied for the successful femez Mountains Na-
tional Recreation Area which eliminated pumice mining in Northern New Mexico.

Biodiversity Advocacy

National Forest Management Act and Endangered Species Act petitions, appeal and litigation have provided the
environmental movement its strongest tools. They have been used Iess than strategically, however, when focused on
single species. Activists in the Southwest have petitioned for 32 endangered species and have thus far been very
successful in strategically using these laws to obtain permanent ecosystem protection, create administrative legal
tools, and create acute pressure points in need of immediate conservation resolution. They have used the laws pro-
actively to administratively petition for million acres of critical habitat, including 16 entire watersheds, for the endan-
gered Gila Trout.

Because of its extreme diversity and endemism, the Southwest is particularly well suited to biodiversity activism.
More forest species are listed as endangered in the Southwest than any other region. More than a dozen species
need to added to the list including Gooding’s onion, Hess’s fleabane, Blumer’s dock, Arizona water shrew, Chuska
Mountains tassel eared squirrel, Obscura Mountains least chipmunk, spotted bat, occult bat, Apache goshawk,
Northern goshawk, western yellow-billed cuckoo, Rio Grande cutthroat trout, and Chiricahua leopard frog.

Listed species will be used in strategic multi-species litigation and administrative appeals to protect critical forest
stands and watersheds. Unlisted species will subjects of Endangered Species Act petitions. Multi-species, ecosys-
tem based recovery plans and critical habitat petitions will be developed and incorporated as integral parts of the L
forest plan proposals. .

Formatted species summaries will be used by activists around the region for use in administrative appeals. White
papers documenting the biodiversity crisis in the Southwest will be developed for widespread use in public education,
media, litigation, and appeals. White paper topics will include Impact of Cattle Grazing and Logging on Native
Southwest Trout, The Neotropical Songbird Crisis in Southwestern Forests, Decline of Native Southwest Amphib-
ians, Status of Old Growth Forests in the Southwest, Impacts of Cattle Grazing on Southwestern Forests, and
Mistletoe, Bark Beetles, Fire Suppression and the “Forest Health” Crisis.

A Scientific Panel wiil be convened and jointly funded by the Campaign and the Forest Service to assess-current
forest conditions and biodiversity needs. Such panels have been highly successful in the Pacific Northwest and
Alaska. They are currently being pursued in the Sierra Nevada and the Southern Appalachians. In addition, the
Campaign will work closely with biologists and ecologists from state and tribal agencies to develop working relation-
ships that can add credibility to our Biodiversity Advocacy component in the media and influencing public opinion.

A Biodiversity Initiative petition will be filed with the Forest Service Chief in Washington, D.C. in order to draw
attention to the biodiversity management crisis in the Southwest. It will seek administrative review and be used as a
media and public education tool.

Finally, the Biodiversity component will include extensive work with grassroots coordinators and grassroots activists
to implement an aggressive administrative resistance program. In the Southwest, the Forest Service and the Bureau
of Indian Affairs are currently proposing logging, roadbuilding, mining, water developments and recreational facilities
in biologically critical roadless, old growth and wilderness areas. The Forest Service is also dramatically increasing
salvage and “forest health” timber sales throughout the region. These projects continue to degrade Sonthwest forest
ecosystems and jeopardize the integrity of the forest reserve proposals. Within the Biodiversity component, the
Campaign will monitor, comment on and appeal projects thronghout the region which threaten Forest ecosystem AR
mntegrity.
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‘ Appeals will be filed in coordination with and on behalf of local grassroots groups. In the event that local groups
choose to file their own appeals, the Campaign will provide biological, silvicultural and legal support.

I~ The Campaign will also work to assure appropriate budget allocations for the Southwest Region of the Forest
Service. Misdirected appropriations ensure misplaced emphasis on resource extraction, while making restoration
virtually impossible.

The Biodiversity component of the Campaign will be coordinated by the Greater Gila Biodiversity Project, the
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity and Earthlaw.

Urban Mobilization and Media/Public Education

Because the Southwest populace is largely concentrated in less than a dozen urban centers, with 75% in Phoenix,
Tucson and Albuquerque, it can be efficiently reached by a directed urban mobilization campaign, Mobilizing public
support will be crucial to effectively reach the legislature and create widespread interest in forest reform.

In year one we will conduct strategic planning sessions with professional consultants to develop a compelling
message best suited to the unique geographical and cultural conditions of the Southwest. We anticipate the first
years design work to inctude:

1. - An analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT), to determine (a) what successful/
unsuccessful media messages Southwest forest activists have utilized; (b) how well we are packaging the meaning
of our activism; (¢) what our strengths and weaknesses as a movement are, (d) what resources are available within
our coalition; (e) what resources need to be brought in from outside.

2. Polling and/or focus groups to gauge current public sentiment and knowledge, determine how welil our message
has gotten across, how well the industry and. The anti-environmental movement’s message has gotten across, and
assess how much desert-dwelling urbanites know about Southwest forests and their plight; development of a

. -compelling vision and a messages targeted at specific audiences at specific times.

3. Design of an outreach program capable of transmitting and selling the vision and messages.

4. A public relations professional in Phoenix has agreed to work pro-bono to develop an initial vision, message and
communications plan. :

We expect to begin the outreach education campaign in earnest by year two. An urban canvass will begin operating
in year two as part of the outreach program. New Mexico PIRG has expressed interest in contracting canvass
work in New Mexico.

Grassroots Support Network

Developing an effective grassroots network is critical. Grassroots activists will be instrumental in developing and
lobbying for local forest proposals. They will also file administrative appeals and provide on the ground knowledge
to all facets of the campaign.

Grassroots activists will be teched-up and tied into an electronic network which includes computers, faxes, modems,
a Desert Forest Conference on Econet, and a regular newsletter. Good communication among activists is necessary
to develop consistent positions, quick, effective response, and timely, accurate information flow.

Media, mapping, forestry and appeals workshops will be regularly organized in each of the three eco-regions to
create activist groups where they are needed to support existing activists. A forestry specialist will also be available
to aid in on ground analysis.

Two grassroots activists will be hired to organize Northern New Mexico, Northern Arizona, and the Southern
T forests. The Sierra Club Plateau Group, which has experience organizing forest watch groups on the Mogollon

: ’; Plateau will help develop the grassroots campaign.
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PEW GRANT APPLICATION - THE STRATEGIC ATTACK PLAN

I1l. CAMPAIGN STRUCTURE . —’

i The Desert Forests Campaign is being organized by Arizona Audubon Council, Carson Forest Watch, Earthlaw,

: Forest Conservation Council, Forest Guardians, Forest Trust, Greater Gila Biodiversity Project, Maricopa Audubon,
Sierra Club Plateau Group, Southwest Center for Biological Diversity, and Southwest Audubon, National Audubon
Society will act as the Campaign’s fiscal sponsor.

The Campaign be overseen by an 11 member board representing the Campaign organizers. The Board will be
responsible for setting overall campaign goals and priorities, fiscal oversight, hiring staff, awarding grants, electing a
Steering Committee and establishing a scientific review panel.

An Advisory Board representing groups or individuals knowledgeable about and committed to protecting Southwest
i forest biodiversity will be established. The Advisory Board will provide input and advise to the Board from a variety
of academic and activist orientations.

A Steering Committee of 5 people will act on behalf of the Board. The Steering Committee will ensure Campaign
goals, strategies, and programs are implemented. They will also be responsible for fund raising,

A full time Campaign Administrator will manage campaign finances, inter-organization communication, coordinate
fundraising, and act as a liaison between various program Elements. The Campaign Administrator will serve as the
primary contact person for the media, foundations, agencies, and politicians. The Administrator will be supported
with one half time staffer.

Forest Conservation Council will coordinate forest proposals with the aid of local activists. Staff requirements
. include 2.5 FTE and two consultants. The Southwest Center for Biological Diversity / Greater Gila Biodiversity
" Project will coordinate listing petitions, status reviews, conservation plans, and white papers. Staff requirements
include 2.5 FTE and two consultants. Three full-time coordinators will manage the grassroots support network and
i administrative resistance components. Additional support will be allocated at the discretion of the Board of Direc-
tors.

| IV. PROJECT BUDGET AND REQUEST TO PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS

The Desert Forest Campaign seeks $225,000 per year for two years from the Pew Charitable Trusts to implement
The Desert- Forest Campaign in Arizona and New Mexico. The Campaign is a three year, $1,514,100 commitment
i by a network of grassroots and national environmental organizations. National Audubon Society will serve as the
fiscal sponsor for the Campaign, with participating organizations receiving contracts from NAS to implement spe-
cific Campaign components. The following budget narrative provides an explanation of revenues and expenditures
! depicted on the budget form attached, and discussed year by year changes in the allocation of project funds as they
. are adjusted to meet the changing emphasis of the campaign as it evolves over a three year period. -

Revenue

In year one, total project revenue is expected to be $496,545 with Pew Charitable Trusts contributing $225,000, or
45% of the total. Other foundations will contribute $226,145. Existing commitments to individual groups implement-
ing portions of the Campaign include the Turner Foundatiom, for biodiversity advocacy, grassroots mapping, litigation
: and appeals ($50,000), the Harder Foundation for appeals and public education work ($10.000}, the Sierra Club

¢ ($2,000) for mapping, the McCune Foundation ($15,000) for economic and cultural resource effects analysis of

i Conservation Plans, and the Ruth Brown Foundation ($5,000) for biodiversity advocacy. Other foundations being
solicited by participating organizations for Campaign related work include the W. Alton Jones Foundation, the Ruth
Mott Fund, Recreation Equipment Incorporated, the Santa Fe Community Foundation, the Surdna Foundation, the C
S Fund, Foundation for Deep Ecology, [Temson(?)] Foundation and Fund for Wild Nature, the Rockefeller Founda-
tion, the Florence Schumann Foundation, the Nathan Cummings Foundation and the Tides Foundation.

Additional revenues are expected from business sponsors ($10,000), including the Business for Social i{esponsibility
network in New Mexico, from individual members of Participating organizations ($15,000), and direct funding of
campaign costs and labor from participating organizations ($20,400); [END OF AVAILABLE DOCUMENT]
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Bob Voight, Mainé .

The environmentalists used the spotted owl to control the forest in the Northwest. Since 1988 the environ-
mentalists bave tried ruse after ruse to control the 16 million acres of forest in Maine. They ali failed. Now they are
using the saimon, under the Endangered Species Act, to attain forest control. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and
the National Marine Fisheries Service are their weapons of choice to fulfill the Endangered Species Act listing, and
thus control the entire watershed, most of the forest of Maine. Over the next decade fishing, fish farming and the
forest industry will be shut dows, with o recourse, no citizen choice. The major opponent of the Maine forest
economy is the Northern Forest Alliance, a coalition of 34 state and national environmentalist groups with a budget
of $100 miltion, much of which comes from the John Merck Fund, Pew Charitable Trusts and Jessie B. Cox Chari-

table Trust. The juggernaut of exireme envirc Lismrolls on, squashing citizens beneath #ts weight.

Ted Miller, Pulp and Paperworkers Resource Council, Gorham, New Hampshire

For the past one hundred years, Berlin and Gorham, NH have depended on their pulp and paper mills.
Indeed, it has been shown that 70% of all jobs in Coos County {northern New Hampshire) depend on those mills,

In 1992 the local pulp and paper industry was in a deep recession. As a non-salaried worker in those milis I
can testify they were in need of major investment in equipment upgrades and routine maintenance.

‘The hydro dams owned by the mill provide over 60% of their own power. The licenses to operate those
dams on the Androscoggin River came up for renewal by FERC.

Without wamning, an environmental coalition calling itself the Conservation Coalition emerged, consisting of

- the Appalachian Mountain Club, the Conservation Law Foundation, Trout Unlimited, American Rivers Inc., and

American Whitewater Affiliation. They filed for intervention on the dam relicensing. Backed by a $250,000 yearly
grant from Pew Charitable Trusts over the next three years, this coalition cost the Berlin-Gorharm mills miliions of
doitars at a time they truly could not afford it

The Coalition demanded that the mill owners provide a buffer within 4000 feet of the shoreline, increased
water flows over the existing dams resulting in less power generation, serious restrictions on use of the entire
watershed, and a supplemental EIS. :

It took three years for FERC to relicense the hydro dams. The Conservation Coalition had cost James River
Corp. millions of dollars. Over three hundred jobs were lost. The Berlin-Gorham mills were more dilapidated. Funds
badly needed for equipment upgrades were diverted to jegal wrangling.

Environmental groups backed by foundations continue to injure the people of northern New Hampshire.

Erich Veyhl, Massachusetts

Destruction of dams and the beginning of using Atlantic Salmon as a surrogate endangered species for
Federal control of the watershed: The environmentalists have been harassing several dam operations in order to
destabilize private industry in Maine, forcing them to sell their assets. They cost Bowater millions in the fight to
rehicense the Great Northern Paper Co. dams. They succeeded recently in forcing the Edwards dam to be demol-
ished over the objections of its owner and have been openly harassing an existing dam operation at Basin Mills. The
Federal government, with environmentalist pressure, is now threatening an Atlantic Salmon ESA listing.

The American Rivers Conservation Council, Ine. Washington, DC: $20,000 Support tewards a collaborative
project of American Rivers, Natural Resonrces Council of Mzine, and the Atlantic Salmon Federation to remove the
Edwards Dam on the Keanebsc River in Maine.

Sterra Club Legal Defense Fund $25,600: To support legal costs of challenging the proposed Basin Mills
Dar project on the Penobscot River.

A straightforward attempt to influence judges throughout New England: M } Bar Foundation /
Flaschner Judicial Institate Boston, MA: $46,500 To support a collaborative project of the Massachusetts
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Environmental Law Institute, and Flaschner to develop and
present an environmental program for judges throughout New England.

Brian Bishop, Rhode Island

Residents of upstate New York and northern New England are threatened with emotional and financial
ruin. [ have literally seen foundation driven ideas bleed these communities dry.

The Appalachian Mountain Club hag become a virtual elearing house for attacks on northern forest citizens,
with the group receiving numerous grants on its own and in combination with other organizations which.are aimed at
undermining the forest economy and limiting development opportunity. The AMC in concert with Maine Audubon,
Audubon Society of NH, and the Conservation Law Foundation received a three year grant of $315,000 from the
Jesse B. Cox Charitable Trast “to prioritize high value natural lands in the north woods of New England, and to
promote a greentine strategy for the northem forests.”
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This is funding for a direct assault on the citizens of the northern forest and their way of life. To make

matters worse, these grants have been leveraged with the free use of federal land in the White Mountain National
Forest in a most inappropriate collusion between the US Forest Service and the Appalachian Mountain Club which
conducts lobbying and direct action activities from a “hiking” facility on the White Mountain National Forest. Memos
indicate that the Forest Service and the AMC conduct business as a virtual partnership in which the Forest Service
provides facilities to the AMC which in turn lobbies the federal government which the Forest Service is unable to do.
Thus, in directing the AMC, the Jesse B. Cox Charitable Trust gains the additional ability to give virtually the same
direction to the Forest Service.

The residents of the northern forest states are open to dialogue within their communities with the intent of
providing for a sustainable future in the north country, but they are set upon by outside influences, i.e. undue influ-
ences, seeking to do for the northeast what they have already done to the northwest. If this is acceptable to Con-
gress, I am ashamed to be a citizen of this country.

Matt Bennett, Tennessee .

In early 1995, ten local, regional, and national environmental organizations banded together to form the
Southern Appalachian Forest Coalition (SAFC). Located in Asheville, Nosth Carolina, SAFC is an umbrella group
created to execute a unified political and media strategy to influence the management of the region’s five miilion
acres of public fand. According to an article published in the Asheville Citizen-Times, the group’s agenda included
stopping clearcutting, protecting road-less areas and old-growth forests, and protecting wildlife and stream corridors.
The article also mentioned that SAFC was not 2 membership organization and that funding would come entirely
from foundation grants. SAFC owed more than just its funding to foundations. Its very creation was the result of a
meeting sponsored by the Pew Charitable Trusts that suggested environmental groups could be more effective if
they formed coalitions to lead and coordinate their efforts.

Using a coalition member, the Southern Environmental Law Center, as its fiscal agent, SAFC’s annual
budget now approaches $1 million. Their Form 990 lists grants from, among others, The Lyndhurst Foundation, Pew
Charitable Trusts, Tumer Foundation, W. Alton Jones Foundation, and the Merck Family Fund. These impressive
resources and the ability to hire a sizeable full-time staff give SAFC a disproportionate influence in the National
Forest planning process. Other forest users are often precluded from participating in the planning meetings due to
job related responsibilities. The results are obvious; largely due to their influence, timber production is no longer
included as a multiple-use outcome in the preferred alternative of the Region 8 National Forest Management Plans.

Foundation support has changed the rules of the game in the forest planning process. Public participation is
skewed when a cadre of full-time activists, who do little else, is pitted against citizens who must earn a living and
raise a family during the time when meetings are typically held. Sadly, from the standpoint of democratic participa-
tion, this domination will be further exaggerated by the Forest Service’s proposed new planning rule with its empha-
sis on collaborative decision making. Too often those sitting at the table will be the ones that are paid to be there,
the rest of the public having been excluded by the necessity of earning a living elsewhere.

Jan Michael Jacobson, Florida.

I have been Director of the Everglades Institute for the last twenty years. Prior to that I was, among other
things, chairman of a Sierra Club chapter and thus a member of the Fiorida Sierra Club’s Florida Executive Commit-
tee (FLEXCOM).

It is my considered opinion that Mr. Amold is both factually correct and politically astute in his analysis of
the relationships between environmental groups and government agencies.

Indeed, I left FLEXCOM over an abuse regrettably ail too similar to those documented by Mr. Arnold.
These abuses were easily predictable from a Constitutional perspective, being what the Founders knew would occur
if power was not balanced and checked.

‘We in the environmental movement organizations, and the officers in particular, departed from historically
tested, and proven, American control of power; we allowed vast sums to be controlled by a handful of peopie. We
assumed that they were “good people”. At the beginning (say, early 1960’s) many were.

But money and power do predictable things to even the best of us, as Lord Acton observed so long ago.

It is my opinion, based on my experience and research, that unaccountable power is perhaps even more
likely to corrupt than absolute power.

And the environmental movement is not accountable to anyone, in large part not even its members.

Julie Smithson, Ohio:
Our area is under threat of being declared a National Wildlife Refuge by the actions of corrupt officials of
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, acting in collusion with The Nature Conservancy, which is attempting to impose
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‘ one of its resmctwe “Bioreserve projects on our farming community. T
| The Cotumbus Foundation and Affiliated Organizations, a consortinm of urban foundations unconcerned
about rural economies and the property rights of farmers, gave The Nature Conservancy a grant of $25,000 in 1996
“For Darby Bioreserve Project, including hiring riverkeeper to promote citizen-based protection of Big and Little
Darby Creeks.”

Despite massive opposition to the Project by our local citizens, the USFWS continues to act under the
influence of The Nature Conservancy and their funders in the Columbus Foundation consortium to cripple our farm
community.

We request that Congress fully investigate this foundation-funded attempt to destroy the economy of our
local farm community.

Laura Busby, Arkansas

The McKnight Foundation is the source of so much money that harms residents along the entire Mississippi
River that it is almost impossible for most people to understand.

During the 1998 McKnight gave many millions for its “Mississippi Program” in grants to Environmentai
Support Center in Washington, D.C., the National Wildlife Federation, Tides Center, and many others that affect our
area.

A Mississippi River Main River Levee Project was halted by a lawsuit filed by the Sierra Club, Audubon
Society and other foundation-funded environmental organizations that asked for and received a delay in a California
court. The delay allowed time for water to seep under the levee to into a street inside the city limits of West Mem-
phis, Arkansas. The seepage was declared a “slide,” a life-threatening danger. The slide was tardily reported to the
Corps of Engineers and repaired just in time.

There was never an apology from any organization that delayed our levee’s completion. Human life was
definitely at the bottom of their list of priorities.

John C. Martin, Colorado

The Grand Mesa National Forest in west central Colorado has established Travel Management after a ten
year effort. One plan was scrapped, public comment in addition to a “working group” that met for 18 months finally
-~{ came up with a decision in 1995. The 1995 decision was appealed by over 300 Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) groups
and individuals, and at a meeting with the Forest Service Supervisor, a settlement agreement was signed. With the
good faith work of the public, organizational representation and the agency, the more expensive route of a court
action was avoided.

Over $100,000 in state OHV funds have been spent to date and another $65,000 is dedicated to achieve
balance between OHV needs and the forest. This year, the Forest Service will complete the terms of the settlement
agreement. Years of mutual trust between the public and the agency, founded in that agreement, have made the
difficuit issues easier to deal with, fostered by mutual trust.

Because of the President’s definition of a road, the roadless initiative will close existing roads on all the areas
where user dollars and hundreds of hours of volunteer time have made the trail system better for the people and the
forest. I guess “no good deed will go unpunished by the current administration.” Ten years of public involvement, five
years of partnership between the public and the agency will have no merit or value.

Judy Keeler, Bootheel Heritage Association, New Mexico

Our area is under siege by various environmental groups and federal agencies. When The Nature Conser-
vancy (TNC) failed to sell the Gray Ranch to the US Fish and Wildlife Service for a Wildlife Refuge in 1991, they
sold it to another nonprofit organization called the Animas Foundation (a Missouri private operating foundation, 1997
Assets: $37,907,924; Income $4,666,644) in 1993, while retaining for themselves a conservation easement on the
property. John Cook, Vice President of Natural Resources for TNC, is on the board of directors for the Animas
Foundation. In 1994 Mr. Cook also helped organize a group called the Malpai Borderlands Group (1998 assets:
$860,295; Income $355,940), of which he is currently co-director. TNC’s general council, Michael Dennis, is also the
Malpai Group’s general council. The Group’s application for tax exempt status, drafted by Dennis, states they intend
to develop and implement a “comprehensive land management strategy™ for nearly one million acres in Southwest
New Mexico and Southeast Arizona. They intend to manage this area “in cooperation” with federal and state
agencies. -

¢ Since incorporation of these two nonprofit entities, individuals living within the 1 million acres have been

pressured by federal agencies to cooperate in this strategy. According to a MOU signed in April of 1993, the ecosys-
tem of the area would be restored using fire. Pressure began to be applied to local residents when a “fire map” of
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the area was developed in 1995. Land owners had been asked to submit a copy of their individual allotments to the
Animas Foundation. Many cooperated. The maps were then compiled into one large map that became known as the
“Malpai Borderlands area”. Next, the Forest Service began to pressure individuals to allow naturally occurring fires to
burn their allotments. The Forest Service also began to develop a fire plan for the area that included “naturally
occurring”, and prescribed fires. They recommended individuals “grassbank” on the Gray Ranch to reduce the
“costs™ associated with these fires. This was not acceptable to many because it involved placing a conservation
easement on their property to be held by the Malpai Group.

In addition to the prescribed fires, the residents were “strongly encouraged” to; 1) preserve “open space” by
Iimiting subdivision on their private property; 2) adopt Chihuahua leopard frogs to be placed in their dirt tanks; 3)
develop a Conservation Agreement with Assurances for prairie dogs, which the Animas Foundation relocated to the
Gray Ranch over the objections of the county; and 4) offer protection for jaguars that never inhabited the area. Most
recently, they have had their allotments mapped by US Fish and Wildlife for “occupied habitat”, and the whole
Hidalgo County designated “occupied range” for jaguar. Simultaneously, the New Mexico Wilderness Coalition,
headed by Dave Foreman, former Earth First leader, is pushing for the area to be designated a wilderness.

Preserving “open space”, as perpetuated by the Malpai Borderlands Group and TNC, has the potential to
create the greatest economic harm to the county and its residents. Already one of the poorest counties in the state of
New Mexico, the closing of Phelps Dodge’s Hidalgo Smelter, has left little tax base on which to operate. Further
restricting development will be the death knell. It is evident the Malpai Group is being positioned to become recipients
of any mitigation fees extorted from local businesses and residents that do decide to develop their private property.

- Presently this county has one of the highest occurrences of endangered and special status species in the state, as
identified by TNC. These species can easily be used to leverage their “buyout” of the area.

Funding for the Animas Foundation and the Malpai Borderlands Group has come from grants given by
federal agencies, chiefly the Forest Service which funds a position to administer the Malpai Borderlands agenda, and
the National Resources Conservation Service, which also funds a position for the Malpai Group. Large foundation
donations have been made by: Liz Claibome - Art Ortenberg Foundation, Clark Family Foundation, Doris Duke
Foundation, General Motors, Hewleit Foundation, JR Short Milling Co, Mildred Andrews Fund, McCune Foundation,
Moriah Fund, Nadalynn Conway Trust, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Norcross Wildlife Foundation, Orvis
Company, Orvis-Perkins Foundation, Perkins Charitable Foundation, Point Foundation, Thaw Charitable Trust, Tides
Foundation, Wallace Research Foundation, and Wolf Creek Foundation.

We respectfully request Congress fully investigate these foundation grants and federal agency invotvement in
this clear attempt to destroy our county’s economy.

Rachel Thomas, Arizena

From December 8, 1995 The Nature Conservancy (TNC) notified the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) of their
interest in accepting and managing a fund established for the purpose of mitigating endangered species impacts at
Roosevelt Lake, Arizona. On March 18, 1996 a federal grant was given to TNC for $25,000. May 24, 1996: the
amount was increased by $25,000 to file an option to purchase Saddle Mountain Lakes, a commercial fish farm and
ranch operation. August 19, 1996: a draft grant was transmitted to TNC which was the agreement between BOR and
TNC for $4,198,804.00 with $1,747,426.00 federal funds obligated by Jennis L. Hemingway, BOR. September 18,
1996: the total amount for the mitigation activities was increased by Hemingway to $4,422,804. November 15, 1996: a
fully executed copy of the grant was transmitted from BOR to TNC. November 22, 1996: a request by TNC for
funds to purchase a nut harvester ($6,000) and a Massey-Ferguson 650 Tractor ($7,500). December 3, 1996: ap-
proval for purchase of equipment by BOR.

Mike Noel, Utah

Michael Noel is a retired 25 year federal employee. Mike worked in the Kanab Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) office in Southern Utah for 22 years. During that period he received numerous special achievement awards
and quality step pay increase awards for outstanding performance in his job. Mike never received any yearly evalua-
tion rating below a superior. He was a good worker and was well respected by many different supervisors and by the
citizens in the community in which he worked and lived. During the last 6 years of his employment with the BLM
Mike was assigned as the project manager for the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for the
Andalex Coal Mine Proposal know as the Warm Springs EIS. There were a total of 3 federal agencies BLM, Office
of Surface Mining, US Park Service, 1 Utah State Agency, the division of Oil Gas and Mining and a private, govem-~
ment selected, consultant, ENSR in Boulder Colorado that provided input, review and consultation on the EIS.

After 5 years of work on the EIS and several months prior to the intended release of the Draft EIS to the
public, the document was sent to the Washington Office for review. During this time the EIS was reviewed at the
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highest levels of the Interior Department and because the impacts of the propdsed action on the federal lands were
found to be minor to moderate and completely mitigatable, Noel and his project manager joint lead counterpart with
the OSM, Floyd McMullen, were subjected to intense scrutiny and pressure to change the impacts identified in the
EIS.

Despite the preparation and review by over 100 federal, state, and private resource specialists, these
politically appointed Washington Office Interior Department managers were unhappy with the document. Noel and
MeMullen held firm to the findings in their document and were not willing to make changes based merely on the
fact that the green bureaucracy in Washington wanted the project stopped. During this review process with Wash-
ington Office, Noel was in fact demoted from project manager to assistant project manager and his duties were
severely restricted.

In September of 1996 the Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument was created with the staternent
by Bill Clinton that the area must be protected from coal development. This is of course was a lie and was only a
means for the administration to invoke the Antiquities Act to create the monument.

After the creation of the monument, Noel became persona non grata in the BLM and was told that he was
ta be reduced from a GS 12 10 2 GS 11 grade. The normal occurrence would bave been to give Noel a promotion
and an award for completing the complex and highly controversial EIS that would have been legally defensible ina
court of law.

Noel opted for an early out with a 20% reduction in retirement benzfits and went to work as the executive

. director for the Kane County Water Conservancy District. Last year he organized the Color Country Chapter of

People for the USA in Kanab and another Chapter in neighboring Garfield County. Noel and over 1000 members of
PFUSA in Kane County are working with local and state government elected representatives and citizens to try and
overturn the monument desigration through the judical process. He is also fighting water rights issues and the
RS82477 road battle with the BLM to keep them from closing over 1279 miles of county roads in the new monu-
ment.

Mir. Noel’s experience is not a isolated one. Many former BLM employees including Mr. Jim Parker,
former BLM state director for Utah and Ed Sherick, former Monticello Utah Area Manager are also actively
involved in helping the rural counties in Utah protect their rights against the green agenda of the Clinton Gore
administration. After reading Ron Amold’s book Undue Influence, Mike contacted him to thank him for his presen-
tation of the “real facts concerning the creation of the GSENM”

Shauna Johnson, Utah

Three years ago, a diverse group of County residents and agencies formed a committee to develop a plan to
protect the floodplain of the Virgin River with a locally-driven plan that would protect private property rights, the
economy of the region, and the sensitive and endangered species of fish that USFWS had identified in the river. We
worked for three years, in close cooperation with USFWS, BLM, Park Service, State of Utah, to develop a plan
that would satisfy USFWS requirements. The Grand Canyon Trust were invited to be part of the process, and did
participate, and in October of 1999, our plan was approved and signed off on by all participants, and published and
publicly implemented. This plan was suppased to alleviate the need for Critical habitat designation for the Virgin
River floodplain which is 85% private property and the main source of water for our whole area.

During the entire process, the GRAND CANYON TRUST, funded by grants from THE GENERAL
SERVICE FOUNDATION-$10,000/yr.; the PINCUS FAMILY FUND-$30,000/yr.; GEORGE S, and DOLORES
DORE BECCLES FOUNDATION-$37,500/yr.; the FORD FOUNDATION-$200,000/yr; the J1.S. and JESSIE E.
QUINNEY FOUNDATION-537,000/yr.; attempted to usurp and undermine our efforts, even as they were sup-
posed to be working ou the planning team. They tried 1o start a separate committee, tried to bring in their own fish
biologists to refute the science behind the plan, and applied for a large grant, stating that the Virgin River Planning
committee was supporting them. Their overt behavior throughout the whole process caused the plan to take a lot
tonger than it should have, but in the end, they signed off on it as did the USFWS, Within 2 weeks of the fmplemen-
tation of our Plan, the USFWS listed our river as Critical habitat , despite the fact that they had signed an agreement
when we did the plan. They were strongly encouraged ta do this by the Grand Canyon Trust, who have openly
stated that they will see their goals implemented on the entire river.

This is causing great difficulty for planning and land use efforts by private citizens and local governments,
and is negatively impacting local economies. We have an excellent locally-driven management plan, and we hope
that you will help us reestablish its authority, by investigating the breach of trust by the Grand Canyon Trust and the
USFWS, and the foundations that helped pay for the harm that has been done.
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Rich Petaja, Montana

Liz Claiborne, who operates 2 $26 million foundation, and Art Ortenberg, who, with Claiborne, operates a
separate $39 million foundation, together own a $2 million home on Lake Lindbergh in Montana.

Their view across the lake looks at timbered private land, presently undeveloped. Claiborne and Ortenberg
apparently wishéd to keep their view free of other homes and urged their environmental movement friends to
support the purchase of virtually all the private lakefront visible from their home by the U.S. Forest Service with
public money.

The Forest Service agreed after a number of local environmental groups urged them to buy the private
lakefront property, and the multi-million-dollar sale is now being transacted through the Trust for Public Land.

The Liz Claiborne and Art Ortenberg Foundation gave $12,500 to the Five Valleys Land Trust in 1998, and
other sums to other environmental groups that supported the federal purchase of this private land.

Our bureaucrats appear to be catering to a landed gentry with taxpayer funds.

Marcia H. Armstrong, California

1) In the last decade, the Klamath Forest Alliance has appealed every grazing permit renewal decision on
the Klamath National Forest except one. Every one of the appeals has been over-ruled by the regional office. This
has caused a great deal of unnecessary expense, time and effort by Forest Service staff and the grazers, taking
resources from actual range management.

2) In the last decade, Felice Pace of the Klamath Forest Alliance has worked to undermine the spirit and
effectiveness of the Scott River Watershed Coordinated Resource Management Planning (CRMP) Group, acting in
bad faith until the group disbanded and reconstituted to purge itself of Mr. Pace and his disruptive tactics. KFA had
repeatedly used the consensus process in the past few years to block decisions. After two incidents when KFA’s
representative, Felice Pace, acted in a physically aggressive manner toward other participants, the group requested
that another KFA representative be appointed. The CRMP was refused. The group disbanded as a CRMP and
reconstituted as the Scott River Watershed Council comprised of members that are representative only of them-
selves and not of any group.

3) Klamath Forest Alliance is funded by Weeden Foundation, $20,000, 1997; The Homeland Foundation,
$15,000, 1997; Richard & Rhoda Goldman Fund, $20,000, 1997; W. Alton Jones Foundation, $80,000, 1997; Founda-
tion for Deep Ecology, $10,000, 1996; Compton Foundation, $10,000, 1996; W. Alton Jones Foundation, $25,000,
1996; W. Alton Jones Foundation, $25,000, 1995; W. Alton Jones Foundation, $30,000, 1992: W. Alton Jones
Foundation, $30,000, 1991; The Needmor Fund, $10,000, 1991; The Needmor Fund, $13,000, 1991.
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Consequences and Questions

1 PomNT: THE POWER TO DESTROY AMERICA'S GOODS-PRODUCING ECONOMIES
1 1S NOwW CONCENTRATED IN THE HANDS OF A FEW INFLUENTIAL WEALTHY
FOUNDATIONS, GRANT-DRIVEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS AND ACTIVIST FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES. SHOULD THIS CONCENTRATION OF WEALTH AND POWER
BE REGULATED?

POINT: REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS ARE SO LAX
THAT THE PUBLIC CANNOT DISCOVER THEIR GRANTS OR EXAMINE THEIR
INVESTMENT PROTFOLIO CONTENTS FOR CONFLICTS. SHOULD THE REPORT-
ING REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS BE STRENGTHENED? SHOULD
PUBLIC ACCESS TO THIS INFORMATION BE MADE MANDATORY?

Call for Investigation
CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS OF PRESCRIPTIVE PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS
FUNDING GRANT-DRIVEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS WHOSE MEMBERS ARE IN
FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT POSITIONS THAT WOULD PERMIT UNDUE INFLUENCE
OVER AGENCY DECISIONS. )
CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATION OF THE POweR TO HURT Acr0sS THE UNITED
STATES AND A REPORT ON THE ACTUAL STATE OF THE NATION IN TERMS OF
HARMED PARTIES WITH SUGGESTED REMEDIES.
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OF FREE ENTERPRISE
is a non-profit, tax-exempt, publicly supported educational foun-
dation organized under 501(c)(3) and 509(a)(1) of the Internal

Revenue code.

The Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise was founded on
July 4, 1976, by a coalition of concerned citizens to promote
and defend the principles of the American free enterprise sys-
tem. To that end, the Center for the Defense of Free Enter-
prise conducts many educational and legal action projects de-
signed to better inform the public about the benefits of the
free enterprise economic system. This report is one of a peri-
odic series on the problems of free enterprise.

Additional copies of this report are available for $10.00 from the
address below. Questions concerning this report should be ad-
dressed to: Editor, “Power To Hurt” For more information, please
contact:

CENTER FOR THE DEFENSE
OF FREE ENTERPRISE
Liberty Park
12500 N.E. Tenth Place
Bellevue, Washington 98005
(425) 455-5038
FAX (425) 451-3959
Web Site: http://fwww.cdfe.org
Email: editor@cdfe.org
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Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Arnold.
The Chair now recognizes Mrs. White Horse Capp for her testi-
mony.

TESTIMONY OF MS. DIANA WHITE HORSE CAPP

Ms. Capp. Madam Chairman, Committee Members, thank you
for this hearing.

I am Diana White Horse Capp, from Ferry County, Washington,
4.6 million acres in the Kettle Mountains, 7200 people. I am Chair-
man of the Upper Columbia Resource Council.

Madam Chairman, history shows the elite gain power by pitting
the masses against each other. Our Constitution, based on the Iro-
quois Great Law of Peace, is intended to prevent such abuses.

Elite foundations now funnel their wealth to environmental
groups who pit the masses against each other. Rural Americans are
condemned as savages just as Natives once were. Rural Natives
and whites work in the same occupations. Our welfare is con-
nected. The south half of my county is Colville Reservation. On the
north half, Colvilles and other Native descendants live in peace
with whites. The community is intermarried. We cannot afford the
division these foundations instigate.

The environmental elite use Native people. They preach about
Tribal Rights and promise to restore justice. Yet they do little for
Native people but use them as poster children to buy the clout of
Treat Rights in their lawsuits. Local activists courted favor on the
Reservation and the Colville Indian Environmental Protection Alli-
ance emerged. This is a foundation grant handled by Winona
LaDuke, a Native recruiter from Minnesota, daughter of the late
Sun Bear, and it is targeted to fight people like me in Ferry Coun-
ty. LaDuke’s webpage here says that the Colville group she funds
is opposed to gold mining on the Reservation. But this article from
High Country News says that that same group successfully lobbied
the Tribal Council to oppose Crown Jewel Mine. Madam Chairman,
the Crown Jewel Mine is not on the Reservation, it is 30 miles
away, minimum. This kind of deception puts a smear on the Tribe’s
name. These activists have come in and they have stirred up polit-
ical upheaval on the Reservation. I am told that there are Tribal
members who are intimidated and they would like the FBI to step
in.
The environmental elite use the grassroots groups to destroy our
rural culture. Our county is crippled by their attacks on timber,
mining and ranching. Jobs are very scarce. Our children feel hope-
less. These elite have really raped our children’s future. These
grants target Ferry County, along with the others I have shown,
with $105,000 just to silence the so-called “incivility” of people like
me concerned with human rights. These grants go through Envi-
ronmental Media Services, and that outfit is headed by Arlie
Schardt, Al Gore’s former Press Secretary. It looks pretty political
to me.

Slick media activists hound urbanites, screaming that rural cul-
tures destroy the planet when, in fact, we feed and shelter them.
The 1998 National Wilderness Conference announced its plan for
Wilderness designation of the Kettle Range. Ferry County is the
Kettle Range. Their millions wage a high-dollar war for Wilderness
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in Ferry County along with Kettle Range Conservation Group. Our
county is beautiful, and they covet that beauty enough to rape our
culture. We don’t want to be squeezed out. This cultural genocide
must be acknowledged. Cultural genocide is why the Kootenai
Tribe has joined Idaho’s fight against Wilderness. This petition by
Bret Roberts of the Ferry County Action League has already col-
lected 2,000 area resident signatures against Wilderness designa-
tion.

What is worse is that Federal insiders reshape policy to destroy
rural cultures. There is a map here that shows some of the plans
coming at us that are going to squeeze us out. Colville National
Forest’s Public Affairs Officer took vacation time to campaign for
more Wilderness. Pacific Biodiversity Institute boasts that Govern-
ment agencies request their wilderness maps. And, indeed, here is
the Wilderness Society map in a local Forest Service plan, and it
says “For planning purposes”. This is a grant to an environmental
group that says that this group’s lynx study will be used by the
Forest Service for management purposes. This Nature Conservancy
job ad says that their biologists write policy on Indiantown Gap
Military Reservation. That really rubs salt in the wound for me.
Indiantown Gap was taken away from my mother’s people in 1932
by Government troops. I don’t want something like that happening
to my children, too.

Madam Chairman, this genocidal juggernaut must be stopped.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Capp follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF DIANA W.H. CAPP"
Madame Chairman, Committee Members, thank you for this hearing.

I'm Diana White Horse Capp, from Ferry County, Washington-— 4.6 million acres in the Kettle
Mountains, 7200 people. I'm Chairman of the Upper Columbia Resource Council.

Madame Chairman, history shows the elite gain power by pitting the masses against each other. Our
Constitution, based on the Iroquois Great Law of Peace, is intended to prevent this.

Elite foundations now funnel their wealth to environmental groups who pit the masses against each other.
Rural Americans are condemned as savages just as Natives once were. Rural Natives and Whites work in
the same occupations. Our welfare is connected. The South Half of my county is Colville Reservation.
On the North Half, Colvilles and other Native descendants live in peace with Whites. The commumty is
intermarried. We cannot afford the division these foundations instigate.

The environmental clite use Native people. They preach about Tribal Rights and promise to restore
justice. Yet they do little for Native people but use them as poster children to buy the clout of Treaty
Rights in their lawsuits. Local activists courted favor on the Reservation and Colville Indian
Environmental Protection Alliance emerged. This is a foundation grant handled by Native recruiter
Winona LaDuke of Minnesota to fight people like me in Ferry County. (See page 2) LaDuke’s webpage
says the Colville group she funds is opposed to gold mining on the Reservation. (pg 3) But this article
says that group lobbied the Tribal Council to oppose Crown Jewel Mine. (pg 4) Madame Chairman, the
Crown Jewel Mine isn’t on the Reservation-- it’s 30 miles away, minimum. This kind of deception
smears the Tribe’s name. Political upheaval rocks the Reservation and some Tribal members want the
FBI to step-in.

These foundations use environmental groups to destroy rural cultures. Our county is crippled by their
attacks on timber, mining, and ranching. Jobs are scarce. Our children feel hopeless-- the elite have
raped their future. These grants target Ferry County with $105,000 just to silence the so-called
“incivility” of people like me concerned with human rights. (pg 5) These are grants to Environmental
Media Services! They're headed by Arlie Schardt-- Al Gore’s former Press Secretary!

Slick media activists hound urbanites , screaming that rural cultures destroy the planet, when in fact we
feed and shelter them. The 1998 National Wilderness Conference announced its plan for Wilderness
designation of the Kettle Mountain Range— Ferry County is the Kettle Range. Their millions wage a
high dollar war for Wildemess in Ferry County along with local Kettle Range Conservation Group. (pg
6) Our county is beautiful. They covet this beauty enough to rape our culture! We don’t want them to
squeeze us out. This cultural genocide must be acknowledged. That’s why the Kootenai Tribe joins
Idaho’s fight against more Wilderness. (pg 7) This petition by Bret Roberts of Ferry County Action
League is signed by area residents opposed to more Wilderness.

Federal insiders reshape policy to destroy rural cultures. This map shows some of the plans to push us
out. Colville National Forest’s Public Affairs Officer took vacation time to picket for more Wilderness.
Pacific Biodiversity Institute boasts that government agencies request their wilderness maps. (pg 8) This
Wildemess Society map is part of a local Forest Service Plan. (pg 9) This environmental group’s grant
says their lynx study will be used by the Forest Service. (pg 10) This job notice (pg 11) even says Nature
_Conservancy biologists write policy on Indiantown Gap Military Reservation-- adding salt to the wound.
You sce, government troops forced my Mother’s people out of Indiantown Gap in 1932. 1 don’t want that
happening to my children, too!

Madame Chairman, this juggernaut must be stopped. Thank you.
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Figure I11-11: Conservation Groups’ Areas of Concern, Harvest Uriits in Proposed Action
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Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you very much, Ms. Capp.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Jeff Lyall. Jeff.

TESTIMONY OF MR. JEFF A. LYALL

Mr. LyALL. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of the
Committee. I am honored to have the opportunity to testify before
you here today. My name is Jeff Lyall. I am 32 years of age, and
I live in the Blue Ridge Mountain region of Southwest Virginia.

In June 1991, I received a level C5-6 spinal cord injury as the
result of an auto accident. I was an avid outdoorsman. I liked to
hike, backpack, camp, hunt, fish, et cetera, mostly on National For-
est lands in Virginia and North Carolina.

Madam Chairman, I still enjoy the outdoors, but wheelchairs are
poor off-road vehicles. So, in 1995 I modified a Jeep CJ to become
my new legs and feet, and this gave me access to the outdoors once
again. However, not long after that, I discovered that the vast ma-
jority of off-highway vehicle roads on National Forest lands in my
area have been closed down. Now I can’t enjoy the outdoors by the
only means available to me, and neither can anyone else with a
mobility impairment.

In the Blacksburg and New Castle Ranger districts where I live
in Virginia, there are some 66 gated National Forest off-highway
vehicle roads, which represent 110 miles of potential forest access,
but there is a problem. Of these 66 roads, only nine are open dur-
ing certain times and zero are open year round.

Hikers and mountain bikers can use them anytime they like, but
because my feet and those of some of my friends consist of four
wheels and a motor, we are denied access. If that is not discrimina-
tion on the basis of a disability by an agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment, nothing is.

Carla Boucher is the attorney for United Four Wheel Drive Asso-
ciation, which is an international organization that represents four
wheel drive enthusiasts. She is bringing a lawsuit against the for-
est Service on road closure issues. She has documented that less
than 2 percent of all forest visitors use Wilderness areas, but those
areas take up about 18 percent of all National Forest lands.

On the other hand, off highway users, who represent 35 percent
of all forest visitors, traditionally use roads on less than 2 percent
of Forest Service lands. So, it seems that the Forest Service caters
to 2 percent of the visitors to Wilderness areas, while closing roads
that take up less than 2 percent of the total National Forest Sys-
tem.

In the Fall of 1998, I began talks with local National Forest offi-
cials. I discovered that the Forest Service has adopted a policy they
refer to as “Obliterate Roads”, meaning they intend to gate and de-
stroy as many off-highway vehicle roads as possible. Since these
roads are the only viable access to these public lands by a mobility-
challenged person, this is, in effect, a Federal Policy of Discrimina-
tion against the estimated 54 million disabled people in the United
States, not to mention the millions in the senior community who
enjoy the outdoors but are not able to travel as they once did.

Mrs. Boucher found that 76,300 miles of Forest Service roads are
now closed, which represents one in every five miles. Just last year
the Forest Service closed 683 miles out of 800 miles of off-highway
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vehicle roads in the Daniel Boone National Forest, effectively elimi-
nating motorized access to this area as well.

Within the past year, three off-highway vehicle roads in my own
backyard, which have been open since the 1950’s and 1960’s, were
bulldozed and gated, cutting off my access to these areas also. In
essence, the Forest Service is saying, “if you can’t walk, we don’t
want you in our forests”.

This has got to stop. And the people behind it have to be stopped.
Mrs. Boucher has found that these road closures have been pushed
by environmental groups funded by large foundations and working
with Clinton Administration insider.

Mrs. Boucher found that the National Audubon Society pushed
the President to permanently preserve 450 million acres of roadless
areas. The Pew Trusts funded the Audubon Society, which will fun-
nel more than $3 million to 12 environmental organizations to
pressure the Forest Service to shut down more roads.

So, I now understand that it isn’t simply a line officer with the
Forest Service who is shutting me out of our National Forests. It
isn’t even simply a matter of some local or national environmental
organization trying to shut down the forests. It is large, rich foun-
dations such as the Pew Charitable Trusts that are discriminating
against me and the entire disabled community by funding environ-
mental groups to push policies such as “gate and obliterate”.

I cannot fight them alone. I am respectfully requesting congres-
sional investigation into the involvement of large foundations in
making land management policy for the Forest Service.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lyall follows:]
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* Thank you, Madam Chairman, and members of the Committee. I am honored to
have the opportunity to testify before you here today. My name is Jeff Lyall. I am thirty-
two years of age. 1live in the Blue Ridge Mountains of Southwest Virginia.

In June of 1991, I received a level C5-6 spinal cord injury as the result of an auto
accident. 1was an avid outdoorsman. I liked to hike, backpack, camp, hunt, and fish,
mostly on National Forest lands in Virginia and North Carolina.

Madam Chairman, I stifl enjoy the outdoors, but wheelchairs are poor off road
vehicles. Soin 1995 1 modified a Jeep CJ to become my new legs and feet. This gave me
access to the outdoors once again.

However, not long after that I discovered that the vast majority of OHV roads on
National Forest lands in my area have been closed down. Now I can’t enjoy the outdoors
by the only means available to me — and neither can anyone else with a mobility
impairment.

In the Blacksburg and New Castle Ranger districts where I live in Virginia, there
are some 66 gated National Forest OHV roads with 110 miles of potential forest access.
But there’s a problem. Of these 66 roads, only 9 are open during certain times and zero
are open year round!

Hikers and mountain bikers can use them any time. But begause my feet, and
those of some of my friends, consist of four wheels and a mot&"f § denied access. If
that’s not discrimination on the basis of disability by an agency of the Federal
Government, nothing is.

Carla Boucher is the attorney for United Four Whee! Drive Associations, which is
an international organization that represents four wheel drive enthusiasts. She is bringing
a lawsuit against the Forest Service on road closure issues. She has documented that less
than 2% of all forest visitors use Wilderness areas, but those areas take up about 18% of
all National Forest lands.

On the other hand, off highway users, 35% of all forest visitors, traditionally used
roads on less than 2% of Forest Service lands. So it seems that the Forest Service caters
to 2% of the visitors to Wilderness areas, while closing roads that take up less than 2% of
the total National Forest System.

In the fall of 1998, I began talks with local National Forest officials. I discovered
that the Forest Service has adopted a policy they refer to as “OBLITERATE ROADS”,
meaning they intend to gate and destroy as many OHYV roads as possible. Since these
roads are the only viable access to these public lands by a mobility chalienged person,
this is in effect, a Federal Policy of Discrimination against the estimated 54 million
disabled people in the United States. Not to mention the millions in the Senior
community who enjoy the outdoors, but are not able to travel as they once did.

Mrs. Boucher found that 76,300 miles of Forest Service roads are now closed.
One in every 5 miles of.Eorest-Serviee roads-are-closed- Just last vear, the Forest Service
closed 683 miles out of 800 miles of OHV roads in the Daniel Boone National Forest,
effectively eliminating motorized access.

Within the past year, three OHV roads in my own backyard, which have been
open since the 1950’s and 60°s, were bulldozed and gated, cutting off my access to these AR FAs
National Forest-lands. In essence the Forest Service is saying, “if you can’t walk, we
don’t want you in our forests™! :
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- This has got to stop. And the people behind it have to be stopped. Mrs. Boucher
has found that these road closures have been pushed by environmental groups funded by
large foundations and working with Clinton administration insiders.

Mirs. Boucher found that the National Audubon Society pushed the President to
permanently preserve 40 million acres of roadless areas. The Pew Trusts funded the
Audubon Society, which will funnel more than $3 million to 12 environmental
organizations 1o pressure the Forest Service to shut down more roads.

So, I now understand that it isn’t simply a line officer with the Forest Service who
is shutting me out of our National Forests. If isn’t even simply a matter of some local or
national environmental organization trying to shut down the forests. It is large, rich,
foundations such as the Pew Charitable Trusts that are discriminating against me and the
entire disabled community by funding environmental groups to push policies such as
“Gate and Obliterate.”

I cannot fight them alone. Iam respectfully requesting Congressional
investigation into the involvement of large foundations in making land management
policy for the Forest Service. Thank you for the oppostunity to testify before you today.



62

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you very much, Mr. Lyall.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Antonio DeVargas. Ike.

TESTIMONY OF MR. ANTONIO DeVARGAS

Mr. DEVARGAS. Madam Chairman, members of the Committee,
my name is Antonio DeVargas. I am the President of La Compania
Ocho, a for-profit, minority-owned business in the logging and proc-
essing of timber, located in the small mountain village of
Vallecitos, New Mexico. Unemployment in Vallecitos and the sur-
rounding communities is more than 20 percent.

Madam Chairman, I thank you for holding this hearing today
and am honored at the privilege of being invited to testify.

La Compania Ocho operates with the Carson National Forest. As
a direct result of frivolous litigation brought by Forest Guardians,
a Santa Fe-based, self-proclaimed guardian of the forests, La
Compania has been severely crippled in its ability to work. Al-
though the Federal courts have consistently ruled in our favor, the
delays created by Forest Guardians have had a devastating impact
on La Compania Ocho and on the villages which surround
Vallecitos. Forest Guardians has been able to pursue its vindictive
and punishing litigation campaign because of the grants it and its
allies have received from certain large foundations.

This campaign against our way of life and our efforts to create
a local, sustainable economy has been based on half-truths, distor-
tion, and outright lies and has been propped up by the seemingly
endless supply of money for litigation. Numerous foundations have
been involved in supporting the campaign to destroy the Hispanic
village lifestyle. For example, the Pew Charitable Trusts has fun-
neled money to the New Mexico Audubon Society under the aus-
pices that the money would be used to benefit the villages of north-
ern New Mexico, including those in the Vallecitos area. In fact,
those moneys were used to try and destroy our villages.

Foundation money has also been used to create coalitions, the
member groups of which are often like Potemkin villages, organiza-
tions consisting of only or two people. The people involved have
been able to successfully create the impression for their funding
sources that they are mass organizations with large bases of sup-
port in the coalitions. One example is a group called Carson Watch,
based in Penasco, New Mexico.

When I refer to the false information and distortion of the truth
that are disseminated by these environmentalists, I am referring to
their “mantra” that the forest is being clear cut and that har-
vesting of timber exceeds the growth of the forest.

As an example, I would like to present figures that are docu-
mented on a 73,000 acre tract of land in the Carson National For-
est in the El Rito Ranger District. In 1986, our organization re-
quested a site specific inventory in the Vallecitos area. This inven-
tory revealed that this tract of land had 380 million board feet of
timber, that the forest was growing at the rate of 12 million board
feet per year, that 9 million board feet could be harvested
sustainably, and the forest plan allowed for the harvest of 7.2 mil-
lion board feet per year.

Since 1994, less than 4 million has been harvested and, due to
appeals and litigation brought by various environmental groups
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funded by organizations mentioned above, that figure has dropped
to less than 1 million per year for the past 3 years. There has been
no clear cutting of timber in this area in my memory or the mem-
ory of my parents or grandparents.

Another area in which the lies and misinformation are utilized
is when the funding proposals assert that these groups work with
local and indigenous communities. Nothing could be further from
the truth. In fact, on the few occasions that they have engaged
local villages from affected communities, what they say that they
plan to do is the exact opposite of their intentions, and the only
reason these engagements even occur is so that they can document
that they did meet with the community.

The fact that there was no consensus and that strong opposition
to their plan was expressed is never documented in their proposals
and so they present a very rosy picture that gives the appearance
of cooperation and collaboration with local villages but, in fact, was
a manipulative ploy to misinform the funding sources and the gen-
eral public.

We, the people of New Mexico, would like to see the U.S. Con-
gress take swift and decisive action to put an end to this abuse of
privilege, and restore our ability to create an economy based on ac-
cess to the natural resources that are an integral part of our cus-
tom, culture, tradition, and right to the pursuit of happiness. Our
commitment in response is to be good and responsible stewards
who will make sure that our activities are sustainable environ-
mentally, economically, culturally and in concert with the tenet of
protecting our heritage for future generations.

Thank you again, Madam Chairman, for holding this hearing
and affording me the privilege and honor of presenting my testi-
mony on behalf of my company, my village, my county, and the
countless other rural people whose lives have been devastated by
the abuse of the Endangered Species Act and other environmental
laws that are well meaning but are being abused.

[The prepared statement of Mr. DeVargas follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF ANTONIO DeVARGAS
Before the U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Resources
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
February 15, 2000

THE FUNDING OF ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES AND
THEIR IMPACT ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES

Madam Chairman, members of the Committee, my name is Antonio DeVargas. I am the
President of La Compania Ocho, a for-profit, minority owned business engaged in the logging
and processing of timber, located in the small mountain village of Vallecitos, New Mexico.
Unemployment in Vallecitos and the surrounding communities is more than 20k.

Madam Chairman, I thank you for holding this hearing today and am honored at the privilege of
being invited to testify,

La Compania Ocho operates within the Carson National Forest. As a direct result of frivolous
litigation brought by Forest Guardians, a Santa Fe-based, self-proclaimed "guardian" of the
forests, La Compania has been severely crippled in its ability to work. Although the federal
courts have consistently ruled in our favor, the delays created by Forest Guardians have had a
devastating impact on La Compania Ocho and on the villages which surround Vallecitos. Forest
Guardians has been able to pursue its vindictive and punishing litigation campaign because of the
grants it, and its allies, have received from certain large foundations.

This campaign against our way of life and our efforts to create a local, sustainable economy has
been based on half truths, distortion, and outright lies and has been propped up by the seemingly
endless supply of money for litigation. Numerous foundations have been involved in supporting
the campaign to destroy the Hispanic village lifestyle. For example, the PEW Charitable Trusts
has funneled money to the New Mexico Audubon Society under the auspices that the money
would be used to benefit the villages of northern New Mexico, including those in the Vallecitos.
arca. In fact, those monies were used to try and destroy our villages. (see Attachments A and
B)

Foundation money has also been used to create "coalitions" the member groups of which are
often like Potemkin villages — “organizations” consisting of only one or two people. The people
involved have been able to successfully create the impression for their funding sources that they
are mass organizations with large bases of support in the “coalitions.” One example is a group
called Carson Watch, based in Penasco, New Mexico. (See Attachment C).

When I refer to the false information and distortion of the truth that are disseminated by these
environmentalists I am referring to their "mantra” that the forest is being clear cut and that
harvesting of timber exceeds the growth of the forest. As an example, I would like to present
figures that are documented on a 73,000 acre tract of land in the Carson National Forest in the
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ElRito Ranger District. In 1986 our organization requested a site specific inventory in the
Vallecitos area. This inventory revealed that this tract of land had 380 million board feet of
timber; that the forest was growing at the rate of 12 million board feet per year; that nine million
board feet could be harvested sustainably and the forest plan allowed for the harvest of 7.2
million board feet per year. Since 1994, less than four million has been harvested, and due to
appeals and litigation brought by various environmental groups finded by organizations
mentioned above, that figure has dropped to less than one million per year for the past three
years. There has been no clear cutting of timber in this area in my memory or the memory of my
parents or grandparents.

Another area in which the lies and misinformation are utilized is when the finding proposals
assert that these groups work with local and indigenous communities. Nothing could be further
from the truth. In fact, on the few occasions that they have engaged local villagers from affected
communities, what they say that they plan to do is the exact opposite of their intentions, and the
only reason these engagements even occur is so chat they can document that they did meet with
the community. The fact that there was no consensus and that strong opposition to their plan
was expressed is never documented in their proposals and so.they present a very rosy picture
that gives the "appearance,, of cooperation and collaboration with local villagers, but, in fact,
was a manipulative ploy to misinform the funding source and the general public.

We, the people of New Mexico would like to see the United States Congress take swift and
decisive action to put an end to this abuse of privilege, and restore our ability to create an
economy based on access to the natural resources that are an integral part of our custom,
culture, tradition, and right to the pursuit of happiness. Our commitment in response is to be
good and responsible stewards who will make sure that our activities are sustainable
environmentally, economically, culturally and in concert with the tenet of protecting our heritage
for future generations.

Thank you again Madam Chairman for holding this hearing and affording me the privilege and
honor of presenting my testimony on behalf of my company, my village, my County and the
countless other rural people whose lives have been devastated by the abuse of the Endangered
Species Act and other environmental laws that are well meaning but are being abused. - -
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ATTACHMENT A
La Compania Ocho
P.0. Box 695

La Madera, New Mexico 87539

May 10, 1996

Chairperson and Members of the Board
The Pew Charitable Trust

One Commerce Square

2005 Market St. Suite 1700
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7017

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen,

1 am writing as a repre ive of La Compania Ocho, and for many Hispanic residents of
Northern New Mexico, to address grave concerns about your proposed funding of The Southwest
Forest Alliance. In a recent issue of High Country News, there was a story that the Pew
Charitable Trust promised to grant $500,000.00 16 the Southwest Forest Afliance. If this is true.
we feel obligated to vehemently oppose your support of these particular environmental
institutions.

This proposed funding comes as a surprise to La Compania Ocho, we have long supported your
foundation's work in Northern New Mexico. We have also supported the environmental
moventent in using the resources of Northern New Mexico in a sustainable and an
environmentally conscious ways. Yet, our love of the land is not merely an aesthetic exercise, but
an approach which is tied to our culture, our religion and our lives.

La Compania Ocho is a Hispanic owned logging operation, formed a fow years ago to fulfill the
mandates of the Vallecitos Sustained Yield Unit. Every member lives in the Vallecitos area, and
have deep ties to the commmiity and the land. To fully understand what the effects that
Southwestern Forest Alliance actions have on the people of Northern New Mexico, one must
understand the unique history of land ownership, land usc and land stewardship of Northern New
Mexico.

The vast majority of the Forest Service land in Northern New Mexico was originally land grant
land, which most historians and the Hispanic residents of Northern New Mexico see as tand which
the Federal Government and private individuals stole. through dubious legal maneuvering, from
the communities of Northern New Mexico. Under Spanish and Mexican law, the common ltands
of community land grants were used to provide resources for residents of the community

Because these fands were held in common, the management of these land were managed on a
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sustainable yield basis, before that term had any meaning under Federal Law. Resource
management was Jargely a practical matter. Communities alfowed individual use of the resources.
but they never would allow individuals to misuse or over-use the resource. Common sense would
mandate that such a practice would necessarily impair the survival of the people.

Also, the destruction of any specics, especially one so culturally important as the Mexican Spotted
Owl, would not only be unwise, but culturally and religiously profane. One need not have to look
for deep sociological studies, but only read Rudolfo Anaya's regional classic, Blexs me {ltima. to
understand that the owl holds special significance to the people of Northern New Mexico

For several decades the Forest Service in New Mexico ignored the mandates of the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hildago and its own mission in treating the long-time residents of Northern New
Mexico as second-class citizens. They ignored sustainable yield mandates and acquiesced to big
business in ruining the environment which surround the communities like Vallecitos. For years.
the Forest Service and huge multinational timber companies were "thick as thieves.” The Forest
Service consistently looked the other way when these non-local timber companies practiced their
_ egregious cutting practices.

The purpose of this letter is not to re-hash the sins of the past, but rather to provide insight to the
reasons why continued sustainable use of the Forest Service land by La Compania is such an
important consideration in this case.

Members of La Compania Ocho, have consistently fought against the Forest Service, taking
public stands against the Forest Service for helping non-local timber harvesting companies destroy
the fiving resources of Northern New Mexico. Over a decade ago we filed a NEPA lawsuit to
stop Uranium exploration in the Carson National Forest. In 1994 we filed a Federal Civi} Rights
Suit against the Forest Service alleging race discrimination, retaliation and preferential treatment
for Duke City Lumber Company in regard to timber sales within the Unit and employment
practices. This lawsuit was settled in a manner which makes possible, for the first time. that locals
may be able to fulfill the objectives of the Sustained Yield Forest Management Act which is to
utilize forest wood products in a manner which will provide stability to the traditionat Hispanic
Villages in the Unit. A key portion of the settlement js that La Compania may purchase 75% of’
the La Mange timber sale. The other 25% must also-be sold to local residents of the Unit. The
sawmill formerly owned by Duke City will now be in the hands of local residents. This is a historic
opportunity for our people to achieve self determination.

The La Manga sale has been ready for several months now. Yet, we cannot proceed in putting
people back to work because of the Phoenix injunction balted ail timber sales in Arizona and New
Mexico. The Forest Guardians, Forest Conservation Council, Carson Forest Watch, and The New
Mexico Audubon Society, members of Southwest Forest Alliance, who are located in Santa Fe,
brought this action without the knowledge, and with complete disregard for the welfare of
Northemn New Mexican villagers. This action was based on protecting the Mexican Spotted Owl,
a bird that does not, and never has resided in the Unit or anywhere near it. Additionally these
groups have filed a separate lawsuit in New Mexico seeking to block the La Manga sale to La
Compania.

a7
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We believe it ig important to distioguish La Compania Ocho from other large multi-national
logging corporations. I think that you can agree that these mulinational extractive resource
corporations, have no incentive to care about the environment, the people, or the culture of the
lands which it exploits for purely economic gain. If things get too politically hot, they can move o
Georgia, Malaysia, Canada, or any other place to impetuously cut timber. La Compania, not only
doesn't have the financial resources, but sincerely doesn't have the desire to ravage the
environment in which they live and survive To do so would be sheer folly.

La Compania was formed in the hope that local panicipation uf the timber resource could stem
the tide of the egregious timber practices of the past, and to fulfill the mandates of the Sustained
Yield Management Act. The Vallecitos Sustained Yield Unit was created by Congress in the
1940's expressly to provide employment and stability to the economically depressed Vallecitos
area. The Vallecitos Sustained Yield Unit is one of the last of the units to survive. As a locally
owned company whose operators live in the communities, La Compania will be politically
accountable for any actions that would, in any way impair the local communities ability 16 use or
enjoy the land or water, an accountability that multi-national corporations do not have. As we
have done in the past, La Compania will continue to fight against unsustainable uses in the future.

Given our own environmental and cultural activism, we sincerely thought that we would have 2
natural alliance with the particular environmental groups which you seek to fund. Indeed, we were
a timber operation which met and consulted with the Sierra Club and other environmental groups
before we cut a single tree. As evidence that we seck the mutual goals of mainstream
environmentalists I have enclosed an article from a nationally known environmentalist who has
spoken out against the extreme actions of the members of the Southwestern Forest Alliance.
While we have support of many envir lists in the region, the Southwestern Forest Alliance
has d to create 2 dislogue with us: I d they sought to enjoin any logging in the
Vallecitos Sustained Yield Unit, We are at g loss to understand how any group, especially one
that has the support of Pew Charitable Trusts would have the cold-hearted vision to completely
disregard the survival of the people of Northem New Mexico, one of the poorest regions in
America.

We see the Southwestemn Forest Alliance's strategy as a war of attrition. They seek to hold up the
resources of Northern New Mexico until the indigenous people of Northern New Mexico dre
forced to leave due to poverty and starvation. If you decide to fund the Southwest Forest Alliance
without getting the full story; you have unwittingly help these environmenta groups destroy the
vibrant culture of Northern New Mexico. I am writing you because | believe that you do not have
the same vision, you have supported the diversity of cultures and the dream of living together. and
we hope that you support our efforts to achieve these goals

T truly believe that the present course being advanced by several extreme local environmental
groups can only lead to the loss of support to worthy environmentat causes. Indeed, the improper
use of the Endangered Species Act, will only lead the Congress to strip it of its true meaning, and
we will all be poorer for the folly and short-sightedness of the Southwest Forest Alliance

<]
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Unfortunately, three extreme loca! groups are part of the Southwest Forest Alliance which is to be
the recipient of half a million dollars from the Pew Charitable Trust. It is extremely difficult for
poor ¢« ities to fight against the money for frivolous litigation, and especially in this case
where money is used as a weapon against the poor and disenfranichised of Northern New Mexico.

T'have included a tape of several news reports aired on KUNM, a public radio station in New
Mexico. This tape does an excellent job of providing a fair context of all the issues in this case
Prior to making any final decisions on the proposed grant to the Southwest Forest Alliance. [
would like to extend an open invitation to the board members of the Pew Charitable trust to
come to Northern New Mexico and meet the people and to look at the land in question. The
situation is not what the Southwestern Forest Alliance purports, and a fact finding tour might
advance the environmental cause that is important to us all

Sincerely,

tonio DeVargas
La Compania Ocho, Inc.

83
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THE PEw CHARITABLE TRUsTs ATTACHMENT B

One Commeree Square Telophone: 213.573.9030
2003 Markes Strvet, Suita 1700 Facsimile: 215.575.4939
Philadilpbia, Pennsylvania 191037017

July 30. 1996

Antonio DeVargas

La Compania Ocho, Inc.

P.0. Box 695

La Madera, New Mexico 87539

Dear Mr. DeVasgas:

{am writing in response to your May 10, 1996 letter 1o the Pew Charitable Trusts regarding the Trusts suppent tor the
~---Squthwest Forest Alhance.

Tt may be helpful for me to describe the forest program that the Trusts’ Environmem department hus developed over the
past five years and where the grant to the Southwest Forest Alliance fits into that program, The goul of the forest and

. maring protection program is to halt the destruction and further degradation of forests and marine ceosysteins in North
America. Within this goal are two specific objectives that relate to forests. First, to protect old-growth lorext coosystems:
and second. to encourage the adoption of forest management practices that protect the diverse ceological values of forests
on public lands.

To reach these objectives the Trusts have been pursuing a number of different strategies including working with regiona
coalitions of conservationists in various parts of the country seeking to achieve protection of old growth forest CLOSYNIeMms

00 public lands through ing the land cies (Forest Service and Burcau of Land Maagemenn) in
large-scale regional planning processes. The Trusts is currently supporting regionat forest canapaigns in Southeast Aluski,
British C ia, the Eastside of the Cascades. the Northern Rockies, the Southiem Appalachiun mountains. and Norhem

New England and New York, and the Southwest.

The Southwest Forest Alliance is a coalition of more than 50 local, regional and national conscrvition groups in New
Mexico and Arizona who have joined together with a common purpose of protecting forest resources and progooting
sustainable use of those resources. The Altiance is developing both forest-level and regional conscrvation plans that seek
{0 integrate its principles of protection and sustaimability into proposals for the public and the Forest Service to consider,
In addition to the conservation plans, the Alliance also commissions scientific and policy rescarch regurding forest
management issucs. Public cutreach and- cducation s also a significant priority for the AMiance,

We understand that the issues in the Southwest are complex and appreciate your input regasding the situation in Narthem
New Mexico, Thank you for contacting the Pew Charitable Trusts.

Sincerely,

SN S (Y

Joshua S. Reichert
Director, Environment Program

The Pow Memerial Trast The Mabel Pew Myrin Teant The Mary Amleveon §'vust
Tbe J. Howond Pow Fresdom Truse The J. N. Pew Jr. Charicable Trast The KnollBrauk Trust
The Medical Trust
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’ ATTAC;EIIVIENTC l

Re: Southwest Foreat Alliance

) Carson Forest Watch
Sept. 17,19974 Jox 1S Llano, NM + @7543 « 505-587-2

Lauren Reichelt
Rio Arriba Forest Round Table

Dear Ms.Reichelt, pa b

Several of your recent letters to the Rioc Grande Sus and the Albquerque Journal
have been highly critical of the Southwest Forest Alliance, and their funding
proposals. As a long time resident of the Penasco area and a Southwest Forest
Alliance Board member, I am concerned regarding both the negative tone of your
letters, and the numerous errors and misinformation in them.

As you are aware from seversl recent letters sent to you by Alliance members and

former wmeabers, . ( Jeremy Krueger and Sam Hitr), the grang, pr. »8als to which

you refer to were from 1994, and have since been much ch'ang'e?gnd revised. They

focus on compunity owtreach and education, and broader representation. The economic
" @nd”culcuFal diversity tomponent -is every much as important to the curreat PEW

proposals ag the biglogical and ecological components, because we realize that

community health is inter-related with forest heslth. Our goels from the first

PEW proposals were ecological and economic sustainability, as the two cannot be

separated, ~oc : .

) e .

The "Desert Forests Campaign" to which you refer was an early aame for this

Alliance and cempaign, because we were focusing upon Southwest ecosystems. This

was only a name to submit to PEW for our proposal, and was much discussed at ouc

earliest organizing meeting near Reserve, NM several years ago. ( Henry Carey

was at this meeting, I believe)At any rate = Forest Trust is a member of the

SW Poreat Allismce, and is working 'with Jeremy on several forest restoration

projects being proposed.

While we agree with your discussion of the Wise-use movement being funded by -
resource extractive industry money, and that recreation and tourism often do
not benefir local communities or cultursl diversipy - I do not know where you
got the idea that the PEW proposal focuses on recreation and tourism. The SW
Forest Alliance is not promoting recreational tourism as a substitute for
commercie) logging of old growth trees, as you suggest. Please review the

Any fool can destroy trees. They
cannot run away: and if they could
they would s1i] be destioyed — chased
and hunted down o3 long as fanora
dollar could be 9ot out of their bark.
hides. branching homs, or magnificens
hole backbones.... Through all the
wonderfil, eventisl cenmines since

; Christs time — and long before that —

i God has cared for thest trees. 3aved

! them from drought, diseass, v
lanches, and a thousand straining,
leveling tempests and floody but he  *
cannct save them from foois —~only |
tincla <am cnin dn thnt B
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Forests Forever! publication by the Allisnce, which details some ecological
concerns with Southwest forests, and proposes numerous forest restoration
projects to improve forest biodiversicy and restore healthy ecosystems.

This restoration includes thinning of smaller diameter trees, which could

provide both jobs and wood products to local communities. The Forest Service

hes already agreed to implement a restoration project in the Gila Nationel
Forest, and Jeremy is beginning a dialogue with the Carson &nd Santa Fe

National foreats to do restoration projects on several Districts. This will
involve community support and participation, and is a first step towards what
we hope,will be positive community partnerships.

As an employee of Rio Arriba County, and a grant writer and Round Table member -

I do not understand why the diversity of Rio Arriba County is not addressed. This
county is rapidly growing, and becoming more diverse culrturally. Polarizing
people, and using racial issues to separate people will not help Rio Arriba County
grow in 8 healthy and sustainable way. You mention that the Round Table meets
regularly to dimcuss “collaborative approaches ro sustainsble forest use." This

is what the SW Forest Alliance is also working towards, and I hope that we can
join together towards this goal. Bur continued bashing of groups like the Alliance
does not seem like a productive way to work towards sustainable forest use. The
“Zaro Cut), Zero Grazing" is NOT part of any Alliance proposal, and litigation is

a minor part of this campaign to insure protection of forest ecosystems. Community
organizing and outreach and participation is a major part of the proposals.Again -
further polarizing readers and community members using these terms just spreads
more mis-informstion regacding efforts of various environmental organizations.

The SW Forest Alliance is not & plaintiff in these recent lawsuits, and our
restorstion proposals are an effort to work with the Forest Service snd communities.

The Forest Alliance SEst to be inclusive, rather than exclusive - as does the
Green Party. Environmental justice is a main part of the Green party platform.

The New Mexico Green party has worked for several vears to insure thet its'
platform recognizes the importance of community use and access to the National
Forests. Many Green Party members haved spent countless voluateer hours developing
a sustasinadble firewood use policy, and were some of the most vocal community
voices during the "firewood crises" last year, speaking for protection of
community firewood gathering. I am & Green party member, and & Forest Guardian
wmember. As one of the plaintiffs in the early Mexican spotted owl casey I had

many conversations with coacerned Green party members regarding the firewood program
Carol Miller in particular worked to insure that the Greens develop a sustainable
firewood program.. She has always supported traditional community eccess to National
Forest lands, and she was critical of our litigatrion, Many people talk about
"environmental justice", but Carel Miller is one of the few people I know who
actually practice it. She was a valuable contribution to some early dialogue
berween Truchas Land Grant folks and Forest Guardians st Max Cordova's store.

You really owe her an apology for vour letter ro the Rio Grande Sun .

I hope that in the furure, the SW Forest Alliance can work with community
residents and the Forest Service towards 1mproving forest habitat. This will
benefit wildlife and watecsheds, as well as communities. | hope also that the
logging of old growth trees and destruction of sersitive wildlife habitat and
watersheds will be reversed, and restoration forestry involving local communites
will replace destructive forest practices of the past.l also hope that Rio Arribs
County will support such efforts, rather than further polarize local communities,
and celebrate diversity, rathec than criticize at.

Sincerely,
Joanie Rerde L .
Llano, N.M. s Lo
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Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you very much.

I am going to step out of the order of things, the manner in
which I usually conduct this hearing, simply to make a comment.
Usually, the Chair recognizes other members for questions at this
time, but I just want to say that I have been a Committee Chair
for going on my fourth year now, and of all the oversight hearings
that we had held—and we have held a lot of them—this may be
the most remarkable of all of the hearings.

The testimony that I have heard today is very startling, and I
agree with the Ranking Member’s assessment about this country,
America, being a land where people can still lobby and have access
to their elected officials, but I guess I just depart a little bit in ex-
pressing my concern that it is known to all of us who work in this
world of politics, that money is the “mother’s milk” of successful
politics, and therein lies the touchstone and the reason why we are
having this hearing. When you see a charitable trust that amounts
to $4.9 billion, who can fund one program and one organization to
the tune of millions and millions of dollars. I am sure that Mr. Ar-
nold, Mr. Lyall, Ms. Capp and I have never had the benefit of being
so well funded.

Usually, these organizations have to scramble and pass the hat.
I see some union people in the audience today. Even they had to
take leave from their jobs to come back. People pass the hat and
send people back to Washington, but it is sad to recognize—and
this didn’t happen just in this Clinton Administration, believe me.
I want you to know I would be holding this hearing if Ronald
Reagan were still President, if George Bush were still President,
because some of this started in those Administrations. But without
regard to who is sitting in the White House, this is a malignant
mess and the metastasis is growing very quickly, and it is destroy-
ing rural America. It is destroying lives. And I guess some day we
in the Congress have to come face-to-face with the fact that those
who have a lot of money either have a lust for power or care very
little about this being the “land of opportunity” for others, too, who
may not be as well off as they are. And because this Congress
funds grants that eventually make their way into the organizations
that prevent those who live in rural districts from achieving the
success that many of these who are heads of these foundations
have been able to enjoy, we have jurisdiction, and we have a re-
sponsibility.

This still is the “land of opportunity” for everyone, no matter
whether you were born of privilege and parents who head founda-
tions or whether you were born a carpenter’s son or dairyman’s
daughter, like I was. So, I thank you very much for your testimony.
I think you are very courageous and brave for bringing this issue
to us.

And now the Chair recognizes Mr. Peterson for his questions.

Mr. PETERSON. I thank the Chairwoman. I come from the eastern
part of this country, but I come from what I call the “eastern
West”. My district is northern tier Pennsylvania. It is rural. It is
the most rural district east of the Mississippi. We timber, oil was
discovered, we mine for coal, we manufacture, we process oils and
chemicals, and we farm, and my view is they are all under attack—
at least they are where I come from.
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But I guess I would like to ask a quick question, and make a few
more comments. Those who you speak of, foundations and Federal
agencies who work together to common goals, I hear often their No.
1 issue is urban sprawl. Would you agree with that, that one of
their top issues is urban sprawl? Is that what you hear also?

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes.

Mr. PETERSON. But I claim and tell them often they are causing
it because, as they force the people who timber, the people who
produce oil, people who mine for coal, people who manufacture/
process, and our farmers who are being devastated today as we
speak, as they leave the rural lifestyle, they go to the urban/subur-
ban areas to try to make a living, and they cause the urban sprawl.
And so while they destroy us, they are also destroying their own
backyards, which in my view makes little sense.

I guess a question I would like to ask is, the use of lawsuits is
a very popular ploy, whether it is to stop timbering or stop any
kind of rural economics, and I often find those who propose the
lawsuits never seem to have a job or at least a visible employer.
In your research and work, any of you, have you found how these
people—are they indirectly funded by somebody? It always seems
like it is somebody hanging out that gets a university professor to
pro bono the lawsuit, and the process starts with no investment
and often shut down many operations.

Mr. ARNOLD. Congressman Peterson, let me try and answer that
as quickly as I can. The short answer is, yes, they are getting
money from somewhere. I would have to refresh my memory to get
the numbers, but I think in your area, in the Allegheny, you have
a thing called the Allegheny Defense Fund, if I am not mistaken.

Mr. PETERSON. That is correct.

Mr. ARNOLD. It has no visible means of support, but it does have
a means of support. If you look carefully into the grant giving of
a well known environmental group called Heartwood in Indiana,
you will find that grants go from there, funneled through
Heartwood to that little group, to do the interesting things they do
in your area, and the money comes from a group of foundations we
call the “Usual Suspects” at my Center because their names show
up everywhere that the kind of thing you are talking about hap-
pens, somebody with no visible means of support suddenly has a
ton of money to sue people for things that you wonder why they
are suing them.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, they also have expertise because they are
better at PR than most of us who get elected. They get quoted con-
tinually in the papers as if they are experts, and as if they are local
folks, yet nobody knows them, nobody sees them, they don’t belong
to anybody’s church, they are not a part of any community that I
am aware of, but yet they constantly speak as experts on these
issues as if they had credentials.

I guess I would just like to quickly mention the other issue, the
“Roadless” issue, which is sort of the current issue, and you so
carefully explained how this was promulgated.

But I have tried to be fair about this issue. I have tried to be
thoughtful. But spending a lot of time in the woods myself—I grew
up spending a lot of time in the forest, and I still do—and I know
in the rural area I live, the people that spend time there, when an
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area is roadless, very few people enter it. Is that true? Very few
people use—most people my age don’t even want to be on a
roadless area very far for fear of a health problem. I have always
had good direction. My father would go a mile from the road and
he would always get lost, so he never traveled—though he was not
fearful, he didn’t travel very far from a road because he would get
lost. He had no sense of direction. I have always had a good sense
of direction, could figure out how to get home, but I know in hunt-
ing you go a mile from the road, you are alone. There is nobody
there. I mean, if there is not a road, you have closed the forest to
human consumption, except a very few hikers—percentage of popu-
lation, it wouldn’t be even a fraction of a percent that would go in.
Do you figure that is an accurate observation?

Mr. ARNOLD. I do, and you are out in the woods a lot more than
I am.

Mr. LyaLL. Yes, sir. On this whole issue, that is my point of
view. Like a person who can walk, they have the option, they can
go wherever they want to go, just as I used to, sir. Now, to a dis-
abled person, a mobility challenged person, the only access that we
have to the outdoors is through free existing roads. I mean, that
is just it. And what access is there is just a very, very small part—
like where I live it, talking about these roads here, if every one of
these 66 roads opened up to give disabled access to the forest, that
would open up approximately 120 acres. And in the two ranger dis-
tricts where I live, there are 400,000 acres. And I have been deal-
ing with the Forest Service trying to open up these roads to 120.
I have asked for 120 out of 400,000 acres, and I have been getting
a very hard time with that. I mean, I have not just been dealing
on a local level, but I have also been dealing on a national level.

One gentleman I was talking with in the Forest Service up here
in DC., we were talking about this issue, and he was telling me
about, well, our policy might be different than what it is now, but
we get a lot of pressure from these groups like Mr. Arnold has been
talking about, that I don’t know nothing about. And as far as from
the disabled community’s point of view—you know, I have done re-
search—and right now there are approximately 54 million disabled
people in the United States, but we are spread out. The disabled
community is interwoven throughout the fabric of America—big
city, small town, rural, rich, poor—and it is not an organized group,
and therefore it is not given any consideration to, which is an
abomination, in my point of view.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you. Well, I think anybody who has had
any health problems, anybody who is aging and are not quite as
strong as they might have been at one time, you are really limiting
our forests to a very few people.

I guess the frustrating thing that I find is that rural people—and
I don’t know that much of America is aware of what is happening
to rural America. I intend to be outspoken about it, but rural peo-
ple have little ability to fight major foundations and Government
agencies combined.

I was at a hearing this morning where one of these Government
agencies—and I will leave it nameless—was asked by the Chair-
man of a Committee, an important Committee, Appropriations
Committee, if they were willing to give that Committee 60 days’ no-
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tice on purchases of land they were going to make—and I would
have thought not approval, just notice—and the head of that orga-
nization paused and stuttered and stammered and tried not to an-
swer the question. I mean, where are we when we have Govern-
ment funded agencies who think their decisions should not be re-
viewed by Congress, let alone the public? And I think that shows
the elitism that we have that the common goal they have and the
good they think they know is so great that the people be damned,
and that is not what democracy is about. That is not what this
country is about. But it is what is happening in this Administra-
tion and departments of Government and with the help of founda-
tions, and I applaud all of you for being willing to investigate and
document as you have.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Peterson.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Smith, and I want to say that since we
have one panel today, I have been rather lenient on the lights, and
we will have a second round. Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. Thank you, Madam Chair. First of
all, I want to say—I don’t want to ask a lot of questions about the
policy except to say that I think the statements that are made
abo(lilt the policy battles going on in this country are very well
made.

There is a definite disagreement about how we should handle our
public lands, and I think it has been laid out fairly well what the
concerns are about the current policy, and that is the impact that
it has on rural America. And I will even say that I agree with a
significant chunk of that assessment. We have a significant prob-
lem in this country where rural America is suffering economically
while the rest of the country does very well and, as public policy-
makers, we need to figure out some way to change that. There are
a variety of different avenues to get there, but we are not there
now. And I think it is perfectly appropriate to raise challenges to
the policies that would exacerbate that problem and figure out how
to solve them.

What I am curious about is the approach that says people who
disagree with me on a policy do not have a right to advocate that
policy, because I hear this all the time. In my 10 years in politics,
it seems like undue influence is basically that influence that is ex-
ercised by the person who disagrees with me, and I hear this from
both sides. I mean, everything that has been testified here, we
could take all four of you away, put four environmentalists up
there, and have them talk to us about corporate trusts and, believe
me, I don’t think corporations are underrepresented in terms of
how much money they put into trusts. Many of them, timber indus-
try, various industries who are interested in resource extraction
fund a trust to do precisely the same thing that the environmental-
ists are trying to do on the opposite side. This is not peculiar to
one group.

So I think it is a little unfair to hold a hearing that focuses on
one group as if they have invented something brand new in public
policy advocation that is horribly upsetting the balance of the proc-
ess. As far as having access, that is always an issue. And Demo-
crats can sit up there and squawk about all the Republican access
on a variety of different issues.
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So, what I am curious about is, with all this stated, what should
be the policy? I mean, are we saying that the Pew Trusts does not
have a right to exist? Are we saying that basically trusts such as
that—and keep in mind that when you are doing this, you are
going to paint a pretty broad brush. I don’t know who funds, I don’t
even know if you are a nonprofit trust, or who it is that funds that,
or whether or not it is public—and there are a lot of different
trusts advocating a lot of different positions out there.

What structurally and fundamentally is wrong with that funding
process, and if you could put aside for a moment the environmental
aspect of it, how should the law be changed, and how should these
people not have the right, in essence, to spend their money and use
their time to advocate what they want to advocate for? And, yes,
I direct this primarily to Mr. Arnold.

Mr. ArRNOLD. “Undue influence” is the name of a crime. That is
why it is the title of the book that I wrote. It is also the name of
a aivil tort. Those can be handled in a court.

I am petitioning for redress of grievance not before a court, but
before Congress, which is a fundamental right that I have.

Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. Absolutely.

Mr. ARNOLD. And as a citizen and as an executive of a nonprofit
501(c)(3) with my 990’s right here for your investigation. Our total
income, none of which was from foundations, for 1999 was $26,812.
I take no compensation and never have since I have been there in
1984.

Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. I doubt seriously your trust is a
large part of the problem. There are others, however.

Mr. ARNOLD. But to answer your question about what do you do,
how do you change the law, one thing, I think, is that the matter
of fairness can be addressed by the IRS. It has done a considerable
job of making these trusts transparent because there are recent
regulations that require divulging of where the grants went that
are actually taken seriously for the first time, and one of the rea-
sons I was able to produce this book is because the documents were
finally available without spending many, many thousands of dol-
lars going through the foundation centers’ records to find where
those grants were. They did not have to give me their 990’s, now
they do, but they don’t have to tell me where their investment port-
folio is, so that if I want to find out the W. Alton Jones Founda-
tion—which I do have their 990’s for 1993 but not since because
they won’t give them to me—that if they have investments in Geor-
gia Pacific to the tune of about $1.4 million, in Louisiana Pacific
to the tune of about $1.2 million, and in Western Mining to the
tune of something like 600,000 shares—and I would have to look
to see what those numbers really were—I would like to know that.
I think that is simply a matter of public transparency, and I do be-
lieve that the law should be changed so that it doesn’t matter
who—it is me, them, anybody—where the money comes from
should be visible to the public.

Mr. SMITH OF WASHINGTON. I think that is a very good answer.
I guess I would just close by saying I think making it more trans-
parent and apparent to folks where advocates are coming from,
where they are getting their money, and where they are sending
their money, is something that I can certainly, 100 percent, sup-
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port. Again, I think it is a little unfair of this hearing to point out
people who advocate for an environmental position and say that
they are somehow doing something different than what a lot of dif-
ferent advocates are for a variety of different positions. I can as-
sure you, they are not. They are living by the rules as they cur-
rently exist. Corporations, people on both sides of this issue are
doing that, and I would hope in the interest of balance in terms
of how we approach this issue, that folks in the audience and on
this panel understand that if we want increased transparency so
we know where the money is coming from that influences issues,
we shouldn’t single out any one group. There are quite a few dif-
ferent ones who deserve in depth analysis to figure out where that
money is coming from, and I applaud, frankly, efforts like Mr.
Arnold’s to expose that, at least let people know what is going on,
but I don’t want to stop the process of democracy and folks being
able to advocate for positions that they believe in, even if we may
disagree with them. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Mr. Cannon, you are recognized for your
questions.

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

First of all, I would like to thank the panel for being here today.
Mr. Lyall, in my district we have the new Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument that was done just 3 years ago, and
just in the last couple of months the Administration has come out
with its plan for that area and—surprise, surprise—90 percent of
the roads in that area have been—by the way, that is a 2 million
acre area—and 90 percent of the roads have been illegally shut
down, and that area now has as its only recourse the courts to sue
the Administration, which they are doing over that issue.

Ms. Capp, in my district I have the largest number of Native
Americans. I have the Ute Tribe and the Navajo Tribe in the south-
east of the state—in the northeast is my Ute Tribe. And, Mr.
DeVargas, you mentioned the unemployment in the Vallecitos area.
The unemployment in our Native American area is about the same,
between 20 and 40 percent unemployment. And just last year—this
year, this cycle—the budgeting by the oil and gas drilling compa-
nies in that area plummeted from about a proposed $96 million to
virtually nothing. I think two wells will be drilled in that area
where 20 or 30 had been planned before.

So, when we talk about the pain that is being inflicted on rural
areas, it is not that we as public administrators have to do some-
thing about that, this Administration is causing the pain. I mean,
the pain wouldn’t exist unless there was an affirmative and aggres-
sive action to do so.

About a year ago, Patrick Kennedy, who is the Chairman of the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, now says that we
who are friends of the Democratic Party have written off rural
America. The next day, the Minority Leader, Dick Gephardt, point-
ed out that he—that is, Patrick Kennedy—didn’t mean to say that.

Now, Mr. Gephardt didn’t say that Patrick Kennedy didn’t mean
what he said, he just pointed out that he didn’t mean to actually
say it because, in fact, that is, I think, the difference between par-
ties at this point in time.
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I might just point out one thing for the record. There is a dif-
ference between tax-exempt foundations that pump money into
public activity and private corporations that pay taxes. Normally,
I ask questions, I don’t get off on my soapbox in these cir-
cumstances, but let just add one other fact.

We are now going through a remarkable renaissance of indi-
vidual responsibility and opportunity in America largely caused by
the Internet and the access that individuals have to information,
and I personally want to thank you, Mr. Arnold, for the answer to
your question, which Mr. Smith also agreed with, when you talked
about transparency. I have this great faith in the American public.
If they have access to information, they will make the right deci-
sions. I don’t care how anybody attempts to influence anybody
about anything, I care about the hiding of those attempts. And per-
haps now I can just shift into a question.

Can you give us a little background, Mr. Arnold, on the Heritage
Forest Campaign—that is, who initiated it, how was it set up, how
successful has it been, and why?

Mr. ARNOLD. Let me try to do that, Congressman Cannon. The
understanding that I have, according to the documents from Pew
Charitable Trusts and according to their Website, is that it is titled
a Pew Initiative, which tells me that it was the brainchild of Josh-
ua Reichert, a single individual who is the Environmental Director
of the Pew Charitable Trusts.

He is typically the model of the “coalition”. His whole way of
thinking is that you can’t just do things with one organization, you
must have a coalition. And in order to make a coalition work, as
the Environmental Grantmakers Cluster of Foundations discovered
to their dismay in 1992 when they tried a different model and it
didn’t work, you have to have a single money funneler, a fiscal
agent that can actually get on top of a bunch of other groups that
actually get a lot of the money, and tell them what to do. In other
words, the marching orders come from the top—in this case, Josh-
ua Reichert—they go down to National Audubon Society, they go
from there to 12 organizations which, according to their own board
minutes of their own meeting of the National Audubon Society,
they say they are “supervising” 12 other environmental groups.

Now, I am not quite sure what the IRS would think about that—
one 501(c)(3) supervising other 501(c)(3)’s. Now, my board would
not allow me to be supervised by anybody, not for very long. I
would give notice that I didn’t work there anymore.

So, that is a very remarkable thing about what I found in their
minutes of their own Audubon Society Board meeting which, inci-
dentally, you will find verbatim exactly as I copied them from their
own meetings, on page 10 of Power To Hurt.

Let me, if I may—I don’t know how much time I have here—it
says—and this is from Dan Beard, the man who was formerly in
the Clinton Administration. “There are 60 million acres of 1,000-
acre-plus plots in our National forests that are still roadless”—and
a comment on that, they are in no such way roadless. They have
things a lot of people drive vehicles on, they just don’t qualify
under a very mushy definition that suits their political purposes for
what does it mean, a “road”.
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“There is no hope of congressional action to preserve them as wil-
derness. Administrative protection is possible. We have raised the
issue’s visibility in the White House, but it is not enough, so we
did a poll using the President’s pollster. He sent results to White
House Chief of Staff—poll shows that Americans strongly care
about wilderness to the extent of favoring it over jobs. Even Repub-
lican men in inter-mountain states supported at the 50 percent
level. The Administration has said they will take some kind of ac-
tion. We hope for an announcement from the President of some
kind of administrative protection. We probably won’t get all 60 mil-
lion acres, but if we did it would represent the biggest chunk of
land protection since the Alaska Lands Act. The Pew Trusts is
pleased with the campaign so far. Second year funding will take it
to January 2001, $2.2 million for about 12 organizations under our
supervision”—what is that about? “Outside magazine this month
has a good cover article. Our visibility and credibility among fellow
forest protection organizations has been raised. Comment from
John Flicker”—he is the head of Audubon, that means that he
made this comment himself—“This grant came to us because of
Dan Beard’s reputation and good name”. Well, I didn’t say that, I
got that out of their board minutes.

OK. So I think that gives you the most thorough answer. Just
read their own documents and see what they are doing. The thing
about it is, you have to know where to look. The average person
who goes into Audubon’s Website couldn’t find that. Why not? Why
don’t we know about this stuff as it is going on? I want to know
who is trying to put all of my members out of business before and
while they are doing it, so I can do something that will counter it.
That is just not fair, and that is something that those transparency
laws certainly could do something about, fair notice.

Mr. CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Arnold. I note, Madam Chair, that
the light is not illuminated, but I suspect my 5 minutes have
passed, and so I yield back.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Cannon.

Mr. Udall is recognized for questions.

Mr. ToMm UpALL. Madam Chair, thank you very much. I initially
would just like to submit a statement and ask unanimous consent
to submit a statement for the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. Tom UpALL. Thank you. Mr. DeVargas, welcome and wel-
come to the entire panel. I would like to direct my questions pri-
marily to Antonio DeVargas.

La Compania Ocho is not the first company to lumber in the sus-
tained yield area, is that correct?

Mr. DEVARGAS. That is correct, Congressman Udall.

Mr. Tom UDALL. Could you tell me the company that was logging
in that area prior to when you set up?

Mr. DEVARGAS. Prior to us setting up, it was a corporation that
was a subsidiary of Hanson Industries, Ltd., and the name of it
was Duke City Lumber Company.

Mr. Tom UDALL. How would you differentiate your business, this
lumber operation, from the lumber operations of the corporations
that were your predecessors in the area?
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Mr. DEVARGAS. They were a very large corporation. Hanson In-
dustries, Ltd. is based in London. They had pretty much a colonial
mentality over the people there. They were very predatory in their
practices not only in terms of their employment practices over the
people there, but also in terms of how they did their lumbering.

There was strong opposition from the local community to their
methods and the extent of harvesting that was occurring and, in
fact, the local communities were consistently fighting Duke City
Lumber Company and the Forest Service.

Mr. Tom UDALL. And could you compare your approach—I think
you have stated the earlier actions of the other corporations, the
foreign corporations—how you approach this and what the reaction
of the local community is?

Mr. DEVARGAS. 1 believe that the local community being land-
based and being rural and being from there and being vested in the
land is much more—I think we are better stewards, and I think
that we have a greater respect for the land because we cannot see
destroying the land of our ancestors. Our village, as many of them,
are 400 years old. The Native American villages are even older
than that. And there’s logging going on and timbering going on on
the reservations in New Mexico, and nobody is arguing with the
levels of harvest there, and it is because the people from there do
care about the land and the water and the air. Corporations from
outside the country or from outside the region don’t have that same
responsibility to the locals.

Mr. Tom UDpALL. Now, Mr. DeVargas, you talk about land-based
and being there 400 years, and a lot of this is intertwined with the
land grants, is it not, the Spanish Land Grants and the land grant
issue in northern New Mexico?

Mr. DEVARGAS. That is correct, Congressman Udall.

Mr. Tom UDALL. Can you tell this Subcommittee about the im-
portant role the land grants have in the traditional lifestyle of New
Mexico’s Hispanic villages and local economies?

Mr. DEVARGAS. The land grants were the basis of community
survival. Without them, it was not possible for communities to sur-
vive. The sovereign of Spain, when we were under the sovereignty
of Spain, that government recognized that. When we were under
the sovereignty of Mexico, that government recognized that. Under
the sovereignty of the United States, that has not been recognized.
So, we are not in any position to develop our own economy based
on a sustainability for our villages.

Mr. ToMm UDALL. Looking at the history of land grants in New
Mexico, how has your business and the community’s ability to sup-
port themselves been affected by what has happened to community
land grants in New Mexico?

Mr. DEVARGAS. The community land grants in New Mexico have
been swallowed up by either large corporations or the Federal Gov-
ernment. They no longer exist in fact. They exist in the people’s
consciousness, they exist in the people’s hopes and dreams, but in
fact they don’t exist, and this is what has rendered our community
so helpless.

Upon losing the land grants, basically what happened is our vil-
lages were condemned to the poverty levels that we now experi-
ence.
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Mr. ToM UpALL. How were New Mexico’s community land grants
impacted by the way the United States implemented the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo?

Mr. DEVARGAS. The Treaty has never been implemented, Mr.
Congressman. I believe that the Treaty was violated before the ink
was dry.

Mr. ToMm UpALL. Could you tell the Committee how that hap-
pened and what injustices were perpetrated on the people of north-
ern New Mexico?

Mr. DEVARGAS. The acquisition of the land by the Federal Gov-
ernment and private individuals were done through chicanery, out-
right fraud, just by dispossessing people, even through violence.
There was a notorious organization that was based in Santa Fe
during the territorial days called the Santa Fe Ring. It consisted
of politicians, judges, and lawyers that just basically circumvented
the laws, and really rendered the Treaty invalid. It has never been
implemented. That Treaty has never been implemented. So, for the
people there it has been very difficult. It has been very difficult to
understand how a people can be discriminated in that manner, con-
sidering that in fact when the United States got its independence
from England, from Great Britain, it would not have been able to,
without the help of Spain. And, in fact, I have documents that
show that all of the Spanish holdings, all the people that were
under Spanish rule, were required to pay taxes to support the war
effort for the 13 Colonies of the United States. New Mexico was
very active in the Civil War and protecting the Union. Just about
every person that I know—in my family anyway, my great-grand-
father fought in the First World War, my dad in the Second, my
relatives in the Korean, myself in Vietnam, my cousins in the Per-
sian Gulf War and other areas. The Hispanic contribution to the
defense of this country is very, very well documented, and it just
seems very strange that we would have to defend treaties of the
U.S. Government in other countries when our Treaty has not been
recognized.

Mr. ToMm UpALL. Thank you, Mr. DeVargas. One of the things,
and I know you know it very well, is that Treaty said to the people
that decided to stay, the Treaty between Mexico and the United
States of America, that the people that decided to stay in the
United States—people were allowed to go back—but to stay in that
area, that the United States would take the affirmative action of
protecting their culture, protecting their property, and protecting
their rights and their language. And, in fact, as you have very elo-
quently stated, that has not happened, and it is a great injustice
that I think the people of northern New Mexico feel. I have taken
a bill that was passed through the House of Representatives the
last time around and introduced that identical bill on the anniver-
sary of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, and that bill is here in
the Congress. I believe it is subcommittee, and I would just ask the
Chair—I look forward to maybe working with you on that because
I think these two issues are very intertwined, the issue that the
panel has been asked to speak to today, and also this issue of the
land grants is one that I think is a big injustice that needs to be
corrected by the U.S. Government. Thank you, Madam Chair.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Udall. That was a very
interesting line of questioning.

And so it is clear then, in your opinion, that the Treaty of Guada-
lupe Hidalgo was signed, agreed upon, but has not been honored
by this Government?

Mr. DEVARGAS. That is correct, Madam Chairman, but I would
like to go a little bit further and state that in my view the kind
of injustice that was perpetuated against the people under that
treaty, the same mentality that led to that is the same mentality
that is driving the elite groups to now not only discriminate
against Hispanics, but to discriminate against rural people in gen-
eral, and I believe that many of the motives behind this is to dis-
enfranchise rural people and make sure that the forests in the
United States, in the western part of the United States, become
playgrounds only for the rich.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you very much.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Sherwood.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Mr. DeVargas, if
I could continue in that line, and we will leave the Treaty of Gua-
dalupe Hidalgo and go on to your settlement with the Forest Serv-
ice in the suit of 1994. And I read that you were to be able to pur-
chase 75 percent of the La Monga timber sale, and yet that has not
happened, and I understand that that was a suit against race dis-
crimination, retaliation and preferential treatment for Duke City
Lumber Company, and you got a pretty good settlement, you
thought at the time, out of that suit. But what has happened re-
cently that has kept you from reaping the benefits of winning that
suit in 19947

Mr. DEVARGAS. Mr. Congressman, there have been several fac-
tors in that, not the least that we had to fight the Forest Guard-
ians in two Federal courts in Arizona, one Federal in New Mexico,
and we had to go all the way to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
in San Francisco. For a small corporation like ours consisting of
five people who had to mortgage their homes just to even found the
corporation, it cost us enormous sums of money. And obtaining fi-
nancing for a small corporation such as that during a climate
where everything is litigated—in fact, La Monga sale has not all
been put up at this point, we have purchased two portions of that.
We have purchased 800,000 feet under La Monga whole timber
sale, and we have purchased 450,000 in the Bonito timber sale.
And we have invested in our lumber mill, which is a small lumber
mill, and we are going forward with it. However, the pipeline—
every sale is appealed, and it is appealed indefinitely, and it is all
very, very expensive to a small corporation such as us.

Mr. SHERWOOD. What was their basis for stopping—for suing in
court to have you stop your purchase of this standing timber, that
they didn’t want the timber cut, or what is their brief—what are
:ciheirlarguments here? I realize that is a complicated—but in short

etail.

Mr. DEVARGAS. Basically, they say it is kind of like a “mantra”—
it is the last 5 percent of whole growth timber. That is what they
say about every timber sale. They say it is the last 5 percent of old
growth timber in that area, which is just simply not true.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Describe the timber in that sale to us.
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Mr. DEVARGAS. That sale consists of mixed conifer, Ponderosa
Pine, Douglas Fir, and white fir. It averages—the elevation is any-
where from 7200 feet to around 9800 feet. It is an area that has
been logged before. It was logged very lightly in the past, more
lightly than other areas. The prescriptions for logging on that sale,
I feel, is a responsible prescription. It is something that the com-
munity can live with, doesn’t feel it is an excessive harvesting.
There has been no clear cutting, none whatsoever.

Mr. SHERWOOD. It is a reasonably arid site, or if there is big tim-
ber it is not too arid. What are the problems that you have with
logging, do you have erosion problems or siltation?

Mr. DEVARGAS. I don’t think we have any of those problems, Mr.
Congressman. The arguments against logging La Monga is just
that they don’t want it logged, basically. It is kind of strange be-
cause we have a situation where they say they want us to do forest
restoration work, such as thinning—and this is part of the decep-
tion that happens all the time—but then they initiate a zero-cut
position. And our forests are overgrown. I mean, how do you justify
zero-cut with thinning of the forest? It doesn’t make sense to us.

There is also a 150- or 250-acre environmentalist retreat located
in that area, and so if the La Monga timber sale is put off-limits
to grazing and logging, it would automatically increase the size of
that particular retreat for environmentalists to 16,000 acres.

Mr. SHERWOOD. What was the story behind the acquisition and
sale of your wood processor?

Mr. DEVARGAS. The Forest Guardians came up with what they
considered their position to save the village of Vallecitos economi-
cally, and basically that position—it came out in the newspaper
that that is what Mr. Hitt and the Forest Guardians wanted to do.
And what it was really was a study that we had done ourselves.
And so they were able to acquire something like $38,000 for a wood
processor so that we could process firewood. They did that at the
same time that they were filing a lawsuit that stopped all firewood
cutting. And so we received a $38,000 wood processor that we
couldn’t use. And we were tied up in litigation with the Forest
Guardians over the firewood and the logging for almost 3 years.
That machine was rendered totally useless.

Mr. SHERWOOD. In your northern New Mexico villages, what
other means of livelihood is there? What is the other industry be-
sides the forest-related industries?

Mr. DEVARGAS. It is either local government, city or county,
schools, the Los Alamos National Labs, and Santa Fe is about 85
miles away where there is some manufacturing, very limited. That
is about it.

Mr. SHERWOOD. Thank you very much. I very much enjoyed
hearing the panel.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. I want to advise the members that we
have just been called to a 15-minute vote on one of the suspension
bills, and then after that there will be a 5-minute vote on the jour-
nal. And I also want to let you know that we will adjourn for 30
minutes when I recess the Committee, and then we will come back
and we will have a second round of questions.

I do want to ask Mr. Arnold before we go, you have a section in
your book on Undue Influence, a chapter entitled “Oh, God”, and
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it is very interesting. I think you have pretty well tied how the
trusts are even moving into the churches to try to influence them.
I am looking at page 101 where it indicates that the Pew Chari-
table Trusts donated $135,000 to Christianity Today, “to convene
a forum on population and consumption issues among leading
evangelical theologians and analysts, and to produce a special issue
of Christianity Today on global stewardship”.

Now, Mr. Arnold, it appears that there is a strange connection
here. The Congress funds grants. These grants are acquired by
these trusts. Then the money is used to have an influence that is
a negative influence on our First Amendment, the separation—al-
though it isn’t included, the word “separation” of church from
state—nevertheless, the purpose was to separate the influence of
Government in the churches, and it looks like the string is going
right into the churches. Am I reading that right?

Mr. ARNOLD. I believe so, Madam Chairman. I think the text
there gives you enough to go on. This was a very truncated version
of what I actually found, which was stacks and stacks of the “best
religion money can buy”, is what it added up to. And, of course, the
foundations put piles of money in that isn’t documented in here
that, at your request, I could supply sheet after sheet.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Would you please do so?

Mr. ARNOLD. I will do that, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. We will recess the Committee right now
for 30 minutes, and we will be back at that time and we will begin
with questions from the Chairman and then go to the remaining
members. Thank you.[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. The Committee on Forest and Forest
Health will reconvene.

I would like to begin my line of questioning with Ms. Capp. Ms.
Capp, I wonder if you could put the map up again. Mike, if you
would do that. Thank you.

[Map retained in Committee files]

I was intrigued with this map although we didn’t get much detail
about the map. So, I wonder, for me and for the record, if you could
go over that in a little more detail.

Ms. CAPpp. For the sake of being able to hear me, I am not going
to stand over there and point at it, Ron is going to point at it.

As I said, what this map basically illustrates is the plans that
are afoot that are really going to squeeze us out of Ferry County.
And I want to point out that this map is in process. It doesn’t even
contain everything that is coming at us. In fact, we have regula-
tions and campaigns coming at us so fast we don’t really know
what to address first.

Basically, the left-hand side of the map is Ferry County. That
white space you see there in the middle, that is not Ferry County.
It is bordered by the Kettle River there on the right side. The yel-
low is proposed lynx range. The green is Forest Service land. The
little sections that you see sectioned off there—some of them have
numbers—are the Forest Service’s ecosystem management plans
that are being implemented which, when you look at what is being
proposed in those plans, they bear an incredible similarity to the
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project, only they
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seem to be implemented now on a chunk-by-chunk basis, one wa-
tershed at a time.

You can’t see very well there, but the Columbia and the Kettle
River which flows through Ferry County—despite the fact that nu-
merous biology experts and field biologists have told me that the
Kettle River is not, nor has it ever been, bull trout habitat, we still
have various people at the Federal and State level who would like
the Kettle River to be bull trout habitat, so that is another thing
that is threatening us. And one of the worst things about that is
that—well, just for example, Dave Smith of the University of Brit-
ish Columbia is one of the people that I interviewed when I did a
report on bull trout for the Kettle River Advisory Board, and Dave
told me that in no uncertain terms the Kettle River is not bull
trout habitat. Its natural characteristics are too low flow and warm
temperature. In fact, a hydrological report that was done some
years back for WYRA purposes states that the Kettle can exceed
16 degrees centigrade in the summertime with absolutely no
human use whatsoever, and 15 degrees is the maximum for adult
bull trout.

So, one of the reasons that is important is because we have plans
coming at us for endangered species or threatened species that
aren’t really even natural to our area. At any rate, the main point
that I would like people to take from that map—now you can’t see
the lower half—is Colville Indian Reservation, and that is about—
that portion of the county is about the same size as the top. The
county is about 4.6 million acres. Only 15 percent of that is private
property. And this is a natural resource producing community.
Those are the jobs that we have there.

If we are squeezed out of the National Forest, there is not going
to be any employment—maybe Job Corps will still be out there, al-
though I don’t know who would want to work there, but the rest
of the employment in the county is Department of Social and
Health Services, the school district, the county government—which,
by the way, now is only open 4 days a week. So, if there is no other
employment in the area, the school is going to go. In fact, one of
the ways that all this has impacted us is that up in Curlew, the
Curlew School District where I live, we have under 300 students,
kindergarten through 12th grade, very small school. Last year, we
had to lay off four full-time teachers. Our first grade teacher now
has 60 students. We have teachers who are now doing the best that
they can to teach subjects that never really were their forte. The
whole community is really suffering.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. That is quite amazing. You know, the
national environmental groups often say that our forests need to be
protected from development. Are forests in your area threatened by
development? And my second question is, is the lynx listed on the
endangered species list, or endangered?

Ms. Capp. Not yet, but there is a big push to get it listed. That
is one of the things that is to frustrating about the massive
amounts of money that these groups have to do their PR and the
way that they can really twist the facts to get urbanites really to
vote and petition rural people into oblivion.

Their campaigns give the impression that our National Forests
are—when they use the word “development”, what comes to most
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people’s mind is that we have factories and industry and suburban
sprawl coming right up to the edge of these so-called “roadless”
areas which, in fact, we don’t. I mean, in a county of only 7200 peo-
ple, you can imagine there is not much of anything in the way of
building.

And the other thing is the way they carry on about development
and roads. People in the urban areas get the impression that we
have blacktop highways going through the National Forests and, of
course, the Forest Service would be frivolous to be trying to main-
tain things like that but, in fact, we don’t. What we have is a
bunch of little one-lane dirt roads. So, no, there is no development
threatening the National Forests in our area.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Ms. Capp.

At this time I would like to yield to Mr. Peterson for his ques-
tions. He had some questions he was concerned about.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Arnold, and anyone else who wants to, but I want to make
sure I understand what you are telling us. I haven’t had time to
read the book, but we have a picture here of large foundations like
the Pew Foundation, who join hands and fund large national orga-
nizations like the Audubon Society, and who somehow collaborate
with the Administration and the White House and the Vice Presi-
dent and the President’s Environmental Council sort of become the
War Room for these efforts. And they have ability, the Interior De-
partment, the Department of Agriculture, EPA, smaller organiza-
tions like the BLM, the Forest Service and the Park Service all to
manage information and manipulate public policy. Is that a fair as-
sessment?

Mr. ArRNOLD. Congressman Peterson, you have that exactly right.
I wouldn’t change that in any way.

Mr. PETERSON. OK. Well, I also know something that surprised
me here, I don’t have a good audit of it of where all it is, but I
know we spend a lot of money here in Washington funding organi-
zations that have nothing to do with Government but who are very
related to associations and organizations that represent different
interest groups around the country, but they get a lot of Federal
money. At the State level, where I came from and have more exper-
tise, that didn’t happen. We didn’t fund our opposition or those who
are promoting ideas.

Are you aware of how Government tax dollars gets into this mix,
too, besides the use of public offices where public policy is made?

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes, sir, I do. As a matter of fact, one of the chap-
ters is called Zealous Bureaucrats, and it deals extensively with
that. The gist of it is that you can trace probably half a billion dol-
lars in any given year, we suspect that there is probably four times
that—that is based on a guess of a reporter from the Boston Globe,
whom T respect quite well—$4 billion dollars we can’t find. We can
find about half a billion dollars, and it goes from groups like the
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service Foun-
dation, which is a quasi-Governmental group which gives grants to
private environmental groups, some of which then come back and
lobby. They are primarily for improvement of infrastructure on Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges, such detailed things as that.
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On the other hand, you get grants from the EPA. Now, one of
the things I will give them credit for is there is a Website that any-
one can access, that lists their grants. The catch is they don’t list
all of them and, in fact, they don’t list the most interesting ones,
which you have to have special software and a computer beyond a
desktop in order to access it, but the kind of money that we are
seeing going from EPA goes directly to very advocacy oriented
groups. It also gets back to them through the route of going to aca-
demics who see a particular issue—let us say, an air quality
issue—they will go to an M.D. studying children’s asthma syn-
dromes, and then Carol Browner will, as the head of the EPA, use
that in testimony saying that we have to stiffen up the air quality
regulations—which, as a matter of fact, did happen. And there are
quite a few episodes of that nature documented.

We have also heard, but cannot confirm and would urge this
Committee do some investigation on it, that actually Mrs. Browner
was, in fact, hosting on a regular basis foundation funders in her
personal office, and telling them where they should be putting their
money. Like I say, I can’t verify that, I have that from a couple of
whistleblower types who are not quite brave enough to blow the
whistle, but that is something I think that should she be required
to testify for other things, that certainly needs to be brought up.

Mr. PETERSON. But are you aware of where—you did mention
several—but should we have a prohibition of tax dollars being uti-
lized to fund any organization on any side of any issue? I mean,
somehow there should be a firewall from Government funding ad-
vocacy groups? Now, I guess the question I wanted to ask and it
slipped by me was, the Foundation, Fish and Wildlife Foundation,
is that all tax dollars or is that a blend?

Mr. ARNOLD. No, that is not. That is a combination of tax dollars
and private funders, so as I say, it is quasi-Governmental, so that
there was one person who became a board member under very un-
usual circumstances, who donated a million dollars to the Fish and
Wildlife Foundation. So, yes, private individual grants can go into
it, and a number have, as a matter of fact. So, it is a mix.

And to answer your first question, should there be a firewall, I
am certainly no legislator, but I have hired enough lawyers to
know that is a can of worms. I think that to go in that direction
probably would invite prohibitions that would probably hurt really
worthy causes. I think that protecting National Wildlife Refuges is
a good idea. Using them as a way to put people out of existence
is not a good idea. I am not able to see how you would differentiate
in a law which has to apply to everybody that wouldn’t really hurt
a lot of good things. So, that one needs a lot more thought than
I have given to it in order to be able to say, yes, you should do
something that prohibits tax-exempt organizations from using tax
money to lobby with. I don’t know how you would actually do that.

It would be nice to have that all visible and transparent, and
that, I think, the simple matter of public disclosure is probably—
for one thing, it would be a very popular issue. I can’t imagine any
citizen of the United States that likes things going on behind their
back that influences their lives as much as is documented in this
book.
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And so public disclosure, I think, really is the way to go, rather
than strict prohibitions. Again, that is up to Congress, which is
why we are talking to you because we need your ideas and your
help as well as you getting ours. But I see the route into clarity
on this going through public disclosure. If we knew while they were
planning the Heritage Forest Campaign that they were going to do
it, that there was a fair notice requirement when any large coali-
tion got together—now, stop and think of what this Pew thing was.
It was 12 groups working together. If those were for-profit groups,
they would all be in jail. That is a clear violation of the Sherman
Antitrust Act of 1890, to do that kind of thing if you are a for-prof-
it. And I am not sure that perhaps something of that nature about
working in combines, or illegal—you know, price fixing for the for-
profits—how about policy fixing? I don’t know if that even means
anything under our Constitution, but there has to be some inves-
tigation of this coalition model. Nothing happens except in coali-
tions anymore, in the environmental movement, or any kind of
what they call “progressive”, more left-leaning type of movement,
and what to do about that, I think, is let us lift the rock and “let
the sun shine in”.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, the frustration I have had is that they sel-
dom want a public discussion. It is a mass manipulation of infor-
mation, to then manipulate public policy, and it is a huge—it is
lillge McDonald’s selling hamburgers. I mean, that is what it is
about.

Earlier we talked about the sprawl issue, and somebody just
handed me here—a polling company talks “sprawl is now a bread-
and-butter community issue like crime’, said Jan Schaffer, Execu-
tive Director of the Pew Center for Civic Journalism, which spon-
sored the polling. Americans are divided about the best solution for
dealing with growth, development and traffic congestion”. Well, I
think part of our argument needs to be, and part of the discussion
needs to be, that if we stopped squashing rural America, they
wouldn’t be moving to the cities to cause the sprawl.

Mr. ArRNOLD. Well, Congressman Peterson, let me also add to
that, what in the name of Heaven are these foundations doing giv-
ing money to the media? Why is there such a thing as the Pew
Center for Media? Are they buying newspaper reporters?

If you take a look, in fact, in this book on page 99 and 100, I
documented that question. Here is a Public Media Center got
$300,000 from Pew Charitable Trusts, the Foundation for American
Communications got $75,000 from W. Alton Jones Foundation, the
Center for Investigating Reporting got $105,000 from the
Schumann Foundation, on and on and on. There is so much money
being poured into the media to assure proper environmental report-
ing, whatever that is, and you can imagine what their viewpoint
is.
Why are the media taking the money? I don’t know that. And I
do know—I worked on a newspaper——

Mr. PETERSON. I think they will take anybody’s money. They
don’t have to stand for election.

Mr. ARNOLD. That is true.

Mr. PETERSON. Of course, the number of people that watch the
major media today is pretty small, in comparison, and I think it
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is because of their spin, not because—if they reported—I think the
success of Fox News is very much “We report, you decide” has
caught on because the media doesn’t report, they tell you what por-
tion they want you to know, and I think we all know that.

I want to commend you for your work, all of you, for speaking
out, but I guess, in conclusion, my biggest concern as a Member of
Congress—when I was in State Government for 19 years and I had
a business for 26, so I come here with some experience—is the im-
menseness and the inability to put your arms around departments.
I mean, it is like—I used to kid when I was in State Government
about dealing with the Federal Government was like dealing with
a foreign country, and I have been 4 years—and I am a bureauc-
racy fighter, I always was at the State level—but here it is like you
can’t get at them. I mean, they are huge. They are almost name-
less, faceless agencies that have—and we here in Washington have
almost no process in the regulatory process, and that is lawmaking
without public discussion, and it is what people fought and died for
a long time ago, but the regulatory process in Washington is totally
out of control, and Congress has almost no ability to influence it,
or at least doesn’t, and I don’t think anybody can argue with that.

At the State level in Pennsylvania, we had a very effective agen-
cy that helped committee chairs and committees deal with regula-
tions that were inappropriate, but you will find that presidents
quickly find out that it 1s easier to regulate and write rules than
it is to pass law because when you pass law you have to win a pub-
lic debate. And, unfortunately, many of the problems we are fight-
ing are because we have totally left go. Since Ronald Reagan, no
one has had any influence on the regulatory progress, they have
been totally free to write law and set policy without a public dis-
cussion, and we will pay down the road. Thank you very much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Peterson, I appreciate
your line of questioning.

Your book is very fascinating, Mr. Arnold, and I wanted to—I
have a lot of questions to ask you. I am going to ask you some now
on the record, and then I will be submitting more questions to you
in writing.

It has always been just a strong tenet of the free-market system,
freedom of enterprise, that when a company operates in their own
self-interest, it is also to the self-interest and the betterment of
those who work for them, those who can purchase their product,
and so forth.

In looking at those corporations’ own self-interest, who are be-
hind the Pew, Mellon, Alton W. Jones Foundations, all of those,
why are they doing this? I mentioned in earlier comments that it
was a growing metastasis, it is dark and ugly. What is their self-
interest here? Have you been able to find anything?

Mr. ARNOLD. Well, Madam Chairman, unfortunately, the answer
is yes, I have. Probably the most obvious answer is if you have a
large corporation in something that we have all been talking about,
timber, and they are, let us say, a big landowner that has fee land
that they own, clear title, and they have very little that comes off
Federal lands in the way of timber supply for their mills, but sur-
rounding them are all kinds of middle-size and smaller competitors
who go into the National Forest, take timber out, and compete ef-
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fectively with that—sealed bid and all kinds of things. Now, if you
were one of those large corporations, what would you do if you sud-
denly found that somebody was shutting down all of your competi-
tion on Federal lands? If I was a CEO, I would be like Harry
Merlo, who once told the New York Times about 10 years ago,
“Why should I pay money for a lawsuit to fight the spotted owl
issue? All the court has done is given me a legal monopoly”.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. And Harry Merlo was the CEO

Mr. ArRNOLD. Harry Merlo said that out loud. He was the CEO
of Louisiana Pacific Corporation at the time, which is a very large
private landowner, and in a business sense he was absolutely right
for his stockholders. Why should he spend money on something
that is only going to put his competitors out of business? But, you
see, that is one of those double-edged swords.

Now what do you do if the free market says “I don’t care if you
regulate the other guy out of business, and I will give money”, as
we are seeing many large corporations giving money to the Nature
Conservancy which buys private land and then sells it to the Fed-
eral Government at a markup, to the Wilderness Society even, to
any kind of environmental group that advocates the shutdown of
all resource extraction industry on Federal lands. What are we to
make of those corporations doing that other than there is probably
some competitive advantage in it for them. They are not stupid. I
can’t imagine that is all out of altruism. I am sure they have fig-
ured it out.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. So that is how the dots connect, and
that is why you made the comment about the Sherman Antitrust
Act, it is creating a monopoly.

Mr. ARNOLD. It is, Madam Chairman. I think that what is sauce
for the goose is sauce for the gander. Why should not there be a
nonprofit equivalent of that, only how would you do it without
harming churches, the Civic Opera, hospitals? You see, that is
where I am really hesitant to suggest such a thing, because it
would hurt good people. There may possibly be a constitutional way
to deal with those abuses, but it is the dilemma of a large society.
There is no way you can run one without a bureaucracy, so you
can’t fight bureaucracy per se, you have to fight bureaucratic
abuse. And how you target a law that precisely so that it does not
hurt good people but stems abuses is a question I think Congress
needs to tackle seriously.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. I am still trying to connect the dots on
some of the National Monuments. For the record, can you advise
this Committee as to how the foundations may or may not have—
but probably may—have benefited from the Utah National Monu-
ment designation?

Mr. ARNOLD. They created it, essentially. The Southern Utah
Wilderness Society, in the person of Ken—and I don’t know how to
pronounce his last name, it is in the book—took Katy McGinty, sev-
eral years before the designation of Staircase Escalante National
Monument, to the area and spent 2 weeks with her convincing her
that it ought to become wilderness, which was not within her
power as Chairman of the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality to do, she couldn’t deliver that, but she said, “Let us see
what we can do about a National Monument”.
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About the same time, a memo came from the Office of the Sec-
retary of the Interior to the Solicitor, who is the head lawyer of the
agency, asking to analyze what you needed to do in order to declare
a National Monument without any environmental examination,
with no public debate about the environmental consequences. This
was the Clinton Administration.

Why would the Clinton Administration, with Al Gore sitting in
the second seat, ever want to do something without going through
an environmental review? The only answer is, they wanted to act
in secrecy. And in this case, they wanted to do what they did with-
out anyone knowing it. As a matter of fact, the Resources Com-
mittee subpoenaed all of the resulting e-mails back and forth be-
tween the Interior Department and Katy McGinty’s shop, including
of her 12 or so assistants, about how are we going to fake up a let-
ter so that the conditions that the Solicitor was told can be met.
Those conditions were these: In order to declare a National Monu-
ment without having to go through environmental review, it had to
come from the President’s Office. Well, the idea for this one had
come from the Secretary of Interior’s Office which, if it does, be-
comes subject to the requirements of NEPA, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969.

And so Katy McGinty and all of her people spent nearly a year
passing notes back and forth, trying to fake up a letter from the
President of the United States to Secretary Babbitt saying, “Hey,
I have this great idea, and would you do this for me, and tell me
all about this area that should be a National Monument”. Under
those circumstances, if that was really the case, the President has
the authority to, in essence, deputize the Secretary of the Interior
to become part of the White House so it doesn’t have to go through
environmental review.

So, in faking up this letter, which went through, I think, three
or four drafts from the e-mails that your Committee was able to re-
cover, it is very clear that they were lying through their teeth all
the time. They knew exactly what they were going to do, and this
Ken Raitt—I think is how you say his name, he was the person
from the Southern Utah Wilderness Foundation—was back there
with Sierra Club support, with all kinds of other support, some of
which I do know and some of which I don’t, from foundations and
other environmental groups, pushing publicly that “there needs to
be a great land legacy kind of program coming from the Clinton
Administration because we are really annoyed at you because you
supported the Timber Rider, President Clinton, and so we may
leave you hanging in this next vote”, which was the election of
1996. Clinton and Gore were both standing for re-election. The en-
vironmentalists were disaffected, and it looked like they were sim-
ply going to walk away and let them suffer the consequences.

So, what do you do to bring them back? Of course you declare
National Monuments, which conveniently, not too long before the
election, finally did happen, without the slightest knowledge of
anyone in the State Delegation of Congress from Utah. They had
no idea this was going to happen. They weren’t even invited to the
ceremony, which wasn’t even held in Utah, it was held in Arizona
at the Grand Canyon, and a whole bunch of—hundreds of environ-
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mentalists showed up, who knew when to be there, and where to
be, but nobody else in the country did.

So they acted in secrecy. They told flat-out lies. And I haven’t
seen that published anywhere except in this book and in the Re-
source Committee’s report. So, maybe media don’t think that is
news, but when something that corrupt goes on in an Administra-
tion, I think it is news.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. So to connect the dots from the founda-
tions, it comes from the foundations into the Southern Utah Wil-
derness Society and from the foundations into the Sierra Club, who
were working with and had prior knowledge of—working with Katy
McGinty and had prior knowledge of the final execution by the
President of a National Monument.

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes, they did.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. A lot of that land is land that was used
by cattlemen, some of it was school endowment lands, but there
was a huge, rich coal deposit.

Mr. ARNOLD. And oil and natural gas.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Right. Can you connect the dots from
those who are behind the foundations to those who are now man-
aging to control that resource?

Mr. ArRNOLD. Well, you get back to the law of supply and de-
mand. If you know where your deposits of those minerals and valu-
able products are, and they are on private land or they are in an-
other country where you can reach them, and somebody in Govern-
ment wants to reduce the supply by locking up in some kind of des-
ignation where you can’t gain access to it, what do you think is
going to happen to the price of those products and the value of the
remaining land?

So, again, you don’t see many corporations crying the blues over
that because now their own private holdings are worth more.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Ron, I want to get back to you. I do
want to take care of a little bit of business here for Jeff Lyall.

Jeff, I just read a letter that you wrote, a very beautiful letter,
and you have asked that it be submitted to the Committee and
made a part of the permanent record.

Mr. LYALL. Yes, ma’am.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Without objection, that will be ordered.

Mr. LyALL. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Ron, we have heard how rural commu-
nities are impacted by the large foundations. Do these effects
spread beyond the rural areas, and how does it affect the country
as a whole?

Mr. ARNOLD. It is a complicated question. I could give you the
typical economist answer on the one hand and on the other hand,
but I think in this issue there is no other hand. The answer is sim-
ple and straightforward. If you remove and destroy all resource ex-
traction from the United States, what does that mean for where we
get our supply of everything we can’t get here? It has to be gotten
elsewhere.

We get most of our bananas—I don’t know of anyplace in the
United States that grows a lot of bananas—we get them from
somewhere else. We haven’t fought banana wars for a while. But
there is a lot of petroleum setting in the United States you can’t
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get at and, as I recall, we had a little war over oil not too long ago,
Desert Storm.

If we push timber offshore, if we push mining offshore, if we
push farming offshore, if we push ranching offshore, food, clothing
and shelter—you know, even environmentalists get grumpy when
they miss dinner.

So, I think are we going to be forced into facing something like
timber wars with some other country to get their trees because we
won’t cut ours? It is not inconceivable. I don’t say that that is what
is going to happen, but if it happened with oil, why couldn’t it hap-
pen with all the other things they are shutting out.

So, is it affecting the Nation as a whole? Possibly, we don’t know.
I mean, my crystal is no better than yours, but as far as immediate
impacts that you can see now, if you take people out of the coun-
try—you know that old saying, “you can take the boy out of the
country, but you can’t take the country out of the boy”—well, when
you take the boys and girls out of the country, you put them in the
cities. Now, what does that do to concentration of population?

We have seen in the State where I live, even an attempt to ad-
dress some of the urban problems by sending welfare families into
rural areas because the State Government seemed to be able to
think, well, how do you help rural areas? You send them urban
things. Well, that is not the answer at all. You stop preventing
them from doing rural things, like cutting trees and growing cows
and food and other incidental things like that.

I think that a lot of people in urban areas simply haven’t ever
lived on the land. They have lost their roots not just to nature like
the environmentalists claim, but to agriculture which grows all
their food, to mining from which if it doesn’t come from the ground
it comes out of the water, so you have to have minerals to make
fishhooks even when you get stuff out of the water. So, it is a mat-
ter of, like one engineer once told me, “You know the problem with
people in cities is they don’t understand that everything—that
things are made of stuff, and stuff comes out of the ground”.

Now, I don’t know any simpler way to say it, but that struck me
because it is so on-target, and it is so much like the problem that
you see in urban areas—and this is not a joke. There was a farm
poster contest in San Francisco, and one little boy submitted a
poster that said “We don’t need farmers where I live because there
is a Safeway right across the street”. That is the kind of mentality
you are up against, and yet when they see people coming in from
the country—oh, that is a bunch of rubes and hicks, and we don’t
like them, and they make crowding and urban sprawl has become
a big deal”—well, who is doing it? It is the people who
thoughtlessly support the depopulation and the rural cleansing
that environmentalists are promoting and advocating and actually
producing with the help of the Administration. Long-winded an-
swer to a short question, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Arnold.

I wanted to ask Mr. DeVargas, what level of funding do the envi-
ronmental groups have in your area, and how does it compare to
the funding for the concerns that you represent?
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Mr. DEVARGAS. I know that they have about a million and a half
dollars as of the last funding cycle that I had a chance to see, and
we don’t get anything. So, the comparison is really striking.

As a former serviceman, one of the concerns that I have, that Mr.
Arnold kind of alluded to, is that some of this stuff could really
lead to some kind of danger to the country’s security. If you kill the
mining outfit, even just sinking a new shaft could take 5 years. If
international shipping were to be disrupted by a serious war and
we were totally dependent on all our raw products from somewhere
else in order to fight a war, I think our national security is also
at stake in a lot of these activities, and that is how I feel about
it in terms of a threat to all of us. But in terms of the funding that
we get for our activities, it is almost nonexistent.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. I wish my colleagues could have heard
that answer. Can you tell us the story behind the acquisition and
what you did, the sale of your wood processor, and now you have
a new piece of equipment? I think you have already put that in the
record, haven’t you?

Mr. DEVARGAS. Yes, I have.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Tell me the history of the Mexican spot-
ted owl in your area.

Mr. DEVARGAS. There is none. There hasn’t been any spotted
owl. I believe in Santa Fe in the early 1800’s, they were able to
find one. In Taos, New Mexico, they said that they thought they
had heard one. In the Hicorea area of northwestern New Mexico,
they found two. They killed one of them to study it. That is the his-
tory there.

Now, I understand there are spotted owls in southern New Mex-
ico. I don’t know what the populations are, but in the northern part
of the State where I live, there are none. There are no spotted owls.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. What kind of impacts have the listing
of the spotted owl had on your people?

Mr. DEVARGAS. Well, there have been a lot of mill closures. The
cattlemen are very severely impacted. The access to the natural re-
sources—it is not just the listing of the spotted owl—I mean, the
assault on the community is really broad. It is not just like the
spotted owl. When the spotted owl loses its credibility because the
biology doesn’t sustain it, then they will go to the willow flycatcher,
and when that doesn’t work, when science reveals that the real
threat to the willow flycatcher is not the cattle, but the cowbirds,
then they go on to something else. And, really, what I see hap-
pening over there is just taking the people off the land. That is the
real priority.

Right now, the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest
Service have enormous amounts of money to purchase land in the
riparian areas. For us, what that does in terms of the impact on
our county, it is manyfold. For one thing, it continues to take away
our tax base, the people’s tax base. I mean, we have numerous wil-
derness areas in New Mexico, quite a few, and they are underuti-
lized because, as mentioned earlier, people just—there is not that
many people who are going to walk up there. Just in my area,
there is probably over a million acres just in our area. There is the
Pecos Wilderness, there is the San Padre Park, there is Wheeler
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Peak, there is Bisty Badlands, Bandolier, and it just goes on and
on.
Between the National Parks, the Monuments, pretty soon there
is not going to be any land to support a tax base, and that affects
our schools in the payment-in-lieu-of-taxes program because our
county receives—most western counties that are surrounded by
Federal land receive 25 percent of the revenues that they get in
payment in lieu of taxes. Well, recreation doesn’t bring us anything
in lieu of taxes. The revenue from hunting and fishing licenses,
they don’t go to the counties, those go to the State Game Commis-
sion.

So, whenever you don’t have grazing and you don’t have logging
or any kind of extractive industries, you have no payment in lieu
of taxes. When 70 percent of the land is in Federal hands and you
iloE’tdget payment in lieu of taxes, your county’s budget is just real-
y bad.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Well, Mr. DeVargas, I want to thank
you for coming all the way out here to deliver your testimony. I
want to thank all of the witnesses for their fine testimony and com-
ing so far. Ms. Capp, you came clear across the country. Mr. Lyall,
you came in, too, thank you very much. And, Mr. Arnold, I want
to thank you.

Before I close the hearing, I want to begin with Mr. Lyall, and
ask you to respond briefly to one final question for me. What is the
most important thought that you want left with this Committee
and on the permanent record?

Mr. LyaLL. I think, ma’am, we just, like all the witnesses here—
people—how can I say this, how would I like to—people are on the
bottom of the totem pole when the environmental organizations,
the Forest Service policy, when you look at all the policies, people
are on the bottom of the totem pole. And why I say that, I deal
with a gentlemen back home, they offer me a lot of excuses and
they will tell me things like resource preservation. And what that
means is that dirt, in their eyes, is more important than the qual-
ity of lives of millions of people.

I am here trying to represent and trying to improve the quality
of life for millions of people who are already behind the 8-ball to
start with, and dirt is given more consideration than that. And that
is why I have a problem with that. And back home where I am
from, I know a family—who wishes to remain anonymous—but
they have a 17-year-old daughter with cerebral palsy, and they just
got down—I think it took them over 2 years—a big fight with the
Forest Service and some Virginia State Land as well. They gave
these people an awful time just so they could get access for their
daughter to use a motorized golf cart so that she could get into the
outdoors around their house. She lived in the middle of some For-
est Service land and there were some roads on it that they wanted
to be able to take their daughter on. What is the big hurt? The
road is there. Let them use it. And they gave these people, I mean,
an awful time. It is really a shame what they did to them. And that
just comes down to when resources, things like—well, they are im-
portant, I will give them their place—but when those things take
precedent over the quality of people’s lives, I don’t think there is
any excuse for that.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Lyall.

Mr. Arnold, what final thought would you like to leave with the
Committee?

Mr. ARNOLD. Madam Chairman, I would like our country to wake
up and realize what is being done to them by this “iron triangle”
of wealthy foundations, grant-driven environmental groups, and
zealous bureaucrats. Simply understanding that will do more to
dry up that influence and to put it in a proper perspective and to
r(leduce it to a manageable level, I think, than just about anything
else.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you, Mr. Arnold.

Ms. Capp?

Ms. CApPP. Well, there are basically two things that I would like
to say. The first is something that I would like minority people and
Native Americans in particular to understand, and that is just as
these groups use certainly animal species as what they call “flag-
ship” species, they use Native Americans as “flagships” species.
And this sounds outrageous, but I am going to say it because I be-
lieve it—after seeing the billions and billions of dollars that these
people have access to, I believe that they could have ended the
problem with the Hopi removal a long time ago, had they wanted
to, but I believe that the Hopi served as a great “flagship” species
for them to rally other Native Americans around, to get them to
fight, in particular, mining, which if we abandon environmentally
responsible mining here, we are going to be getting our mined
products from other countries where mining may not be done re-
sponsibly. So that is one thing that I really want to be looked at,
how minority people are being used against one another and
against their neighbors.

The other thing is that what I see happening now is it is cur-
rently manifesting what I clearly see as genocide against rural peo-
ple in general. That is what is manifesting now. But I believe that
down the road, if this trend continues, it is going to result in the
economic devastation of this country, which of course will mean the
devastation of our security. It is very important to me that this
huge group of environmental grantmakers make their investment
portfolios visible. It is hard to imagine that they are not somehow
profiting from this.

o Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Thank you. Thank you very much, Ms.
app.

Mr. DeVargas.

Mr. DEVARGAS. I guess the most important thing that I would
like to come out of here is that it doesn’t matter if you are a rural
dweller with a limited education and walk around in dirty blue
jeans because you work in the woods or with cattle, or if you are
a Native American and dress a little bit different. What I would
like to see is the end of the demonization of people.

Whenever people are demonized, to me, that is a prelude to a
war, to being able to allow mass society to have no empathy. So,
I just think that the leastest of us should be treated the same as
the ones with the mostest of us.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Very, very well said.

In closing, I again want to thank you and express my deep grati-
tude to you for the investment that you have made in at least ex-
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posing this issue, this problem, and we have made great strides for-
ward just in your willingness to expose the issue.

I am still baffled, and I will continue to search for the reason
that the grantmakers who get together and make plans for the
policies of ultimately negatively impact rural communities and
human lives. I keep thinking that they do operate in their own self-
interest, we know that, whether it is for good or whether it is for
not so good, but I have to ask what is their self-interest because
the forests are being destroyed. It is like wanting to take the car
and they shut the car down and take the keys away and run the
car out of gas, they are not going to be able to start that car again.
It is like killing the goose that laid the golden egg while the golden
egg is still being laid, and the golden egg is the American economic
engine that has thrived so well because of mutual respect for
human beings, people who could live together in peace and respect.
The dehumanization of the people is a very appropriate term be-
cause that is exactly what is happening. What is frightening is if
people can get together and plan policies that impact humans with-
out a care in the world for that human being.

So, like John Adams said, this form of government was put to-
gether to be run by people who are lawful and moral people, and
when we lose that kind of integrity, this is what has happened.

I still think that because people collude at the grantmakers’
meetings and various other meetings, because they use the kind of
power that they do, because they involve Government, that there
is a huge civil rights case there, or a huge RICO case there. And
even if the case were put together, this legal system, judicial sys-
tem, has got to develop the judicial will to right this wrong. And
I just pray to God that this judicial system has the kind of will that
it had when it passed the Sherman Antitrust Act.

So, this will not be the end of my hearings on this issue. The
Committee will continue to investigate, ask for more congressional
investigations, asking for transparency reporting in actions by
these grantmakers is a proper course. I will do my best to influence
leadership along this line. I would ask that you work in your com-
munities, to impress your Congressmen individually along this line.
Openness in Government is so vitally important.

So, with that, I want to remind you that the record will remain
open for ten working days, should you wish to add anything to your
testimony or add any amendments to your written testimony,
please work with my Committee staff, feel free to do so.

I will be submitting questions in writing to you. With that, again
I want to thank you, and this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 5 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Additional correspondence follows:]
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DoN YOUNG, CHAIRMAN

U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Resources

TWashington, BE 20515
November 16, 2000

Correspondence related to the February 15, 2000 hearing:

1) February 29, 2000 letter from Mr. Joshua S. Reichert of The Pew Charitable Trusts
to the Subcommittee.

2) March 6, 2000 from Mr. Ron Arnold to the Subcommittee with two attachments.

3) April 27, 2000 letter from Mr. Joshua S. Reichert of The Pew Charitable Trusts to
the Subcommittee with attached letter from Mr. Mark Dowie dated April 11, 2000.

4) August 9, 2000 letter from the Subcomumittee to Mr. Joshua S. Reichert of The Pew
Charitable Trusts requesting document for the record.

As of November 16, 2000, no reply has been received in response to the Subcommittee’s
August 9, 2000 letter.

http:/fwww.house.goviresources/
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THE PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS
| One Commerce Square Joshua S. Reichert Direct Telephone: 215.575.4740
| 2005 Market Street, Suite 1700 Director, Environment Program Facsimile: 215.575.4888
| Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-7077 E-mail: jreichert@pewtrusts.con
brspilfwww. pewtvusts.com

February 29, 2000

The Honorable Don Young
Chairman

Committee on Resources

U.S. House of Representatives

2111 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0201

Dear Mr. Chairman:

During his appearance before the Forest and Forest Health Subcommittee on February 15, 2000, Mr.
Ron Amold incorrectly identified me as the author of the following statement both in his prepared
testimony and in the submitted attachment to his testimony: "For considerable sums of money, public
opinion can be molded, constituents mobilized, issues researched, and public officials button-holed, all
in symphonic arrangement.”

These are not words that 1 have ever written or spoken and they should not be attributed to me.
Therefore, 1 respectfully request that the permanent printed record of the Subcommittee's hearing
include, immediately preceding or following Mr. Amold's testimony, this letter of correction. In
addition, I would request that the printed record of the hearing and the transcript include a footnote to
the quotation erroneously aitributed to me during Mr. Arnold's testimony, which references this letter. 1
would ask that the same corrections be made to the electronic records of the proceeding.

In addition to the relevant Members of the Committee, I am sending this letter to Mr. Amold.

1 appreciate your consideration of this request.

Respectfully,

s

Joshua S. Reichert
Director, Environment Program

cc: The Honorable George Miller
The Honorable Helen Chenoweth-Hage

The Honorable Adam Smith

Mr. Ron Arnold
The Pew Memorial Trust The Mabe! Pew Myrin Trust The Mary Anderson Trust
The J. Howard Pew Freedom Trust The J. N. Pew Jr. Charitable Trust The KnollBrook Trust

The Medical Trust
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FrOM THE DESK OF RON ARNOLD
12505 N.E, 2 St Behevue, WA SB005 425-454-9470 fax 425-451-3959

The Honorable Don Young
Chainnan

Conunitiee on Resources

U.S House of Representatives

2111 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0201

Dear Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Joshua Reichent of Pew Charitable Trusts has disputed the suthenticity of a quote I
attributed to him during my testimony before the Forests and Forest Health Subcommittee on
February 15, 2000 (letter dated Febmary 29, 2000).

The quote disputed by Mr. Reichert, "For considerable sums of mongy, public opinion
can be molded, constituents mobilized, issues researched, and public officials button-holed, all in
a symphonic amangement,” was taken verbatim from "Losing Ground: American
Environmentalism at the Close of the Twentieth Century,” by Mark Dowie, The MIT Press,
Cambridge, Massachusetis, 1995, page 51. (copy attached)

On that page, Mr. Dowie quotes Mr. Reichert extensively and gives the disputed quote in
a block quote footnoted, note 25, (copy attached)

The foutnote 25 appears on page 269 of Dowie, and is attributed thus: Pew Charitable
Trast. "Environmental Strategios: Concept Statement” {December, 1993), p. 6.

Mr. Dowie on page 51 calls the document *“Mr. Reichert’s proposal” and discusses it
based o a personal interview with the clear meaning thet Mr. Reichert was the author.

Perbaps Mr. Reichert will provide the Subcommittee with the complete docament,
"Environmental Strategies: Concept Statement," to clarify whether some other author wrote the
quote Mr. Dowie used, or that it was in error.

In any case, Mr. Reichert's dispute is with Mr. Dowie, not with me. Tused the quote in
good faith, in context, by a credible source and from a careful publisher.

1 have no reason to believe the quote is false or falsely attributed, respectfully considering
M. Reichert’s denial. Perhaps it slipped his mind.

Therefore, 1 stand by my use of the quote as sccurate, accurately sttributed, and
accurately reflecting Mr. Reichert's state of mind at the time, until and unless Mr. Reichert can
demonstrate that the referenced source document, or other evidence, shows otherwise.

//
R;Zﬁmy’ Mf’ i
/
AN 14 \

Ron Armold

Ce: The Honorable George Miller
The Honorable Helen Chenoweth-Hage
The Honorable Adam Smith
Mr. Joshua Reichert
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51
Foundations

foundations take the initative in collaborating with national and Jocal
environmental organizations, little improvement can be made in cam-
paigning on national environmental issues.” Reichert adds with empha-~
sis that Pew would “never ask an environmental organization to change
its agenda,” though he acknowledges that they very well might do se to
get the money dangled before them.2*

The irony of Reichert’s proposal is that it calls for using strategies bor-
rowed from antienvi | organizations, which initially coopted

&
their most effective tactics from the environmental movement. “Special
interest politics has spawned the career political consultant and the or-
chestrated issues campaign,” says Reichert.

For considerable sums of money, public opinion can be molded, constituents
mobilized, issues researched, and public officials buttonholed, all in 2 sym-
phonic arrangement. There are media spots, direct mail drops, phone banks,
and old fashioned ing, tactics emp! in specific warget areas, all in-
formed by opinion research. While business and industry has made extensive
use of them, environmentalists have been slow t employ and, equally impor-
tant, to coordinate these new political arts. As a result environmentalism has
fallen behind in a political arms race that requires even higher levels of orga-
nized constituent involvement to influence officials and engender administra-
tive or legistative action 2

Reichert sees Environmental Strategies as a service bureau for both
grassroots and national environmental organizations. He hopes that its
existence will “institutionalize a relationship with grassrocts organiza-
tons seeking to project a presence in Washington.”

The main problem facing Reichert’s scheme is lack of leadership.
When I spoke with him in the summer of 1994 he had interviewed
and considered scores of candidates for the top job at Environmentat
Strategies but found none of them suitable. [ suggested a few candidates.
He had either already rejected them or thought them inadequate to
the task. “I don’t want someone who knows the facts, or can articulate
them persuasively, I want someoue who wants to win and knows how,”
said Reichert. Who would be his dream applicant for the job? “James
Carville,” he said without a second’s hesitation.2®

Many organizations are insulted by Reichert’s implicit assertion that
they are failing or incompetent, particularly when he says things like
“we started this because no organization was doing what we thought
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269
Notes

13. Nathan Newnan and Anders Schneiderman, *Market Leftism,” Crossmpads (May 1994),
P17

14. Interview with Gillenkirk,

15, National Envi Study: Report ond

spporting Dets, KOS (993},

18. Environmenial monthlies rely in varying degrees on revenue from national advertis-
ers, who demand roated siock to convey their message. Thus they have been reluctant
to print their magazines on anything less that 20 percent postconsumer recycled paper.
Siarra was the first to change 16 recycled paper, in November 1990,

17, Craver, Matthews and Smith, ditect mail i in i D.C. A sub
porton of the res, particulaly a1 the National Wiidlife Foundation, comes from the salc
of posters, tee shirts, coffee mugs, and magazines.

18 EOS poll survey.
19. Inicrview with Schifferte.

20, Many beliewe that Greenpence lost the bulk of its members during this period becavse
of its voeal oppositos 10 the Gulf War.

21. Inteview with Sher.
22, interview with Gillenkirk.

23. Pew Chasitable Trust, Environmental Strategies: Concept Statement (December, 1998),
s

24. Ibid., p. 4.
25. 1bid., p. 6.

26. Inwerview on September 25, 1994, with Josh Reichert, Environmental Director, Pew
Charitable Trust.

27, Interview with Tim Hecmack.

28. Green, Stephen G., "Who's Driving the Environmental Movement?” The Chrumicle of
- Philanthropy (January 25, 1994}, p. 6.

29, Quoted in Chvomicles of Phitanthrops, Noverber 17, 1992, p. 7.

30. Quored in William Greider, Who Wil Tell The People, The Bettayal of Amsrican Dewocracy
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1992).

1. “Links With Activists Get Results in Envisonmental PR,” ODuyer’s PR Services, vol. 8,
00.2 (Feb. 1994), p. 1

32. Quoted in "Corporations Jumping on the Environmental Bandwagon by Giving Dok
tars and Time,” Conporate Giving Walch, vol. 12, no. 3 (May 1993), p. 1.
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TaE PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS

One Commerce Square Joshua S. Reickert | Direct Telephone: 215.575.4740
2005 Market Street, Suite 1700 Director, Envivonment Program Facsimile: 215.575.4888
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-7077 E-mail: jreichers@pewtrusts.com

betpil fwuwne. pewtrasts. com

April 27, 2000

The Honorable Don Young
Chairman

Committee on Resources

U.S. House of Representatives

2111 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0201

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am writing to follow up my letter to the Committee dated February 29, 2000. For your convenience, I
have enclosed all referenced communications. In that letter, I disputed the attribution to me in Mr.
Arnold’s testimony before the Forest and Forest Health Subcommittee on February 15, 2000 of the
following quote: “For considerable sums of money, public opinion can be molded, constituents
mobilized, issues researched, and public officials button-holed, all in symphonic arrangement.” 1 asked
that my letter correcting the misattribution be entered into the permanent printed record of the
Subcommittee’s hearing.

In a subsequent letter to the Committee, Mr. Arnold stated he would not stop attributing the quote to me
because he was relying on an attribution in Mark Dowie's book, Losing Ground. The misattribution has
since been brought to Mr. Dowie’s attention and he has acknowledged his error by letter dated April 11,
2000. Therefore, I am asking that the Committee consider Mr. Dowie’s letter acknowledging the
misattribution in evaluating my request that the record be corrected.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.
Respectfully,

=T S MU

Joshua S. Reichert
Director, Environment Program

Enclosures

cc:  The Honorable George Miller
The Honorable Helen Chenoweth-Hage

The Honorable Adam Smith
Mr. Ron Amold
,
The Pew Memorial Trast | The Matbel Pew Myrin Trast The Mary Anderson Trus
The J. Howard Pew Freedom Trust The J. N. Pew Jr. Charitable Trust The KnollBrook Trust

The Medical Trust
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Mark Dowie
12642 Sir Frances Drake
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956

April 11, 2000

Joy A. Horwitz, Esquire

Director, Legal Affairs and General Counsel
The Pew Charitable Trusts

One Commerce Square

2005 Market Street

Suite 1700

Philadelphia, PA 19103-7077

Dear Ms. Horwitz:

I am writing to acknowledge a misattribution on page 51 of my book, Losing Ground, regarding the
block quote attributed to Joshua Reichert, director of The Pew Charitable Trusts’ Environment program,
in footnote 25. Although Mr. Reichert has said to me in an interview that he strongly believes that
environmental groups need to respond more effectively to the tactics of environmental opponents, to my
knowledge, the quotation was not written or spoken by him. Nor does it appear in the document entitled
“Environmental Strategies: Concept Statement” (December, 1993), which I inadvertently listed as the
source of the quotation.

The quoted language appeared in a report on environmental issue campaigns prepared by four
individuals, including Tom Wathen, then an Environment program officer at Pew. Specifically, the
quoied language was presented in a list of the most frequently cited reasons given by members of the
environmental community, who bad been interviewed by the report’s authors, explaining why the
environmental movement had failed to employ its assets as effectively as it might have.

I am sorry if this matter has caused you undue hardship.

Regards,
/M »Z

Mark Dowie
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Don Youna, CHAIRMAN

H.%. Houge of Representatives
Committee on Resources
TWashington, DL 20515

August 9, 2000

Joshua S. Reichert

Director, Environment Program
Pew Charitable Trusts

One Commerce Square

2005 Market St, Suite 1700
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7077

Dear Mr. Reichert

I have received your letter dated April 27, 2000 requesting that a series of letters from you,
Mr. Ron Arnold and Mr. Mark Dowie concerning testimony by Mr. Armold before my
subcommittee be included in the hearing record. These letters are:

1. Your letter to the subcommittee dated February 29, 2000

2. A letter to the subcommittee from Mr. Arnold (undated)

3. Your letter to the subcommittee dated April 27, 2000

4. A letter to Ms. Joy Horwitz from Mr. Dowie dated April 11, 2000

I am including these letters as part of the hearing record for February 15, 2000. If this hearing
is printed, the letters will also be included in the printed record.

For completeness, I am also interested in including the document entitled “Environmental
Strategies: Concept Statement” in the record. It would help clarify both Mr. Dowie’s letter and
the issues that were examined during the hearing. Would you please send a copy of this
document to me for inclusion in the hearing record?

I appreciate your efforts to clarify the hearing record.
Sincerely,

AU

Helen Chenoweth-Hage
Chairman
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health

http:/fawww.house.goviresources/
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