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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
2012

THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 2011.

MAJOR MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES AT THE U.S.
FOREST SERVICE

WITNESSES

ANU K. MITTAL, DIRECTOR, NATURAL RESOURCES AND
ENVIRONMENT, U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE
PHYLLIS K. FONG, INSPECTOR GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SIMPSON. The committee will come to order. Once again, I
would like to welcome the members of the subcommittee as well as
our panel of witnesses this afternoon from the Government Ac-
countability Office and the Department of Agriculture’s Office of In-
spector General to present testimony on the major management
challenges of the Forest Service.

The Forest Service manages a great deal of land for the public,
including several national forests in my district. There is certainly
no lack of issues to discuss, so I would like to keep my comments
to a minimum and focus on the testimony. This hearing will help
prepare the subcommittee’s members for tomorrow morning’s For-
est Service budget hearings.

Before introducing our witnesses, I would like to yield to Mr.
Moran for any opening statement he might have.

OPENING REMARKS OF MR. MORAN

Mr. MoORAN. Thanks so much, Mr. Chairman. We invariably
schedule these hearings at the same time as Defense, but there is
nothing we can do about it when we compress 4 weeks into 3.
Thanks for having the hearing, and it is nice to see Ms. Mittal
again, and of course, the Inspector General for the Agriculture De-
partment. I do not know if you know Ms. Fong is a special Inspec-
tor General because she is the Inspector General of Inspector Gen-
erals. Yes. She is the first chairperson of the Council of Inspectors
General on Integrity and Efficiency.

Mr. SiMPsON. I did not know that.

Mr. MORAN. Oh, there you go. Seventy-three different Federal In-
spectors General, and she is the boss of all of them. I appreciate
the fact that the chairman is having these hearings which, whether

o))
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it be a Democratic or Republican majority, we found that the In-
spector General’s enlightenment serves us very well in subsequent
hearings and the General Accounting Office as well. I guess it is
General Accountability. It will always be General Accounting to
me.

But there are forest management issues that are worth looking
at. Last week I was down at the Agriculture Department with Sec-
retary Vilsack where we were recognizing the centennial anniver-
sary of the Weeks Act. That was a situation where we had so many
denuded forests, particularly in the east, and they were just being
allowed to lie fallow. The folks who had clear-cut those forests
would not even pay taxes, so the states and localities picked it up
and that enabled the Federal Government to pick it up, and that
led to 52 national forests in the east and 26 different states. So the
Forest Service has a great record of oversight and management,
but it can always be improved, and that is what we want to talk
about today.

So, again, thanks to both of you for being here. I look forward
to your testimony.

Mr. SIMPSON. Our first witness is Ms. Anu Mittal, Director of
Natural Resources and Environment Division of the GAO. She will
be followed by Ms. Phyllis Fong, the Inspector General of the De-
partment of Agriculture and the Chief Inspector General. We ap-
preciate you appearing before the subcommittee this afternoon. We
will give you each 15 minutes to outline your concerns, followed by
questions from committee members.

TESTIMONY OF ANU K. MITTAL

Ms. MitTAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, for the opportunity to be here today to discuss manage-
ment challenges facing the Forest Service.

As you know, in 2009, we testified before this subcommittee on
three areas where the Forest Service faced major management
challenges. These included the lack of strategies to effectively use
wildland fire funds, the lack of data on programs and activities,
and inadequate financial and program accountability.

Based on the work that we have undertaken since 2009, we be-
lieve that these three areas are still challenges today, and we have
added a fourth area relating to the lack of program oversight and
planning. I would like to briefly summarize each of our concerns
in these four areas for you.

As we reported in 2009, the Forest Service still lacks key strate-
gies needed to effectively manage wildland fires. As you know, over
the past decade wildland fires have dramatically worsened, and
their associated costs have substantially increased. Likewise, for
over a decade we have made numerous recommendations to im-
prove the Forest Service’s efforts in fighting these fires.

While the agency has taken some steps to implement our rec-
ommendations, much work remains to be done in all of the areas
that we have highlighted in the past. For example, the Forest Serv-
ice and Interior still have not completed the Cohesive Wildland
Fire Strategy that we have recommended since 1999, and that Con-
gress mandated in the Flame Act of 2009. Congress required this
Cohesive Strategy to be completed within 1 year of the Act’s pas-
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sage, however, according to the agency, while the first phase of the
strategy has been drafted, it has not yet been finalized, and it is
unknown when the second phase, which will include the develop-
ment and analysis of different options for wildland fire manage-
ment as we have called for, will even be completed.

Similarly, the Forest Service has not yet clearly defined its
wildland fire cost containment goals. Without taking the funda-
mental steps of defining its cost-containment goals or developing a
strategy for achieving those goals, the agency cannot insure that it
is taking the most important steps first, nor can it be assured that
it is taking the right steps first.

The agency also has not fully implemented all of the improve-
ments we have recommended for allocating fuel reduction funds
and still lacks a measure to ensure that fuel reduction funds are
being directed to those areas where they can best minimize the risk
to people, property, and resources.

And, finally, in the wildland fire area, we continue to be con-
cerned that the Forest Service is several years behind schedule in
developing an interagency fire program budgeting and planning
tool known as FPA. The development of FPA has been character-
ized by delays and revisions, and the project has not yet been sub-
ject to peer review as we had recommended.

It is, therefore, unclear to us whether the tool will meet one of
its original objectives which was to identify cost-effective combina-
tions of assets and strategies to fight wildland fires.

The second major management challenge that we have repeat-
edly identified in the past and which continues to be a concern
today is the Forest Service’s lack of complete and accurate data on
its program activities and costs. Over the last few years we have
continued to encounter shortcomings in this area during our audits
of Forest Service programs that reinforce our concerns.

For example, we recently reviewed the data in the agency’s Plan-
ning Appeals and Litigation System, and we determined that these
data were not always complete or accurate. As a result, we have
to conduct our own survey of field office staff to get the information
that we needed.

Similarly, on our review of abandoned hard rock mines, we found
that the Forest Service had difficulty determining the number of
such mines on its land, and the accuracy of the data that it did
have was also questionable.

The third area that we have been and remain concerned about
relates to financial management and performance accountability
shortcomings. While we moved the Forest Service’s financial man-
agement issue from GAO’s high-risk list about 6 years ago, there
are lingering concerns about financial management at the agency,
especially in the wake of recent reports from the Department of Ag-
riculture and the IG.

For example, in its 2010 performance and accountability report
the Department concluded that the Forest Service needed to im-
prove controls over its expenditures for wildland fire management,
and it identified the Wildland Fire Suppression Program as suscep-
tible to significant improper payments.

In addition, the Forest Service has not fully resolved the per-
formance accountability problems that we have identified in the
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past. According to the IG, the longstanding problems that we have
identified with the agency’s inability to link its planning, budg-
eting, and results reports continues to be an issue today.

The final area that I would like to talk about relates to chal-
lenges that the Forest Service faces in delivering its programs be-
cause it lacks adequate oversight or strategic planning. Our recent
work provides a number of examples in this area.

For example, as part of its land management responsibilities, the
Forest Service acquires and disposes of lands through its Land Ex-
change Program. However, we recently reported that the Forest
Service needed to improve oversight of its Land Exchange Program
because it lacked a national strategy and process for tracking costs,
and it did not require its staff to take mandatory training.

Similarly, we have been concerned about the ability of the Forest
Service to maintain an effective workforce because it has not clear-
ly aligned its workforce plans with its strategic plan and has not
monitored and evaluated its workforce planning efforts.

Because of this lack of planning and monitoring, we concluded
that the Forest Service remains at risk of not having the appro-
priately-skilled workforce it needs to fulfill its mission.

Finally, our recent work has raised concerns that the Forest
Service, like other federal land management agencies, lacks a risk-
based approach for managing its law enforcement resources. In
2010, we reported that the Forest Service needed a more system-
atic method to assess the risks posed by illegal activities that are
occurring on its lands, and if it developed such an approach, it
could better insure that it is allocating its limited law enforcement
resources in the most effective manner.

Mr. Chairman, we recognize that these are not easy issues for
the Forest Service to resolve, but we also recognize that these are
not new issues for the agency and that many of them have been
very well documented for a very long time. In light of the Nation’s
long-term fiscal condition, we believe that it is imperative for the
agency to expeditiously address these management challenges now
so that it can insure that going forward it is fulfilling its mission
in the most cost-effective and efficient manner.

That concludes my prepared statement. I would be happy to re-
spond to any questions.

[The statement of Anu Mittal follows:]
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FOREST SERVICE

Continued Work Needed to Address Persistent
Management Challenges

What GAO Found

In 2009, GAO highlighted management challenges that the Forest Service
faced in three key areas—wildland fire management, data on program
activities and costs, and financial and performance accountability. The Forest
Service has made some impro! but challenges persist in each of these
three areas. In addition, recent GAO reports have identified additional
challenges related to program oversight and strategic planning.

Strategies are still needed to ensure effective use of wildland fire
management fonds. In numerous previous reports, GAO has highlighted the
challenges the Forest Service faces in protecting the nation against the threat
of wildland fire. The agency continues to take steps to improve its approach,
but it has yet to take several key steps—including developing a cohesive
wildland fire strategy that identifies potential long-term options for reducing
hazardous fuels and responding to fires—that, if completed, would
substantially strengthen wildland fire management.

Incomplete data en program activities remain a concern. In 2009, GAQ
concluded that Iong-standing data problems plagued the Forest Service,
hampering its ability to manage its programs and account for its costs. While
GAO has not comprehensively reviewed the quality of all Forest Service data,
shortcomings identified during several recent reviews reinforce these
concerns. For example, GAO recently identified data gaps in the agency's
system for tracking appeals and litigation of Forest Service projects and in the
number of abandoned hardrock mines on its lands.

Even with improvements, financial and performance accountability
shortcomings persist. Although its financial accountability has improved,
the Forest Service continues to struggle to implement adequate internal
conirols over its funds and to demonstrate how its expenditures relate to the
goals in the agency’s strategic plan. For example, in 2010 Agriculture reported
that the agency needed to improve controls over its expenditures for wildland
fire management and identified the wildland fire suppression program as
susceptible to significant improper payments.

Additional challenges related to program oversight and strategic
planning have been identified. Several recent GAO reviews have identified
additional challenges facing the Forest Service, which the agency must
address if it is to effectively and efficiently fulfill its mission. Specifically, the
agency has yet to develop a national land tenure strategy that would protect
the public’s interest in land exchanges and return fair value to taxpayers from
such exchanges. In addition, it has yet to take recommended steps to align its
workforce planning with its strategic plan, which may compromise its ability
to carry out its mission; for example, it has not adequately planned for the
likely retirement of firefighters, which may reduce the agency’s ability to
protect the safety of both people and property. Finally, the Forest Service
needs a more systematie, risk-based approach to allocate its law-enforcement
resources. Without such an approach it cannot be assured that it is deploying
its resources effectively against illegal activities on the lands it manages.
United States Government Accountability Office




Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today to discuss management
challenges facing the Forest Service. As the steward of more than

190 million acres of national forest and grassland, the Forest Service, within
the Department of Agriculture, is responsible for managing its lands for
various purposes—including recreation, rangeland, timber, wilderness, and
the protection of watersheds and wildlife-—while ensuring that the agency's
management of the lands does not impair their long-term productivity. In
managing its lands in accordance with these purposes, the agency provides
a variety of goods and services. Goods include timber, natural gas, oil,
minerals, and range for livestock to graze. Watersheds on Forest Service
lands provide drinking water to thousands of communities, and the national
forests and grasslands themselves offer the public recreational
opportunities, such as camping, hiking, and rafting. To carry out its
responsibilities, the Forest Service employs about 30,000 permanent fuil-
time employees and raintains hundreds of regional, forest, and ranger
district offices nationwide, as well as a network of research facilities.
Appropriations for the agency totaled $6.2 billion in fiscal year 2010.

My testimony today updates our 2009 testimony before this Subcommittee
on Forest Service management challenges’ and is based primarily on
findings from several reports we have recently issued on the agency’s
activities.” Specifically, I will focus on management challenges in three key
areas we identified in our 2009 testimony—wildland fire management, data
on program activities and costs, and financial and performance
accountability—as well as on additional challenges related to program
oversight and strategic planning. As we stated in 2009, in light of the
federal deficit and long-term fiscal challenges facing the nation, it is
important for the Forest Service to address these management challenges
to ensure that its limited budget is effectively and efficiently spent.

'GAQ, Forest Service: Emerging Issues Highlight the Need to Address Persistent
Management Challenges, GAO-09-443T (Washington, D.C: Mar. 11, 2009).

2See the list of related GAQ products at the end of this statement, which were generally
conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Additional information on the scope and methodology used for this body of work is
provided in each issued product.

Page 1 GAOQ-11-423T



Strategies Are Still
Needed to Ensure
Effective Use of
Wildland Fire
Management Funds

In our 2009 testimony, we reported that the Forest Service, working with
the Department of the Interior, had taken steps to help manage perhaps
the agency's most daunting challenge—protecting lives, private property,
and federal resources from the threat of wildland fire—but that it
continued to lack key strategies needed to use its wildland fire funds
effectively. Over the past decade, our nation’s wildland fire problem has
worsened dramatically. Since 2000, wildiand fires burned more than
double the acres annually, on average, than during the 1990s, and the
Forest Service's wildland fire-related appropriations have also grown
substantially, averaging approximately $2.3 billion over the past 5 years,
up from about $722 million in fiscal year 1999, As we have previously
reported, a number of factors have contributed to worsening fire seasons
and increased firefighting expenditures, including an accumulation of
flammable vegetation due to past land management practices; drought and
other stresses, in part related to climate change; and increased human
development in or near wildlands. The Forest Service shares federal
responsibility for wildland fire management with four Interior agencies—
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land Management, Fish and
Wildlife Service, and National Park Service.

In our 2009 testimony we noted four primary areas we believed the Forest
Service, in conjunction with Interior, needed to address to better respond
to the nation’s wildland fire problems. The agencies have taken steps to
improve these areas, but work remains to be done in each.’ As a result, we
continue to believe that these areas remain major management challenges
for the Forest Service:

Developing a cohesive strategy thal identifies options and associated
Junding fo reduce potentially hazardous vegetation and address
wildland fire problems. In a series of reports dating to 1999, we have
recommended that the Forest Service and Interior agencies develop a
cohesive wildland fire strategy identifying potential long-term options for
reducing fuels and responding to fires, as well as the funding requirements
associated with the various options. By laying out various potential
approaches, their estimated costs, and the accompanying trade-offs, we

GAQ has issued dozens of reports and recommended more than 50 actions the Forest
Service and Interior agencies could take to improve wildland fire management. For more
information on the agencies’ efforts over the previous decade to improve their management
of wildland fire, see GAO, Wildland Fire Manag : Federal Ag ies Have Taken
Important Steps Forward, but Additionel, Strategic Action I's Needed to Capitalize on
Those Steps, GAQ-09-877 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 9, 2009).

Page 2 GAO-11-423T



reported that such a strategy would help Congress and the agencies make
informed decisions about effective and affordable long-term approaches to
addressing the nation’s wildland fire problems. Congress echoed our call
for a cohesive strategy in the Federal Land Assistance, Management, and
Enhancement Act of 2009, which requires the agencies to produce a
cohesive strategy consistent with our recommendations.*

In response, the agencies have prepared “Phase I” of the cohesive strategy,
which, according to a Forest Service official, provides a general
description of the agencies’ approach to the wildland fire problem and
establishes a framework for collecting and analyzing the information
needed to assess the problem and make decisions about how to address it.
The Phase I document has not yet been made final or formally submitted
to Congress, even though the act requires the strategy to be submitted
within 1 year of the act’s 2009 passage. Once the document has been made
final, according to this official, the agencies expect to begin drafting Phase
II of the strategy, which will involve actual collection and analysis of data
and assessment of different options.

Establishing clear goals and a strategy to help conlain wildland fire
costs. The agencies have taken steps intended to help contain wildland fire
costs, but they have not yet clearly defined their cost-containment goals or
developed a strategy for achieving those goals—steps we first
recommended in 2007." Without such fundamental steps, we continue to
believe that the agencies cannot be assured that they are taking the most
important steps first, nor can they be certain of whether or to what extent
the steps they are taking will help contain costs. Agency officials identified
several agency docuraents that they stated clearly define goals and
objectives and that make up their strategy to contain costs. However,
these documents lack the clarity and specificity needed by officials in the
field to help manage and contain wildland fire costs. We therefore
continue to believe that the agencies will be challenged in managing their
cost-containment efforts and improving their ability to contain wildland
fire costs.

“Pub. L. No. 111-88 § 503, 123 Stat. 2071 (2009).
PGAQ, Wildland Fire Management: Lack of Clear Goals or a Strategy Hinders Federal

Agencies’ Efforts to Contain the Costs of Fighting Fives, GAO-07-655 (Washington, D.C.:
June 1, 2007).

Page 3 GAO-11-423T
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* Continuing lo improve processes for allocating fuel reduction funds and
selecting fuel reduction projects. The Forest Service has continued to
improve its processes for allocating funds to reduce fuels and select fuel
reduction projects but has yet to fully implement the steps we
recommended in 2007.° These improvements, which we reported on in 2009
and which the agency has continued to build upon, include (1) the use of a
computer model to assist in making allocation decisions, rather than relying
primarily on historical funding patterns and professional judgment, and
(2) taking into consideration when making allocation decistons information
on wildland fire risk and the effectiveness of fuel treatments.” Even with
these improvements, we believe the Forest Service will continue to face
challenges in more effectively using its limited fuel reduction dollars unless
it takes the additional steps that we have previously recommended. The
agency, for example, still lacks a measure of the effectiveness of fuel
reduction treatments and therefore lacks information needed to ensure that
fuel reduction funds are directed to the areas where they can best minimize
risk to communities and natural and cultural resources. And while Forest
Service officials told us that they, in conjunction with Interior, had begun a
comprehensive effort to evaluate the effectiveness of different types of fuel
treatments, including the longevity of those treatments and their effects on
ecosystems and natural resources, this endeavor is likely to be a long term
effort and require considerable research investment.

« Taking steps to improve the use of an interagency budgeting and
planning tool. Since 2008, we have been concerned about the Forest
Service’s and Interior’s development of a planning tool known as fire
program analysis, or FPA.® FPA is designed to allow the agencies to
analyze potential combinations of firefighting assets, and potential
strategies for reducing fuels and fighting fires, to identify the most cost-
effective among them. By identifying cost-effective combinations of assets
and strategies within the agencies, FPA was also designed to help the
agencies develop their wildland fire budget requests and allocate
resources across the country. FPA's development continues to be
characterized by delays and revisions, however, and the agencies are

*GAQ, Wildland Fire Management: Better Information and a Systematic Process Could
Improve Agencies’ Approach to Allocating Fuel Reduction Funds and Selecting Projects,
GAO-07-1168 (Washington, D.C: Sept. 28, 2607).

"GAO-09-877.

*GAO, Wildland Fire Management: Interagency Budget Tool Needs Further Development
to Fully Meet Key Objectives, GAQO-08-68 (Washington, D.C: Nov. 24, 2008).

Page 4 GAO-11-423T
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several years behind their initially projected timeline for using it to help
develop their budget requests. The agencies collected nationwide data on
available assets and strategies in fiscal years 2009 and 2019, but in neither
case did the agencies have sufficient confidence in the quality of the data
to use them to help develop their budget requests. FPA program officials
told us that they are currently analyzing data collected early in fiscal year
2011 to determine the extent to which the data can be used to help
develop the agencies’ fiscal year 2013 budget requests. The officials also
told us they expect an independent external peer review of the science
underlying FPA—a step we recommended in our 2008 report-—to begin in
May 2011. The agencies continue to take steps to improve FPA, but it is
not clear how effective these steps will be in correcting the problems we
have identified, and therefore we believe that the agencies will continue to
face challenges in this area.

Incomplete Data on
Program Activities
Remain a Concern

QOur 2009 testimony noted shortcomings in the completeness and accuracy
of Forest Service data on activities and costs. Although we have not
comprehensively reviewed the quality of all Forest Service data, we have
encountered shortcomings during several recent reviews that reinforce
our concerns. For example, during our review of appeals and litigation of
Forest Service decisions related to fuel reduction projects,” we sought to
use the agency's Planning, Appeals, and Litigation System, which was
designed to track planning, appeals, and litigation information for all
Forest Service decisions. During our review, however, we determined that
the system did not contain all the information we believed was pertinent
to decisions that had been appealed or litigated and that the information
the system did contain was not always complete or accurate, As a resuit,
we conducted our own survey of Forest Service field unit employees.
Likewise, during our recent testimony on hardrock nining, we noted that
the Forest Service had difficulty determining the number of abandoned
hardrock mines on its land, and we were concerned about the accuracy of
the data that the agency maintained.” Further, we recently reported that
the Forest Service does not track all costs associated with activities under

"GAD, Forest Service: Information on Appeals, Oljecti and Litigation I'n: ng Fuel
Reduction Activities, Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008, GAO-10-337 (Washington, D.C:
Mar. 4, 2010).

YGAQ, Hardrock Mining: Information on State Royalties and the Number of Abandoned
Mine Sites and Hazards, GAO-08-854T (Washington, D.C: July 14, 2009).

Page 5 GAO-11-423T
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its land exchange program" —another area of concern in our 2009
testimony.

One area that is expected to see improvements in the future is the
corapleteness and accuracy of cost data, because in 2012 Agriculture is
scheduled to replace its current Foundation Financial Information System
with a new Financial Management Modemization Initiative system that
includes managerial cost-accounting capabilities. Managerial cost
accounting, rather than measuring only the cost of “inputs” such as labor
and materials, integrates financial and nonfinancial data, such as the
number of hours worked or nuraber of acres treated, to measure the cost
of outputs and the activities that produce them. Such an approach allows
managers to routinely analyze cost information and use it in making
decisions about agency operations and supports a focus on managing
costs, rather than simply managing budgets. Such information is crucial
for the Forest Service, as for all federal agencies, to make difficult funding
decisions in this era of limited budgets and competing program priorities.
According to Agriculture’s 2010 Performance and Accountability Report,
the Forest Service has assessed its managerial cost accounting needs, and
the cost-accounting module in the new system should allow the Forest
Service to collect more-relevant managerial cost-accounting information. *

Even with
Improvements, Some
Financial and
Performance
Accountability
Shortcomings Persist

In 2009, we testified that the Forest Service had made sufficient progress
resolving problems we identified with its financial management for us to
remove the agency from our high-risk list in 2005 but that concerns about
financial accountability remained.” While we have not reexamined these
issues in detail since that time, recent reports from Agriculture, including
from the Office of the Inspector General, continue to identify concerns in
this area. For example, in 2010 Agriculture’s Office of Inspector General
reported six significant deficiencies—including poor coordination of
efforts to address financial reporting requirements and weaknesses in

"GAO, Federal Land Management: BLM and the Forest Service Have Improved Oversight
of the Land Exch Process, but Additional Actions Are Needed, GAO-09-611
(Washington, D.C: June 12, 2009).

1.8, Department of Agriculture, Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Performance and Accountability
Report (Washington, D.C., November 2010).

PWe included the Forest Service on our high-risk list from 1999 through 2004 because of
long-standing concerns over its financial accountability, citing “a continuing pattern of
unfavorable conclusions about the Forest Service's financial staternents.”

Page § GAO-11-423T
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internal controls for revenue-related transactions——although it did not find
any of the deficiencies to be material weaknesses." Echoing these
concerns about internal control weaknesses, Agriculture reported in its
2010 Performance and Accountability Report that the Forest Service
needed to improve controls over its expenditures for wildland fire
management and identified the wildland fire suppression program as
susceptible to significant improper payments.®

The Forest Service likewise has not fully resclved the performance
accountability concerns that we raised in our 2009 testimony. As we noted
at that tirne, the agency's long-standing performance accountability
problems included an inability to link planning, budgeting, and results
reporting. This concern was also raised by a 2010 Inspector General
report, which stated that the major goals cited in the agency’s strategic
plan did not match the categories in its Foundation Financial Information
System. In other words, the Forest Service could not meaningfully
compare its cost information with its performance measures. "

The Forest Service
Faces Additional
Challenges Related to
Program Oversight
and Strategic
Planning

In addition to the management challenges we discussed in our 2009
testimony, several of our recent reviews have identified additional
challenges facing the Forest Service—challenges that highlight the need
for more effective program oversight and better strategic planning. In light
of potential funding constraints resulting from our nation’s long-term fiscal
condition, it is essential that the Forest Service be able to maximize the
impact of its limited budget resources by exercising effective program
oversight and appropriate strategic planning. Some recent concemns we
have noted in this area include the following:

Oversight of the land exchange process. As part of its land management
responsibilities, the Forest Service acquires and disposes of lands through
land exchanges—trading federal lands for lands owned by willing private
entities, individuals, or state or local governments. In the past, we and
others identified problems in the Forest Service’s land exchange program
and made recommendations to correct them. However, in our 2009 report

"Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Audit Report: Forest Service's
FPinancial Statements for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2009, 08401-11-FM (Washington, D.C.,
November 2010).

“Department of Agriculture, 2010 Performance and Accountability Report.

""08401-11-FM.

Page 7 GAO-11-423T
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on the Forest Service's land exchange program, we found that, although
the agency had taken action to address most of the problems we had
previously identified, it needed to take additional action to better oversee
and manage the land exchange process so as to ensure that land
exchanges serve the public interest and return fair value to taxpayers.” In
that report we made recommendations for the agency to, among other
things, strengthen its oversight of the land exchange process, develop a
national land tenure strategy, track costs, make certain training
mandatory, and develop a formal system to track staff training. The Forest
Service generally agreed with our recommendations, but as of October
2010, the agency had yet to develop a national land tenure strategy, track
land exchange costs, require specific training for staff working on land
exch or fully impl t a system to track attendance at training.

Workforce planning. In recent reports, we and Agriculture’s Inspector
General have raised concerns about the Forest Service's ability to maintain
an effective workforce through strategic workforce planning. In a 2010
report, we noted that the Forest Service (like Interior and the
Environmental Protection Agency) had fallen short with respect to two of
the six leading principles that we and others have identified as important
to effective workforce planning: (1) aligning the agency’s workforce plan
with its strategic plan and (2) monitoring and evaluating its workforce-
planning efforts.” Without more clearly aligning its workforce plans with
its strategic plan, and monitoring and evaluating its progress in workforce
planning, as we reco ded in that report, the Forest Service remains at
risk of not having the appropriately skilied workforce it needs to
effectively achieve its mission. In addition, we reported that the Forest
Service developed and issued annual workforce plans containing
information on emerging workforce issues and that the agency had
identified recommendations to address these issues but did not
communicate its recommendations, nor assign responsibility for
implementing recommendations. For the Forest Service to further
capitalize on its existing workforce-planning efforts, we recommended
that the agency communicate its recommendations in its annual 5-year

YGAO, Federal Land Management: BLM and the Forest Service Have Improved Oversight
of the Land Exchange Process, but Additional Actions Are Needed, GAG-09-811
(Washington, D.C.: June 12, 2009).

BGAQ, Workforce Planning: Interior, EPA, and the Forest Service Should Strengthen

Linkages to Their Strategic Plans and I'mprove Evaluation, GAO-10-413 (Washington,
D.C: Mar. 31, 2010).
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workforce plan, assign responsibility and establish time frames for
implementing the recommendations, and track implementation progress.
As of November 2010, the Forest Service had begun several actions to
address our recommendations, although they had not yet been fully
implemented.

Workforce planning is of particular concern in the area of wildland
firefighting. In March 2010, Agriculture’s Inspector General reported that
the Forest Service lacked a workforce plan specific to firefighters, despite
the relatively high number of staff eligible to retire among those in
positions critical to firefighting and the agency’s own expectations of an
increase in the size and number of fires it will be responsible for
suppressing." As the Inspector General noted, a lack of qualified
firefighters due to retirements and inadequate planning could jeopardize
the Forest Service's ability to accomplish its wildland fire suppression
mission, resulting in the loss of more property and natural resources and
increased safety risks to fire suppression personnel.

Strategic approaches for protecting and securing federal lands. In 2010,
we issued reports examining different aspects of the Forest Service’s
response to illegal activities occurring on the lands it manages, including
human and drug smuggling into the United States. For exaraple, we
reported that the Forest Service, like other federal land management
agencies, lacks a risk-based approach to managing its law enforcement
resources and concluded that without a more systematic method to assess
risks posed by illegal activities, the Forest Service could not be assured
that it was allocating scarce resources effectively.” For federal lands along
the United States border, we reported that communication and
coordination between Border Patrol and federal land managerment
agencies, including the Forest Service, had not been effective in certain
areas, including the sharing of intelligence and threat information,
deployment plans, and radio communications between the agencies.” In

1.8, Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Forest Service’s Firefighting
Succession Planning Process, Audit Report 08601-54-SF (Washington, D.C., March 2010).

®GAQ, Federal Lands: Adopting a Formal, Risk-Based Approach Coutd Help Land
Management Agencies Better Manage Their Law Enforcement Resources, GAO-11-144
{Washington, D.C.: Dec. 17, 2010).

2GAQ, Border Security: Additional Actions Needed to Better Ensure a Coordinated

Federal Response to Illegal Activity on Federal Lands, GAO-11-177 (Washington, D.C.:
Nov. 18, 2010).
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light of these shortcomings, and to better protect resources and the public,
we recommended that the Forest Service adopt a risk-based approach to
better raanage its law enforcement resources and, in conjunction with the
Department of the Interior and the Department of Homeland Security, take
steps to improve communication and coordination between the agencies.
The Forest Service concurred with our recoramendations.

Management strategies for the use of off-highway vehicles (OHV). Over
the past few decades, the use of OHVs on federal lands has become a
popular form of recreation, although questions have been raised about the
effects of OHV use on natural resources and on other visitors. In 2009, we
reported that the Forest Service’s plans for OHV management lacked key
elements of strategic planning, such as results-oriented goals, strategies to
achieve the goals, time frames for implementing strategies, and
performance measures to monitor incremental progress.” We
recommended that the Forest Service take a number of steps to provide
quality OHV recreational opportunities while protecting natural and
cultural resources on federal lands, including identifying additional
strategies to improve OHV management, time frames for carrying out the
strategies, and performance measures for monitoring progress. As of June
2019, the Forest Service had several actions under way to address our
recommendations, but none were yet complete.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I would be pleased
to answer any questions that you or other Members of the Subcommittee
may have at this time.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Fong.

TESTIMONY OF INSPECTOR GENERAL PHYLLIS FONG

Ms. FoNG. Thank you, Chairman Simpson and Ranking Member
Moran and members of the subcommittee. I really appreciate this
opportunity to come up here today and talk about our audit and
investigative work concerning the Forest Service, and at the outset
I want to express our appreciation, the OIG’s appreciation for the
agency’s mission of sustaining the health and diversity of the Na-
tion’s grasslands and forests. We deeply respect the Forest Serv-
ice’s dedicated efforts in this area and the very many professional
employees that they have across the country.

In that context, we offer our remarks. We are here to try and
help the Forest Service address the issues that we have identified.
You have my full written statement for the record, so I just want
to offer a few brief comments on the three areas that are of concern
to us that we have been focusing on in the last year.

These three areas are basically: Improving the health of the for-
est system and fighting wildfires; secondly, implementing strong
management controls; and third, delivering the Recovery Act pro-
grams as effectively as possible.

So let me just start out with the firefighting topic. We have done
quite a bit of work in fighting wildfires and how the Forest Service
manages that because it is such a key part of the agency’s mission.
We recently completed a couple of reviews in this area that I want
to draw your attention to.

First off, we looked at the workforce at the Forest Service and
concluded that the Forest Service really needs to focus on devel-
oping, recruiting, and retaining its very critical firefighting man-
agement jobs. As our report identifies in great detail, we see that
that workforce is turning over very quickly, and we do not believe
that the agency has adequately addressed that situation. The For-
est Service has generally agreed with our recommendations in this
area.

The other topic that we looked at which is related to that deals
with the usage by Forest Service of contract labor crews to fight
forest fires. We took a quick look to see how the agency was over-
seeing that program, and we found that there were a number of
things that the Forest Service could do better in terms of assessing
how effective contract labor crews are. And we have made a num-
ber of recommendations, which, again, the agency has generally
agreed with us on.

Turning to the issue of management controls in the Forest Serv-
ice programs, I know management controls is a topic that people
say, “what is a management control?” We IG’s, we like to talk
about that. Very simply put, what we are trying to get at here is
does the Forest Service have in place the ability to effectively man-
age its programs, to deliver the programs the way Congress in-
tended, and to report on how it is doing.

As an example, we took a look at the Invasive Species Program,
which is intended to address the problem of invasive species in the
forests, and we found that this program is illustrative of the chal-
lenges that the Forest Service faces. We concluded that the pro-
gram lacks a lot of the kinds of controls that you would expect in
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a federal program. The Forest Service, for example, does not have
an inventory of all the different kinds of invasive species that are
out there in the forests. The Forest Service has not assessed the
various risks associated with different species, and it has not really
assessed the efficacy of the different treatments that are available
to deal with different species.

And so when you take all of that together as a whole, we felt
that the Forest Service really needed to focus on how it is deliv-
ering that program and tighten up its management controls, and
we made a number of recommendations, which, again, the agency
generally agreed with.

Let me turn to our work in the Recovery Act arena. Congress
saw fit to make available $1.5 billion in recovery money to the For-
est Service for capital improvement and maintenance, and for
wildland fire management. As part of our oversight responsibilities,
we are charged with looking at the expenditure of those funds to
make sure that the Forest Service is delivering those programs as
effectively as possible.

We have already issued 18 fast reports on this. We have taken
a look, and we plan to look at every program within Forest Service
that received recovery money. We are right in the middle of all of
that, but I can give you right now a general sense of where the For-
est Service is.

With respect to the wildland fire management funds, we took a
look at a number of grants and contracts that the Forest Service
made to non-federal entities, namely state and local entities, pri-
vate entities, and we found some instances where recipients were
getting reimbursed for expenditures that were not appropriate. We
found that the grant agreements did not include all the right terms
that they should have included. So there is room there for some im-
provement.

In the area of capital improvement and maintenance projects, we
took a look at those and again found that there were some in-
stances of inappropriate purchases where those grantees have
sought reimbursement. We also questioned some of the sub-grants
to some recipients, and we have found some issues with the execu-
tion of contract awards.

And so overall, as we look at the Recovery Act, I would say that
the Forest Service has done a good job of putting the money out.
They have done a very fine job of getting the money out into the
country and the local jurisdictions. We found a few issues with re-
gard to grant and contract awards, and by the end of this coming
year we should be able to give you a pretty good assessment of how
that all looks from a macro perspective.

I think I will stop at this point and just say that we, again,
thank you for the opportunity to be here, and I would be very
happy to address any questions that you might have.

[The statement of Phyllis Fong follows:]
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Good morning, Chairman Simpson, Ranking Member Moran, and Members of the
Subcommittee. | would like to thank you for inviting me to testify about our audit and
investigative work concerning the Department of Agricuiture’s (USDA) Forest Service (FS).
Given the wide range of FS’ programs and the vital public interest served by activities such as
fighting wildfires, our FS work is usually high profile and of great interest to Congress and to the
public. At the outset, [ would like to express OIG's regard for the natural resources stewardship
of FS officials and employees across the Nation. In every FS program we review, we find FS
employees to be knowledgeable, dedicated, and devoted to the agency’s mission of sustaining

the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s forests and grasslands.

My statement today emphasizes the three management challenges facing FS that OIG believes
are most significant. We maintain that FS needs to (1) strengthen its controls and processes to
improve the health of the national forests and reduce the costs of fighting fires; (2) implement
strong management control systems capable of effectively managing resources, measuring
progress towards objectives, and reporting accomplishments objectively; and (3) take steps to
ensure that Recovery Act funds are expended in ways that are timely, effective, and transparent.’

The audit and investigative work I discuss today is intended to help FS meet these challenges.
Fighting Fires in Our Nation's Forests and Grasslands

Over the last decade FS has dealt with increasingly severe fire seasons, and FS’ costs for fighting
those fires have more than doubled, rising to more than $1 billion in FY 2009. These fires are
also dangerous to those tasked with fighting them. Tragically, several fires have resulted in the

deaths of firefighters.

" U.S. Department of Agriculture: Office of Inspector General Management Challenges, August 2010.
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Given the costs of these fires—both in money and lives—OIG has conducted a number of
reviews intended to help FS better combat these natural disasters. For example, in the area of
firefighting succession planning, OIG looked at FS’ plans to recruit, train, develop, and retain
personnel who fill critical fire management positions, such as fire incident commanders and
logistics chiefs. Like the workforce in many Federal agencies, a large portion of FS employees
occupying these positions are nearing retirement. In 2009, approximately 26 percent of these
critical personnel were eligible to retire; in 5 years, 64 percent will be eligible; and in 10 years,
86 percent. We found that FS has not developed a detailed plan to replace these critical
personnel and that its program for training them was inadequate. FS relies on employees to
volunteer for positions that interest them, and relies on their preferences coinciding with the
agency’s needs. Additionally, because FS employees complete their training programs at their
own pace, they take an average of 23 years to qualify for critical incident management positions,
despite the fact that FS estimates that an employee could qualify in only 11 years with a more
focused approach to training. Given our concerns, OIG recommended that FS develop a national
workforce plan that would more proactively address openings in the agency’s firefighting ranks.

FS generally concurred with these recommendations.®

One of the consequences of FS facing shortages in its available firefighting personnel is that the
agency must turn more and more to contractors to supply the labor it requires to fight severe
fires. In “Forest Service Contracted Labor Crews,” OIG reviewed how FS selects and deploys
contracted crews, and also reviewed the effectiveness of those crews. We found that FS does not
have an annual pre-fire season planning process to analyze data from prior seasons and to

determine how its resources can best be used. Additionally, because FS does not have reliable

* 08601-54-SF, Forest Service’s Firefighting Succession Planning Process, March 2010,
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estimates of the costs of its various contracted firefighting crews or adequate information
concerning their performance, the agency is not well positioned to evaluate contracted crews’
efficiency and effectiveness. FS could also do more to streamline its process for deploying these
crews, as it performed duplicate inspections of crews as they are sent to a fire, costing the
Government $1.7 million in 1 year and delaying the arrival of crews to the fire by an average of
2 hours. We made a number of recommendations aimed at improving how FS administers these
contracted fire crews and tracks the expense of using them. FS agreed with most of our
recommendations, but we are still working to resolve our issues with how FS tracks contracted

crews’ performance.’

OIG has also recently completed a follow-up review of two earlier audits pertaining to
firefighting safety—"Firefighting Safety Program™ and “Firefighting Contract Crews.™ In our
“Firefighting Safety Program” review, we recommended that FS develop a consolidated tracking
system that included all of its plans to correct the causes of accidents, as well as its responses to
audits and internal reviews related to firefighting safety.’ Although FS generally agreed with our
recommendations, we found that, 6 years after our previous audit, the agency continued to
overlook some safety information that should have been included in its database (e.g., accident
reports and hazard abatement plans). In “Firefighting Contract Crews,” we recommended that
FS improve how it reviews the crews with which it contracts to ensure they are qualified to fight

fires.® FS did take steps to ensure that key personnel were qualified and fit for duty, but it did

1 08001-02-AT, Forest Service Contracted Labor Crews, February 2010,

* 08601-58-SF, Forest Service. Firefighting Safety Follow-Up, September 2010,
* 08601-38-SF, Firefighting Safety Program, September 2004.

© 08601-42-SF, Firefighting Contract Crews, March 2006.
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not issue agency-wide guidance to ensure that similar reviews would occur in subsequent years.

OIG and FS are working to resolve these outstanding recommendations.”

Among OIG’s most serious fire oversight responsibilities is our Congressionally mandated duty
to independently investigate the deaths of FS officers or employees that occur due to wildfire
entrapment or burnover.® In 2002, Congress assigned OIG this responsibility after

four firefighters were entrapped and subsequently killed during a burnover in the Thirtymile Fire
in Washington State. Our most recent investigation in this area addressed the deaths of

five firefighters during the Esperanza Fire near the town of Cabazon, in Southern California.
Our report of investigation—published in December 2009—found no issues related to potential

misconduct or unauthorized actions by FS personnel involved in the Esperanza Fire.

It is important to note that, when there is a firefighting fatality, OIG’s review is one of at least
three investigations ongoing at the same time. OIG is not presently conducting one of these
reviews, but we are working with FS to develop protocols for the handling of these investigations

so that such reviews can be conducted as expeditiously as possible.
Management Controls

Among the various management challenges FS faces is the need to implement a strong system of
internal controls so that it can effectively manage resources, measure progress towards its goals

and objectives, and accurately report its accomplishments.

QOur work on FS’ invasive species program illustrates the nature of the challenge facing the

agency. FS is responsible for preventing the introduction of invasive species into the lands it

7 08601-58-SF, Forest Service Firefighting Safety Follow-Up Audit, September 2010.
® Public Law 107-203; see 7 U.S.C. § 2270b.



27

manages and combating those invasive species that have already been introduced. Affecting
hundreds of millions of acres, invasive species are a serious problem; in fact, FS’ national
strategy calls the problem of invasive species a “catastrophic wildfire in slow motion.” In our
audit, OIG reviewed FS’ invasive species program to determine how effective the agency has
been in reducing, minimizing, or eliminating the impact of invasive species in the Nation’s
forests. We found that FS' invasive species program lacks many of the internal controls ordinarily
associated with the effective stewardship of Federal funds, such as an overall assessment of the risks
posed by invasive species; effective control activities; effective communication of relevant
information within the agency; and adequate monitoring of the program’s performance. FS has not
inventoried the invasive species affecting U.S. forests, assessed the risks associated with various
species, or estimated the efficacy of its available treatments. Moreover, due to how FS accounts for
its funds, it cannot state how much money it spends annually on the invasive species program, or
how much it is spending to control any given species. Without such information, FS cannot make
meaningful statements about the effectiveness and the efficiency of its invasive species treatments.
OIG recommended that FS revisit how it has established the invasive species program, and
reestablish the program with a sound internal control structure. FS agreed with our

recommendations.’
Oversight of Recovery Act Expenditures

As part of the Recovery Act, FS received an additional $1.15 billion to implement capital
tmprovement maintenance and wildland fire management. With these funds come significant
challenges for FS management to ensure that the monies are used quickly, effectively, and

transparently. As part of the Act, Congress also mandated that OIG oversee FS’ activities to

° 08601-7-AT, Forest Service Invasive Species Program, September 2010.
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ensure that Recovery Act funds are spent in a manner minimizing the risk of improper use. In
response, OIG has developed a comprehensive plan to review FS Recovery Act programs. OIG
has also issued short-turnaround reports, known as Fast Reports, so that USDA program
managers can take corrective action as soon as we identify problems. We have published

18 such Fast Reports relating to FS programs and activities, and we are reviewing every FS
program that received Recovery Act funding. OlG continues to devote a significant portion of

its resources to ongoing Recovery Act work.

Of the $1.15 billion in Recovery Act funds, the Act included $650 million for FS to implement
capital improvement and maintenance projects, largely through contractors and grant recipients.
As part of our oversight, we reviewed specific agreements to see if they had been correctly
performed and documented, and also evaluated FS’ contract and grant award process. Of the
program participants we sampled. we reported instances of inappropriate purchases charged to
Recovery Act projects, such as iPhones, promotional t-shirts, office improvements, and vacuum
cleaners. One grantee’s inappropriate Recovery Act fund expenditures led us to question eight
sub-grants totaling about $317,000. OIG also found that program participants and FS were not
keeping adequate project records to ensure transparency and accountability. FS® own execution
of contract awards has also experienced problems, including contract announcements not being
published on the required Government website, and appropriate contract language—meant to
ensure Recovery Act requirements are met and to protect FS” rights to initiate enforcement

actions—not being included in some contracts.

Similarly, the Recovery Act included $500 million for FS to improve its wildland fire
management. FS used these additional funds for activities such as its wood-to-energy grants

{which promote the use of forest biomass resulting from clearing brush and otherwise reducing
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hazardous fuels in forests), as well as for other wildland fire management projects. We reviewed
specific Recovery Act-funded grants to non-Federal entities to ensure that recipients complied
with applicable laws and regulations. OlG found instances where recipients requested
reimbursement for equipment purchases and maintenance that lacked justification, support, or
exceeded actual expenditures. We also found that FS” Recovery Act grant agreements did not
always include required and necessary language, including language related to ensuring that

grantees complied with all appropriate laws and regulations.

At present, OIG is in the process of carrying out reviews of USDA Recovery Act funds that
focus on program delivery and compliance. As we move into our Recovery Act oversight for
fiscal year 2012, we will be focusing on how USDA agencies report the effectiveness of their
program activities. Through our reports, Congress can expect to receive updates on the
effectiveness of FS’ capital improvement and wildland fire management efforts, and on how FS

reports those activities.

In addition to our planned audit work, OIG has received and processed a total of 14 hotline
complaints involving the potential misuse of Recovery Act funds. We have included several of
these complaints in ongoing Recovery Act audits, and OlG investigations staff are assessing the

remaining complaints and following up on the allegations as appropriate.
Financial Statements

Since 2002, FS has contracted with KPMG to review its financial statements, and since that time
the agency has gradually eliminated internal control weaknesses related to financial reporting.
Partially as a result of centralizing its accounting operations, FS has, for 5 years consecutively,

received an unqualified opinion on its financial statements. At present, FS is preparing to
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convert to USDA’s new financial management system—the Financial Management
Modernization Initiative (FMMI). Though converting to this system is a major undertaking, OIG

believes that FMMI should positively affect how FS maintains and reports its financial data,

Upcoming Audit Work Relating to FS

In the coming months, OIG plans to issue several reports concerning FS programs of interest to
the Subcommittee. In response to a hotline complaint alleging fraud and mismanagement of a
$7 million contract that FS signed for the development of fire modeling software (software that
FS uses to better understand how fire interacts with terrain, vegetation, weather, and other
factors), OIG audited the FS Rocky Mountain Research Station and its relationship with the

contractor in question. We are currently awaiting FS’ response to our draft report.

OIG has recently completed fieldwork on FS® Special Use Program—a program that provides
authorizations for citizens applying to use FS land for a wide variety of purposes, including
setting up communication relays, bottling spring water, and guiding and outfitting. Currently, FS
is responsible for monitoring more than 74,000 authorizations for over 180 types of uses. Unlike
the Department of Interior’s Bureau of Land Management—which can use fees from a similar
program to help operate its program—FS must pass the fees it collects to the Department of the
Treasury. In 2008, these fees amounted to $15.7 million. We have provided our draft report to

the agency and we will be discussing this draft with FS officials in March 2011.

Finally, OIG is completing a review of FS’ Forest Legacy Program, a program designed to help
States acquire, through easements, partial interest in privately controlled lands in order to restrict
development and promote sustainable forest practices. Since the inception of the Forest Legacy

Program in 1990, FS has provided over $595 million to conserve private forest lands, and has
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protected nearly 2 million acres in 43 States and territories. OIG initiated this audit to evaluate if
projects selected for legacy program funding met eligibility requirements, if project costs were
adequately matched, and if projects were properly monitored. We expect our report to be issued

as final in March 2011.
OIG Investigations of FS Employee Misconduct

FS employs almost 30,000 people, and it is an unfortunate fact that a small number do not adhere
to the high standards of behavior expected of Federal employees. When FS employees commit
crimes, OIG conducts investigations intended to bring about the prosecution of the wrongdoers
and restore the public trust. Our recent FS-related investigations resulted in the following

outcomes:

s A former FS employee in Florida was sentenced to 1 year in prison and ordered to pay
almost $20,000 in restitution after he admitted that he stole material from FS, including
automotive repair equipment, and conspired to help a family friend be awarded FS
contracts.

» Another FS employee in Wisconsin was sentenced to 1 year in prison and ordered to pay
$320,000 in restitution after she abused her Government purchase card and used the card

to deposit money into her personal checking accounts.

Such investigations assist FS managers in identifying fraud schemes and in deterring other
employees from engaging in misconduct. In this sense, our investigations also aid FS in

strengthening its management controls over its programs.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, [ would like to reaffirm OIG’s commitment to helping FS meet the management
challenges outlined in this testimony and to responding to the requirements of the Recovery Act.
Thank you, once again, for inviting me to testify before the Subcommittee. I would be pleased to

address any questions.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF OIG RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. SIMPSON. It has been a couple of years since the GAO and
IG testified before this subcommittee, and we find that a lot of the
issues seem to repeat and repeat and repeat. What percentage of
the recommendations that you make do you feel are addressed by
the Department and which ones find themselves on the shelf? Any
idea?

Ms. FoNG. Well, let me just preface by saying that when we work
with the Forest Service, we start out our audit engagements and
try to reach a very clear understanding with the agency as to what
we are looking at. We try to ascertain what their concerns are so
that whatever report we come out with is useful to them and useful
to the Hill and to the Secretary as well and addresses the issues
that we have identified.

And what we have found generally is that we have a very good
professional working relationship with the agency. By and large,
when we sit down and issue our reports and our recommendations,
they by and large agree with them. There will be a few areas
where we may not have agreement, and that is to be expected, but
generally they see the value in our recommendations, and they
agree to take action.

Where we start to perhaps lose the bubble, as they say, is that
it takes a lot of effort to implement recommendations, and some of
these recommendations do involve quite a bit of work to think
through. It may involve some staff time. It may involve the need
for independent looks. It may involve quite a bit of focus on the
part of the agency, and so if the fix is not something that can be
done quickly, we have seen the recommendations that involve more
long-term analysis tend to take quite a bit of time, and those, of
course, are the big issues.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes.

Ms. FONG. Those are the very difficult issues.

Mr. SiMPSON. And wildfire management is a big issue.

Ms. FonNG. Exactly.

ALBUQUERQUE SERVICE CENTER

Mr. SiMPSON. The Albuquerque Service Center, specifically the
IT and HR functions, have been problematic and, frankly, demor-
alizing for many Forest Service employees as I have talked to For-
est Service employees over the years that I have been in Congress.
I was surprised when the report came out in 2009, maybe not so
much surprised after talking to many of them, that out of the 216
agencies—in terms of the best place to work—the Forest Service
ranked 206, which you would have thought, you know, anybody
thatt:,fought to be happy with their job is working in the forests and
stuff.

And it seemed like a lot of it came back to the Albuquerque Cen-
ter and the centralization of a lot of those efforts there. Have you
looked at that at all?

Ms. MiTTAL. We actually have a review ongoing right now at the
request of this subcommittee and the Senate Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations, and we are doing a comprehensive review of the Albu-
querque Service Center consolidation. We are looking at how much
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it has cost to consolidate all of the business services in Albu-
querque. We are looking at the savings, if there have been any, as
a result of the consolidation. We are also taking a very thorough
look at the effects that it has had on agency operations.

So we are looking at effects across the agency, both at the agen-
cy-wide as well as the field office level, of course, paying particular
attention to the field offices and the field staff.

And, finally, we are looking at how the Forest Service is meas-
uring progress in implementing the consolidation and centraliza-
tion. So that review is ongoing. We are in the process of completing
our audit work. We should be done by the end of April in terms
of our audit work, and at that point we should be able to sit down
with the staff, the committee, and give them a pretty good overview
of our preliminary findings. The report will be issued later this
summer.

Mr. SIMPSON. Later this summer.

Ms. MiTTAL. Uh-huh.

INTEGRATED RESOURCE RESTORATION PROGRAM

Mr. SiMPSON. The 2012 budget request of the Forest Service pro-
posed combining several operating line items such as wild fire or
wildlife, forest products, watershed, hazardous fuels, and road
funding to create a large bucket of funding for the Integrated Re-
source Restoration Account. Presumably this line item would pay
for projects that would achieve numerous goals such as road main-
tenance, foresting projects that would also improve the watershed
and produce wood products.

In concept this sounds like a good idea. I am concerned, however,
that if the Forest Service in your findings lacks, or you have con-
cerns about their oversight and strategic planning process and
their financial management systems that currently exist, throwing
all of these different line items into a big bucket of funding may,
in fact, do more harm than good in terms of being able to do that
strategic planning and financial oversight.

Is that a concern? Would that be a concern to you?

Ms. MiITTAL. I can start by saying that we have not actually
looked at how they are going to do this consolidation, so I cannot
comment on the IRR, but what I can say is that you are absolutely
right. Given how much difficulty they have in providing oversight
over individual programs and ensuring that they are tracking
costs, which they oftentimes do not do, it really is a concern that
if they bundle everything together and lump it together in this ac-
count, then how are they going to manage it. It does raise some
concerns given their past management control issues.

Mr. SiMmpsoN. Mr. Moran.

Mr. MoORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is an ongoing issue
we have in so many agencies, you know. We worry about duplica-
tion and overlap, but then on the other hand when we consolidate
programs, we have difficulty in tracking and auditing the money as
well. I would like to kind of see what the Integrated Resource Res-
toration Program is able to achieve.

But I share the chairman’s concern on the other hand if we can
achieve the economy to scale and efficiencies, then management
and operational, that would be good.
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STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTING PROGRAM

There is a Stewardship Contracting Program in the Forest Serv-
ice that allows it to trade goods like timber for services to improve
the condition of the public lands. The Forest Service wants to do
a lot more of that with its forestry and restoration projects using
these in-kind swap contracts.

Can we be assured that the various field units are getting a fair
return for the timber that they are trading for services? I would
think that would be a difficult thing to monitor, and either the
GAO or the Inspector General can respond.

Ms. MiTTAL. We did a comprehensive review of the Stewardship
Contracting Programs a couple of years ago and generally what we
found is that the, again, and I hate to sound like a broken record,
but the agency did not have comprehensive data on the steward-
ship contracts that it had used, and it was hard to figure out what
they had used them for, and they did not have a national strategy
for the use of stewardship contracts.

What we did find is that they have been using stewardship con-
tracts for very small projects. They have not been using it for some
of the more complicated, multi-year types of projects that it has the
potential to be used for.

FIRE SUPPRESSION

Mr. MoORAN. Has the Forest Service adjusted its fire programs to
fit the new reality of changed climates and increased suburban-
ization of the wildlands? We know that the last decade has been
the hottest on record with some of the most volatile temperature
changes and temperature events.

Has there been a change to reflect what has happened in terms
of climate and its impact upon the forests of the country? I guess
I will ask the Inspector General. I know each year we get lip serv-
ice to it saying that we are going to, but I do not know whether
it has actually been done.

Ms. FonG. Well, we had done an audit a couple of years ago on
large fire suppression and wildland fire and the ways, the different
ways that the Forest Service addresses that, and we identified a
number of concerns with respect to fire suppression and the WUI,
the Wildland Urban Interface, and we made a lot of recommenda-
tions on how the Forest Service could improve how it manages that
program.

We understand from the Forest Service that they agreed with
our recommendations, and they have told us that they have taken
action. Now, we have not gone in yet to verify. We do have two au-
dits on our books that we have planned to start later this year that
will go in and take a look at whether those recommendations have
been successfully implemented, and we should have a better view
on that probably in the next year.

SPECIAL USE PERMITS

Mr. MORAN. Okay. One other area of questioning. The IG men-
tions the work that has been completed on special use permits;
74,000 authorizations for over 180 different kinds of land uses. Can
you give us a sense of what you found and whether or not the Serv-
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ice is providing adequate oversight, public resources, and seeing
that the public gets a fair share of revenues?

In your testimony you talked about 15.7 million, in 2008, and
that the funds go to the Treasury. You know, at Interior funds stay
with the bureaus, and I wonder if an incentive program would
serve us better in which the agency can reinvest some of the funds
in managing the program or restoring natural resources. They
would have a greater incentive, and I wonder if that would not be
beneficial to all of us, Ms. Fong.

Ms. FoNG. Well, I think you have really hit the nail on the head.
I think you make a very good point about the program as it is run
at the Forest Service compared to how it is run at the Department
of Interior. As you point out, the monies that come in, the Forest
Service spends quite a bit of time on that program, but the monies
all must be delivered over to the Department of the Treasury, and
so they do not benefit the Forest Service.

We are getting ready to issue that report, and it should be out
in the next month or so, and at that point I think you will find
those recommendations very helpful to you. We will make sure that
the committee gets a copy of that.

Mr. MORAN. Very good. Thank you. I am fine, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.

Mr. SiMPsON. Mr. Calvert.

BORDER PATROL

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. Thank
you for coming today, Ms. Fong. I appreciate that. I represent the
Cleveland National Forest out in southern California, and we have
had a lot of challenges with the Cleveland National Forest, espe-
cially as a smuggling route up from Mexico. I was wondering in
your investigation did you look into how the Forest Service works
with DHS and with the Border Patrol? Do they coordinate their ac-
tivities and work well together?

Ms. MiTTAL. We actually did look at all of the land management
agencies and how they are working with the Border Patrol along
the southwest border, and what we found is that they have estab-
lished a number of MOUs, memorandums of understanding, to in-
crease cooperation and coordination with Border Patrol but not in
all cases does that coordination and cooperation actually occur.

And so we made a number of recommendations to encourage
them to enhance the coordination and cooperation with Border Pa-
trol. Some of the concerns that we had is that they do not receive
the threat assessments from Border Patrol, they have not devel-
oped joint budgets for operations in those areas, they have not de-
veloped strategies and joint operations for their law enforcement to
work together.

Mr. CALVERT. Does the Forest Service allow access for the Border
Patrol, for DHS and for local law enforcement into those areas?

Ms. MITTAL. Yes, it does. If Border Patrol requests it and they
are required under the MOU to grant them access as long as they
comply with the environmental laws.
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LAND EXCHANGES

Mr. CALVERT. Okay. On the issue of land exchanges, there have
been a number of land exchanges, usually for public benefit. Usu-
ally for roadways or some other purpose. Trying to get these land
exchanges done virtually in every case is time consuming. It seems
that the process is never ending, and even when it is to a mutual
benefit to the Forest Service and to the public agency. Why is that
the case? From my anecdotal information, people say it is generally
the fault of the Forest Service. Why do these land exchanges take
so long to complete?

Ms. MrTTAL. Land exchanges are a very complex process. One of
the challenges that the land management agencies have shared
with us, including the Forest Service, is the fact that they do not
have the adequate staffing with the right types of training to con-
duct all of the different aspects of a land exchange. It is generally
a lower priority within the agency so it does not get the attention
it deserves.

In addition to that, we found that they do not have a national
strategy on how they are going to go about doing land exchanges.
So they have not set priorities for what land exchanges they should
be focusing on, and in terms of the training for the staff, they have
not made mandatory training available to the staff, and they do not
track that training. So even though they have these challenges,
they have not taken the steps that would help move the program
forward.

Mr. CALVERT. I assume fees are paid for these land exchanges.
Has the Forest Service looked into bringing in outside help to move
these things along, or do they have the authority to do so?

Ms. MITTAL. I do not have the answer to that question. I would
have to check.

INVENTORY OF RESOURCES

Mr. CALVERT. Okay. You mentioned inventory of invasive species,
and certainly we have a significant amount of invasive species
throughout the national forests, but what about an inventory of re-
sources? Over the years has the Forest Service kept an inventory
of those resources? Some as you know are abandoned hard rock
mines or abandoned resources of one kind or another. For potential
future benefit, do they keep an inventory of that?

Ms. FOoNG. I am taking from your question that you are talking
generally about whether the Forest Service has an inventory of all
its capital assets and property.

Mr. CALVERT. Right. Well, like the Bureau of Land Management
supposedly has an inventory of their resources that they are able
to call up at any moment. Is that the case in the Forestry Service?

Ms. FonG. I am not sure that we have done specific work on
that, but I do recall a few years ago that there were some questions
about inventory of capital property within the Forest Service, and
that may address your question. If you would like, I could provide
information for the record.

[The information follows:]

Forest Service has many systems to track its resources and assets. Specifically,
Forest Service’s fixed asset system(s) track and account for its property for inven-
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tory and financial management. This was the system I referenced during the hear-
ing where I recalled a few years ago that there were some questions about inventory
of capital property within Forest Service. The issue related to capital property and
inventory has been resolved over the years and there are currently no outstanding
reported deficiencies related to property attributed to the financial statement audit.
The most recent deficiency reported in FYs 2008 and 2009 (but closed in FY 2010)
was related to the plan to improve the quality of the 5-year pooled real property
physical inventories.

Forest Service does track the quality and number of abandoned mines on Forest
Service property. Currently, we are conducting audit work reviewing the use of Re-
covery Act funds for remediation of abandoned mines on Forest Service lands. This
work was referred to in our written testimony.

In regard to resource deployment, Forest Service does maintain systems to man-
age and provide resources for its various missions. Specifically, there are various
systems to deploy human and tangible resources in relation to its wildland fire man-
agement and related mission lines. Some of these systems are fully in-house, while
others are multi-organizational systems linked to other Federal and State agencies.
Additionally, Forest Service employs many systems to manage assets related to the
National Forest lands. These include timber growth, sales, revenue, and recreational
assets used by visitors to National Forests and other Forest Service-managed lands.

Mr. CALVERT. That would be helpful. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SimpsoN. Mr. Flake.

RECOVERY ACT FUNDING

Mr. FLAKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the testi-
mony.

With regard to the Recovery Act funds, you mentioned that there
were problems, some inappropriate expenditures and what not. Ob-
viously that is from a lack of some kind of controls there. It seems
that these things seem to come up routinely. Why has it been so
hard to get them to put these controls in place? Why do we have
to discover it with an IG report or GAO report?

Ms. FonG. I would say generally that grants management and
contract management is a very specialized area, and it is an area
that within the Department of Agriculture as a whole we need to
spend a lot of time on, because the expertise there really needs to
be further developed and refined.

We are seeing that coming out in our work in the Forest Service
because the money for the Recovery Act had to be put out very,
very quickly; there were some statutory requirements on that.

Mr. FLAKE. We are finding that in a lot of areas.

Ms. FoNG. Exactly. It is not an issue that is confined to the For-
est Service, and so as we go through and do our oversight work,
we are seeing at the back end controls that really should have been
addressed at the front one. I think that would be very useful to the
Forest Service moving forward as it administers its grant and con-
tract programs, that they will have benefited from the experience
that they are going through right now with Recovery, and this will
enable them to put in effective controls for the future.

Mr. FLAKE. What percentage of the 1.5 billion that was provided
was subject to these lax controls or whatever else? A big chunk of
it, all of it? What are we looking at here?

Ms. FoNG. From the IG’s perspective we are looking at all of the
funds that the Forest Service received under the Recovery Act. We
are in the middle of our work. We have done, we have reviewed
field work on about half of what we need to look at, and we are



40

in the middle of the rest of it. At this stage of the game what we
are seeing is individual instances here and there of inappropriate
claims for expenditures, inappropriate documentation. We will
probably have a more comprehensive overview and can give you a
better sense of it in about 6 months when we finish all of our
fieldwork.

Right now all I could give you would be bits and pieces, anec-
dotal evidence.

Mr. FLAKE. All right. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Mr. Lewis.

LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNOLOGY

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry about arriving
late and going to be leaving early, but in the meantime I very
much appreciate both of you being here.

The Forest Service and San Bernardino National Forest dramati-
cally impacts at least two of us here in the room and the work over
the years, our relationship with the agency has been overall ex-
tremely positive. You know, the fire problems and the challenges,
the difficulties have been very, very real.

I want to ask two questions quickly. One takes me back to an
early day when another guy and I went to visit some of the forests
in northern California, and part of the reason for this overflight
was to have the Forest Service show us an example of the way the
forest oftentimes is abused. And we landed our helicopter some-
where nearby and then we went up to visit the fields of one of
those growth ag products that are not automatically a part of the
forest work.

And what occurred to me at that point in time as you are dealing
with invasive species, if you will, I wonder just how well we have
developed our IT programming to be able to automatically be in a
position to get response to challenges like that without the Forest
Service becoming the police officers for the world.

It would seem to me it would be software programming that
would say when something like this occurs, the first thing that
happens is you plug it into your computer, and you notify the ap-
propriate agencies, not just federal but local and otherwise, about,
hey, we got 16 acres of pot growing out here, and why do you not
do something about it.

Do we have that kind of software interaction? I mean, does the
Forest Service think aggressively in terms of that sort of use of re-
sources? I think the answer is no. Right?

Ms. FONG. You know, let me just comment generally. I know the
Forest Service is trying very hard to bring its IT systems up to
date and current. They face a lot of challenges. Funding is one, de-
sign is another.

Mr. LEwis. Well, we have heard a lot about their not being very
good at being able to get one piece of the agency to communicate
with another and using the IT, why do we have computers in the
first place. But this is just kind of a fundamental rifle shot at an
example of how we might be able to accelerate the value of these
computer assets. I am sorry.

Ms. FonGg. Well, I think it is a very good point, and I believe we
have some work that we will be doing shortly on law enforcement
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issues within the Forest Service, and I will make a note that we
should take a look at their IT systems.

Mr. LEwWIS. I would be very interested in your response.

Ms. MITTAL. If I could just add to that, when we did look at the
law enforcement programs at the Forest Service, we did not see
any indication that they were using that sort of software or IT fa-
cility. They could not even tell us how many incidents were occur-
ring on Forest Service land, they could not tell us what the effect
of those incidents were. They knew in certain places they knew it
was happening, like the marijuana growing and things like that.

Mr. LEwis. Correct.

Ms. MiTTAL. They knew about it, but they could not quantify
that for us.

Mr. LEwis. Which is an indication of potentially a very serious
problem that we tend to build walls between our sub-agencies of
a department like Interior, then we build walls between their law
enforcement people and their responsibilities to see that the reports
are used appropriately. And if we are not exercising simple things
like computer programs, man, we have got a long ways to go.

PERSONNEL TURNOVER

One other very brief thing, Mr. Chairman. I will be very inter-
ested in your report regarding what the thoughts are about turn-
over of personnel, young people being hired, trained, and bang,
somebody else locally or otherwise hires them out the door. I hope
we have some imaginative ideas besides just pay as to how we can
have these agencies not be 106th on the list or whatever—206th.
Yes.

Ms. FoNG. We have issued a report on firefighting succession
plans, and I think you might have noticed it in my testimony today
that we have identified this as a very significant challenge for the
Forest Service because their turnover rate, their rate of retire-
ments is very, very high, and the length of time it takes to train
somebody to be an incident commander, for example, averages 23
years, which is just not a good thing.

And to my thinking, I think one of the most critical issues facing
the Service right now is to get that pipeline going, or we are going
to have major problems in the next few years.

Mr. LEwis. Mr. Chairman, I think we need to look carefully at
both the—GAO has to say about a subject like that personnel turn-
over critical to our being successful. We should not be training peo-
ple for the local government takeover or something.

Mr. SiMPsON. Well, it is certainly an issue when we have the
Forest Service in to talk to them about what they are doing to ad-
dress that turnover. I have met some marvelous incident com-
manders that have done fantastic jobs, but as you said, they are
not going to be around forever, and it bothers me. I mean, most
people that have not been out on a forest fire do not understand
it is not just picking up a shovel like it used to be in 1910 and
going and throwing dirt on it. When I was first elected, we had one
that burned 1.8 million acres up in Idaho, and I took my chief of
staff and said, let’s go fight a forest fire, and he thought I was
nuts.
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But we called the local Director of the Forest Service and said
we were going to come up, we wanted them to treat us like a forest
firefighter so that we knew that it took. And we spent a couple
days up there with them, and it is huge. You have 5,000 people out
there to fight one of these fires to make sure that the personnel
are in the right place the next morning, that they have the food
and water they are going to need. I mean, it is a huge undertaking.

And incident commander is a hell of a responsibility.

Mr. LEwis. By the way, Mr. Chairman, as I was closing that out,
I really am appreciative as well as you are, but I wanted the Forest
Service to know there is a lot of interest in this subject here. I am
sure you will make sure that is available.

Mr. SimPsoN. Mr. Cole.

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am always hesitant when
we get on this subject. When you are from Oklahoma, if we see
three trees together, we think it is a conspiracy, and that they are
talking to one another. We do not know a lot about forests, but I
wanted to pick up on an area, I had actually marked this in your
testimony, and I apologize for arriving late.

But the same concerns that Mr. Lewis expressed, just about the
aging of the workforce that you mentioned in your testimony,
which those are really striking figures about what percentage, 64
percent within a few years of retirement. And when you say they
have not planned adequately, before you asked the questions was
there any plan? Were people thinking about this? Were people rec-
ognizing it, or did you say, hey, look around the table you guys are
getting old here. Anybody thinking about who would be here next?

Ms. FONG. My sense is that there is an awareness of the issue,
and it is certainly not an issue that has taken anybody by surprise.
You know, throughout the Federal Government there has been this
whole issue of the baby boom generation all approaching retire-
ment, and so it is an issue of general concern to every agency in
the Federal Government.

I think where perhaps we have added some useful thinking to
the subject is that we have tried to identify what is going on within
the Forest Service that tends to act as a disincentive to people to
get their training done more quickly, and we have tried to point
out to the Forest Service things that they can do to actually ad-
dress these issues, to create some incentives, to perhaps require
people to serve on fires, perhaps direct the training to be done
much more quickly.

And I think all of those things will spawn a debate within the
Forest Service as to whether this works for their organization, cul-
ture, and mission.

Mr. CoLE. In the Forest Service how do they identify how they
want to recruit people? Let me give you sort of an example where
I have seen a similar problem addressed I think pretty well.

Tinker Air Force Base has an aging workforce. That is one of the
big depots and getting mechanics is difficult and it is a very skilled
profession, particularly when you are rehabilitating air frames that
are 50 years old. It is almost a craftsman. It is not an industrial
process of mass production.

And they literally saw this coming, went to local community col-
leges, sat down with the state government, helped them design the
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training programs that would begin to produce people because they
are good jobs. They are well-paying jobs, and the schools produced
the kind of worker that they wanted to hire. Literally went into the
high schools in some places, sat down with retiring military per-
sonnel who acquired the skills working on aircraft, did a really
masterful job and now have an ongoing training program, and we
are not going to miss a beat. And that was all driven by the insti-
tution. That is by the Air Force and by the folks that saw this com-
ing.

Do we have anything like that in the Forest Service? Did some-
body say there has got to be community colleges in Idaho and
places like that where here is this promising career or a career
tech-type situation, sit down and develop programs for those people
so they would actually direct their graduates towards you?

Ms. FonGg. Well, I think you have a terrific idea there, and I
think it makes a lot of sense for agencies to be thinking very cre-
atively about how they can partner with educational institutions.

In the case of our work, we focused on the senior fire manage-
ment positions, which are the incident commander and the position
that coordinates all of the support services, which would not nec-
essarily be entry-level types of jobs. And I think, you know, some
of your ideas perhaps we should explore with the Forest Service to
see if they would apply to the way the Forest Service is addressing
its issues at the senior level as well.

Mr. CoLE. Well, I would just assume since you pointed out that
this is a generational problem. It is a problem across federal serv-
ice. There ought to be a sort of best practices almost agency by
agency. When you have got this problem, here are some of the
things you should be thinking about. They are not my ideas. They
are just ideas I saw applied by one institution.

Ms. MiITTAL. If I could add to that, when we looked at their work-
force planning efforts, one of the things that we noted is that the
Forest Service had identified key competencies that it needs to con-
duct its mission, but one of the things that they had not done was
a gaps analysis. And that actually feeds into exactly what you were
saying, that if they do a gaps analysis which tells them where the
competencies that they do not have and what are the types of peo-
ple and what are the types of skills they need to hire, then they
can start making those kinds of decisions and looking for those re-
lationships with community colleges, with other places where they
can start getting those skills and those abilities into the organiza-
tion.

But because they have not done that critical gaps analysis, they
are not there yet where they can start implementing those strate-
gies.

Mr. CoLE. Have they committed to do that, though, in their dis-
cussions with you?

Ms. MITTAL. They have told us that they are going to do the gaps
analysis. Another area that we found that there are limitations is
they have not used all of their human capital flexibilities available
to them, and that would also help, you know, things like retention
bonuses or paying back tuition for the new hires, those types of
things.
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So those things are available to them as well, and they have not
used them as effectively as they could, but they do plan to do so
in the future.

RECOVERY ACT FUNDS

Mr. CoLE. I do not want to overuse my time, Chairman. I have
one or two other areas. Well, the other area that interested me in
just looking at the testimony was your discussion and your analysis
about what had happened with the Recovery funds.

And I want to ask a very general question, and you just sort of
take it where you want. I look on this whether you were for it or
not, this was an enormous, one-time opportunity that is unlikely to
ever come again to really focus on big capital items or some, the
one that you just cannot deal with on a yearly basis.

If you had to judge broadly how well has the Forest Service used
the money to deal with big one-time problems as opposed to here
is my kind of wish list, and I want to get this IT thing. That is
just dealing with immediate need. It is sort of like money comes
in, this is your chance to put all the money back to educate your
kid, or we can go to Bermuda. There is just no plan to it.

And I know they had to move very rapidly, but were they able
to do that sort of thing?

Ms. FoNG. Well, looking at the money that the Forest Service
got, they got two pots of money: half for capital improvements and
half for wildland fire and hazardous fuels. And as you mentioned,
they got the money out very quickly.

As we are starting to look at it, we are identifying questions in
our own mind as to whether or not the money went to the areas
where it was intended to go. In particular, we are asking questions
like, “did the money really go to communities that were under-
served?” I think that was one of the requirements that was put on
by the Recovery Act, to send the money to the communities that
really were economically distressed.

And we have some initial findings on that. As we move through
the next year and we look at the results of the Recovery money to
see where the money ultimately went and what was accomplished
with that money, I think we will be able to give you an assessment
as to whether or not the Forest Service was able to effectively use
that money.

Mr. CoLE. At GAO are you doing that across the board so to
speak? Because I suspect again whatever problems we find with
the Forest Service, if there are any, you are going to see in other
places.

Ms. MITTAL. Right. Most of the GAO Recovery Act work has fo-
cused on funds that were provided to the state and local govern-
ments. So we have not looked agency by agency at the Recovery
Act spending. We have been primarily focused on the money that
passed through to the state and local governments.

Mr. CoOLE. Is there a plan to do that at some point? I know the
volume of work we are talking about here is enormous.

Ms. MiITTAL. Right now I am not aware of it. Most of the work
that we are doing on the Recovery Act has been requested by indi-
vidual committees where they are concerned about their particular



45

department or agency, and so we do not have a government-wide
effort ongoing right now.

Mr. CoLE. That is something, Mr. Chairman, maybe you as
chairman talking with the other chairmen, it would be nice to
have, because this was massive. Again, it was one-time. We spent
more money in one bill than we spent on the war in Iraq and Af-
%hanistan, I think, combined up to that point, but that kind of ef-
ort.

So there needs to be some sort of sense of whether or not this
huge one-time investment got us something that was tangible and
long-lasting.

Anyway, I yield back. Thank you very much.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mrs. Lummis.

Mrs. Lummis. And I apologize for being late. It is Ms. Mittal?

Ms. MITTAL. Yes.

FIRE PROGRAM ANALYSIS TOOL

Mrs. LumMis. It is very nice to meet you. Thanks. You noted that
the GAO has consistently been concerned about the interagency de-
velopment of the Fire Program Analysis tool that is intended to
allow agencies to analyze asset combinations and strategies for fuel
reduction and, you know, determine a more cost-effective approach
or the most cost-effective approach.

What do you recommend as a path forward here so the fire pro-
gram can develop a tool to analyze that?

Ms. MiTTAL. Well, they have been working on this tool for almost
a decade now. Congress required them to develop the Fire Program
Analysis tool in 2001, and in 2002, the agency started working on
the tool. They were supposed to be done with the tool in 5 years,
and it is about 10 years later, and they are still not done. What
we would like to see is that they have science that underlies the
tool, be peer reviewed so that we have some assurance that the tool
will be developing good analysis and the data that comes out of this
tool is reliable. So we think that that is a very important step that
needs to be undertaken.

We were also concerned by some of the changes that they made
during the course of developing the tool that they did not document
as to why they were making those changes. So that is an important
aspect of the development that needs to be done.

The other thing is that the way they have been rolled out, the
tool has been a little bit confusing, because even before it was
ready they were starting to use it, and so I think what that did
is it raised some concerns about the effectiveness of the tool.

So not only has the development been a little bit choppy, but
then you have got the management of the tool has been not very
effective.

Mrs. Lummis. Would you care to comment on that?

Ms. FoNG. No, thank you.

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. That is fine. Well, do you think we are going
to be able after this investment of time, Ms. Mittal, to get a useful
tool that is worth all the time and effort that is being put into it?

Ms. MITTAL. Honestly, I cannot answer that question right now.
There is so much uncertainty about what this tool is going to be
able to provide in terms of results that I cannot answer that ques-
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tion at this point in time. I mean, it had a lot of promise. There
were a lot of things that they were doing. It is a very complex mod-
eling process that they are going through. We recognize that, but
it has also been a very long time and a lot of money that has gone
into it, and at this point in time we are not sure about the results
that are going to come out of this tool.

Mrs. LumMis. Thank you. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask just a couple other questions.

INVASIVE SPECIES

You mentioned something near and dear to my heart, invasive
species. I have had several organizations, groups, county WEED
personnel, others meet with me about trying to change the way we
do invasive species, and their argument was, and I think the num-
ber that they gave me, I might be off, but it was like only about
5 percent of the funds being spent on invasive species actually
killed invasive species, those that are used on the ground to spray
invasive species.

Do you know if that is true or accurate or anything like that?

Ms. FONG. Yes. In our work on invasive species we did not look
at that, and I am looking at my staff here, and I am not sure that
we can provide you any additional information.

Mr. SiMPsoON. Okay. I will ask the Forest Service that.

CLIMATE CHANGE

One other issue that I have been concerned with over the last
several years, and I do not know if you have done any work on it
yet or not, deals with climate change, in that in this budget we are
spending about $500 million, close to half a billion dollars, on cli-
mate change studies, and the Forest Service gets some, you know,
namely the agency within the Interior budget, gets some money to
study climate change.

My concern is not that we are spending money on studying cli-
mate change, but that I do not see any coordination between all the
other agencies. It has become the key phrase, as I like to say after
9/11 the key phrase was homeland security if you wanted to in-
crease your budget. Now the key phrase is climate change, so ev-
erybody is putting in money for climate change. I suspect some of
the science that is actually being done is science that was being
done before, but now we are going to define it as climate change
science because it is easier to get money for that because everybody
is concerned about climate change.

Have we done anything—have either of your agencies done any-
thing—to look at the coordination of the amount of money? I mean,
it is hard to tell how much just within our budget we are spending
in climate change, but government-wide it is incredible how much
we are spending.

And I do not mind doing that. I just want to know that there is
some coordination between all of it, and that it is not just how
agencies are rebuilding science programs that they would like to
rebuild.

Has anybody done any study of that or anything related to it?

Ms. MiTTAL. We do have an ongoing engagement looking at the
total amount of money being spent by the Federal Government on
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climate change, and that report is going to be issued at the end of
April, early May. And it looks at how the strategic priorities are
being set for climate change funding and whether the funding is
actually going to those strategic priorities.

At the Forest Service we have looked at their R&D Program, and
climate change research is one of the five emerging issues that they
are focusing on. We also looked at coordination between the Forest
Service and other agencies that do similar research, and we actu-
ally found that the Forest Service R&D Program had put in im-
proved coordination mechanisms with these other agencies so that
they were not duplicating one another but were actually compli-
menting each other’s research.

Mr. SimpsoN. That is good to know. My impression in just talk-
ing to all the different agencies, and I do not have anything to back
it up—it was just my impression—is that the Forest Service prob-
ably does a better job of overseeing their climate change science
than just about any of the other agencies.

Ms. MitTAL. Well, I think overall we were very surprised, pleas-
antly surprised that the Forest Service R&D Program is a very
well-managed program. Usually when we go in we always find neg-
ative things, but for the R&D Program over at the Forest Service
we were surprised by how well they are managing that program.

Mr. SimpPsoON. I have thought seriously about putting together a
line item within the budget, and it would take some authorizing
legislation, too, that, say, within the Interior budget puts the
money not into each specific agency, but into a climate change
budget and then has, I do not know, a panel, I have not considered
yet who that would be, and that different agencies might apply to
that panel with their research projects of what they want to do and
how they want to spend it. Then somebody coordinates it centrally
to make sure that it is being done wisely, and we are using it in
the highest priority areas that we should.

So, anyway, those are some discussions that I think will probably
be coming up over the next year.

Any other questions, Mr. Cole? Mrs. Lummis?

Mrs. LumMis. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you both for being here today. Your reports
are actually very valuable to us in that they form the basis for a
lot of the inquiry we will have with the Department. I hope that
the Department, I am sure the Department knows that we are
looking at your reports also and will ask them questions about why
some of the things are being implemented and why some of them
are not, but I appreciate the work you do, and thanks for being
here today.
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Response to Post-Hearing Questions for the Record
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Committee on Appropriations
House of Representatives

Hearing Held March 10, 2011

Questions for the Record Submitted by Chairman Simpson

History of Management Challenges at the U.S. Forest Service

It’s been two years since the GAO and IG last testified before the
subcommittee. Many of the issues you've raised today have been around for

many, many years and have spanned several administrations.

Simpson Q1: What percentage of the recommendations that you make end up
being addressed by the Department and what percentage simply end up on a
shelf gathering dust?

GAO Response:

From fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2010, we made at least 64 recommendations to
the Forest Service. Of the 64 recommendations, the Forest Service had taken sufficient
steps for us to consider 10 as implemented, 10 other recommendations were “closed” as
not implemented—meaning either that the agency has indicated it does not plan to
implement the recommendation or that sufficient time has passed (typically 4 years) that
we have stopped tracking the recommendation. The remaining 44 recommendations

remain “open”—meaning that GAO continues to track the Forest Service’s actions to

Page 1
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implement them. In some cases, the agency has taken steps toward implementing the
recommendation, steps which may allow us in the future to consider them implemented.
In-contrast, the agency has taken few steps to implement other recommendations, and in
some of those cases, it appears unlikely that the agency will take sufficient steps for us

o consider the recommendation implemented.

Simpson Q2: Do you find that the Forest Service is more responsive when it

knows that Congress is taking an interest in a particular issue?

GAOQO Response:

We believe that congressional interest or direction can inform how égencies prioritize
the issues they confront. For example, we first recommended the Forest Service develop
a wildland fire cohesive strategy in 1999 and reiterated that recommendation numerous
times in the 2000s. The Forest Service and Interior agencies consistently concurred with
these recommendations but did not implement them. Congress subsequently passed the
Federal Land Assistance, Management, and Enhancement Act of 2009, which requires the
agencies to produce a cohesive strategy consistent with our recommendations within

1 year.' In response, the agencies released two documents in March 2011 intended to
provide the foundation for a cohesive strategy.’ It is not clear that these documents will
fully meet the intent of our recommendations (see our response to question 10 below),
but it appears that the agencies took these actions because of the statutory requirements

enacted by Congress.

'Pub. L. No. 111-88 § 503, 123 Stat. 2971 (2009).

*U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S, Department of Agriculture, Federal Land Assistance, Management, and
Enhancement Act of 2009: Report to Congress (Washington, D.C.: March 2011); and U.S. Department of the
Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, 4 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy
{Washington, D.C.: March 2011).
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The Albuquerque Service Center

The Albuquerque Service Center—specifically the IT and HR functions, have
been problematic and demoralizing for many Forest Service employees. As you
know, in 2009 the Forest Service ranked 206" out of 216 agencies in terms of

the best places to work.

Simpson Q3: I know the GAO is currently investigating this issue, but could you

give us an update?

GAO Response:

GAO’s ongoing review focuses on the (1) effects of centralization on Forest Service
operations, particularly among field units; (2) actions the Forest Service has taken to
assess its delivery of the centralized business services and to address identified
shortcomings; and (3) the extent to which Forest Service has measured and can
demonstrate that the agency has achieved centralization’s intended cost reductions. We
are currently collecting and analyzing information and we will be glad to meet with your
staff to discuss preliminary findings in the near future. We anticipate issuing our final

report in August 2011.

Simpson Q4: I have heard the situation is improving and the Forest Service has
made progress with addressing many of the IT and HR problems—would you

agree?

GAO Response:

The Forest Service is undertaking significant changes in both the information technology
and human resource management areas. We intend to discuss both of these changes, as

well as their potential impacts, in our final report.
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Performance Measurement

Simpson Q5

In your testimony you both mention the Forest Service’s general problem with
measuring performance and prioritizing funding (for example, effectiveness and

prioritization of fuels treatments).

Simpson Q5: Would you generally agree with that statement?

GAO Response:

Yes. Our statement described several examples, on the basis of our previous work,
where the Forest Service had difficulty in measuring its performance and prioritizing its

activities.

In the FY12 Budget Request, the Forest Service proposes combining several
operating line items—such as wildlife, forest products, watershed, hazardous
fuels and road funding to create a large bucket of funding for the Integrated
Resource Restoration account. Presumably, this line item would pay for projects
that achieve numerous goals—such as a road maintenance and forest thinning
projects that would also improve the watershed and produce wood products. In
concept, this sounds like a good idea. I'm concerned, however, that the Forest
Service doesn’t have the existing mechanism to measure performance and

prioritize these types of projects.

Simpson Q6: Do you have any comments? Does the current budget line item

structure of the Forest Service help with accountability?
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GAO Response:

In general, more narrowly-defined budget line items provide more opportunity for
transparency and congressional oversight, whereas broader line items may provide the
agency more flexibility in how it expends funds. Before fiscal year 2011, the Forest
Service had separate budget line items for forest products, vegetation and watershed
management, wildlife and fisheries management, collaborative forest landscape
restoration, legacy roads and trails, road decommissioning, and post-fire rehabilitation
and restoration. In his March 11, 2011, testimony before this Subcommittee, the Chief of
the Forest Service stated that the Forest Service was proposing to combine these line
iterns, along with funds for hazardous fuels management conducted outside of the
wildland-urban interface, into a single line item in fiscal year 2012. However, we have not
examined this proposal and therefore are not in a position to comment on how it will

affect the agency’s accountability.

Simpson Q7: Can you give us some examples of recommendations from the GAO
to improve prioritization of hazardous fuels projects that might also work for

the Integrated Resource Restoration line item?

GAO Response:

We are not in a position to provide specific recommendations, as we have not reviewed
the Integrated Resource Restoration budget line item proposal in detail. In a September
2007 report, we examined the Foreét Service’s and Interior’s processes for allocating fuel
reduction funds and selecting fuel reduction projects.” To improve the agencies’ abilities
to allocate fuel reduction funds, we recommended in that report that the agencies

develop a common, systematic funding allocation process in order to enhance the

'GAQ, Wildland Fire Management: Better Information and a Systematic Process Could Improve Agencies’
Approach to Allocating Fuel Reduction Funds and Selecting Projects, GAO-07-1168 (Washington, D.C: Sept. 28,
2007).
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transparency and accountability of their allocation decisions and to ensure a common
federal approach to allocating funds. To support this process, we further recommended
the agencies:

s Develop and implement a common approach to risk management.

¢« Develop information on the effectiveness of fuel reduction treatments.

¢ Use information on risk, fuel treatment effectiveness, and costs to assess the

cost-effectiveness of various potential fuel reduction treatments.

¢ Provide guidance that clearly distinguishes the relative importance of the

factors considered in allocating funds and selecting projects.

While these exact recommendations are unlikely to be fully applicable to the Integrated

Resource Restoration proposal, the general framework recommended—that the agency

develop a process for allocating funds and selecting projects that considers relative risk

facing areas across the country, effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of different actions,
and clearly identifies the factors the agency considered in making its decisions—might

provide an approach to consider.

Simpson Q8: What is your number one concern with the Forest Service?

GAO Response:

We believe the most pressing challenge facing the Forest Service is the wildland fire
management program—both because the Forest Service has yet to implement many of
the recommendations we and others have made in an effort to improve the program and

because the program consumes approximately half of the Forest Service budget.
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Cohesive Strategy for Fuels and Wildfire

Both the GAO and the USFS IG’s office express concern with the Forest

Service’s need to complete a cohesive strategy for fuels and wildfire.

Simpson Q9: Are you aware of the Forest Service’s current actions towards
creating this strategy? I'm told they are having numerous public meetings with

state foresters, Forest Service Retirees and others.

GAQO Response:

The Forest Service, in conjunction with Interior, issued two documents on March 25,
2011, intended to provide the foundation for a cohesive strategy.” According to the
agencies, they worked with local, state, and tribal organizations in developing these

documents.

Simpson Q10: Any comments on this? Is the Forest Service making progress?

GAO Response:

In recommending that the Forest Service and Interior develop a cohesive wildland fire
strategy, we specified that such a strategy should lay out various potential approaches
for addressing the growing wildfire threat, estimate the costs associated with each
approach, and identify the trade-offs involved. The two documents the agencies issued in

March contain none of these elements. Instead, the documents describe the process the

*U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, Federal Land Assistance, Management, and
Enhancement Act of 2009: Report to Congress (Washington, D.C.: March 2011); and U.S. Department of the
Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, 4 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy
(Washington, D.C.: March 2011).
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agencies plan to use to develop a cohesive strategy in the future. The documents do not

indicate when the agencies expect to have the cohesive strategy completed.

Law Enforcement on Federal Lands

This afternoon’s testimony expressed concern about coordination challenges
between the Department of the Interior and Border Patrol which at times have
delayed or restricted the Border Patrol’s access to, and monitoring of, federal
lands along the Southwest Border. This is an issue that this subcommittee has

addressed in the past and will continue to address this year.

Simpson Q11: What steps can Congress take to strengthen this coordination
between federal agencies with overlapping jurisdiction on these federal lands

which is so critically important to stemming illegal activity along the border?

GAO Response:

Vigilant congressional oversight to ensure that cooperation occurs between Border
Patrol and the land management agencies throughout the borderlands region could be
highly beneficial. In our October 2010 report, we found that access to portions of some
federal lands along the southwestern border has been limited because of the agencies’
implementation of certain land management laws. Specifically, patrol agents-in-charge
for 17 of the 26 Border Patrol stations, told us that they had experienced delays and
restrictions in agents’ patrolling and monitoring these lands.” For some of the stations,
the delays could have been shortened if Border Patrol could have used its own resources
to pay for, or perform, required environmental assessments according to patrol agents-in-

charge and land managers with whom we spoke. For other stations, delays could be

*GAQ, Southwest Border: More Timely Border Patrol Access and Training Could Improve Security
Operations and Natural Resource Protection on Federal Lands, GAO-11-38 (Washington, D.C.; Oct. 19,
2010).
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reduced if a programmatic environmental impact statement—a broad evaluation of the
environmental effects of multiple Border Patrol activities in a geographic area—was
prepared under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to help expedite access.
We therefore recommended that to help expedite Border Patrol’s access to federal lands,
the agencies should, when and where appropriate (1) enter into agreements that provide
for Border Patrol to use its own resources to pay for or to conduct the required
environmental and historic property assessments and (2) prepare programmatic NEPA
documents for Border Patrol activities in areas where additional access may be needed.
Where such cooperative arrangements have been developed, Border Patrol and land

managers have resolved some access delays and restrictions.

GAO's written testimony recommends that the agencies adopt a risk
management approach to systematically assess and address threats and

vulnerabilities presented by illegal activities on federal lands.

Simpson Q12: What would a risk management approach look like in a budget
request? For example, could we see a shift in requested law enforcement
funding from one agency to another in order to be consistent with where the

illegal activities are occurring?

GAO Response:

In our December 2010 report, we recommended that the Forest Service and Interior
agencies each adopt a risk management approach to systematically assess and address
threats and vulnerabilities presented by illegal activities on federal lands." We recognized
that the agencies might adopt different methodologies to assess risks because of
differences in the agencies’ missions and the difficulty in qualitatively and quantitatively

assigning risk levels. However, establishing structured processes within each agency for

°GAQ, Federal Lands: Adopting a Risk-Based Approach Could Help Land Management Agencies Betrer Manage
Their Law Enforcement Resources, GAO-11-144 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 17, 2010).
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considering the results of periodic risk assessments could help each agency set priorities
for and distribute its law enforcement resources to best protect natural and cultural

resources, the public, and employees.

Deferred Maintenance Backlog

Regarding deferred maintenance backlog, I understand that maintaining
facilities and infrastructure in the face of inadequate funding continues to be a
major management challenge. What is less clear is whether there remain
problems with property management, including data quality, standardized
property assessment, and the ability of the bureaus to prioritize limited

maintenance funds.

Simpson Q13: Aside from limited funding, is there deferred maintenance
management problems—such as those I've just mentioned—that should give this

committee pause in its deliberations on FY12 deferred maintenance budgets?

GAO Response:

We have not examined the Forest Service’s deferred maintenance needs since April
2003." At that time, we reported that the agency acknowledged that it had a significant
deferred maintenance problem but that the agency had not developed a reliable estimate

of those needs.

"GAO, Recreation Fees: Information on Forest Service Management of Revenue from the Fee Demonstration
Program, GAO-03-470 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 25, 2003).
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Questions for the Record Submitted by Ranking Member Moran

Management & Performance Issues

The GAO testimony identifies several long-standing concerns about the Forest

Service’s ability to manage its programs efficiently and effectively.

Moran Q1: Of the problems you highlighted, which do you believe is the highest

priority for the agency to tackle?

GAO Response:

We believe the most pressing challenge facing the Forest Service is the wildland fire
management program—both because of the Forest Service has yet to implement many of
the recommendations we and others have made in an effort to improve the program and

because the program consumes approximately half of the Forest Service budget.

You talk a lot about performance measures not being in place or not being used
effectively. The new Forest Service budget proposal once again includes a major
budget restructuring in which many of the main programs are lumped into one

huge, new account, Integrated Resource Restoration.

Moran Q2: Have yon had a chance to look at the performance measures for this
proposal? What past problems at the Forest Service with performance and
monitoring do we need to pay attention to as we examine this budget

restructuring?
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GAO Response:

In our statement, we noted that the Forest Service has long had difficulties linking its
planning, budgeting, and results reporting. We also noted that the Inspector General
reported in 2010 that the agency's major goals, as cited in its strategic plan, did not
match the categories in its financial system—in other words the Forest Service could not

meaningfully compare its cost information with its performance measures.

We have not examined the Forest Service's budget proposal in detail, but the agency’s
2012 budget justification identifies seven measures for its proposed Integrated Resource
Restoration budget line item: (1) number of watersheds in Condition Class 1, (2) number
of watersheds in Condition Class 2, (3) number of watersheds in Condition Class 3,

(4) acres treated annually to sustain or restore watershed function and resilience,

() volume of timber sold, (6) miles of road decommissioned, and (7) miles of stream
habitat restored or enhanced. Most of these measures lack the specificity needed to
measure the outcome or effect of the agency’s action. For example, measuring the acres
treated or miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced does not provide any indication
of the effect restoration actions had on achieving the agency’s restoration goals.
Moreover, measuring acres or miles treated, rather than the outcome or effect of the
treatments, can result in pressure for agency officials to select projects that may provide
less benefits in an effort to help the agency meet its measurement goals. We have
previously identified instances where such pressures have played a dominant role in
management decisions, reporting in 2007 that regional Forest Service officials said that
pressure to meet acreage targets sometimes trumped all other factors in making funding

allocation decisions for fuels reduction projects.®

Moran Q3: Do you think there is any particular reason that these persistent

problems do not get addressed? Do the agency leaders and managers change too

$GAO-07-1168.
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often, or are the problems too large? Are there particular problems in the USDA
departmental management or at the OMB?

GAO Response:

We recognize that the challenges facing the Forest Service may be difficult. We also want
to recognize that the agency has taken steps to address some of the issues we have
reported on over the past decade. Still, the Forest Service has been slow to take critical
steps such as developing a long-term cohesive strategy to address the growing wildland
fire problem, improving data regarding the actions it takes and its costs, and improving
its performance accountability. If the Forest Service is to address these difficult
problems, it will need a sustained commitment by its highest leadership to make difficult
decisions, invest resources to develop and maintain needed data, and hold officials
throughout the agency accountable for achieving management goals. We have not
examined the effect, if any, that changes in Forest Service leadership, Department of
Agriculture management, or Office of Management and Budget policies may have had on

the agency’s ability to effectively respond to the issues we and others have identified.

Moran Q4: You mentioned lack of strategic planning and oversight of programs
as a new management challenge. What do you think the Forest Service needs to

do to address these issues?

GAO Response:

The Forest Service generally concurred with the recommendations we made regarding
the four program areas we discussed in our testimony and, in some cases, has begun
steps to implement the recommendations. It is too early to tell the outcome of the
agency’s efforts, however, and given the importance of the issues, we believe the Forest
Service should continue to improve its strategic planning and oversight. In this regard,
sustained commitment from Forest Service leadership will be needed if the agency is to

make significant progress addressing the shortcomings we have identified. Moreover,
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some of the strategic planning and oversight issues we discussed in our statement also
raise issues related to other long-standing challenges facing the Forest Service we

discussed—data and performance accountability.

Moran Q5: Do you think that the Forest Service is able to monitor its activities
and validate which projects are effective and which are not? Does the Forest
Service do adequate monitoring of its various forestry and habitat enhancement

projects?

GAO Response:

The Forest Service has noted that its land and resource management plans require
environmental monitoring of management activities; however, while we have examined
the agency’s monitoring efforts for some programs, we have not systematically assessed
the extent or quality of such monitoring agencywide. For example, we reported in
September 2007 that the Forest Service and Interior needed to improve their methods for
assessing the effectiveness of their activities to reduce hazardous fuels.” As we stated in
our testimony, Forest Service officials told us that they, in conjunction with Interior,

have begun a long-term effort to evaluate the effectiveness of fuel treatments.

The stewardship contracting program allows the Forest Service to trade goods,
like timber, for services to improve the condition of the public lands. The
Service wants to do more and more of its forestry and restoration projects using

these contracts.

Moran Q6: Can we be assured that the various field units are getting a fair

return for the timber they are trading for services?

°GAO-07-1168.
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GAO Response:

In November 2008 we reported on the Forest Service's and the Bureau of Land
Management’s use of stewardship contracting," We noted that data shortcomings raised
questions about the extent to which the Forest Service knows the value of timber sold
and services procured as part of its stewardship contracting activities nationwide, but
that the agency used established methods to estimate the value of the timber and the
value of the services associated with individual projects, so we had no reason to believe
that the use of stewardship contracting resulted in the agency receiving less than fair
market value for its resources. However, we have not analyzed the effectiveness or

accuracy of these estimation methods.

Moran Q7: The GAO mentions that workforce planning at the Forest Service
needs improvement. Why do you think the strategic plan needs to be linked to

workforce planning?

GAO Response:

Workforce planning that is linked to an agency’s strategic goals is one of the tools
agencies can use to systematically identify the workforce needed for the future and
develop strategies for shaping this workforce. Strategic alignment occurs when an
agency links its workforce strategies with its mission and goals and integrates them into
its strategic plan, performance plan, and budget formulation. Such alignment allows
agencies to assess and understand the extent to which their workforce contributes to
achieving their overarching mission and goals. In addition, the Office of Personnel
Management's Human Capital Assessment and Accountability Framework, which
provides guidance to agencies on human capital management and planning, indicates

that agencies should integrate workforce planning into their strategic plans. Doing so

GAO, Federal Land Management: Use of Stewardship Contracting Is Increasing, but Agencies Could Benefit from
Better Data and Contracting Strategies, GAO-09-23 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 13, 2008).
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helps ensure that the agency has a system in place to continually assess and improve

human capital planning and investment and their impact on mission accomplishments.

The Forest Service's workforce plans for 2008 through 2012 and for 2009 through 2013
state that they link to goal 5 in the agency’s strategic plan—*Maintain Basic Management
Capabilities of the Forest Service”—but we found that this statement is the only
reference in the workforce plans to specific strategic goals. In our October 2010 report,
we noted that Forest Service officials told us that the agency is in the process of
incorporating its workforce, recruitment, training and development, and civil rights plans
into an over-arching National Human Resources and Diversity Strategic Plan." This plan
will, according to the Forest Service, articulate how human resources management and
civil rights support the agency in meeting the goals of its strategic plan. We also found
that workforce planning is not fully integrated into the Forest Service's strategic plan.
Specifically, for each of the goals contained in the strategic plan, the plan identifies the
following elements: an overall outcome, objectives, performance measures and targets,
and means and strategies for accomplishing the goal. While most of the means and
strategies for accomplishing goal 5 of the strategic plan are associated with workforce
planning, neither the objectives nor the performance measures and targets for goal 5 are

linked to workforce planning.

Moran Q8: You also say that the Service does not monitor the effectiveness of
its workforce planning. Should this be done at headquarters or is this something

that all line officers at all levels of the Service ought to be doing routinely?

GAO Response:

Qur past work on workforce planning at the Forest Service focused on the efforts of the

Workforce Planning and Program Analysis Branch to conduct such planning at the

"GAO, Workforce Planning: Interior, EPA, and the Forest Service Should Strengthen Linkages to Their Strategic
Plans and Improve Evaluation, GAO-10-413 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 31, 2010).
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agencywide level. Based on this work, we believe it is appropriate for the Forest Service

to evaluate, at the agencywide level, such things as:

¢ the contributions of workforce planning toward achieving the agency’s
strategic goals—for example, through its Annual Performance Report, which
presents the plans and accomplishments that contribute to the agency’s
strategic goals and objectives and analyzes program performance at the

strategic goal level;

¢ the agency’s progress in implementing the recommendations made in its

annual workforce plans;

e specific workforce planning efforts, such as recruitment strategies and plans

or training and employee development programs; and

¢ the effectiveness of the agency’s diversity initiatives.

While the Forest Service has agencywide workforce planning analyses and plans, the
agency considers workforce planning to be the responsibility of unit-level managers.
Therefore, units—including each of the agency’s nine regions, seven research stations,
and several Washington offices—are primarily responsible for workforce planning and
may conduct their own additional workforce planning activities. Some sub-units, such as
national forests, may also contribute to planning efforts. We have not reviewed
workforce planning at the unit level; however, we believe it is appropriate for these units
to also undertake some efforts to evaluate their workforce planning. For example,
Region 8’s fire and aviation group worked with the Workforce Planning and Program

Analysis Branch to examine its succession planning.

Wildland Fire Management Issues

The GAO and the IG have done extensive work on wildfire and you certainly

have helped the Forest Service and Interior make many improvements.
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Moran Q9: What additional management changes need to be made for the Forest

Service to improve the management of its wildland fire program?

GAO Response:

We believe the Forest Service and Interior would be well served by continuing and
expanding their efforts to implement the numerous recommendations we and others
have already made regarding their wildland fire programs. In a September 2009 report,
we reviewed the steps the agencies had taken to improve wildland fire management over
the preceding 10 years.” At that time, we reported that the agencies had improved their
understanding of wildland fire’s ecological role on the landscape and had taken
important steps toward enhancing their ability to cost-effectively protect communities
and resources. While we recognized the progress the agencies had made over the
previous decade, we also found that the agencies had not yet taken key strategic steps—
including developing a cohesive wildland fire strategy and a strategy to contain costs—
that we have recommmended, steps that we believe will assist the agencies to get ahead of
the worsening fire problem rather than simply react to it. We concluded that, without
such steps, the agencies risk failing to capitalize on the important, but incomplete,
improvements they have made—and risk losing ground in their fight to manage the

wildland fire problem.

Moran Q10: The GAO continues to stress the need for a cohesive wildland fire
strategy. The FLAME Act of 2009 required this, and it is overdue. Please explain
how a cohesive strategy would help the Congress assess various fire funding
options. Explain why it is important that the strategy involves both Federal

departments as well as States.

GAO, Wildland Fire Management: Federal Agencies Have Taken Important Steps Forward, but Additional,
Strategic Action Is Needed to Capitalize on Those Steps, GAQ-09-877 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 9, 2009).
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GAO Response:

In March 2011, the Forest Service and Interior released two documents related to their
development of a cohesive strategy.” GAO has recommended the agencies develop a
cohesive wildland fire strategy laying out various potential approaches for addressing the
growing wildfire threat, estimating the costs associated with each approach, and
identifying the trade-offs involved. The two documents the agencies issued in March
contain none of these elements. Instead, the documents describe the process the
agencies plan to use to develop a cohesive strategy in the future. The documents do not

indicate when the agencies expect to have the cohesive strategy completed.

A cohesive wildland fire strategy would provide information important for Congress and
the agencies to consider as they decide how to respond to the growing wildland fire
threat. For example, the strategy we have described would lay out broad long-term
options for reducing accumulated vegetation that could exacerbate wildland fires and for
responding to wildland fires when they occur; it would also describe each option's
estimated funding needs and potential long-term benefits and drawbacks. Information on
potential options and costs for addressing the wildland fire problem over the long term
would help the agencies and Congress understand what can be accomplished with
different levels of investment and help them make informed decisions about how best to
invest limited resources. Such information could inform decisions about, for example,
whether investing more funds in managing hazardous fuels in the short run would help

reduce expected suppression costs in the future.

In their efforts to develop a cohesive strategy, the Forest Service and Interior have
committed to a process that involves their nonfederal partners. Because wildland fires
can burn across federal, state, and local jurisdictions, developing a cohesive strategy that

examines options on both federal and nonfederal lands would be beneficial. Looking

U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, Federal Land Assistance, Management, and
Enhancement Act of 2009: Report 1o Congress (Washington, D.C.: March 2011); and U.S. Department of the
lnterior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, A National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy
{Washington, D.C.: March 201 1),
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across jurisdictional boundaries in analyzing options for where best to locate firefighting
resources and reduce hazardous fuels, however, also poses certain difficulties for the
federal agencies. In particular, a cross-jurisdictional approach to developing a cohesive
strategy raises questions about the appropriate level of federal funding to help reduce the

risk to nonfederal resources.

In the past, the GAO discussed the harmful impacts that occurred to the Forest
Service when ordinary program funds were taken away and transferred for

emergency wildfire suppression.

Moran Q11: Can you please explain what those negative impacts are? What are
some specific examples of programs or projects that are harmed and how does
this affect various non-Federal cooperators? Does this happen even if the

borrowed funds are later paid back?

GAOQO Response:

We examined the effect of funding transfers in June 2004 and found that the Forest Service and
Interior had transferred more than $2.7 billion from these other programs from fiscal year1999
through fiscal year 2003, and that the agencies received additional appropriations to cover, on
average, about 80 percent of the funds transferred.” In 2004, we reported that although the
agencies received additional appropriations to cover most of the transferred funds, the transfers
nonetheless had caused the agencies to cancel or delay some projects and not to fulfill certain
commitments to their nonfederal partners. We reported, for example, that funding transfers
delayed planned construction and land acquisition projects, which in some cases led to higher
project costs due to revised budget and construction plans or higher supply and land acquisition
costs. Transferring funds to help pay for fire suppression also affected the agencies’ abilities to

fulfill commitments they had made to their nonfederal partners, including states, communities,

“GAO, Wildfire Suppression: Funding Transfers Cause Project Cancellations and Delays, Strained Relationships,
and Management Disruptions, GAO-04-612 (Washington, D.C.: June 2, 2004).
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and nonprofit organizations. For example, federal land acquisition projects are often facilitated
by nonprofit organizations, which purchase land from private owners and then sell it to federal
agencies. Delays caused by transferring funds could, therefore, lead to higher costs for those
organizations. We reported a case in South Carolina, for example, where the Forest Service
delayed purchasing a property for 1 year, which led a nonprofit organization to incur about
$300,000 in interest costs. We reported that one organization had 22 projects delayed in 2002
and 21 projects delayed in 2003 because of funding transfers; a representative from that
organization told us that if funds continued to be transferred, it would likely invest its funds

elsewhere rather than work with the Forest Service and Interior.

Moran Q12: A large and increasing portion of the Forest Service budget is

devoted to fire. What effect does this have on other programs?

GAO Response:

Appropriations to the Forest Service and Interior for fire management have more than
doubled since the late 1990s. We have not evaluated the impact of rising fire costs on
funding for the agencies’ nonfire programs, but federal and state officials have expressed
concern that rising fire costs are reducing the total funds the agencies receive for their

other programs.

Moran Q13: Do you think that the Forest Service has adjusted its fire program
to fit the new reality of changed climates and increased suburbanization of the
wildlands?
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GAO Response:

The Forest Service and Interior have long recognized the challenges that climate change
and development in the wildland-urban interface pose to wildland fire management,” but
have yet to clearly articulate how they plan on responding to these issues. The agencies
predict that climate change is expected to lead to a greater probability of longer and
bigger fire seasons, which could substantially increase the number of acres burned
annually. At the same time, development in the wildland-urban interface is expected to
continue, placing more structures at risk of damage from wildland fire.” In March 2011,
in response to the Federal Land Assistance, Management, and Enforcement Act of 2009,”
the agencies released two documents that describe their efforts to develop a cohesive
wildland fire strategy.” These documents recognize climate change as a challenge facing
fire managers and emphasize the importance in creating fire-adapted communities—
communities designed and landscaped to become more resistant to wildland fire—in
order to protect the nation’s communities and help contain fire suppression costs. These
documents do not describe the steps the agencies, in conjunction with their nonfederal
partners, will take in response to the challenges posed by climate change and continued
development. Rather, the documents describe the process by which the agencies plan to

develop, analyze, and select options in the future.

With regard to development in the wildland-urban interface, the options directly

available to the Forest Service and Interior are limited in certain aspects because such

"*U.S. Department of Agriculture and U.S. Department of the Interior, Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy
and Program Review {Washington, D.C.: December 1995).

*U.S. Department of Agriculture and U.S. Department of the Interior, Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy;
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Forest Service, National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and National Association of State Foresters, Quadrennial Fire and Fuel Review Report (Washington, D.C.:
March 2005).

"Pub, L. No, 111-88 § 503. 123 Stat. 2971 (2009).
"U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, Federal Land Assistance, Management, and
Enhancement Act of 2009: Report to Congress (Washington, D.C.; March 2011); and U.S. Department of the

Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture, 4 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy
(Washington, D.C.: March 2011).
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development is generally governed by state and local governments. The March 2011
cohesive strategy documents recognize this limitation. Nonetheless, there are several
steps the Forest Service and Interior could consider to help mitigate the effect of
development on fire management. First, the federal government provides financial
assistance to state and local governments for fire and forest management and it could
consider, as a condition of receiving that assistance, encouraging or requiring those
governments to take steps designed to protect homes and reduce future federal-—and
nonfederal—firefighting costs. Second, the agencies, in conjunction with relevant state
agencies, could clarify the financial responsibilities for suppressing fires that burn, or
threaten to burn, across multiple jurisdictions, as we recommended in May 2006.”
Federal officials we interviewed during our 2006 review expressed concern that the
existing framework for sharing suppression costs insulated state and local governments
from the cost of providing wildland fire suppression costs. The officials suggested that to
the extent that state and local governments are insulated from the cost of protecting the
wildland-urban interface, these governments may have a reduced incentive to adopt laws
requiring homeowners and homebuilders to use protective measures that could help

mitigate fire risks and reduce future suppression costs.

Moran Q14: You also mention that a clear strategy to restrain wildfire suppression costs is
lacking. What would such a strategy look like? Is it reasonable to expect that a
strategy on cost containment will be effective, given the large increases in the

fire seasons?

GAO Response:

An effective cost containment strategy would require that the agency should, at a
minimum, have (1) clearly defined goals and measurable objectives, (2) a strategy to
achieve these goals and objectives, (3) performance measures to track their progress,

and (4) a framework for holding the appropriate agency officials accountable for

®GAO, Wildland Fire Suppression: Lack of Clear Guidance Raises Concerns about Cost Sharing between Federal
and Nonfederal Entities, GAO-06-570 (Washington, D.C.: May 30, 2006).
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achieving the goals. Although the agencies have been taking steps to contain costs, we
believe the effectiveness of those steps will be limited if the agencies do not develop a
cost-containment strategy that clearly defines the relative importance of containing costs
to the other goals of the wildland fire program. As we reported in June 2007, unless the
agencies clearly define the importance of containing costs compared to protecting lives,
houses, and resources, officials in the field will not have a clear idea of the relative
importance the agencies’ leadership places on each, and will likely err on the side of
protecting resources regardless of cost.” Agency leadership also will lack the tools to

effectively evaluate the firefighting strategy decisions made in the field.

Moran Q15: One of the areas that you have repeatedly reported concerns about
is the interagency computer program to manage wildfire resources, Fire

Program Analysis (FPA). Do you know how long this FPA development has gone
on and how much it has cost? To date, what have we gotten for our investment?

Why has FPA been so difficult for the agencies to complete?

GAO Response:

The Forest Service and Interior began developing FPA in 2002 and continue to take fundamental
steps to improve the program so that it can meet its intended objectives. In November 2008, we
reported that FPA was expected to cost approximately $54 million through fiscal year 2010.* As
we noted in our March testimony, the development of FPA has been marked by delays and
revisions, While the intrinsic difficulty of modeling the complexities and uncertainties of
wildland fire undoubtedly have contributed to the delays, agency decisions to begin
implementing FPA before it was fully developed and tested have likely not only contributed to

the delays but also contributed to perceptions that FPA has not been successful.

BGAO, Wildland Fire Management: Lack of Clear Goals or a Strategy Hinders Federal Agencies’ Efforts to
Contain the Costs of Fighting Fires, GAO-07-655 (Washington, D.C.: June 1, 2007).

*We have not examined FPA costs since 2008. See GAQ, Wildland Fire Management: Interagency Budget Tool
Needs Further Development to Fully Meet Key Objectives, GAQ-09-68 { Washington, D.C.; Nov. 24, 2008).
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To date, the agencies have not used FPA results in a meaningful way to allocate their fire
management funds or to develop their budget requests. During our 2008 review, agency
officials told us they expected to begin using FPA results to allocate their funds in fiscal
year 2007 and to develop their fiscal year 2008 budget requests. However, the agencies
have yet to use FPA results to develop their budgets or allocate funds. The agencies
collected nationwide data in 2009 and 2010 but determined they had insufficient
confidence in the quality of the data to use the results. The agencies continue to take
steps to improve FPA and have several actions planned to begin this year, including
submitting FPA to an external peer review. These planned improvements may help the
agencies better fulfill some of the key objectives envisioned for FPA, although we have
not examined the planned improvements in detail. According to an FPA official, the
improvements might allow the agencies to begin using FPA results in a limited way
beginning in fiscal year 2012, but a more likely estimate would be the fiscal year 2013 or
2014 budget cycles. The history of delays and revisions in the development of FPA,
however, leads us to view the planned improvements with caution. If, after a decade of
development, FPA is to be viewed as a credible tool to assist the agencies in developing
their budgets and allocating funds, the agencies will need to (1) clearly describe the
capabilities and limitations of FPA and its role in the budget development process and
(2) submit FPA to external peer review—actions we recommended in our November

2008 report.

The 1G has done extensive work on contract firefighting. I have heard that there

have been major training, language and corruption problems in the past.

Moran Q16: Can you please, and the GAO also if you have experience, comment on the
past problems that the Forest Service has had with contract fire crews? Have changes

been made and are more changes needed?
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GAO Response:

In June 2007, we reported that the Forest Service and Interior were increasingly relying
on contract personnel and equipment but that the agencies’ acquisition systems had
several shortcomings.” For example, their contracts and rental agreements did not
ensure the agencies obtained the most cost-effective assets, and inadequate
administration and oversight by the agencies resulted in poor contractor performance
and high rental rates. At the time of our 2007 review, the agencies had efforts underway
to improve some of the identified shortcomings, including designing a system that would
allow Forest Service officials to consider contractor performance-—and not just price—

in awarding future contracts. We have not examined this issue in detail since 2007.

Aerial Firefighting Resources

The Forest Service is responsible for a tremendous amount of airtanker use for

firefighting and this costs hundreds of millions of dollars each year.

Moran Q17: What are the main challenges here? What progress has the Forest
Service made in implementing the audit recommendations from the July 2009
Replacement Plan for Firefighting Aerial Resources Audit Report No. 08061-53-
SF?

GAO Response:

We have not specifically examined the airtanker program. However, in our June 2007
report on agency efforts to contain wildland fire costs, we identified several
shortcomings in how the Forest Service and Interior (1) determine the types and quantity

of firefighting assets they need, (2) acquire needed firefighting assets in a cost-effective

2GAO-07-635.
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manner, and (3) use firefighting assets.” At the time of our 2007 review, the agencies had
several efforts underway to improve how they determine their need for, acquire, and use

firefighting assets, but we have not examined this issue in detail since 2007.

BGAO-07-655.
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Questions for the Record Submitted by Mr. Flake

Duplicative Inspections for Contracted Fire Crews

Ms. Fong'’s written testimony highlights the fact that the Forest Service is facing
shortages for firefighting personnel and that the agency is turning to
contractors. She notes that the Forest Service “does not have reliable estimates
of the costs of its various contracted firefighting crews or adequate information
concerning their performance” and that “the agency is not well positioned to

evaluate contracted crews’ efficiency and effectiveness.”

Flake Q1: What is the Forest Service doing to address their inability to evaluate
the efficiency and effectiveness of the contracted crews they are relying on

more and more?

GAO Response:

In June 2007, we reported that the Forest Service and Interior agencies were increasingly
relying on contract personnel and equipment but that the agencies’ acquisition systems
had several shortcomings.” For example, their contracts and rental agreements did not
ensure the agencies obtained the most cost-effective assets, and inadequate
administration and oversight by the agencies resulted in poor contractor performance
and high rental rates. At the time of our 2007 review, the agencies had efforts underway
to improve some of the identified shortcomings, including designing a system that would
allow Forest Service officials to consider contractor performance—and not just price—

in awarding future contracts. We have not examined this issue in detail since 2007.

#GAOD-07-655.
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Flake Q2: Ms. Fong also noted that the process for deploying these crews is
unnecessarily duplicative when it comes to inspections and could be streamlined
and save money and speed responsiveness. Are the duplicative inspections
legislative requirements or are they something the Service could change on

their own?

GAO Response:

We have not examined the Forest Service’s process for inspecting contract firefighting

crews before deployment.

Flake Q3: The GAO noted that the Forest Service has identified the wildland
fire suppression program as susceptible to significant improper payments, is
this due to the Service’s approach to using contractors? What type of improper

payments are we talking about?

GAO Response:

Under the Improper Payments and Information Act of 2002, agencies are required to
identify programs that are susceptible to significant improper payments, estimate, the
annual amount of improper payments, and submit those estimates to Congress. In its
2010 Performance and Accountability Report, Agriculture identified the Forest Service’s
wildland fire suppression management program as being susceptible to improper
payments to contractors. This report did not provide details about the specific types of

improper payments that may have occurred.
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Chairman Michael K. Simpson
Hearing Questions for the Record (QFR)
USDA Inspector General Fong on Hearing: Major Management Challenges at
the USFS Thursday March 10, 2:00pm Rayburn B308

History of Management Challenges at USFS

It's been two years since the GAO and IG last testified before the subcommittee. Many of the
issues you've raised today have been around for many, many years and have spanned several
administrations.

Simpsen Q1: What percentage of the recommendations that you make end up being addressed
by the Department and what percentage simply end up on a shelf gathering dust?

Response: The Office of Inspector General (OIG) and Forest Service (FS) have reached
management decision on all Fiscal Year 2010 audit recommendations. Additionally, FS officials
reported that they have implemented corrective actions for 19 percent of the recommendations
we reported in fiscal year 2010. To date, OIG has not completed follow-up audit work to
confirm those corrective actions are effective. Follow-up work to recent audit subject areas is
considered in our annual planning process.

OIG develops audit recommendations that address issues noted during audits. In accordance
with the post-audit process, FS provides OIG with a corrective action plan and if OIG agrees
with the approach, management decision is achieved. Once management decision is reached. FS
begins implementing the agreed-upon corrective actions.

Simpson Q2: Do you find that the Forest Service is more responsive when it knows that

Congress is taking an interest in a particular issue?

Response: In our dealings with Forest Service, we have found that the agency, as a whole, is

consistent in its commitment to fully address our audit recommendations. The level of

responsiveness does not appear to correlate specifically to Congressional interest.
Performance Measurement

In your testimony you both mention the Forest Service’s general problem with measuring

performance and prioritizing funding (for example, effectiveness and prioritization of fuels

treatments).

Simpson Q3: Would you generally agree with that statement?
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Response: Yes. In our most recent report on Management Challenges facing USDA (August
2010), we stated that implementation of strong, integrated, internal controls systems were still
needed department-wide. Specifically, FS needs to improve its internal controls and
management accountability in order to effectively manage resources, measure progress towards
goals and objectives, and accurately report performance accomplishments.

In the FY12 Budget Request, the Forest Service proposes combining several operating line
items—such as wildlife, forest products, watershed, hazardous fuels and road funding to create a
large bucket of funding for the Integrated Resource Restoration account. Presumably, this line
item would pay for projects that achieve numerous goals—such as a road maintenance and forest
thinning project that would also improve the watershed and produce wood products. In concept,
this sounds like a good idea. I'm concerned, however, that the Forest Service doesn’t have the
existing mechanism to measure performance and prioritize these types of projects

Simpson Q4: Do you have any comments?

Response: A concern we have is FS” ability to track costs and budgeted funds using similar
multi-use budget accounts.

This concern stems from an issue identified during the Invasive Species Program Audit (08601-
007-AT, issued September 2010). Our audit determined that FS had difficulty tracking costs for
invasive species activities. For example, FS did not have a specific budget line item designated
for all invasive species program activities; therefore, each area responsible for invasive species
management (e.g. National Forest System, State and Private Forestry, Research and
Development, etc.) had its own line items or budget codes used to track and report its respective
activities. FS could not accurately state how much money it spent overall for the invasive
species program, in part because invasive species activities, particularly from National Forest
Systems, were charged to larger buckets of funding with upwards of 17 different operating line
items. For example, an operating line identified simply as “wildlife habitat improvement™ could
contain costs for invasive species-related activities.

We acknowledge that this scenario may be different from what FS is currently proposing with
the Integrated Resource Restoration account. And, we have not conducted a review of the
proposed Integrated Resource Restoration account. However, as FS continues to commingle
separate program funding into large multi-use budget accounts, it needs to be able track and
report the costs associated with its various programs in accordance with applicable budgetary
and accounting principles. Overall, it is paramount that FS have the proper mechanisms to
accurately track and account for its various activities, regardless of how they are funded. so that
performance can be accurately reported and projects can be appropriately prioritized.

Simpson Q5: Does the current budget line item structure of the Forest Service help with
accountability?

Response: As stated above, it is paramount that FS have in place the proper mechanisms to
accurately track and account for its various activities. Generally, the current budget line item
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structure fosters accountability. To date, USDA OIG has not assessed the entire FS budget
structure to draw further conclusions.

Additionally, the annual financial statement audit does not include a line-by-line review of FS’
budget submission to assess program accountability. FS uses a certified independent public
accounting (IPA) firm to conduct its annual financial statement audit. The audit includes a
review of whether costs reported on the Statement of Net Cost (and related footnotes) align with
Strategic Goals. In the IPA’s FY 2010 audit report (Forest Service’s Financial Statements for
Fiscal Years 2010 and 2009, 08401-011-FM, November 2010), a significant deficiency was
noted where major programs (identified in FS’ program cost footnote) did not directly correlate
to its major goals and outputs described in the strategic and performance plan.

As FS moves to these large multi-use budget accounts, it will be harder to correlate budgeted
costs to specific major goals and outputs. FS should consider the effect of these accounts on this
condition as they address the significant deficiency.

Simpson Q6: Can you give us some examples of recommendations from the GAO to improve
prioritization of hazardous fuels projects that might also work for the Integrated Resource
Restoration line item?

Response: ‘This question is best directed to GAO. USDA OIG has no responsive information.
Simpson Q7: What is your number one concern with the Forest Service?

Response: OIG’s number one concern is how FS is managing the health of our nation’s forests
in a period of escalating firefighting costs. In recent years, the average costs to fight wildfires
have exceeded more than $1 billion annually. FS efforts to contain firefighting costs are affected
by several issues: climate change, an increase in hazardous fuels occurring on Federal lands, and
population growth in rural communities in the wildland urban interface. Addressing these key
issues is critical if FS is going to be successful in reducing both the severity of wildland fires and
the associated costs.

Cohesive Strategy for Fuels and Wildfire

Both the GAO and the USFS IG’s office express concern with the Forest Service’s need to
complete a cohesive strategy for fuels and wildfire.

Simpson Q8: Are you aware of the Forest Service’s current actions towards creating this
strategy? I'm told they are having numerous public meetings with state foresters, Forest Service
Retirees and others.

Response: OIG is aware of F'S’ actions related to the strategy; however, we have not audited
FS’ actions.
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OIG was advised by FS that, along with its Federal, State and local partners, Phase I of the
Cohesive Strategy was completed in March 2011. The Cohesive Strategy includes different
investment levels and mixes of options by all parties to reduce national wildfire risk. That phase
included the release of two documents (The Federal Land Assistance, Management and
Enhancement Act of 2009 Report to Congress and A National Cohesive Wildland Fire
Management Strategy). Currently, FS is working with its partners to complete Phase II, which
includes conducting regional analysis to determine the highest priorities in different geographical
locations across the country. Further, FS has informed us that after Phase I completion, which
is expected later this year, FS and its partners will begin the third and final phase which involves
completing a trade-off analysis between regional and national priorities. Completion of Phase Il
is expected by the end of 2012.

Simpson Q9: Any comments on this? Is the Forest Service making progress?

Response: USDA OIG believes the development of a cohesive strategy for fuels and wildfire
using a phased-in approach, with appropriate stakeholder involvement, should benefit our
national firefighting efforts and the health of our national forests. We acknowledge FS is
working on completing all phases of the Cohesive Strategy and that this strategy will take time
to coalesce given the complexities of fire management. This topic will be considered for future
review as we monitor FS” progress.

Law Enforcement on Federal Lands

This afternoon’s testimony expressed concern about coordination challenges between the
Department of the Interior and Border Patrol which at times have delayed or restricted the
Border Patrol’s access to, and monitoring of, federal lands along the Southwest Border. This is
an issue that this subcommittee has addressed in the past and will continue to address this year.

Simpson Q10: What steps can Congress take to strengthen this coordination between federal
agencies with overlapping jurisdiction on these federal lands which is so critically important to
stemming illegal activity along the border?

Response: In instances where there is overlapping jurisdiction on Federal lands, OIG
coordinates as appropriate with the various agencies involved. Specific coordination activities
depend on the nature of the illegal activity. OIG has not encountered any significant
jurisdictional issues when investigating a crime on Federal land. To strengthen coordination
between Federal agencies with overlapping jurisdiction, it would seem that Congress could
encourage a dialogue among all the agencies involved to identify concerns about coordination in
order to address those concerns.
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Risk Management

GAQ’s written testimony recommends that the agencies adopt a risk management approach to
systematically assess and address threats and vulnerabilities presented by illegal activities on
federal lands.

Simpson Q11: What would a risk management approach look like in a budget request? For
example, could we see a shift in requested law enforcement funding from one agency to another
in order to be consistent with where the illegal activities are occurring?

Response: It is difficult for our office to comment on the risk assessment approach
recommended by GAO. OIG’s preliminary perspective on such an approach is that an analysis
of the types and locations of the illegal activities would need to be done. Based upon this
analysis, a risk assessment could be done and options for risk mitigation could be developed.

For example, OIG analyzes our investigative work and identifies where resources are needed and
adjusts our funding requests accordingly.

Deferred Maintenance Backlog

Regarding deferred maintenance backlog, I understand that maintaining facilities and
infrastructure in the face of inadequate funding continues to be a major management challenge.
What is less clear is whether there remain problems with property management, including data
quality, standardized property assessment, and the ability of the bureaus to prioritize limited
maintenance funds.

Simpson Q12: Aside from limited funding, is there deferred maintenance management
problems—such as those I’ve just mentioned—that should give this committee pause in its
deliberations on FY12 deferred maintenance budgets?

Response: In the audit of Forest Service’s Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2009
(08401-11-FM, November 2010), the IPA found that required supplemental information related
to deferred maintenance was lacking sufficient internal controls to ensure the accuracy and
completeness of the reported information. Specifically, the required supplementary information
disclosure for deferred maintenance provided by FS states that estimates of deferred maintenance
for all major classes of property plant and equipment, heritage assets, and stewardship assets are
based on condition surveys. FS’ IPA noted that condition surveys were not performed on 100
percent of the related assets or on non-multi-use heritage assets. Without all assets subject to
necessary conditional surveys, the accuracy and consistency of reported maintenance is
questionable.
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Ranking Member Moran
Hearing Questions for the Record (QFR)

Management & Performance Issues

The GAO testimony identifies several long-standing concerns about the Forest Service’s ability
to manage its programs efficiently and effectively.

Moran Q1: Of the problems you highlighted, which do you believe is the highest priority for the
agency to tackle?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has no responsive information.

You talk a lot about performance measures not being in place or not being used effectively. The
new Forest Service budget proposal once again includes a major budget restructuring in which
many of the main programs are lumped into one huge, new account, Integrated Resource
Restoration.

Moran Q2: Have you had a chance to look at the performance measures for this proposal?
What past problems at the Forest Service with performance and monitoring do we need to pay
attention to as we examine this budget restructuring?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. While OIG has not reviewed the performance
measures for the Integrated Resource Restoration proposal, we have assessed FS’s overall
performance measures. In March 2005, OIG reviewed the agency’s implementation of the
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and followed up on audit recommendations
made in a prior audit of GPRA in FS issued in June 2000. The March 2005 audit found that FS
continued to lack effective internal control systems to ensure data quality. This was
demonstrated by errors, inconsistencies, and omissions in measuring performance. Also, at the
time, FS mistakenly removed a required section from its Strategic Plan.

FS has had a long-standing history of not being able to provide Congress or the public with a
clear understanding of what it accomplishes; these performance accountability weaknesses have
been reported several times since 1990. We believe that there is no easy or quick fix and this
matter will require diligence on the part of FS’s management—particularly with accountability
issues still being reported as recent as 2010 in the Invasive Species Program audit (08601-7-At,
September 2010). Additionally, our concerns reported in our 2010 Management Challenges
maintain that FS needs to continue to improve its internal control systems and management
accountability in order to effectively manage resources, measure progress towards goals and
objectives, and accurately report performance accomplishments.

Moran Q3: Do you think there is any particular reason that these persistent problems do not get
addressed? Do the agency leaders and managers change too often, or are the problems too large?
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Are there particular problems in the USDA departmental management or at the OMB?
This question is directed to GAQO. OIG has no responsive information.

Moran Q4: You mentioned lack of strategic planning and oversight of programs as a new
management challenge. What do you think the Forest Service needs to do to address these
issues?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has no responsive information.

Moran Q3: Do you think that the Forest Service is able to monitor its activities and validate
which projects are effective and which are not? Does the Forest Service do adequate monitoring
of its various forestry and habitat enhancement projects?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has no responsive information.

The stewardship contracting program allows the Forest Service to trade goods, like timber, for
services to improve the condition of the public lands. The Service wants to do more and more of
its forestry and restoration projects using these contracts.

Moran Q6: Can we be assured that the various field units are getting a fair return for the timber
they are trading for services?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has no responsive information.

Moran Q7: The GAO mentions that workforce planning at the Forest Service needs
improvement. Why do you think the strategic plan needs to be linked to workforce planning?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. However, OIG has performed related work on
Forest Service workforce planning. Please see our response to Q8 below.

Moran Q8: You also say that the Service does not monitor the effectiveness of its workforce
planning. Should this be done at headquarters or is this something that all line officers at all
levels of the Service ought to be doing routinely?

Response: While this question is directed to GAO, OIG has performed work related to
firefighter workforce planning. We determined that FS should assign responsibility for
firefighter qualification workforce planning to a top-level official at FS” national headquarters
and establish a team to initiate, guide, and monitor the agency’s firefighter workforce planning
process. In addition, FS should develop a national workforce plan based on firefighters® position
qualifications that focuses on identifying, assessing, and meeting specific workforce needs
relative to FS’ strategic goals and objectives. The lack of top-level leadership and planning to
ensure qualified firefighters are available to replace anticipated retirements increases the
difficulty of FS’ ability to accomplish its wildland fire suppression mission, resulting in the
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potential loss of more property and natural resources and increased safety risks to fire
suppression personnel.

FS generally agreed with the findings and recommendations in the report. FS has assigned
responsibility for firefighter qualification workforce planning to the Director, Fire and Aviation
Management. FS has also established an interdisciplinary Workforce and Succession Planning
Strategic Team (WISST) that includes applicable staff from national, regional and local line
staff. The WISST will initiate, guide, and monitor the agency’s overall workforce planning
effort, which will cover fire management positions and others, utilizing FS workforce planning
efforts underway. Although we have not performed follow-up audit work regarding FS’ reported
actions, we agree that FS has taken positive steps to address our recommendations. This topic
will be considered for follow-up work in the future. (Firefighting Succession Planning Process,
08601-54-SF, March 2010)

Wildland Fire Management Issues

The GAO and the IG have done extensive work on wildfire and you certainly have helped the
Forest Service and Interior make many improvements.

Moran Q9: What additional management changes need to be made for the Forest Service to
improve the management of its wildland fire program?

Response: Top Department and FS management officials should work with other land
management agencies and Congress to encourage State and local governments to enact
appropriate building and zoning codes in areas such as the wildland urban interface (WUT) that
are at risk of wildfire. FS also needs to collaborate with other land management agencies and
State and local governments to reduce hazardous fuels where doing so will best reduce wildfire
risk. FS should ensure that it allocates sufficient equipment and personne! to respond adequately
to the expanding WUI and changes to forest health. This topic will be considered for follow-up
work in the future. (Large Fire Suppression Costs, 08601-44-SF, November 2006)

The GAO continues to stress the need for a cohesive wildland fire strategy. The FLAME Act of
2009 required this, and it is overdue.

Moran Q10: Please explain how a cohesive strategy would help the Congress assess various fire
funding options. Explain why it is important that the strategy involves both Federal departments
as well as States.

Response: This question is directed to GAO. However, OIG has performed work where we
concluded that FS needs a cohesive wildland fire strategy.

Prior to the enactment of the FLAME Act of 2009, we issued the FS Large Fire Suppression
Costs audit report (08601-44-SF, November 2006) at which time we recognized Congressional
concerns about FS” wildfire suppression activities and cost accountability. While FS continues
its efforts to address such costs and accountability, a cohesive wildfire management strategy can

8
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further strengthen those efforts in formalizing fiscal responsibilities and accountabilities across
the board. Past fire seasons have seen increased wildfire suppression costs exceeding $1 billion.
Combating these catastrophic wildland fires in the WUI involve all entities—Federal, state and
local. In light of recent trends, a cohesive strategic approach is the best approach if it includes all
entities affected.

To address the need for more cost effective controls, we recommended in our Fire Suppression
Costs audit that FS develop a reporting mechanism to gather and summarize more meaningful
wildfire suppression information to adequately evaluate wildland fire suppression activity cost
effectiveness. We recommended FS increase the financial accountability of line officers and
incident commanders by incorporating into their evaluations an assessment of strategic and
tactical cost effectiveness. We also recommended that FS formalize newly developed wildfire
cost assessment review procedures in FS directives and provide audit training to FS staff that
performs the reviews.

As noted in our response to Chairman Simpson’s question number 8, FS along with its Federal,
State, and local partners, has taken a three phase approach towards developing a cohesive
wildland fire strategy. A cohesive wildland fire strategy would help Congress assess various fire
funding options by bringing together, for the first time, a national perspective of the roles and
responsibilities of Federal and non-Federal entities. As the Cohesive Strategy develops, various
regional strategies will be proposed by state, tribal, and local levels to include different
investment levels and mixes of options for reducing wildfire risk.

It is important to include non-Federal entities in the Cohesive Strategy because each level of
government has its own priorities. Wildfires do not stop at lines on a map, wildfires know no
boundaries. A local fire department’s primary mission may be to save a resident’s home, while a
State forestry agency is bound to suppress all fires threatening state and private timber as well as
other resources. Federal agencies have an even broader mission on public land as well as a
special trust obligation to Native American lands. The Cohesive Strategy works to coordinate
Federal and non-Federal entities in an effort to mitigate wildland fire risks and to meet the
priorities of all entities fighting wildland fires.

In the past, the GAO discussed the harmful impacts that occurred to the Forest Service when
ordinary program funds were taken away and transferred for emergency wildfire suppression.

Moran Q11: Can you please explain what those negative impacts are? What are some specific
examples of programs or projects that are harmed and how does this affect various non-Federal
cooperators? Does this happen even if the borrowed funds are later paid back?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has no responsive information.

Moran Q12: A large and increasing portion of the Forest Service budget is devoted to fire.
What effect does this have on other programs?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has not performed specific work related to
the impact fire costs have on other programs.
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Moran Q13: Do you think that the Forest Service has adjusted its fire program to fit the new
reality of changed climates and increased suburbanization of the wildlands?

Response: This question is directed to GAO. OIG has not performed specific work related to
the impacts of climate change on FS programs. However, we have done significant work related
to the WUL

During our audit on Large Fire Suppression Costs {Audit No. 08601-44-SF, November 2006),
we found that FS” wildfire suppression costs and the escalating cost to fight fires were largely
due to its efforts to protect private property in the WUL. Homeowner reliance on the Federal
government to provide wildfire suppression services places an enormous financial burden on FS,
as the lead Federal agency providing such services. As part of our November 2006 audit report,
we issued four recommendations to ensure non-Federal entities pay an equitable share of WUI
protection costs. In that report, we recommended that FS: seek clarification from Congress as to
the responsibilities of both FS and States in protecting expanding WUI developments and other
private properties threatened by wildfires; renegotiate wildfire protection agreements as
appropriate to ensure the financial costs of WUI protection is equitable; modify national
direction to require periodic reassessments and renegotiations of wildfire protection agreements;
and reiterate the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy that gives protections of natural
resources and property equal consideration. FS agreed with our recommendations and we have
reached final action on the recommendations. This topic will be considered for follow-up work
in the future.

Moran Q14: You also mention that a clear strategy to restrain wildfire suppression costs is
lacking. What would such a strategy look like? Is it reasonable to expect that a strategy on cost
containment will be effective, given the large increases in the fire seasons?

Response: Although this question is directed to GAO, OIG has performed work where we
concluded that FS needs a wildland fire strategy.

USDA OIG believes that since the Cohesive Strategy calls for a collaborative effort that
addresses all areas of fire management activities and each entity’s (Federal and non-Federal) role
and responsibility, the effort will address ways to help reduce fire suppression costs. As stated
above, our November 2006 report found that FS® wildfire suppression costs and the escalating
cost to fight fires were largely due to its efforts to protect private property in the WUL Our
recommendations focused on ensuring that non-Federal entities pay an equitable share of the
WUI protection costs. This collaborative effort should help to address these concerns. (Large
Fire Suppression Costs, 08601-44-SF, November 2006)

Moran Q15: One of the areas that you have repeatedly reported concerns about is the
interagency computer program to manage wildfire resources, Fire Program Analysis (FPA). Do
you know how long this FPA development has gone on and how much it has cost? To date, what
have we gotten for our investment? Why has FPA been so difficult for the agencies to complete?

Response: This question is directed to GAO; USDA OIG has no further information to provide.
USDA OIG has not performed any work related to FPA.

10
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Moran Q16: The IG has done extensive work on contract firefighting. [ have heard that there
have been major training, language and corruption problems in the past. Can you please, and the
GAQO also if you have experience, comment on the past problems that the Forest Service has had
with contract fire crews? Have changes been made and are more changes needed?

Response: In the last five years, we have reviewed various aspects of contract firefighting and
issued three reports. The audit report we issued in 2010 followed up on two prior OIG audits:
Firefighting Safety Program (08601-38-SF) and Firefighting Contract Crews (08601-42-SF).!
Those audits identified 9 issues and made 18 recommendations to enhance firefighter safety and
strengthen FS controls over contract crews. We found that FS had not adequately implemented
two recommendations for the Firefighting Safety Program Audit and the two recommendations
for the Contract Crews audit.

For the Firefighting Safety Program audit (08601-38-SF), we recommended that FS develop a
consolidated tracking system that included all wildfire Accident Prevention and Hazard
Abatement Plan action items, as well as any recommendations from audits or internal reviews
related to firefighter safety. FS agreed but did not establish adequate controls to ensure all items
were captured and, consequently. some required safety information was overlooked. FS
responded that it has now initiated a new tracking chart for accidents that will track the
following: incident name and date of occurrence, type of incident, brief description,
recommendations for FS action, due date for recommendations, actions taken by FS and date of
completed act. We also recommended FS direct line officers to order administrative
investigations for wildfire incidents when there is evidence of firefighter misconduct or a serious
violation of safety standards. FS agreed and issued an interim directive, but has not implemented
a permanent policy. FS has also responded that the interim directive language will be included
in the 2011 FS Handbook.

For the Firefighting Contract Crews audit (08601-42-SF), we recommended that FS establish
procedures to ensure the adequate review of contract crew firefighter qualification records. FS
agreed and hired a contractor to conduct the review. While the contract details were sufficient to
ensure that key personnel were qualified and fit for duty, FS did not issue agency-wide
procedures to ensure that future reviews will be adequate. We also recommended that FS ensure
contractor associations restrict access to electronic training records to personnel who did not
have an interest in any contractor’s business. FS requested a change in management decision
that stated existing controls should be sufficient to close the recommendation. However., we
determined that the controls were not a sufficient alternative correction action and, consequently,
the recommendation has not been implemented.

In the Forest Service Contracted Labor Crews audit report [08001-2-AT], issued March 2010, we
found several inefficiencies in how FS managed its contracted firefighting labor crews. We
found that FS did not have: an annual pre-fire season process to analyze data from previous fire
seasons and identify trends on how firefighting labor crews are utilized in conjunction with other
resources; and reliable estimates of its firefighting crew costs because it does not capture these
costs at a level of detail necessary to compare in-house crews with the contracted crews and

! Firefighting Contract Crews (March 2006), F'S Contract Labor Crews (March 2010), Firefighting Safety Follow-up
Audit (September 2010).
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perform cost-benefit analyses. In addition, the performance evaluation process for contracted
labor crews did not provide useful information for determining the efficiency and effectiveness
of each crew. FS’ fire incident managers were hindered in their ability to put the right people in
the right place at the right time because of a lack of adequate information.

When we issued the Contracted Labor Crews report, we had agreement with FS on corrective
actions for two recommendations that dealt with using performance evaluations to track incidents
of contract crews being understaffed or unprepared and terminating contractors if they employ
workers that are ineligible for employment in the United States. Today, we can report that FS
made significant progress and has achieved management decision on all 10 audit
recommendations. FS reported that corrective actions have been taken to implement two of the
recommendations. For these two recommendations, FS has a process in place to track instances
where crews are rejected because they show up at incidents understaffed or unprepared; and FS
has contract provisions in place to terminate contractors from the program if they employ
ineligible workers. We have not performed a follow-up audit to determine whether the above
follow-up actions were effectively implemented. This topic will be considered for audit follow-
up work in the future.

Aerial Firefighting Resources

Moran Q17: The Forest Service is responsible for a tremendous amount of airtanker use for
firefighting and this costs hundreds of millions of dollars each year. What are the main
challenges here? What progress has the Forest Service made in implementing the audit
recommendations from the July 2009 Replacement Plan for Firefighting Aerial Resources Audit
Report No. 08061-53-SF?

Response: FS has reported good progress in implementing the audit recommendations from the
Replacement Plan for Firefighting Aerial Resources Audit (08601-53-SF, July 2009). FS has
reached final action for four of the nine audit recommendations. Specifically, FS established an
integrated team to complete both the planning and procurement processes for acquiring new
firefighting aircraft for the aviation program. FS reinstituted the Working Capital Fund® (WCF)
aircraft replacement account which as of FY 2010 had a balance of $880,718. FS established the
WCF reimbursement rates and instituted a plan to annually review the WCF rates. We have not
performed a follow-up audit to determine whether the above follow-up actions were effectively
implemented. This topic will be considered for audit follow-up work in the future.

FS reported that the following corrective actions have occurred. Working with their stakeholders
and integrated team, FS set specific goals and timeframes to complete both the planning and
procurement processes. FS required the team to alter goals and performance measures to include
the agency’s aviation strategic plan. FS modified both the fire report and the National
Interagency Fire Management Integrated Database to include an assessment of airtankers’ impact
on suppressing fires during initial attack, and after, for those fires that escape control of the

? The WCF enables agencies to plan for the timely replacement of their aircraft without having to depend on their
annual budget aflocations and Congressional appropriations.
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firefighters and continue to burn. The integrated team analyzed the Fire Management Integrated
Database data to determine FS” need to obtain new aircraft. FS developed a plan to show
estimated air tanker replacement timeframes and costs. We have not performed a follow-up
audit to determine whether the above follow-up actions were effectively implemented. This
topic will be considered for audit follow-up work in the future.

Wildland fire and the Urban Interface

Moran Q18: What are some of the challenges the Service faces with wildland urban
development? Has the OIG audited this area and what were some of the audit recommendations
implemented by FS?

Response: FS’ wildfire suppression costs and the escalating cost to fight fires are largely due to
its efforts to protect private property in the WUI. WUIL is any area containing human
developments, such as a rural subdivision or an isolated cabin (also known as wildland intermix)
surrounded by forest that may be threatened by wildland fires. Some challenges result from
homeowner reliance on the Federal government to provide wildfire suppression services, which
places an enormous financial burden on FS as the lead Federal agency providing such services.
The correlation of FS’ suppression costs are likely to continue to rise as the number of homes in
the WUI increase due to public expectations and uncertainties about protection responsibilities.
Further, FS is compelled to suppress fires at a greater expense when private property is at risk,
even when fires pose little threat to national forest system land.

OIG issued the Large Fire Suppression Costs Audit Report (08601-44-SF) in November 2006.
We issued four recommendations to ensure non-Federal entities pay an equitable share of WUI
protection costs.

FS reported that the following corrective actions have occurred. FS requested clarification from
Congress as to the responsibilities of both FS and States in protecting expanding WUI
developments and other private properties threatened by wildfires. FS ensured that the financial
costs of WUI protections were equitable by renegotiating the appropriate wildfire protection
agreements. National program direction was modified to require periodic reassessments and
renegotiations of wildfire protection agreements. FS reiterated that the Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy is giving the protection of natural resources and property equal
consideration. We have not performed a follow-up audit to determine whether the above follow-
up actions were effectively implemented. However, this topic will be considered for audit
follow-up work in the future.

Moran Q19: Do you see that there is a very different kind of partnership between the Service
and the various States with respect to how the wildland urban interface and firefighting costs are
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handled? Do you think that some states are not providing a fair share of the firefighting capacity
or financial resources?

Response: We believe that FS has borne more than its fair share of the expenses related to WUI
firefighting costs. For example, we reviewed cooperative wildland fire protection agreements
negotiated between FS regions 1, 5, and 6 and the States of Oregon, Washington, California,
Montana, and Idaho. We concluded that FS is subject to an inequitable wildfire protection
burden because the agreements had not been renegotiated to reflect appropriate WUI protection
responsibilities. For example, the Region 6 master agreement defined wildfire protection _
responsibilities based on jurisdictional boundaries rather than direct protection areas (DPA™).
The Region 1 and 5 master agreements defined protection responsibilities based on DPAs, but
the DPAs had not been significantly altered or updated for an average of 12 years. The
combination of these two circumstances has the potential to significantly increase FS” wildfire
suppression costs by expanding the agency’s role in WUI protection beyond that directed by the
2001 Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy.

We discussed this issue with FS officials at the national office who agreed that State and local
agencies are largely insulated from the cost implications of their WUI development decisions.
While recognizing the current financial inequality of WUI protection, FS officials stated that
they believe that States will not renegotiate protection agreements that increase States” WUI
protection costs. FS officials added that States generally believe FS is responsible for all fire
suppression costs incurred on FS lands even when fires are suppressed to protect private property
on sometimes distant State and county lands.

We should note that the overall objectives of the FS Large Fire Suppression audit were to
determine the adequacy of FS’ controls to contain wild fire suppression costs. While we
reported that the majority of FS’ large fire suppression costs are directly linked to protecting
private property in the WUI, our audit approach was based focused on the question of
firefighting costs incurred by the agency. We did not plan or conduct the audit to determine if
States are providing a fair share of the firefighting capacity or financial resources for fires in the
WUI (Large Fire Suppression Costs, 08601-44-SF, November 2006)

Recovery Act- ARRA

As mentioned by the IG, the Forest Service received $1.15 billion in the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act to deal with a whole host of maintenance, habitat and fire prevention projects.
The 1G has watched this carefully, and has found a series of minor problems.

® Wildfire protection responsibilities may be delineated on the basis of jurisdictional boundaries or through the
negotiation of direct protection areas (DPAs) that are defined by boundaries based on logical protection
responsibilities rather than ownership patterns. Once responsibility for protecting lands is determined, the protecting
agency assumes full financial responsibility for associated firefighting costs.
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Moran Q20: Ms. Fong, can you talk about your findings and give an overall impression of how
effectively the Forest Service managed this surge of funds?

Response: As of May 2011, OIG has nine FS Recovery Act- related audits in process.
Although much of our work is still pending, our overall impression from the work to date is that
the FS has done a good job managing ARRA funds and projects in many areas. However, we
have identified other areas where improvements need to be made. FS officials need to (1)
improve controls over contracting to ensure that contracts include all applicable clauses and
requirements; (2) ensure that FS developed scoring systems intended to ensure ARRA funded
projects are located in areas of economic distress that are utilized by F'S field personnel, States,
local and nonprofit organizations in distributing ARRA funds; (3) ensure that adequate
documentation is presented by program recipients to justify ARRA program payments and
expenditures; (4) ensure indirect costs claimed by ARRA contract recipients are fully supported
and justified; and (5) establish controls to monitor the accuracy of ARRA recipients reporting on
ARRA web sites. FS officials have generally agreed with our findings to date.

Special Use Program

The IG mentions work that is being completed on special use permits, the 74,000 authorizations
for over 180 different kinds of land uses.

Moran Q21: Can you please give us a sense of what you found and whether or not the Service is
providing adequate oversight of the public resources and seeing that the public gets a fair share
of revenues?

Response: OIG is preparing the final report (Administration of Special Uses Program, 08601-
55-SF). We expect the final report to be issued by June 30, 2011. We will provide our report
directly to the Subcommittee to inform you of our findings.

The audit objectives were to determine if FS properly issued authorizations, collected fees,
monitored special use sites, and cancelled or renewed authorizations once the authorization time
period had closed.

You mention that these fees amounted to $15.7 million in 2008 and that the funds go to the
Treasury. At Interior these funds stay with the bureaus.

Moran Q22: Do you think an incentive program in which the agency could reinvest some of
these funds in managing the program or restoring natural resources might help the Service do a
better job on special uses?

Response: We expect our forthcoming audit report will provide relevant information to you on
this point.
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Work on Forest Legacy

Moran Q23 Can you please give us a sense of what you found in your review of the Forest
Legacy program?

Response: OIG evaluated the adequacy of FS’ controls over the Forest Legacy Program (FLP)
and reported our conclusion in the FLP audit report (08601-36-SF, April 2011). The FLP isa
Federal program that supports States’ efforts to protect environmentally sensitive forest lands.
The states voluntarily participate in the program, which focuses on the acquisition of partial
interests in privately owned forest lands through conservation easements.

We found that FS made efforts to improve its management and oversight of the FLP in response
to a 2002 review conducted by the Surveys and Investigations staff of the U.S. House of
Representatives Committee on Appropriations. Such efforts consisted of developing a national
strategy for the program, implementing the Forest Legacy Information System (FLIS) used to
store project information and track program accomplishments, and updating the FLP
Implementation Guidelines to address issues such as cost sharing, appraiser qualifications,
appraisal review policy, and conservation easement monitoring. However, our audit concluded
that FS needs to take additional steps to further strengthen its controls over the FLP.

Specifically, we noted that F'S appraisal polices are inconsistent among regions and FLP
Implementation Guidelines do not require the use of Federal appraisal standards or an appraisal
review for donated land or interests in land. Without consistent policies and appropriate
guidelines, FS increases the risk that the values determined by these appraisals are incorrect and
that States won’t meet FLP cost-sharing requirements. From September 2006 to September
2009, FS did not perform 6 out of 21 required Quality Assurance Inspections (QAI). We also
noted that FS did not require States to complete the follow-up document in response to issues
noted in the QAI Unless FS takes steps to improve its QAI system, the risk that States appraise
donated land or land interests at an incorrect value is unnecessarily increased.

In addition, FS had not established an effective system to ensure that States completed their
annual conservation easement monitoring to verity that landowners comply with easement
requirements. State easement monitoring ranged from 54 percent to 100 percent. Without
consistent monitoring, FS has limited assurance that their conservation investment dollars are not
being wasted.

The FLIS database contained erroneous information on 15 of the 26 project files we reviewed
and project files were missing critical documentation such as appraisal instructions, appraisals,
and appraisal reviews. The FLIS database errors included incorrect total project cost, amount of
FLP funds contributed, and number of acres. These errors result in inaccurate accomplishment
reporting to USDA senior leadership, Congress, forestry groups, and other stakeholders.
Incomplete project files prevent FS from ensuring that the program can accurately track,
monitor, and report the status of FLP projects.

16



93

FLP Implementation Guidelines do not provide sufficient guidance to States for conservation
easements and do not direct FS regions to review State-drafted conservation easement
documents. Due to the lack of sufficient guidance and direction, there is no uniformity in how
States draft their easements or in how FS regions review them, which results in little assurance
that the easement agreement will contain effective language to ensure FLP purposes will be met.
However, we are advised that FS is working to implement corrective action plans that will
address our recommendations. The corrective actions are scheduled to be completed during
2012.
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Mr. Flake
Hearing Questions for the Record (QFR)

Duplicative Inspections for Contracted Fire Crews

Ms. Fong’s written testimony highlights the fact that the Forest Service is facing shortages for
firefighting personnel and that the agency is turning to contractors. She notes that the Forest
Service “does not have reliable estimates of the costs of its various contracted firefighting crews
or adequate information concerning their performance” and that “the agency is not well
positioned to evaluate contracted crews’ efficiency and effectiveness.”

Flake Q1: What is the Forest Service doing to address their inability to evaluate the efficiency
and effectiveness of the contracted crews they are relying on more and more?

Response: FS inserted language in their fire crew contracts to allow FS to terminate contractors
from the program if they employ ineligible workers. While this is a good start, more work is
needed. (Forest Service Contracted Labor Crews, 08001-2-At, March 2010) FS

informed us that it will create a task team with the National Wildfire Coordinating Group
(NWCG) to establish clear and objective standards for evaluating the effectiveness of all
firefighting crews, and revise the current evaluation form to reflect these new standards. FS
plans for this to be implemented by June 2011.

FS further advised that it will modify the National Crew Contract and work with the Pacific
Northwest Coordination Group to modify the agreement with the Oregon Department of Forestry
to include a requirement that the crew boss maintain a photocopy of the crew performance
evaluations from prior incidents that will be distributed to the Incident Command upon arrival at
the next incident. FS is developing a revised corrective action plan to address the
recommendation. We will work with FS this summer to determine whether the revised corrective
action plan will address the recommendation.

Flake Q2: Ms. Fong also noted that the process for deploying these crews is unnecessarily
duplicative when it comes to inspections and could be streamlined and save money and speed
responsiveness. Are the duplicative inspections legislative requirements or are they something
the Service could change on their own?

Response: The duplicative inspections are not legislative requirements and FS has already made
some changes. FS directed incident management teams to perform the only inspection of
dispatched contract crews at the fire incident. However, FS officials do plan to reserve the right
for incident managers to inspect contract crews at any time, if deemed necessary to do so. (Forest
Service Contracted Labor Crews, 08001-2-At, March 2010)

Flake Q3: The GAO noted that the Forest Service has identified the wildland fire suppression

program as susceptible to significant improper payments, is this due to the Service’s approach to
using contractors? What type of improper payments are we talking about?
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This question is directed to GAO. To date, OIG has not assessed improper payments related to
fire suppression costs. However, we are planning to evaluate FS® controls over fire fighting cost-
share agreements with non-Federal entities to determine whether FS distributed suppression
costs equitably. We will also test whether reimbursements were properly determined and
consistent with the agreements. This evaluation process could determine whether wildland fire
suppression costs were improperly paid by Forest Service to various non-Federal entities. In
addition, we are planning to review F§’ controls over its administration of grants to non-Federal
entities. Our continuing FS Recovery Act work has found instances of improper payments such
as grant reimbursements paid to grant recipients without adequate supporting documentation, as
well as cases of grant recipients using funds for unintended purposes.
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OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SiMPSON. The committee will come to order.

Today we meet to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2012 budget
for the Forest Service. I would like to start out by saying that we
are very happy to have the chief with us here today and thankful
that you are healthy and clearly on the mend.

Mr. TIDWELL. Thank you.

Mr. SimpsoN. First, I would like to highlight a positive story in
Idaho. On the Salmon-Challis National Forest, the Salmon Valley
Collaborative has made some great progress putting together
projects to protect communities, improve forest health and reduce
the threat of catastrophic wildfires. The Forest Service has been
working with the BLM, Fish and Wildlife Service, state agencies,
the community, industry, environmental groups and numerous oth-
ers to solve problems. To me, this is exactly what the Forest Serv-
ice should be doing. Chief, I applaud these efforts and hope to work
with you to expand and build upon these success stories.

This is one of many positive examples of things the Forest Serv-
ice is doing in my state and across the country. I am concerned,
however, that the Forest Service’s fiscal year 2012 budget reflects
a major shift in priorities by putting land acquisition before ful-
filling the agency’s mission to manage forest health. I support the
President’s America’s Great Outdoors initiative and recognize the
value of providing opportunities for people to connect with our for-
ests, National Parks and amazing natural resources. But it does
not make sense to me that we would use this initiative to dramati-
cally increase land acquisition instead of focusing our limited re-
sources on desperately needed efforts to improve forest health and
address the maintenance backlog, grazing permit backlog and nu-
merous other problems across the country.

At a time when our forests are significantly overstocked and
unhealthy, the Forest Service proposes reducing spending on haz-
ardous fuels, forest health, grazing and fire suppression. Many of
these programs support private jobs in rural communities from
ranching and forestry to recreation and wildlife management.
These important programs, so valuable to rural communities,
should be a priority.

The budget also proposes taking $328 million out of discretionary
funds for the Secure Rural Schools Act, which up until this pro-
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posal has been a mandatory program. This program is critical for
many rural counties in the West, and I appreciate your recognition
of that. I am concerned, however, that this proposal moves this pro-
gram from mandatory to discretionary spending, essentially taking
funding away from fire and hazardous fuels to make counties
whole. I would like to work with the Administration on a better so-
lution that does not sacrifice firefighting for the counties.

I have a couple other concerns about this budget. The combina-
tion of line items under the National Forest System, known as the
Integrated Resource Restoration budget line item is also concerning
to us, mostly because the Forest Service has difficulties explaining
how the fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011 funding and line
items would be changed as a result. The Forest Service needs to
demonstrate accountability and robust performance measures be-
fore the subcommittee can support this proposal. We are the stew-
ards of taxpayer dollars and need to accurately report them.

As you know, the travel management plans were defunded in
H.R. 1, mostly because Members of Congress are hearing com-
plaints from their constituents. I do not think defunding travel
management plans is the solution, but I do know this issue will
continue to come up again, very likely on the House floor. I know
there are forests that have done a good job handling travel man-
agement plans, including some forests in my own district, but oth-
ers have ignored the public and concern from local officials. That
is not right and, in my opinion, when the Forest Service has not
adequately addressed the concerns of the community, they should
redo these plans. Chief, again, I would like to work with you on so-
lutions to this problem.

In closing, I would like to commend the Forest Service employees
in Idaho and really across the Nation. They do a great job in an
environment that is making it increasingly difficult for them to do
so. I reiterate my concern about the report that came out a few
years ago ranking Forest Service employees as some of the most
dissatisfied employees in the Federal government, and I hope that
you are taking steps to address these issues. If anyone should love
their job, it is a Forest Service employee. I look forward to working
with you on many of these issues and thank you and your staff for
their hard work that you are doing and for your assistance.

Mr. SimpsoN. With that, I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from Virginia, Mr. Moran.

Mr. MoORAN. Well, thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

OPENING REMARKS OF MR. MORAN

Good morning, and we are delighted to see you, Chief Tidwell
and Director of Budget Ms. Atkinson.

The Forest Service as we know manages substantial land in 43
states and Puerto Rico. It has national responsibilities as well with
the state and private forestry and research branches. It is a ter-
ribly important agency. The open space and water produced in
these forests is of tremendous importance, even to the Bronx where
while we have some large windowsills, we do not have a lot of na-
tional forests, and Mr. Hinchey has a few more, but all of us have
a stake in the health of our forests whether we live in urban or
rural areas.
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Last week, as I mentioned yesterday, I joined the Agriculture
Secretary Vilsack and Chief Tidwell and a number of conservation
leaders to celebrate the centennial of the Weeks Act. That was an
act that was passed 100 years ago this month that allowed the For-
est Service to work with counties and states to acquire denuded
lands in the East and restore forests and watersheds. At that time
the timber industry had gone through and clear cut hundreds of
thousands of acres and just left them, and as a result the water
was blocked from running. It had begun to toxify. There were no
navigable waters in much of the East as a result, and people knew
something had to be done but they did not know what to do, and
it was Congressman Weeks that went forward in a time that the
political context was very much like it is today. There was an aver-
sion to federal activity and yet he was able to get that legislation
through, and it has been a tremendous success. It allowed 52 new
national forests to be developed in 26 Eastern United States, and
it covers more than 27 million acres today.

Now, with this budget we are being asked to continue funding
forest and watershed restoration activities. And as strongly as we
support the concept, obviously the devil is in the details. There are
some issues that I know we want to pursue and we are going to
pursue it often-times from different perspectives.

Mr. Chairman, I know you would be disappointed if I did not
share with you a quote.

Mr. SIMPSON. I wait for it every morning.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you. The chairman has a real affinity for
John Muir particularly, so we are going to quote John Muir. He
wrote in his opening to American forests, and I am quoting, “The
forests in America, however slighted by man, must have been a
great delight to God for they were the best he ever planted. The
whole continent was a garden and from the beginning it seemed to
be favored above all the other wild parks and gardens of the globe,”
and he continued, “Every other civilized nation in the world has
been compelled to care for its forests and so must we if waste and
destruction are not to go on to the bitter end leaving America as
barren as Palestine or Spain.”

Now, he wrote that a long, long time ago but certainly the wis-
dom is just as needed today, so while we move ahead with the wa-
tershed and restoration agenda, we want to remember that our job
is to improve the environment and the forests for the next genera-
tion and for all generations to come. Foresters and biologists are
trained to be a patient lot, much more than Members of Congress,
I might say, but the Congress also needs to oversee the activities
on the public lands because so much is at stake. And as we heard
from the GAO and Inspector General yesterday, the Forest Service
does have some room for managerial improvement in some areas.

With that, again, Mr. Chairman, thanks for holding the hearing
and we look forward to the testimony.

Mr. SiMPsSON. Thank you, and thank you for the quote. I am not
sure that Palestine and Spain like that quote.

Mr. MORAN. You have to call it like you see it.

Mr. SiMPSON. Chief Tidwell, thank you for being here today, and
the floor is yours.
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Mr. TiDWELL. Well, Mr. Chairman, members of the sub-
committee, it is a privilege to be here today to discuss the Presi-
dent’s 2012 budget request for the Forest Service. I am here today
with Kathleen Atkinson, our budget director, and she will be ready
to answer your very specific budget questions once we get into
those.

I really appreciate the support that this subcommittee has shown
the Forest Service in the past, and I look forward to continuing to
work with you for us to be able to provide more of the things that
the American public want and need from the Nation’s forests and
grasslands.

The President’s budget is designed to support the Administra-
tion’s priorities for maintaining and restoring the resiliency of
America’s forests. Additionally, this budget request reflects our
commitment to fiscal restraint with significant reductions to ensure
that we are spending efficiently and focusing on the priorities of
the American public. The budget request supports these priorities
through four key objectives.

The first is to restore and sustain the forest and grasslands by
increasing our collaborative efforts, Mr. Chairman, that you ref-
erenced, to build more and more support for the restoration activi-
ties that need to occur that create jobs. The budget requests full
funding for the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Fund.
It increases the emphasis on protecting and enhancing watershed
health with a request of $80 million for a new priority watershed
and jobs stabilization initiative that would really help us focus on
funding large-scale projects. It does propose a revised Integrated
Resource Restoration budget line item to align our budget structure
with the work that we are doing on the ground. This will help fa-
cilitate a more integrated approach to developing project proposals
that will result in more work and more jobs. We will continue to
track the traditional targets such as board feet, miles of stream im-
proved, but we also will track the overall outcomes of restoration
and watershed improvement so that we can show you that based
on the investments that we are making, we are making a difference
at a landscape scale. We are going to continue to incorporate our
climate change adaptation and mitigation strategies that have been
developed by Forest Service research to determine how our man-
agement needs to change, to be able to increase the ecosystem’s re-
sistance to increased frequency of disturbances like fire, insects
and disease, invasives, flood and drought.

The second objective is the budget request’s funding for wildland
fire suppression that includes a level of preparedness that will con-
tinue our success to suppress 98 percent of the wildland fires dur-
ing initial attack. It is also a realignment of our preparedness and
suppression funds to more accurately display cost. It provides for
the FLAME fund to increase accountability and transparency for
the cost of large funds, and to further reduce the threat of wildfire
to homes and communities, we want to do more of the hazardous
fuels in the wildland-urban interface.

The third objective is to increase support for community-based
conservation with the America’s Great Outdoors initiative, and we
want to do this by helping America reconnect with the outdoors by
increasing our conservation education and volunteer opportunities
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through our youth programs. We want to build on the success of
our 28 Job Corps centers by supporting the creation of a 21st Cen-
tury Conservation Service Corps program that will help build skills
and provide work experiences for more of our youth. We want to
continue to work with our states to use their state and private pro-
grams to promote conservation and to help keep private forests for-
ested, and we are requesting an increase in LWCF funding and our
Forest Legacy program so we can use conservation easements and
land acquisition to protect critical forests and acquire public access.

And the fourth objective is to further support the economic op-
portunities in rural communities by supporting our recreational op-
portunities that not only add to the quality of our lives but support
these communities with over $13 billion in annual spending by
recreation visitors. We want to encourage biomass utilization and
other renewable energy opportunities while we explore ways to be
able to process oil and gas permit applications and energy trans-
mission proposals more efficiently.

And then, Mr. Chairman, as you mentioned, we are proposing a
framework for a five-year reauthorization of the Secure Rural
Schools Act with $328 million in our budget request to fund the
first year. We want to work with the subcommittee to consider op-
tions for mandatory funding and also with the overall legislative
proposal. Our goal is to increase the collaborative efforts to encour-
age public involvement in management of their national forests
and grasslands. To maintain and restore healthy landscapes, we
need to take care of the ecosystem but we also need to support
healthy, thriving communities and provide jobs in rural America.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to address the sub-
committee, and I look forward to answering your questions.

[The statement of Tom Tidwell follows:]
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Statement of
Tom Tidwell, USDA Forest Service Chief

Before the
House Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies

Concerning
The President’s Budget Request for the USDA Forest Service in Fiscal Year 2012
March 11, 2011

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it is a privilege to be here today to discuss the
President’s Budget request for the Forest Service in fiscal year (FY) 2012. [ appreciate the
support this subcommittee has shown the Forest Service in the past, and I look forward to
working together in the future to ensure that stewardship of our Nation’s forests and grasslands
continues to meet the desires and expectations of the American people. I am confident that this
budget will allow the Forest Service to support this goal, while also reflecting our commitment to
fiscal restraint and ensuring we are spending efficiently.

As the Secretary testified on March 1, 2011, we need to take some serious steps to reduce the
deficit and reform government so that it’s leaner and smarter for the 21st century. The FY 2012
budget USDA is proposing reflects the difficult choices we need to make to reduce the deficit
while supporting targeted investments that are critical to long-term economic growth and job
creation. To afford the strategic investments we need to grow the economy in the long term
while also tackling the deficit, this budget makes difficult cuts to programs the Administration
cares about. It also reflects savings from a number of efficiency improvements and other actions
to streamline and reduce our administrative costs. It looks to properly manage deficit reduction
while preserving the values that matter to Americans.

A healthy and prosperous America relies on healthy forests and grasslands and the benefits they
provide: clean air and water, carbon storage, renewable energy, food and fiber, fertile soils,
wildlife habitat, and recreation opportunities. The Forest Service delivers incredible value to the
public by protecting and enhancing these benefits through forest health restoration, research, and
financial and technical assistance to partners. Our national forests and grasslands help to sustain
224,000 jobs in rural areas and contribute an estimated $14 billion to the Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) each year through visitor spending alone.' In addition to managing 193 million
acres on 155 national forests and 20 grasslands in 44 States and Puerto Rico, the Forest Service
helps improve stewardship of lands outside the National Forest System. The agency partners
with and provides technical assistance to other Federal agencies as well as Tribal, State and local
governments; private landowners; and non-profit organizations for the betterment of the Nation’s
forests and grasslands. Furthermore, the agency is a leader in cutting-edge research on climate
change, bioenergy, wildfire management, forest pests and diseases, ecological restoration and
other conservation issues. The agency works to efficiently maximize limited resources and create
a high return on investment for the American taxpayer.

' USDA Forest Service. National Visitor Use Monitoring Results. http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/



103

The FY 2012 President’s Budget request for the Forest Service totals $5.1 billion in discretionary
appropriations, a $178 million decrease from the FY 2011 annualized continuing resolution, and
a $239 million decrease from the FY 2011 President’s Budget request. This decrease is achieved
through several program re-combinations that streamline operations and increase efficiency and
through major reductions in programs, including Roads, Facilities and National Fire Plan
programs and associated State and Private Forestry Programs. In addition, the FY 2012 budget
includes $44 million in targeted cost saving measures for the Forest Service through reduced
travel and improved acquisition management procedures. These actions will allow us to focus
limited resources on programs where we can achieve the greatest impact and that are of highest
priority to the American people. Our budget priorities respond to the public’s desire to make
smart Federal investments that will allow us to pass on to future generations the beauty, wildlife,
water and natural resources that we have today.

The FY 2012 budget for the Forest Service supports President Obama’s America’s Great
Outdoors (AGO) initiative, the goals of the USDA’s strategic plan, and Secretary Vilsack’s “all-
lands vision.” It aims to maintain and enhance the resilience and productivity of America’s
forests through four funding priorities: Enhancing Water Resources, Responding to Climate
Change, Community-based Stewardship, and Jobs in Rural Communities.

Climate change, severe wildfires, disease and pests have all contributed to declining forest
health. With the current forest health crisis threatening the future of our forests, ecological
restoration” is a key component to our FY 2012 strategy. We need to ensure that our forests are
resilient in the face of future uncertainties. To most effectively address this forest health issue,
we must work across landscapes and ecosystems, as well as across ownership boundaries. The
Forest Service also aims to create jobs in rural areas, more actively involve local communities in
caring for their land, and improve access to natural areas. Ensuring the sustainability of rural
communities and increasing community collaboration in natural resources management are
critical to the success of restoration efforts and the continued provision of goods and services
from forest ecosystems. Finally, using forest biomass byproducts from ecological restoration
activities as a source of renewable energy can help enhance U.S. energy security, economic
opportunity, environmental quality, and global competitiveness. In FY 2012 we aim to
strengthen biomass utilization efforts through our work with other agencies and our programs
that encourage market development for woody biomass.

Our four key funding priorities highlight how we as an agency are continually working to ensure
that we are responding to the needs of the American public.

Enhancing Water Resources

One of the most important services that the American people receive from forested landscapes is
the provision of clean and abundant drinking water. An adequate supply of clean water is integral
to the health and prosperity of the United States. Over half of the Nation’s freshwater supply
originates on public and private forest lands, and is the source of drinking water for more than

? By restoration, we mean the process of assisting the recovery of tesilience and the capacity of a system to adapt to
change if the environment where the system exists has been degraded, damaged, or destroyed. Ecological restoration
focuses on reestablishing ecosystem functions by modifying or managing the composition, structural arrangement,
and processes necessary to make a terrestrial and aguatic ecosystem sastainable and resilient under current and
future conditions.
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200 million people. The National Forest System (NFS) alone provides fresh water to
approximately 66 million people, or one in five Americans. In addition, healthy rivers, lakes and
streams are crucial to sustaining aquatic life, supporting terrestrial ecosystems, and providing
high-quality recreation opportunities. Maintaining an adequate supply of clean water will be one
of the biggest challenges of the 21% century as our forests and communities continue to deal with
climate change, severe wildfires, invasive pests, severe storm events, and development pressures.

In June 2009, the Administration implemented the High-Priority Performance Goal (HPPG)
initiative, asking agency leaders to deliver results on a limited number of priorities that are of
high value to the American public. Ensuring that our national forests and private working lands
enhance our water resources and are conserved, restored, and made more resilient to climate
change is a USDA HPPG. In order to achieve this goal, the Forest Service in collaboration with
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and Farm Services Agency (FSA) will be
working to implement high-impact targeted practices that are expected to have the greatest
impact on protecting water resources on over 6 million acres in priority landscapes. These
priority areas include targeted acreage on national forests and private working lands in the
Chesapeake Bay Basin, Great Lakes, Mississippi River Basin/Gulf of Mexico, and California
Bay Delta/Sierras.

The Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) budget line item, first proposed in the FY 2011
budget request, will allow us to effectively integrate interdisciplinary restoration treatments that
will protect and improve our water resources. The FY 2011 budget request proposed to combine
the Forest Products, Vegetation and Watershed Management, and Wildlife and Fisheries
Management budget line items from previous years. In addition to these programs, Collaborative
Forest Landscape Restoration, Legacy Roads and Trails, road decommissioning, and post-fire
Rehabilitation and Restoration have also been added to IRR for the FY 2012 request. Moreover,
the portion of hazardous fuels management funding work outside the wildland urban interface
(WUI) has also been added to IRR for the FY 2012 request as the agency works toward restoring
historic fire regimes on the non-WUI portion of NFS lands. Restoration projects require the
integration of various stewardship activities. Thus, combining these programs will allow us to
use resources more efficiently and will also create the vehicle that will allow the Forest Service
to move toward restoring watersheds as a top priority. A new watershed condition metric will be
used to evaluate improvements in watershed health using a national standard and provide clear
accountability for the IRR program area. Specifically, we arc proposing an $80 million Priority
Watershed and Job Stabilization initiative that will use the Watershed Condition Framework,
State Forest Assessments, costs, and input from local communities to prioritize projects to fund
to make progress toward improving watershed condition class. Proposed projects will be
developed by the Forest Service and will come from the Action Plans created for the priority
watersheds identified as part of the Watershed Condition Framework. We will also continue to
use some of our established targeted measures, as well as continue to track outcomes related to
past measures. FY 2012 restoration projects will maintain and improve water quality and
watershed function, improve fish and wildlife habitat, and integrate forest products production
into stewardship and watershed restoration activities.

Responding to Climate Change

Climate change jeopardizes the benefits that the public receives from America’s forests and
grasslands, including clean air and water, forest products, and recreational opportunities. Many
of the management challenges that we have faced over the past decades have been exacerbated

3
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by climate change, including catastrophic wildfires, changing water regimes, insect infestations,
and disease. In FY 2012, the Forest Service will continue to focus on incorporating climate
change adaptation into multiple program areas, which includes making ecosystems more
resistant to climate-related stressors, increasing ecosystem resilience to disturbance driven by
climate change, and facilitating landscape-scale ecological transitions in response to changing
environmental conditions. This priority is again tightly tied to restoration and our IRR budget
line item. Restoring key functions and processes characteristic of healthy, resilient ecosystems
allows them to withstand future stressors and uncertainties. Examples of IRR projects include
decommissioning roads to reduce the risk of erosion from severe storms, reducing fuels outside
the WUI to reduce the risk that severe wildfire will damage resources near important watersheds
or critical habitat, and reforestation to stabilize critical watersheds and soils impacted by natural
events and to increase long-term carbon sequestration capacity.

The Forest Service has developed a Roadmap for Responding to Climate Change in order to
guide the agency in achieving its climate change goals. The Roadmap focuses on three kinds of
activities: 1) assessing current risks, vulnerabilities, policies, and gaps in knowledge; 2) engaging
internal and external partners in seeking solutions; and 3) managing for resilience, in ecosystems
as well as in human communities. The agency has implemented a scorecard to measure progress
made by each national forest and grassland. The scorecard assesses agency capacity, partnerships
and education, adaptation, mitigation, and sustainable consumption.

Our commitment to responding to climate change is underscored in the proposed Planning Rule,
published for comment in the Federal Register on February 14, 2011. The Forest Service will
begin to operate under the proposed Planning Rule in FY 2012 after it is finalized, emphasizing
citizen collaboration and an all-lands approach to management planning, ecosystem restoration,
and climate change mitigation. A new budget line item, Land Management Planning,
Assessment and Monitoring, has been proposed for FY 2012. Combining the previous line items
Land Management Planning and Inventory & Monitoring highlights the clear tie between
gathering information through monitoring and making management planning decisions. This
combination better aligns program funding with the objectives of the proposed Planning Rule,
ensuring that planning, monitoring, and conducting assessments are coordinated across the
landscape. :

Our climate change rescarch program will continue to help clarify how climate change is
expected to affect our ecosystems and the services they provide and to inform decision-makers as
they evaluate policy options. With two decades of climate change research, the USFS is the
authority on how forest and range management can be modified to address the challenges of
global change.

Community-based Stewardship

Working with local communities is critical to the success of restoration efforts and increasing
ecosystem resilience across the landscape. Increasing collaboration with stakeholders can move
conservation efforts from a scale of thousands of acres to hundreds of thousands of acres. Most
importantly, working together with stakeholders from project planning to implementation helps
build citizen support for ecosystem restoration projects. The importance of getting citizens and
communities more connected and involved with the outdoors has been emphasized in AGO.
AGO seeks to empower citizens, community groups, and local, State and Tribal governments to
share in the stewardship responsibility for protecting, improving, and accessing natural areas and
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their resources, with the end result of a healthy, vibrant outdoor legacy for generations to come.
The agency is committed to achieving greater community-based stewardship in pursuit of
resilient forests as outlined in the America’s Great Outdoors Report. The FY 2012 budget
strategically allocates resources to support exemplary local stewardship models and to catalyze
new partnerships and innovations. The Forest Service will work towards the goals of AGO
through multiple program areas.

Building on the sentiments of the American people, the AGO initiative seeks to maximize use of
the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCEF), which directs a portion of revenue from
offshore oil and gas leases to conservation projects. The LWCF funds the Forest Service’s Forest
Legacy and Land Acquisition programs and provides local communities the opportunity to cost-
share the conservation of priority forest land. The FY 2012 budget request funds LWCF at the
fully authorized amount, which constitutes an increase of $59 million for the Forest Legacy
program and an increase of $26 million for the Land Acquisition program from the FY 2011
annualized continuing resolution. Forest Legacy works with States, private landowners, and
other conservation partners to protect environmentally critical forests threatened by land
conversion through conservation easements. Project funding is based on a nationally competitive
process. To date, the Forest Legacy program has leveraged more than $630 million in non-
federal matching funds to conserve over 2 million acres of non-Federal forest land. In FY 2012,
48 projects have been proposed for funding in 38 states. Forest Legacy projects keep working
forests working, which keeps jobs in rural areas. Forest Legacy projects also provide public
access to recreation in many areas. Land Acquisition supports a similar function. lts primary
focus is on land acquisitions and donations on land adjacent to national forests. In FY 2012, 38
nationally prioritized lands have been proposed for funding. Recreation on national forest lands
results in a boost to local economies and the creation of jobs. This budget request includes an
increase of $5.4 million for Recreation in support of AGO.

Protecting land that borders NFS lands and acquiring in holdings abates the threat of
development. Subdivisions and houses being established immediately adjacent to our wild areas
increases costs to the agency, particularly for programs such as fire suppression. We have
invested in protecting wildlife for over a century. By fully funding LWCF, our budget will
maintain our historic investments for the American people. In addition to LWCF, we also have
other tools to increase our management efficiency and become better neighbors with our adjacent
landowners and will use these as well. I would like to also draw the subcommittee’s attention to
the pilot land exchange program proposed in the landownership management budget line item,
which will accentuate the benefits of consolidated land tenure on one of our National Grasslands.

In FY 2012 the Forest Service will commence implementation of the 2008 Farm Bill's
Community Forest and Open Space Conservation Program. This program provides eligible
Tribal governments, local governments, and qualified non-profit organizations cost-share grants
for creating community forests through fee-simple acquisition. This budget request includes an
increase of $4.5 million for the Community Forest and Open Space Program. These forests will
be able to provide public access and recreational opportunities, as well as protection of vital
water supplies and wildlife habitat, demonstration sites for private forest landowners, and
financial and community benefits from sustainable management.

The Forest Service will continue to expand community engagement in restoration efforts on
National Forest System land through the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program
(CFLR). Under the IRR budget line item, CFLR will provide for the continued implementation
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of the ten long-term projects selected in FY 2010 and will provide for the selection of additional
long-term projects. CFLR projects are proposed through multi-stakeholder collaborative
planning at a local level, and priorities are suggested by a Federal Advisory Committee. In 2010,
CFLR funded 10 community restoration projects in Idaho, California, Colorado, Arizona, New
Mexico, Montana, Washington, Oregon, and Florida.

Conservation education and volunteer opportunities will be a priority for the Forest Service as
we implement AGO recommendations. We already have a variety of programs that have
successfully connected youth to the outdoors, and we will continue to find opportunities for
engaging youth in conservation efforts in FY 2012. The Lake Tahoe Generation Green program
works with local community groups to engage at-risk high-school students in outdoor leadership
and forest management activities. The Kids in the Woods program at the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forest is another example of a successful locally-based outdoor education program that
has taught over 5,000 participants about a wide range of topics, including invasive species, water
conservation, and responsible off-road vehicle use. The Chugach Children’s Forest in Alaska
connects village, rural and inner-city youth with a nearby national forest, while motivating local
District Rangers to work alongside community officials and school superintendents, integrating
community youth challenges with outdoor solutions. Volunteer opportunities will also expand
across the Forest Service, including wilderness stewardship, trail clearing, restoration of historic
structures, and campground host duties.

Finally, the proposed Planning Rule establishes a framework that emphasizes a collaborative
approach to land management planning, assessment, and monitoring. The Forest Service will
work with the public, Tribes and other partners to develop, revise and amend land management
plans, conduct assessments and develop and implement monitoring programs. Collaborative
approaches build citizen support in identifying needs, establishing desired conditions, crafting
alternatives for future management, and identifying information and monitoring needs.

Jebs in Rural Communities

In August 2009 in Seattle, WA, Secretary Vilsack spoke of the need for a “shared vision™ that
not only focuses on forest conservation, but also on supporting a forest economy that creates jobs
and vibrant rural communities. The Forest Service is not only committed to providing benefits to
the American people in the form of clean air and water, fish and wildlife habitat, timber, and
recreation opportunities, but also in the form of jobs and sustainable rural communities.

Forests and grasslands are an important source of employment and rural development. More than
2.5 million Americans have forest-related jobs in fields ranging from ecological restoration to
outdoor recreation services to the forest products industry.3 The Forest Service provides service
contracts for many types of activities including tree planting, timber harvesting, noxious weed
control, culvert replacement, and road reconstruction. Recreation on national forest lands also
bolsters local economies and creates jobs. The 2010 National Visitor Use Monitoring Report
found that spending by recreation visitors in areas surrounding national forests amounts to nearly
$13 billion each year.

Over the past year the Forest Service has worked to create and retain jobs in rural communities
through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. The Forest Service

? USDA, Forest Service. 2010. Draft National Report on Sustainable Forests. http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/
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received funding for two programs. Capital Improvement and Maintenance received funds to
restore infrastructure that supports public, administrative, and recreation uses, while minimizing
impacts to ecosystem stability and conditions. In addition, Wildland Fire Management received
funds to protect communities from large fires and to contribute to the restoration of fire-adapted
landscapes. Final completion of all ARRA projects is expected to occur in the next two fiscal
years. However, the agency will continue to have a jobs focus. Job creation and rural
development will be a priority in FY 2012.

One of the highlights of the IRR budget line item is creating job opportunities in rural areas.
Creating job opportunities through landscape-scale restoration projects is a key component of the
Priority Watersheds and Job Stabilization Initiative under IRR. Stewardship contracts and
agreements will be a significant method for carrying out restoration efforts, and attention will be
given to new and emerging markets for the wood removed during restoration activities, as well
as the traditional uses for these products. Building a forest restoration economy will create new
jobs in rural communities and help diversify the forest products industry to support the
sustainability of local communities and the forest contractor infrastructure needed to perform
restoration work. Also, we are working to further build a forest restoration economy around
wood utilization by targeting grants to assist small businesses. Since 2005, the Woody Biomass
Utilization Grant Program has awarded a total of $30.6 million to 123 grant recipients in 21
States, including small businesses, non-profit organizations, Tribes, and State agencies, to further
innovations in the wood products sector that lend to job creation.

The Forest Service has also invested in job creation for youth through Job Corps, a partnership
with the Department of Labor. This program helps people ages 16 through 24 improve the
quality of their lives through technical and academic career training. With Department of Labor
funding, we operate 28 Job Corps Civilian Conservation Centers across the country that provide
approximately 6,200 students per year with the skills they need to become employable and
independent so that they can find meaningful jobs or further education. In March 2010, Secretary
Vilsack unveiled a green Job Corps Curriculum that will help train underserved youth for jobs in
the emerging green economy using national forests and grasslands as training sites for solar,
wind and biomass energy demonstrations.

America’s Great Outdoors hopes to build on the success of programs like Job Corps by creating
a 21st Century Conservation Service Corps program that will remove barriers to employment
and improve career pathways to jobs in natural resource conservation. This includes use of the
Public Lands Corps Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2005, which expanded youth service
opportunities while addressing important conservation and societal objectives. The Forest
Service has a long-standing commitment to recruiting employees that contribute to workforce
diversity; providing opportunities for disadvantaged youth to pursue natural resource careers;
and creating the next generation of land conservationists. The Forest Service will expand on
AGO Goal A (to develop conservation jobs and service opportunities that protect and restore
America’s natural resources) through the Youth Conservation Corps (YCC). This summer
employment program aims to accomplish needed conservation work on public lands, provides
gainful employment for 15- through 18-year olds from diverse backgrounds, and develops in
them an understanding and appreciation of the Nation’s natural environment and heritage.

To continue supporting the communities that we work in, the FY 2012 President’s Budget
proposes a five-year reauthorization of the Secure Rural Schools Act, named Payments to
Communities, and includes $328 million of discretionary funding for FY 2012. This Act
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provides annual payments to counties for schools and roads, forest restoration/protection, and
fire assistance. The proposal modifies the existing framework to emphasize enhancing forest
ecosystems, improving land health and water quality, and increasing economic development
activities. The Administration is open to working with Congress to fund either through
discretionary or mandatory appropriations.

Wildland Fire Management

The FY 2012 budget request continues to reflect the President’s commitment to responsibly
budget for wildfires, ensuring fire management resources are used in a cost effective manner in
high priority areas. The 10-year average of suppression costs is fully funded, and the allocations
between Preparedness and Suppression funds have been adjusted to ensure that readiness needs
are fully funded for this fiscal year. The budget request includes a two-tier system for fire
suppression. The Suppression account will be the primary source of funding for responding to
wildfires, covering the costs of initial and smaller extended attack operations. The FLAME
reserve account will provide better accounting of funds to cover fires escaping initial attack that
are large and complex, as it did last year. This system ensures that funds are available to fight
fires without diverting funds from other critical Forest Service programs and activities.

Conclusion

This President’s budget request for FY 2012 takes a comprehensive, all-lands approach to
conservation that addresses the challenges that our forests and grassland currently face, while
also taking into consideration the need to reduce spending and to find the most efficient way to
do our work.

The future of our country’s forests and the valuable ecosystem services they provide depend on
our ability to manage for an uncertain climate and uncertain market. This means landscape-level
restoration, working across ownership boundaries, relying upon a foundation of strong science to
guide decisions, and collaborating with Tribal, State, local, private, and other Federal
stakeholders to achieve common goals. A comprehensive approach to restoring unhealthy
ecosystems will help make our forests more resilient to stressors and disturbances related to
climate change and protect our vital water resources. At the same time, we can significantly
contribute to economic recovery and job support by building a forest restoration economy.
Greater involvement of citizens and communities is key to successfully implementing restoration
efforts at large geographic scales. Our vision in creating healthy landscapes not only includes
creating healthy ecosystems, but also creating healthy, thriving communities around our Nation’s
forests and grasslands and providing jobs in rural areas. The FY 2012 budget request highlights
these priorities.

[ look forward to sharing more with you about our FY 2012 priorities and working with you in
shaping the proposals laid out in this budget. Thank you for your time and attention, and I look
forward to answering any questions you may have.
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Affairs Specialist in the Washington Office. As Deputy
Regional Forester for the Pacific Southwest Region, Tom
facilitated collaborative approaches to wildland fire
management, roadless area management, and other issues. As
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supported community-based collaboration in the region, finding
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In 2009, after being named Chief, Tom set about implementing
the Secretary’s vision for America’s forests. Under his
leadership, the Forest Service is focusing on restoring healthy, resilient forest and grassland
ecosystems—ecosystems that can sustain all the benefits that Americans get from their
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Such benefits are at risk from the effects of climate change, and Tom has led the way in
forging a national response. Under Tom’s leadership, the Forest Service has charted a national
roadmap for addressing climate change through adaptation and mitigation. The Forest Service
is taking steps to help ecosystems adapt to the effects of a changing climate while also taking
action to mitigate climate change, partly by reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Tom has facilitated an all-lands approach to addressing the challenges facing America’s forests
and grasslands, including the overarching challenge of climate change. Such challenges cross
borders and boundaries; no single entity can meet them alone. Under Tom’s leadership, the
Forest Service is working with states, Tribes, private landowners, and other partners for
landscape-scale conservation—to restore ecosystems on a landscape scale.

Tom is married to Kim, and they have one daughter, MacKenzie.
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GRAZING ALLOTMENTS

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. I appreciate that opening statement.

Let me first ask a couple of specific questions relative to Idaho.
Last year, the Payette National Forest made a formal decision to
end sheep grazing on a number of allotments because of concerns
about possible impacts that domestic sheep have on wild bighorn
populations. I recognize that this was a difficult decision for the
agency, and I commend the leadership and supervisors of both
Payette National Forest and Boise National Forest. Chief Tidwell,
I know that you share my concern not only about the impact of this
decision on wool growers directly impacted by eliminating these
permits but also about the larger impact the decision would have
on domestic sheep grazing throughout our national forest system.

One of the concerns I often hear from the wool growers is that
there has not been enough research done to determine with cer-
tainty that bighorn sheep were dying as a result of contact with the
domestic sheep. Could you tell me what research is being done by
the Forest Service or the USDA to provide sound science, what ef-
forts are being undertaken to provide a vaccine that might mitigate
any impacts with the domestic-wildlife interface, and is the Forest
Service working to find alternative grazing allotments for those im-
pacted by this decision and would it be helpful for Congress to in-
clude language directing that this issue be addressed quickly?

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, I do share your concern with this
issue and it is one that I have tracked not only in my current job
but also when I was a regional forester in our northern region
where one of the sheep permittees grazed in both regions. This has
been a longstanding, difficult issue with bighorns and domestic
sheep, and it is an area where there is a need to develop probably
more science. Our research scientists are working with at least one
effort at a university to be able to do a better job considering what
is going on with disease transmission between domestic sheep and
the bighorns, so there is a need for us to be able to continue to do
that research and we are working in conjunction with the univer-
sities on that.

In the near term, the best solution is to find some alternative al-
lotments that we continue to work on to be able to find places that
are substantial, and I know both forests have been working on this,
and it is a difficult situation because some of the other sheep allot-
ments have been closed because of grizzly bear habitat, for in-
stance. So it is one of the things we want to continue to work on,
but I tell you, I cannot stress enough how important it is for us
to be able to find solutions and not so much just for this particular
situation. The livestock industry is very important to help us, not
only the economic opportunities that come from that but also it
helps us to be able to maintain open space. What I am talking
about is on the private lands because when these ranchers go out
of business, almost always they sell out to a developer. Instead of
having a ranch that provides wildlife habitat, and in this case some
bighorn sheep habitat, what we will get is some really nice, beau-
tiful cabins built there instead that will complicate not only our job
as far as providing wildlife habitat but then also it really com-
plicates our mission when it comes to wildfire too. There are just



113

tremendous benefits for us to be able to maintain the livestock in-

dustry for a lot more reasons than just the direct economic benefits.

And so we are going to continue to focus on that to expand the re-

(siearch but then also do everything that we can to maintain the in-
ustry.

Mr. SiMPSON. There are people who suggest that we should re-
move all grazing from public lands, who attempt to get cows and
sheep and so forth off of public lands. There are a lot of ways to
reduce wildfires, fuels mitigation and those types of things. Is graz-
ing an important aspect of reducing the likelihood of wildfires?

Mr. TIDWELL. That is not a dominant tool. It is more of an oppor-
tunity that comes along with it. But the focus that we have is to
be able to work with our permittees to manage the resource and
to lay out that these are the conditions that the resource needs to
be in when your livestock are removed. These are the conditions
that we are striving for over the next five or ten years so that we
can maintain that resource so that the forage is there for the live-
stock, the forage is there for wildlife, and that it is sustainable.
That is always going to be our primary focus on this. I know there
has been criticism in the past with some of our grazing allotments,
but I can take you out and show you places where the permittees
are just doing an excellent job of management and those issues are
not there. They work—as far as provide for the wildlife habitat,
they do a good job to maintain the riparian areas and they under-
stand that goes with the job. And I will tell you, on those allot-
ments we do not have the issues. Throughout the country, the in-
dustry is doing a very good job, but it is like everything, there is
always one or two. I mean, we have over 10,000 allotments, and
I am not going to tell you that every one of them is in great shape,
but I tell you, we have made great strides and we are going to con-
tinue to work on that.

WILDFIRE SUPPRESSION

Mr. SIMPSON. One other question you brought up in your testi-
mony, you said you put out 98 percent of all wildfires when they
start, keeping them very small, right?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Mr. SIMPSON. You know, as I have studied wildland fires, you
have to ask yourself, do we have the right strategy? I know it is
tough to say “let things burn” but if some of these things do not
periodically burn, the fuels build up and then the likelihood that
when a fire starts it is a catastrophic sort of fire increases. How
do we balance that?

Mr. TiDWELL. Well, we are balancing it through our approach to
wildland fire. We recognize that there are places where fire needs
to play its role in the ecosystem. Then there are also places, often
because of the wildland and urban interface, where we do not have
those options. So when I talk about the 98 percent success rate,
and actually last year it was 99 percent, I am focusing on the fires
that we take initial attack on. It is the ones where we make a deci-
sion that we have a fire that is burning in the back country, in the
wilderness, where we want to manage that. We do not count those
because we are not taking initial attack, we are applying a man-
agement strategy. So we are doing a combination of suppressing
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the fires that need to be suppressed but at the same time recog-
nizing the benefits of fire in the ecosystem and being able to man-
age both.

And it works out very well except once in a while on some of the
fires that we are managing, weather conditions change from what
is forecasted and they become larger or they leave the area that we
were trying to keep them in, and that is usually when we receive
the criticism. I understand that, but we are doing a really good job
working with our communities and getting folks to understand
when we are going to suppress, the location of fires, and the set
of conditions that it is okay for us to manage. We are doing it with
our communities so that they also have, I believe, a higher con-
fidence level; they understand what is going on so they feel a little
bit better about it. We are going to suppress the fires that need to
be suppressed.

COST RECOVERY

Mr. SIMPSON. One other question. In 2006, the Forest Service fi-
nalized regulations that allow them to recover costs for the proc-
essing and monitoring of special-use permits including those that
are issued to outfitters and guides. Outfitters and guides in Idaho
are deeply concerned about the impact that these requirements will
have on their businesses, especially during an economic downturn
that has hurt the recreation industry. I have appreciated the For-
est Service’s willingness to engage with these small business own-
ers to find solutions that are mutually beneficial. In particular, Re-
gional Forester Harv Forsgren has committed to sitting down with
the outfitters and guides in June to discuss this and other issues
facing the recreation industry.

However, I still have some concerns about the Forest Service’s
cost recovery policy. As we have looked into this, the Forest Service
has indicated that it implemented its cost recovery regulations in
order to better coordinate these policies with, the policies that the
BLM has been using for a number of years. When we spoke to the
BLM, however, they indicated the cost recovery structure they use
is entirely different. Can you tell me why the Forest Service de-
cided it needed to implement cost recovery and why it chose this
system rather than one similar to the BLM’s?

Mr. TiIDWELL. Well, Mr. Chairman, the reason we pursued cost
recovery is to be able to address the backlog of applications that
we receive every year. We have over 75,000 special-use permits on
the national forests. We receive over 6,000 annual applications, and
in the past we had a tremendous backlog where folks were coming
in and it might be a year or two before we could even address their
application. Many of these are like a one-year permit they are look-
ing for. So doing the cost recovery has helped us to significantly re-
duce that backlog, and we have taken the approach that if proc-
essing the permit and doing the environmental analysis that is nec-
essary takes less than 50 hours of staff time, then there is no cost
to the applicant. But if it takes more than that, then there is a
cost.

I recognize that with our current approach, it works really well
for the large operations. Where the trouble is, is with those folks
that maybe it only takes between 50 and 100 hours. They are the
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smaller operators, some of them are outfitters and guides that we
have in Idaho and around the country. That is where the impact
occurs. So it is one of the things where we need to take another
look at what we are doing to see if there is a better way to do this.
I would love if we did not have to have cost recovery. I wish that
we could just have the staff to be able to process these permits as
they come in and do it very efficiently and that people would not
have to wait, but the reality is, that is not the case. So this is what
we have tried to do to find this balance and it is one we need to
continue to look at to be able to find the right split between the
small operators and the large operators.

And then the other thing we are focused on is looking at our
processes so that we are making sure we can be as efficient and
as effective as we can with doing the processing, and so those are
the things we are going to focus on.

Mr. SimpPsON. Well, I am not opposed to cost recovery. I think it
is the right thing to do. The process that the Forest Service has
chosen, as I said, is substantially different than the BLM’s and you
can understand why some outfitters are saying if it takes less than
50 hours, I am exempt, I do not have to pay, but if it takes over
50 hours, I do not start paying at 50 hours, I go back to hour one.
So 51 hours, you pay the full cost recovery; 49 hours, you pay noth-
ing, which is a little strange. But I look forward to working with
you to try to resolve this because I do not think the outfitters and
guides are opposed to a cost recovery program either.

Mr. TIDWELL. We will look at what the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment is doing and take another look at that and see if there are
ways that we can improve this to make it consistent, make it fair
and allow us to be more responsive.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thanks, Chief.

Mr. Moran.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION IMPACTS

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a good issue and a
good point.

We have gone though six months now, half a fiscal year, an un-
precedented time of uncertainty for every federal agency, not really
knowing from week to week how much money you are going to
have to deal with or even if you are going to have any funds at all.
We are now approaching the end of another Continuing Resolution
period. There are certain things that you do every year that I can-
not believe are not adversely impacted. For example, you hire a
number of summer temporaries and have contracts that are sea-
sonal. Has the uncertainty that accompanies the C.R. affected your
ability to do that?

Mr. TIDWELL. Congressman, it has. We are not able to enter into
our larger contracts that we would normally be awarding at this
time of year. We are not able to make the commitments to our sea-
sonal workforce that we normally would be able to do, especially
this late in the year. Each week, it is down to each week now, as
this continues, it is becoming more and more difficult as we are
struggling to find ways to be able to make the commitments to our
firefighting resources, for our air tankers and our helicopters that
we bring on. We need to be able to make commitments. These folks
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want a commitment for the rest of the year, and as each week goes
on, it is getting more and more difficult to be able to find the re-
sources to be able to make those commitments. We are really fo-
cused on the ones we absolutely have to do but it leaves no flexi-
bility to move forward with the contract work, the restoration work
that we would like to get done.

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT

Mr. MoRAN. Thank you. I was afraid that would be the case and
I guess it is fairly obvious.

During the extended debate on the full year Continuing Resolu-
tion known as H.R. 1, there are any number of environmental rid-
ers, some affecting the Forest Service, and one of them, thanks in
large part to Chairman Simpson, an amendment was defeated that
attempted to cut funding for your international program. Another
case, though, an amendment by Mr. Herger, was passed that stops
the Forest Service from managing its roads. I would like for you
to talk about your off-road vehicle management program and the
road system generally through the forests and what impact this
amendment would have. And let me just mention the larger con-
text. The Forest Service has been talking about comprehensive for-
est transportation plans for years, identifying which roads should
be saved, which removed and where people ought to be able to
travel with off-road machines. I guess it is fair to ask why it has
not been done yet and when it will be done, but I do specifically
want to know what is the impact of that amendment if it were to
be legislated in final form. What it would do to Forest Service?

Mr. TIDWELL. Congressman, thank you. I first also want to thank
the support for our international programs, and I just appreciate
everyone’s help on that.

When it comes to travel management, I understand the concerns
and I understand some of the concerns that you folks are hearing
from your constituents. Travel management is always by far the
most controversial issue that we deal with. It affects everyone
whether you are an active user of the national forest or an occa-
sional user. The purpose of our travel management planning when
it came to determining a motorized vehicle use map, there is one
reason for that, and that was to be able to sustain motorized recre-
ation on our national forests. When we started this process, there
was tremendous opposition that was forming against motorized
recreation. We were in court constantly. And so we made this deci-
sion a few years ago to move forward and have a system of roads
and routes and travels on all of our national forests and grasslands
that would have consistent signing. We would take a fairly con-
sistent approach to reaching out to the public to be able to deter-
mine what the system should be and the sole purpose is to be able
to sustain motorized recreation. We did pretty well early on and
there was a lot of support for folks to come to the table, and we
got about 65 percent of the forests and grasslands that have com-
pleted the work but there is still a significant portion that has not.
I recognize the controversy that comes from this, and the thing
that I would ask your support is to encourage us, direct us if you
need to, to really reach out and embrace collaboration to be able
to find solutions because that is the way forward with these issues.
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Bring people to the table, keep them at the table until they can
work out their differences and then we can go forward with a sys-
tem so that folks who want to ride their motorcycles, their ATVs,
their Jeeps or whatever, they will know that they have not an op-
portunity this year to do it but they also know that they will next
year, the year after and so forth.

And the other key part of it is that we can go from one forest
to another and see the same system of maps, so it is very clear and
easy for folks to understand which roads and routes are open and
which ones are not so that the users can follow the regulations and
further reduce the overall controversy.

The other key part of this that I need to mention is that before
we started this, there were many of our forests and grasslands that
allowed cross-country travel. You could just take your ATV, your
motorcycle, your Jeep and go anywhere you possibly could. It was
resulting in a significant amount of impact to the environment,
which just added to the opposition. That was something that we
felt we had to basically put an end to and so not only did they iden-
tify the system of routes and trails but they also identified areas.
There may be a specific area where it is fine to be able to have
cross-country travel. Those are going to be fairly limited and well
signed, but we try to provide every opportunity we can.

LAND ACQUISITION

Mr. MoORAN. Thank you, Chief. That is basically the discussion
that we had on the Floor.

I wanted to ask you about the Federal Land Acquisition program
because the Forest Service is such a big player in that. You have
got a 41 percent increase to a total of $91 million in the President’s
America’s Great Outdoors initiative. It is a reasonable concern that
we should not be buying more land when we cannot afford to take
care of what we have, but I understand you are not really talking
about buying new national forests as much as it is a different kind
of purchasing to improve management efficiency and protect what
we have. You might also touch on the Forest Legacy program. That
is up 78 percent to $135 million. Give us your philosophy, if you
will, why this is not subject to the concern that we are acquiring
more that we cannot manage but it is in fact improving our ability
to manage what we have.

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, Congressman, I appreciate the concern with
our additional request with LWCF funding. I can understand
where that is coming from. On the other hand, the reason that we
have increased our request is based on what we heard from the
public in the meetings that we had and the listening sessions that
we had across the country with the America’s Great Outdoors ini-
tiative. There was strong, strong support for our LWCF programs,
and the reason for that is, these are relatively small parcels. In
fact, with the total LWCF program for 2012, we would look at ac-
quiring about 33,000 acres across the country. These are usually
small inholdings that are a critical habitat in some cases but also
provide public access. One of the things we focus on is acquiring
those properties that for a variety of reasons, the landowners feel
they have to shut down public access. And so that is why we feel
we need to continue it.
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With our Forest Legacy program, and especially in these eco-
nomic times, there are folks that are faced with tough decisions
about leaving their land and selling it to some form of developer,
some form of development, or being willing, or wanting to work
with us. It is not willing. These are folks that want to work with
us to acquire a conservation easement on their land so they can
continue to ranch, so they can continue to manage forestry on their
private lands. Those are the key benefits. It also reduces our cost
in almost every situation, especially when we acquire an inholding,
a 40-acre, 160-acre inholding, it reduces our costs. It reduces the
cost of boundary-line administration. It reduces our management
costs, especially with things like with fire. When we no longer have
to deal with an inholding, it gives us more flexibility with our fire
management so there is also a direct reduction in those costs.

So I think folks need to understand that these actually help us
reduce our cost of administration, but I sure do understand the
concern that especially in these economic times that we have, why
we would be asking for this increase.

Mr. MoORAN. Well put, Chief Tidwell. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Lewis.

HAZARDOUS FUELS

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome, Chief Tidwell and Ms. Atkinson. We very much appre-
ciate the work that you are about. I think maybe the major story
in the news this morning reminds us that Mother Nature is a little
bit difficult to predict, let alone control. Over the years I have been
involved in public affairs, one of the more controversial agencies
because of the proximity of the San Bernardino National Forest
has been the Forest Service. Early on, my predecessor was con-
stantly, it seemed, in lines of attempted communication with the
Forest Service, oftentimes our constituents felt with very little or
no result. I must say, Chief Tidwell, that environment, if the origi-
nal reflection was accurate, has changed radically. We have had an
endless series of floods, fires, bark beetle, et cetera, in our region.
With that, there has developed an amazing level of cooperation be-
tween the various agencies involved with these responsibilities—
law enforcement, the Forest Service, people who control the high-
ways, et cetera, really phenomenal willingness to work together
that has helped to improve people’s sense that we are attempting
to maintaining managing the forests adequately and at the same
time make sure that we recognize that these are the people’s lands
after all.

In southern California, as you know, we have recently had a se-
ries of flooding problems. One of the major highways of access into
two of our major communities in the San Bernardino Mountains,
Highway 330, essential got washed out. Some of the questions that
you have already discussed relative to the need to ensure that we
are being careful about environmental considerations, et cetera,
could very well be a part of the discussion but I am pleased to say
that there is great work going on between the Forest Service and
Cal Trans to solve that problem. We have already discussed the
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fact that you are moving rather quickly on that and I very much
appreciate it.

An interesting and important note is the way we manage the for-
ests and especially manage those portions around the urban cen-
ters as it relates to hazardous fuels. Especially around Lake Arrow-
head and Big Bear, people are concerned that a backing off of
availability of funding as well as priority could very well lead to po-
tential disaster in pretty significant population centers. Could you
give me an idea—I know there has been some shifting of manage-
ment monies back and forth. Can you give me an idea of how we
are going to deal with this 25 percent reduction of hazardous fuels
and what it means to the management of that portion of my forest?

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Lewis, there is not a 25 percent reduction in
hazardous-fuels funding request. We did do a couple things that
would maybe lead folks to see that, and one of them is that we
wanted to increase our focus on the wildland-urban interface, as
you mentioned how important that is, and so we have kept that
fund and I think there is about $250 million that will be focused
just on that with a target of about 1.2 million acres to be treated.
The rest of our hazardous-fuels funding we did put into our Inte-
grated Resource Restoration. This is outside of the wildland-urban
interface. So there is another, I think, $85 million, $87 million that
was put into that Integrated Resource Restoration, and we felt that
by putting that fuels funding into that budget line item, it would
help us to do a better job to integrate the overall program, so when
we are looking at a landscape, it is not only to look at what we
need to do for forest health, what we need to do for watershed con-
ditions but almost always there is a hazardous-fuels component to
every project that we do. It just made sense from our view and for
the way projects are actually designed to actually have some haz-
ardous-fuel funding.

Now, there is about a $9 million reduction in hazardous-fuel
funding from fiscal year 2010 to what we are proposing in 2012,
and it just reflects our commitment to fiscal restraint. These are
just tough budget times, and really the majority of our budget line
items except for about three actually do go down. It is just one that
we felt looking at the overall balance that we could take a little bit
out of there. But the other thing we want to do is continue our
focus to work with other agencies, the counties and the states, but
there is that $9 million reduction in our request.

EMPLOYEE RETENTION

Mr. LEwWIS. As you know, in our own forestry region, the inter-
play with the BLM and the Park Service as well, we often talk
about people in different shades of green uniforms. Specifically, I
am concerned about the turnover problems that we have in the
Forest Service, the number of people, as the chairman indicated,
and it ought to be the most popular possible place to want to work
and yet it would seem that we do have this turnover constantly.
It would be easy to say that is simply because other agencies pay
them more money and hire them. What do you think we are going
to be able to accomplish in terms of the 2012 budget relative to
that problem?
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Mr. TiDWELL. Especially in southern California, we did have
higher attrition there, especially in our firefighter ranks, and over
the last couple of years we have made some changes to that. We
have done two things. One, we have provided a retention, a pay in-
crease similar to what we have been doing for decades there in
southern California to be more competitive salary-wise, and this is
with our firefighters. And then we also converted many of our tem-
porary positions to full time and that is full time that where they
are working just four or five months they have the option to work
more like eight months to maybe a full year, and we give them the
option of having a permanent job which has benefits. I think the
combination of these two programs has significantly reduced the
number of vacancies that we have. We have dropped that by way
over 50 percent from what we have had in the past. So those are
two things that we are doing directly.

The other thing, and the chairman brought this up, is with the
survey that was done a couple years ago about the overall morale.
You know, we have the most dedicated, committed workforce, I
think in Federal Government by far, and I may be a little biased
but I truly believe that. For the most part, they are happy but
there are certain things that they would like to see improved and
they should expect to see things improved. Those are some of the
administrative operations and functions that we did, some things
that have actually asked all of our employees to do more adminis-
trative tasks, and those are the things we have been working on,
to reduce that and address those concerns. So I meet once a month
with employees who represent a cross-section of our agency so I can
hear directly from them. These are folks who represent every level
of the organization and I can hear from them directly about what
is going on, what they are concerned about and that sort of thing.
So I feel that we are making some progress.

The biggest challenge that we have and many federal agencies
have the same challenge is that our folks do get frustrated because
they are not able to do everything, and they are so dedicated, they
want to do it all and they will donate their weekends, their eve-
nings. They will do just about anything to be able to do that, and
so there is always going to be this concern of needing more re-
sources to be able to get more work done, and we really stress that
we want them to really just feel good about what we are getting
done because it is tremendous. At the same time, every time that
survey is going to be taken, that frustration will be reflected, and
it is not all bad. I think most corporations would line up to have
our workforce.

LAW ENFORCEMENT-INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

Mr. LEwis. Frankly, that is a very interesting response. I think
it kind of adds to the flavor of what we have been discussing.

If I could, Mr. Chairman, just briefly, recently when we met with
the Inspector General and GAO, I talked about a trip to the forest
one time by way of helicopter where we saw some very interesting
crops being grown in the national forest, and I knew that this was
not a Forest Service effort to raise funding across the budget, but
in the meantime it does raise the question about the need for us
to not only oversee these challenges but to effectively be able to
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communicate not just with other federal agencies but also local law
enforcement, etc. I am sure you are aware of GIS, that whole com-
munication system that is improving all of our ability to commu-
nicate with one another. Are you involved in a project to attempt
to figure out better ways for your agency and your personnel to
communicate with other agencies whether they be local law en-
forcement or USGS or otherwise?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes, we are, and we are probably doing the most
in the law enforcement arena and in the drug control arena. I feel
very good about the willingness of all the agencies that deal with
marijuana growth on our public lands and in this country and we
are sharing radio frequencies, we are entering agreements. For in-
stance, we have an agreement on the southern border where the
border patrol will actually take over road maintenance on some of
the roads that we really do not need to have it be a fairly high-
level road for Forest Service activities but they do for their role and
to carry out their mission and so they are willing to actually then
take through this agreement, they will take over the maintenance
responsibilities because they need certain roads to be at a little
higher standard so they can be more responsive. And then also
when it comes to not only communications but just sharing infor-
mation, we are doing this not only with our federal partners but
also with our states and counties, and that is just essential and es-
pecially in your part of the country. I believe we have a model of
cooperation down there but we still need to improve on that and
so those are the things we want to continue to work on so that we
can share information between the various agencies so we can all
be more effective in carrying our specific missions but also the mis-
sions that we share.

Mr. LEwiS. Mr. Chairman, I learned that Chief Tidwell is not the
son of a former sheriff of San Bernardino County. But in the mean-
time, we are concerned about using forest product for biofuels and
the like. Berkeley is providing a serious opportunity to experiment
with that. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Lewis.

One other point that I just want to make before we go on, on the
personnel management. This has been an issue for a number of
years regarding the morale of the Forest Service. One other issue
that always comes up when I talk to Forest Service personnel is
most people enter the Forest Service because they love the out-
doors. They want to be out managing the forests and so forth and
they find themselves more and more spending time behind a com-
puter preparing for defense of certain decisions against lawsuits in-
stead of out doing what they love to do, and I think that adds to
the morale problem that many of them have, and it takes away the
resources that we should be using to manage the national forests
and their time personally, so that is something that I continue to
hear from personnel as I talk to Forest Service employees around
the country.

Ms. McCollum.

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY

Ms. McCorLLuM. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And as was pointed out,
I think a lot of our thoughts and prayers are with the people in
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Japan and that part of the world and what is about to fall on the
West Coast of the United States.

I want to put out there, I do not always agree with President
Obama. I agree with him quite often. It is not too often I disagree
with him. And I want to express my strong disappointment that
the Administration proposed terminating the international forestry
program, and that has been brought up here in testimony before
Congress. I think that shows that it feels very strongly about this.
It is a small, but vital agency and it has done a lot of valuable
work over the past decades. It plays a very unique role as one of
the two federal agencies working internationally with NGOs to ad-
dress very critical natural resource issues that are vital to jobs and
the economy right here in the United States.

The international forestry program is the sole provider of tech-
nical expertise on timber and logging issues. The international
trade agreements, you are the representative for the United States.
You are there. It is not the State Department, it is the inter-
national forestry department. You work to stop the global flow of
illegal wood that is undercutting our timber industry, and for this
reason alone, the American Forest and Paper Association has also
expressed criticism of the Administration for eliminating this pro-
gram, citing the uncertainty of the agency would have technical ca-
pacity to really tackle a lot of these illegal-logging issues.

But along with that, in addition to stopping the illegal flow of
timber, the international forestry program has also worked tire-
lessly with Ducks Unlimited to protect the Canadian boreal forest
for future generations to ensure that our hunters have waterfowl
habitat. This is an area that is second to none for the breeding
ground for ducks and migratory birds in the United States, and
that means real money for jobs in our economy in Minnesota. The
waterfowl industry in Minnesota alone contributes over $43 million
to our local economy.

Now, the Administration claims that the work of the inter-
national forestry program is not central to the mission of the For-
est Service, but I fail to see how we are going to address invasive
species if we do not work across international borders. The emerald
ash borer, which originates in Asia, threatens millions of acres of
forest in my home State of Minnesota and across this country. The
West Coast salmon migrates to Russia, making the protection of
the Russian watershed vital to the U.S. fishing industry, and the
international forestry programs works on those issues. And as was
pointed out, there was an amendment that we worked in a very bi-
partisan fashion to defeat to cut off funding.

So my questions are, without the international forestry depart-
ment intact, where it is identifiable out there, who will be the U.S.
representative when it comes to international trade and protecting
our forestry projects? Who will be the international interlocutor
with the world, but particularly with Mexico and Canada with mi-
gratory birds? Who will be the person, the entity out there to track
and coordinate invasive-species research and movement? Who will
be there collectively for Congress to look to for answers and where
the international community engages, but also where our hunters,
our fishermen and women both commercially and recreationally
and our timber people look to? What will happen if we do not fund
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this? And I am very, very concerned about what will happen if this
program disappears. It is small but boy, it is effective.

Mr. TIDWELL. Thank you. First of all, thank you for your support,
and I may need to apologize if we have misled the subcommittee
on what we want to do with our international programs because it
is not to zero it out. It is to eliminate the separate budget line item
for international programs but still be able to continue that incred-
ibly essential work, as you have so well described. I mean, I could
not do it better myself. And so we were looking at increasing some
efficiencies within just our budgeting systems so we looked at sev-
eral of the smaller budget line items that we have and looked at
some opportunities to reduce some of those with the full intent to
be able to continue that program.

And I do know that there is some questioning if we have the au-
thority to fund international programs out of a variety of budget
line items versus having just one, and we want to work with the
committee to address that issue through either making sure that
they have the authority or if the committee feels we just need to
have the budget line item in there, we definitely want to work with
you on that.

But as you look at everything that this agency does and when
I look at our international programs and the amount of funding
that we request each year and the outputs, it is probably one of the
most effective, efficient programs that we have, and granted, a ma-
jority of the funding comes from the State Department and USAID
because of what we are able to accomplish, but as you mentioned,
the work that we have done to reduce illegal logging has a direct
benefit to the industries in this country. The work that we do with
migratory species has a direct benefit to this country. There is also,
I believe, a direct and somewhat indirect benefit of helping some
of the developing countries to be able to move toward sustainable
conservation and sustainable forestry. It will have tremendous ben-
efits not only today but for the future. And so I just want to thank
you for your support of this program and we want to work with the
committee to be able to find ways that we can continue our inter-
national programs work and we are open to have that discussion.

Ms. McCoLruM. Well, Mr. Chair, here is my concern. You are
authorized to have this entity and the authorization, what it does
is, it allows Congress when we are doing our oversight to look at
what State, USAID and you are doing all in one area. When this
gets divided up into different line items, it becomes very difficult
for us to do our oversight and it also makes it very, very tempting
when agencies are fighting for crumbs, as many will be with what
I am seeing here happening in Congress, it is like well, this is pret-
ty small and, maybe we will hold somebody else to do it so we will
do it here and if this is important, somebody else will do it. And
it starts to fall through the cracks. By having this located in the
way that it is, it puts a lot of sunshine. I think that is one of the
reasons why it is so efficient and why it is so effective because you
know are getting so much scrutiny under it. It also allows us to
kind of in our oversight capacity really see what we are doing in
the areas of protecting our habitat as well as protecting the species
that go across our borders.
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I am very concerned, and I do not take great comfort in the fact
that this is going to be micro-divided in other parts of the budget—
other agencies. If this is important work, I guess you are hearing
from this Member of Congress that this is a tension between us
and the Administration and that Congress wants to be able to see
how these programs are working and we want to be able to have
more direct oversight on it. I think we have that when we have an
international program which was authorized by Congress. I really
see that the President maybe needs to kind of think this over, and
I encourage you to have discussions with the Administration. I
think the House of Representatives has spoken very clearly on this.

Mr. MORAN. Would the gentlelady yield?

Ms. McCoLLuM. I would be happy to yield.

Mr. MoORAN. I would like to just put myself on record in total
agreement with the gentlelady for what it is worth. Thank you for
raising this, Ms. McCollum.

Mr. TIDWELL. You have my commitment to work with the com-
mittee in ways necessary to maintain your confidence and support
for this program, so we are open to work with you and your staff
to find ways so that we can assure that you can carry out your
oversight responsibilities and be able to do it in a way that you can
track how the money is being spent and the performance that is
occurring.

Ms. McCoLLUM. I do not doubt for a second that you are a man
of your word with that, but congressionally directed legislative
funds earmarks, authorizations that Congress does, this is a way
in which Congress has a direct voice on how money is appropriated
and how it is spent. The more power agencies have, the more
power the Administration has to determine where every single
penny is going. That takes power away from the people and I actu-
ally see this as part of a constitutional tension between the Admin-
istration and Congress. The President is doing his job. I do not
blame the President for wanting to have more total control over the
dollars, but we are also doing our job in saying that there will be
oversight, there are statutory authorizations and we expect those
to be at a minimum discussed before they are totally eliminated
out of the budget.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. Hinchey.

GAS DRILLING—HYDRO FRACKING

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you very
much for the important jobs you are doing. This is a very impor-
tant set of circumstances.

I wanted to ask a question first of all about gas drilling on na-
tional forest lands. As you know, earlier this year there were sev-
eral scientists in the Forest Service who published a report about
the effects of natural gas drilling on the Fernow Experimental For-
est located in West Virginia. The Fernow was established, as you
know, back in 1934. Research there has focused on forest manage-
ment and watershed research. This drilling was significant. It fol-
lowed just shortly after the expiration of a very important law here
by this Congress, a law that was in effect for a long time which
oversaw the way in which drilling was taking place to make sure
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that it was not being done in contaminated ways, ways which were
going to be deeply dangerous. Unfortunately, that expired here.
Congress expired it back in 2005.

So two years later in 2007, construction began on a new natural
gas well and pipeline, and this report evaluated, this report that
they put out evaluated the impact that this development had on
the natural and scientific resources in that drilling on the Fernow.
Some of the findings were pretty remarkable, and here are some
of them as they were. Loss of control of the drill bore resulted in
drilling fluid spewing uncontrollably into the air, turning foliage
brown, causing leaves to fall off trees and killing vegetation.
Fracking waste that had been deposited in pits was sprayed into
the air to dispose of it. And there were many other unexpected im-
pacts that were not carefully controlled or planned for in the—well,
that were not really cared about in the way in which this drilling
took place and was not cared about because of the fact that that
law was revealed. They could just do whatever they wanted to. So
the report also made several recommendations including the need
for a better knowledge of the chemical makeup of the drilling and
hydro fracking fluid and more thorough risk assessment that con-
sider a variety of scenarios to help prepare for such unexpected ef-
fects of natural gas development. So these seem to be like very
commonsense recommendations.

So I was wondering if this is something that you have looked
into, and if so, what was your reaction to this report, the report
that was put out earlier this year by these scientists? And have
any effects been taken on steps to respond to those recommenda-
tions and to try to do whatever can be done to make sure that this
kind of thing does not continue to happen?

Mr. TIDWELL. Just yesterday I met with Michael Rains with our
northern research station to be able to discuss not only what oc-
curred there on the experimental forest with this approval of the
well but also what we need to do to address this overall issue as
there is more and more activity, especially with this hydro frac-
turing technique that is being used by the industry right now. So
we have made the commitment to dedicate some additional sci-
entists to work with our managers to be able to evaluate the cumu-
lative effects of this activity so we can do a better job to be able
to understand what the tradeoffs are going to be and what the con-
sequences are going to be.

When I saw that report, I too was concerned. I mean, some of
those things should have been addressed just through us doing our
job to be able to monitor the activities of the drill rig, etc., and
those are just unacceptable under any situation and so I have no
response for that. I mean, those things should not occur. But we
are really focused on the larger issue and to be able to move for-
ward and to make sure we are using the best science to really un-
derstand the hydrology, especially with this different technique
that seems to be quite popular now.

Mr. HINCHEY. Well, this is something that should be corrected by
this Congress because it was a big mistake that was made, pushed
by the previous Administration, the Bush Administration back in
2005. That should be changed, and I am hoping that this Congress
is going to wise up and get that change into effect.
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In the meantime, when it comes to public lands, we have an obli-
gation and responsibility to oversee that and make sure that these
things are not happening on public lands.

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

RECREATION—FOREST MANAGEMENT PLANS

Mr. HINCHEY. And I hope that that is going to take place as an
example of the kinds of things that really need to be done in this
regard. This hydro fracking has been very, very damaging and dan-
gerous on a lot of private lands, also on public lands, and it needs
to be dealt with, and I thank you for your insight and your concern
about it.

I also wanted to just make a quick comment about recreation
and national forests. I understand that the Forest Service has re-
quested comments on how the agency should rewrite the rules to
implement the National Forest Management Act of 1976. So I ap-
plaud that, of course. I applaud the new management vision that
has been shown into place and articulated for the national forest
and grasslands. Focusing in ecological restoration and water re-
source protection, it is a very welcome development, and I know
that you feel that way too.

An estimated 180 million visitors make use of our national for-
ests and grasslands. In order to serve the needs of these millions
of people, the Forest Service manages an existing investment of ap-
proximately $4.1 billion in outdoor recreation infrastructure. Recre-
ation is also a key economic driver representing an estimated 60
percent of the Forest Service’s total contribution to the United
States gross domestic product, which is really remarkable, signifi-
cantly more than logging and other resource extraction activities
combined, all those things combined.

So as you develop new rules, I would strongly urge you to make
recreation a focus of any new forest management plans. So if I
could just ask you this. What is the status of new management reg-
ulations that you are developing, and how do you intend to ensure
that recreation restoration and resource protection are incorporated
into future forest management plans?

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Congressman, we just recently released our
proposed planning rule that would provide a new framework for us
to complete our forest plan revisions. One of the things that we
heard during the public meetings that we held across the country
was the need to increase the emphasis on recreation. As we look
back on the rule we have been using that was developed in 1982,
back in 1982 recreation had much less importance for all the rea-
sons you have laid out so well. So we recognized, and we also heard
that very strongly, that we needed to really increase the emphasis
on recreation and the importance of providing those recreational
opportunities, not only for the economic benefits as you described
but also just for the overall quality of life that it provides. That is
one of the things that we focused on and now we have the proposed
rule out. We are going through a 90-day comment period so we will
have the opportunity for the public to comment on that. We will
be holding basically meetings across the country to be able to sit
down with folks and explain the intent of our proposed rules so
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that they can provide even better comments to us. So that is where
we are in the process.

I feel very good about the approach, some of the changes that we
have taken when it comes to recreation, and so I know we will be
able to improve the proposed rule with the comments that we re-
ceive but I think we are definitely in the right direction to accom-
plish what you are asking.

Mr. HINCHEY. Well, I thank you very much. I deeply appreciate
the very important things that you are engaged in and how you are
doing it.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. Serrano.

URBAN AND COMMUNITY FORESTRY

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As I was awaiting my
turn, I could not help but listen to my brother, Mo Hinchey, and
I was reminded that in January of 1975, we both walked in a little
less wrinkled and a little less gray into the New York State Assem-
bly, and from day one Mo Hinchey was our person, our voice on the
environment, on energy and other issues, and for those folks who
sometimes get cynical about government and about elected officials,
some people state what they believe in. Thirty-seven years later,
again a couple of wrinkles and a couple of gray hairs on both of
us, he is still fighting that fight and fighting it well.

Mr. HINCHEY. I wish my hair was the color of yours.

Mr. SERRANO. Some day I will tell you

Mr. HINCHEY. We are envious.

Mr. SERRANO. I am on camera so I am not going to tell you. That
was a long time ago, Mo. My son was not born yet, and now he
is in the State Senate. Or just barely born.

Because I represent an urban area, I am always interested in the
Urban and Community Forestry program, and I notice that there
is a $2 million increase over 2011 or the estimate for 2011. Can you
take a moment to discuss what you hope to accomplish with this
increase?

Mr. TIDWELL. The reason for the additional request in fiscal year
2012 is our recognition of the importance of urban forests in this
country. We have over 700 million acres of forests in this country
but out of that 750 million acres, there is close to 100 million acres
that is in urban settings. It is just essential that we recognize the
importance of those basically for the overall quality of life they pro-
vide to folks who live in urban centers but also the benefits that
they provide, the wildlife habitat, the reduction in energy costs, the
improvements of water quality, air quality, the reductions in infra-
structure costs that some cities are finding that by doing more with
their urban forests, they can reduce the cost of dealing with
stormwater drainage and actually reduce some of the systems, re-
duce the size of the pipes they have to use by doing more with
urban forestry. And this is one of the areas we want to continue
to work on and work with our communities.

I was just in Philadelphia yesterday to basically see the signing
of an MOU between the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society and
the Forest Service, and it is really to kick off an effort between the
State of Pennsylvania, the State of New Jersey and the State of
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Delaware to plant another million trees within that area where
those three states come together in an urban environment because
those leaders, those communities, those cities, those mayors, they
understand the importance and they are willing to put their sup-
port behind this. What they look for in the Forest Service is for us
to be able to provide the technical expertise to be able to provide
some financial assistance, and that is the thing that we can bring
to the table, to helps folks really understand how to go about this,
what is the right approach and so that is why we have asked for
an increase in that appropriation so we can do more in this arena.

Mr. SERRANO. Again, as a representative from the Bronx, New
York, I wish it would be more believable to you both and to this
committee if I told you that I remember a young man or young
woman coming back from an overnight week, a camp in the out-
doors, coming back and saying I never want to do that again, and
I do not remember anyone ever saying that.

And so with that in mind, I know that you do work with the
young people trying to get them involved. What is happening in
that area and what can we expect?

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, it is another area that we want to increase
our efforts under the America’s Great Outdoors initiative to reach
out to more of the youth and find opportunities for them to volun-
teer or actually opportunities for them to gain work experience,
and we want to do this with our partners. We will continue to have
our youth programs that we have always had, but we want to be
able to reach out and use the student conservation corps networks
to be able to continue our partnership that we have there in New
York City with the MillionTreesNYC effort where they are able to
provide jobs for folks, for young adults to be able to learn how to
deal with urban forestry, and the programs have been very success-
ful. There are graduates that come out of that program who are
able to then find jobs right in your city. Those are the things that
we want to continue to expand. Between our programs and the stu-
dent conservation programs across the country, there are close to
6,000 youth that we provide a work experience and then tens of
thousands of volunteers that we also share this opportunity. This
is one of the things that we need to increase for all the right rea-
sons, to help our youth reconnect with the outdoors. Whether you
spend your entire life in an incredible city like New York City or
you are out in more of a rural part of the country, I think it is just
essential for America to understand those connections, and folks
need to understand why urban forests are connected to the most
wild places in this country. By understanding it will help us to deal
with the problems, and many of our forestry problems start in our
urban areas so that is another reason we want to strengthen that
connection.

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you.

EL YUNQUE

Mr. Chairman, as a prefacing comment to my last question, I
want to apologize for something I did to you. When I walked in,
I looked at that map and I did what I do everywhere I go in the
federal offices. I say where are the territories, and all these maps
just have the 50 states, and my point being the territories should
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be included. That may be the only map that should not include the
territories since I see it says Congressional districts, and that is a
whole different issue. You are the only office that actually has the
right map up.

So speaking about the territories, El Yunque is the only
rainforest, I believe, under the forestry system, and it is just one
of the marvels of the world, as you know. It celebrated its centen-
nial in 2003. What are we doing working with the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico through the Forest Service to make sure that we can
enjoy it for at least another 100 years?

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, we enjoy very good relationships down there
and to be able to share the benefits, and one of the big benefits of
that forest is not only the incredible habitat that is protected there
but also the recreational opportunities that come with that, the
economic opportunities that are tied to the recreation. Our tropical
institute that is also located in Puerto Rico provides us the oppor-
tunity to continue our research in tropical forestry, and not only
does that help there in Puerto Rico but it also helps around the
world. So in combination between the forest and that institute, it
is just a really good package of us not only being able to continue
to provide for that forest itself and all the wildlife and recreational
benefits but also for our tropical institute to be able to continue our
research that not only helps this country but it is also a key part
of our international programs.

Mr. SERRANO. I understand, and correct me if I am wrong, that
there good are small wildlife there and orchids, for instance, or-
chids that are not found anywhere else under the American flag.
Is that correct?

Mr. TiDWELL. That is correct.

Mr. SERRANO. Now, aside from the one you oversee, where else
do we have rainforests under the American flag?

Mr. TiDWELL. Well, part of the Tongass National Forest is also
a rainforest and there are also some locations along our West
Coast, relatively small, but the Tongass would be the other place.

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. Thank you so much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPsON. Thank you.

INTEGRATED RESOURCE RESTORATION

A couple of other questions. Secure Rural Schools, we have
talked about a little bit during your testimony and during my open-
ing statement and other individuals have mentioned it. As you
know, it is a concern to all of us in the West. We appreciate the
fact that the President’s budget has the funding for the Secure
Rural Schools program. We are concerned that it shifts it from
mandatory to discretionary funding. I want to work with you to see
if we can address that in the future. The concern is this, that
school districts out there that depend on this and in some school
districts it is like 50 percent of their funding, or even greater in
some areas. They are planning now for next year and in negotia-
tions with teachers and contracts and sometimes they do not have
a clue what is going to happen, and before we did this reauthoriza-
tion a few years ago in Congress, those numbers would go up and
down and up and down and they had no certainty of what they
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were going to do, how much they were going to have when they
were doing their negotiations and so forth with teachers, so it cre-
ated a great deal of havoc. We would like to see that in a more sta-
ble footing and more predictable footing, so I want to work with
you on that issue, and I know it is a concern to you also.

Integrated Resource Restoration—overall, the concept behind the
IRR line item makes sense to me. That said, a number of groups
are concerned that their specific needs, whether it be wildlife, wa-
tershed or timber, will not be met because their specific line item
will have been deleted and put together in this package. How is the
Forest Service going to ensure that all of these needs are met? I
am pleased to see the proposed shift of $86 million in non-wildlife
urban interface hazardous fuels into the Integrated Resource Res-
toration line item, that $86 million is put into that. In an October
19th press release, you discussed emphasizing mechanical treat-
ment over prescribed burning with hazardous fuels to stimulate job
creation. Any idea what percentage of the $86 million is going to
be spent on mechanical thinning rather than prescribed burns?

Mr. TipweLL. Mr. Chairman, I will answer that last question
first. It depends on the projects that will be developed for fiscal
year 2012 but I expect the mix between prescribed burning and
mechanical will be the same it has been in the past.

You know, with the Integrated Resource Restoration, we listened
to the criticism that we heard last year when we first proposed
this, and I feel that we have addressed many of those concerns and
primarily through continuing to have targets, the traditional tar-
gets for board feet, miles of stream improved, et cetera, and so each
region is going to have a similar set of targets from what they have
had in the past and then they will also have this BLI to be able
to accomplish all of that work, and so we will be able to show you
how we are performing. We will show you how you can hold us ac-
countable. And at the same time, it is my belief that by my pur-
suing this that the agency can become more efficient in some of our
processes and thus provide more people to be out there on the
ground getting more work done, providing more jobs.

But I understand your concerns and the need for you to be able
to do your oversight responsibilities and we need to work with you
so we can satisfy your concerns and do this in a way that you can
feel that you are holding us accountable, that we clearly can show
how we are performing and that you can see what we plan to do
at the start of each year so that you have the confidence that we
are able to carry out our responsibilities in a way that you can then
show the American public that you are holding us accountable.

Mr. SIMPSON. There is a tendency I think for Congress or any
legislative branch of government to line-item things down more and
more so that we kind of direct funding more and more, and I have
always been one who thought that we were better off if we sat here
and set goals of what we expect from the Forest Service with a cer-
tain amount of appropriations and allowed you the flexibility to use
that how you could best achieve those goals and then next year
when you come in we will hold you accountable for the goals that
you have achieved or not achieved. That seems to me like this is
kind of the direction that this is headed in to some degree even



131

though it causes a great deal of concern to some people who depend
on those individual line items.

Mr. TipweLL. Well, it does, and we appreciate your support in
this arena and your thinking, and I understand the concern wheth-
er it is from the timber industry or for some of our wildlife groups
that they want to make sure that we are doing the complete job
and that we are not just focusing on any one portion of our mission.
I do believe that by including the targets, and these will be targets
that we distribute to the regions and there will be the commensu-
rate amount of funding that will go with those targets, we will be
able to show you that you will be able to hold us accountable and
that we will be able to show that we are performing and that over-
all this will be a better approach. I understand we are going to
have to be able to show you how, to the point that you feel con-
fident as we can move forward.

But when I think about the work, the way the work is done in
the field, we want to take a look at a landscape and decide what
needs to occur out here, whether it is some hazardous-fuels reduc-
tion, whether it is forest health work, whether it is watershed
work, whether it is fisheries, recreation, etc. And the more that we
can just take a look at the landscape and then if everyone could
come together working with our communities to decide what activi-
ties need to occur there to be able to restore these areas and then
we have just one fund code to be able to fund the majority of that,
it makes it easier.

Now, I will not tell you that we should not be able to accomplish
this with our current budget structure. We can. But when I look
at ways especially in these tough budget times that we are having
and we need to be looking for ways where we can gain some effi-
ciencies, this is one area where 1 believe we can gain some effi-
ciencies without any additional costs because there are a lot of
things that go on. I can remember in my various jobs that I used
to do the same thing, that I would spend a lot of time tracking my
part of the budget, whether it was wildlife or timber or hazardous
fuels, and I had to make sure that we were getting X number of
acres done and that we had X amount of money. And so when I
would come to the table, I would make sure that my piece of the
pie was taken care of. And then I spent a lot of time tracking that,
and we are not talking about our budget staff, we are not talking
about our accountants, we are talking about our foresters, our wild-
life biologists, our hydrologists, our fire managers. They too end up
spending a lot of time tracking the budget to ensure that we are
accomplishing what you ask. And so one of the benefits of this is
that we would free up our field folks, our biologists, our foresters
so that they can focus more on that job and then allow the budg-
eting, which is so essential, to leave that to our highly skilled and
specialized staff.

Those are some of the concepts behind it, and it is really to help
internal efficiencies. That is what this is about. I know it is kind
of a tough sell to you and also to so many of our partners and stuff
because they want to be able to see it on paper. They also want
to be able to support those various activities, and what we would
like to do is not only continue that support but also continue sup-
port for more of a watershed-scale approach to doing all this work.
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Mr. SiMPsON. What I would like to see one day, I guess one of
my goals would be that we come in and actually have a budget
hearing on what are your goals going to be this year—if we give
you X number of dollars, what do we expect to see for that in the
various categories whether it is wildlife management or forest
health restoration or wildland fire suppression or whatever, what
do we expect to see from that, and then next year during the budg-
et saying this is what we gave you, this is what you said you would
do, did you do it, and if not, why not, if you did better than that,
great. Because to me, I do not want to be the manager of the forest
system. That is why we hire you. So I appreciate the job you do.
I know it is always difficult but it is always hard when from every
legislative body I have served in legislature wants to get down into
every—you know, you cannot hire four new personnel because we
have a freeze on hiring when that might be exactly what you need
to accomplish the goal that we have set out here. So I try not to
get into too much management.

Mr. Moran.

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I am
going to have to address a program that I am sure is near and dear
to your heart but I have to provide the committee and this hearing
with a different point of view, and that is the county schools pro-
gram. It is a program that is now mandatory. It would expire this
year. The Administration is requesting a new five-year reauthoriza-
tion. The money would come from that dwindling 12 percent of our
budget which is attributable to domestic discretionary programs
and of course virtually all of them are under attack. This is $328
million. It is coming from your Forest Service budget request but
essentially it will be coming from all of our domestic spending and
it goes for county school systems out of the Forest Service budget.
Now, let me share the perspective of my constituents.

Mr. SIMPSON. Sure.

Mr. MORAN. In my Congressional district, we have more people,
almost 800,000 per district, than there are in some states, and I
know that the cumulative amount of money they pay in to the fed-
eral treasury is substantially greater than what is paid by all the
taxpayers in a number of states. Now, they want that money paid
for national forests. In fact, one of the troubling things is, they
want those forests preserved for future generations, same thing
with BLM land, national park land and so on. They get very trou-
bled with what they see as the extraction exploitation in a number
of these forests. They probably would be troubled at the idea that
one of the states that is represented by a member of this sub-
committee gets $1 billion a year from the Interior Department. I
will not go into all the reasons for that.

But the fact is that they are having to cut back the money that
they have available for the education of their children, and yet
$328 million is going to local public school systems out in the na-
tional Forest Service budget. Those counties that are getting this
money had the economic benefits that came from excessive timber
harvests of the 1970s and early 1980s, and now they are also hav-
ing to pay for the restoration of those lands because of those past
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excesses, and I think it is appropriate to ask, how much are we
paying for the restoration of excessive clear cutting and the like
through timber harvests of the past? I know my constituents are
happy to pay for enhancements of forest health and water quality.
I do not think that they are excited about paying for local school
systems where they are having to cut back for the education of
their own children. Can you address that? And the chairman may
want to address it.

Mr. SiMPsON. Can I respond to it?

Mr. MORAN. Yes.

Mr. SiMPSON. There is obviously a different perspective.

Mr. MoORAN. Well, I should say.

Mr. SIMPSON. And——

Mr. MORAN. Where you sit is where you stand, understandably,
and it is our job to represent

Mr. SiMPSON. How this started is those—and this is probably a
discussion Chief Tidwell really does not want to enter into. But
how this all started is that how much of the land in your district
is owned by people paying property taxes?

Mr. MORAN. Well, virtually all of it. Well, actually I take that
back.

Mr. SiMPSON. That would be the problem.

Mr. MORAN. We have got the Pentagon, we have got any number
of federal agencies and we do not get taxes from that, but I under-
stand that because

Mr. SIMPSON. You go to a county like Custer County, Idaho, that
is 96 percent, I think it is 96 percent federally owned. That means
4 percent of the land is paying taxes to support the school system,
the roads, the bridges, everything else that goes on in that county.
When you come out and visit and get lost in our mountains, our
search and rescue on the 4 percent paying for it comes and finds
you. That is the problem. They do not have the resources and they
do not have the ability to create the resources to pay for the public
schools in some of these counties that are owned by the federal gov-
ernment, and as you said, people out here love to have these public
lands out in the West. We like them too. We like public lands,
frankly. But the problem is, you do not have the taxes to pay for
them so there are several different programs that were set up. One
of them was counties and schools get a share of the timber harvest
that was created in that county. Well, that sustained the schools
districts and the counties and the roads for many, many years.
Now, you could say it was overharvesting or not, but those have
gone substantially down. How do they make up for it? They cannot
do it because 96 percent of the land is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment. They cannot have industry come in. Where are they going
to put them? There is no way to pay the property taxes to make
up for that. And that is the difficulty. When you love the public
lands in the West, you also have to pay for them.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, most of my constituents are never
going to visit the public lands in the West but they like the fact
that they are there. They know it is the right thing. They know
that it is an appropriate use of their tax money. But most of my
constituents also share the feeling that I have, and I will be very
candid: this fierce anti-Federal Government attitude on the part of
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the very people who are so dependent upon a government being re-
sponsive to those situations, and as long as that fierce anti-govern-
ment attitude prevails, I think the idea of our funding local public
school systems with federal money that most people do not know
about I think it is a legitimate subject to bring up.

You know, we want to protect our environment, we want our
money to be used for that purpose, but I have to say in the inter-
ests of transparency, some of these programs I think need to be
publicly debated. I certainly understand your point of view and
frankly, I do not want to be debating you because you are reason-
able. Well, you are, and I think you have done a very good job in
terms of this Interior bill but these are issues that need to be con-
sidered from a national perspective and

Mr. SiMPSON. Well, there was a suggestion just the other day at
a meeting I was at, and this was by Easterners actually, at least
the individuals making the comments, and you know, pay off this
national debt, sell some of those public lands in the West.

Mr. MoORAN. I know that. That is the attitude they have, and
frankly——

Mr. SiMPsON. I do not favor that.

Mr. MoRAN. No. In the long run, I do not think that is in our
national or local interests of the states. But I raise it because you
mentioned it, and without a response I think the assumption would
be that there is full support of this. I think this is an issue that
bears further discussion. I understand it is a controversial one. I
understand we come from very different perspectives, different con-
stituencies, but I think it is an issue that bears further discussion,
particularly when it is going to be coming out of other domestic dis-
cretionary programs.

Mr. SIMPSON. I understand that, and we are willing to discuss it
and certainly have discussed it over the years and will continue to
discuss it. There are a number of programs, whether it is PILT
payments, Secure Rural Schools or those other things, that are
supposed to help make up for the fact that, as I said, states in the
West that are substantially federal lands do not have the resources
and the ability. In fact, if you looked at the amount of money fund-
ing it—Rob Bishop from Utah has probably the best map on this—
The funding of public schools in relationship to the amount of pub-
lic lands that those states have, it is amazing that the lack of fund-
ing directly tracks those states that have public lands, and it is just
a reality.

That was best probably not to get involved in that discussion.
Did you have something else?

Mr. MORAN. Well, you know, just one further comment. We used
to have this program where the school system would be funded pro-
portionate to the federal presence. What was the name of that? Im-
pact. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. We still have Impact Aid.

Mr. MORAN. Well, but we cut back severely. We do not get any
of that anymore. It was a program consistent with this program
but that was eliminated.

Mr. SimMPsON. That did not deal with public lands. That dealt
with if you had air base or something like that.
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Mr. MORAN. It dealt with federally owned land that you were
co?ilpensated for because it was a payment in lieu of taxes basi-
cally.

Mr. SiMPSON. But that only dealt with the small like air base or
a federal reservation, an Indian reservation or something like that.
It did not deal with the 2 billion acres of land.

Mr. MoRAN. Okay. I am not going to pursue it any further. I
think you understand that——

Mr. SIMPSON. I do.

Mr. MORAN [continuing]. We will have further discussion, and I
think we have taken the chief’s time a good deal up. My very dis-
tinguished colleagues may have further questions.

Mr. LEwis. We do not have easement to sell those lands.

Mr. SimPsON. Well, I know that. I just found it quite it inter-
esting. I do not want to sell them either.

Mr. MORAN. And I do not want to.

Mr. SimMPsON. In fact, you will find that most Westerners like
public lands. It is how we access hunting, fishing, everything else,
the recreation that we do out there. We live there because we love
our public lands. We sometimes have some complaints about the
land managers just as you have complaints about your neighbor,
and that will always be the case and it is not an anti-government
mentality that you would suggest, it is how can we do it better.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, for 60 hours we debated so many
amendments that were inspired by an anti-government attitude.
All those environmental riders, it was this almost vehement atti-
tude with regard to the Federal Government, and that is what in-
spires my reaction to the role that the Federal Government plays,
particularly in terms of paying for local public school systems. It
is tough to take the money and bite the hand that is providing it.
That is all I am saying. But I am not going to pursue this any fur-
ther.

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT

Mr. SiMPSON. I would just disagree with one comment. Being
anti what the government is doing is not being anti-government.
You can change directions of what the government is doing or
think it can do it better or be concerned about things that are hap-
pening with the government. That does not mean you are anti-gov-
ernment.

As an example, and it is the last question I was going to ask, the
travel management plans, as I said in my opening statement, I do
not believe that eliminating travel management plans is the correct
answer. There was obviously an amendment to H.R. 1 dealing with
a specific area. In some areas, it had worked well. In other areas,
it has worked not so well. Is that, in your opinion, because of the
difficulty and the complexities that are unique to certain areas
where it is having difficulty or is it the personnel that do not have
the ability to, I guess, bring together people like they do in other
areas to develop a management plan?

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, in many cases it is the set of cir-
cumstances that occur on that local forest, whether it is specific
issues with the need for us to recover threatened and endangered
species, additional concerns with municipal watersheds. And so



136

often there are additional factors that have to be considered. Where
we have been successful is when everyone is willing to come to the
table, and that is the motorized community and the non-motorized
community, that they can come together, and what we try to do is
create that environment and help facilitate those type of discus-
sions so that folks can kind of find those areas of agreement and
then we can move forward with implementing that.

I mean, there are certain resource conditions that we will take
care of, and we just have to—and in most cases there is strong sup-
port for that, but then some of these situations that seem to be so
contentious, then it gets down to how much is going to be available
for motorized recreation and how much is available for non-, and
even though after we solved all the resource issues, you still have
the social issue you have to deal with, and those are the ones that
seem to give us some of the most difficulty. And when I look at
those and it is easy to step back and be able to look at them from
where I am sitting and I can say well, you know, people should
come together and work out some compromises and work together
on these issues, and at the same time I also understand the com-
plexities of this, and so I do believe that what we are trying to do
is the right course. I do think it is the very best chance to have
sustainable motorized recreational opportunities, which are very
important not only to the user but to the economy. There are a lot
of economic opportunities that come from that. We can manage it
in a way that there are very few adverse environmental effects that
are easily mitigated and primarily through a system of trails and
roads that are well positioned on the landscape and that we can
maintain. That is another one of the challenges we have, that we
have to look at what is sustainable.

And so you may have a situation where yes, the resource could
handle another 100 miles and it is not like we do not have a lot.
I mean, our road system is 375,000 miles of road, and that is just
our roads, and you add all the motorized trails on top of that. But
we also have to do in a way that is sustainable because if we are
not doing it, then we allow these activities to continue and then we
run into—we kind of build opposition because folks are out there
and they do not like to see the dirt in the stream. They do not want
to see the impacts to the fisheries. They do not want to see the im-
pacts to the municipal watersheds. And so that is the other thing
that brings a challenge because folks will look out there and say
well, by just doing this, building this bridge, you know, we can
have another trail here but part of our job is to ensure that is sus-
tainable, and that is the sort of thing that also just adds to the con-
troversy.

And at the same time, there are thousands of people that are
willing to roll up their sleeves and come together and work, and
I just marvel at the places where the non-motorized and motorized
communities come together, and where one group did not want the
trail in its location but they still needed a trail, it is the non-motor-
ized community that is out there that is building that new trail for
the motorized folks to be able to go on it and then at the same time
the next weekend they are out there together decommissioning a
road, for instance. That is where we solve this, and it is going to
take more time but I think we can get there. I can understand the
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concern and the controversy but not allowing us to go forward with
this planning is not going to be helpful to the motorized community
in the long term.

Mr. SIMPSON. Do other Members have questions?

CLIMATE CHANGE

Ms. McCoLLuM. Yes, Mr. Chairman. First, I am boldly going to
go right in the middle of the previous discussion. We need to in-
crease Impact Aid. We need to work on PILT, and Rural Schools
and that. Minnesota, our state house, if we do not have those pay-
ments coming in, whether it is PILT or Impact or whatever other
program, we have to make up for it. And we have national forests
and we are very proud of them, and we love them, but they do have
consequences and effects.

I wanted to ask a question on climate change because in some
of the other budgets—and the chair has been asking some very
thoughtful questions on it too—line, there has been discussion on
what is going on with climate change, and I know because of the
unique place where Minnesota sits where we have prairie, forest,
everything else, we are already starting to see of the impacts of cli-
mate change. I know our forestry council is very concerned about
that. Could you maybe just tell us a little bit where you fit in with
the whole climate change debate and how you are kind of watching
what is going on? Are you working with universities? And this goes
to my other question about is it embedded in other parts of your
budget, but we cannot see where it is because of what you have
dc(;lnefto my point about what happens with international forestry?

ief.

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, thank you. You know, we are very fortunate,
and I am not speaking of the agency, I am speaking of the Nation,
that our forest research and development staff are scientists that
have been looking into the effects of a changing climate on vegeta-
tion and on the ecosystems for close to 30 years, long before anyone
ever coined the term, and we are very fortunate that the folks had
the foresight and that you provided the resources for them to be
able to pursue that. And so when it comes to the issue of climate
change, our focus is on understanding how this is affecting the eco-
systems. We do not study climate change. We understand the ef-
fects on the ecosystem, and that is where our resources have al-
ways been focused on and that is what kind of drives that.

So when it comes to climate change, it is a big piece of our re-
search and development budget, and that if you ask us to kind of
tease that out for between 2010 and 2012, there is a slight reduc-
tion of funding just like there is in almost all of our programs, but
it is not a separate program. It is what we do, and so we are focus-
ing on using our research scientists who work in conjunction with
our universities very closely. It is one of the things that I am
stressing and they have been doing a good job to not only look at
and understand what we are doing but also what the universities
are doing and what the other agencies are doing to make sure that
we are not duplicating efforts, because this is one area that there
is a lot of new interest in it and some expanding opportunities, and
it is important that we look at all of that. And so that is one of
the things that I ask our leadership and our research organiza-
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tions, to make sure that we are factoring that in so we can deter-
mine where are the true gaps and we are not just duplicating re-
search. But our focus is on using the science so that we can under-
stand how we need to adapt our management to address the
changes and then also how we can mitigate where we have those
opportunities. So in this case, it is not a separate program. It is
really just about everything that we do.

The challenge that we have and where we are focusing is to
make sure that our managers understand the science, they under-
stand the things they need to be thinking about. It is a key part
in our proposed planning rule. You will see the effects of climate
change is mentioned in there numerous times to ensure that in our
future planning, we are really factoring in the changes in the envi-
ronment. You are seeing them in your state and we are seeing
them throughout the country, and sometimes, depending where you
are, there is going to be a larger change than others but there are
definitely things that are going on. Often it is just to understand
that when you are designing a road, the size of the culvert that you
should put on that road, we need to understand that because of the
changes, the frequency of disturbance events and how the climate
has changed and some of the weather patterns, that we need to
just put a larger culvert in. It may just be that simple.

On another extreme is what we are seeing in some of our vegeta-
tive types is where we are seeing pests and insect and disease ac-
tivity occur that we have never seen before because of the change
in the environmental conditions, and how do we address that? How
does our management need to change? So those are the things we
want to continue to work on but it is just an essential part of our
programs.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. Hinchey, do you have something else?

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY

Mr. HINCHEY. I just want to compliment you again and say the
important things that you talked about, for example, more restora-
tion activities, things that have to be involved in, how you talked
about water protection and the need for water protection, and in
the context of water protection, of course, it is going to be even
more different in the situation of climate change that you are now
facing. So all of those things are very important and we really need
to work together to make sure that this situation moves forward.
I deeply appreciate what you are doing.

And one other thing, energy. Alternative energy is another issue
that you may have some interest in in the context of the energy
needs that you have across this big operation and most of the
places in this country. So if there is anything you want to say
about that, terrific. Otherwise just thank you very much.

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, thank you. I would like to mention, you men-
tioned water. We have increased our emphasis on water, and it al-
ways has been one of the foundations of the U.S. Forest Service to
ensure that we are providing clean, abundant flows of water. It
goes right back to the Organic Act. One of the reasons that the For-
est Service exists, one of the reasons for the Weeks Act, for the na-
tional forests we have and the eastern southern part of the country
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was focused on water, and so it is kind of just to increase the em-
phasis there because it is so important. So many people in this
country rely on the water that comes off our national forests and
grasslands.

On energy, we are increasing our focus on renewable energy. We
will continue to do our work with the more traditional oil and gas
industry but when it comes to solar opportunities, wind, hydro, geo-
thermal, those are kind of the four areas we are increasing our
work and we want to make sure that as opportunities and pro-
posals come to us that we are able to quickly respond to those and
so we are working on this set of directives. We are doing some
analysis, and there is about 99 of our units throughout the country
that have the potential for some type of utility-scale renewable en-
ergy. That will not occur everywhere but we do know that there are
more opportunities out there and it is one of the things we want
to be ready for as proponents come to the table and want to pursue
some of these opportunities.

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you very much.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, Chief, for being here today and for
your testimony.

For those who may not understand, Mr. Moran and I are actually
pretty good friends and get along well, and I often say to people
out in the West that oftentimes the debates that go on here are not
really between Democrats and Republicans, oftentimes they are
East-West debates where most of the public lands are west of the
Mississippi, most of the private lands are east of the Mississippi,
and while we in the West expect Easterners to try to understand
the unique situations in the West, we have a responsibility to also
understand some of the unique situations that exist out here in the
East and working together, and Jim and I have talked about a lot
of these issues before. So in spite of our disagreements sometimes,
that is how you learn things. So I appreciate you being here during
t}lle testimony today and for the informal discussion that went on
also.

Mr. MORAN. Well, and if I could, Mr. Chairman, you represent
your constituency extraordinarily well and I hope all of your con-
stituents are aware of that, and I think it was an appropriate dis-
cussion and I share your reaction to Mr. Tidwell’s testimony. It was
superb, and we thank him and Ms. Atkinson. Thank you.

Mr. TIDWELL. Thank you. Thank you for your support.

Mr. SimpsOoN. Thank you, and thanks for the work the Forest
Service does and the great employees that are out there on the
ground.
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NOTE: THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD WERE SUBMITTED TO
THE US FOREST SERVICE ON APRIL 7™, 2011. AS OF JUNE 15™, 2011, THE DATE
THESE TRANSCRIPTS WERE SUBMITTED FOR PRINTING, THE FOREST
SERVICE HAS NOT PROVIDED A WRITTEN RESPONSE.

Hearing Questions for the Record (QFR) Prepared for the US
Forest Service, FY 12 Budget Oversight Hearing
Friday March 11, 9:30am Rayburn B308

Questions for the Record from Chairman Simpson
Idaho Grazing Permits

Last year the Payette National Forest made a formal decision to end sheep grazing on a number
of allotments because of concerns about possible impacts of domestic sheep on wild bighorn
populations.

Simpson Q1: What research is being done by the Forest Service or USDA to provide the sound
science needed to address this issue going forward?

Simpson Q2: When asking questions about the potential conflict with domestic sheep and
bighorn sheep, Forest Service employees have state that the science on this issue is ‘settled’.
Please explain how the science is settled and what peer-reviewed scientific studies support the
agencies position.

Simpson Q3: What efforts are being undertaken to produce a vaccine that would mitigate any
impacts in the domestic-wildlife interface? Is this an alternative the Forest Service is
considering?

Simpson Q4: Is the Forest Service working to find alternative grazing allotments for those
impacted by this decision?

Cost Recovery Fees

In 2006, the Forest Service finalized regulations that allow them to recover costs for the
processing and monitoring of special use permits, including those that are issued to outfitters and
guides. The Forest Service has indicated that it implemented its cost recovery regulations in
order to better coordinate with policies that the BLM has been using for a number of years.
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When we spoke to the BLM, however, they indicated that the cost recovery structure they use is
entirely different.

Simpson Q5: Why did the Forest Service decide to implement cost recovery, and why did it
choose its current system, rather than one similar to the BLM’s?

Cost recovery regulations are confusing because outfitters are exempt for the full cost of permits
that require less than 50 hours of work but must pay the entire cost of permits that require more
than 50 hours of work. Outfitters have no control over how long it will take to do the analysis
necessary for their permits, and, since monitoring work after the permit is issued is included,
they can even be subject to paying the fee if the original analysis is under 50 hours but additional
work later pushes it over 50 hours.

Simpson Q6: Is the 50-hour rule required by law, or is it part of the regulations?

Simpson Q7: Why did the Forest Service decide to charge outfitters the full cost of processing
that goes over 50 hours rather than providing an exemption for the first 50 hours?

Simpson Q8: What are potential solutions to this problem?

Secure Rural Schools

Simpson Q10: Please explain the changes to the Secure Rural School’s program as proposed in
the President’s FY12 budget.

Forest Restoration Projects
On the Payette National Forest, the Forest Supervisor identified 100,000 acres needing treatment

and asked the community and stakeholders to help plan the projects.

Simpson Q11: Are you encouraging all Forest’s to undertake this type of effort? What are you
doing to nudge inactive forests towards action?

Simpson Q12: What is your largest impediment to implementing more of these types of
projects?
The Western Governors Association just released Forest Health Landscape-scale Restoration

Recommendations.

Simpson Q13: What is the Forest Service doing to work with the WGA to implement their
recommendations?
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Simpson Q14: Specifically, how are western National Forests incorporating this into their
management?

Integrated Resource Restoration

Overall, the concept behind the Integrated Resource Restoration line item makes sense. That
said a number of groups are concerned that their specific needs—whether it be wildlife,
watersheds or timber, won't be met because their specific line items have been deleted.

Simpson Q15: How is the Forest Service going to ensure that all of these needs are met without
dedicated line items?

I'm pleased to see the proposed shift of $86 million of non-wildland urban interface (WUI)
hazardous fuels into the Integrated Resource Restoration line item. In an October 19" press
release, the Chief emphasized mechanical treatments over prescribed bumning with Hazardous
Fuels funds to stimulate job creation.

Simpson Q16: What percent of the $86 million will be used for mechanical thinning, and how
much could that percentage be increased?

Simpson Q17: Since most WUT hazardous fuels treatments are mechanical, why wasn’t the WUI
Hazardous Fuels funding also shifted to the Integrated Resource Restoration line item?

Simpson Q18: Would you please provide a comparison of the 2010 budget line items and where
those dollars are put into the IRR pool in 2012?

Simpson Q19: How will the Forest Service measure the increased efficiency of IRR (if any)?
Simpson Q20: What kind of projects can be expected from the $80 million in Priority
Watershed and Jobs line item? How quickly would the Forest Service be able to evaluate, fund,

and implement Priority Watershed and Jobs projects?

Simpson Q21: Is Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration and Priority Watershed funding
new money, or is it part of the shift from current programs to new programs?

Simpson Q22: Do you anticipate that CFLRA and Watershed dollars will result in additional
forest products outputs, or is this amount embedded within the 2.6 bbf target?

Simpson Q23: What quantity of forest products resulted from CFLRA projects implemented in
FY 2010?
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The Forest Service's forest products target was increased for FY12 (from 2.4 billion board feet to
2.6 billion board feet); however, it is still far below the annual growth of the forest, and far less
than needed to meet on-the-ground forest management needs such as reducing risk of
catastrophic fires and responding to bark beetle epidemics.

Simpsen Q24: How much funding would it take to address high priority areas at risk to
catastrophic wildfire and insects and disease?

Simpson Q25: On that note, how much funding would it take to treat all the areas currently
needing treatment with reasonable accessibility (i.e. already roaded, non-wildnerness, etc.)?

The President's 2011 Budget proposed implementation of a streamlined 'objection’ process as
part of Integrated Resource Restoration through which administrative challenges to project
decisions would be heard under established timelines, in order to advance projects
expeditiously. However, the Administration did not follow-up with detailed language to
implement an 'objection’ process. Now, the President's 2012 Budget does not mention a
streamlined 'objection’ process for project decisions.

Simpson Q26: Would a streamlined ‘objection’ process allow the Forest Service to operate more
cost-effectively than the Administrative Appeals process that has been in place since 1992?

Simpson Q27: Would this process also be helpful for other Forest Service actions?

Simpson Q28: Will IRR funds allocated to Regions/Forests have a timber volume target
associated with them?

The budget proposes reductions to state and volunteer fire assistance, forest health management
and other programs. Per OMB, these reductions reflect efficiencies made through the Integrated
Resource Restoration Line item.

Simpson Q 29: Is there any connection between the proposed IRR account and programs funded
under State and Private Forestry?

The Forest Service has adopted an “All Lands”™ landscape scale approach to address the insect,
disease, and wildfire risk to productive forestlands on the National Forests. Yet, both last year
and this year’s 2012 Budget Proposal calls for substantial reductions to Forest Health
Management-Fed. Lands and Coop Lands (-$6.3 million); State Fire Assistance (-$5.9 million);
and Volunteer Fire Assistance (-$7 million).

Simpsen Q30: What will be the effect of the proposed reductions?
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Simpson Q31: Given that these funds are the heart of incentivizing private and state land
restoration and other important partnerships, please explain how you incentivize an “All Lands”
approach with these cuts?

Simpsen Q32: Does the proposed $79 million reduction in the Roads Program eliminate
engineering support funding needed to accomplish vegetation management projects?

The performance standards included in the budget are: 2.1.a Increase the forest products target
from 2.4 bbf (2011) to 2.616 bbf (2012); and, 2.1.b 2.7 million green tons of by-products
(obtained by permit, contract, partnership, etc.)

Simpson Q33: Why isn’t the 2.7 million green tons of by-products a target just like the forest
products line target of 2.616 bbf?

Simpson Q34: What would it take for the Forest Service to meet a target of 3 bbf for forest
products?

Simpson Q35: Does the Forest Service want to increase biomass outputs, and, if so, how will
that be possible without an increase in target and budget, or a reduction in traditional outputs?

Simpson Q36: What is the Forest Service doing to encourage Regions to meet their targets?
Litigation
Simpson Q37: s the Forest Service tracking the dollars it spends on Equal Access to Justice

Act?

Simpson Q38: Is the Forest Service tracking its overall costs of litigation (including staff time
and resources)?

Simpson Q39: How does the Forest Service pay these fees?
Simpson Q40: Why is this not incorporated into the budget?

Simpson Q41: How do we reduce litigation on public lands?

Government Accountability Office & Inspector General
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The GAO and USDA IG recently testified on management challenges at the Forest Service. One
disturbing problem they brought up was the aging of the workforce at the Forest Service and
recruiting and retaining staff-—especially fire fighters.

Simpson Q42: What is the Forest Service doing to address this problem?

The GAO and IG also mentioned the future lack of Incident Commanders and the extremely long
training time for IC’s (on average 23 years).

Simpson Q43: What is the Forest Service doing about this problem?
Cohesive Strategy

Simpson Q44: What's the status of the cohesive strategy and when can we expect the Phase I
report?

Air Tankers

Simpson Q45;: What is the current status of the Request for Information the FS issued last year
requesting information from heavy airtanker contractors on potential for next generation aircraft
to come online in 20127

Simpson Q46: Will this heavy airtanker Request for Information become a Request for Proposal
in the near future?

Simpson Q47: Given the current budget constraints are these C-1307J aircraft still an option?

Simpson Q48: What are the most important criteria by which you will judge a new, modern
platform?

Simpson Q49: How will you make the decision to contract new platforms?

Simpson Q50: Who has the final decision on what air tankers are approved for contract and
what is that decision based upon?

Simpson Q51: Assuming airworthiness of any new platform is the most important criteria for
approving a new platform, does the Forest Service have an “engineer of record” who can certify
airworthiness has been met?

Simpson Q52: Given the current realities of constrained budgets does the foreseeable horizon
mean that modernization of equipment including heavy air tankers and acquisition of new
equipment must also meet cost-containment or even cost-reduction goals?
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Simpson Q53: If vendors offer to modernize their fleet with newer, more efficient equipment,
and maintain them in the future with sufficient capital investment, would the Forest Service
reject that approach?

Simpson Q54: Isn’t some redundancy in the aerial firefighting fleet prudent to avoid a fleet-wide
shutdown if uniform aircraft type is found to be deficient for any reason?

Simpson Q55: Given that a more agile and modern tanker fleet is essential to meeting strategic
wildland firefighting needs, is there an increasing need for rapid and load efficient aerial
responses to fires?

Simpson Q56: If airfield flexibility is an important component to a strategic aerial response,
shouldn’t the Forest Service include that in its consideration of maintaining fleet diversity?

Simpson Q57: In assessing efficiency and cost-effectiveness, do you look at retardant delivery
cost/flight of the equipment?

Simpson Q58: On May 4, 2010, the large airtanker strategy report that the Forest Service has
been working on for years was released as part the long-awaited “Interagency Aviation
Strategy.” The strategy recommends that, in order to best serve the needs of the wildland
firefighting community, a core fleet of twenty-five large fixed wing airtankers is needed. The
experts who developed the strategy identified the Hercules I C-130] as the preferred aircraft for
this purpose. Is that correct?

Simpson Q59: Would the advanced avionic that the C-130J aircraft carry allow night flying
missions that would address some of the concerns raised about the response to the Station Fire?

Simpson Q60: The current fleet of large airtankers is aging rapidly. The Department’s Office of
Inspector noted last summer that individual aircraft will begin to need to be retired for safety
reasons within a few years. Do you agree with that assessment?

Simpson Q61: Can you provide the Committee with the figures of the remaining operational
service life of each of the large airtankers currently in the fleet?

Simpson Q62: In 2004, the Forest Service grounded the large airtanker fleet for half of the fire
season to develop better safety protocols. Backfilling with helitankers and heavy lift, type 1
helicopters added $80 million to that season’s aviation costs. If you reconfigure your current
fleet to use these types of helicopters after the large airtankers are retired, how much would that
approach add to your annual aviation costs?

Simpson Q63: The large airtankers are primarily an initial attack resource. Eighty-five percent
of your annual fire suppression expenses are consumed by the roughly 2% of the fires that escape
initial attack and become expensive, large incident fires. Without large airtankers how would
your initial attack success rate change?
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Simpson Q64: Since the release of the NTSB report in 2004 and the Forest Service’s response to
NTSB’s recommendations, it has been a known fact that the imposition of an operational service
life on the large airtanker fleet would result in the current aircraft eventually being retired from
active service. How quickly has the industry moved in the ensuing 6 years to bring newer
aircraft models into the fire fighting mission to replace the existing large fixed wing airtanker
models?

Simpson Q65: At the end of the large airtanker strategy, you provide a list of options for the
purchase, ownership, and operation of a fleet of new large fixed wing airtankers. One or more of
these options will be fleshed out in the forthcoming Air Force/Forest Service strategy requested
in the FY 2010 Defense Appropriations bill. When will that strategy be completed and
submitted to Congress?

Simpson Q66: In addition to this report, will you provide the Committee with an analysis of the
strengths and weaknesses of each of the options listed at the end of the large fixed wing airtanker
strategy?

Bark Beetles

According to the discussion of the Bark Beetle Infestation (contained in the budget justification)
in the West bark beetles have killed or damaged 41.7 million acres of forests since 1997, and
"the outbreak is expected to continue over the next five to ten years, potentially damaging the
majority of the Nation's western pine, fir and spruce forests.” According to page 16-11, the
Forest Service proposes to spend $101 million in FY 2012 in response to the bark beetle
epidemics. However, it appears that funding is simply being shifted from other programs,
instead of new money.

Simpson Q67: Given the massive size and intensity of the bark beetle epidemics, how can you
adequately fight the beetle epidemics by taking funds from your ongoing program funding?

Simpson Q68: Do you have a national strategy for responding to the bark beetle epidemics, for
getting ahead of the beetles, and for funding that work?

Simpson Q69: With funding extremely limited, how is the Forest Service looking at
maximizing its dollars to get as much work done as possible with the least amount of funding?

Wildland Fire Management

Simpson Q70: Why doesn’t the budget proposal require fire crews to do hazardous fuels work
and help accomplish fuels targets?
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Simpson Q71: In the out year planning being done under Fire Program Analysis (FPA) is
private industry being considered as any of the potential fire fighting assets?

Simpson Q72: In most cases it scems that private sector assets are more cost-effective than the
FTE crews the Forest Service considers in their planning efforts. Does the Forest Service agree
with this statement?

Simpson Q73: The GAO 11-423T report showed a lack of information related to private
industry and their role in wildland fire management—both fuels management and suppression.
How is the Forest Service partnering with the private sector and including them in your
workforce planning activities?

Simpson Q74: For both fiscal years 2011 and 2012, does the USFS intend on hiring more
seasonal employees or using more of their call-when-needed contracted resources? Which
resource is more cost-effective?

Simpson Q75: In the budget for FY 2011 and proposed FY 2012, what are the overhead rates
used for the Preparedness, Suppression, and Hazardous Fuels line items?

The USFS has indicated they will not reimburse helicopter operators for Federal excise tax
associated with transporting passengers and cargo. The USFS does reimburse for its fixed wing
aircraft and the Department of the Interior does it for airplanes and helicopters.

Simpson Q76: Is this something the USFS budgets for? If it is included in this year’s budget,
given last year’s mild fire season is the USFS considering reimbursing operators for the tax
incurred last year?

Over the past few years the USFS has continued to place less dependency on the helicopter Call-
When-Needed fleet. This is having, and will continue to have a negative effect on those
operators providing these services. This policy has resulted, and will continue to result on fewer
aircraft available. Ultimately, there will be a severe fire season.

Simpson Q77: Has the USFS done an economic analysis of the loss of these aircraft in the event
of a severe fire season?

Simpson Q78: If it is the USFS's intent to maintain this fleet, how are they ensuring the
viability of these aircraft in helping to maintain a stable resource, ultimately helping to ensure
less funding fluctuations over periods that include severe fire seasons?

Simpson Q79: Based upon the cost figures from the past several fire seasons, it appears that
every 0.1% improvement in initial attack success rate would save about $110-120 million in
suppression expenses. Is that correct?
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Forest Conservation

Simpson Q80: Other than the competitive process, how will the state forest assessments and
strategies be used in the future to develop budgets for Cooperative Forestry programs?

Simpson Q81: We are told that the reduction in the Forest Service Forest Inventory and
Analysis Program will interrupt inventory cycles and the levels of data collected. How does the
agency propose to deal with those disruptions?
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Questions for the Record from Ranking Member Moran
HR1-House Passed- Forest Service Transportation planning stoppage

The full year CR, HR-1, that passed the House, included a dump truck load of anti-
environmental riders. During Floor action a couple of amendments were considered affecting
the Forest Service. In one case, thanks in part to the support of Chairman Simpson, an
amendment was defeated that purported to cut funding for the International Program. In the
other case, an amendment by Mr. Herger was passed that stops the Forest Service from
managing its roads.

Moran Q1: Chief, can you please talk about your off road vehicle road management and your
road system, and the impacts of this amendment if, perish the thought, it were implemented?

Moran Q2: It seems like the Forest Service has been talking for years about having
comprehensive forest transportation plans so they know which roads should be saved and which
removed, and where people can travel with off road machines. Why isn’t this done yet? When
will you get it done?

Moran Q3: Some of the anti- environmental riders in HR-1 were not aimed at you, but since
they apply to all agencies of government, they may never-the-less have an impact on your work.
For instance, could the limitation on Chesapeake Bay activities affect the Forest Service efforts
to work on improving Chesapeake Bay?

Moran Q4: Given the operational funding cuts in HR-1, do you have any feel for how this could
affect the hundreds of gateway communities all over the country that depend on tourism, and
hunting and fishing on the public lands? Will there be impacts on rural jobs and on local
jurisdiction’s ability to collect revenue?

Continuing Resolutions and Management difficulties

Moran QS: The Forest Service is still operating under continuing resolutions. Can you please
provide a brief description of some of the difficulties this creates, and include a summary, by
major program area, of impacts on your ability to manage your responsibilities, engage in
contracts, and hire summer temporaries?

America’s Great Qutdoors

I am very interested in the President’s America’s Great Outdoors initiative. As you noted, the
outdoor industry supports 6.5 million jobs and the Forest Service plays a major role in this.
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The Forest Service is a big player. The Federal land acquisition program has a 41% increase to a
total of $91 million. I hear from some persons that we shouldn’t buy more land when we can’t
afford to take care of what we have, and the Forest Service still has a huge deferred maintenance
backlog.

Moran Q6: Why do you feel this federal acquisition is important? You aren’t talking about
buying new national forests are you?

Moran Q7: Does your land acquisition program focus purchases on inholdings, which can
increase management efficiency, while also protecting sensitive areas of high interest to the
public?

Moran Q8: The request for the Forest Legacy program is up 78% to a total of $135 million.
Why is this request so important, and why is the Forest Legacy program given such a large
increase?

Moran Q9: I understand that the Forest Legacy program usually involves conservation
easements, which seem to be more popular with my Republican friends here than purchase of
lands. How much demand is there for Forest Legacy grants? How much conservation do you
think you will accomplish if you are funded at the request?

Secure Rural Schools

The County timber payment, or Secure Rural school program, is a mandatory program which
expires this September (9/30/11). The Administration is proposing a 5 year reauthorization with
funding coming from discretionary rather than mandatory funding as has always been the case.
The Forest Service budget request has reduced programs in order to come up with an additional
$328 million that could be used to pay off counties, primarily in the west.

Moran Q10: Chief, isn’t it strange that you are taking on this responsibility to pay for county
services?

Moran Q11: What is the backlog in deferred maintenance at the Forest Service? What funding
is required every year just to keep the backlog from getting worse?

Moran Q12: Chief, the taxpayers of my district, and there are more of them than are in some
States, are paying for the upkeep of the national forests, but why should they pay certain
counties?

Moeran Q13: These counties had the economic benefits that came from the excessive timber
harvests of the 1970s and early 1980s, and now we also are paying to do restoration because of
the past excesses. How much of your budget request is for restoration activities?
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Moran Q14: Why the proposed change from mandatory to discretionary appropriations? How
will the changes proposed by the Administration alter the allocation of funds to communities to
achieve the enhancements in forest health and water quality?

Integrated Resource Restoration

Yesterday we heard from the GAO that the Forest Service has a persistent problem with
performance measures not being in place or not being used effectively. The new Forest Service
budget proposal once again includes a major budget restructuring in which many of the main
programs are lumped into one huge, new account, Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR). This
will make it a lot harder for the public and the Congress to track what you propose to do, and
what you actually accomplish.

Moran Q15: How are you going to deal with this situation?

Moran Q16: Since you have had performance and monitoring problems for many years, and still
have them, why should the Congress now believe that there will be accountability if this big-
budget pot is approved?

Legacy Road and Trail Remediation

[ am encouraged by the Chief’s and the Secretary’s speeches about enhancing water resources
and watershed restoration and I note that you have moved $75 million out of Capital
Improvement and Maintenance for the Legacy Road and Trail Remediation program.

As you know, former Chairman Dicks and I are very interested in Legacy roads because we see
that in many, many forest areas the over-building of logging roads in previous decades is having
the most harm to the watersheds. So removing these excessive roads is a priority.

Moran Q17: Will you keep this road decommissioning and Legacy roads as a key part of your
restoration agenda?

Moran Q18: Your road maintenance budget is way down. It is reduced overall by $79 million.
Doesn’t this mean that your massive road system will fall apart even faster? What level of road
maintenance funding is needed to keep the roads in place and not erode or collapse into streams
and rivers?

International Forestry
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I have seen that the small, $10 million International Forestry program does tremendous good
work. This work helps foreign forests, but it also provides us with knowledge about pests that
can come to our country, and it assists our forest industries and conservation efforts of our
migratory species. But the budget request eliminates funding for it. I urge you to reconsider this
mistake.

Moran Q19: Why are you reducing this program?

You claim that you can use other program funds to do International projects. I really don’t

understand that kind of budgeting, and I have been an agency and Congressional budget staffer.

Moran Q20: Explain this situation.
Urban and Community Forestry

I am pleased to see that you have a small increase for the urban and community forestry program
in your State and Private forestry program. I have met many community activists that have used
this funding stream to do wonderful forestry projects where people live in Virginia.

Moran Q21: Tell me about the competitive grant program you are planning with this increase.
Community Forest and Open Space program
1 see that this new program is given $5 million as part of your America’s Great Outdoors
initiative. [ have long advocated similar grant programs within other agencies.
Moran Q22: How will this program work and will you coordinate with the Park Service
stateside park and recreation program or other state and local efforts?
Wildland fire suppression and FLAME fund
Moran Q23: | see that your budget request includes a proposed rescission of $192 million. How
did you come up with that figure?

Moran Q24: What is the total fire suppression funding situation, including carryover, at the
Service and how does it compare with projected needs for FY 2011 and FY 2012?
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Moeran Q25: The FLAME fund has been active for a year now. How is it working? Do you
think that it is accomplishing its goals?

The GAO testimony reminded us that the Administration has yet to submit the Cohesive
Wildland Fire Management strategy that was required by section 503 of the FLAME Act of
2009.

Moran Q26: Please explain why this is not done yet and when you expect to get it done. Why is
it important for the federal and state wildland fire fighters to have such a cohesive strategy?

Hazardous Fuels and wildfire risk reduction

In the past you have said that hazardous fuel reduction activities within the wildland urban
interface are extremely important in order to reduce the risk of wildfires and damage to
communities and watersheds. Your proposed budget reduces this by $9 million with another $77
million transferred to the new, big pot account in the National Forest System.

Moran Q27: Given the bark beetle problem and the ongoing wildfire danger posed to rural
communities, how does the Service propose to minimize fire risk with a reduced hazardous fuels
reduction budget?

You have really altered your funding request for Hazardous fuels reduction projects. Besides
moving $75 million for hazardous fuels type projects to the new Integrated Resource Restoration
activity within the National Forest System account, you also allocate hazardous fuels funds for
biomass grants and $15 million for a forest biomass for energy technology program. I don’t
know how we can compare the funding request with past allocations.

Moran Q28: Please explain all of thee moving budget pieces?
Moran Q29: Is hazardous fuels reduction still a priority?

Moran Q30: Why are you putting these grant programs within this operations account?

Other National fire plan hazard reduction activities are reduced 40% from the enacted level.
The State Foresters, some of your major partners, are very concerned. This includes reductions
of 44% for Federal and state forest health, 36% for state and volunteer fire assistance, and total
elimination of the rehabilitation of burned areas activity. Fire science efforts are reduced $3
million, an 8% reduction. My staff were told by your staff that the bark beetle situation is now
past the stage of needing forest health funds, so it is not a problem for your bark beetle response
to have less funding.
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Moran Q31: Why are you cutting these proven programs, but recommending a $328 million
allocation for counties that has never been done before?

Forest Service Planning Rule

The Service is proposing a $10 million decrease in the planning, inventory, and monitoring
program at the same time the agency hopes to implement its proposed forest planning rule.

Moran Q32: Is it your contention that planning, inventory, and monitoring needs will decrease
under the new planning rule?

Moran Q33: Why should the Congress allow the budget restructuring in which planning,
monitoring and inventory are all merged? Don’t you know what your planning needs are?
Shouldn’t you have a limited and discrete funding allocation for planning?

There appears to be a trend seen in the Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) proposal and the
proposed NFMA planning rule; both programs seek to provide more discretion to the agency to
allocate and spend resources and to make management decisions.

Moran Q34: How do you reconcile this approach with recent GAO reporting on your lack of
performance measures or monitoring?

Moran Q35: How do you respond to concerns that the Service is retreating from accountability
in budgeting and planning?
I understand that the NFMA proposal presents a new approach to protecting fish, wildlife and

their habitat which deviates from longstanding rules.

Moran Q36: Why is the departure necessary and does the new approach provide for the same
level of accountability as the current rule?

Climate Change
Your budget says the Service is integrating climate change adaptation and mitigation into your
regular program of work.

Moran Q37: First, can you tell the Committee what kinds of impacts you and your field
mangers are already experiencing that are related to climate change?
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Moran Q38: Are these climate change related environmental impacts causing a lot of problems
for the National Forests and for state and private forests?

Moran Q39: Do you know how much the Forest Service is spending on climate change?
Your research division is the world’s premier forest science organization and it has made many
substantial contributions to forest management and climate change science.

Moran Q40: Can you explain why the budget cuts climate change science?

Enormous costs at Albuquerque centralized business center

Moran Q41: Please explain briefly what the Albuquerque service center does and what its
budget is? Where is all of this funding located in your budget request?

I understand that you have had major problems with your re-engineered human resource
program. First you sent all staff to a central location, and then you decide to partially undo it, but
do so at a greater cost.

Moran Q42: What is going on here and are you watching your administrative expenses?
Recreation, Visitation and Economic Impact

We have heard from outside groups that the national parks and national forests make major

contributions to the Gross Domestic Product in recreation.

Moran Q43: Do you have any current data on national forest visitation, its trends, and the

economic impact of this for the Nation as a whole and for the hundreds of gateway communities
in rural areas of 42 States?

I see that the recreation program in your national forest system is one of the few that have an
increase, in this case, $5 million.

Moran Q44: Why is it important for you to get this modes increase and how will you use it?

American Reinvestment and Recovery Act
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I realize that the Forest Service still has a huge backlog in deferred maintenance of $5.27 billion
for some of the 40,000 structures and 373,000 miles of roads. The Congress appropriated $1.15
billion for the Service under the ARRA program.

Moran Q45: Can you please tell us about the kinds of projects you have been working on with
this surge in funding?

Moran Q46: Were you able to obligate those funds in the limited time available?

Moran Q47: What were you able to accomplish with these funds? To what extent have you
made a dent on your deferred maintenance backlog for facilities, roads, and fire risk reduction,
and abandoned mine restoration projects?

Moran Q48: How many jobs do you estimate will be created at the Forest Service with your
ARRA funds?

Reducing Deferred Maintenance Backlog

The Forest Service has a $5.27 billion backlog in deferred maintenance for roads, dams,
buildings and other structures. Unlike the Park Service, you do not get any allocation from the
Highway Bill. T know that this backlog is a long-standing problem.
Moran Q49: What are your worst maintenance problems?
Moran Q50: Your request decrease funding substantially for maintenance and construction.
Does mean that you probably will fall further behind again?

Additional Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) Questions
The IRR program plans to treat 2.6 million acres to “sustain or restore watershed function and
resilience.”

Moran Q51: Is logging the primary means of enhancing watershed resilience?

Moran Q52: What will be the output and outcome measures for the Restoration and
Management of Ecosystems component and how will they differ from the other funds?

Moran Q53: Will timber volume come exclusively from acres treated for watershed resilience?

The Hazardous Fuels Reduction budget line item is split into Wildland (with $79 million as part
of IRR’s Restoration and Management of Ecosystems) and Wildland Urban Interface (with $254
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million in the Wildland Fire Management Account). The measures for wildland restoration are
retained in the Wildland Urban Interface budget line item.

Moran Q54: Do you expect to accomplish ecosystem restoration at the same time as reducing
hazardous fuels to protect communities?

Moran Q55: It’s not clear how IRR dollars will be allocated and prioritized. Can you explain
how the agency will provide program oversight, including how guidance and criteria for project
selection and prioritization will be developed?

Moran Q356: It appears that the FS monitoring budget has actually decreased despite the fact that
IRR will be requiring new types of information. Does the FS have the capacity to adequately
evaluate implementation of IRR?

Moran Q57: Is the agency concerned that it may not have the appropriate research and scientific
support to effectively measure the resiliency of ecosystems?

The IRR program proposal completely eliminates the wildlife, fish and rare plant program.
Future habitat management will rely on this big pot of funds.

Moran Q58: How will you ensure that the large scale restoration and water enhancing efforts
will also improve habitat? What is the relationship between ecosystem resiliency and the
conservation of wildlife and flora?

The Wildlife, Fish, and Rare Plant program has 222 or nearly 20 percent fewer botanists and
fisheries and wildlife biologists than in 1995,

Moran Q59: How does this affect your ability to deliver on the agency’s stewardship
responsibilities? How does your workforce planning affect your ability to have technically
trained staff who can implement meaningful programs?
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Calvert
USFS Staffing

We heard from the GAQ and IG’s offices that the Forest Service may be on the precipice of a
staffing crisis in their firefighting corps. I am particularly concerned with the IG’s finding that
by 2019 86% of personnel critical to wildland firefighting within the Forest Service will be
eligible for retirement.

Calvert Q1: What steps has the Forest Service taken to recruit new individuals to fill these
critical positions, especially the roles of incident commander and other key leadership posts?

I am also concerned with the finding that, even though the Forest Service believes training for
incident commanders should take 11 years, on average this training takes upwards of 23 years.

Calvert Q2: What steps has the Forest Service implemented to shorten the time it takes to train
and qualify an individual for a critical firefighting incident command position?

Calvert Q3: What has the Forest Service done to ensure that once these individuals are trained
they are retained by the Forest Service and not lost to another agency or private contractor?

Fuel Reduction Funds

I am concerned with findings by the GAO and IG that indicate that the Forest Service
inefficiently allocates the fuel reduction funds it receives.

Calvert Q4: What actions has the Forest Service taken to improve the way it spends these funds
and ensure it more effectively spends fuel reduction funds it receives?

Calvert Q5: In written testimony by the GAO before this subcommittee it was noted that the
Forest Service “lacks a measure of the effectiveness of fuel reduction treatments.” Does the
service lack this measure because it lacks the technical expertise to quantify fuel reduction
effectiveness, or because it chooses not to collect and analyze the data?

Calvert Q6: To what extent does obtaining permits from federal and state agencies impede the
department’s ability to undertake fuel reduction projects?

Calvert Q7: Of the money spent each year on fuels reduction, as a percentage, how much of that
is spent on administrative and permitting costs rather than activities that actually reduce
hazardous fuels?
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Calvert Q8: Do you have recommendations for streamlining the permitting process?

Land Exchanges

One complaint about the Forest Service I hear in my district has to deal with land exchanges
between the Forest Service and other interested parties. In particular, I often hear that these
exchanges take a very long time to complete due to administrative delays on the part of the
Forest Service.

Calvert Q9: Why do they take so long to complete?

1 posed this question to the GAO and IG during a hearing of this Subcommittee. They indicated
that part of the reason for these administrative delays was the because the Forest Service had
inadequate staffing to conduct these exchanges and that the Forest Service may also be falling
short in training necessary staff on land exchanges.

Calvert Q10: How do you respond to this?

U.S. Border Security

Chief Tidwell, it is no secret that U.S. land borders remain one of the United States’ most
vulnerable national security weaknesses. Every day our borders are not secure is one more day
that drugs, human traffickers, illegal immigrants and terrorists can gain illicit entry into this
country.

Unfortunately, I understand that some of the most vulnerable points along our borders occur on
federal lands.

Calvert Q11: What role, if any, does the Forest Service plan in securing our borders on its lands
adjacent to our national borders?

Calvert Q12: Does the Forest Service have sufficient resources and authorities to play its part in
protecting Forest Service lands along the border? If not, what does the Forest Service need?

Calvert Q13: To what extent does the Forest Service work with DHS and the Border Patrol to
secure the borders? How effective are these interactions? How could cooperation and
coordination between the Forest Service, DHS, and law enforcement at all levels be improved to
better secure our borders?

We heard from the GAO and IG that although DHS and the Forest Service do cooperate, that
cooperation sometimes suffers from a lack of information sharing and interoperability.
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Calvert Q14: What have you done to improve cooperation and interoperability between the
Forest Service and DHS?
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Flake
Interagency Cooperation on the Border

The Border Patrol’s Tucson Sector with responsibility for central and eastern Arizona has had a
historically high level of apprehensions of undocumented aliens while also having to contend
with what the GAO referred to as “the highest concentration and diversity of borderlands of all
the sectors on the southwest border.” The Tucson Sector is responsible for providing border
security on land that includes two national wildlife refuges and two national parks as well as a
national forest and the Tohono O’odham Nation Indian Reservation and other federal lands.
Unfortunately, among other conclusions, an October 2010 GAO study noted that a majority of
the 26 stations responsible for patrolling federal lands along the southwest border indicated that
they had experienced delays and restrictions in patrolling and monitoring portions of federal
lands because of various land management laws.

Earlier this week, the subcommittee heard testimony from Interior Secretary Salazar that seemed
to indicate that the current level of interagency cooperation on the southern federal borderlands
was helpful in minimizing issues related to the sometimes competing goals of the Border Patrol
and federal land managers.

Flake Q1: Has that been the Forest Service’s experience in managing your federal lands on the
border?

Fire Fighting Contract Crews

In a hearing on Forest Service management challenges, the subcommittee heard testimony from
the GAO which highlighted the fact that the Forest Service is facing shortages for firefighting
personnel and that the Service is turning to contractors. The GAO noted that the Forest Service
“does not have reliable estimates of the costs of its various contracted firefighting crews or
adequate information concerning their performance” and that “the agency is not well positioned
to evaluate contracted crews’ efficiency and effectiveness.”

Flake Q2: It is no secret that this year, like any other, we will face a fire season. What is the
Forest Service doing to address the inability to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the
contracted crews you are relying on more and more?
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Questions for the Record from Ms. Lummis

Lummis Q1: How much additional funding would be required for the Forest Service to boost
forest products output to 3 billion board feet from the proposed 2.67

Lummis Q2: Can the Forest Service provide my office with an itemized list of how Region 2
spent the $43 million dollars in emergency money given to it over the last two years for bark
beetle mitigation?

Lummis Q3: Can the Forest Service provide details about the kind of work the bark beetle
Incident Management Team is doing to advance beetle mitigation efforts? What is the size of
their budget?

Lummis Q4: Does the Forest Service currently track the amount of money paid out of your
agency budget through the Equal Access to Justice Act? Can you please provide that data to my
office?

Lummis Q5: To what extent is the Forest Service prioritizing Rare Earth metal preduction?
What steps is the Forest Service taking to ensure that employees in the field are prepared to
handle rare earth mining petitions, particularly in districts that are not accustomed to undergoing
NEPA reviews for mining purposes?
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OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SiMPSON. The committee will come to order. Good afternoon,
Acting Director Gould. I would like to welcome you along with the
Deputy Director, Dan Ashe, and your Budget Officer, Chris Nolin,
who is instrumental in providing this subcommittee with informa-
tion it needs to do its work. Both the 2011 and 2012 budgets have
generated considerable excitement for better or worse.

I have an opening statement, and I will tell you what. Because
we are scheduled to have votes before too long, I would like to get
to your testimony as soon as possible, so I am going to enter most
of this for the record, if that is okay.

[The statement of Mike Simpson follows:]

(165)
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Statement of Interior Subcommittee Chairman Mike Simpson
Fish and Wildlife Service FY12 Budget Hearing
Acting Director Rowan Gould
March 16, 2011

The Service’s 2012 budget request is almost $1.7 billion, which is $48 million above
2010 enacted and $328 million above 2008 enacted.

The largest increase in the budget by far is for more federal land acquisition. This
includes a $50 million increase in discretionary appropriations for a total of $140 million.
In addition, the Service proposes to increase the price of the federal Duck Stamp which
would generate $58 million and bring total funding to acquire new National Wildlife
Refuge lands to nearly $200 million in 2012.

By contrast, the Service proposes to terminate the discretionary side of PILT's “little
brother”, the National Wildlife Refuge Fund, which is the only source of federal funds to
counties to mitigate the acquisition of new Refuge lands.

Also included is a $6.3 million proposed reduction that would effectively close National
Fish Hatcheries that mitigate federal water control projects by creating fisheries that
generate $325 million in total economic benefits to States and local communities.

Although I'm not necessarily a proponent of balancing the federal budget on the backs
of fishes, as you can see this subcommittee has some work to do to cut spending while
filling in holes in the Service’s budget that (1) are clear priorities of the American people
and (2) serve to reinforce the important partnership role that State and local
governments play in helping the Service to meet its mandates.

A year ago in my opening statement | acknowledged an organization that was and still
is undergoing major reform in its approach to meeting its mandates. I'm referring to the
Service’s “Cooperative Landscape Conservation” initiative, perhaps the late Director
Sam Hamilton’s most important legacy.

Mr. Hamilton envisioned an agency organized around science-based adaptive
management that transcends geopolitical and programmatic boundaries. If he wasn't a
man before his time, he was certainly a man who felt it was the Service’s time to reform.

History teaches us that change is met with resistance, and the more the change, the
more the resistance. That is most cerfainly the case here, as it was under a previous
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Administration. As for me, | continue to have an open mind about what you're trying to
do, and here’'s why: Endangered species issues impact nearly everything we do in
ldaho, and, a certain Canis species notwithstanding, the Service’s track record for
recovering endangered species has been abysmal under the current business model.
Moreover, ESA decisions made by the Service continue to make life exponentiaily more
difficult for land users in the West and for other Interior bureaus tasked with managing
lands. There has got to be a better way.

So, as | said last year, | will continue to support this organizational reform effort if it
enables the Service together with the States to more quickly delist species, and to more
effectively prevent listings.

At this point in the reform process, though, | still have many more questions than
answers. | suspect that the Service is still working through its own questions and
answers. In any case, | think you have a massive communications problem on your
hands—not the least of which has been calling this initiative “climate change” for the
past two years.

| hope your testimony today will shed some additional light on where the agency is
trying to go and how it intends to get there. | have been looking forward to today’s
discussion and to a more specific briefing on the application of Cooperative Landscape
Conservation to Idaho and surrounding areas in the near future.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Moran, do you?

Mr. MORAN. Well, since you have shown the lead, it is incumbent
upon me to do the same.

Mr. SiMPSON. That was my idea.

Mr. MORAN. Shall I just give you——

Mr. SiMPSON. Do you have a quote?

Mr. MORAN. I will give you a quote.

Mr. SIMPSON. Please.

Mr. MORAN. This one is from John James Audubon. You remem-
ber him.

Mr. S1MPSON. Yes.

Mr. MORAN. Yes.

Mr. SIMPSON. A good friend of mine.

OPENING REMARKS OF MR. MORAN

Mr. MORAN. Yes. He quotes, “A true conservationist is a man
who knows,” and I am sure he meant to say a man or a woman,
“who knows that the world is not given by his fathers but borrowed
from his children.”

And with that we can move forward to the hearing. Dr. Gould
has done a great job as the acting director. I know Mr. Ashe is
going to do a terrific job as well once the Senate lifts those holds.
We are anxious to have you take over as director, and we do thank
Dr. Gould for all his good work, and Ms. Nolin, thank you for your
work as a budget director.

[The statement of Jim Moran follows:]



169

Opening Statement by Ranking member James P. Moran
March 16, 2011
Interior and Environment Appropriations Subcommittee hearing
US Fish and Wildlife Service FY 2012 Budget
Acting Director Rowan Gould & Deputy Director Dan Ashe

Thank you Mr. Chairman. Welcome Mr. Gould, Mr. Ashe, and
Ms. Nolan.

Mr. Chairman, although Mr. Gould is the acting director, and has
done terrific work, we also have the President’s nominee for director
here, Dan Ashe.

o [ am sure that Mr. Ashe will also be a terrific director.

¢ After looking at his resume, which doesn’t even fit on one side of a
sheet of paper, I can see that he has the experience and the knowledge
to lead the Fish and Wildlife Service.

¢ [ hope that my Senate friends will soon release holds, which I note are
completely unrelated to the quality or qualifications of Mr. Ashe.

e Mr. Chairman, I am sure that this will be another productive hearing.
The US Fish and Wildlife Service has over 10,000 employees, and it
has a myriad of important responsibilities for the Nation’s fauna and
flora. The Service manages more than 150 million acres of lands and
waters in the national wildfire refuge system, which includes over
550 refuges.

¢ Besides its responsibilities for Federal lands, the Service has vital fish
and wildlife technical and financial assistance functions.
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o | recall that House passed HR-1 eliminated all funding for two proven
cooperative conservation programs, the State and Tribal Wildlife
Grants and the North American Wetlands Conservation Fund.

o [ think those cuts were irresponsible. I hope we get a chance to talk
about the benefits of these partnership efforts. They leverage million
of dollars of non-federal money to do great conservation projects in
all States and territories, as well as with First Nations.

o The Fish and Wildlife Service endangered species and law
enforcement programs are often very controversial, but they are
essential tools to protect our Nation’s wildlife, fish and plants so that
future generations also will be able to enjoy the marvelous natural
heritage of the USA.

Mr. Chairman, I see that you are ready for an historic quote. As
the famous ornithologist, John James Audubon wrote, and I quote:

“A true conservationist is a man who knows that the world is not
given by his fathers but borrowed from his children.”

I look forward to the hearing.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Is there anybody over there on that Senate side we
could talk to? Or is that a secret?

Mr. MoRAN. I will talk to you in private.

Mr. SIMPSON. Welcome. We look forward to your testimony. The
floor is yours.

OPENING STATEMENT OF ROWAN GOULD

Dr. GouLp. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Simpson, Mr.
Moran, and members of the subcommittee. Actually, I am going to
try to keep my remarks very short, too, in keeping with your situa-
tion.

I am Rowan Gould. I am the acting director of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and I appreciate the opportunity to testify before
you today on the Service’s fiscal year 2012, budget request. This re-
quest will focus funding on the agency’s highest-priority conserva-
tion initiatives, while containing costs through management effi-
ciencies and other savings.

This is a very difficult budget year as the committee well knows.
It does not come without some sacrifice on the part of the Service.
The $1.7 billion request contains $26.5 million in efficiency reduc-
tions, along with program reductions and eliminations that total
$86.3 million. Program increases for our high-priority needs result
in a net increase of $47.9 million compared to the fiscal year 2010
enacted budget.

The budget also includes approximately $1 billion available
under permanent appropriations, most of which will be provided di-
rectly to states for fish and wildlife restoration and conservation.

Our request represents an excellent investment for the American
people. For every federal dollar spent the Service supports job cre-
ation and economic development at the local level. According to our
2006 Banking on Nature Report, recreational activities on national
wildlife refuges generated $1.7 billion in total economic activity.
According to the study nearly 35 million people visited national
wildlife refuges, supporting almost 27,000 private-sector jobs with
almost $543 million in employment income.

In addition, recreational spending on refuges generated nearly
$185 million in tax revenue at the local, county, state, and federal
level. The economic benefit is almost four times the amount appro-
priated to the refuge system in fiscal year 2006.

In addition, in 2010, Service economists published a peer-re-
viewed report of the economic contribution of the Fisheries Pro-
gram and attributed $3.6 billion per year to the economy from fish-
ing, aquatic habitat conservation, subsistence fisheries, evasive
species management, and other public uses. The total number of
jobs associated with this economic input is over 68,000. It is clear
the investment in the Service supports economic development and
job creation throughout the U.S.

The Service’s highest-priority increases will help us use our re-
sources more efficiently. Continued development of shared scientific
capacity to obtain information necessary to prioritize conservation
spending is reflected in our increases for landscape conservation.

A requested increase of $17.4 million will enable the Service to
continue working with partners to conduct collaborative landscape
scale, biological information gathering, participate in cooperative
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planning and will complete the network of Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives, or LCCs, initiated in fiscal year 2010.

The LCCs will fund science to answer fundamental questions so
that the Service, states, and others can make more efficient use of
their resources. Within the Service, LCCs help support ongoing
programs, including endangered species recovery, refuge com-
prehensive conservation plans, fish passage programs, and habitat
restoration. In support of LCC development and adaptive science
management, we requested an increase of $8 million within the
Refuge Program to continue building the landscape scale long-term
inventory and monitoring network that the Service began in fiscal
year 2010.

The budget proposes an increase for the North American Wet-
lands Conservation Act to $50 million, as well as an increase of $4
million for activities associated with renewable energy develop-
ment, including $2 million for endangered species consultation and
$2 million for conservation planning assistance.

The budget contains $15.7 million, an increase of $2 million, to
support youth in the great outdoors.

In sum, the Service has taken a very serious look at its budget
this year and reduced our request in significant areas while focus-
ing increases only on high-priority items.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify this afternoon. Dan Ashe
and I are happy to answer any questions the subcommittee may
have and look forward to working with you through the appropria-
tions process. Thank you.

[The statement of Rowan Gould follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF ROWAN GOULD, ACTING DIRECTOR,

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BEFORE THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE,

REGARDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2012 BUDGET OF THE
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

March 16, 2011

Good morning Chairman Simpson, Mr. Moran, and Members of the Subcommittee. I am Rowan
Gould, Acting Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). I appreciate the
opportunity to testify before you today on the Service’s Fiscal Year 2012 budget request. 1
would also like to thank the Subcommittee for its continued support of our mission to conserve,
protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the
American people.

The Service’s FY 2012 budget request will focus funding on the agency’s highest priority
conservation initiatives, while containing costs through management efficiencies and other
savings. This is a very difficult budget year, as the Committee well knows. It does not come
without some sacrifice on the part of the Service. The $1.7 billion request contains $26.5 million
in efficiency reductions, along with along with program reductions and eliminations that total
$86.5 million. Program increases for our high priority needs result in a net increase of $47.9
million compared to the FY 2010 enacted budget. The budget also includes approximately $1
billion available under permanent appropriations, most of which will be provided directly to
States for fish and wildlife restoration and conservation.

The budget principally focuses on large-scale, conservation efforts by supporting the President’s
America’s Great Outdoors initiative. Additionally, an increase in Cooperative Landscape
Conservation will enable the Service to continue working with partners to conduct collaborative,
landscape-scale biological planning and information gathering by completing a national network
of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) initiated in FY 2010.

The President’s America’s Great Qutdoors initiative provides the Service with $140 million from
the Land and Water Conservation Fund for Federal land acquisitions the Service has identified as
having the greatest conservation benefits, and $15.7 million, an increase of $2.5 million to
support Youth in the Great Outdoors by providing a platform and programs to orient children
and young adults to the importance of fish and wildlife conservation and encourage careers in
natural science.

The budget proposes an increase of $4.0 million for activities associated with renewable energy
development, including $2.0 million for the Endangered Species Consultation program to
support development of renewable energy projects and $2.0 million for Conservation Planning
Assistance (CPA). The increase for the CPA program will enable the Service to participate more
fully in priority landscape level planning to assist industry and State fish and wildlife agencies’
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siting of energy projects and transmission corridor infrastructure, aiding in the President’s
mission for increased renewable energy development.

The budget will also support large-scale ecosystem restoration projects as examples of the
Service’s commitment to a landscape-scale, science-driven, partner-engaged approach to
conservation. Some of these projects include efforts in the Chesapeake Bay watershed and the
California Bay-Delta region, where water supply, healthy watershed and sustainable populations
of fish and wildlife are being addressed.

The Service recognizes the need to make difficult choices during challenging economic times.

In support of the President’s commitment to fiscal discipline and spending restraint, the Service
is participating in an aggressive Department-wide effort to curb non-essential administrative
spending. In accordance with this initiative, the Service’s FY 2012 budget assumes $26.5 million
in savings, built upon management efficiencies the Service began implementing in FY 2011.
Savings will be realized in several areas, including travel, employee relocation, and supplies.

Cooperative Landscape Conservation

The requested funding increase of $10.2 million will enable the Service to continue working with
partners to conduct collaborative landscape-scale biological planning and conservation design by
completing the network of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives initiated in FY 2010.

LCCs will continue to act as a focal point for collaborative work with partners, to disseminate
applied science products and tools for resource management decisions across landscapes. This
collaboration allows partners to target resources on activities that will produce the greatest
benefits for fish and wildlife for the American people. Within the Service, LCCs help support
and augment many ongoing programs, including Endangered Species Recovery Plans, Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plans, fish passage programs and habitat restoration.

Adaptive Science

With an additional $7.2 million in funding, the Service will be able to acquire the necessary
science to make better conservation decisions. The funding will be used to acquire risk and
vulnerability assessments, conduct inventory and monitoring, develop population and habitat
assessments and models, design conservation measures, evaluate management options for LCC
partners, and increase our understanding of conservation genetics.

National Wildlife Refuge System

National Wildlife Refuge System — Funding for the operation and maintenance of the national
wildlife refuge system is requested at $502.9 million. The request includes an increase of $6.5
million, for National Wildlife Refuges (Refuges) operations, enabling Refuges to complete
additional habitat improvement projects. An additional $2.0 million will be used for the FWS
youth program to engage young Americans in conservation by offering public service
opportunities, science-based education, and outdoor learning laboratories. The request includes
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an increase of $1.5 million for Chesapeake Bay restoration and $750,000 for Guif Coast
restoration activities at Refuges. With 10 National Wildlife Refuges along the Gulf coast line,
protecting more than 300,000 acres, the Service is committed to working towards repairing the
damage caused by the unprecedented Deepwater Horizon explosion and oil spill. Additionally,
an increase of $2.0 million is also requested for deferred maintenance at Refuges.

Refuge Inventory and Monitoring Program

In support of LCC development and adaptive science management, the requested increase of
$8.0 million within the Refuge program will be used to continue building the landscape scale,
long-term inventory and monitoring network that the Service began in FY 2010.

National Wildlife Refuge Fund

The Service proposes the elimination of the entire appropriated portion ($14.5 million) of the
National Wildlife Refuge Fund. The Fund was originally conceived to assist communities in lieu
of taxes for lands acquired and managed by the Service. Over time, however, Refuges have been
found to generate tax revenue for communities far in excess of tax losses from Federal land
ownership. Refuge lands provide many public services, such as watershed protection, and place
few demands on local infrastructure when compared to development that is more intensive.
Importantly, refuges bring a multitude of visitors to nearby communities, providing substantial
economic benefits. Recreational spending on Refuges generates millions of dollars in tax
revenue at the local, county, State and Federal levels. The mandatory receipts collected and
allocated to States under the program would remain.

Law Enforcement

The Service budget request provides $62.6 million for the law enforcement program to
investigate wildlife crimes and enforce the laws that govern the Nation’s wildlife trade. The
request is $3.1 million below the 2010 enacted level, which reflects the elimination of funding
for a new class of agents who were hired in 2010.

Endangered Species

The FY 2012 budget includes $182.7 million to administer the Endangered Species Act (ESA), a
net increase of $3.3 million over the 2010 enacted level. This includes a $2.0 million increase for
renewable energy consultation and $3.4 million for ecosystem-specific consultation and
recovery.

The Service also is requesting an increase in funding for the Endangered Species Listing
Program, to reflect the increasingly large number of Endangered Species Act (ESA) petitions
being received. Between 1994 and 2006, the Service received an average of 17 petitions
annually, covering an average of 20 species per year. In contrast, since 2007 the Service has been
petitioned to add more than 1,230 species to the list of threatened and endangered species, more
species than the Service listed during the previous 30 years of administering the Act. With
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additional funding, the Service projects to complete 39 additional 90-day and 12-month petition
findings, while also initiating proposed listing determinations for 93 species.

Fisheries and Aquatic Resource Conservation

The budget request includes a total of $136.0 million for the Fisheries and Aquatic Resource
Conservation program, a decrease of $12.2 million from the 2010 enacted level. Facilitating the
Service’s role and responsibility in promoting ecosystem health, fisheries, and aquatic resource
conservation, the budget includes increases for the Chesapeake Bay and California Bay-Delta
program as well as an additional $2.9 million for Asian carp activities in the Great Lakes.
Moreover, the budget proposes an increase of $380,000 to protect polar bears in compliance with
the Marine Mammal Protection Act.

National Fish Hatchery Operations — Mitigation

The FY 2012 request contains a reduction of funding for National Fish Hatchery general
program activities of nearly $6.8 million. At several of its hatcheries, the Service produces fish to
mitigate the adverse effects of Federal water development projects constructed by other Federal
agencies. States depend on these activities to stock fisheries which provide economic benefit to
local communities. At the direction of Congress, the Service is working to recover costs from the
Federal agencies that built and operate these water infrastructure projects. The U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps), the largest customer for these mitigation fish, has $3.8 million in its 2012
request to fund mitigation fish production. The Service will continue ongoing discussions with
the Corps as well as the Tennessee Valley Authority, Central Utah Project Completion Act, and
the Bonneville Power Administration to seek reimbursement and negotiate reimbursable
agreements for the operation of mitigation fish hatcheries.

Migratory Birds

The Migratory Birds program is funded at $54.4 million, just slightly below the FY 2010 enacted
level. The North American Wetlands Conservation Fund is funded at $50 million, $2.4 million
over the FY 2010 enacted level. The North American Wetlands Conservation grant program
plays a vital role addressing wetland habitat loss, with every grant dollar matched 1:1, and in
some programs as much as 4:1.

International Affairs
The budget request provides the International Affairs program with just under $13.0 million, a
net decrease of $1.4 million from the 2010 enacted level. The Multinational Species
Conservation Fund is funded at $9.8 million, a decrease of $1.8 million.
Coastal Impact Assistance Program
Under the Energy Policy Act of 2005, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to distribute

$250 million for each of the fiscal years 2007 through 2010 to states and their coastal political
subdivisions (CPS) with oil production in the OCS off their shores. This money is available to
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Alabama, Alaska, California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas by formula for ecosystem
restoration projects.

This program has been implemented from its inception by the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE), formally the Minerals Management
Service (MMS). However, in FY 2012, the Coastal Impact Assistance Program will be
transferred to the Fish and Wildlife Service as the purpose of the CIAP aligns more directly with
the mission of the Service. The two bureaus are working together to implement the transfer as
quickly and smoothly as possible. The transfer will allow BOEMRE to focus on programs more
directly aligned with its regulatory and enforcement mission.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify this afternoon. I am happy to answer any questions the
Subcommittee may have and look forward to working with you through the appropriations
process.
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Acting Director Rowan W. Gould

Rowan Gould is the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Deputy Director for Operations. In this capacity,
he oversees regional directors, ensuring agency performance and accountability, consistent
application of all Service resource management policies, and is responsible for the day-to-day
Service operations.

Prior to his appointment as Deputy Director for Operations, Gould served as acting Fish and
Wildlife Service Director during the transition to the new Administration.

As acting Director, Gould worked to promote the agency’s mission and priorities throughout the
United States and abroad by developing and strengthening partnerships with other Federal
agencies and foreign governments, States, Tribes, non-governmental organizations, and the
private sector. Gould ensured agency performance and accountability, customer service, and
consistent application of all Service resource management policies; and was responsible for the
day to day operations of the Service in implementing its field based mission.

Gould is a native of Oregon and received his B.A., M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in fish health and fish
biology from Oregon State University. Gould started his Service career as a research
microbiologist at the Seattle National Research Center in 1976. Over Gould’s extensive career
with the Service, he has served in numerous research positions including as section chief at the
National Fisheries Research Center in Seattle, Washington and the Director of the National
Fisheries Research and Development Laboratory, Wellsboro, Pennsylvania.

Before stepping in as acting Director, Gould was selected in September 2008 as the agency’s
Deputy Director. Prior to that Gould was Assistant Director — Wildlife and Sport Fish
Restoration. Gould’s other previous leadership positions include terms as Regional Director of
the Alaska Region, Deputy Assistant Director for Fisheries in Washington, D.C., and Deputy
Regional Director for the Service’s Pacific Region.

Some noteworthy experiences for Gould came about when he served in Alaska. In 1989, as
Assistant Regional Director for Ecological Services and Fisheries, he was responsible for
coordinating the Service’s activities in response to the Exxon Valdez oil spill and served as the
Department of Interior’s representative to the inter-governmental oil spill damage assessment
management team. After that, he served as the Assistant Regional Director for Refuges and
Wildlife in Alaska, where his responsibilities included the oversight of the 77-million-acre
National Wildlife Refuge System and the Migratory Bird program.
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Daniel M. Ashe

Dan Ashe is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Deputy Director for Policy. In this capacity, he
oversees assistant directors in the Washington, D.C. office, providing strategic program direction
and developing policy and guidance to support and promote program development and fulfill the
Service mission.

Prior to his appointment as Deputy Director, Ashe served as the Science Advisor to the Director
of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Appointed to this position in March, 2003, he advised the
Service Director and provided leadership on science policy and scientific applications to resource
management. As Science Advisor, Ashe led an organizational renaissance for science and
professionalism, leading the Service’s efforts to respond to changes in the global climate system;
shaping an agency agenda for change toward a science-driven, landscape conservation business
model; defining an agency Code of Scientific and Professional Conduct; authoring new
guidelines for scientific peer review and information quality; building state-of-the-art, electronic
literature access for employees; and reinstituting internal scientific publication outlets. He was
also responsible for leading efforts to build stronger relationships with the U.S. Geological
Survey, and scientific professional societies.

From 1998 to 2003, Ashe served as the Chief of the National Wildlife Refuge System, directing
operation and management of the 93 million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System, and the
Service’s land acquisition program. During his tenure as Chief, the Refuge System experienced
an unprecedented and sustained period of budget increases for operations, maintenance,
construction and land acquisition. The Refuge System also saw vastly expanded public
visibility, and partner and community involvement. From 1998 to 2000, Ashe also directed the
Service’s migratory bird management and North American wetlands conservation programs, and
both of those programs also experienced significant strengthening under his leadership. From
1995 to 1998, Ashe served as the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Assistant Director for External
Affairs where he directed the agency’s programs in legislative, public, and Native American
affairs, research coordination, and state grants-in-aid. During his tenure in this position, the
Service restructured and broadened its communications programs and capacities, incorporating
communications expertise into all of its program areas and employee training. The agency
implemented a forward vision for Congressional relations, which led to several groundbreaking
legislative accomplishments, including enactment of the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act.

From 1982 until 1995, Ashe was a Member of the Professional Staff of the former Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, in the U.S. House of Representatives. In 13 years on Capitol
Hill, Ashe served in several capacities, advising the Committee’s Chairmen and Members on a
wide range of environmental policy issues, including endangered species and biodiversity
conservation, ocean and coastal resources protection, the National Wildlife Refuge System, the
National Marine Sanctuaries Program, the Clean Water Act, wetlands conservation, fisheries
management and conservation, and offshore oil and gas development.

Ashe’s journey to the Nation’s Capitol was made possible by the National Sea Grant College
Program, in 1982, when he was awarded a National Sea Grant Congressional Fellowship.

Ashe earned a graduate degree in Marine Affairs from the University of Washington, where he
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studied under a fellowship from the Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation. His Master’s thesis, on
estuarine wetland mitigation, was published in the Coastal Zone Management Journal, in 1982.
Ashe earned a Bachelor of Science in biological sciences from the Florida State University, in
Tallahassee, Florida.

Ashe is very active in local civic affairs in Montgomery County, Maryland, where he and his
family reside. He is an avid waterfowl hunter, angler and tennis player.

Ashe’s father, William (Bill) C. Ashe, also a career employee of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, retired in 1990, and now resides in Harvard, Massachussetts.



181

CHRISTINE L. NOLIN

Chris Nolin, as Chief of the Division of the Budget for the US Fish and Wildlife Service, leads the
national level effort to prepare, justify and execute the Service’s $2.8 billion annual budget. Securing
adequate funding in an era of constrained domestic spending is key to managing the 96 million acre
National Wildlife Refuge system, conserving migratory birds and their habitat, achieving recovery for
threatened and endangered species, conserving aquatic resources and connecting people with nature
to ensure the future of conservation.

Chris formerly held the position of Division Chief for the Washington Office Endangered Species
Program.

Before her time with the Service, Chris worked for the Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
where she developed the President’s budget for the Service, and handled policy issues for the
Executive Office of the President, developing and coordinating Administration policy on natural
resource issues. She also served as the OMB examiner for the U.S. Forest Service.

Earlier in her career, Chris spent over ten years in state government, coordinating environmental
issues for the central staff of the New York State Assembly, and handling environmental policy
issues for the Lt. Governor of New York.

She is a graduate of Georgetown University Law Center, where she received a J.D. magna cum
laude. She served on the Georgetown International Environmental Law Review, and was
inducted into the national law honor society known as the Order of the Coif.

She is married to Joe Tinkelman, a Managing Editor at BNA, Inc. and lives in Silver Spring,
MD. She has two children.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. I appreciate you all being here. I am
going to yield my time to the chairman of the full committee, Mr.
Rogers.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, witnesses,
for being here today. We appreciate your service to your country
and to this Congress.

MITIGATION HATCHERIES

Several decades ago when the federal construction of dams was
in its heyday, native trout streams were adversely affected, and
through its Fisheries Program, Fish and Wildlife Service built a
network of 14 national fish hatcheries that specialize in mitigating
for fisheries losses as the result of the actions of other federal agen-
cies.

Today the Service is proposing a reduction of $6.3 million to
these mitigation hatcheries, which would effectively force their clo-
sure unless other federal agencies continue to supplement funding
through, “mitigation.” And on top of that the Administration is pro-

osing an across-the-board reduction to supplies, translating to a
5900,000 cut in hatchery supplies, and that would, I believe, reduce
the fish populations.

Fish and Wildlife has received reimbursement from other federal
agencies like the Corps for some of those costs in the past, but you
have never assumed reimbursement in your budgeting process
until now. That is problematic because the Corps fiscal year 2012
request is insufficient to cover this reduction in your request.

Why are you changing your policy in this regard?

Dr. GouLD. We have been getting to a fee-for-services approach
to doing business for almost 30 years now, and we have several ex-
amples out there where that is exactly the way things are. Most,
if not all, of our mitigation hatcheries on the Columbia River are
Mitchell Act hatcheries and are paid for by the National Marine
fIj‘ishery Service. We have BOR supporting our hatcheries in Cali-
ornia.

So we have examples all over the country where this is actually
occurring. In fact, we do not look at this reduction, this almost a
little over $6 million reduction, as a reduction. We see it as a trans-
fer of funds. We have worked out an agreement with the Corps of
Engineers to include most of the money that was identified specifi-
cally for these mitigation hatcheries, and in fact, the amount they
came up with is enough to operate those hatcheries. It is a transfer
of funds to their budget, so there is no real reduction.

We are still trying to discuss with them the exact terms of who
pays for what. There are still some issues regarding who pays for
some of the maintenance activities in the hatchery, which counts
for some of the difference between what we have agreed to for fis-
cal year 2012, and what we have specifically identified as the need.

So, in fact, it is our view that we are looking for a consistent way
of dealing with these mitigation hatcheries across the country.

Dan, do you have anything to add to that?

Mr. AsHE. I would just add, Mr. Rogers, that specifically with re-
gard to the hatchery in your state and hatcheries that are oper-
ated, the mitigation functions that are to be funded by the Corps
of Engineers, those monies are in the President’s budget. So we be-
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lieve that we are going to be able to continue operation of those
hatcheries, and it is our goal to continue the operation of all of
these mitigation hatcheries by working with the other federal agen-
cies.

In general, as a matter of policy, things like the funding for the
mitigation is going to be most sustainable if it is closer to the ac-
tion agency, the agency that is actually responsible for the oper-
ation and maintenance of the project in question.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, the core of fiscal year 2012 request I am told
is not sufficient to cover that $6.3 reduction in your request.

Dr. GouLD. The amount we have agreed with the Corps is $3.9
million, and of the need we have identified around $4.3 to $4.7 mil-
lion, and we are still negotiating that difference.

Again, there are also other mitigation entities, fee-for-service en-
tities, that we are working with, and those include TVA and the
Central Utah Project. We are in negotiations with those folks right
now to deal with that shortfall to make sure that they have those
funds identified in their funding processes.

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, but Fish and Wildlife is the lead federal agency
with responsibility over fisheries, not the Corps, not anyone else.
It is yours, and the Corps budget request does not include the
money that would be required to fulfill the $6.3 million reduction
in your request. Am I mistaken?

Mr. ASHE. The Corps portion of that is not $6.3 million. Six point
three million dollars is the entire reduction which also includes
funds that would come from the Central Utah Project, TVA, and
Bonneville Power Administration. As Dr. Gould said, I think the
Corps portion of that as we identified it was——

Dr. GouLD. Four point seven.

Mr. ASHE [continuing]. $4.7 million. And included in the Corps
budget I believe is $3.9 million.

Dr. GouLb. Right.

Mr. RoGERS. Well, there is still a difference.

Dr. GouLD. Right.

Mr. ASHE. From a policy perspective our goal is the same, and
that is to keep these hatcheries operating and providing the mitiga-
tion fish to support this function. I think in the long run we believe
it is appropriate that the mitigation responsibilities be attached to
the action agency. That really is the more common occurrence for
us, that when an action agency proposes an action, they are re-
sponsible for the mitigation of the adverse affect.

For the security of those hatcheries and that mitigation function
in the long run, we believe that it is better to have that responsi-
bility attached to the action agency, not to the Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, that is a change in policy, is it not?

Mr. AsHE. Yes. With regard to these hatcheries.

Dr. GouLD. We have been working on this transfer of funds ap-
proach as long as I have been in the Fish and Wildlife Service, al-
most for 30 years.

We recognize the economic value of these facilities. We recognize
that they are incredibly important to the local economies, and we
will do everything we can to make sure that those economic im-
pacts, the potential economic impacts, will be taken into consider-
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ation in terms of how we fund those hatcheries and when we fund
them. But the idea is to make this conversion as soon as possible.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, you are, I think, in effect asking us to ear-
mark monies for the Corps of Engineers to go toward Fish and
Wildlife.

Dr. GouLp. It is their funds. These funds are, at least in the
Corps case, for those hatcheries that are affected by the Corps,
Wolf Creek and Arkansas Hatcheries. I just had a conversation
with Senator Pryor yesterday about this very same issue. The fact
of the matter is the money to fund those Corps hatcheries is, in ef-
fect, in the President’s budget, and we would like there to be sup-
port for their continued funding.

1:/111";) RoOGERS. Well, you know we cannot earmark. So what are we
to do?

Dr. GouLD. It is in the President’s budget right now.

Mr. ROGERS. Not fully.

Dr. GouLD. Yes, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPsON. Mr. Moran.

Mr. MORAN. Suggest to the chairman of the full committee that
if he wants to change that policy, I think he would find some recep-
tivity on this side. I think the only guy that really wants it is the
guy in the White House because it works to his favor and against
ours.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION IMPACTS

But, anyway, moving along. So, Dr. Gould and Mr. Ashe, you
have been running the Fish and Wildlife Service now for 6 months
on the series of continuing resolutions. I would like to have you ex-
plain some of the practical impacts of what is a toll-booth kind of
funding of the Federal Government. Are you able to hire summer
temporaries, for example, engaging contracts with local rural busi-
nesses? What are some of the practical implications for this process
that we have been putting you through for 6 months?

Dr. GouLDp. Well, obviously, I can go through all kinds of exam-
ples.

Mr. MORAN. Well, just give us some of the more glaring ones, if
you would not mind.

Dr. GouLp. Well, I can list a few because I have a few of them
listed right here in front of me.

Mr. MoORAN. Okay.

Dr. GouLD. Hiring Youth Conversation Corps employees has
been postponed. Our Challenge Cost Share Projects, which we ac-
complish with partners, had to be put on hold because we do not
know exactly how much money we have to deal with. Our wetlands
and grassland restorations have been postponed in several regions
because we have to deal with contracting and dealing with land-
owners so we meet uncertainty.

Literally hundreds of maintenance projects have been delayed
because we do not know exactly what we have to work with. We
have been careful about our travel. In law enforcement there have
been some special assignment projects that have been put off be-
cause we do not know exactly what we have in terms of funding
to support those agents in investigation situations.
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Another very specific example is that $2.4 million of invasive
species control activities have been postponed on Florida refuges.
This impacts the Service’s ability to meet licensing and agreements
with the State of Florida regarding Loxahatchee Refuge, which is
actually owned by the State of Florida.

So there are just a few very specific examples, and we do look
forward to, as soon as possible, some certainty in our budget so
that we can get on with our work.

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS

Mr. MoORAN. Thank you. The fact that our climate is changing ap-
pears to be a contentious point for some segment of this Congress.
Could you summarize some of the changes that your land man-
agers are already seeing on the ground such as rising sea levels de-
stroying refuges, drought leading to wildfire and disease, disrup-
tion to ecosystems that might be caused by invasive species?

Dr. GouLp. Well, first of all, before I came here, before I came
to DC for my third time, I was the Regional Director in Alaska,
and I am not ascribing it to any cause, but I know the ice is going
away. I know that there is an incredible amount of erosion on the
Bering Sea front. We are dealing with some of our Native Alaskan
communities that literally, just in the last few years, had their
houses washed out from underneath them. This is due to the open
ice and open water situation causing erosion along the shore. We
are seeing sea level rise.

There are several examples of changes that are related to dif-
ferences in temperature regimes across the country. Water obvi-
ously is a big issue in the southwest and California. These are all
real issues of changes going on.

We know change is going on, and we have to take steps to at
least try to understand those changes. We then take adaptive ac-
tions where we can, working with our partners to deal with the sit-
uation.

Dan, any other examples?

Mr. AsHE. I think across all kinds of ecological regimes we are
seeing change that is correlated to observed changes in tempera-
ture and in climate. Changing migration for birds and waterfowl,
changes in the timing of green up in especially the higher latitudes,
changes in flowering plants, and those all cascade through ecologi-
cal systems.

Everything the Fish and Wildlife Service does and all the things
we and our partners are responsible for are being affected at some
level by changing climate. That is one of the reasons we have
placed an emphasis on learning more about the changing climate
system and what it means for the type of work that we do and the
t}ﬁings that we are responsible for. I think our partners appreciate
that.

The work that we have been doing has been right in the main-
stream of the conservation community with partners like Ducks
Unlimited, the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, National
Wildlife Federation, Wild Turkey Federation, and others, because
all land managers and resource managers see the same kind of
changes happening and know that we have to be smarter about
dealing with that. We have to be smarter if we are going to use
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the taxpayers’ dollars in the most responsible way, because the de-
cisions that we are making today are going to produce the water-
fowl that our hunting constituencies depend upon 20, 30, 40, and
50d years from now. So we have to make the right investments
today.

CHESAPEAKE BAY

Mr. MoRAN. That was a long answer, but it was an important
one. I appreciate that. I just have one last issue, Mr. Chairman,
but it does not necessarily require as extensive an answer.

You mentioned in your statement the restoration efforts on the
ecology of the Chesapeake Bay as being important. To what extent
does the Goodlatte amendment to H.R. 1 affect the Fish and Wild-
life Service’s ability to work on the Chesapeake Bay restoration?

Dr. GouLD. The short answer if you broadly interpret

Mr. MoORAN. Well, it said no federal funds. It did not specify EPA
or anything like that.

Dr. GouLDp. Right. We have a lot of restoration work going on re-
lated to point-source pollution and coordination and restoration
work related to wetlands habitat. Very broadly interpreted that
work could have something to do with water quality. We obviously
could not do that work, even though it is not directly——

Mr. MORAN. It was not intended, but it would include Fish and
Wildlife Service. You would just have to stop your operations.

Dr. GouLb. If you broadly interpret.

Mr. MoORAN. Yes. Okay. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Lewis.

SANTA ANA SUCKER

Mr. LEwiS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sure that you will
have anticipated at least a piece of that which I would like to dis-
cuss, but the critical habitat designation that relates to the Santa
Ana sucker is very important to the Southern California region, but
in a broader sense, my concern is one of making sure that we do
not repeat the kind of fiasco that took place in the Bay Delta that
so undermined the credibility of our work in this entire region. And
on every side of that issue people quit talking to each other and
began yelling about what the other was doing, and we need to
make sure that we are preserving elements of our environment as
well as endangered species, et cetera, in a sensible way that allows
us to do the kind of planning that is necessary.

I am very concerned that this designation, critical habitat for the
Santa Ana sucker, could take us down that same pathway if there
is not some really sensible effort to communicate with each other
about where we ought to be going.

And so in connection with that last week when we were dis-
cussing this, it was suggested that maybe Fish and Wildlife tends
to want to take those analyses that agree with their conclusions
and reject analyses that might go in a different direction, and in
that discussion the sucker came to mind, and so I am interested
in knowing has Fish and Wildlife on occasion sent economic anal-
yses back to the contractor for additional work if it was found to
be wanting?

Dr. GouLD. We do that often is the short answer.
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Mr. LEwIs. You do that often?

Dr. GouLp. Yes, we do.

Mr. LEwis. All right. I kind of thought that might be your re-
sponse.

Dr. GouLD. Yes. In this situation, we understand there are con-
cerns. To fully discuss the Santa Ana sucker issue you have to rec-
ognize it has been listed for a long time. We do not think this crit-
ical habitat designation is going to have a major effect on the ongo-
ing discussions and collaborative work that has been going on there
in the past.

We have, however, talked to our Regional Director about the
issue, and we are committed to sitting down with the county and
the stakeholders and developing the kinds of working relationships
that are really going to be necessary to avoid any of these concerns
that we understand you have.

Mr. LEwIS. Would that include participating in or sharing infor-
mation from independent local economic analyses to make sure
that their input is directly a part of whatever policy and decisions
we finally make going forward?

Dr. GouLD. Yes. That would include that kind of development.

Mr. LEwis. Otherwise we could find disaster in the region. The
Santa Ana River basin was developed as a result of the 1938 flood,
and it starts in the San Bernardino Mountains and goes all the
way to the ocean. It is a magnificent area of potential, and if we
can get the communities to really work together, I think it could
be a display of the best. But if we find ourselves hung up on some-
thing like this sucker, and I do not see the Section 7 process going
forward in a sensible way, it might destroy the following.

We have recently completed the Seven Oaks Dam. There is a
flood channel that goes down all the way to the ocean that probably
is 300 yards across. During much of the Santa Ana, on my odom-
eter right at the San Bernardino Mountain, there is a mile across
of land, and it is my view that with the right kind of planning and
cooperation between communities and the environmental commu-
nity and so on, that could become a park all the way to the ocean,
if we could sensibly get people to work together.

If we start throwing time bombs in the middle of it, that dream
will never become a possibility. So I really need assurance that this
Section 7 designation or process will go forward here in a sensible
way, and I would hope you keep me right in the middle of those
discussions.

Dr. GouLb. We will, sir. We have got a problem. The Santa Ana
sucker is not in good shape as you are aware, so it is important
that we work together to get to where you want to be and do what
we can to benefit the sucker itself.

I am sure if we continue to work together, or if we set up better
mechanisms to work together, we will avoid any problems.

Mr. LEwis. If we had not really forced the Corps to change the
way the Seven Oaks Dam would be used

Dr. GouLD. Right.

Mr. LEWIS [continuing]. It would be more than just a flood con-
trol project. If we had not had an opportunity to build in preserva-
tion of water or holding water back there, et cetera, I would sug-
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gest that all the way down the Santa Ana many a species would
have been dramatically and negatively affected.

So I would certainly like to preserve that opportunity for cooper-
ative spirit in the months ahead.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMmPSON. Ms. McCollum.

Ms. McCorLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to all
of you in the Fish and Wildlife Service for all the work that you
do. It has been real important to the Minnesota loon, who is calling
out a great appreciation and thanks for all the work that you did
down in the Gulf. Our state bird appreciates that and so do all the
kids who have been watching on websites about what is going on.

You have talked about creating a national network of landscape
conservation cooperatives to collaborate landscape, biological plan-
ning, the whole works. Your testimony, if you would have given all
of it, was going to talk about what is going on in the Chesapeake
Bay, which brought up the California Bay-Delta, the Gulf Coast,
and the Everglades.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER

But there is one of our Nation’s biggest landmarks, and that is
the Mississippi River. It is one of the world’s largest bodies of
water. It is internationally recognized as well as treasured here na-
tionally, and the mighty Mississippi River, which is getting ready
to be real mighty in my neck of the woods and do a lot of flooding
shortly, it goes all the way from Minnesota, as you know, all the
way down to the Gulf.

It is a large source of drinking water for over 18 million people,
and my hometown of St. Paul probably would not have turned into
the place that it is today, as well as Minneapolis, without the river.

I am very proud of the work that the Upper Mississippi Natural
Wildlife Refuge is doing, and I want to just kind of hone in here
a little bit and ask you is the landscape cooperative going to touch
on the Mississippi River to help the river achieve its healthy water-
shed? It continues to be a working river, and if it is going to be
a working river and also support the wildlife and the recreational
aspects of it, there has to be a well-calibrated balance between
barge traffic, locks and dams, Asian carp coming in, everything
else.

You do not mention that watershed, and I know it is broken
down into regions. Regions are fine, but what is the overall big pic-
ture plan for Mississippi protection?

Dr. GouLDp. You mentioned LCCs, landscape conservation co-
operatives. Those cooperatives are a system of shared scientific ex-
pertise and money that provides science information to manage-
ment entities, allowing them to make the most efficient and most
effective use of their money to do what they need to do.

As you are aware, that area is covered by Joint Ventures for
birds and many kinds of agreements with the Native American
community in terms of management responsibilities and require-
ments. We work very closely with the states, especially with the
refuge, in determining what kind of restoration activities can be
most efficient and effective for wildlife values, while taking into
consideration, obviously, the economic value of that area.
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So the landscape conservation cooperatives are going to provide
the science information so people can make the best decisions
based on the best science. I would like to say, they are not con-
servation delivery. Each of the entities involved have their own re-
sponsibilities, but if we can agree on the science, you can make in-
dividually and collectively the best, most-efficient decisions on how
you use the money available.

Our Great Lakes region is one of the Service’s leaders in working
in partnership with all of the interested stakeholders to come to
management approaches to solving ecological problems in a very ef-
ficient and effective manner and transparent way.

So overall, that is an area of focus, obviously because it is so im-
po}r)tant, and we have a lot of base money going into that area.

an.

Mr. AsSHE. If I could just add, especially with the Mississippi
River and the Gulf of Mexico, I think what we envision with the
landscape conservation cooperatives is, as Rowan said, trying to
build shared capacity.

And so LCCs become a mechanism for the Fish and Wildlife
Service, our state partners, the Corps of Engineers, the Natural
Resource Conservation Service, and others to come together to
build a shared science capacity. This is going to allow us to make
investments in a much more coordinated fashion so that we are
starting to link the solutions of problems like hypoxia in the Gulf
to farm bill incentive programs. This will allow us to get much
more bang for the buck in terms of the public’s investment in im-
proving the river water quality, attacking challenges like Asian
carp, and doing that in a much more coordinated fashion.

So that is exactly what we are trying to do.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Mr. Chair, I would like to sit down and follow
up with you folks on what is the big picture timeline here? What
do people have to agree on? I think I stressed it pretty well, this
is a working river. When I grew up, if it was quiet enough, I could
hear the guys on the barges talk up the hill in my bedroom back
in the day before we had air conditioning.

It is a working river, and it will continue to be a working river,
but we are going to work the river to the bone, and we are going
to destroy opportunities if we do not have an aggressive timeline
here. I look forward to working with you to see how this works.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. SimMpsoN. Mr. Cole.

TRIBAL PROGRAMS

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know we have got limited
time and so some of these I may just submit for the record, but I
wanted to, number one, first ask you just broadly speaking, I want
to focus on the interaction between Fish and Wildlife Service and
Indian Country. What is the impact of the 2012 budget on Indian
Country, and what are the impacts specifically on tribal-related
programs?

Dr. GouLD. One of our hallmark programs that we are very, very
proud of in the southwest specifically is our ability to work with
tribal entities to develop youth involvement programs. There is a
big emphasis in this budget on putting more youth to work and
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that includes a very sizable program working with Native Amer-
ican youth.

The other program that we are supporting is our State and Trib-
al Wildlife Grants program, which we are proposing somewhere
around $90 to $95 million. The largest portion of this money goes
straight to the states, but also a portion of it goes directly to tribal
restoration and recovery projects.

Mr. CoLE. Now, I was going to ask you actually about that spe-
cific program.

Dr. GouLD. A $1 million increase.

Mr. CoLE. It is my understanding that the state funding is both
formula and grant-driven.

Dr. GouLD. Right.

Mr. CoLE. Tribal funding is only grant-driven.

Dr. GouLb. That is correct, sir.

Mr. COLE. Is there any reason why there would not be a formula
component to tribal funding as well?

Dr. GouLb. It is difficult to do. Tribes have different capabilities
from one tribal entity to another, and as you are aware, there are
over 500 recognized tribal entities out there. So what has to hap-
pen in a situation like that is we work through our tribal liaisons
and the region to identify the highest priority areas where the most
work can be done working with the entire community.

And then there is the submission of project proposals.

Mr. COLE. Just out of curiosity, and I do not know, and you may
not know off the top of your head. When grants come in, what is
the percentage of them that actually are ultimately funded and
looked on favorably? I am just trying to get a feel for

Dr. GouLb. I do not know that. We will have to get that informa-
tion for you, sir.

[This information follows:]




U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State and Tribal Wildlife Grants {Competitive)

FY 2008 - 2010 Funding Summary

State Wildlife Grants

Federal Funds Number of Number of % of
Fiscal Requested in Proposals Proposals Proposals
Year | Appropriation Proposals Submitted Funded Funded
2008 $4,922,000 $10,000,000 15 5 33%
2009 $5,000,000 $13,500,000 21 8 38%
2010 $5,000,000 $14,691,253 21 5 24%
Total $14,922,000 $38,191,253 57 18 32%

Tribal Wildlife Grants

Federal Funds Number of Number of % of
Fiscal Requested in Proposals Proposals Proposals
Year | Appropriation Proposals Submitted Funded Funded
2008 $6,184,000 $16,970,473 105 38 36%
2009 $7,000,000 $16,104,933 102 41 40%
2010 $7,000,000 $21,848,058 136 42 31%
Total $20,184,000 $54,923,464 343 121 35%
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FISHERIES PROGRAM

Mr. CoLE. I would appreciate that. Just one more, and, again, I
know Mr. LaTourette has some questions and cannot get back, so
I just want to ask one more. I learned a great deal about fisheries
thanks to Mr. Dicks. We do not do a lot of fisheries in Oklahoma,
but you have a $12 million cut in the Fisheries Program, and that
is a big deal to a lot of tribes actually, in different parts of the
country.

What kind of impact that has on them, and was it dispropor-
tionate to the tribes as compared to the states, because I have
heard some concern that when these cuts happened, the state pro-
grams tend to remain funded, the tribal programs are not funded,
and they take the bigger hit.

I would like your observations on that.

Dr. GouLD. To the best of my knowledge, I do not know any spe-
cifics, but to the best of my knowledge the cuts that were taken be-
yond the hatchery cuts were earmarks.

Mr. CoLE. Well, of course, that does not mean it was a bad idea.
I yield back my time.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. Hinchey.

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPSON. I am going to try to get through both you and
Steve before we go over. We have one vote.

EVERGLADES

Mr. HINCHEY. We will go very quickly. Thank you all very much
g)lr el\{ferything you are doing, and nice to have you down here from

aska.

I thought I would mention something way down south and very
warm. It is the Everglades and the Restoration Act that is going
on in the context of the Everglades, which is very important. The
Everglades is one of the most fascinating places that we have, a
whole host of species of all kinds, and I understand a great number
of species that are endangered there may not continue unless the
work that you are doing is going to be successful. And, of course,
the Everglades has been badly treated in the past, almost dis-
appeared in some way in the past century, almost wiped out.

So the situation that you are engaged in there is very important.
So I just wanted to ask you about it. I noted that in your budget
that the Service has plans to establish a new wildlife refuge, as
well as a new headwaters conservation area.

So can you tell us about that, what the intentions are, what
those plans are, and what you think they are going to achieve, and
what we might do, what this subcommittee might do to participate
with you in the help of bringing about this completion?

Dr. GouLD. Well, as you are aware, the overall goal is to create
or recreate the river of grass, which allows all kinds of water qual-
ity and the kinds of economic benefit that comes from a very solid
ecological environment. In the Everglades area, we are planning for
expanded refuge capability up there, but they are not the kinds of
refuges you really see normally. These are large areas where we
work with private landowners and have conservation easements
where we work with especially the large ranching community.
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These conservation easements allow them to do what they do on
their ranch and still keep them in the kind of condition that allows
the country to have the kind of ecological benefit that is going to
be important from the overall Everglades point of view, especially
for endangered species that really count on that kind of environ-
ment for their existence.

This is a high priority for Secretary Salazar, extremely high pri-
ority. In fact, Dan has been involved in several projects with the
Secretary. He might want to comment.

Mr. AsHE. I would just say we are intimately involved in Ever-
glades restoration, and it is probably one of the best examples of
government agencies working together: us, the Corps of Engineers,
the U.S. Geological Survey, the EPA, the NRCS, the State of Flor-
ida, and the South Florida Water Management District. Just excel-
lent cooperation and a couple of weeks ago I was down there to a
groundbreaking of a 55,000 acre wetland restoration project at the
Pﬁcayune Strand, so lots of innovative, impressive work going on
there.

The northern Everglades or the Everglades Headwaters Refuge
Proposal is one of those exciting proposals where we are looking at
the core of fee acquisition, a relatively small core of fee acquisi-
tions, surrounded by easements that will protect working land-
scapes. That is a model for conservation, and it is reflected in our
budget proposal for this year. In proposals like the Flint Hills and
the Rocky Mountain Front, we are really looking into that to be a
model for conservation in the 21st century, with much more reli-
ance on easements to protect working landscapes and working
ways of life that also provide important opportunities for habitat
conservation. So proposals like the northern Everglades or Ever-
glades Headwaters are very exciting, and I think take us in a very
positive direction.

Mr. HINCHEY. And so this is one of the main focuses of attention
right now, and is something that is going to be upgraded to some
extent by the end of this year and then over the course of the next
years.

Mr. AsHE. The success of that depends upon our partners in the
Department of Agriculture. If that vision is going to become a re-
ality, certainly the Land and Water Conservation Fund as a tradi-
tional source of funding for a project like that, but also continued
support for the Farm Bill Conservation Programs. The USDA is
going to be an absolutely essential element of that entire proposal.

Mr. HINCHEY. Well, thank you very much.

Mr. SiMpPsON. Mr. LaTourette.

ASIAN CARP AND LACEY ACT

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will
try and be brief. I just have two Great Lakes questions. One is the
Asian carp. Courts in Ontario now are fining people up to $50,000
for transporting live Asian carp over the U.S./Canadian border, and
we are being urged to take a re-look at the Lacey Act and perhaps
strengthen it.

The reason for that call is that, we are being told anyway, that
it can take up to 4 years as the average, I guess, to put something
on the list, and one, I would ask if that is true, and if it is true,
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why does it take so long, and if it is true, what can we do about
it to take a little less time?

In 2007, I think the agency listed the silver, the black, and the
large-scale silver carp, but it was not until last December that the
big head, you know, if I was in charge I think I would go big head
first before the sort of benign things.

Dr. GouLD. Right.

Mr. LATOURETTE. But the big head was added in December.
Clearly the Asian carp has the potential to be one of the biggest
ecological disasters in the Great Lakes ever, so what can you tell
me about the Lacey Act, should we give you additional resources,
do you need additional resources, and can you speed up putting
these bad things on lists?

Dr. GouLD. I am not specifically aware of exactly where we are
in the process, but I know that it is a priority for the Fish and
Wildlife Service to get that species on the injurious species list, and
unless Dan knows specifically where we are in the process, we will
have to get that information for you.

[The information follows:]

ASIAN CARP: STATUS OF BIGHEAD SPECIES UNDER LACEY ACT

The Asian Carp Prevention and Control Act (Pub. L. 111-307) was signed into law
on December 14, 2010, amending the Lacey Act (18 U.S.C. 42) by adding the big-
head carp to the list of injurious animals contained therein. The statutory prohibi-
tions and exceptions for this species went into effect upon signature into law. The
Service will publish a final rule in the Federal Register on March 22, officially add-
ing the bighead carp to the federal injurious wildlife list.

But it is a priority for the Service, and we agree with you 100
percent about the need to take that action. We are putting lots of
resources, both resources from EPA and our own resources, in place
to try to deal with keeping that species out of the Great Lakes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Right.

Dr. GouLDp. With the electric barriers and the monitoring that is
going on. But we see this as a big, big problem for that area. It
could be an ecological disaster, and we have got to do all we can
do to stop it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Well, I read some place that the Asian carp
eats like 40 percent of its body weight a day, you know. I did that
for awhile. It was not very good, but, obviously, it can destroy the
sports fishing industry.

The other thing that we heard and maybe you can get back to
me on another day is that, I think you have $2.9 million in this
budget request to deal specifically with this issue. The other story
that we are being told is of the money that is available for Asian
carp efforts, only 5 to 8 percent of that actually makes it to the
boots on the ground, taking care of the problem. So I would like
to be dispelled of that rumor if it is not true, and if it is true, obvi-
ously, that is disturbing.

Dr. GouLD. That is disturbing. I was not aware of that, but we
will make some telephone calls, because you are right.

[The information follows:]

ASIAN CARP: USE OF FUNDING

The Service is unaware of the basis for the rumor that only 5 to 8 percent of fund-
ing for Asian Carp control makes it to on-the-ground projects. Most of the funding
the Service has for Asian Carp control comes from the Great Lakes Restoration Ini-
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tiative within the Environmental Protection Agency’s budget. This funding has a
cap on how much can be used for administrative overhead. Furthermore, the Serv-
ice, along with the other Federal and State agencies, has been very mindful of the
need to react quickly to this threat and maximize on the ground efforts. The Service
is a member of the Asian Carp Regional Coordination Committee, which is made
up of Federal and State agencies. The Committee has developed a framework strat-
egy for the control of Asian Carp and approves each agency project to ensure effec-
tive use of the funding and prevent overlapping efforts. The 2011 list of projects can
be found at www.asiancarp.org.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Yes.

Dr. GouLD. Most of those resources need to either get to the bar-
riers themselves or the active monitoring that is going on or the
sciences necessary to be more effective in identifying where a prob-
lem area may be and then attacking that area as quickly as pos-
sible.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. SiMPSON. We have about 4 minutes to get over and vote, so
we are going to do that right now. We are going to recess for a few
minutes. We only have one vote, so it should not take us too long
to get back, and I have a whole series of questions which should
not be too tough.

We will be in recess for approximately 10, 15 minutes.

[Recess.]

Mr. SimMPsON. We will be back in order. Mr. Moran has to go to
a VA hearing, I think, Appropriations hearing, and obviously mem-
bers are headed off to different hearings. We got to do the first
round of questioning, at least those members had the opportunity
to ask their questions.

Ms. Lummis, I have got a series that I am going to ask but go
ahead if you are ready.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

Mrs. LummMis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for joining
us today. My questions are going to be focused on the Endangered
Species Act, and I am from Wyoming, so you can just about guess
what I might want to discuss.

But let’s start with a general question. I would like to ask the
acting director, over the life of the Endangered Species Act how
much money has been spent on management? Do you know?

Dr. GouLD. I do not have a specific answer to that question. We
will have to get back to you.

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. Thank you. I would appreciate it if you
would. I will submit these questions in writing so you have them
in front of you.

What has been the practical result for your agency of the spike
in listing petitions in terms of the employee hours spent and the
funds expended as well?

Dr. GOoULD. As you are aware, we have been focusing a lot of our
effort on litigation-driven decisions. That is based on the fact that
we have a lot of involvement in the court system with the Endan-
gered Species Act. There has been a considerable number of listing
petitions that have been submitted in the form of multiple requests
at one time. This, in effect, puts us in a position where we cannot
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deal with these requests nor have any hope of being able to deal
with them in a timely manner.

ENDANGERED SPECIES PETITIONS CAP

Mr. ASHE. I would just add that I think it has been more of a
kind of redirection of effort as opposed to more hours. There are
only so many hours in the day to work, so it has been a significant
redirection of effort within the Service. But one of the things we
are asking the subcommittee for in this year’s proposal is to con-
sider a cap on the amount we can spend to process petitions, and
that would be an important aspect of helping us manage our en-
dangered species more closely.

Mrs. Lummis. Would it work better if the decision to pursue a po-
tential listing or at least to further a study regarding listing could
be generated only by the agency itself rather than by the public?

Dr. GouLD. Of course, the Act is configured the way the Act is
configured.

Mrs. LumMis. I might mention, though, that the authorization
for this act expired in 1992, and that the authorization level that
is the ceiling for authorization for the ESA is $41,500,000, $41.5
million, and the fiscal year 2012 request is $282 million.

So here we are on a five X multiple of the total authorization
amount with no end in sight. So I am wondering whether this com-
mittee should be working with the authorizing committee to au-
thorize or reauthorize in a way that allows the agency to better
manage listing requests and so these multiple requests at one time
that overwhelm the agency’s budget and personnel will not be
dominating or driving the expenditure of funds. Rather you will be
able to concentrate dollars and human resources within your agen-
cy on species that are actually recoverable.

Any comment on that?

Mr. ASHE. I would reiterate that the purpose of the listing cap
we requested is to help us better allocate workload among basic en-
dangered species activities such as listing, consultation, and recov-
ery. We believe a petition cap would be helpful for us in managing
that.

I think that the petition process itself is very compatible with
American government in that the public has the opportunity to pe-
tition its government to take an action. In this case, for us to con-
sider listing an endangered species. I think, in recent years, we
have seen that the petition process has been beyond our ability to
manage effectively, and we are asking the subcommittee to help us
in part by considering a petition cap.

Mr. SiMPsSON. Would the gentlelady yield for just a second?

How would a petition cap work? I mean, right now if there is a
petition and it exceeds what you have appropriated for that
amount, you have to take resources from other areas and look at
the petition?

Mr. AsHE. Gary Frazer is our Assistant Director for Endangered
Species, and perhaps Gary would be best able to give you the spe-
cifics about how that petition cap might work.

Mr. FRAZER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Gary Fraz-
er. I am the Assistant Director for Endangered Species. The way
it works, because there are statutory deadlines associated with how
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we must process a petition, within 90 days we must make a deter-
mination as to whether the petition is substantial. Then if it is sub-
stantial, we must make a determination as to whether the petition
action is warranted or not warranted or warranted but precluded
within 12 months.

Those are deadlines that can be enforced. They frequently are en-
forced, and so the petition cap would serve to help us defend
against lawsuits that are driving us to meet those deadlines. We
can only do so much. We can only do as much as the funds appro-
priated by Congress allow us to do. By having a cap saying that
Congress allows us to spend up to this amount of money for peti-
tion work, we would work up to that. Then we would essentially
use that as our defense for not doing more, so that we can balance
among the various duties that we have.

Mr. SiMPSON. If you do not change the underlying law, the au-
thorization law, how would a court look on that? Any idea?

Mr. FRAZER. To the extent that we have had experience in this
in the past, we have had caps in place for our listing program and
for critical habitat designation within our listing program for a
number of years. It has never really been brought to a head, but
it has been lodged as a defense before. We view that as our most
successful line of defense for maintaining balance among all of our
endangered species program activities.

So the Appropriations Committee has been very helpful for us.

Mr. SiMPSON. If you do a listing as listed but precluded, that is
essentially saying I do not have the money to do it. Right?

Mr. FRAZER. That is what it means. Yes.

Mr. SiMPSON. Has that ever been challenged in court?

Mr. FRAZER. We do have many challenges to our precluded find-
ings. Most of those challenges are still pending.

ENDANGERED SPECIES LAWSUITS

Mrs. LumMis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and a follow up to that
comment.

About how many lawsuits is the agency currently engaged in on
ESA-related matters?

Mr. FrRAZER. Right now, on what we call a Section 4 of listing
program activities, we have approximately 41 pending lawsuits.

Mrs. Lummis. No, you may not know the answer to this because
it seems a mystery to a lot of people in government, but when your
agency loses or settles an ESA case that results in a judgment or
the payment of attorneys’ fees, does the payment come from your
budget or from the Treasury?

Mr. FrRAZER. It depends upon what statute is the basis for filing
the complaint. If the complaint is filed under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, the provision in the Act is that providence for citizen suits
to be filed and explicitly provides for reasonable attorneys’ fees to
be awarded. Those fees are paid out of the Claims and Judgments
Fund, and DOJ administers that fund.

If the lawsuit is brought under another statute that does not ex-
plicitly authorize attorneys’ fees to be awarded such as the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act, then the attorney fees, if they are awarded,
come out of the agency funds, out of the Fish and Wildlife Service
budget.
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Mrs. LuMmMis. And are you able to track those payments? Do you
track those payments both under the ESA citizen suits and that
APA type of case?

Mr. FRAZER. DOJ administers the Judgment Fund, so we do not
separately track those awards. We track the funds that we ulti-
mately have to pay out of the endangered species budget, and for
the last 9 years they have averaged about $200,000 per year. We
do not lose many cases, but when we do, they can amount to sub-
stantial costs. Attorneys get paid well.

GRAY WOLF

Mrs. LuMmMis. Question for either Dr. Gould or Mr. Ashe. Do you
believe the gray wolf in the Northern Rockies is a recovered spe-
cies?

Dr. GouLb. I will just start out by saying, yes.

Mrs. LumwMis. Perfect. That is the answer that I was hoping.
Now, what do you need from this committee to support negotiations
taking place between yourselves and the governor of Wyoming?

Dr. GOULD. As you are aware, we have withdrawn an appeal re-
garding the lawsuit, regarding this very issue, because we truly be-
lieve that we can come to a common understanding of the kind of
management plan that is necessary to deal with a wolf population
that we all agree is in good shape.

So what we are committed to doing, the Secretary and Dan Ashe,
who has been very, very instrumental in dealing with the wolf situ-
ation, is to sitting down with Governor Mead and the State of Wyo-
ming. We are confident that in a reasonably short period of time
we can come up with a plan that will make biological sense and
meet the needs of the State of Wyoming.

Mr. AsHE. Patience, maybe, is the one thing needed because the
governor, as you know, Congresswoman, has to work with the leg-
islature in this case. Our immediate discussions with the governor
are going very well, but then he will need to work with the legisla-
ture and then we will need to work within our administrative proc-
ess.

So it is not going to happen overnight, but I think we are making
very good progress. I think we are on a good track.

Mrs. Lummis. I appreciate that, and I strongly, strongly encour-
age you to devote a great deal of time to that as frequently and as
soon as possible, because in the long run it will save your agency
money, it will save my state money, and it will save a huge amount
of aggravation and frustration within the State of Wyoming. So I
cannot more strongly stress my hope that you will make that a pri-
ority.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. SIMPSON. Just out of curiosity, in Wyoming if a state man-
agement plan is approved, it has to be approved by the legislature?

Mr. AsHE. Yes. The legislature has approved the previous Wyo-
ming plan, and would have to enact any new plan that the gov-
ernor might develop in cooperation with us. It is going to take an
action by the state legislature to get to a submission of a new plan.

Mr. SIMPSON. As you know, in H.R. 1 we added language to effec-
tively, essentially overturn Judge Malloy’s decision, which the Ad-
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ministration supported. It did not address Wyoming because they
have not come to an agreement yet with Fish and Wildlife Service.

Mrs. Lummis. Mr. Chairman, I would beg to differ with that
statement, but go ahead and continue.

Mr. SIMPSON. If they come to an agreement on a state manage-
ment plan with Wyoming, would that effectively overturn Judge
Malloy’s decision? Because did his decision not say, no, you cannot
just separate Idaho and Montana, you have to include Wyoming
also?

Mr. AsSHE. Your legislation would allow us to get back to where
we were in April of 2009.

Mr. SiMPSON. Right.

Mr. AsHE. With Idaho and Montana wolves de-listed and Wyo-
ming wolves still listed.

Mr. SIMPSON. Right.

Mr. ASHE. And so as soon as Wyoming develops a plan that we
can approve, then we can de-list the entire Northern Rocky Moun-
tain distinct population segment of wolves. That is why we are, as
we speak, engaged with the State of Wyoming to move in that di-
rection. Governor Mead has been very forthcoming in working with
us and expressing his concerns, but we have had very good dia-
logue. I think we are moving in a positive direction in Wyoming.

Your legislation would set the stage. It would get wolf manage-
ment back into the hands of Montana and Idaho, where we have
previously-approved state plans, and then put us on a course to get
a new plan from Wyoming that we could approve.

Mr. SIMPSON. And once the three states have an approved plan,
then it is time. Okay.

Mrs. LumwMis. I do have a follow-up, Mr. Chairman. I would reit-
erate that Wyoming submitted a plan that was approved by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Dr. GouLD. That is correct.

Mrs. Lummis. And so the subsequent disapprovals were not by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. They were done in the courts
pursuant to litigation.

So the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pronouncement on the plan
that the Wyoming legislature passed was to approve it, and by all
measures the wolf is recovered. All measures, all three states. So
that is why this issue continues to be a burr under the saddle of
the State of Wyoming, as well as your states because of Wyoming’s
opinion of our plan, as reflected by the acting director and the dep-
uty here today, was approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
based on sound science.

Mr. SIMPSON. But subsequently challenged in court.

Mrs. Lumwmis. Correct.

Mr. SIMPSON. And ultimately what I am trying to get back to is
a state where Idaho can manage its wolves, and ultimately I think
that is what we all want.

Dr. GouLD. That is correct.

Mr. SiMPSON. The states can manage the wolves.

Dr. GouLD. Just one additional layer of complexity, we approved
the Wyoming plan in 2007 that was stricken down. Our approval
of that plan was stricken down in a decision by Judge Malloy in
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the Montana District. We disapproved Wyoming’s plan in our 2009
de-listing rule and that was challenged by the State of Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. And this is the one you have chosen not to——

Dr. GouLD. We got an adverse ruling in that case also from
Judge Johnson in the Wyoming District, and so we essentially have
t\ivo judges kind of telling us different things about Wyoming’s
plan.

That is why we decided not to carry this issue any further in
court. We decided to get this out of court and get back into a dis-
cussion between professionals at the state and federal level. We be-
lieve we can get a plan that is acceptable to both Wyoming and the
Fish and Wildlife Service.

Mr. SIMPSON. Good, because I think we all want the same thing
here and that is to be able to have state management of the
wolves, and anybody that believes we were going to reintroduce
wolves into Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming and were not going to
have some management of the wolves was living in a world that
just does not exist.

There are people who do not want us to do anything with the
wolves, and that, unfortunately or fortunately, is not going to be
the situation, that we are going to have to manage them.

So I appreciate you working on that with me.

LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION COOPERATIVES

In your opening testimony you talked about the Cooperative
Landscape Conservation Initiative as being about biological plan-
ning and information gathering. What concerns me is that the mes-
saging reflects the policy that somehow biological planning and in-
formation gathering are simply two more tools that the Service is
adding to its toolbox, while offsetting cuts elsewhere in the budget
suggests that other tools are being taken out of the toolbox.

It seems to me that this initiative should be about the entire
package of adaptive management, that is the application of science
for biological planning conservation, project design and delivery,
and outcome-based monitoring, all feeding back on one another.

Please take just a few moments to comment on that, and if I am
correct in what I just said, and I know that this initiative is still
in its infancy, but can you give me just an example of how land-
scape conservation is changing the Service’s approach to endan-
gered species recovery?

Dr. GouLD. Based on your question, you understand very well
what the Service calls strategic habitat conservation, which is land-
scape conservation with adaptive management attached to it, ex-
actly as you described it. In that process, the landscape conversa-
tion cooperatives provide us the initial information and planning to
start making decisions. We will then monitor actions taken and
make any kind of course corrections that are necessary. This ap-
proach will allow us to keep circling good decisions, good outcomes,
monitor the outcomes, make better decisions. That is the adaptive
part you were talking about.

The LCCs help us with the kind of initial good science informa-
tion, monitoring and modeling that allows us to make decisions
that we can eventually see if they work. It is not conservation de-
livery per se, but the beauty of the LCCs is the information that
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is developed. The money that goes into the LCCs is for information.
The information gathered is driven by the input from the steering
committee for each LCC. They are our stakeholders. Our primary
stakeholders are other federal agencies, the states, and other enti-
ties like Ducks Unlimited, who have a seat at the table.

The LCCs at least have a common understanding of the informa-
tion needed. That is the beauty of the LCCs, because when you do
make management decisions that you are going to adaptively mon-
itor, everybody at least agrees on the science. Very often in the
gast that has been a stumbling block. You have got that common

asis.

Mr. AsHE. Specifically with regard to endangered species, I do
not know so much that this approach will change the way we are
dealing with endangered species. What it will do is allow us to take
some of the very best examples and duplicate that much more con-
sistently across the landscape.

A good example is the grizzly bear. You are aware that this is
another area where we are having momentary difficulty. I think
the general notion of establishing a population objective across a
large landscape and then doing the science that we need to under-
stand the issues is needed—where do we need conservation, where
are the threats to that species, and how are we going to address
those threats, for example, female mortality in the grizzly bear
population. How do we deal with that? One way is by educating
outfitters and then another way is by dealing with the hot spots
in terms of habitation mortality.

This LCC approach will allow us to do this more consistently
across the landscape so that we are going to be much more effective
at dealing with issues like sage grouse and lesser prairie-chicken
and golden eagles. Some of these issues we can see coming. We can
see those storm clouds on the horizon. The LCCs are going to allow
us to do that much more consistently and much more effectively in
the future.

Dr. GouLD. In cooperation with our stakeholders and state part-
ners.

Mrs. LumMis. Mr. Chairman, may I interject.

Mr. SIMPSON. Sure.

ENDANGERED SPECIES LISTING AND RECOVERY

Mrs. LuMmmMmis. Thank you. With regard to what you just said,
under what authority can the agency move the goalposts? When
there is a recovery plan put forward, there are criteria which deter-
mine objectively when a species is recovered, and yet with the griz-
zly bear and the wolves and others, those goalposts get moved as
time goes on.

So species that by the objective criteria which were adopted at
the time of listing have already been met, are no longer valid, and
those species stay listed when they have, in fact, recovered by all
criteria that were scientifically vetted at the time of the listing.
How can that happen, and why does that happen, and under what
authority does that happen?

Dr. GouLp. We have the authority to update recovery plans
based on the best available science. The authority for a recovery
plan is a local plan. Our regional directors sign those recovery
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plans, and if there is new information available, scientifically-valid
new information, they are required to take that into consideration
in listing decisions. In fact, to the best of my knowledge, with
wolves, that has occurred. New information based on genetic popu-
lation, moving, and other factors has caused other recovery criteria
to become important. That has not diminished the fact that they
are recovered, but there is new information, new considerations in
the recovery planning process.

Mr. AsHE. I think in the case of, you know, our favorite subject,
wolves, it is not so much that the bar has changed. Our recovery
objective has remained the same, ten breeding pairs and 100
wolves per state by managing for at least 15 breeding pairs and at
least 150 wolves per state. The recovery objective has remained the
same.

What has happened is that people disagree with that recovery
objective. As we have tried to de-list the wolf, we have to essen-
tially put the machinery in reverse. We have to disprove and work
backwards through the five listing factors in the endangered spe-
cies list. People will challenge, and you know, have challenged the
science on which we are basing those decisions.

ADAPTIVE SCIENCE

It is not so much that the recovery standard has changed, rather
there are a lot of people out there that disagree that that is a valid
recovery standard. That is the crux of the debate we have been
having. The science that we are talking about, that we hope to de-
velop through this landscape conservation cooperative network, will
help us to better defend our decisions in the future.

Another example with grizzly bear is the effect of climate change
on the availability of white pine nuts as a critical food supply for
the grizzly bear, and one of the reasons we lost——

Mr. SIMPSON. Grizzly bears eat nuts?

Dr. GouLD. Yes, they do.

Mr. ASHE. Yes, they do.

Mr. SIMPSON. Oh, I thought they ate people.

Mr. AsHE. The science that we are talking about developing will
put us in a better posture to defend our actions in the future.

Mr. SiMPsSON. We are hearing from some of your partners who
are concerned about budget cuts to Service programs that do the
conservation, design, delivery, and monitoring so vital to the entire
initiative. How much of the Service’s funding under this initiative
is returning to other Service programs as opposed to being
outsourced to partners? How much of the funding is going into
helping partners come to the table, particularly the tribes, and are
Service programs having to write grant proposals or otherwise com-
pete with external partners for Service funds?

Dr. GouLD. I do not have any specific dollar figures that I can
really point to. If we can pull that information together, we will.

[The information follows:]



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State and Tribal Wildlife Grants (Competitive)

FY 2008 - 2010 Funding Summary

State Wildlife Grants
Federal Funds Number of Number of % of
Fiscal Requested in Proposals Proposals Proposals
Year | Appropriation Proposals Submitted Funded Funded
2008 $4,922,000 $10,000,000 15 S 33%
2009 $5,000,000 $13,500,000 21 8 38%
2010 $5,000,000 $14,691,253 21 5 24%
Total $14,922,000 $38,191,253 57 18 32%
Tribal Wildlife Grants
Federal Funds Number of Number of % of
Fiscal Requested in Proposals Proposals Proposals
Year | Appropriation Proposals Submitted Funded Funded
2008 $6,184,000 $16,970,473 105 38 36%
2009 $7,000,000 $16,104,933 102 41 40%
2010 $7,000,000 $21,848,058 136 42 31%
Total $20,184,000 $54,923,464 343 121 35%
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Mr. SiMPsON. Okay.

Dr. GouLD. For 2012, we are planning on $10.2 million to com-
plete the LCCs and $7.2 million for science. We are not putting a
specific earmark on that money at all. The best person, entity, uni-
versity, or coop unit, that can collect that information, that is who
the funding will go to.

It could be the Service collecting that information. It could be a
coop unit. It could be Boise State. It is wherever the best expertise
is for that sort of information. Only by doing that can we have,
among the steering committee members some comfort. Comfort
that the data collected is being collected in a way that is not biased
and people can use and rely on it for a long period of time. We have
not put any specific earmark for the Service on that money.

Mr. ASHE. Our people do not have to write grant proposals. The
whole idea behind this is we are asking people to bring capacity
and to manage that capacity as partners. When we bring our
money to the table, we are essentially saying we are going to form
a steering committee with our partners, and we are going to set
shared priorities.

The Service has a voice in how those monies will be directed, but
we are asking the Forest Service, the BLM, the NRCS, and our
state and NGO partners to bring resources to the table, too. It
would be inappropriate for us to say we want our money spent on
this or that. We are looking for shared priorities, and we think the
Service will do very well in that context.

This is a model that we borrowed from the Joint Ventures. The
Service has been a tremendous beneficiary from the work of the mi-
gratory bird joint ventures, and we have done that by relinquishing
some degree of authority over the resources that we bring to the
table.

Mr. SiMPSON. Okay. As many of you know, the Service tried and
failed on a similar ecosystem effort back in the 1990s. In speaking
with your partners my sense is that part of the problem back then
was that new geographic assistant regional directors were hired in
addition to existing program assistant regional directors and that
there was no longer clear lines of authority.

With the addition of the headquarters and regional science advi-
sors that report directly to the director and regional directors re-
spectively, what is different administratively about this initiative
such that it will succeed where the other ones seem to fail?

Dr. GouLDp. The geographic ARDs, as they called them back in
that time, were eliminated because it did not work. They were real-
ly focusing on conservation delivery, and you need to remember
that conservation delivery is the responsibility of not just the Fish
and Wildlife Service. It is also the responsibility of the state, other
federal agencies, and so on and so forth.

The primary difference between this new initiative is we are
avoiding the turf battles that would result from us creating jobs
that, on the face of it, would be usurping, at least in the views of
others, the responsibility for them to do their work. We are avoid-
ing that whole concept by saying everybody maintains their respon-
sibility. The state still has to make the decision the states are re-
sponsible for. We are not presupposing we are going to coopera-
tively have a responsibility for their work.
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What we are saying is at least we are working with a common
scientific base. That is the basic difference and one of the reasons
why geographic ARDs did not work in the past.

Mr. SiMPSON. Do you think this new LCC will break down the
stovepipes that traditionally exist in government agencies, and is
everyone on board with this within the agency? What have the
fisheries got to gain from this that are seeing, as Mr. Rogers said,
a $12.2 million reduction in their budget? What is the benefit to
them? What do they get out of this?

Dr. GouLD. I will turn that question over to Dan Ashe. I have
to give him credit. This guy, as far as I am concerned, is kind of
the father of this kind of concept. He really is the person that came
up with the basic concepts of avoiding tensions between stake-
holder partners based on creating the best science, then working
forward on that premise, using the strategic habitat conservation
process that you described. Dan has developed the Scientific Advi-
sor role to the Director for the last few years.

This is an innovative process. It is the way we are going to have
to approach conservation for the future. After I have tooted his
horn a little bit, let me answer the question by saying that the
Fisheries program, as you are aware, has created these kind of
fisheries joint ventures, and these joint ventures have seen an ad-
vantage in working with the LCCs. They see it as a way to obtain
science so that we can do conservation delivery.

Many of the major joint ventures have actually adopted LCCs as
a way to get the information they need to make their decisions.
Fisheries are now looking at it the same way. National Fisheries
Habitat Boards and other joint ventures and similar entities that
are developing across the country are now seeing LCCs as a re-
source. A resource to collect the information they need so that they
can collectively talk about setting resource priorities, not doing
projects by random acts of kindness. This allows for the focusing
of resources where they need to be. That is the beauty of the proc-
ess.

Mr. AsHE. The concept requires everybody to give a little, but
with the idea that you are going to get more than you give. As we
think about an issue like sage grouse, if we develop the capacity
to see that 11-state landscape and work with our state partners,
we could send work randomly across the landscape and not achieve
our end objective and still see sage grouse in decline.

What we need to do is hitch everybody to the same wagon so that
we are all working together across that landscape to identify those
core areas that are really going to be critical for the persistence of
the sage grouse on the landscape and make the investment in
those areas.

If you look at it from just the Fish and Wildlife Service perspec-
tive, you might say, well, we would rather spend the money at the
national wildlife refuge, but the more important investment is for
Dave White at NRCS to put investment in some of the key private
landscapes or Bob Abbey at the BLM, to make necessary invest-
ments within the BLM land base.

What this is going to allow us to do is identify where the real
priorities are, and then as a government make the decision. As
partners we will make the decisions about who is going to make
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those investments, and with aquatic resources I think that is abso-
lutely essential. We are dealing with a group of species which on
a whole are the most imperiled group of species in the world. We
have to start making decisions much more collectively, not looking
at those decisions from within the footprint of the Fish and Wildlife
Service or the Corps of Engineers or a state fish and wildlife agen-
¢y, but in a much more collective capacity.

Especially given the difficult financial situation that we are hav-
ing, it is more important than ever that we are doing that. It does
require everybody to kind of let go a little bit and not look at it
from the standpoint of the Fish and Wildlife Service or the Fish-
eries Program or the Refuge Program or the Endangered Species
Program within the Fish and Wildlife Service but look at it from
the standpoint of what is the resource objective that we are trying
to accomplish. Maybe the BLM is where we need to put the re-
sources and get people to the place where they can actually make
those kind of decisions.

LAND ACQUISITION

Mr. SIMPSON. Good. Let’s talk about land acquisition for just a
minute. We have got a $53 million, 64 percent increase in land ac-
quisition. Are the agency’s acquisitions for parcels already fully or
mostly bordered by other federal lands?

Dr. GouLD. Yes. Our land acquisitions where we are doing fee
title is primarily, almost exclusively, within the refuge boundaries
as they exist. Only in one case, I think the Flint Hills, are we actu-
ally establishing a new refuge, and that project is, to the best of
my knowledge, all easements work.

So this land acquisition budget or LWCF money, which, of
course, comes from offshore receipts, does not go against the budget
deficit obviously, is going to make us more efficient in the work we
do. We actually can be more effective dealing with access issues,
prescribed burns, that sort of thing, when we do not have a check-
erboard square way of our refuges being configured.

Now, what is important to remember also is that as we move for-
ward with this process we are never, ever pursuing this approach
without willing sellers. That is just the way we are doing business,
and we are staying within our lines.

Mr. SIMPSON. As you are I am sure well aware, westerners get
a little bit concerned when we start talking about land acquisition
in states that are 64, 80 or whatever percent federal land already.

Dr. GouLD. Yes.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND

Mr. SiMPSON. The impact that has on the state and the tax base
of the state. National Wildlife Refuge Fund was essentially kind of
a PILT payment for the National Wildlife Refuge.

Dr. GouLD. Yes.

Mr. SIMPSON. Sort of like the same thing?

Dr. GouLb. It is not quite the same thing, but the fund itself is
zeroed out, and I think that is what you are getting to.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes.

Dr. GouLD. But our position is that the existence of those refuges
is an incredible economic boom for that local area, and in these
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tight budget times we had to deal with that reality. PILT money,
I think the counties are getting approximately 5 percent of the au-
thorized amount, somewhere in that area.

Mr. SiMPSON. PILT runs out in 2012? Expires at the end of 2012?
And I am concerned that this is foreshadowing what might be hap-
pening with PILT payments by the Administration saying, well,
gee, you have such a benefit of having Forest Service land or BLM
land or whatever federal land in your area. That far offsets any
negative aspect of it.

But I will tell you Mr. Moran and I had a discussion on the Se-
cure Rural Schools funding, and he was wondering why people in
Virginia are paying for schools in the western United States, and
so I just brought him some maps that showed the percentage of
federal land owned in the east versus the west. It also showed
what we would receive if those federal lands were actually paying
the very minimum in tax that they could pay, how our per-pupil
expenditure is less than it is here, and our tax burden of what we
tax ourselves to pay for those schools is actually more than it is
here. It is because we do not have a land base.

And so we get very, very concerned when we start looking at
fully funding Land and Water Conservation Fund and acquire new
lands and that kind of stuff. And, this fund, as I understand it, it
is a little different as you said than PILT, but would essentially
pay those counties, but the argument that while they benefit so
much from having that wildlife refuge there that we should not
have to make up the difference, I think is going to fall on some
very skeptical ears among western members.

That program was $14.5 million last year and is terminated this
year. We will find that money somewhere. It might be in land ac-
quisition funds or something.

Mrs. LumMis. Mr. Chairman, I could not agree more. Every coun-
ty I know in Wyoming would be happy to have taxes in lieu of pay-
ments.

Mr. SiMPSON. Yes, and they would be substantially better off, but
I am not one who is opposed to public lands. I think public lands
provide a benefit to people, and Idaho loves public lands. That is
how we hunt and fish and outdoor recreate and everything else,
but there is a balance here that when people want to tell us how
we are going to manage public lands that never see them from the
east, you know, and say these are all public lands, and we should
have some say in it, well, there is some responsibility to also pay
for it.

Mr. AsHE. I would say I think over the years this refuge revenue
sharing has been very positive for the Fish and Wildlife Service
and the Refuge System. I doubt there is a manager in the National
Wildlife Refuge System who does not see the kind of transfer of
that check every year as a positive with their local communities.

I think that, however, we have been asked in the context of the
budget to look for things and to think outside the box. With that,
our options are always limited and I know you are aware of that.
But it is definitely one of those things where we have done numer-
ous studies on the economic benefits of national wildlife refuges.
They all indicate that refuges are a benefit to local economies con-
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sidering the loss of income tax. So, it is an attempt to look at some
new ways of thinking about public lands.

Mr. SiMPSON. I hope this is not a precursor to what the Adminis-
tration is looking at in the reauthorization of the PILT payments
or elimination of the PILT payments, because in some counties, you
know, when you have got a county that is 96 percent federal land,
what the heck are they going to do?

Mr. AsSHE. I am not aware that this is connected in any way to
any larger Administration policy. In fact, in the past we had the
opposite discussion about should the Refuge System be included in
the PILT System as opposed to having an appropriated fund.

th{. SiMPSON. Right. That is a legitimate discussion to have, I
think.

Dr. GouLD. Just with the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act, and I do
not know the date, this is very specific to that particular action.

LAKE LOWELL

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. I want to bring your attention to a situation
that is particular to southern Idaho and ask for your assistance in
resolving what seems to be a completely unnecessary dispute be-
tween the people of Idaho and Fish and Wildlife Service.

As you know, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Deer Flat Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge in Idaho’s Canyon County is in the process
of creating a new comprehensive management plan. The Deer Flat
Wildlife Refuge is located on Lake Lowell, a manmade lake in
southern Idaho. Lake Lowell was created over 100 years ago as an
irrigation reservoir and remains in service for this purpose to this
day. It has a long history of being utilized not only for irrigation
purposes but as a recreational lake where water skiing, fishing,
boating, and other uses are not only permitted but encouraged.
Needless to say, Lake Lowell is an integral part of the social and
economic life of southern Idaho.

Despite the fact that Lake Lowell is manmade, an irrigation res-
ervoir, and a long-time recreational destination, Fish and Wildlife
Service continues to hold onto the possibility that Lake Lowell
could be closed to recreational uses in the future as part of a com-
prehensive management plan. The failure or unwillingness of Fish
and Wildlife to take recreational curtailment off the table has
caused a great deal of concern and controversy in Idaho’s Treasure
Valley and rightfully so.

In fact, I have got in my possession a letter from the area’s four
state senators asking me to intervene in this matter legislatively
if necessary to make sure that your agency does not move to end
recreational uses on Lake Lowell.

As a result of this hearing I would like to be able to tell these
four senators that you will—I know that at a hearing like this I
cannot ask you to commit to anything specific like that—but I
would like to ask you to work with me to try to solve this problem
in southeast Idaho because it is causing a great deal of consterna-
tion that does not need to be caused.

Do you believe that recreation and species conservation are com-
patible?

Dr. GouLD. Absolutely, and we will commit to work with you on
this particular issue. It was actually a surprise to us that we had
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authority over the surface uses of that lake, and we came to that
conclusion when we started into the CCP process. We have no in-
tention of going through a process without recognizing the fact that
this has been a recreational lake for as long as it has been in exist-
ence.

We will work with you to both recognize that fact and get to a
position and get to a place where the local folks are comfortable
with the management of both the refuge and how it is dealt with
and from a recreational perspective.

Mr. SiMPSON. We need to do that as quickly as possible because
if you want to get a lot of people upset at a hearing, just bring up
the issue, and it will bring up a lot of recreationalists out there
that think that it is nuts. I am not saying that you have been un-
reasonable. I am just saying that they believe that.

Dr. GouLD. Potential. I understand.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, and so we want to work with you to solve this
problem so that it can be used for the recreational uses it has for
years and years and years and also serve as the wildlife refuge that
is important to the area.

Dr. GouLD. Sure.

Mr. SiMPSON. I think we are pretty much finished here. I thank
you for being patient and waiting during the voting process. Thank
you for the work you do. I look forward to working with you in the
future, and if there is anybody we can call on the other side of the
rotunda, let us know. We would be happy to do so.

Thank you.
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Hearing Questions for the Record (QFR)
Hearing: Department of the Interior, Fish & Wildlife Service FY 12
Budget Oversight
Wednesday March 16, 1:00pm Rayburn B308

Questions for the Record from Chairman Simpson

Cooperative Landscape Conservation
(FY09: $0; FY10: $20M; FY11: $20M; FY12: $37M +87%)

Simpson QI: Your opening testimony alludes to the Cooperative Landscape Conservation
initiative as being about “biological planning and information gathering”. What concerns me is
that the messaging reflects the policy that somehow biological planning and information gathering
are simply two more tools that the Service is adding to its toolbox, if you will, while offsetting cuts
elsewhere in the budget suggest that other tools are being taken out of the toolbox.

It seems to me that this initiative should be about the entire package of adaptive management, that
is: The application of science for biological planning, conservation project design and delivery,
and outcome-based monitoring—all feeding back on each other.

Please take just a brief moment to comment on and correct, if necessary, what I've just said.

ANSWER: You are correct in stating that the Landscape Conservation Cooperative partnerships
are, indeed, about the entire cycle of planning, design, delivery, outcome-based monitoring and
identifying, prioritizing and supporting the appropriate research. These steps describe the full
process of what we call Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC), which is the foundation of the
LCCs. It is important to recognize, though, that the LCCs themselves, (using the staff or funds
allocated to individual LCCs) will not carry out all of these components. For example, the LCCs
are not conservation delivery mechanisms. Rather, the partners with that responsibility and
capacity, such as the State agencies, NGO’s, and delivery programs within the Fish and Wildlife
Service and other Federal agencies will handle conservation delivery. The LCCs will provide
critical support for this delivery by creating a forum and process for partners to identify priority
conservation issues, coordinate efforts, and define and fund science, data, and monitoring needs.
Importantly, the LCCs will also find commonalities among programs such as the Joint Ventures,
State Wildlife Action Plans, and National Fish Habitat Partnerships in order to create collaborative
opportunities and leverage resources.

Simpson Q2: I know this initiative is still in its infancy, but can you give me just an example of
how landscape conservation is changing the Service’s approach to endangered species recovery?

ANSWER: The grizzly bear is an excellent example of how landscape conservation and
endangered species recovery are leading to better on-the-ground conservation. The management
of grizzlies includes landscape level concerns like ecosystem connectivity. As part of the LCC
approach, the Service is leading an interagency State/Federal/Canadian effort to identify
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connectivity enhancement opportunities for grizzlies and other wildlife in the Northern Rockies
using GPS technology and computer mapping. This effort will allow managers to enhance
opportunities for wildlife to safely move across the landscape. This will improve the resiliency of
Northern Rockies ecosystems to climate change and other stresses.

Simpson Q3: We’re hearing from some of your partners who are concerned about budget cuts to
Service programs that do the conservation design, delivery and monitoring so vital to the entire
initiative.

How much of the Service’s funding under this initiative is returning to other Service programs, as
opposed to being outsourced to “partners”? How much of the funding is going into helping
partners come to the table—particularly the Tribes?

ANSWER: Landscape Conservation Cooperatives were developed to meet the unprecedented
challenges confronting our natural resources. The Fish and Wildlife Service and the Department
of the Interior anticipate that the need for multi-sector collaboration through LCCs will bring the
financial and human resources of all interested parties to the table. As such, there is no
expectation or "promise" that any single partner will be responsible for financially supporting
other partners to participate in LCCs. Further, it is important to avoid the perception that a partner
will only participate if they are paid to do so. However, there is an acute awareness that potential
participants have varied levels of financial resources. Where important parties are unable to
partticipate in significant meetings (e.g., steering committee) due to financial constraints, the Fish
and Wildlife Service will work among LCC partners to secure resources to enable key partners to
be at the table.

All partners, including the other Service programs, benefit from the work of LCCs. Studies funded
by LCCs and conservation plans and targets developed by LCCs will inform the other Service
programs and provide them with better information with which to make decisions. It will also
assist with coordination of scarce conservation resources so that conservation efforts can be
strategically applied for maximum impact.

Simpson Q4: Are Service programs having to write grant proposals or otherwise “compete™ with
external partners for Service funds?

ANSWER: Generally, the LCCs handle project funding in one of two ways. If a specific project
is identified and a governmental agency partner (e.g., such as USGS or a program within the
USFWS) can best accomplish the work, or has the expertise to manage the project, the funds are
directly transferred to that program without competition. In other cases, when research needs are
more broadly defined and there are multiple potential research organizations, the LCCs may
develop a call for proposals and run through a typical grant process using Grants.gov.

In FY10, many of the science projects funded through the LCCs were identified as existing
priorities of various Service programs or partnerships like Joint Ventures. LCC support did not
replace existing funding sources but instead was used to address science needs that would
otherwise have remained unmet. For example, the Plains and Prairie Pothole LCC funded a
project to complete a vital National Wetland Inventory for the Northern Great Plains. This work
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could not have been completed with existing funding available in the NWI program or from State
partners. The California LCC funded multiple projects to support the San Francisco Bay and
Central Valley Joint Ventures in their efforts to develop realistic scenarios for climate change
impacts on important bird habitats.

Simpson Q5: As many of you all know, the Service tried and failed on a similar ecosystem effort
back in the 1990’s. In speaking with your partners, my sense is that part of problem back then was
that new geographic assistant regional directors were hired in addition to the existing program
assistant regional directors, and that there were no longer clear lines of authority.

With the addition of the headquarters and regional Science Advisors that report directly to the
Director and Regional Directors, respectively, what is different administratively about this
initiative such that it will succeed where the other one failed?

ANSWER: The effort in the 1990’s was materially different from what we are doing now with
the LCCs and the Assistant Regional Directors for Science Applications (ARD-SA). The 1990°s
effort was centered on reorganization across the agency to put all field-level stations under the
direction of a single eco-regional Assistant Regional Director. Programmatic funding was re-
directed to address “ecosystem” goals without adding science or planning capacity to develop new
goals or strategies that integrated the existing mission areas of the Service, like Refuges, Fisheries,
Migratory Birds, etc. Importantly, the LCCs and ARD-SAs are an addition to the existing regional
structure and add critical new capacity. The creation of the ARD-SAs is in response to the FWS
need to better integrate science at all levels throughout the agency and to work with our partners to
ensure that science is both targeted and efficient in development.

Simpson Q6: Isn’t the Service creating another layer of program administration, and if so, why is
this necessary?

ANSWER: The LCCs are not a new layer of program administration; rather they are for
coordination and development of science information and capacity as identified by the partners of
the LCC. Program administration will continue just as it has in the past, but will have the benefit
of the availability of information from the LCCs.

Simpson Q7: Aren’t there any economies of scale that can be and are being realized, such as with
grants processing and administration?

ANSWER: The LCCs will certainly use existing channels and processes for management and
administration of grants, i.e., Grants.gov, for the broad advertising of grant opportunities. The
LCCs are actively working towards processes to coordinate information on tracking grants and
other projects so that they can be compiled with other information to develop a more complete and
accurate assessment of work being accomplished through multiple agency efforts.

Simpson Q8: Is it fair to say that every one of the Service programs is taking steps to align itseif
with the Cooperative Landscape Conservation model? Do you think you are successfully breaking
down programmatic stovepipes?
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ANSWER: One of the fundamentali goals of any landscape approach is to work across
Jjurisdictional, administrative, and geopolitical boundaries. LCCs are making excellent progress in
attaining this goal, but certainly have challenges ahead of them. It’s important to recognize that
the LCCs are still new with many only recently holding their first steering committee meeting and
several without permanent staff. It is clearly the goal of the Service to engage all programs as
appropriate in the LCCs, and Service leadership is commuitted to making this happen.

Furthermore, the Department of the Interior is engaged in concerted efforts to bring all Bureaus
into the LCCs and use them as a vehicle for coordinating programs at the landscape level.
Ultimately, though, to be fully successful, engagement with this type of approach must be
embraced throughout the Federal agencies, by our State partners, and the conservation community
as a whole. Indeed, a landscape approach must also include many other human needs and impacts
such as transportation planning and other land use activities. It is our hope that the LCCs will be
able to provide valuable services to these other communities of interest as they work to fulfill their
objectives in a way that better recognizes the value of natural resources and all of the values and
services that they provide.

Simpson Q9: How does a program like Fisheries, which is facing a $12.2 million proposed cut in
FY12, embrace the Cooperative Landscape Conservation initiative? What is literally “in it for
them”?

ANSWER: In its 140-year history, the Fisheries Program has undergone numerous
transformations to meet the changing needs of the American people. The Cooperative Landscape
Conservation initiative serves the national interest in fostering a 21st Century approach to
conservation, and includes contributions of the Fisheries Program as an integral component of the
initiative. Fisheries stakeholders and the nation's fisheries resources will benefit from the science-
based, coordinated, and accountable approach employed across boundaries of jurisdiction and land
ownership to conduct biological planning and conservation design at a landscape scale embodied
in the Cooperative Landscape Conservation initiative.

For example, the Service is a leader in national initiatives to conserve aquatic habitats for the
benefit of trust species and fisheries, including The National Fish Habitat Action Plan (NFHAP).
NFHAP involves thousands of people and organizations at national, regional, and local levels in
assessing the condition of fish habitats, prioritizing conservation actions, and delivering on-the-
ground conservation projects. The most recent NFHAP assessment of aquatic habitats across the
nation provided a flexible, scalable national framework for scientific information, but it also
identified major gaps in information needed to measure future progress and to set conservation
priorities at a landscape scale. This information coupled with new data and modeling capacities
from the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, provides a very solid framework in addressing
fisheries conservation issues.

Land Acquisition (+$53M; +64%)
Simpson Q10: 1I'm aware that habitat loss is the leading cause of declining fish and wildlife, so |

understand the need to have land acquisition as a conservation strategy—and the flexibility to
acquire lands either in fee simple or in easement.
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But the problem as I see it is this: National Wildlife Refuge lands in the Lower 48 comprise less
than 3% of the total land base. How much land is needed? What’s the goal here? While the
official line is “quality over quantity”, there are those that would have us to believe that the real
answer to both questions is: “As much as possible.” That cannot be our strategy.

The simple fact is that the Service needs to cooperate with all landowners if it is to succeed.

Are the agency’s acquisitions for parcels already fully or mostly bordered by other federal lands?
If not, then how can you claim that acquisitions save money on maintenance and enforcement?

ANSWER: First it is important to note that moving away from a mindset of “as much as
possible” is one of the principal goals of our Strategic Habitat Conservation approach. We set
priorities through a rigorous, science-driven framework for conservation—built around explicit
conservation objectives. In addition, Service policy is to acquire land within approved acquisition
boundaries. Normally, land to be acquired borders land that is currently part of the Refuge
System. In some instances, land to be acquired within the Service-approved boundaries borders
other government agencies” land. Funds are saved when the Service has contiguously-owned land
within the approved acquisition boundaries.

Examples of savings are:

1) Reduced fencing and boundary marking inside the Refuge approved acquisition boundary

2) Reduced access time for law enforcement to reach various sections of the Refuge

3) Reduced issues of boundary enforcement related to allowed hunting areas

4) Reduced time and mileage to move maintenance crews and heavy equipment to various
sections of the Refuge without traveling on highways or crossing private lands not owned
by the Service but located within the approved acquisition boundary.

National Wildlife Refuge Fund (NWRF) (-$14.5M; Termination)

Simpsen QI11: [I'm particularly concerned by Interior’s proposal to terminate the National
Wildlife Refuge Fund, which, like the PILT mandatory program, compensates counties for their
loss of tax dollars as a result of the acquisition of additional federal lands. PILT expires at the end
of FY12. I question whether this Administration’s proposal to terminate the discretionary side of
the National Wildlife Refuge Fund is a sign of things to come as this Congress considers the
reauthorization of PILT.

Please clarify which National Wildlife Refuge lands qualify for mandatory PILT payments, and
which Refuge lands qualify for discretionary NWRF payments. Are the two categories mutually
exclusive?

ANSWER: Only Service lands that are withdrawn from the public domain qualify for PILT
payments. If withdrawn lands have compatible economic use activities, NWRF payments may be
received in addition to PILT payments. The PILT payment is reduced by the NWRF payment.
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Service lands acquired in fee title are eligible for NWRF (Revenue Sharing payments). Lands
under conservation easement do not qualify for NWRF payments.

Simpson Q12: What is the rationale for terminating the National Wildlife Refuge Fund?

ANSWER: The NWREF is not being terminated. The budget eliminates the discretionary funding
contribution to the National Wildlife Refuge Fund. The mandatory receipts collected and allocated
under the program would remain a source of revenue for counties.

The President’s Budget eliminates the discretionary portion of the fund as National Wildlife
Refuges have been found to generate tax revenue for communities far in excess of tax losses from
federal land ownership. National Wildlife Refuge lands provide many public services, such as
watershed protection, while placing relatively few demands on local governments for schools, fire,
and police services. National Wildlife. Refuges bring a multitude of visitors to nearby
communities, which provide substantial economic benefits. Hunters, birdwatchers, beach goers,
hikers and others bring money into local economies, generating millions of dollars in tax revenue
to local, county, state and Federal levels. For example, nearly 35 million people visited national
wildlife refuges in 2006, creating almost 27,000 private sector jobs and producing about $543
million in employment income, based on a 2006 economic analysis conducted by the Service,
Banking on Nature: The Economic Benefits to Local Communities of National Wildlife Refuge
Visitation.

Simpson Q13: What evidence do you have that National Wildlife Refuges generate more revenue
for surrounding counties than National Parks, National Forests, or BLM lands?

ANSWER: An economic analysis comparing other Department of the Interior and Department of
Agriculture agencies’ revenue has not been performed. A 2006 economic analysis conducted by
the Service, Banking on Nature: The Economic Benefits to Local Communities of National Wildlife
Refuge Visitation, is based on the economic effect National Wildlife Refuges have on local
communities. The analysis includes the support ‘ecotourism’ provides to local economies from
non-consumptive uses of the natural environment (wildlife observation and photography).
Refuges provide affordable recreation for local communities. The analysis found that visitors
coming from outside the local Refuge area account for 87 percent of expenditures made in the
local economy. The analysis does not provide any evidence that Refuges generate more revenue
for surrounding counties than National Parks, National Forests, or BLM lands.

Idaho Bull Trout Decision

Simpson Q14: I am concerned that decisions coming out of the Service aren’t well coordinated
between agencies. For example, local officials in Idaho are frustrated that the Service’s final rule
on bull trout critical habitat has placed an extra burden on the BLM, making it nearly impossible
for the BLM to complete work on grazing permits and other responsibilities for which my
constituents depend on the agency.

Do you consult with other bureaus including the BLM and Forest Service before and after rules are
issued?
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ANSWER: The Department encourages its Bureaus to resolve issues as close to the field office
level as possible. During the designation process for bull trout critical habitat, the Fish and
Wildlife Service ensured multiple opportunities to coordinate with other Department of the Interior
bureaus. For example, the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Pacific Regional and field offices met with
other Interior bureaus numerous times in several forums to discuss the designation. Furthermore,
prior to publication of the proposed rule, the Fish and Wildlife Service shared the draft proposed
with other Interior bureaus and incorporated edits to address those agencies’ concerns.

Interior bureaus also had an opportunity to review the proposed rule in January 2010 during the
public comment period. Both BLM and the Bureau of Reclamation provided comments. All
comments were reviewed and the Service modified the final rule as appropriate. Finally, in
September 2010, for the official review by the Office of Management and Budget, BLM and other
Interior bureaus were given an opportunity to review the draft final rule. The Service made
revisions to the October 2010 Final Rule based on comments from these Interior bureaus and
others.

Simpson Q15: If so, do consultations take place at every organizational level, including the field,
the region, and headquarters?

ANSWER: The Service does consult at various organizational levels before and after rules are
issued. Prior to issuance of the bull trout rule, the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Pacific Regional
and Field offices met with other Department agencies numerous times in several forums to
discuss the designation. Furthermore, prior to publication of a proposed rule, the Fish and Wildlife
Service often share a draft of the proposal with other agencies that could potentially be affected by
the proposal, and incorporate their concerns. After publication, the Fish and Wildlife Service’s
offices at the Field, Regional, and Washington level continue to coordinate with agencies to
address questions and concerns that may arise.

In Idaho and other western states, the Service’s section 7 streamlining teams efficiently conclude
consultations and other section 7 issues by communicating on a regular basis to promote early
planning. The Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office has streamlining teams working with the BLM on a
regular basis across the State of Idaho. At the field level, these teams have been consulting on bull
trout issues prior to the issuance of the rule and have continued to consult after the rule was
published.

Simpson Q16: Do you take into account the impact of your decisions on other bureaus and their
budgets?

ANSWER: When the Service designates critical habitat for a species we are required to conduct
an economic analysis. In an economic analysis for a proposal of designation of critical habitat we
calculate what additional costs of the designation would be incurred by other bureaus and the
public. In the case of bull trout critical habitat, the Service determined that the additional costs
would be minimal.

Simpson Q17: How can we work together to alleviate the increased burden that the bull trout rule
has placed not only on the BLM but on counties in my state?
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ANSWER: The economic analysis for bull trout critical habitat designation indicated that the
incremental costs of critical habitat would be minimal, and that a significant financial burden
would not be placed on BLM, other Federal entities, or counties due to this designation. The
economic analysis indicated the primary costs would be borne by Federal agencies through the
need to consult on proposed projects in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
This cost was estimated to be $5-7 million per year over the entire range of the species, which
encompasses portions of five states. . This cost estimate reflects both the administrative costs due
to re-initiations of consultation, costs of new consultations in currently unoccupied habitat, and
includes possible incremental project modification costs.

As most of the designated habitat is already occupied by bull trout (96 percent), Federal agencies
have already completed consultations with the Service to avoid jeopardy to the species, and need
only reinitiate consultations to ensure their activities do not result in adverse modification of
habitat. The cost of re-initiation of consultation is minimal, and the Service is working with
cooperating agencies and departments to streamline the process in order to hold down costs and
reduce the time required.

Based on the economic analysis, the Service determined there would be little financial burden on
counties due to the increase in costs associated with actions that are conducted, funded, or
permitted by Federal agencies. If there are actions that could potentially affect a county, the
Service would work with local entities to limit the burden to them, most likely through the
Service’s consultation streamlining teams.

Currently the Service has various consultation streamlining teams working with Federal agencies.
In Idaho and other western states, these teams efficiently conclude consultations and other section
7 issues by communicating on a regular basis to promote early planning. The Idaho Fish and
Wildlife Office has streamlining teams working with the BLM on a regular basis across the State
of Idaho. The main purpose of these teams is to reduce the likelihood of conflicts between listed
species or critical habitat and proposed actions, which ultimately promotes the conservation of
listed species.

Grizzly Bears

Deputy Director Ashe, as [ mentioned during my opening statement, the Agency doesn’t have a
stellar record of recovering endangered species. There are, however, exceptions to that, and |
think it is important that we recognize those successes by delisting species when they have reached
the scientific recovery goals set out.

In 1993, the Service put into place a recovery plan for grizzly bears introduced into the Greater
Yellowstone Area. By all counts, this recovery has been remarkably successful—to the point that
in 2010, 250-300 complaints of grizzly bears killing livestock were registered with the Forest
Service and State fish and game agencies. There are currently at least 600 bears in the Greater
Yellowstone Area, which means that the recovery area is now saturated and we can no longer
move the animals to areas where they will have less impact.
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Simpson QI18: It appears to me that recovery of these animals has been successful and that
delisting should be imminent. Knowing that the decision by Judge Molloy has delayed
implementation of State management plans, can you update me on the status of this recovery
effort? What steps still need to be taken so that we can allow States to take over management of
this species?

ANSWER: The Yellowstone grizzly population was delisted in 2007. The Federal District Court
in Missoula (Judge Molloy) overturned the delisting of the Yellowstone grizzlies in 2009. The
DOI and the DOJ strongly disagreed with the decision of the District Court. This decision has
now been appealed to the Ninth Circuit. A decision is expected in 6-12 months. [f the Ninth
Circuit overturns the District court decision, then the Yellowstone grizzlies will once again be
delisted and State management plans will be in effect. If it is not overturned, the next step would
be to consider an appeal to the Supreme Court.

Simpson Q19: Does FWS have a policy in place for managing these bears?

ANSWER: The Yellowstone grizzlies are currently being managed under the Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy until the Ninth Circuit decision is rendered.

Simpsen Q20: As bear populations have increased, management has become complicated for all
agencies involved. How is the Fish and Wildlife Service coordinating with the Forest Service,
State fish and game agencies, and other stakeholders to address concerns caused by robust
population growth?

ANSWER: The FWS works closely with State and Federal agencies to carefully manage the
Yellowstone grizzly population and to assist these agencies in their funding responsibilities to
manage this recovered population.

Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge

Deputy Director Ashe, I want to bring to your attention a situation in southern Idaho and ask for
your assistance in resolving a completely unnecessary dispute between the people of Idaho and
your agency.

As you may know, the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge in
Idaho’s Canyon County is in the process of creating a new comprehensive management plan. The
Deer Flat Wildlife Refuge is located on Lake Lowell, a manmade lake in southern Idaho. Lake
Lowell was created over 100 years ago as an irrigation reservoir and remains in service for this
purpose to this day. It has a long history of being utilized not only for irrigation purposes, but as a
recreational lake where water skiing, fishing, boating and other uses are not only permitted, but
encouraged. Needless to say, Lake Lowell is an integral part of the social and economic life of
southern Idaho.

Despite the fact that Lake Lowell is manmade, an irrigation reservoir, and a long-time recreational
destination, your agency continues o hold on to the possibility that Lake Lowell could be closed
to recreational uses in the future as part of the comprehensive management plan. The failure, or
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unwillingness, of your agency to take recreational curtailment off the table has caused a great deal
of concern and controversy in 1daho’s Treasure Valley — and rightly so. In fact, 1 am holding right
here a letter from the area’s four State Senators asking me to intervene in this matter, legislatively
if necessary, to make sure that your agency does not move to end recreational uses on Lake
Lowell. As a result of this hearing, I would like to tell these four State Senators and the people
they represent that their concerns have been heard and that recreational uses on Lake Lowell will
be protected.

Simpson Q21: With all of this in mind, can you tell me if you believe that recreation and species
conservation are compatible?

ANSWER: We believe that recreation and species conservation can coexist, as demonstrated by
the wide variety of wildlife-dependent recreation activities that occur on National Wildlife
Refuges across the country.

Simpson Q22: Second, can you commit to me right now that recreational uses will continue on
this manmade lake under the new comprehensive management plan?

ANSWER: We are currently developing a Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Deer Flat NWR
with extensive public involvement. However we must complete our planning process before we
can determine the type and extent of recreational uses that will continue on the refuge.

Simpson Q23: Finally, will you work with me and your agency staff at the Refuge to re-assure the
people of southern Idaho that your agency supports the continuation of recreational activities on
Lake Lowell and commit to protecting recreational uses in the preferred alternative for Deer Flat
National Wildlife Refuge’s revised comprehensive management plan?

ANSWER: We will work with you and your staff and with all interested parties in the planning
process to provide wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities to Deer Flat NWR visitors so long
as those activities are compatible with the purposes for which the refuge was established. This is
consistent with the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (Administration
Act) as amended (16 U.S.C. 668dd-ee) which states that: “compatible wildlife-dependent
recreation is a legitimate and appropriate general public use of the System,” and that these uses
“should be facilitated, subject to such restrictions or regulations as may be necessary, reasonable,
and appropriate.”

Spotted Owl Recovery Plan
Significant concern exists within the Congress regarding the Fish and Wildlife Service's (FWS)
draft revised Spotted Owl recovery plan. The Committee is interested in receiving any empirical
or modeling evidence the FWS has to show that additional habitat restrictions on federal and non-
federal lands will lead to increased spotted owl populations.

Simpson Q24: Please provide the committee with the following information:
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Models of spotted owl populations with and without Recovery Actions 10 and 32, estimating
effect, if any, on current population declines, including:
e Separate models with and without the influence of the barred owl;
» Separate models with and without habitat contribution from private land;
¢ Separate models of population trend benefits of Recovery Actions 10 and 32 to display the
incremental benefits of each;
® Separate models of population trend benefits from Recovery Actions 10 and 32 with and
without the current Late Successional Reserve (LSR) system to display the incremental
benefit of the LSR system;
e Estimated annual budget for a barred owl control program and modeling results on how
such a program would affect spotted ow! population trends.

ANSWER: We have recently responded to similar questions from Chairman Hastings and other
members, and we appreciate this opportunity to clarify the status of these efforts. To address some
of these concerns, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) will soon announce a reopening of
a 30-day public comment period to allow additional public review and comment on the habitat
modeling framework described in Appendix C of the Draft Plan, starting mid-April through mid-
May. Once this comment period is closed, these materials will have been made available to the
public for review and comment for up to 120 days. Preliminary modeling analysis and
information regarding barred owls, Late Successional Reserves, and Recovery Action 10 of the
Draft Plan is attached to this response and was made available to the public on or about December
1, 2010, at the Service’s Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office website. This information, in addition to
the updated and expanded version of Appendix C that will be available for public comment,
represents all of the existing modeling analysis that is responsive to your request. Please let us
know if you would like to receive hard copies of this material.

Barred Owls
e Separate models with and without the influence of the barred owl;

Figures 1-5 of the attachment display the results of various scenarios “with” and “without
barred owl influences.” It is important to note that these preliminary analyses were
conducted on a simulated spotted owl population to test and refine the modeling
framework in Appendix C and do not represent conclusive findings on any specific
recovery question at this time.

e Estimated annual budget for a barred owl control program and modeling results on how
such a program would affect spotted owl population trends.

Successful management of barred owls on all land ownerships is the most pressing short-
term recovery need for the spotted owl. The Draft Plan is unequivocal on this point, and
fully one-third of the total number of recovery actions in the Draft Plan are targeted to the
barred owl management issue. Our determined effort to move forward to address this
controversial but pressing issue will result in our publishing a draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) this year. The Draft Plan estimates management costs to be approximately
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$600,000 per year, but a final estimate is dependent on what alternative is eventually
selected and implemented once the EIS and public review process is complete.

Private Lands

L

Separate models with and without habitat contribution from private land;

Figures 3-5 of the attachment display results show scenarios for “public lands™ and “all
lands”, which would include private lands. Again, similar to the barred owl discussion
above, these preliminary analyses were conducted on a simulated spotted owl population to
test and refine the modeling framework in Appendix C and do not represent conclusive
findings on any specific recovery question at this time.

The Draft Plan identifies the potential for some private lands to contribute to the recovery
of the spotted owl. This general recommendation is based on the best available science
regarding the need to conserve occupied and high quality nesting habitat throughout the
species” range. However, the Draft Plan does not make specific recommendations or
restrictions for how those lands should be managed and suggests instead a collaborative
process with each of the three respective States. In Washington, for example, the Draft
Plan recommends an evaluation by the Washington State Forest Practices Board.
Likewise, in Oregon, the Draft Plan recommends that the Service work with the Oregon
Department of Forestry and interested stakeholders such as timber producers and small
woodlot owners to assess what additional measures should or should not be taken to
improve recovery of the spotted owl. The Draft Plan also emphasizes non-regulatory
solutions to spotted owl recovery wherever possible, such as the first-ever State-wide Safe
Harbor agreement for the spotted owl completed last year; this agreement provides
regulatory assurances to small forest landowners in Oregon who participate in spotted ow!
recovery.

Recovery Actions 10 and 32

Separate models of population trend benefits of Recovery Actions 10 and 32 to display the
incremental benefits of each;

Figures 3-5 of the attachment “Round 3™ display one potential way for evaluating how
Recovery Action 10 may contribute to spotted owl recovery. However, these preliminary
analyses were conducted on a simulated spotted owl population to test and refine the
modeling framework in Appendix C and do not represent conclusive findings on any
specific recovery question at this time.

It is important to note that the revised Draft Plan makes no specific recommendations for
Recovery Actions 10 or 32 based on the modeling analysis provided in Appendix C.
Rather, the modeling effort was initiated in response to scientific peer review comments on
the 2008 Recovery Plan in an effort to provide State, Federal, and private land managers
with a series of tools they can utilize to better inform their subsequent scientific and
planning decisions. The modeling framework was developed subsequent to the
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recommendations contained in Recovery Actions 10 and 32, and the Service has utilized
the most current scientific studies in formulating these recommendations. One of the most
significant studies is entitled, “Population Demography of Northern Spotted Owls” by
Forsman er al., scheduled to be published by the Cooper Ornithological Society in July
2011, as No. 40 in Studies in Avian Biology. It is currently available at the Regional
Ecosystem Office website in Portland, Oregon. Please let us know if you would like to
receive hard copies of this material.

Regarding Recovery Action 32, there is no modeling analysis available due to the nature of
Recovery Action 32 habitat. As described in the Draft Plan (pg. 70), Recovery Action 32
habitat are often small, patchy subsets of suitable spotted owl habitat, and its identification
relies on local, site-specific evaluations of stand structure conducted by interagency field
staff engaged in on-site, project level evaluations. Recovery Action 32 is originally
derived from the expert scientific panels involved in the development of the 2008
Recovery Plan, and was retained in this revised Draft Plan.

Separate models of population trend benefits from Recovery Actions 10 and 32 with and
without the current Late Successional Reserve (LSR) system to display the incremental
benefit of the LSR system;

Figures 3-5 of the attachment display the Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP) scenario, which
would include consideration of LSRs and other reserves associated with the NWFP (e.g.,
National Parks and Wilderness). However, as mentioned earlier, these preliminary
analyses were conducted on a simulated spotted owl population to test and refine the
modeling framework in Appendix C and do not represent conclusive findings on any
specific recovery question at this time.

See Attachment



223

Spotted owl population modeling preliminary results using the HexSim
Population modeling program

As part of the Draft Revised Recovery Plan modeling process, we have continued the modeling effort
described in Appendix C of the Draft Plan, simulating population response using the individual-based
population modeling program HexSim. The population simulations shown here represent preliminary
evaluations of the HexSim model parameters; we anticipate changing these parameters based on review
of the first few models runs. in addition, the habitat/barred owl scenarios described below are intended
for model testing and are not intended to represent realistic or proposed reserve designs. Though still
in draft stage, these are the population response simulations from this portion of the modeling process.
These simulations do not represent estimates of what will occur in the future, but provide comparative
information on potential population responses to different habitat conservation scenarios as described
in the draft revised recovery plan. Some of the exploratory habitat conservation scenarios were derived
using the Zonation modeling program and are depicted as “Z30all,” “Z50pub,”etc. Z30all indicates a
conservation network derived by Zonation that captures the best 30% of habitat value {derived from the
Step 1 habitat modeling results) on all lands within each of the 11 modeling regions comprising the
range of the spotted owl {(see Table 1 below). Z50pub indicates a conservation network derived by
Zonation that captures 50% of the habitat value with emphasis on habitat value occurring on public
lands (see Table 1 below). The three rounds reflected in these results represent different scenarios we
evaluated as follows:

in Round 1 the RHS values remained constant for the entire 250 time-steps and are modeled with and
without the currently estimated influence of barred owls. When barred owl influences are included
they are inserted at time-step 40 and their influence is held constant from time-step 40 through time-
step 250. This round includes no habitat reserve scenarios.

In Round 2 we evaluate 10 different reserve scenarios where we keep RHS constant within the reserves,

but reduce RHS to a maximum value of 34 outside of reserves making this area unsuitable for spotted

owl reproduction, but suitable for spotted owl dispersal and foraging. This allows us to evaluate a

strong reliance on reserves, both with and without barred ow! influence. Barred owlinfluences are

inserted at time-step 40 and are then held constant through time-step 250, whereas habitat changes are
" inserted at time-step 50 and then held constant through time-step 250.

Round 3 is nearly identical to Round 2, except that all non-reserved public lands with RHS >50 are
maintained while non-reserved, public lands with RHS<50 are reduced to 34. All non-reserve private
lands are reduced to 34. This simulates one potential way of implementing Recovery Action 10 on
public lands. In Round 3, Critical Habitat and MOCAs were not evaluated.
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Table 1 - Habitat Conservation Network Scenarios evaluated

NWFP Northwest Forest Plan Reserves

MOCAs From the 2008 Recovery Plan

1992 Critical Habitat As designated in 1992

2008 Critical Habitat As revised in 2008

Z30all Zonation-derived, on all lands, best 30% of habitat value

Z50all Zonation-derived, on all lands, best 50% of habitat value
Z70all Zonation-derived, on all lands, best 70% of habitat value
Z30pub Zonation-derived, 30% of habitat value, public lands prioritized
Z50pub Zonation-derived, 50% of habitat value, public lands prioritized
Z70pub Zonation-derived, 70% of habitat value, public lands prioritized

Fig. 1~ Round 1 simulation testing the landscape with current RHS values for the entire 250-step
simulation, no reserve scenarios, with barred owl influences inserted at time-step 40 {yellow) and
without barred owl influences {black). Five simulations are included, although it appears there are more
because of even-odd year reproduction fluctuations.
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Fig. 2 — Round 1 simulation testing the Oregon Coast Ranges Modeling Region with current RHS values
for the entire 250-step simulation, no reserve scenarios, with barred ow! influences inserted at time-
step 40 {yellow) and without barred owl influences (black). These curves represent the single mean of
five simulations although two lines appear because of even-odd year reproduction fluctuations.
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Perce

Fig. 3 —The percent difference from the simulated population response of the modeled NWEP reserve
system, showing Round 2 without barred owl influences {yellow bars}, Round 2 with barred owl
influences (blue), Round 3 without barred owl! influences {orange bars}, Round 3 with barred ow!

influences {purple bars). Round 3 was not conducted for the MOCAs or the 1992 and 2008 Critical
Habitat.
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Fig. 4 — The percentage of Modeling Regions whose modeled populations declined by more than 75%
between years 25 and 250, showing Round 2 without barred ow! influences {yellow bars), Round 2 with
barred owl influences (blue), Round 3 without barred owl influences (orange bars), Round 3 with barred
owl influences {purple bars). Round 3 was not conducted for the MOCAs or the 1992 and 2008 Critical
Habitat.
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Fig. 5~ The population change over 250 time-steps as compared to the baseline population at time-step
250 in the Round 1 scenario (see Fig. 1). This figure shows Round 2 without barred owl influences
(yellow bars}, Round 2 with barred ow! influences {blue), Round 3 without barred ow! influences {orange
bars), Round 3 with barred owl influences (purple bars). Round 3 was not conducted for the MOCAs or
the 1992 and 2008 Critical Habitat.
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Questions for the Record from Ranking Member Moran

HR1-House Passed full year Continuing Resolution

The House passed continuing resolution appears to be dead, but it contains so very many
objectionable environmental riders and some harsh budget cuts.

Moran Q1: Can you please tell us what some of the impacts would be if the HR 1 were to be
enacted?

ANSWER: With the passage of H.R. 1473, the Service will not be impacted by the
environmental riders and budget cuts proposed in H.R. 1.

Moran Q2: You have been running the Fish and Wildlife Service for six months on a series of
continuing resolutions. What are some of the practical impacts of this toll booth kind of funding?
Are you able to hire the summer temporaries, and to engage in contracts with local, rural
businesses?

ANSWER: Working under a series of CRs results in delays in planned work, and delays in
getting grants out to our partners. For example, until the Service's priority construction projects
identified in the President's FY 2011 budget request are approved and funds released, the Service
will be unable to initiate design or construction on its most pressing facility repair and new
construction needs. Therefore, funds that would have typically been released by now to pay local
and regional architectural engineering consulting firms for design or to award construction
contracts that may have provided employment to local labor pools and procured millions of dollars
in construction materials and services, are stalled.

The impact on two hatchery projects is particularly troublesome. Without FY 2011
appropriations, the National Fish Hatchery System has been unable to award critical construction
projects at Alchesay NFH (AZ) and Green Lake NFH (ME). The water line at Alchesay NFH
ruptured in 2010, jeopardizing stocking programs and local economies for 19 tribes. Planning,
design and pre-award contracting are complete; construction is scheduled to begin on June 1,
2011, subject to appropriations. The water disinfection system at Green Lake NFH is out-dated
and failing, jeopardizing the Atlantic salmon restoration program in Maine. Planning, design and
pre-award contracting are complete; the contract will be awarded once appropriations are received.

The delayed appropriation prevented managers from making commitments to the best qualified
potential summer hires. As summer approaches, the summer hire applicant pool shrinks
significantly as students and others accept jobs from businesses or other organizations that can
commit to providing them a job.

America’s Great Qutdoors

I am very interested in the President’s America’s Great Outdoors initiative. As you noted, the
outdoor industry supports 6.5 million jobs and the Interior Department plays a major role in this. |
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see that the Fish and Wildlife Service gets over 46,700 volunteers to work all over the refuge
system and in other activities every year, so you are certainly popular.

The initiative has a substantial increase for federal land acquisition. Some of my good friends on
the other side have said that we shouldn’t buy more land when we can’t afford to take care of what
we have.

Moran Q3: Will you be buying any new wildlife refuges or purchasing inholdings?
It appears that you are also increasing the use of conservation easements, which are cheaper and
allow citizens to stay on the land?

ANSWER: The Service anticipates using appropriated funds for acquiring the most biologically
valuable habitat. Mainly, this will be lands within our current acquisition boundaries. New
wildlife refuges are established after extensive planning, including public input from focal
communities and we do anticipate acquiring easements within at least one new refuge in 201 1—
the Flint Hills National Conservation Area. We are increasing our use of conservation easements,
as they often provide a better value to the taxpayers than lands acquired in fee simple.
Conservation easements are particularly desirable where existing uses of private lands are good for
conservation.

Most new acquisitions or conservation easements acquired by the Refuge System simply serve to
fill in the gaps. Many are private inholdings within or immediately adjacent to an existing refuge
parcel. Private inholdings may seem of small consequence, especially if the majority of the
surrounding land is already legally protected and managed for wildlife. But those scattered and
sometimes small inholdings can have a disproportionate and often adverse effect on the ability of a
refuge to achieve its purpose. In a real way, strategic acquisitions or easements can significantly
simplify management and reduce expenses related to signage, fencing, law enforcement patrols,
legal permits, fire fighting, road maintenance, habitat management and restoration, fighting
invasive species, and deliver important conservation.

Moran Q4: Why is your land acquisition program important for your mission and to American
taxpayers?

ANSWER: The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is working with others to conserve,
protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the
American people. To accomplish the Service mission, the Service acquires important fish and
wildlife habitat land through fee title and conservation easements to ensure the survival of
threatened and endangered species; acquires wetlands to mitigate flooding, improve water quality,
and provides habitat for waterfow! and wildlife; and acquires land that can be restored to open
prairie and grassland, reducing habitat fragmentation and opportunities for invasive species to
survive.

Climate change

The fact that our climate is changing appears to be controversial for a small segment of the
Congress.
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Moran Q3: Can you please summarize some of the changes that your land managers are already
seeing on the ground, such as rising sea levels destroying refuges, drought leading to wildfire and
disease, and disruption to ecosystems caused by invasive species?

ANSWER: Our land managers across the country are currently coping with many ecological
changes on the ground. National Wildlife Refuges are witnessing the substantial effects of sea-
level rise. For example, Boneyard Beach at Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge near
Charleston, South Carolina is losing ground at the rate of 25 to 30 feet a year. At Blackwater
National Wildlife Refuge in Maryland, over 8,000 acres — or 12 square miles — of marsh have been
lost since the 1930s, the result of sea level rise, erosion, subsidence, salt water intrusion, and
invasive species.

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska is observing thinning and decreasing sea ice,
significant coastal erosion, and warming permafrost. Studies show that the State of Alaska has
warmed at three times the rate of the Lower 48 states since the mid-1970s. Fire frequency, size,
and severity appear to be increasing for Alaska’s boreal region since the 1980’s, including many
areas with Federal lands. The year 2004 had the largest fire season since records were kept
beginning in the early 1950s.

Scientists report that wildfire frequency in western U.S. mountains increases during hotter springs
and summers, which have become more common in recent decades. Wildfires at elevations
between 5,500 and 8,500 feet have occurred more often during warm years and are associated with
carlier spring snowmelt. Studies also show that years with high numbers of fires tend to coincide
with drought years.

National Parks are witnessing substantial landscape-scale changes. Montana’s Glacier National
Park, for instance, has only 27 glaciers today, down from an estimated 150 glaciers in 1850, and
the remaining largest glaciers are on average only 28 percent of their previous size.

Land managers in the National Wildlife Refuge System, Burecau of Land Management, and
National Park Service have inventoried and monitored the spread of invasive plants and animals.
Conservation experts tracking invasive plant infestations have found that they cover 100 million
acres in the United States and are spreading at the rate of up to 14 percent per year — an area twice
the size of Delaware. Invasive species are often advantaged over native species when an
ecosystem is disturbed by influences like changing climate.

Examples of the impacts of invasive species include proliferating tamarisk in the West, which
increases the frequency of fire, competes for scarce water supplies, and pushes out native riparian
species, such as cottonwoods and willows, which are decreasing in abundance. Large constrictor
snakes in the Florida Everglades and surrounding wetlands have recently increased in numbers to
the point where threatened and endangered species, especially birds and wood rats, are at higher
risk than ever before. Nutria, introduced to provide fur trade opportunity, have instead decimated
wetlands in Louisiana and Maryland. Technical reviews estimate that between 35 and 46 percent
of endangered and threatened species in the United States have been listed because of harm from
invasive species.
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Moran Q6: My friends have been very concerned about the Climate change science centers at the
USGS and the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, which are largely managed by the Fish and
Wildlife Service for the purpose of adapting to climate change.

Can you please explain the relationship between the Science Centers and the Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives and how you are working to ensure there is no duplication of effort?

ANSWER: The eight regional CSCs will provide fundamental scientific information, tools, and
techniques that land, water, wildlife, and cultural resource managers and other interested parties
can apply to anticipate, monitor, and adapt to climate change impacts. Much of the information
and tools provided by the CSCs, including physical and biological research, ecological forecasting,
and multi-scale modeling, will be in response to the priority needs identified by the LCCs.
Working closely with the LCCs, the CSCs will help develop statistically sound sampling programs
and processes to monitor climate change effects and help develop adaptive management
approaches. The CSCs will be partnership-based regional entities functioning with LCCs as well
as the regional management community, scientific entities, and other stakeholders.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and Climate Science Centers will have strong,
collaborative, and complementary roles and functions. These roles and responsibilities fall along a
continuum of research and science needs, which range from fundamental climate science modeling
and tool development by CSCs to applied science that is management specific through LCCs.
Interactions between LCCs and CSCs will involve:

s Science priority setting: LCCs will deliberate and communicate shared priority science
needs and conservation priorities to the regional CSC, which will review the input of all
relevant LCCs to develop a regional science agenda.

e Scientific collaboration: LCCs and CSCs have complementary science roles. Working with
downscaled atmospheric climate models, CSCs will produce models, datasets, decision
support tools, and research products that support applied conservation planning through
LCCs. LCCs will utilize these science resources and tools to further develop and support
applied scientific information tailored to specific locations and resource management
priorities.

e Integrated Data Management: LCCs and CSCs have a mutual goal of developing
integrated data management networks to facilitate easy sharing of information; these systems
will maintain consistency with DOl-wide information standards (e.g., shared data standards,
databases, and GIS protocols) to enable coordination and information sharing.

Moran Q7: Your budget request has a substantial increase for the Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives.

How are the existing LCCs working and why is this model needed on top of your other, existing
refuge programs and fisheries and ecological services programs?
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ANSWER: No individual agency or program has the capacity to unilaterally provide the needed
science or address the suite of threats to our natural resources. The conservation community must
establish increasingly effective and coordinated mechanisms for science development, the sharing
and transfer of information, and the creation of innovative and effective conservation tools, all
predicated on collaboratively-developed priorities. ~ The community must also develop
increasingly effective processes for collaborative approaches to conservation planning,
prioritization, and evaluation to respond to a wide variety of natural resource stressors.

The 21 LCCs are landscape-scale applied conservation science partnerships that will support on-
the-ground conservation efforts by facilitating the production and dissemination of applied science
for resource management decision makers.  LCCs may consist of Federal, State, tribal,
international, local, and private stakeholders. LCCs will identify and seek to coordinate among
existing relevant conservation partnerships, plans, agreements, and programs with the specific
goals of identifying common needs for information and sharing information and science. The
science development can be accomplished through the LCCs® relationships with CSCs as well as
through LCC-specific funded science and LCC-supported science developed by partners. LCCs
will also actively share the results of new research and development with local partners and with
the LCC network nationwide. Accordingly, LCCs will help the larger conservation community
achieve better implementation of their programs by fostering improved communication and
coordination among partners. Through participation in LCCs, conservation agencies and
organizations can more strategically target and implement actions that satisfy their missions as
well as landscape conservation priorities shared by the LCC partners. None of this work would be
completed on this scale within current FWS programs.

Chesapeake Bay efforts

Your statement mentions that the Service will be increasing its efforts in the Chesapeake Bay as
part of your large-scale ecosystem restoration efforts and as part of your National Wildlife Refuge
system enhancement.

Moran Q8: What is the role of the Fish and Wildlife Service in the Chesapeake Bay and how will
your requested increase help improve the Bay and its economy?

ANSWER: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) works in collaboration with Federal and
State partners, local communities, and private landowners throughout the Chesapeake Bay
watershed to conserve key habitats along selected tributaries and shorelines, including underwater
grasses, wetlands, forests, streams and reefs. Efforts include protecting land at several area
national wildlife refuges, restoring habitat on private lands through the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program, conducting research on contaminants affecting fish and wildlife, restoring fish
populations, and providing technical assistance to landowners and other partners. The Service will
need the landscape-level assessment capacities of the LCC to target our work most effectively in
an era of fiscal constraint.

The request will support the Service’s work in the watershed, which helps stimulate the economy
in several ways. Maintenance and improvement of the Bay’s natural resources sustains multi-
million dollar recreational and commercial enterprises that depend on a healthy environment,
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including fishing, hunting, birding, and boating. Unseen, but equally valuable economic
contributions of a healthy Chesapeake Bay include ecosystem services such as flood control, water
filtration, and air quality improvement. The Service also contributes directly to the economy of the
Bay by engaging with many private companies who conduct on-the-ground contractual work.

For example, the Service conserves many fish species in the watershed, such as striped bass,
American shad, river herring, ecels, and eastern brook trout. Striped bass alone represents a
significant source of direct and indirect revenue for all Chesapeake Bay and has been estimated to
produce economic activity valued at more than $1 billion along the Atlantic coast. These figures
are supported by a September 2010 national report on the economic contributions from fisheries
and aquatic resources, which shows that nationwide fisheries provide a $3.6 billion annual impact
and support 68,000 jobs per year.

Moran Q9: To what extent would the Goodlatte amendment to HR-1 affect the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s ability to work on Chesapeake Bay restoration?

ANSWER: Presumably, the Service would continue its work to protect, restore, and enhance the
fish, wildlife, and plants of the Chesapeake Bay watershed and the habitats that support them. It is
unlikely that the quality of the Bay’s waterways would improve to the extent necessary to meet
species and population-based goals for Service trust resources without stronger incentives to
reduce nutrient and sediment pollution. The fish and wildlife in the Bay's watershed require a
certain amount of oxygen in the water, as well as certain pH levels, clarity, and water temperatures
in order to survive and thrive.

A broad interpretation of the amendment would prevent the Service from performing most or all
customary habitat restoration work in the Chesapeake Basin. Habitat and water quality are tightly
linked. Since habitat restoration projects of all kinds have direct and significant water quality
benefits, they are a significant component of the development and implementation of watershed
implementation plans. Therefore, historically effective public-private habitat restoration programs,
such as those the Service delivers on family farms and forests though the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program, may no longer be eligible to support fish and wildlife restoration activities
because the targeted habitat benefits also deliver important nutrient and sediment load reductions
and help meet goals of watershed implementation plans. For example, a portion of funds for tree
buffer planting to maintain cool water temperatures for brook trout could be eliminated because
these activities also benefit water quality. Without these kinds of improvements to water quality
and quantity, maintaining sustainable populations of high value fisheries such as striped bass will
be problematic.

Environmental Contaminants- Ecological Services

As you know, | am very concerned about environmental contaminants and how they may be
affecting the water we drink and that is the habitat for our fish and wildlife. An example is the
endocrine disrupters, which have been shown to be a real problem in many areas, such as the
Chesapeake Bay watershed.
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Moran Q10: Please explain why the US Fish and Wildlife Service is involved in preventing trust
resources from being exposed to contaminants and what your environmental contaminants
program does.

ANSWER: The Environmental Contaminants (EC) Program is dedicated to protecting fish.
wildlife and their habitats from the harmful effects of pollutants. Wildlife and fish are affected by
thousands of chemicals in the environment, such as pesticides, personal care products,
pharmaceuticals, endocrine disrupters, PCBs, dioxins, mercury, selenium, cyanide, and ammonia.
The EC Program evaluates the impacts of these contaminants on fish and wildlife, providing
information that allows the Service to make decisions based on sound science regarding steps to
take to address these contaminant issues. The EC Program operates under a Strategic Plan,
completed in 2008, which focuses on five main goals and our first goal is to “Conserve trust
resources and their habitats through contaminant prevention.”

Environmental Contaminants biologists provide a critical role in protecting the nation’s resources
by preventing contaminant-induced injury to fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats. Prevention
precludes the considerable costs associated with investigation, remediation and restoration, and is
by far the most strategic resource management practice the Service can offer. Some of the actions
that we will continue to conduct are as follows:

» Determine the impacts of proposed legislation, regulations, State water quality standards,
permits, and licenses, including new licenses or permits for renewable energy initiatives
from a contaminant perspective, and recommend how negative impacts might be
prevented.

¢ Conduct national consultations to establish an effective, efficient, and consistent nation-
wide approach to consultation on water quality criteria approved or promulgated by EPA.
For example, the EC Program recently completed a Draft Programmatic Biological
Opinion (BO) on the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Continuing Approval or Promulgation of New
Cyanide Criteria in State and Tribal Water Quality Standards.

e Promote SMARXT Disposal™, a nationwide educational campaign about the proper
disposal of unused and expired medications, using internal and external outreach and
engaging more supporter groups. We will continue to work with our pharmaceutical
partners to coordinate with chain pharmacies for campaign promotion.

e Solidify our prevention message and express it in plain language for our many stakeholder
audiences, including Congress and the public. Many of the public events we engage in
support the Service’s connecting youth with nature initiative, including Earth Day, Nation's
River Bass Tournament at National Harbor, and kids’ fishing at Constitution Gardens.

Moran Q11: The budget request includes an increase of $180,000 and 1 FTE to work on
contaminants in the