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For those of you not familiar with the Oregon Eastside Forests Restoration, Old Growth Protection and Jobs Act of 2009, I’ve included an outline of what it entails.  To read the act, go to http://wyden.senate.gov/newsroom/eastside_forest_restoration_bill.pdf. After reading the act, you will understand why those affected in Western Oregon were unwilling to have the forests in that area of the state included in Senator Wyden’s bill.

After reading the act, I’m now convinced it’s even worse than originally feared.  Where is the money for study -- Forest Service says they don’t have man power, time, or budget to complete NEPA, EA, and EIS studies.  The act can’t be labeled "forest health" unless the health of the trees over 21 inches is addressed as well.  In many areas the most at-risk forest component is the larger trees.  Region wide, more than 50 percent of the larger trees have issues including, but not limited to, insect infestation, mistletoe, rot, lightning strikes, root sprung, blow down and natural mortality.

This bill can’t be labeled a forest health bill by throwing in the towel to the radical environmental factions regarding harvest of larger trees.  Instead, it should be labeled “Continued Mismanagement”.  

The most important bill that could be passed regarding timber issues in the area covered by the Oregon Eastside Forests Restoration, Old Growth Protection and Jobs Act would be very simple to write and understand.  It would include no deal-making.

Common Sense Forest Bill

· Allow no administrative appeals on timber sales by special interest groups or individuals

· Allow the forest managers to do their jobs of managing the forests -- not just the small trees

The trees in our forests are a renewable resource.  You can’t properly manage a renewable resource by uninformed vote, legislation, or litigation.  The only successful way to assure sustained yield forestry is to allow the forest managers to manage through sound silvicultural science.

Major problems that the architects of this bill seem to have overlooked are:

1. If financing isn’t available to implement the plan, everyone loses except the radical environmentalists.

2. Even though Andy Kerr agrees that the special interest group he’s involved with won’t file appeals on increased harvest, what would prevent other groups from surfacing and filing appeals?  If the power exists to prevent appeals, why aren’t those powers being implemented for sound forest management practices currently?

3. If management required by the bill is implemented, the overstocked stands will be thinned.  Thinning stimulates growth.  When re-entry is required in the future many trees that were released and allowed to grow will be larger than the allowable removal size.  What will we do then?  We’ll be backing ourselves into a corner in which we won’t be able to get out.

By arbitrarily placing a 21-inch diameter limit on harvest, not only has the ability of the forest managers to manage been compromised, but also -- equally as important -- the possibility for the Forest Service to cover operating costs or even profit from timber sale revenue has been lost.

On the private side, managing the forest as a whole instead of just immature, low-value trees creates more jobs, causes more commerce, and allows the remaining sawmills to be more competitive on the world scene.  The secondary manufacture millwork plants in Central and Eastern Oregon were located here over the past 50 years, due to the supply of high-quality Ponderosa pine lumber with very little transportation cost.  These plants have the capacity to employ more than 2,000 workers.  Since the harvest appeal restriction of larger trees by special interest environmental groups, most of the lumber supply comes from outside the area or even from outside the country.  This reduces the competitive advantage afforded the local millwork plants and is partially the cause of their work force reductions.

Over the past month, I’ve visited with more than 50 Forest Service timber staff personnel, loggers, and industry representatives; not one of them has been in favor of the Oregon Eastside Forests Restoration, Old Growth Protection and Jobs Act.

During my discussions with Forest Service staff, I learned that even though they might have very strong opinions concerning pending legislation, they are not allowed to come out in favor of or against it.  How can legislators be properly informed if those hired to protect the nation's assets can’t have an opinion on legislation regarding the management of those assets?

Given the Forest Service's budget to administer the timber and the monetary losses caused by this bill, there is more than $1 million dollars of red ink in this program in the Ochoco National Forest this year alone. If we were allowed to return to pre-appeal sustained-yield harvest, the Ochoco National Forest, which is only 1 of many national forests in Eastern Oregon, would generate additional revenue of at least $10 million to $20 million to the government through timber sale receipts, not to mention hundreds of additional jobs.  

If the Ochoco National Forest could merely add the larger diameter volume that becomes diseased, insect-damaged, lightning-struck, root-sprung, and wind-thrown annually, to the timber sales program before they begin to deteriorate, a great injustice would begin to heal while creating $5 million to $10 million in stumpage revenue for the U.S. Government and creating or saving hundreds of jobs. When you expand the numbers to cover all of the forests affected by this bill, the impact is monumental.  Keep in mind that 25% of US Forest receipts stay in the local communities to finance schools and county road budgets.

An unintended consequence of this legislation is that it would have a devastating impact on the future of our nation's renewable natural resources -- along with its negative impact on industry and our ability to manage our nation’s national forests in Eastern Oregon. Currently the Forest Service timber sale program includes less than 10% of the annual growth on USFS managed lands.

I don’t doubt Senator Wyden’s intent to make the best of a bad situation. I merely feel he doesn’t have an understanding of the bigger picture in this important issue. At best, all this bill accomplishes is to allow a couple of sawmills enough low-value timber to stay in operation for a little longer, while disregarding the future of our national forests.
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