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I am Dr. K. Norman Johnson and I am here today to give testimony for myself and Dr. Jerry F. Franklin on S. 2895.  I am a University Distinguished Professor in the College of Forestry at Oregon State University. Jerry Franklin is Professor of Ecosystem Sciences in the School of Forest Resources at University of Washington.  These comments represent our views and not those of our respective institutions. 
Our testimony focuses on the national forests of Oregon outside of the area of the Northwest Forest Plan---the eastside forests named in the bill.  Collectively, we have studied these magnificent forests and the amazing variety of benefits that they provide for almost 100 years.  In addition to our research efforts there, we have served on many scientific panels analyzing forest policy issues, including the Northwest Forest Plan. We recently completed for the Klamath Tribes a comprehensive restoration plan for their historic tribal lands, which are currently a part of the Fremont-Winema National Forest. Also, we have just finished a proposal for restoring northwest federal forests which can be found at http://www.cof.orst.edu/cof/fs/PDFs/JohnsonRestoration_Aug15_2009.pdf.  That report covers the points made in this testimony in much greater detail.
S. 2895 has goals of restoring forest landscapes, protecting and increasing old growth forests and trees, and creating an immediate, predictable, and increased timber flow to support locally based restoration economies, among other purposes.  This testimony provides our advice on achieving these goals in the national forests of eastern Oregon; we believe that the legislation captures many of these elements.

Restoration Needs to Recognize Different Strategies for Moist and Dry Forests 

Division of federal forests into Moist and Dry is the initial step in forest restoration planning.   Plant associations provide the basis for assigning sites into these categories; these plant associations reflect contrasting composition, growth conditions, and historic disturbance regimes.  We recognize that there is a broad gradient in fire behavior in Pacific Northwest forests considering variability both in site and landscape conditions.  “Dry Forests” grow on sites that have pre-dominantly low- and mixed-severity fire regimes while “Moist Forests” grow on sites that are characteristically high-severity fire regimes. We include plant associations typically subject to mixed-severity disturbance regimes (such as moist Grand Fir and moist White Fir) in the Dry Forest category; this reflects their probable shift toward more frequent and severe wildfires on these sites with climate change. While shifts will occur in plant associations with climate change, we expect that they will continue to be valuable ecological reference points.

Moist Forest ecosystems evolved with infrequent but severe, stand-replacement disturbance events, such as intense wildfires and windstorms. The composition and structure of intact existing old-growth forests in Moist Forests have not been significantly affected by human activities.  Generally, it is not necessary to conduct silvicultural treatments to maintain existing old-growth forests on Moist Forest sites. Silviculture can, however, be used to create diverse early seral communities and accelerate development of ecological diversity in plantations and other young stands. 

Dry Forest ecosystems have evolved primarily with low- and mixed-severity disturbances, including wildfire and localized insect outbreaks. On Dry Forest sites, the composition and structure of existing old-growth forests typically have been significantly altered by human activities, resulting in increases in stand density and compositional shifts toward less fire- and drought-tolerant tree species. Active management often is required to reduce the potential for uncharacteristic and ecologically damaging wildfire and insect outbreaks. Many of these forests that require restoration have existing populations of old-growth trees.  
 Eastside Federal Forests in Oregon Face a Bleak Future without Swift Action
The majority of federal forests in eastern Oregon fall into the Dry Forest category.  Ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer plant associations predominate.

These forests have been greatly simplified during the last century by a variety of management actions including fire suppression, grazing by domestic livestock, logging, and establishment of plantations.  Consequently, they differ greatly from their historical condition in having much higher stand densities and basal areas, lower average stand diameters, much higher percentages of drought- and fire-intolerant species (such as white or grand fir), and many fewer (or no) old-growth trees.  

We will lose many of these forests to catastrophic disturbance events unless we undertake aggressive active management programs.   This is not simply an issue of fuels and fire; because of the density of these forests, there is a high potential for drought stress and related insect outbreaks.  Surviving old-growth pine trees are now at high risk of death to both fire and western pine beetle, the latter resulting from drought stress and competition.  Many fir-dominated stands are now at risk of catastrophic outbreaks of insect defoliators, such as the spruce budworm, as has already occurred at many locations on the eastern slopes of the Cascade Range in both Oregon and Washington.   

The potential for loss of our eastside forests--and the residual old-growth trees that they contain--to fire and insects is greatly magnified by expected future climate change.   Historically, much of the loss of old growth trees and forests has come during time of drought.  The expected longer and more intense summer drought periods with climate change will put additional stress on the forests here. The stress on old growth trees will be especially severe where they are surrounded by dense understories.

We know enough to take action (uncertainties should not paralyze us).  Inaction is a much more risky option for a variety of ecological values, including conservation of old-growth related wildlife.  We need to learn as we go, but we need to take action now.  Furthermore, it is critical for stakeholders to understand that active management is necessary in stands with existing old-growth trees in order to reduce the risk that those trees will be lost. 
To avoid the loss of eastside forests, we need to significantly increase the rate of treatments to reduce stand densities.  Elsewhere, we have estimated that we need to double or triple current efforts, using both mechanical treatments and prescribed fire.
S 2895 is Based on Scientific Principles for Restoration of Dry Forests
As Senator Wyden stated when he introduced this bill in late December, 2009, his proposed legislation resulted from months of discussion with stakeholders.   The bill resulting from that negotiation (S 2895) contains scientific principles of forest conservation.  It is important that these principles be retained in any further negotiation that may be needed to move the bill through Congress.  We briefly summarize eight key principles here:
· Undertake comprehensive ecological restoration.  Rather than focus on a single goal such as fuel hazard reduction, timber production, or carbon sequestration, the bill addresses comprehensive restoration needs for both forests and watersheds.

· Develop management guidance by plant association – an ecologically relevant way of differentiating forest sites.  Plant associations integrate environmental variables; the bill utilizes plant associations as a vehicle for adapting prescriptions to individual sites.     

· Conserve existing old growth trees and restore old tree populations where they have been depleted.  A maximum diameter limit on harvest is used to protect old growth but exceptions can be allowed to protect small old growth trees and to harvest larger young trees that compete with old growth.   To be successful, both ecologically and socially, management needs directly to address conservation of old growth trees.

· Prepare these forests for coming potential threats from climate change.  The bill recognizes that current forest conditions can result in uncharacteristic wildfire, insect outbreaks, and disease and that these threats will worsen with climate change. Conditioning forests to be resilient in the face of increased summer temperatures and longer fire seasons is a central theme.   

· Start with historical information as a guide to restoration goals and modify as needed to reflect impacts of coming climate change. Historical forest conditions remain a useful reference for ecological restoration, even in a time of environmental change, as they have been tempered by many climatic oscillations in the past.   

· Create heterogeneity at both the stand and landscape scale. Increasing the complexity of simplified landscapes and restoring meadows and riparian zones are critical elements of forest restoration as recognized throughout the legislation. That will include leaving dense forest patches scattered through a treated landscape.
· Restore large areas, such as whole watersheds, in restoration projects.   The bill calls for planning and undertaking needed forest and watershed treatments on large areas in an integrated fashion.

· Move rapidly in restoring these forests.  Given the threats to eastside forests, resource managers will need to move rapidly over the next few decades, treating a large proportion of at-risk landscape.  Increasing the rate of activity is an important objective of the legislation.

· Utilize commercial wood products from the restoration to defray costs, maintain processing capability, and provide employment.   Investment will be needed, but wood products associated with restoration can help pay for the effort, maintain infrastructure, and support local communities.  
As the bill moves through Congress, it is important to retain these principles.  With such a solid scientific foundation, this legislation has the potential to model approaches to forest restoration throughout the West. These principles have applicability both to the interim (first three years) projects discussed in the legislation and the longer-run ecological restoration projects.
Collaborative Efforts Can Provide Essential Creative Energy, Understanding, and Support for Forest Restoration

Citizen-driven collaborative efforts are beginning to break the gridlock that has stalled restoration in eastern Oregon.  The creative energy of federal forestry in eastern Oregon runs through local collaboration efforts. Groups such as the Blue Mountain Partners (John Day), the Harney County Restoration Collaborative (Burns), and the Lakeview Stewardship Group (Lakeview) have recently played invaluable roles in engaging local communities in helping to guide forest restoration, working cooperatively with the Forest Service. 

The Blue Mountain Partners have invited us to demonstrate the application of the principles discussed here to restoration of the Malheur National Forest.  We hope to work with them this summer; I am sure that you and your staff also would be welcome to see how these principles play out on the ground.  

These collaboration groups can play a key role in future forest restoration efforts. With their knowledge, understanding, and support, rapid progress can be made.  Without their involvement, progress will be much more difficult. Thus, it is important that any new directives support and complement their ongoing efforts.       
S. 2895 acknowledges the importance of collaboration groups in long-term achievement of the purposes of the Act.  They also can play a crucial role in successful implementation of the interim (first three years) projects.  
Trust but Verify: Management Discretion should be Combined with Third-Party Review
Managers need latitude to adapt general policies to specific problems and places. Successful restoration of these forests will require large-scale actions over space and time, as we have discussed above, and managers will need the discretion to adapt general policies to specific situations.  The legislation contains many important concepts to guide restoration, as described above; the Forest Service will need latitude in interpreting and implementing them.
A needed shift to age-based conservation rules will be aided by such an approach. Elsewhere we have argued that an age-based approach would more consistently protect old-growth trees than the current diameter-based approach. Some, though, question the practicality of an age-based approach. We believe that relatively few trees will be in question after development of protocols, as most trees can be readily identified as being either above or below any age limit that might be set. We suggest that age-based rules be designed following a four-step process: 1) have  scientists and managers design and test the protocols that will be used, 2) give agencies deference to implement the protocols, 3) monitor the degree of success in implementation, and 4) use  independent review by scientists, managers, and stakeholders  to suggest improvements.  S 2865 begins this process and we believe that its successful completion is essential to restoration of eastside forests. 
Demonstration of success and learning will be needed. Public acceptance and support will be needed; the social license for these efforts is tenuous in many places. As mentioned above, collaborative efforts can help here, but more is needed.  Key components in gaining public support will be credible evidence that actions are moving the forests toward restoration goals and a mechanism for changing management where the actions do not achieve desired objectives. 

Monitoring is necessary but not sufficient.  Given the uncertainties that we face in forest restoration, keeping track of the state of the forests and the effects of actions is a first principle of forest management. We believe, though, that people are increasingly skeptical of an agency keeping score on the effectiveness of its own actions. 
Third-party review will be essential to gain and retain broad public acceptance.  We need mechanisms that provide trusted evaluations of the linkage between actions and goals along with the ability to suggest change as needed.  Creation of third-party review as a regular part of forest restoration would go a long way toward this goal. 
S. 2895 acknowledges this need through its purpose of providing periodic independent review of agency programs in carrying out the Act and with the creation of a scientific and technical advisory committee which has, as one of its goals, evaluation of the implementation and effectiveness of the Act.   Review of the interim (first three years) projects will be crucial in this regard. If the committee is given an assignment of reviewing these projects, year by year, it could go a long way toward instilling trust in the public about the purpose and results of forest restoration programs. 
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