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OVERSIGHT FIELD HEARING ON SCIENTIFIC
RESEARCH AND THE KNOWLEDGE-BASE
CONCERNING FOREST MANAGEMENT FOL-
LOWING WILDFIRES AND OTHER MAJOR
DISTURBANCES

Friday, February 24, 2006
U.S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
Committee on Resources
Medford, Oregon

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:00 p.m., at the
Medford City Council Chambers, 411 West 8th Street, Medford,
Oregon, Hon. Greg Walden [Chairman of the Subcommittee]
presiding.

Present: Representatives Walden, DeFazio, and Inslee.

Also Present: Representative Baird.

Mr. WALDEN. The Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
will come to order.

The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on the sci-
entific research and knowledge base concerning forest management
following wildfires and other major disturbances.

Before we open our session, | would like to introduce the fire
chief for Medford, who has some words he needs to share with us
because of the capacity crowd here. So please join and welcome
Fire Chief Dave Bierwiler.

Chief.

Chief BierwILER. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. WALDEN. That was right on cue.

Chief BiErwILER. The occupancy limit here, once all the chairs
are filled, that's all the people we can have in here. There’'s an ex-
ception that we're going to invoke today. We're going to allow some
people to be standing in three of the corners. Because we have such
a large crowd, we need to make sure that everyone knows where
the exits are. And in that rare event we have an emergency and
you have to leave, out this door next to the elevator is a stairwell
that goes down to the bottom floor. Do not take the elevator if we
should all have to leave. Same thing over here for those of you on
this side. There’s an elevator out here. There is a stairwell before
you get to the elevator. Use the stairwell and go to the bottom of
the building in some event we would have to leave.

)



Thank you.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you, Chief.

Ladies and gentlemen, please stand for the posting of the colors
by the United States Naval Sea Cadet Corps, Higgins Battalion,
Central Point, Oregon.

Please be seated.

Thank you very much for your posting of the colors.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. GREG WALDEN, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

I want to welcome everyone here today and thank you for
attending.

As you know, I've been working for nearly two years with Con-
gressman Brian Baird from Washington State, Stephanie Herseth
from South Dakota, Wayne Gilchrest from Maryland, and Bob
Goodlatte from Virginia and many other Members of Congress to
put together legislation to help land managers more effectively re-
store forests after catastrophic events such as wildfires, wind-
storms and hurricanes and ice storms. After holding seven congres-
sional hearings and reviewing thousands of pages of reports, we in-
troduced the Forest Emergency Recovery and Research Act,
H.R. 4200.

While some have attacked the bill even before it was drafted, the
overall response to the legislation since introduction has been
favorable, garnering support from diverse groups such as the Inter-
national Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, the Society of
American Foresters, the Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partner-
ship, the Wildlife Management Institute, former long time Oregon
State Forester Jim Brown, Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth,
Department of Interior, Associated Oregon Counties, the Evergreen
Foundation, the National Association of Forest Service Retirees,
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners, and other orga-
nizations. There are nearly 150 cosponsors of the bill in the House
of Representatives.

And | believe the initial success of the bill has much to do with
the high quality of testimony that we have received in previous
hearings, which have greatly helped us to draft this legislation.
Virtually every provision in the bill came out of testimony from the
seven hearings we've had on this topic in this Subcommittee over
the last couple of years.

For example, we heard that the public wants to have the ability
to participate or comment on potential projects. That's why we re-
quire the agencies to allow for public involvement, comment and
appeal. This process builds on the successful Healthy Forests Res-
toration Act.

We heard there’s no one-size-fits-all management prescription for
treating burned or damaged forests. That's why our bill does not
dictate any specific activity such as salvage logging. And let me say
that again. The legislation does not mandate any particular activ-
ity take place on our forests.

Not only do forest conditions vary greatly from place to place,
and our Subcommittee has held hearings all across this country
looking at those different places, but catastrophic events such as
wildfire act unpredictably, each event requiring a unique response.
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Our local land managers and scientists with local knowledge prob-
ably have the best ability to prescribe appropriate treatments. The
only action we require in this legislation is that the agencies do a
rapid evaluation of the area after a major disturbance event. Any
actual project or activity after that is up to the discretion of local
managers to put forward for public review, comment, and appeal.

We heard that more attention needs to be given to retaining
snags and downed woody debris for wildlife habitat and soil sta-
bility. That's why we require peer-reviewed research protocols be
developed that include the retention of standing dead and downed
trees and why we require that the agencies provide guidance to the
field for updating their management plans concerning dead tree re-
tention and other restoration activities.

We heard repeatedly that management objectives as stated in
forest plans need to be guidance for all restoration activities. That's
why we require that all management actions following a cata-
strophic event comply with that area’s forest plan and be compliant
with all environmental laws. If logging is prohibited for an area in
a forest plan, then nothing in our legislation would change that.

We heard from numerous scientists and managers that if the
Forest Service or the Bureau of Land Management decided they
wanted to harvest and reforest after a catastrophic event, then it
was essential that they move quickly while there was still value in
the trees and while reforestation was most likely to be successful.
This is why we provided expedited procedures and timelines so the
agencies could be more responsive and move quicker, better mim-
icking more successful state and tribal forest practices. And we've
heard from both states and tribes on different land management
strategies and results.

The Government Accountability Office told us that there was
nearly a million acres backlogged of reforestation needs on Amer-
ica’s forests, almost all of which resulted from catastrophic events.
That's why our bill provides better guidance and more funding for
restoration and other reforestation work.

We heard and we have observed that more scientific research is
needed on post-disturbance forest management. While there is a
tremendous amount of practical knowledge that's been built from
decades, if not centuries, of trial-and-error forest management fol-
lowing fire and other events, there’s not a large amount of actual
peer-reviewed science on the issue of how best to manage our
forests after catastrophic events. That's why a major part of this
legislation is dedicated to developing and funding scientific re-
search with university partners and other qualified organizations.
To insure the quality of such research, we require that it be subject
to independent, third-party peer review. And to make sure that it's
funded, we are modifying the bill that was first introduced a month
or two ago to include a guaranteed stream of revenue.

All of us in this room today are aware that post-fire scientific re-
search has become a hot item, if you'll excuse the pun, especially
in recent months. Too often it's sometimes hard to see the real
science through the political smoke.

In particular, a short-term study that was recently published in
the journal Science has been touted by a few as the definitive and
final say on the effects of post-fire harvest. And while | believe that
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most reasonable people recognize that no single study provides all
or even most of the answers, each one, however, does offer some
insight and does help broaden our understanding and base of
knowledge about what happens in these forests after an event. |
agree with my colleague Mr. Udall, the Ranking Democrat on this
Subcommittee, that we as members of this committee and others
who are interested could benefit by actually hearing from the re-
searchers about their research, their findings, their protocols. And
that's what brings us here today.

Likewise, it's important that we all remember that academic
freedom is a crucial element of open scientific discourse. Research-
ers have an obligation to follow agreed upon protocols and sound
scientific and ethical principles while policymakers have an obliga-
tion to give researchers the support and freedom to engage in their
work, regardless of whether or not their findings agree with any-
body’s political agenda. More information, more scientific research
can only help us achieve the common goal of better forest and habi-
tat stewardship.

At the same time we need to recognize that science is not the
final arbiter of forest management. Many societal values that are
cultural or economic, for example, must also be considered in man-
agement decisions. As Dr. Jerry Franklin, whom we'll hear from
later this afternoon, has told this Subcommittee before, science can
help managers to make more informed decisions, but the decisions
are societal choices.

So today we're here to look at the level of knowledge concerning
post-disturbance forestry. What does the most recent science tell
us? How do we prioritize and fund more and better research? How
well is science applied by land managers and how can this be im-
proved? Or, in other words, what do we know? How do we know
it? And how do we apply it?

[The prepared statement of Mr. Walden follows:]

Statement of The Honorable Greg Walden, a Representative in Congress
from the State of Oregon

Welcome everyone and thank you for attending:

As you know, I've been working for nearly two years with Congressmen Brian
Baird from Washington, Stephanie Herseth from South Dakota, Wayne Gilchrest
from Maryland, Bob Goodlatte from Virginia, and many other Members of Congress
to put together legislation to help land managers more effectively restore forests
after catastrophic events such as wildfires, windstorms, hurricanes and ice storms.
After holding seven congressional hearings and reviewing thousands of pages of re-
ports, we introduced the Forest Emergency Recovery and Research Act, H.R. 4200.

While some attacked the bill before it was even drafted, the overall response to
the legislation since introduction has been very favorable, garnering support from
diverse groups such as the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies,
the Society of American Foresters, the Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partner-
ship, the Wildlife Management Institute, former Oregon State Forester Jim Brown,
Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth, the Department of the Interior, Associated
Oregon Counties, the Evergreen Foundation, the National Association of Forest
Service Retirees, the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners, and many addi-
tional conservation and local government organizations. The bill has strong bipar-
tisan support with nearly 150 cosponsors in the House.

| believe that the initial success of the bill has much to do with the high quality
of testimony we received in previous hearings, greatly helping to guide us as we
drafted the legislation. Every provision in the bill came out of testimony or research
findings.

For example, we heard that the public wants to have the ability to participate or
comment on potential projects; that's why we require that the agencies allow for
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public involvement, comment and appeal. This process builds on the successful
Healthy Forests Restoration Act.

We heard that there’'s no one-size-fits-all management prescription for treating
burned or damaged forests; that's why our bill does not dictate any specific activity,
Isuch as salvage logging. Let me say that again. Our bill does not mandate salvage
0gging.

Not only do forest conditions vary greatly from place to place, catastrophic events
such as wildfire act unpredictably, each event requiring a unique response. Only
local managers and scientists, with local knowledge, have the ability to prescribe ap-
propriate treatments. The only action we require in our bill is that the agencies do
a rapid evaluation of the area after a major disturbance event; any actual project
or activity after that is up to the discretion of local managers.

We heard that more attention needs to be given to retaining snags and downed
woody debris for wildlife habitat and soil stability; that's why we require peer-re-
viewed research protocols be developed that include the retention of standing dead
and downed trees, and why we require that the agencies provide guidance to the
field for updating their management plans concerning dead tree retention and other
restoration issues.

We heard repeatedly that management objectives as stated in forest plans need
to guide all restoration activities. That's why we require that all management ac-
tions following a catastrophic event comply with the area’s forest plan, and be com-
pliant with all environmental laws. If logging is prohibited for that area in the
forest plan, then nothing in our legislation changes that.

We heard from numerous scientists and managers that if the Forest Service or
BLM decide they want to harvest and reforest after a catastrophic event then it is
essential that they move quickly while there is still value in the trees and while
reforestation is most likely to be successful. This is why we provide expedited proce-
dures and timelines so the agencies can be more responsive and move quicker, bet-
ter mimicking more successful state and tribal forest practices.

The Government Accountability Office told us that there was nearly a million-acre
backlog of reforestation needs on our national forests—almost all of which results
from catastrophic events; that's why our bill provides better guidance and more
funding for reforestation and other restoration work.

We heard and observed that more scientific research is needed on post-disturb-
ance forest management. While there is a tremendous amount of practical knowl-
edge that has been built from decades, if not centuries, of trial and error forest man-
agement following fire and other events, there is not a large amount of actual peer-
reviewed science on this issue. That's Why a major part of our bill is dedicated to
developing and funding scientific research with university partners and other quali-
fied organizations. To insure the quality of such research, we require that it be sub-
ject to independent, third-party, peer-review.

All of us in this room today are aware that post-fire scientific research has become
a very hot item (pardon the pun), especially in recent months. Too often it's hard
to see the real science through the political smoke.

In particular, a short-term study that was recently published in the journal
Science has been touted by a few as the definitive and final say on the effects of
post-fire harvest. While | believe that most reasonable people recognize that no one
study provides all or even most of the answers, each one however does offer some
insight and helps to broaden our base of knowledge. | agreed with my colleague Mr.
Udall that the Subcommittee members could benefit by actually hearing from the
researchers about their research, their findings and the protocols they followed.

Likewise, it is important that we all remember that academic freedom is a crucial
element of open scientific discourse. Researchers have an obligation to follow agreed
upon protocols and sound scientific and ethical principles, while policy makers have
an obligation to give researchers the support and freedom to engage in their work,
regardless of whether or not the findings of that research agree with anyone’s polit-
ical agenda. More information, more scientific research can only help us achieve the
common goal of better forest and habitat stewardship.

At the same time we need to recognize that science isn't the final arbiter of forest
management. Many societal values, that are cultural or economic, for example, must
also be considered in management actions. As Doctor Jerry Franklin has told this
Subcommittee before, science can help managers to make more informed decisions,
but the decisions are societal choices.

So today we are here to look at the level of knowledge concerning post-disturbance
forestry—what does the most recent science tell us? How do we prioritize and fund
more and better research? How well is science applied by land managers and how
can this be improved? Or in other words: What do we know? How do we know it?
And how do we apply it?
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Mr. WALDEN. Now, before | ask other Members for their opening
remarks, |1 ask unanimous consent that Representative Brian Baird
of Washington have permission to sit on this dais and participate
in the hearing. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.

Now, I would like to welcome my neighbor, my colleague, and my
friend from the Fourth District of Oregon, Peter DeFazio, for an
opening statement.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. PETER DeFAZIO, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Mr. DEFAzI0. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | really appreciate your
providing us this opportunity. | am always pleased to be able to try
and make policy and understand things here at home as opposed
to inside the Washington, D.C. Beltway, which seems to be a dif-
ferent reality.

You know, | think there’s substantial grounds for agreement
here. I mean 40 years ago we were telling people operating logging
shows to get all those logs out of the stream, and we paid them to
do it in fact. Then we figured out that no, actually structure in the
stream is really important, and now we pay people to put logs in
streams, or we require it. In the case of the site we visited this
morning involving private lands, a condition of their post-fire ef-
forts on their property with—where substantial salvage logging
was conducted was to also put structure in the stream and protect
the stream as best they could against sedimentation with other—
with other methods.

So | think when we say we don't know everything we should
know or need to know, it's really true. | mean it's a lot like the
Woody Allen movie where they find out 50 years from now that
chocolate really is really good for you and we should all be eating
a lot more of it. You know, we don’'t know everything we need to
know. So that's—that’s absolutely key.

As a policymaker, you know, we ultimately—and | think people
need to understand this—we need to be informed by the science,
but the science is never going to be definitive because there are so-
cial choices to be made once we have the science. Once we under-
stand the range of options that are available for post-catastrophic
event recovery, as policymakers we have to decide where on the
spectrum you're going to fall. You know, do you—and it depends to
a great deal upon the classification of that land that—going into
the fire. The private land we saw this morning, they want to max-
imum timber production. That's their right under state forest prac-
tices, and that's how they conduct their activities.

On the Federal land it becomes a more complex issue, and that's
where the U.S. Congress and particularly this committee comes in.
You know, what was the classification of that land? What was the
intention for the future? What objectives do we want to accomplish
with that? Which could require more or less intervention after an
event.

And not all land will be treated the same, as the Chairman said.
You know, lands that were intended to, you know, continue basi-
cally totally unmanaged, such as wilderness areas, will be left as
wilderness areas. But there are a lot of other Federal lands in the
gray area, and then the overlay of the Clinton forest plan, editorial
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comment, of which | was not a big fan, end of editorial comment,
you know, really complicates things here in the Pacific Northwest,
particularly when it comes to the issue of late successional re-
serves. Many late successional reserves are not what people would
envision. They're not a bunch of big old trees that we've draw a
line around. Some of them are actually quite young tree planta-
tions, many of them overstocked, that they drew lines around in
the idea or hope that some day they might be old growth. But in
some cases where man has interfered, then man is going to need
to carefully manage to move back toward what we think was a nat-
ural state.

And that's why we're here today, to hear from a range of opin-
ions on science, you know, and try and become better informed, be-
cause we're going to make policy. We're going to try and make it
in the most informed manner possible. And, you know, our job is
to understand the implications of what we're doing. We won't al-
ways agree totally on the objectives, but we need to know where
we're leading with any legislation we might impose.

So thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio.

Mr. Inslee from Washington State, thanks for coming down and
joining us in your participation in our Subcommittee every time. So
welcome and your opening remarks.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. JAY INSLEE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. INsLEE. Thank you. Thanks for letting me join you. | spent
three years up in Salem and | just love this country, and | appre-
ciate you letting me join you.

We share something. We share in Washington your national
forest, and you share ours up in here. And | think we equally love
and care for each.

I really appreciate Mr. Walden holding this hearing. And | was
thinking about sort of why we're here today, and | came across a
quote | wanted to share that—it says it's from some old social com-
mentator. He says: “It's not what we don’'t know that gets us into
trouble; it's what we think we know that just ain't so that's the
problem.”

And now the only problem is I can't remember whether that was
Will Rogers or Yogi Berra or Mark Twain. But it still applies no
matter who it was.

And | think it's kind of a comment, as Peter suggested, that get-
ting to the bottom of the science and the new science is very impor-
tant. That's why | appreciate Mr. Walden’s holding this hearing.

I also appreciate his efforts to have reinstated this study that
has been in the news lately out of OSU, to get that research going
again. And | think that's important to clear the decks, because I
think we all agree on a hopefully bipartisan basis that censorship
is not going to be an effective way for us to get to the bottom of
the science associated with this.

If there are critiques of science, it's important that we all look
at the critiques, but let's get the information out so we can all have
a healthy debate. So | appreciate Mr. Walden's efforts in that
regard.



8

I wanted to make just a comment what | think about the big
issues here. | think it's important to say. One is during our discus-
sion today | hope we will—we will focus on the difference between
replanting and salvage logging of standing dead timber. And the
reason | say that is in discussions with my constituents | found a
lot of confusion about that, that people sort of just wash them all
together. And | hope during our discussion we will segregate re-
vegetation replanting from the issue of whether or not we remove
standing dead timber. | think if we focus on that difference that
will help in our discussion.

Second thing is that | hope that we’ll also focus on the fact that
we have different values about what we want to see the forest do.
And all of them that are sincere, we got to work out as a commu-
nity which ones we want to follow. Some are economic. Some eco-
system. Some are simply aesthetic. And | hope we focus on the dif-
ference between those.

Having said that, 1 wanted folks to know Tom Udall, Ranking
Member in our committee, and | have also submitted a bill. It is
designed to do some of the things that Mr. Walden and Mr. Baird
would do, which is to enhance and improve our scientific under-
standing of things in the forest. And we take a little different ap-
proach how to do that.

I wanted to comment on three things just so the witnesses might
address themselves to this. | do have some concerns about Mr.
Walden and Mr. Baird’s bill that | wanted to address.

One, I am concerned that the bill as drafted today would reduce
the degree of scientific inquiry on the specific proposals, manage-
ment proposals we have for these forests. What we have learned
is we have made collectively on a bipartisan basis enormous mis-
takes in the forest, starting with Yogi Bear who taught us to put
out all forest fires and now we have thick forests as a result.

Peter suggested some of the other——

Mr. DEFAzI0. Smokey the Bear, not Yogi the Bear.

Mr. INSLEE. Smokey the Bear, not Yogi the Bear.

Mr. DEFAzI0. Yogi the Bear, Smokey the Bear.

Mr. INsLEE. Well, you know, actually——

Mr. WALDEN. That was clearly a partisan thing there.

Mr. INSLEE. There’'s a certain irony because actually Yogi the
Bear had better scientific advice, actually.

Mr. DEFaAzio. He had better food.

Mr. INSLEE. He had better food, yeah.

Thank you for that editorial comment. | appreciate that, Peter.
I know that didn’t sound right.

But we made mistakes. And one of the mistakes we've made is
not doing enough science when we make these decisions. And | am
concerned about the underlying bill would in its noble effort to re-
duce the time period to make decisions reduce the available science
that is available to decisionmakers to make these decisions. And |
hope that as this thing moves forward that we can find a way to
have adequate scientific inquiry, including following the standards
and the rigorous science involved in the EIS process and somehow
to meet that standard before we make management decisions here.

Second, I'm concerned that the bill would essentially severely
damage the roadless area policy that we have adopted, or at least
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many of us believe have adopted in this country, that 96 percent
of the public wants to see these roadless areas respected. There—
we have found it's very rare to find something called a really tem-
porary road because we have a ten billion dollar backlog of decom-
missioning roads already. So I'm very concerned in that respect.

Third, I think all of us need to be concerned of lack of funding
to do any of these mandates of the Forest Service. It doesn’'t matter
how brilliant any of us are on this panel to adopt a statute
involving this unless we provide these agencies the funding to get
these jobs done. They're simply not going to be able to get the job
done. In fact, they are being starved. They can’'t meet their legiti-
mate obligations they have today. And until that focuses, until we
have a higher priority in funding the Forest Service rather than
tax cuts in this country, we're not going to get this job done.

Thank you, Mr. Walden.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you, Mr. Inslee. Thanks for joining us.

And now I'm pleased to welcome another Congressman from the
great State of Washington. It's a great state. Not quite as great as
Oregon, but, you know, kind of carved it out of our side. Brian
Baird from the Fourth District, right?

Mr. BAIRD. Third.

Mr. WALDEN. Third District of Washington State. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. BRIAN BAIRD, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. BAIRD. Thank you, Mr. Walden.

I want to thank the Chairman and all of you for being here. This
is obviously an important issue. | am pleased to have worked with
your congressman, Greg Walden, on this legislation. And I'll tell
you why | do.

I represent a district that is one of the ten most forested districts
in the entire country. Thousands of people depend on forest prod-
ucts for their livelihood, and at the same time there are many peo-
ple there who care very passionately, as do I, about protecting and
preserving the environment.

The hearing today was called by our friend and colleague, Mr.
Udall, in order to address the recent study by Mr. Donato. And re-
garding that study, I must tell you that I am actually quite dis-
appointed. And I'll tell you why I'm disappointed.

A little bit about my background. Before | worked in this job, |
chaired the Department of Psychology at Pacific Lutheran Univer-
sity. | hold a doctorate and taught statistics and research methods.

I want to be absolutely blunt. I have placed a high premium on
scientific integrity. 1 have risked my political career on votes de-
fending scientific integrity. 1 have spoken out and written repeat-
edly on the importance of scientific integrity. And | would tell you
that | believe scientific integrity is a two-way street.

My judgment is that in this case Mr. Donato, the journal Science,
and the reviewers of this article did not do their job. I'll articulate
why in a moment, but I will tell you that quite frankly | don't
think that this—

Mr. WALDEN. Can you hold on one second.

I just want so the audience knows, the protocols in our hearings
are not to have audience reaction.
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Mr. BAIRD. But if you're going to react, applause beats the heck
out of laughter.

Mr. WALDEN. A little laughter is fine. But just so we set the
parameters.

Mr. BAIRD. | appreciate that, Mr. Chairman.

I am also disappointed because | sought sincerely in preparation
for this hearing to examine the study pretty carefully. That's why
we're having the hearing. If we're going to put forward scientific
studies and suggest that they should inform public policy, it's in-
cumbent on the authors of those studies and on those of us who
would consume it to carefully look at the design and the conclu-
sions that they're drawing.

I repeatedly asked Mr. Donato for his raw data and was repeat-
edly denied that request. Now, you should know that your taxpayer
dollars funded this study. Frankly, studies should let the chips fall
where they may as far as what the outcome is. But to suggest that
a fellow scientist, which | consider myself, and a representative of
the people, the taxpayers who fund your studies, should not have
access to the data to evaluate the merits or demerits of your study
I think is absurd and beyond what | think.

The policies of Science magazine itself are as follows:

When a paper is accepted for publication in Science, it is under-
stood that any reasonable request for materials, methods, or data
necessary to verify the conclusions of the experiment must be hon-
ored. As a condition of publication, authors must agree to honor
any reasonable request for materials and methods necessary to
verify the conclusion of experience—experiments reported and must
agree to make the data upon which the study rests available to the
community in some form for purposes of verification and replica-
tion.

Now, on our side of the aisle, the Democratic side, we have re-
peatedly and | think rightfully challenged the administration to
provide information on everything from how they developed their
energy policy to pre-Katrina information to pre-9/11 information.
And yet when | asked a very simple request of an individual who
has offered a study up to inform public policy to give me his data,
that's been rejected. Data that were funded, the collection of which
was funded by the taxpayers. So | am to say the least disappointed
by that.

Mr. Chairman, as | mentioned before, scientific integrity goes
both ways. We have not only a right but a responsibility to care-
fully evaluate not only this particular study but the entire breadth
of studies.

Today we had the opportunity, this group and a host of others,
to go visit real world sites, not in the abstract, not in some photo,
but a real world site where you had seen post-fire logging and re-
forestation and post-fire situation where there was no harvest.

We have data to inform this debate. There is no such thing as
the science says logging always harms restoration. Scientists will
tell you that it depends on the nature of the fire. It depends on the
nature of the vegetation. It depends on the goals of the purpose of
the land. It depends on what you would replant and why and how
you would do it and importantly, vis-a-vis this study, when you
would do it.
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So the notion that one position exists on this | think is specious.
And I'm proud that as part of our legislation we've included exten-
sive discussion of including science and preapproved management
plans and in funding science, further scientific research as part of
actual harvest efforts.

So | thank the Chairman for convening this and look forward to
actually getting some serious discussion of a study and of the
broader issue.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you, Mr. Baird. | appreciate working with
you and appreciate you having the opportunity to come and sit
with our Subcommittee today. It is helpful to have somebody who
actually taught statistics as well as understands them be on our
panel.

Mr. BAIRD. Well, that’'s not necessarily synonymous.

Mr. WALDEN. | know. We appreciate it.

We'd like to—OK. Now we go into the—just so the audience
knows, we'll invite our witnesses up to present their findings to us,
and then we’ll each have an opportunity on the Subcommittee to
ask questions.

If our witnesses would make their way up over here, I'll read a
little about your background as you make your way up.

Dr. Stephen D. Hobbs is the Executive Associate Dean, College
of Forestry at Oregon State University. Dr. Hobbs has been on the
faculty for 28 years. He has a Bachelor of Science in Forest
Management from the University of New Hampshire, a Ph.D. in
Forestry Science from the University of Idaho. He's a Fellow in the
Society of American Foresters and is currently Chair of the Oregon
Board of Forestry.

Dr. Cynthia West, Acting Director, Pacific Northwest Research
Station, has oversight responsibilities for research programs across
ten laboratories and eleven experimental forests in Alaska,
Washington and Oregon. She acts as a liaison between the Pacific
Northwest Research Station and land management agencies in the
region. Prior to joining the PNW Station in 2002, Dr. West led a
comprehensive program in forest products research, education, and
technical assistance as Department Head of Forest Products at
Mississippi State University. Prior to her appointment with MSU,
Dr. West served for nine years with the USDA Forest Service in
the Northeastern Research Station as a Researcher and Project
Leader. She was co-located at the Forestry Sciences Lab in Prince-
ton, West Virginia and Virginia Tech in Blacksburg, Virginia,
where she served as an Adjunct Faculty in the Wood Science De-
partment.

Dr. Dave Peterson, Fire Ecologist, USDA, has been engaged in
forest and ecology research for more than 25 years after receiving
his Ph.D. in Forest Ecology from the University of Illinois. He has
worked with the USDA Forest Service’s Fire Management
Planning Research Work Unit and Atmospheric Deposition Effects
Research Work Unit, the U.S. Geological Survey’'s Cascadia Field
Station and, currently, at the USDA Forest Service's Pacific North-
west Research Station with the Fire and Environmental Research
Applications Team. That's a mouthful. He's been a Professor at the
College of Forest Resources at the University of Washington since
1989.
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Daniel Donato, Graduate Student, Oregon State University. Mr.
Donato is a graduate student in the Forest Sciences Department at
Oregon State University. He earned a Bachelor of Science degree
from the University of Washington in forestry and has about a dec-
ade of experience in forest and fire ecology. He's been collecting
field data on the ecosystem response to the Biscuit Fire in south-
western Oregon for approximately three years.

Dr. Peter F. Kolb, Montana State University Extension Forestry
Specialist; Adjunct Professor of Forest Ecology, College of Forestry
and Conservation, University of Montana. Dr. Kolb earned his
Ph.D. from the University of Idaho in forest and range
ecophysiology, his M.S. from Idaho in silviculture, and his B.S. in
Forestry from Michigan State University. His past research empha-
sis includes the effects of heat and water stress on conifer seedling
establishment, the role of soil characteristic, forest pests, pathogens
and wildfire on forest succession dynamics, the impacts of forest
thinning on root diseases, woody debris treatments and their ef-
fects on forest and range restoration, cultural practices to enhance
woody debris decomposition, and plant community recovery fol-
lowing wildfires and salvage logging. During the past six years he
has worked extensively with wildfire-affected private forest land-
owners in both assessing fire impacts as well as developing restora-
tion treatment guidelines.

And Ted Lorensen, Assistant State Forester, Oregon Department
of Forestry. Mr. Lorensen is currently Assistant State Forester for
the Department of Forestry’'s Resource Policy Division. In this role
he oversees the Forest Resources Planning and Private and Com-
munity Forests Program. He received a Bachelor of Science in
Forest Management from the University of Washington in 1977
and has been employed by the Oregon Department of Forestry
since then. Past positions within the Department have included a
range of field and staff posts, including forest practices forester,
protection from fire program staff, policy analyst/land use planning
coordinator, and forest practices program director.

I have one thing | need to take care of here.

Now then, if you would all please stand and raise your right
hand and repeat after me. We'll swear you in for the testimony
you're going to give today.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. WALDEN. Let the record show they all indicated affirma-
tively. Please be seated.

Now, let me remind our witnesses that, under the Rules of the
Committee, you must limit your oral statements to five minutes,
but as you know your entire statements will appear in our hearing
record.

So we welcome all of you, and we have your testimony. And we
appreciate the work you've put into providing us with your insights
into these issues.

I'd like to now start by recognizing Dr. Hobbs for his statement.
Dr. Hobbs, welcome. Thank you for joining us today.

And just one mike check issue. If the light is on, your mike is
off. If the light is off, your mike is on. So you want them lit if you
don't want to be heard.
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN D. HOBBS, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE
DEAN, COLLEGE OF FORESTRY, OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

Mr. HoBBs. Well, good afternoon, Chair Walden and Members of
the Committee. My name is Steve Hobbs, and I'm the Executive
Associate Dean of the College of Forestry at Oregon State Univer-
sity.

Mr. WALDEN. You might pull that just a little closer I think.

Mr. HoBeBs. Can you hear me OK now.

Mr. WALDEN. That's better.

Mr. HoBBs. During my career as an OSU faculty member, | have
had the very good fortune to have been stationed right here in
Medford as a leader of an interdisciplinary team of scientists work-
ing on reforestation problems in southwest Oregon.

What I'd like to do this afternoon is briefly describe the program
that |1 worked on while |1 was here in Medford, because | think it
has applicability to the subject of this hearing. I'll also summarize
some of the broader findings of the program and make rec-
ommendations about how to develop the knowledge base necessary
to address post-wildfire restoration issues.

Now, in 1978 the Forestry Intensified Research Program, com-
monly referred to as the FIR Program, if you will, was formed to
find solutions to the region’s widespread reforestation problems as-
sociated with timber harvest and brush field reclamation. Now, this
was a cooperative interdisciplinary and interagency program that
integrated fundamental and applied research with an intensified
outreach education program.

Now, one of the very unique aspects of this program was assign-
ing an interdisciplinary team of OSU scientists to actually live and
work in southwest Oregon. And this | think is a very important
point and one of the reasons why this program was so successful.

Now, the FIR Program was conducted over a 13-year period of
time and involved probably more than a hundred studies. The FIR
Program was highly successful in addressing the reforestation
problems of the region.

Now, what I'd like to do now is summarize some of the key re-
sults from this very extensive research and outreach education ef-
fort. Some of the more important findings were:

First, that most of the forest lands can be successfully reforested
with planted seedlings following timber harvest and site prepara-
tion, and included in that is prescribed fire, or brush field reclama-
tion.

Second, successful reforestation requires achieving certain stand-
ards in a carefully choreographed sequence of events appropriate to
site conditions and the management objectives to be achieved for
those lands.

Third, the landscape and environmental conditions are highly
variable in space and time. Thus treatments must be tailored to fit
site conditions to achieve management objectives.

Fourth, competition from woody and herbaceous plant species
well adapted to site conditions can delay stand development.

Fifth, if intervention is necessary to achieve management objec-
tives, the timing and sequence of operations is crucial. Delays in
particular can often have unintended consequences, for example,
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competition from associated vegetation or logging damage to regen-
eration.

And, finally, establishing an interdisciplinary team of scientists
and educators in the problem area on a year round basis greatly
enhanced the applicability of the research to management problems
and the acceptance and implementation of new knowledge by prac-
titioners.

Now, given the current threat of wildfire and the need for better
information about post-wildfire restoration, salvage logging, and
other effects these practices have on resource values, it is of—this
is of critical importance.

To develop the knowledge base that will provide resource man-
agers and policymakers with credible information upon which to
base decisions both they and the public can have confidence in, I'd
like to make the following four recommendations to the Sub-
committee.

First, establish a long-term research and outreach education pro-
gram that is specifically focused on post-wildfire restoration, in-
cluding salvage logging.

Second, insure that universities and Federal agencies are full
partners in this program. Universities are uniquely equipped to
provide a broad range of interdisciplinary expertise and research
and outreach education, and university involvement would also
provide the training for the next generation of forest resource sci-
entists and managers to better deal with these problems that we
face.

Third, use the FIR model as a basis for this program. Integrating
fundamental and applied research with outreach education, using
interdisciplinary teams stationed in the geographic problem areas
creates huge advantages over the traditional research and outreach
education model and greatly speeds the transfer of new information
to decisionmakers.

And my final point. Sufficient flexibility should be built into the
planning and management of Federal forests to permit the kind of
rigorous scientific experimentation needed to generate credible, sci-
entifically sound information for policymakers and resource man-
agers.

Thank you very much for providing me with an opportunity to
testify before this Subcommittee today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hobbs follows:]

Statement of Stephen D. Hobbs, Executive Associate Dean,
College of Forestry, Oregon State University

The occurrence of wildfire is a major forest health issue facing resource managers
and policy-makers throughout the western US. In Oregon the hazard is particularly
severe on overstocked federal forestlands. Management actions surrounding post-fire
restoration activities, including salvage logging, are controversial and often the sub-
ject of heated debate and litigation. Frequently these situations are characterized
by lengthy delays of management actions which sometimes result in unintended
consequences. A major contributing factor is the lack of credible information about
the effects on resource values of post-wildfire restoration practices, including salvage
logging that might be used to achieve management objectives. Although a great deal
is known about subjects such as reforestation, it is clear adequate information is
still not available. To build the knowledge base necessary for managers and policy-
makers to have a wider range of options and greater confidence in the decisions they
make and to gain public trust, a significant research and outreach education effort
is required. We need search no further than southwestern Oregon to find an
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example of what can be accomplished when leaders have a vision and take action
to solve a serious forest resource management problem.

For many years forest managers in southwestern Oregon were plagued by serious
reforestation problems following timber harvest. In the 1970s this resulted in the
USDI Bureau of Land Management withdrawing significant acreage from the allow-
able cut land base. As a result, federal agencies, the forest industry, and county gov-
ernments approached Oregon State University (OSU) about forming a new research
and outreach education program focused on finding solutions to the reforestation
problems. In 1978 the Forestry Intensified Research (FIR) Program was launched.
This program integrated fundamental and applied research with outreach edu-
cation. The FIR Program was conducted cooperatively by scientists from the OSU
College of Forestry and the USDA Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research
Station. Researchers based in Corvallis and Medford worked closely with local
managers and resource specialists to address critical questions related to the
reforestation problems. An important and innovative aspect of the program was the
location of an interdisciplinary team of OSU scientists in Medford for the duration
of the program (1978-1991) to conduct research and outreach education programs.
When the FIR Program was completed in 1991, new information had been developed
from more than 100 studies spanning 13 years. These studies conclusively dem-
onstrated the vast majority of forestland could be reforested. This information was
summarized in the book Reforestation Practices in Southwestern Oregon and North-
ern California published in 1992.1

Although post-wildfire restoration and salvage logging were not the focus of the
FIR Program, much of what was learned does have applicability. For example, in
southwestern Oregon it is clear that:

1. Lands can be successfully reforested with planted seedlings following timber
harvest, site preparation (including prescribed burning) or brush field reclama-
tion.

2. Successful reforestation requires achieving certain standards in a carefully
choreographed sequence of events appropriate to site conditions and the man-
agement objective(s) to be achieved.

3. The landscape and environmental conditions are highly variable in space and
time. Thus treatments must be tailored to fit site conditions to achieve man-
agement objectives.

4. Competition from woody and herbaceous species well-adapted to site conditions
can delay stand development.

5. If intervention is necessary to achieve management objectives, the timing and
sequence of operations is crucial. Delays in particular can often have unin-
tended negative consequences (e.g., competition from associated vegetation, log-
ging damage to regeneration).

6. Establishing an interdisciplinary team of scientists and educators in the prob-
lem area on a year round basis greatly enhanced the applicability of the re-
search to management problems and the acceptance and implementation of
new knowledge by practitioners.

Despite the many achievements of the FIR Program, it did not directly address
questions related to post-wildfire restoration per se or salvage logging and although
some work was done on natural regeneration, this was a relatively small part of the
program. Given the current threat of wildfire, the need for better information about
post-wildfire restoration, salvage logging, and the effects these practices have on re-
source values, is of critical importance. To develop the knowledge base that will pro-
vide resource managers and policy makers with credible information upon which to
base decisions both they and the public can have confidence in, the following steps
are recommended.

1. Establish a long-term research and outreach education program specifically fo-

cused on post-wildfire restoration, including salvage logging.

2. Insure that universities and federal agencies are full partners in the program.
Universities are uniquely equipped to provide a broad range of interdiscipli-
nary expertise in research and outreach education. University involvement
would also provide for training the next generation of forest resource scientists
and managers to better deal with these problems.

3. Use the FIR model as the basis for the program. Integrating fundamental and
applied research with outreach education using interdisciplinary teams sta-
tioned in the geographic problem areas creates huge advantages over the

1Hobbs, S.D., S.D. Tesch, P.W. Owston, R.E. Stewart, J.C. Tappeiner Il, and G.E. Wells. Eds.
1992. Reforestation Practices in Southwestern Oregon and Northern California. Forest Research
Laboratory, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon. 465 p.
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traditional research and outreach education model and greatly speeds the
transfer of new information to decision-makers.

4. Sufficient flexibility should be built into the planning and management of fed-
eral forests to permit the kind of rigorous scientific experimentation needed to
generate credible, scientifically sound information for policy makers and re-
source managers.

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you, Mr. Hobbs, for being here, Doctor. We
appreciate your comments and the work that you do.

I now recognize Dr. West for her statement.

Good afternoon. Welcome. We look forward to hearing your com-
ments.

STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA WEST, ACTING DIRECTOR, PACIFIC
NORTHWEST RESEARCH STATION; ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID
PETERSON, TEAM LEADER, FIRE AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESEARCH APPLICATIONS TEAM

Ms. WEsT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Sub-
committee, for the opportunity to talk to you today about scientific
research concerning forest management following wildfires and
other major disturbances.

I am Dr. Cynthia West. I'm Acting Director of the Pacific North-
west Research Station. And | would like to summarize my remarks,
and you have my written testimony submitted for the record.

I'm accompanied here today by Dr. David Peterson, who is the
Team Leader of our Fire and Environmental Research Applications
Team at the Pacific Wildland Research Fire Sciences Laboratory in
Seattle, Washington. Dr. Peterson will be able to answer more spe-
cifically your questions about current and ongoing post-fire man-
agement research.

First, | would like to talk a little bit about the role of science,
the process of scientific debate and discourse within our science
community, and the role of science in land management decision-
making.

Scientists help managers interpret what they're seeing on the
ground and help evaluate the environmental effects, social and eco-
nomic costs and benefits, and the effectiveness of potential manage-
ment programs and activities toward reaching some set of manage-
ment objectives.

For example, many managers in recent fire seasons have re-
ported dramatic reductions in fire spread and intensity as fires en-
tered stands that have been thinned or previously burned. In re-
cent years research results from carefully designed scientific stud-
ies on a number of sites has supported and actually added speci-
ficity to these observations.

We know that the scientific basis for land management decision-
making is more complete for some areas than for others. We ac-
knowledge that we have much to learn. There are important knowl-
edge gaps that exist that we should and must address.

Scientific research is a process of building knowledge study by
study. As we are able to integrate results from multiple studies, we
increase our understanding of where responses differ and where
they can be generalized. Scientists’ ability to provide information
will aid decisionmakers in the future.
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Information and technology produced through basic and applied
science programs, like the Forest Service Research and Develop-
ment programs and our partners, can be found on our Forest Serv-
ice Web site and publications and through other sources.

Scientists through the peer review process and often vigorous
discussion seek to continually evaluate and improve the scientific
body