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Comments on Draft Report of Task Force on Federal Forest Payments and

This Association has completed its review of the initial report of the Governor's
Task Force (*“GTF”) on Federal Forest Payments and County Services. Detailed comments
were made on an electronic copy of the report and its exhibits. Those comments were
inserted into the text in a redline form so that they are easily visible as you scan through
the report. The detailed, redline comments will be forwarded to you electronically later
this week. The purpose of this letter is to summarize some of our key concerns with the

GTF report.

Before proceeding to the summary of our comments, we want to applaud the work
done by the GTF and the Governors office, and particularly by you. This effort represents
a great awakening by State Government with regard to the perplexing problems faced by
counties that contain substantial areas of federally owned forestland. The GTF report was
a massive undertaking on a very complex subject. We appreciate the effort and find the
results productive and worthwhile, if imperfect, as any drafl effort on a complex subject
would be. Our comments are intended to make the final GTF report even better than the
draft and should not be taken as a criticism of the initial effort or the draft results.

1. The Drafi Report May Understate the Problem.

In numerous places the draft report says the impending net loss to schools and
counties will be $238 million per year, but it is unclear how this number is calculated. Our
information is that the Secure Rural Schools (“SRS™) safety net payments for FFY 2007
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(received at the beginning of FFY 2008), excluding Title II payments, totaled $244.5
million. The $238 million might be an amount that takes into account timber harvest
receipts that will backfill a small portion of the loss of SRS payments, but we are unable to
reconcile the difference using actual harvest receipt figures. In order to protect the
credibility of the report, and insure the problem is not understated, we suggest that careful
attention be paid to explaining how this key, underlying figure is calculated.

2. Continuation of Title III Alone is Very Unlikely and Would be Counterproductive for
the O&C Counties.

The draft report seems to recommend and then rely on continuation of Title ITI
funding in the absence of SRS. This seems like a very unlikely step for congress to take.
Moreover, if congress was willing to commit funding in the amount necessary to continue
the Title ITI program, the O&C Counties would be much better off receiving that funding
as unrestricted Title I payments rather than subject to the severe restrictions that apply
under Title I1I.

We understand that, for national forest SRS recipients, Title I payments are
restricted to use for roads and schools, whereas for the O&C SRS recipients, Title I
payments are completely unrestricted. Title ITI payments to national forest SRS receiving
counties, although restricted to expenditure on projects that fall within just six categories,
are nevertheless of more utility to the counties than are their Title I payments, useable only
for roads and schools. We can therefore see a rationale for forest service SRS receiving
counties that would explain why they might prefer receipt of monies under Title IIT instead
of Title I. The opposite is true for the O&C Counties, however, because for them Title I1I
1s much more restrictive than is Title L.

It is all rather academic, however, as it seems highly unlikely that congress would
choose to continue Title I funding alone. This being true, we think you should reconsider
having continuation of Title I1I as a key assumption upon which many other
recommendations and results depend. Including continuation of Title III as a key
assumption in measuring future shortfalls tends to unreasonably understate the problems
we face.

3. The Report Understates the Importance of Resuming Meaningful Timber Harvests as a

Component of the Solution.

We appreciate the GTF’s recognition that increased timber harvests must play a
role in the financial futures of impacted counties, but believe the draft report understates
and in some respects misstates the importance of that role. There are two aspects of the
draft report’s deficiency in this regard.

First, the State, as a cooperating agency with the BLM, is by now aware of future
timber production being considered by the BLM under its Western Oregon Plan Revisions






