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The Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on Natural & Economic Resources met in
Room 423 of the Legislative Office Building on February 25, 2009, at 8:30 a.m.
Representative Warren called the meeting to order and introduced the Sergeants-at-Arms,
David Shearon, Ernie Sherrell, Ron Spann, and James Worth. She also introduced the
House and Senate Pages: Samatha McAbee, Austin Hunter and Paige Laugisch.

The following Committee members were present: Co-Chairs: Representatives
Pierce and Warren, Senator McKissick; Vice Chairs: Representatives Wilkins and Wray;
Members: Representatives Bryant, Langdon, Sager, Samuelson and West; Senators Foriest
and Jacumin. Staff Counsel Kristine Leggett, Lanier McRee and Kristin Walker were also
in attendance.

The following attachments are included and made part of the minutes: Meeting
Agenda, Attachment 1; Attendance List, Attachment 2; WRC (Wildlife Resources
Commission) Revenues, Attachment 3; North Carolina Association of Community
Development Corporations, Attachment 4; Land Loss Prevention Project, Attachment 5;
list of Pages and Sergeants-at-Arms, Attachment 6; Visitor Registration list, Attachment 7.

After brief opening remarks, Representative Warren called on Commissioner Steve
Troxler from the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (NCDACS) to make a
presentation. Commissioner Troxler gave an overview of some of the Department’s
critical responsibilities. He emphasized the importance of maintaining a stable and safe
food supply and pointed out that NCDACS is recognized as one of the best in the country.
The Commissioner also noted that recent recalls and scares, such as those for peanut
butter, tomatoes and spinach, have hurt the agriculture industry. In closing he asked that
committee members keep in mind the importance of the industry and the safety of the
food supply when deciding on the budget. After Commissioner Troxler concluded his
remarks, there was a brief period of questions and answers, as well as praise for the work
that the Department has done.

Representative Warren next introduced Commissioner Cherie Berry from the
Department of Labor. Commissioner Berry recognized three members of her department:
Art Britt, Director of Administration and Governmental Affairs; Jack Brinson, Budget &
Management Director; and Jennifer Haigwood, Special Assistant for Government and
Constituent Affairs. Commissioner Berry briefly discussed the work being done by the
Labor Department to develop good relationships with business across the state. As an
example, she pointed out the partnership with the company that built the Raleigh
Convention Center and the resulting success in minimizing on-the-job injuries. These



efforts help keep Workers Compensation Insurance rates low. She emphasized the need to
fund training that ensures that businesses can operate safely and that allows Department
employees to do the travel required to fulfill their job responsibilities. Following her
remarks, several committee members spoke to compliment the Department on its
responsiveness and the good job it does on the inspections of rides at the State Fair and
carnivals.

As the next item of business, the Chair recognized Gordon Myers, Executive
Director of the Wildlife Resources Commission (WRC). Mr. Myers distributed a handout
titled “WRC Revenues,” a copy of which is attached and made part of the minutes as
Attachment 3. He then gave an overview of the accomplishments of the Commission, as
well as the challenges it faces. He noted that there are more than one million hunters,
fishers, and boaters across the state who generate revenue through their outdoor activities.
He said that there has been a recent increase in the number of licenses granted. When
asked about the Commission’s position on Sunday hunting, Mr. Myers stated that the
results of a study conducted by the Commission tilted to the opposed side, but that the
decision is up to the Legislature.

The next speaker on the agenda was Bridgette Raspberry, Vice-President of the NC .
Association of Community Development Corporations. Ms. Raspberry was substituting
for Susan Cole, President, who was not able to attend. Ms. Raspberry distributed a
handout that is attached and made part of the minutes as Attachment 4. She gave an
overview of the organization’s mission and its accomplishments. She also provided a
breakdown of expenses and discussed funding priorities.

Representative Warren then called on Savi Horne, Executive Director of the Land
Loss Prevention Project. Ms. Horne provided a handout that is attached and made part of
the minutes as Attachment 5. In her opening remarks, Ms. Horne gave a brief history of
the project and the role of the North Carolina Association of Black Lawyers. She also
provided an overview of the organizations goals and accomplishments. In closing, she
reviewed the Statement of Functional Expenses which is included in the attached handout.

The next item on the agenda was to be a presentation from the Coalition of Farm
and Rural Families, but there was no one present from that organization.

There being no further business, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:45 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Representative Edith D. Warren
Co-Chair

Martha M. Hoover
Assistant to the Committee
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North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

s NCWRC is one of a few NC state agencies that are-100
percent receipt supported. Unlike mestNorth \@aro’l“ma

state government agencies W%O"receive thé majority of

their operational and capital funding throug[h \the
legislative process, the NCWR('s sole source of revenue
to cover operating and capitél’ dosts of the agéncy is
derived from its revenue soyrces of license E;%\fs, vesse
registration and titling fees/ and Inatching grafts
obtained through the federal [government. Aﬁajority of
other state agencies do have receiigt-sup,p,o,lrtgf i é

/ T .
programs, however none of these agencies)is entirel

supported by their progfam receipts) Q

|




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

NCWRC also does not have access to many of the funding mechani

available to other state agencies, such as:

= General Fund Appropriation 1
0
= Legislative Capital Appropriation

= Repair and Renovation Fund

= Department of Administration Facility Management

= Information Technology Requests

= Salary Adjustment Fund

®*.Q




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing

Misc.(Tax Checkoff, Licenses (annual &
License Plates, endowment
Misc), $3,045,082, | interest), o Federal Grants,
4%, $18,487,972 , 25% $15,237,041 , 21%

Other Grants,
$732,463 , 1%

Retail Sales (Timber,
Magazine,
Wildstore),

$5,424,950 , 7%

Vessel Registrations
& Titles, $5,522,270
, 7%

N

Sales Tax (LI &
Operational

Transfer),
$23,710,672 , 32%

Gas Tax,
$2,000,389 , 3%

| S—



North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

NCWRC 2007-2008 Operating Expenditures
Total = $70,328,515

Enforcement

$20,375,732 29%
Administration

$10,418,547 15%

Education
$5,054,284 7%

Bond Retirement &
Agent Commissions
$2,837,612 4%

Inland Fisheries

$8,740,195 12%

Engineering Services
$6,398,238 9%

Management
$16,503,903 23%
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North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing

Misc.(Tax Checkoff, Licenses (annual &
License Plates, endowment
Misc), $3,045,082 '—‘ interest), Federal Grants,
4% $18,487,972 , 25% $15,237,041 , 21%

Other Grants,
$732,463 , 1%

Retail Sales (Timber,
Magazine,
Wildstore),

$5,424,950 , 7%

Vessel Registrations
& Titles, $5,522,270
, 7%

N

Sales Tax (LI &

Gas Tax, Operational

$2,000,389 ’ 3% Tra nsfer)'

$23,710,672,
32%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Sales Tax Distribution by Division
Total 2007-2008 = $23,710,672

Enforcement,
$8,597,980 , 36%

|

Administration, Education,
$6,061,827 , 26% v $3,653,051 , 15%
/ \ \ Inland Fisheries |
Engineering $893,602 , 4%
Services, Management,

$1,837,815, 8% $2,666,397 , 11%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

GENERAL STATUTE: 105-164.44B

Transfér to Wildlife Resource's’mnq S on
hunting and fishing supplies and equipfment.

HB 1473 SECTION\28.15B.

Temporary Sales Tax Transfer for Wildlif’ej-;Resoyrces

Commission Salaries l ké__




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing

Misc.(Tax Checkoff, Licenses (annual &
License Plates, endowment
Misc), $3,045,082, | gy 0 Federal Grants,
e $18,487,372 , 25% $15,237,041 , 21%

Other Grants,
$732,463 , 1%

Retail Sales (Timber,
Magazine,
Wildstore),

$5,424,950 , 7%

Vessel Registrations
& Titles, $5,522,270
, 7%

N

Sales Tax (LI &

Gas Tax, Operational

$2,000,389 , 3% Transfer),
$23,710,672 , 32%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Gas Tax Distribution by Divisions
Total for 2007-2008 = $2,000,389

Enforcement

$1,328,985.98
66%

Engineering Services
$413,564.97
$257,838.05 -

13%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

§ 105-449.126. Distribution of part of I-!ig,hway’ﬁﬁ
allocation to Wildlife Resources-Fund.

The Secretary shall credit to the Wildlife Resources Fund one-sixth of one percent (1/6 of 1%) of
the amount that is allocated to the Highway Fund a;} er G.S. 105-449.125|and is from the
excise tax on motor fuel. Revenue credited to the iI%Iife Resources Fund|under this section
may be used only for the boating and water safety|activities described in G.S. 75A-3(c). The
Secretary must credit revenue to the Wildlife R¢sources,Fund on an annual b 'is. (1995, c.
390, s. 3; c. 507, s. 18.16.)




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Annual Gasoline Tax Collections

$2,000,000.00

$1,500,000.00 ¢

$1,000,000.00
$500,000.00 I I I
$0.00

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing
Licenses (annual

Misc.(Tax Checkoff, & endowment
License Plates, interest),
Misc), $3,045,082, $18,487,972, Federal Grants,
o 25°/o
4% / $15,237,041 , 21%
Other Grants,

$732,463 , 1%

Retail Sales (Timber,

Magazine, Vessel Registrations
Wildstore), & Titles, $5,522,270
$5,424,950 , 7% \ , 7%
Gas Tax Sales Tax (LI &
! Operational
s)
$2,000,389 , 3% Transfer), |

$23,710,672 , 32%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Hunting & Fishing Licenses

(annual + endowment interest transfer)
Total 2007-08 = $18,487,972.05

e

Bond Retirement Engineering Services
Inland Fisheries 1,427,837.50 Vs 44.739.00
4,100,000.00 ~. 8% g 0%  Enforcement
22% 6,345,000.00
/ 34%
| Conservation
Wildiife Management Education
3,663,060.93 178,978.00
20% “ 1%
Agent Commissions \ m
Customer Support 263,130.00
861,685.62 1,603,541.00 %

0,
ook 0%

Cne e
. g
by



North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Thousands

Dollars

Growth of WRC License Sales

$18,000.00

$16,000.00 —— ———

$14,000.00

$12,000.00 -

$10,000.00

$8,000.00
$6,000.00 e —

$4,000.00

$2,00000 ——————— —

$— T T T T T T T T T T
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Years

— Total License — Fishing License — Hunting License — Sportsmen License

| S—




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing

Misc.(Tax Checkoff, Licenses (annual &
License Plates, endowment Federal Grants
Misc), $3,045,082, | interest), 23 ’
4% $18,487,972 , 25% $15,237,041,

21%

Other Grants,
$732,463 , 1%

Retail Sales (Timber,
Magazine,
Wildstore),

$5,424,950 , 7%

Vessel Registrations
& Titles, $5,522,270
, 7%

N

Sales Tax (LI &
Operational
Transfer),

$23,710,672 , 32%

Gas Tax,
$2,000,389, 3%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

(
Federal Grants
Total 2007-08 = $15,237,041.25
Conservation Engineering Services
Education 1,991,081.00 Vessel Redistra
663.218.00 13% esse eg.ls rations
& Titling

Enforcement 4%

3,668,780.00
25% \

/ " 200,000.00

1%

Wildlife Management
3,529,998.25
23%

Inland Fisheries

3,069,754.00
20%

Wildlife Diversity
2,114,210.00
14%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Two Main Sources for federal funds:

1: USFWS
A: Pittman-Robertson Act (1937) o

<

B: Dingell Johnson Act (1950)

2: US Coast Guard Boating Safety Grant 1971)

L




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Two Main Sources for federal funds:

1: USFWS
A: Pittman-Robertson Act (1937)

OO0

B: Dingell Johnson Act (1950)

2: US Coast Guard Boating Safety Grant §¢1971)




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Millions

Total Federal Funds

$16 —] 7

$14 -

$12 A

$10

$8

g
(0}

£
H

8 64

2

¢- -PENERETT . Y T W T B S e L S

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008

Years




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing
Licenses (annual &
endowment
interest),
$18,487,972 , 25%

Misc.(Tax Checkoff,
License Plates,
Misc), $3,045,082,
4%

Federal Grants,
$15,237,041 , 21%

Other Grants,
$732,463 , 1%

Vessel
Registrations &
Titles, $5,522,270
s 7%

Retail Sales (Timber,
Magazine, /
Wildstore),

$5,424,950 , 7%

™

Sales Tax (LI &
Operational
Transfer),

$23,710,672 , 32%

Gas Tax,
$2,000,389, 3%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Vessel Registrations & Titles
Total 2007-08 = $5,522,270

Enforcement Engineering Services
$1,403,828 $2,906,799
25% | | 53%

Vessel Registrations

& Titling

$902,488 \Agent Commissions
16% $309,156

6%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

§ 75A-3. Wildlife Resources Commission to administer Chapter; Motorboeat—
Committee; funds for administration.

(©) The Boating Account is established within the/ Wildlife Resources Fund ereat? .
All moneys collected pursuant to the numbering and titling provisions of this Chat'pter‘l shall be credited to/this
Account. Gasoline excise tax revenue is credited to the Agcount under G.S. 105-449.126. Revenue in the
Account shall be used by the Wildlife Resources Commission, subject to the Executi l\e Budget Act and the
Personnel Act, for the administration and enforcement of this Chapter; for activities{rélating to boating and
water safety including education and waterwa; manking anh improvement; and for Boating access area
acquisition, development, and maintenance. At Zéast tqree dollats (83.00) of eachone-year vessel registration
fee and at least nine dollars ($9.00) of each three-year vessel reéistration fee collect¢d winder the numbering
provisions of G.S. 75A-5 shall be used for boéting agcess area aéquisition, dg\_/g_l‘oprhent, and maintenance.
(1959, c. 1064, s. 3; 1961, c. 644; 1963, c. 1/003; 1981 (Reg. Ses§., 1982), c. 1182, EZ; 1993, c. /422, s. 1;
1995, ¢/390, s. 13; 1999-392, §_5.) , (/

o_




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

One Yr & Three Yr Vessel Registration Revenue

$4,500,000

$4,000,000

$3,500,000

$3,000,000

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

$1,500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000 &

$- -

IB
1987

|
1990

|
1993

|
1996

1 . 0 | i | I 1 I 1 I
1999 2002 2005 2008

B Annual Revenue from Three YearRegistrations

0 Annual Revenue from One Year Registrations




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Hunting & Fishing

Misc.(Tax Checkoff, Licenses (annual &
License Plates, endowment
Misc), $3,045,082 '_‘ interest), Federal Grants,
4% $18,487,972 , 25% $15,237,041 , 21%

Other Grants,
$732,463 , 1%

Retail Sales

pgTimb'er' Vessel Registrations
agazine, & Titles, $5,522,270
Wildstore), r $3,522,

, 7%

N\

$5,424,950, 7%

Sales Tax (LI &
Operational
Transfer),

$23,710,672 , 32%

Gas Tax,
$2,000,389 , 3%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

e v e et Fop g o

- Engineering Services, | 666,707.37,13% .
267,79237 ,5% P N 5 O o A S BUdget,Hanmng &
| N o _—Retail, 176,021.81,

| InIandFis héries,
23,120.53 , 0%

Wildlife Management,
3,821,462.97 , 76%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

NCWRC FY 2007-2008 Revenues

Misc.(Tax
Checkoff, License
Plates, Misc),
$3,045,082 , 4%

Other Grants,
$732,463, 1% —~

Retail Sales (Timber,
Magazine,
Wildstore),

$5,424,950 , 7%

Gas Tax,
$2,000,389 , 3%

Hunting & Fishing
Licenses (annual &
endowment
interest),
$18,487,972 , 25%

Federal Grants,
$15,237,041 , 21%

7’

Vessel Registrations
& Titles, $5,522,270

\ , 7%

Sales Tax (LI &
Operational
Transfer),

$23,710,672 , 32%




WRC Revera[ur@/\js

Chapter 3: Sales Tax Transfer from
Department of ﬁevep:Je

A




Transfer to Wildlife Resources Fund-of‘taxes on hu

Each fiscal year, the Secretary of Revenue shall transfer at the end of

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

GENERAL STATUTE: 105-164.44B

ting and

“
fishing supplies and equipment gk

each quarter from the State sales éhc‘l use tax net collections
received by the Department of Re énL\J\e under Articl{e-;;_-ﬁ of Chapter,
105 of the General Statutes to the State Treasurer for{the Wildlife/
Resources Fund, one fourth of the amount transferred| the preceding
fiscal year plus or minus the pefcentage ‘of that amaungt|by which

the total collection of State sales and Use\taxes increg:a%g__ or
decreased during the preceding fiscal year, (1983 (Reg. Sess.,
1984), c. 1116, s. 88; 1987, g./ /738, s. 150, 1989, c.|752, s. 159;
1993, 'c. 321, ss. 290%a), 290(b); 1993 (Regd, Sess., 1994), c. 591, s.
9, c. 769, s. 27.1(a), (b).) e

R A
T S e




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

Since 1986, the sales tax growth has
helped curb rising costs associated
with:

= Patrolling Duties

s Public Game Lands

s Wildlife In North
Carolina



North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

Since 1986, the sales tax growth has
helped curb rising costs associated
with:

s Free Education Centers

= Comprehensive Major
Medical Plan (CMMP)
benefits to the NCWRC
employees

= Other Programs




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

HB 1473 SECTION 28.15B.

Temporary Sales Tax Transfer for Wildlife |l
Commiission Salaries

For the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 f' SC I y ars, the Secreé
Revenue shall transfer at the end of ea g quarter fr@ ) the State
sales and use tax net collectlons recelve by the DepaJ‘t ent of
Revenue under Article 5 of Chapter 105 of\the General-Statutes/to
the State Treasurer for the W’|Idl|fe' Resources Fun t@(fu/nd thel cost
of any legislative salary increlase for empleres of the *\/Vl|d|lfe(/ (J
Resources Commission. A




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

= This legislation came about
when, in 1995, the NCWRC
endeavored to cover all LI
increases and associated costs
with an increase in license
fees. The legislature, at that
time, decided to handle the
increase with a one time sales
tax transfer which has
continued as a special
provision in the annual
Appropriations Act.




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

= The legislative salary increase, commonly known as LSI or LI is a
permanent increase in a state employee’s salary or wage RS gianted
through the annual Appropriations Act adoptedgbyjt heYeeneral Assembly.

1. Appropriated positions receive funding fop the LI from the Geperal Fund Reserve
for Compensation Increases. This reserve is funded through General Fund

appropriations and controlled by the Office ({féStaft_g B(llé(Ij et antcj h@at ementl. This
Y its , retirement), employer

reserve covers the increase in salary, fringe/
retirement contributions, and health msura/hée.

2, Receipt-supé)orted positions in state agev'nci s must be fundedjby; an increas?

receipts or a decrease in operations in order|to find the LI.

d from thy

s The LI is NOT an option for all stat! a encie&\once it is gran
I for their

general assembly. All state agencies MUST accommodate [
employees.

m In order for the NCWRC emp
granted a special provision in the annual A[p
ecretary of Revenue to transfer to the Wild|

any legislative salary increase for employees of the

Commission.

loyees to receive the LI, NCWRC has been
ropriations Acigthat directs the

ife Resourcesjklnd theccost of

Wildlife]Resourees




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

The sales tax transfer does not include: _

m The cost of hospitalization, which has mcrea}sed by
147% or $2,557 per employeg¢ \znce the 20}@@ -2001

fiscal year, with an annual c st\of approxmafely

$1,250,000 for NCWRC sincé the 2000- 2001 h cal year/

-4




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— A Receipt Supported Agency

Sales Tax Use by NCWRC

A1

A v
63% to Operations
37% to WRC Salari )

$25,000,000.00

23,710,672

$20,000,000.00 -

$15,000,000.00

$10,000,000.00 -

8,890,894

[N ——.

NN

$5,000,000.00 -

] I -
Total LI Operations




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
— Sources of Funding

Sales Tax Distribution by Division
Total 2007-2008 = $23,710,672

Enforcement,
$8,597,980 , 36%

|

Administration, Education,
$6,061,827 ,26% Sty $3,653,051 , 15%
| / °

\ Inland Fisheries,

\ $893,602 , 4%
Management, j

Engineering
Services,

$1,837.815, 8% $2,666,397 , 11%




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

— A Receipt Supported Agency

/

Without the LSI special prevision in on in the
~ Appropriations Act, an an j?mal increa e\ln license
or vessel fees could not éﬁstam the LII flor
employees each year. Furtl\er the NC RC does
not have authority to i crea\se these S. The
NC General Assembly é ets the licensi z‘and
vessel fees. In order/to fund the L‘TC[I\MEWRC
would have to cut programs an \d reduce st




North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commiésion
— A Receipt Supported Agency

= Below is a partial list of the recurring sales tax transfers that the NC
has received from the Department of Revenue sincegthelineceptiontof'the LSI
special provision:

\/

Fiscal Year LSI % Transfer

2009 2.75% $1,1d ,000 (estimated)
2008 4% $1,¥o ,068
2007 5.5% $1 63,&),368
2006 2% $ 62’.6,276

2005 2.5% $ 734,291
2004 — 2002 No LI
Total Since 1995

$9,990,894

oo




» 2009 Western, NC Workforce Housing Study — action research looking at the impacts of a lack of affordable housing

North Carolina Association of Community
Development Corporations

NOXTH CAROLINA ASSOCIATION OF
AMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS

Mission

The mission of the North Carolina Association of Community Development Corporations (NCACDC) is to strengthen the NC
economy, and build a better tomorrow for all North Carolinians by enhancing community development corporations
(CDCs) as they build prosperous communities. Today our state is experiencing extraordinary economic challenges with
rising unemployment; unprecedented home foreclosures and tightening credit markets; we are again in place and
responding connecting our CDC infrastructure, rich in human capital and relevant expertise, to available public and private
resources aimed at economic recovery.

Goals
After 20 years of service, NCACDC continues its commitment to “The Power of Putting People First” an initiative that
seeks to connect people to opportunities thereby creating positive, transformative
change in the lives of North Carolina families, the communities in which they live
and the systems which govern their daily living. No one organization, company or
government entity can fully meet the challenges of economic recovery facing our
state. Working together we can stabilize our eroding tax base; create and maintain
jobs, while promoting a healthy and vibrant economic future for all North
Carolinians.

/
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Funding Priorities

NC's recovery efforts will take several years. Therefore, NCACDC has established a
5-year set of programmatic priorities that will help lead the community economic
development industry through this period.

The Association would use the 2009 requested appropriation of $500,000 for the
purpose of strengthening the State's economy through community-based development activities, including enhancmg the
work of community development corporations in building prosperous communities.

Neighborhood Stabilization:

» Foreclosure Mitigation — advocacy, training and expansion of the existing pool of certified housing counselors to
provide consistent, high quality services to families that are expected to face foreclosure over the next several years.

« Community Recovery — provide training in compliance and assessment; streamlined REO property transfer processes;
a comprehensive approach to neighborhood stabilization and enhance the engagement of CDCs in delivering
community re-development services.

¢ Capacity Building: Green Economy/Green Housing — promote training, technical assistance and best practices to an
integrated green building system and energy savings; use of green audits to evaluate prbperty improvements;
integrated design charrette grants for green development planning; approaches for green consumer education; and
strategies for negotiating green apprenticeships and green collar jObS for neighborhood residents.

Assessment and Accountability:

e Outcome Assessment — expand existing CDC outcome assessment pilot, provide direct training and coaching,
facilitating access to the web-based data system of national partner, NenghborWorks America; promote and field test
outcome indicators for assessing housing counseling services. -

« Compliance and Financial Stewardship — provide training and technical assnstance to support NC CDCs employmg best
practices in the areas of programmatic & financial compliance, effective board governance and other unique servuces

[ Innovation, Research and Development: T

..o_p,p‘“ _nutles on local economies, protection of the natural environment, transportatlon costs and family self-
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Funding Priorities

NCACDC, in carrying out its mission, focuses on providing support and professional development to the people that |
lead and do the work of local CDCs. Over the last 3 to 4 years, NCACDC has: !

Delivered more than 2,000 total hours of one-on-one technical assistance;

Facilitated more than 1,000 total hours of expert/specialized consultation;

Offered 160 total hours of professional development;

Trained over 1,000 individuals, representing more than 50 non-profit organizations;

Provided more than 75 total hours of board development;

Offered 236 hours of comprehensive development training through our CED Studies Academy, resulting in the
award of 54 hours of portable college credits towards a masters degree in community economic development
from Southern New Hampshire University;

Facilitated the award of 240 hours of CLE credits;

Mobilized more than 1,000 individuals to advocate for CED and other identified issues of importance,
representing more than 96 organizations.

NCACDC also leads and advocates for an industry that is effective, efficient and innovative, thusly increasing the
public confidence in and support for CDCs. The following has been accomplished in this area over the last 3 years:

¢

Established 3 model policies and/or best practices garnering support and adoption by more than 50% of its
membership;

Commissioned, published and/or conducted 4 academic studies, papers or surveys relevant to trends and/or
innovation in CED;

Added or Enhanced 38 partnerships and collaborative relationships of leverage;

Attracted $16M of support for the general operations of CDCs, while leveraging another $2M for individual
projects.

Lastly, NCACDC serves as a catalyst for ensuring improved external systems and environments that are favorable to
CDCs and their role in community economic development. Some examples of accomplishments in this area are:

L4
L4
¢

Increased awareness of or influenced the language of 5 state or local policies;
Advocated successfully for creation or change of more than 15 state or local policies/programs;

Accepted more than 55 requests for speaking engagements, peer work group involvement and/or national
appointments.

Courtact Informat on

Susan Perry Cole = North Carolina Assocuatlon of CDCs = 3109 Poplarwood Court, Suite 209 =« Raleigh, NC 27604
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Revenue

Total Expense

NC Association CDC's
Statement of Functional Expenses

July 2007 through June 2008

DOC Other Sources TOTAL
1,109,360.00 241,420.08 1,350,780.08
Program  Mgmt & Program  Mgmt & Program Mgmt &
Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G
1,109,360.00 995,585.81 113,774.19 10.26%| 310,683.10 220,721.35 89,961.75 28.96%| 1,420,043.10 1,216,307.16 203,73594 14.35%

$241,420 18%

$1,109,360
82%

ID State Funds
|l Other Sources




NC Association CDC's

Statement of Functional Expenses (Projected)
July 2008 through June 2009

DOC Other Sources TOTAL
Revenue 1,021,388.00 253,500.00 1,274,888.00
f’rogram Mgmt & JProgram Mgmt & T’rogram Mgmt &
Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G
Total Expense 1,021,388.00 912,039.09 109,34891 10.71%| 253,500.00 231,811.50 21,688.50 8.56%| 1,274,888.00 1,143,850.59 131,037.41 10.28%

$253,500
20%

O State Funds
H Other Sources

$1,021,388
80%




Land Loss Prevention Project
Legal Assistance: Selected Case Summaries
The following summaries‘: present a sample of the cases/matters handled by the LLPP'staff:
e In October 2007, a Granviile County couple successfully completed their Chapter 13 plan
‘ with a five-year payoﬁt provision, allowing them to save their home on which they had
fallen behind on their mortgage payments. This concluded a multi-year effort by the
LLPP to preserve their residence which had a market value at the time of the initial filing
of $69,800.

e In December 2007, the LLPP, following significant, multi-year advocacy on behalf of a
Warren County farmer, gained a‘ positive decision from the Office of the quitor in the
client’s Pigford lender discrimination matter. The Monitor denied the USDA’s re;quest
for reexamination of the prior, favorable Arbitrator’s Decision, and upheld tﬁe award of
$651,903 in economic damages to the farmer in a final, unappealable decision.

e Through all of 2007 and up to June 2008, the Land Loss Prevention Project represented
married Nash County farmers in a National Appeals Division case challenging the Farm
Service Agency’s decision to accelerate their loans. The couple had tried to apply for
loan servicing but FSA rejected their application on the grounds that their application was
incomplete. However, there were alleged deficiencies with FSA’s provision of required
technical assistancej The case settled at mediation with an agreement that the clients
would provide certain material, and the FSA would then process the clients’ application
for loan servicing. This has occurred and the clients have obtained a loan‘write-down of

$34,845.83. More importantly, the FSA has rescinded its notice of acceleration of the



clients’ other debt, totaling $479,445.05, and restructured the loaﬁs. The clients have |
avoided the loss of their farm. : |
Prior to seeking the LLPP’s services, a woman in 6rmge County was engaged in a
dispute with a service organization which assists individuals in pursuiné home ownership
following the construction of the residence. The LLPP was successful in clarifying the
terms of the arrangement, negotiating on behalf of the client, and collaborating with all
parties to resolve the financial challenges faced by the client and to allow a successful
transition by the client into her new home in August 2008.

A Maﬁin County farmer of longstanding was able to keep threatened land in the family
through tﬁe Litigation Unit’s advocacy with the Farm Service | Agency, ultimately
arranging for the future sale of the property to a close relative as desired by the client as
opposed to its loss through USDA foreclosure. This agreement was entered into in
August 2008.

Through legal efforts extending through the last quarter of 2008, the Litigation Unit
prevented foreclosure of home and land valued at $120,000 for a Pitt County family.

In a case out of Castle Hayne, N.C., a family was able to retain their home and property
following advocacy by the Litigation Unit. The client had previously achieved a consent
order through a bankruptcy prior to coming to the firm. However, the private lender
began returning the client’s previously agreed upon payments and then pursued a
foreclosure action. The Litigation Unit contested the foreclosure and had the loan
reinstated in October 2008, preserving the home for the client, his wife, who was

recuperating from surgery, and the couple’s minor child.



e In work that took place during the reporting period and is ongoing, the Land Loss
Prevention Project has been actively engaged in productive discussions with a historically
Black community, local government officials, and service providers exploring extending
water and sewer amenities to an underserved neighborhood.

SmartGrowth Business Center: Initiative of the Litigation Unit

e The Business Center ‘has begun working directly with farmers and others in the
agricultural economy on economic development initiatives. The Business Center, known
as SmartGrowth, is a relatively new resource within the Land Loss Prevention Project
dedicated to assisting farmers who desire to gain or expand their business expertise. The
Business Center is designed to pfovide consultation and legal assistance on Business
issues to farmers and people considering entering farming as a profession. The resource
is equipped to address such questions as “How does one best protect one’s investment?”;
“Is forming a cooperative a good option?”; “How should one evaluate contractual
terms?” and “How does a beginning farmer get started?” and, when appropriate, to assist
in negotiations. The SmartGrowth Business Center has assisted farmers exploring new
economic opportunities. In addition, its attorneys address groups interested in
agricultural entrepreneurship. The Center’s focus is promoting solid business practices
and using the law to help farmers secure their investment.

e In 2008, the Business Center conducted outreach to inform farmers and other interested
parties about the resource and the available services. In February 2008, Business Center
attorneys presented at the 10™ Annual Black Land Loss Summit in Whitakers, N.C. In
May, SmartGrowth was introduced at the N.C. Agricultural Mediation Program training

in Sylva through a presentation by a Business Center attorney. In addition, instruction on



issue spotting in mediation was provided to participants. Ip September, the LLPP
presented on preventing foreciosure, avoiding. predatory lenders, and accessing the
Business Center’s resources to farmers and landowners in Maple Hill, N.C. Two months
earlier, a similar presentation was given in Kenansville. SmartGrowth spearheaded the
creation of an identity package, including a brochure, to assist in publicizing the resource.
The brochure was distributed at the N.C. Minority Landowners & Farmers Annual
Conference and similar events throughout the state. The Business Center expects to

launch its website in the winter of 2009 to complement these direct outreach efforts.

. The LLPP plans to do further research to expand its Business Center outreach to qualified
recipients; pinpoint specific cbmmunity need; continue to provide legal assistance in Business
Center competencies to qualified clients; and provide training to its licensed attorneys to expand
the legal and technical assistance capacity of the Business Center. Additionally, we will develop
opportunities for small famers to beneﬁt_from the 2008 Farm Bill programs. NC farmers are
poised to benefit from these programs through targeted legal assistance, risk management

education, and technical capacity building.

Accomplishments
In the last half of 2007, the Land Loss Prevention Project achieved $651, 903 dollars in
cumulative monetary relief on behalf of clients. This is added to $659,200 achieved in the first

~ part of 2007. In the first half of 2008,  the firm gaihed $714,290.88 in relief,'not including

$50,000 in tax credits, for its clients.



The LLPP used its _najiionally recognized- work and goodwill to leverage resourc.:es to
benefit the state of North Carolina. LLPP has been working with the W.K. Kc-ellogg Foundation
since 1994, .when it administered a $ 1.7 Million dollar program, Partners In Agriculture, to
promote sustainable agriculture policy developments within I-the land érant university syétems,

" non-governmental and community-based organizations. Since then, North Carolina land grants

have gamered funds to supr')ort projects at the Center for Environmental Fai‘ming Systems
(CEFS), a joi-nt program of !}\ICSU and NC A&T SU. This all culminated in the land grants
receiving -a WXK. Kellogg ‘:Foundation in the amount of $3.15 million dollar, a major
contribution to'CEFS’s misslion to build a sustainable, local and regional-based food system.
LLPP’s was consulted on' this endowment grant from the inception, and the organization
leveraged support across the Fou_ndation to help make it -a reality. The endowment will not only
support two sustainable agriéulture chairs at the institutions, but will lielp to ensure that 'the

CEFS remains in the front ranks of the Sustainable Agriculture Coalition and, more broadly, the
community-based local food s'i'ystem movement in the Southeast. |

Finally, the LLPP asslisted in convening a process that resulted in the Sustainable
Agriculture and Food Systems Funders Group choosing North Ca;'olina as the venue for its
annual meetipg this coming June, at the Proximity Hotel in Greensboro. Significantly, this group
includes major fuﬁders such as Kellogg and the Gatés Foundation. The LLPP has been invited to

participate in this meeting, where we will highlight the progress of sustainable agriculture work

and the growth of local foods systems.




02/24/09
Accrual Basis

Revenue

Expense

Personnel

Total Personnel
Non-personnel

Total Non Personnel

Total Expense

Land Loss Prevention Project
Statement of Functional Expenses

July 2007 through June 2008
DOC Other Sources TOTAL
710,953.64 324,277.14 1,035,230.78
Program  Mgmt & Program Mgmt & Program  Mgmt &

Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G
474,699.66 434,689.85 40,009.81 843%| 72,883.53 35,777.92 37,105.61 5091%| 547,583.19 470,467.77 77,11542 14.08%}
236,253.98 201,480.66 34,773.32 14.72%| 167,323.73 111,653.12 55,670.61 33.27%| 403,577.71 313,133.78 90,443.93 22.41%
710,953.64 636,170.51‘ 74,783.13 10.52%| 240,207.26 147,i31.04 92,776.22 38.62%]| 951,160.90| 783,601.55| 167,559.35 17.62%|




Land Loss Prevention Project

02/24/09
Accrual Basis Statement of Functional Expenses
July 2007 through June 2008
DOC Other Sources TOTAL
Revenue 710,953.64 324,277.14 1,035,230.78
— Program _ Mgmt& Program _ Mgmt & Program  Mgmt & -
Total Services  General % M&G| Total Services General % M&G| Total Services  General % M&G
Expense
Personnel
Salaries 355,959.34  325,959.34 30,000.00 843%| 64,819.08 31,819.08 33,000.00 50.91%| 420,77842 357,77842 63,00000 14.97%
Payroll Taxes 2930845 2683775 247070 843%| 592325 290772 3,01553 5091%| 3523170 29,74547 548623 1557%
Health Insurance 7080985 64,84053 5969.27 843%| 1,240.00 60872 63128 5091%| 7204985 6544930 6,60055 9.16%
Employer SEP Contributiq  17,02602 15590.73 143529 843% 901.20 44240 45880 5091%) 1792722 16,03313  1,894.09 1057%
Retirement Plan Admin. 1,596.00 1,461.45 13454 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0Y} 1,596.00 1,461.46 13454  843%
Total Personnel 474,699.66] 434,689.85] 40,009.81 843% 7288353 3577792 3710561 5091% 547,583.19. 470467.77 77,11542 14.08%
Non-personnel
Payroll & Accounting 28,295.75 2591042 238533 843% 0.00 0.00. 0.00 #DIV/0!| 28,295.75 2591042 238533 843%
Contractors 22,485.76 448576 18,000.00 80.05%| 3442500 1689923 17,525.77 5091%| 56,910.76 21,384.99 3552577 62.42%
Auditor 18,300.00 16,757.31 154269 843% 0.00 000 . 0.00 #DIV/0!| 1830000 1675731 154269 843%
Consultants 4,500.00 4,120.65 37935 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 4,50000 4,120.65 379.35 8.43%
Rent - Facility 3920044 3589584 330460 843%| 1287000 631788 6,55212 5091%| 5207044 4221373 985671 1893%
Rent - Storage 2,287.31 2,094.49 19282  843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!] 2,287.31  2,094.49 19282  843%
Insurance 9,307.10 8,522.51 78459 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0{] 930710 852251 78459  843%
Communications 10,087.70 9,237.31 85039 843%| 593584 291390 3,02194 5091%| 1602354 1215121 387233 2417%
Record Management 2,443.75 2443.75 000 0.00% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!| 244375 244375 000  0.00%
Postage & Shipping 4,311.26 3,947.82 36344  843% 686.53 33702 34951 5091%| 4,997.79 4,284.84 71295 14.27%
Printing 4,909.24 4,495.39 41385 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!| 4,909.24 449539 41385  8.43%
Dues & Subscription 10,600.10 9,706.51 89359 843% 200.00 9818 10182 50.91%| 10,800.10 9,804.69 99541  9.2%
License and Fees 3,104.40 2,842.7C: 26170 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!| 3,10440 284270 261.70 843%
Office Supplies 6,249.25 5,722.44 52681 843% 48542 23829 24713 5091%| 6,734.67 596073 77394 1149%
Library 4,429.13 4,42913 0.00 0.00% 265.95 265.95 000 0.00%| 4,695.08 4,695.08 000 0.00%
Capital Equipment 1846173 1690541 155632 843% 622.78 30572 317.06 5091%| 19,08451 1721113 1,873.38  9.82%
Repairs & Maint. 7,098.68 6,500.26 59842 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!] 7,098.68  6,500.26 59842 843%
Depreciation Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!} 7,631.00 3,746.06 3,884.94 5091%| 7,631.00 374606 388494 5091%
Meals & Entert. 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!| 1,698.75 83392 86483 5091%| 1,698.75 833.92 86483 5091%
Travel 2371124 21,71238 1,99886 8.43%| 565845 277773 288072 5091%| 2936969 2449012 487957 16.61%
Travel - Mileage 5,268.68 4,824.53 44415 843% 974.07 47817 49590 5091%| 6,24275 530270 94005 15.06%
Conf. & Meeting 1,638.46 1,500.34 13812  843%| 234500 1,151.16 1,19384 5091%| 3,98346 265150 1,331.96 33.44%
Staff Training 550.00 503.64 4637 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 550.00 503.64 4637  843%
Board Expenses 2753 20835 1918 843% 376.04 18460 19144 5091% 603.57 392.95 21062 34.90%
Community Outreach 7,923.61 7,923.61 000 0.00%| 68931.27 68,931.27 000 0.00%| 76854.88 76,854.88 000  0.00%
Public Relations 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 730.00 35836 37164 5091%| - 730.00 358.36 371.64 5091%
Website 73350 671.67 6183 843% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 733.50 671.67 6183  843%
Finance Charge 129.36 11845 1091 843% 977.80 48000 49780 5091%} 1,107.16 598.46 50870 45.95%
Legal Fees 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!] 17,126.56 0.00 17,126.56 100.00%} 17,126.56 000 1712656 100.00%
Litigation Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!} 5,289.77  5,289.77 000 000%| 5289.77 5,289.77 000 0.00%
Miscellaneous Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 93.50 45.90 47.60 5091% 93.50 45.90 47.60 5091%
Total Non Personnel 236,253.98] 201,480.66] 34,773.32 14.72%| 167,323.73| 111,653.12| 55,670.61 33.27%| 403,577.71| 313,133.78] 90,44393 2241%
Total Expense 710,953.64] 636,170.51| 74,783.13 10.52%)| 240,207.26] 147,431.04} 92,776.22 38.62%| 951,160.90| 783,601.55| 167,559.35 17.62%




02/24/09
Accrual Basis

Revenue

Expense

Personnel

Total Personnel .
Non-personnel

Total Non Personnel

Total Expense

Land Loss Prevention Project

Statement of Functional Expenses (Projected)
July 2008 through June 2009

DOC Other Sources TOTAL
841,990.00 427,910.00 1,269,900.00
Program Mgmt & Program Mgmté& Program Mgmté&
Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G Total Services General % M&G
529,669.28 457,116.00 72,553.28 13.70%| 82,800.00 44,262.96 38,537.04 46.54%| 612,469.28 501,378.96 111,090.32 18.14%
312,320.72 272,840.75 39,479.98 12.64%| 225,600.00 198,287.12 27,312.88 12.11%| 537,920.72 471,127.87 66,792.86 12.42%
841,990.00] 729,956.75] 112,033.25 13.31%)| 308,400.00] 242,550.08] 65,849.92 21.35%| 1,150,390.00| 972,506.83] 177,883.17 15.46%




02/24/09
Accrual Basis

Land Loss Prevention Project

Statement of Functional Expenses (Projected)
July 2008 through June 2009

DOC Other Sources “TOTAL
Revenue 841,990.00 427,910.00 1,269,900.00
Program  Mgmt & Program  Mgmt & Program  Mgmt &
Total Services General % M&G Total Servicess General % M&G Total Services  General % M&G
Expense
Personnel
Salaries 386,944.62 333,944.62 53,00000 13.70%| 75,200.00 40,200.00 35,000.00 46.54%| 462,144.62 374,144.62 88,000.00 19.04%
Payroll Taxes 34,74025 29,980.84 475941 13.70% 7,300.00 3,902.58 3,39742 46.54% 42,040.25 33,883.42 8,156.83 19.40%
Health Insurance 88,68045 76,539.00 12,15045 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 88,680.45 76,539.00 12,15045 13.70%
Employer SEP Contribut 17,82046  15,379.06 244140 13.70% 300.00 160.38 139.62 46.54% 1812046 15,539.44 2,581.02 14.24%
Retirement Plan Admin. 1,474.50 1,272.49 202.01 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 147450 1,272.49 20201 13.70%
Total Personnel 529,669.28| 457,116.00] 72,553.28 13.70%  82,800.00 44,262.96 38,537.04 46.54%  612,469.28 501,378.96 111,090.32 18.14%
Non-personnel
Contractors 14,035.82 12,112.91 192291 13.70%| 130,400.00 120,400.00 10,000.00 7.67%| 144,435.82 132,51291 11,922.91 8.25%
Payroll & Accounting 25,036.40 21,606.41  3,429.99 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/Q! 25,036.40 21,606.41 342999 13.70%
Auditor 15,928.86 13,746.61  2,18225 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 15,928.86 13,746.61 2,18225 13.70%
Consultants 19,000.00 16,397.00 2,603.00 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 19,000.00 16,397.00 2,603.00 13.70%
Rent - Facility 39,0232 33,676.26  5,346.06 13.70%| 16,400.00 8,767.44 7,632.56 46.54% 5542232 4244370 12,978.62 23.42%
Insurance 16,646.75 14,366.15 2,280.60 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 16,646.75 14,366.15 2,280.60 13.70%
Communications 10,024.17 8,650.86 1,373.31 13.70%| = 7,200.00 3,849.12 3,350.88 46.54% 17,224.17 12,499.98 4,72419 27.43%
Record Management 4,475.27 4,475.27 000 0.00% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 447527  4,475.27 0.00 0.00%
Postage & Shipping 7,095.54 6,123.45 972.09 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 709554  6,123.45 972.09 ' 13.70%
Printing 3,311.98 2,858.24 453.74 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 331198 2,858.24 453.74 13.70%
Professional License 14,832.58 12,800.52 2,032.06 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/(! 14,832,58 12,800.52 2,032.06 13.70%
Office Supplies 11,352.16 9,796.91  1,555.25 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 1135216  9,796.91 1,555.25 13.70%
Library 4,670.45 4,670.45 000 0.00% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 4,67045  4,670.45 0.00 0.00%
Capital Equipment 52,805.70 4557132 7,23438 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 52,805.70 45,571.32 7,23438 13.70%
Repairs & Maint. 10,151.88 8,761.07 1,390.81 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 10,151.88 8,761.07 1,390.81 13.70%
Travel 27,281.27 23543.74 3,737.53 13.70%| 13,600.00 7,27056 6,32944 46.54% 40,881.27 30,814.30 10,066.97 24.62%
Conf. & Meeting 6,550.00 5,652.65 897.35 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 6,550.00 5,652.65 897.35 13.70%
Staff Training 7,690.00 6,636.47 1,05353 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 7,690.00 6,636.47 1,053.53 13.70%
Board Expenses 2,960.07 2,554.54 40553 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 2,960.07 2,554.54 405.53 13.70%
Community Outreach 15,000.00  15,000.00 0.00 0.00%| 45,600.00 45,600.00 0.00 0.00% 60,600.00 60,600.00 0.00 0.00%
Website 4,449.50 3,839.92 609.58 13.70% 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 4,44950  3,839.92 609.58 13.70%
Litigation Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0!|] 12,400.00 12,400.00 0.00 0.00% 12,400.00 12,400.00 0.00 0.00%
Total Non Personnel 312,320.72| 272,840.75] 39,479.98 12.64%| 225,600.00| 198,287.12| 27,312.88 12.11%| 537,920.72| 471,127.87| 66,792.86 12.42%
Total Expense 841,990.00| 729,956.75| 112,033.25 13.31%)] 308,400.00] 242,550.08| 65,849.92 21.35%| 1,150,390.00| 972,506.83] 177,883.17 15.46%




2008-09 DOC Personnel vs Non-personnel

529,669.28, 39%

ODOC Personnel BDOC Non-Personnel

2008-2009 DOC Management & General Support vs Program Service

112,033.25, 12%

ODOC Mgmt & General ®DOC Total




Expenditures Charged to DOC vs Total Expenditures 2008-2009

841,990.00, 46%

oDOC mAll Sources

Management & General Support vs Totall Expenditures 2008-2009

177,883.17, 13%

-~ 1,150,390.00, 87%

DOTotal Expeniture BMgmt & General



The Land Loss Prevention Project was founded in 1982 by the North Carolina Association of Black Lawyers
to curtail epidemic losses of Black-owned land in North Carolina. The organization was incorporated in the
state of North Carolina in 1983 and broadened its mission in 1993 to provide legal support and assistance
to all financially distressed and limited resource farmers and landowners in North Carolina.

GOALS

The LLPP goals and expectations encompass the protection of North Carolina’s financially distressed and
limited resource family farmers and landowners from actions that may result in the loss of their lands and
livelihood. The organization’s objectives are achieved through the provision of free legal assistance to
eligible family farmers and landowners.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

The LLPP’s organizational structure consists of a policy-governing Board of Directors and two operational
units - the Litigation Unit and the Sustainable Development and Environment Unit. The Litigation Unit
performs legal work and debt restructuring for farmers in crisis. The Sustainable Development and
Environment Unit helps family farmers and landowners explore sustainable agricultural alternatives and it
provides guidance for business development that is environmentally friendly and economically viable for a
farmer's or landowner’s rural community. The Sustainable Development and Environment Unit works
effectively with state, regional and national coalitions who support sustainable agriculture practices,
sustainable development and policy innovations. The Sustainable Development and Environment Unit
shares staff with the Litigation Unit. The Land Loss Prevention Project integrates public policy, business
development and community economic development in the organization’s strategies for assisting its clients
in counties throughout North Carolina.

The Land Loss Prevention Project's staff handled 527 cases/matters in fiscal year 2007-2008. The bulk of
the matters continue to be related to real property, numbering 243 in 2007-2008. Note the chart (on back)
for a sampling of other cases.

Land Loss Prevention Project
411 WEST CHAPEL HILL STREET, SUITE 1104
DUrRHAM, NORTH CAROLINA 27701

TELEPHONE: 919-682-5969 ToLL FREE: 800-672-5839 |
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243 Real property

l 113 Discrimination/civil rights actions involving the United
' States Department of Agriculture

26 Other agriculture-related matters

52 Predatory lending, bankruptcy and other consumer
protection matters

53 Miscellaneous matters, encompassing such issues
as incorporation, tax-exempt status, land use
regulation, environmental questions, taxes, and rural
economic development

; L.l‘ ';% | SUMMARY OF LEGAL MATTERS HANDLED
) .o - -

) i1y 2198200 782 Line}3082008]
No. of legal matters handled 527
No. of counties in which 73

assistance was provided

STAFF

The Land Loss Prevention Project has eleven full-time staff
members consisting of seven practicing attorneys, a paralegal who is
a non-practicing NC lawyer, an executive director who is licensed in
New York, and two administrative personnel.

STATE FUNDING REQUEST FOR 2009-2010

The Land Loss Prevention Project is requesting $200,000 in non-
recurring funds for the 2009-2010 fiscal year. These funds will be
used to continue expansion of legal representation to financially
distressed small farmers and to rural landowners in underserved
tobacco-dependent communities.
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MINUTES

- JOINT HOUSE SENATE
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON
NATURAL & ECONOMIC RESOURCES

_ February 25, 2009
; 2:00 PM

The Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on Natural & Economic Resources met in
Room 423 of the Legxslatwe Office Building on February 25, 2009, at 2:00 p.m.
Representative Warren called the meeting to order and introduced the Sergeants-at-Arms;
David Shearon, Ernie Sherrell, Ron Spann, and James Worth. She also introduced the
House and Senate Pages: Sarah Crews and Chris Jackson.

The following Committee members were present: Co-Chairs: Representatives
Harrison and Warren, Senators McKissick and Weinstein; Vice Chairs: Representatives
Wilkins and Wray; Members: Representatives Bryant, Sager, and Samuelson; Senators
Foriest and Jacumin. Staff Counsel Kristine Leggett, Lanier McRee and Kristin Walker
were also in attendance.

The following attachments are included and made part of the minutes: Meeting
Agenda, Attachment 1; Attendance List, Attachment 2; North Carolina’s Regional
Economic Development Partnerships: Building a Globally Competitive State through
Regional Prosperity, Attachment 3; Regional Partnerships Evaluation, Attachment 4; North
Carolina’s Regional Economic Development Partnerships: Budget Information, Fiscal Year
07-08 & Fiscal Year 08-09, Attachment 5; COG Presentation to Joint Appropriations
Subcommittee on NER, Attachment 6; North Carolina’s Regional Councils: Building
Regional Solutions for Local Governments, Attachment 7; list of Pages and Sergeants-at-
Arms, Attachment 8; Visitor Registration Sheets, Attachment 9.

After brief opening remarks, Representative Warren called on Keith Vaughn, Chair
of the NC Partnership for Economic Development to make a presentation. Mr. Vaughn
distributed three handouts, copies of which are attached and made part of the minutes as
Attachments 3, 4, and 5. Mr. Vaughn began his presentation with an overview of the
seven regional partnerships and discussed how the partnerships leverage state funds. He
acknowledged that the state is experiencing difficult economic times but also noted that
the partnerships believe that economic growth should get recurring funding. Mr. Vaughn
also pointed out how the Regions leverage volunteer leaders and increase North Carolina’s
competitiveness. After reviewing some of the awards the Regions have received, he
presented a statement of support from the Center for Competitive Economies at the UNC
Kenan-Flagler Business School.

Mr. Vaughn then reported three key findings from the Program Evaluation
Division Report: (1) Regional model is appropriate for economic development; it provides
economies of scale, flexibility and reduced competition. (2) Regional model aids rural
counties in particular. (3) Program Evaluation Division found that regional partnerships



received highest levels of customer satisfaction. He further noted that he Program
Evaluation Division recommended that the General Assembly consider recurring funding
for the regional partnerships and commissions.

In concluding his presentation, Mr. Vaughn discussed new standards adopted by
the seven regional partnerships that cover finance and accounting, procurement and
contracting, HR practices, and board governance and ethics. He also noted the role of
three of the partnerships in bringing businesses to the state: the Piedmont Triad
Partnership with the FedEx Hub, the Southeast Commission with Tactronics Holdings,
~ and Advantage West with ArvinMeritor.

: The next item on the agenda was a presentation from the Councils of Governments
(COGS). Representative Warren introduced Lionel Midgett, Chair of the Joint Regional
Commission, and William McNeil, Regional Associate from the North Carolina
Association of Regional Council Directors. They distributed two handouts, copies of
which are attached and made part of the minutes as Attachments 6 and 7. In his opening
remarks, Mr. Midgett reviewed the Regional Council background, including its successful
track record over four decades. The Council was initiated in the 1970’s the “lead regional
organizations” to coordinate federal funding. Mr. Midgett also reviewed several ways in
which the COGs bring value to the state, including bringing local governments together to
solve problems, finding funds for local governments that leverage state appropriations
($50:1), offering an efficient way to serve needs at a regional scale, and working across
boundaries. He pointed out a number of federal connections and talked about the
accountability of the COGs to the General Assembly, the Local Government Commission,
and member local governments.

As the next speaker from the Councils of Governments, Mr. McNeil reviewed COG
appropriations history since 1986, by total appropriations and per region. He also
discussed the various types-of technical assistance provided to local governments, such as
grant-writing and management. State funding allows for professional staff in every
region. Mr. McNeil then reviewed a list of regional-scale projects in which the COGs have
played a major role. A UNC School of Government 2008 Regionalism Study found that
COGs deliver more services to more governments and more people now than in 1994, but
that COG budgets are 5% smaller on a per capita basis. In closing, Mr. McNeil provided a
list of emerging assistance needs: multi-jurisdictional water supply and quality; getting
ready for growth - the next 4 million; and economic stimulus. He then recognized
representatives from two of the COGs who were in the audience: Grey Goddard from the
Upper Coastal Plains COG and Timmy Vanes from the Kerr-Tar Cog.

There being no further business, the Chair adjourned the meeting at 2:50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Representative Edith D. Warren
Co-Chair ‘
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Martha M. Hoover
Assistant to the Committee

ATTACHMENTS:

1. ‘Agenda

2. Attendance List

3. North Carolina’s Regional Economic Development Partnerships: Building a Globally
Competitive State through Regional Prosperity

4. Regional Partnerships Evaluation

5. North Carolina’s Regional Economic Development Partnerships: Budget Information,
Fiscal Year 07-08 & Fiscal Year 08-09

6. COG Presentation to Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on NER

7. North Carolina’s Regional Councils: Building Regional Solutions for Local
Governments

8. List of Pages and Sergeants-at-Arms

9. Visitor Registration Sheets



J oint Appropnahons Subcommlttee on NER
Agenda
Wednesday, February 25, 2009, 2:00 P.M.
Room 423, Legislative Office Building

Rep. Warren, Presiding

'I. - Welcome
Rep. Warren
II. Regional Ecoqno_mic Develoi)ment Commissionis
- Keith Vaughn, Chair, NC Partnership for Economic Development
III. Councils of Governments (COGS)
Lionel Midgett, Chair, Joint Regional Commission

William McNeil, Reg'ionél Associate, NC Association of Regional Council
Directors

IV. Adjourn

House Appropriations Subcommittee on NER Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on NER
Rep. Harrison (Chair) Sen. Weinstein (Chair)

Rep. Pierce (Chair) Sen. McKissick (Chair)

Rep. Warren (Chair) . : Sen. Foriest, Sen. Jacumin, Sen. Rouzer

Rep. Justice (Vice Chair)

Rep. Wilkins (Vice Chair)

Rep. Wray (Vice Chair) ¢

Rep. Bryant, Rep. Langdon Rep. Sager, Rep Samuelson, Rep. West



ATTENDANCE
2009 - 2010

Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Natural and Economic Resources

DATES

Sen. David F. Weinstein, Chair

Sen. Floyd B. McKissick, Chair

Sen. Tony Foriest

Sen. Jim Jacumin

ol N AN RN Y5

Sen. David Rouzer

House Appropriations Subcommittee On Natural and Economic Resources
Rep. Pricey T. Harrison, Chair

Rep. Garland E. Pierce, Chair

.Rep. Edith Warren, Chair

Rep. Carolyn Justice, Vice Chair

Rep. W.A. “Winkie” Wilkins
Vice Chair

Rep. Michael H. Wray, Vice Chair

Rep. Angela Bryant

Rep. James Langdon, Jr.

Rep. Efton M. Sager

Rep. Ruth Samuelson
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Rep. Roger West

NER Team

Kristine Leggett

A

Lanier McRee

Kristin Walker
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REGIONAL PARTNERSHIPS EVALUATION

General Assembly’s Program Evaluation Division Affirms Regionalism, Recommends Recurring Funding

The North Carolina General Assembly Program Evaluation Division released its
report on the state’s regional economic development partnerships on May 8. The
report affirms North Carolina’s regional economic development system and
recommends recurring funding to the seven regional organizations.

Report Supports Regional Model for Economic Development

e The Report states that regionalism “provides more relevant boundaries of interest
instead of unrelated political boundaries and provides economy of scale, flexibility
and reduced competition.”

The Report finds that the regional model aids the smaller, poorer rural counties in
particular. According to the Report, “Many rural stakeholders expressed concern
that if the regional partnerships were not in place, they would have no voice in
economic development in the state.”

Report Recommends Recurring Funding for Partnerships

e The Report recommends recurring funding for the regional partnerships, finding
that recurring funding is necessary for the long-term planning required by the

partnerships to create their operating budgets and leverage funds from other
sources.

The partnerships seek a recurring appropriation equal to the 2007-08 level — a
restoration of the proposed 5 percent cut in the 2008-09 budget.

Partnerships Garner Highest Levels of Customer Satisfaction in Survey

e A survey conducted by the Program Evaluation Division found that the regional
partnerships received the highest levels of customer satisfaction, followed by
local agencies and the Department of Commerce. (See back for details.)

Partnerships Embrace Uniform Standards and Performance-Based Appropriations

e The partnerships support the Report's recommendation that 15% of the state
appropriation based on specific and relevant performance measures.

e In collaboration with the Department of Commerce, the partnerships have
adopted a comprehensive set of uniform standards as directed by the General
Assembly to achieve uniformity in their operations and administration.




CLIENTS MOST SATISFIED BY REGIONAL PARTNERSHIPS

A client survey conducted by the Program Evaluation Division underscores the
positive impact the regional partnerships are making in improving
the economy of North Carolina.

Survey Methodology:

A total of 69 partnership clients were emailed a survey, and nonresponders received
phone calls, resulting in a 60% response rate. The majority (78%) reported working
with a region and at least one other economic developer: the Department of
Commerce, a local agency (city or county), or both.

Survey Results:

Perceptions of the A t of Work Done by
Economic Development Entities

Lacal £D| 4i8

Regional|
€D 44

Commerea 297

o os 1 179 2 2.5 ] 33 4 45 H
0 = None 5=A

Source: Progrem Evaluatien Divitan's Econamic Development Cliend Survay.

Clients rated, on a scale from 1 to 5, how
much work different economic development
entities did for them and their satisfaction
with that work. As seen in the graph, clients
reported, on average, the regions did the
most work for them, followed by local
organizations and then the Department of
Commerce.

When asked for a description of how the
regions’ efforts compared to assistance
provided by the Department of Commerce

and local economic development agencies, survey respondents gave no negative

comments about the regions.

PARTNERSHIPS USE STATE MONEY TO LEVERAGE
ADDITIONAL FUNDS

Cumulatively, the regions raise an
equal amount of money to match state
appropriations. Leveraged funds are
not distributed evenly, however, and
rural regions of the state are more
dependent on state funds.

State money for partnerships yields
a great return on investment.

Five Year Total antl'ng for Regions Othor Sourcas

Source: Program Evaluation Division based on fiscal dofo from Fiscof Year 2002-03
fhrough 2006-07 from fhe parinerships and commissions.
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Budget Information
Fiscal Year 07-08 & Fiscal Year 08-09




February 25, 2009
The staff of the Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on Natural and Economic .
Resources requested the following information from the regional partnerships:

Total budget and percent of funds from all sources
e Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes
e Uses of State funds, including the percentage of State funds
used for administration, percentage used for grants, etc.

‘This information is provided herein and is catalogded by region as follows:

Region - : Page

~ Advantage West ! 1-2
Charlotte Regional Partnership 3
Piedmont Triad Part.nership ” 56
Research Triangle Regional Partnership | 7

~ North Carolina;s Southeast 9-10
North Carolina’s Eastern Region 11-12

North Carolina's Northeast 13



FY 07-08 ACTUAL INFORMATION FOR WESTERN NC REGIONAL

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION d/b/a ADVANTAGEWEST

$ 2,461,763

e . Total FY 07-08 Actual
Funds from All Sources:
State Grant-in-Aid 1,548,491.
Other State Grants/Funds 155,989
‘Federal Grants 41,602
Local Support/Donors 416,955
Private Grants 47,334
Generated Income 148,093
Other Income 103,299

(63%)
( 6%)
(2%)
(17%)
(2%)
(6%)
(4%)

* % of Funds Used for Administrative Purposes (from All Sources): 19%

e Use of State Funds:
Current Year Grant-in Aid $1,548,491
Prior Year Appropriated Grant-in-Aid Fund Balance 43.260
Total Use of State Funds Budgeted 08/09 $1,591,751
Administrative $ 334,659 (21%)
Program/Non-Administrative 1,126,146  (71%)
Grants 130,946 (8%)



'FY 08-09 BUDGET INFORMATION FOR WESTERN NC REGIONAL .
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION d/b/a ADVANTAGEWEST

o Total FY 08-09 Budget $ 2,901,389

Funds from All Sources:

State Grant-in-Aid 1,423,400 (50%)
Other State Grants/Funds 615,332 (20%)
Federal Grants 222959 (8%)
Local Support/Donors 375,063 (13%)
Private Grants 30,000 (1%)
Generated Income ' 234,635 (8%)

» % of Funds Used for Administrative Purposes (from All Sources): 16%

e Use of State Funds:

Current Year Grant-in Aid $1,423,400
Prior Year Appropriated Grant-in-Aid Fund Balance 180,226
Total Use of State Funds Budgeted 08/09 $1,603,626
Administrative $430,747 (27%)
Program/Non-Administrative 954,179 (59%)

Grants 218,700 (14%)



Charlotte Regional Partnership

Fiscal Year 2007-2008 Actuals & Fiscal Year 2008-2009 "Board Approved Original Budget" *

Revenues by Source

Private Investors
Public Investors
State of North Carolina

Totél Revenues

Expenses by Department

Economic Development & Marketing
Investor & Community Relations
“}Communications & Public Relations
Charlotte Regional Film Commission
- |information Systems & Technology
Administrative & Operations
Debt Repayment

Total Expenses

Actuals 2007-2008
FY 2007-2008 FY 2007-2008

_Original Budget 2008-2009
FY 2008-2009 FY 2008-2009

Revenues _Percentage Revenues _Percentage
$ 1,744,990 53% $1,714,050 53%
772,305 23% 793,500 25%
772,887 23% 708,000 22%
$ 3,290,182 100.00% $3:215,550 100.00%

Actuals 2007-2008
FY 2007-2008 FY 2007-2008

Original Budget 2008-2009
FY 2008-2009 FY 2008-2009

Revenues _Percentage Revenues _Percentage
1,278,659 40% 1,389,900 43%
340,317 1% 342,100 1%
99,114 3% 106,450 3%
205,670 6% 225,650 7%
88,899 3% 112,100 3%
1,029,422 32% 914,350 28%
137,422 4% 125,000 4%

$ 3,179,503 100.00% $ 3,215,550 100.00%

Revenues by Funding Source - Revised Budget - Fiscal Year 2008-2009

|Reflects 7% reduction of State Funds and adjustments for Private Investors

Funding Source

Private Investors
Public Investors
State of North Carolina

Total Revenues

Revised Budget 2008-2009

FY 2008-2009 Percentage
Revenues of Total
$ 1,656,850 53%
793,500 26%
652,814 21%
$ 3,103,164 100.00% -

Expense Breakdown of State Funds
Reflects 7% reduction of State Funds

Expenses

Economic Development & Marketing
Charlotte Regional Film Commission
Administration & Operations

Total Expenses

Revised Budget 2008-2009

FY 2008-2009 Percentage
Expenses of Total

$ 333464 51%

193,850 30%

125,500 19%

. $ 652814 100.00%




PiedmontTriad
PARTNERSHIP

NER Joint Appropriations Subcommittee

February 25, 2009

NORYTH CAROLINA'S

Piedmontiriad Revenues by Fund Source
PARTNERSHIP

June 2008 June 2009

Revenues % Revenues %
State Funding $ 820,327 21% $ 771,496 8%
Lotal Governments . 254,632 7% 250,978 3%
Private Investors 478,400 12% 450,000 5%
Federal Revenues 2,247,045 58% 7,342,500 78%
Other Revenues 83,627 2% 527,467 6%

$ 3,883,931 100% $ 9,342,441 100%




/45) Administrative Expenses
PiedmontTriad P

o A

PARTNERSHIP and % by Seurce
2008 2009
Administrative Administrative

Expenditures | % Expenditures | ‘%
State Funding $ 144478 i 18% $ 125724 | 16%
Local Govemmen 69,009 | 27% 61,970 | 25%
Private Investors 169,791 1 35% 200,281 | 45%
Federal Revenues 241517 ! 11% 246,067 3%
QOther Revenues - 0% _ - 0%

$ 624795 16% $ 634,042 7%

Year Ending June 2008 Actual & Year Ending June 2009 Budget

NORTH CAROLINA'D

PiedmontTriafd'z'State Expenditures by Activity
PARTNERSHIP

Marketing
Research ~ Admin
June 2008 Actual Personnel Recrtmnt Expendirs Total %
Administrative Expenditures $ - $ 144478 $ 144,478 18%
Program Expenditures 239,600 436,249 - 675,849 82%
Total $239,600 §$ 436,249 $ 144,478 $ 820,327 100%
June 2009 Budget
Administrative Expenditures $ 75,724 $ 50,000 $ 125724 16%
" Program Expenditures 289,276 356,496 - 645,772 84%

Total $365,000 $ 356,496 $ 50000 $ 771,496 100%

Year Ending June 2008 Actual & Year Ending June 2009 Budget




07-08 RTRP (501©6) audited

Total ©7/08 actual Revenue Received

08-09 budgeted #

1,731,748 :

and percent of funds from all sources state funds 690,524.00 40%

non-state funds 1,041,224.00- 60%
Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes 12.40%
Uses of State funds,
used for administration, percentage used for grants, etc.
Personnel Services 91, : 35.00 12.90%
Supplies & Materials 25,756.00 3.60%
Business Recruitment/Marketing initiatives 472,519.00 66.50%
Fixed Charges & expenses (Lease, : '
communications, etc.) 83,621.00 11.90%
Capital Outlay - 0.00%
Grants- out going - 0.00%
other Contracts (accounting/audits) 36,722.00 5.10%
Debt Service - 0.00%

710,253.00 100.00%

Total ©8/@9 budgeted 1,890,269.00
and percent of funds from all sources state funds 651,904.00 34%

non-state funds 1,238,365.00 66%
Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes 17%

Uses of State funds,
used for administration,

Personnel Services

Supplies & Materials

Business Recruitment/Marketing initiatives
Fixed Charges & expenses (Lease,
communications, etc.)

Capital Outlay

Grants- out going

other Contracts (accounting/audits)

Debt Service

percentage used for grants, etc.

15,500.00
292,417.00

96,100.00

48,200.00

682,793.00

100.00%




North-Carolina’s Southeast ,
: - Response to Request for Information
from the Staff of the Joint Appropriations Subcommlttee
on Natural and Economic Resources '

for FY 2007-2008
Total Budget FY 07-08: -, §1,361,296
. ’ t
Percentage of funds from all sources: o
$92,000/$1,361,296 Private Funds = l 7%
'$1,269,296/$1,361,296 Public Funds = ' 93%
100%

‘Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes:
$256,842/$1,361,296 = ‘ 19%

Uses of State funds, including the percentage of State funds used for
administration, percentage used for grants, etc.:

$1,361,296  Total Budget

256,842  Administrative (100% State Funds) ' 19%
$1,104,454 _

235,950  Reserves (61% State Funds/39% Private Funds) 17%
$ 868,504 :

132,000 Technology Support (100% State Funds) 10%
$ 736,504

607.457 Marketing (100% State Funds) 45%

129,047  Other (100% State Funds) 9%

100%

NOTE: No grants were awarded in North Carolina’s Southeast s FY
07-08 budget.



"North:Carolina’s Southeast
.Response to-Request for Information
from the Staff of the Joint Appropriations Subcomnmittee
on Natural and Economic Resources
for FY 2008-2009

Total Budget FY 08-09: $1,244,760

Percentage of funds from all sources:
$163,307/$1,244,760 Private Funds = 13%
$1,081,453/$1,244,760 Public Funds = 87%
100%

Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes: :
$200,605/$1,244,760 = 16%

Uses of State funds, including the percentage of State funds used for
administration, percentage used for grants, etc.:

$1,244,760  Total Budget

=_ 200,605  Administrative (100% State Funds) 16%
$1,044,155 -

- 270,668 Reserves (40% State Funds/60% Private Funds) 22%
$ .773,487

.= 89,000 Technology Support (100% State Funds) 7%

$ 684,487
- 556,320 Marketing (100% State Funds) 45%
128,167  Other (100% State Funds) 10%
100%

NOTE: No grants in North Carolina’s Southeast’s FY 08-09 budget,
nor have any grants been awarded to date, and there are no plans to
award any grants during the remainder of FY 08-009.



NCER Budget for Fiscal Year 2008/ 2009

State Funding 13% $ 498,461’
Interest Earnings 28% $1,039,564

Program Funding

Reserve Funds - 13% $ 479,596

Golden Leaf 4% $ 157,920 l

Office of Economic Adjustment  42% $1,559,880
Total Budget $3,735,421

NCER Total Budget Categories

Administrative  11% ¢ 420,811
Marketing 26% S 967,390
Programs - 63% $2,347,220

$3,735,421




NCER Uses of State Funds

Administrative Expenses

* Personnel Expenses $ 97,237 20%

Marketing Expenses

* Personnel Expenses ' ’ 316,128 63%

* Marketing Missions, Conferences 46,966 9%

* Advertising 18,600 4%

* Trade Shows 5,580 1%

* Consultants — Special Projects 13,950 3%
$498,461

NCER EXPENDITURES

FY 07/08 FY 08/09

ACTUAL PROJECTED
Personnel . 550,750 723,977
Office/Administrative 240,843 307,565
Grant Expenditures 188,655 2,347,220 *
Marketing Expenditures 227,676 340,650
Capital Outlay 26,547 16,009
Total 1,234,471 3,735,421

* - Includes a $1,559,880 grant from the Office of Economic Adjustment and a
$157,920 grant from the Golden LEAF Foundation.

NORTH.CAROLINA'S
EASTERN REGION:
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Total budget and percent of funds
from all sources

FY 2007-2008
Amount eee Percent
+ State Funds $1,312 90%
+ Private Funds ©~ $ 142 10%
« Total $1,454 100%

P

o —

Percent of funds (all sources) used for
administrative purposes

FY 2007-2008
« Private Funds
Administrative $ 16
* NC’s NE Commission
Administrative $223 *-

*Percentage of Funds of Admin. = 17%

ﬁr' 7.
FRTREAS
Dicarthe e
Uses of State funds, including the
percentage of State funds used for
administration, percentage used for

Total budget and percent of funds
from all sources

grants, etc FY 2008-2009
FY 2007-2008 Amountews  Percent
« Admin % 18% + State Funds $1,236 86%
. the O o + Grants Funds $ 58 4%
Marketing % 82% « Private Funds $ 144 10%
Total 100%
. « Total $1,438 100%
ﬁ’” ﬁ,-;.'
[ —. Dixen e Offeas

Percent of funds (all sources) used for
administrative purposes

FY 2008-2009
* Private Funds

Administrative $ 23
* NC's NE Commission
Administrative $248

*Percentage of Funds of Admin. $271/1.438 = 19%

Uses of State funds, including the
percentage of State funds used for
administration, grants, etc.

FY 2008-2009

« Admin % 248/1,236 = 20%
* Grants % 30/1,236 = 2%
* Marketing % 958/1,236 = 78%

Total ) 100%




COG presentation
to Joint Appropriations
Subcommittee on NER

February 25, 2008 f

| Regional Council Background

» Successful track record over four decades

» Initiated in 1970’s as “Lead Regional
Organizations” to coordinate federal $$

» Authorized in General Statutes
» Re-affirmed by Executive Order

» General Assembly appropriation for local
technical assistance since 1986




COG “Value Added”

» COGs bring local governments together to solve
problems

o COGs find funding for local governments,
leveraging state appropriation ($50:1)

o COGs offer an efficient way to serve needs at
reglonal scale »

> COGs work across boundaries

Federal Connections

» EDA - 12 designated Development Districts
» Labor - 14 Workforce Development Boards

» HHS - 17 Area Agencies on Aging

» EPA - 6 manage air, water, brownfields

» HUD - 14 manage CDBG, housing grants

» Defense - 2 military growth planning

» ARC - 6 administer Appalachain funds




Accountability

» Accountable to General Assembly
» Accountable to Local Government Commission

» Accountable to member local governments

COG Appropriations History

total per region
1986-87 $990,000 $55,000
2007-08 832,150 48,950
2008-09 823,828 48,460

-7% 782,629 46,037




COG 2008-09 Budgets Combined

Total all budgets $159,968,609
Average/region 9,409,918

State TA funding 782,629

State TA as % of total .5%

(every $ matters, leverages $$$9%)

Administrative support 13.2%

COG Technical Assistance
» Services driven by local government needs
» Grant-writing and management

» State funds professional staff in every region

o Especially important to small towns, rural counties

° Able to respond to crises (i.e. drought, hurricanes)




COG Technical Assistance

» Regional scale projects

« Triangle Growth and Infrastructure Project

- Fort Bragg Regional Task Force

- Kerr-Tar Regional EDC ‘Hub’ Project

. Centralina CONNECT-Regional visioning, implementation
- Upper Coastal Plain Brownfields Coalition

- Southwestern Broadband Connectivity

« Lumber River regional groundwater management

UNC School of Government
2008 Regionalism Study

o COGs deliver more services to more governments
and more people now than in 1994.

o 16% more towns, 2.3 million more people.
o COG budgets 5% smaller on a per capita basis.

o Leaders need regional solutions for water,
transportation, economic development

o COGs get people talking, to broker cooperative
agreements among local governments.

o COGs are trusted to be fair and professional.




Emerging Assistance Needs

» Multi-jurisdictional water supply and quality
° Preparing for drought (interconnects, efficiencies)
o Basin-wide coalitions (Water Allocation Study)

» Getting ready for growth- the next 4 million
| e Triangle Growth and Infrastructure
o Centralina CONNECT
o Military Growth

» Economic Stimulus
o Seize all opportunties
o Keep projects on target, on time

For more information:

William McNeil - .(919) 622-3303
ncregions@mindspring.com
www.ncregions.org
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Senate Appropriations Subcommittee On Natural And Economic Resources

(Nam%{)f Committee)
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David Weinstein, Co-Chairman

Floyd McKissick, Co-Chairman

Jim Jacumin

Tony Foriest
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David Rouzer

House Appropriations Subcommittee On Natural and Economic Resources

Pricey Harrison, Co-Chairman

Edith Warren, Co-Chairman

Garland Pierce, Co-Chairman

Carolyn Justice, Vice Chairman

Winkie Wilkins, Vice Chairman

Michael Wray, Vice-Chairman

Angela Bryant

James Langdon, Jr.

Ruth Samuelson

Roger West
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NER Team

Kristine Leggett

Kristin Walker
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MINUTES

Joint Appropriatiofls Subcommiittee
on
Natural and Economic Resources
Thursday, February 26, 2009 at 8:30 a.m.
423 Legislative Office Building

The Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on Natural and Economic Resources met at 8:30
a.m. on Thursday, February 26, 2009, in Room 423 of the Legislative Office Building.
Present were Rep. Warren, Rep. Pierce, Rep. Justice, Rep. Wilkins, Rep. Bryant, Rep.
Langdon, Rep. Samuelson, Rep. West and Rep. Sager. F1ve Senators attended the
meeting and Senator David Weinstein presided.

The meeting was called to order and Sen. Weinstein introduced the new members of the
committee and the pages. He also introduced the Sergeant-At-Arms.

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the NER budget. Sen. Weinstein then
introduced Paula McCoy, President of the NC Minority Support Center to present to the
Committee their budget requests. (See Attachment #1)

Senator Weinstein then called on Ebonie Alexander, President of the NC Community
Development Initiative to present to the Committee their budget requests. (See
Attachment #2)

Senator Weinstein then introduced Andrea Harris, President of the NC Institute of

Minority Economic Development to present to the Committee their budget requests. (See
Attachment #3)

Senator Weinstein then introduced Fran Nolan, Executive Director of the Grassroots
Science Museums Collaborative to brief the Committee on their budget requests. (See
Attachment #4)

Senator Weinstein then called on Charnell Green, Executive Director of the Coalition of
Farm and Rural Families to explain their budget requests to the Committee. (See
Attachment #5)

Senator Weinstein asked if there were any questions and/or comments from the
committee. With no questions and/or comments, Senator Weinstein adjourned the
et1ng at 10:00 a.m.

Senator David Weinstein Vickie W. Spears ;

" Chairman Committee Assistant




Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on NER

L Agenda
Thursday, February 26, 2009, 8:30 A.M.
Room 423, Legislative Office Building

Sen. 'Weinstein, Presiding

I Welcome
Sen. Weinstein

II. NC Mi;lority Support Center
Paula McCoy, President

IHI. NC Community Development Initiative
Ebonie Alexander, President

IV. NC Institute of Minority Economic Development
Andrea Harris, President

V.  Grassroots Science Museums Collaborative
Fran Nolan, Executive Director |

VI. Coalition of Farm and Rural Families
Charnell Green, Executive Director

VII. Adjourn

House Appropriations Subcommittee on NER Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on NER
Rep. Harrison (Chair) Sen. Weinstein (Chair)

Rep. Pierce (Chair) ' Sen. McKissick (Chair)

Rep. Warren (Chair) ) Sen. Foriest, Sen. Jacumin, Sen. Rouzer

Rep. Justice (Vice Chair) -

Rep. Wilkins (Vice Chair)

Rep. Wray (Vice Chair) .

Rep. Bryant, Rep. Langdon, Rep. Sager, Rep Samuelson, Rep. West
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Presentation for

The Joint Appropriations Subcommittee
on Natural and Economic Resources

MISSION

* The NCMSC is a statewide advocate that
partners with Community Development Credit
Unions (CDCUs), providing technical
assistance, grants and loans to help them
build generational wealth and create
opportunities for individuals, families and
communities. '
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BRANCH LOCATIONS

First Legacy Federal Credit Union | Chartered in 1941 - 6,610 members
Branch Locations - Charlotte * Kannapolis ¢ Salisbury « Statesville

Generations Community Credit Union | Chartered in 2002 - 11,345 members
Branch Locations - Ahoskie ® Durham e Edenton * Henderson * Roanoke Rapids ¢
Rich Square » Washington * Williamston » Wilmington » Windsor  Yanceyville

Greater Kinston Credit Union | Chartered in 1952 - 5,105 members
Branch Locations - Kinston  New Bern

Latino Community Credit Union | Chartered in 2000 - 51,349 members
Branch Locations - Charlotte » Durham  Fayetteville » Greensboro » Raleigh
Winston-Salem '

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CREDIT UNIONS (CDCUs)

TRIAD REGION CENTRAL NCREGION - NORTHEASTERN NC REGION

WESTERN NC REGION

L2

s

SOUTHERN PIEDMONT REGION
o

@ First Legacy Federol Credit Union *  © Generations Community Credit Union '
O Latino Commonity CreditUnion € Greoter Kinston Credit Unicn




ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Provided over 8,374 loans in the sum of $80 million for housing and small
business financing to individuals and families whose only other alternative
would have been sub-prime lenders

Business loan fund generated over 1,400 jobs in the State of North
Carolina . -

Nearly 90,000 members served

Network operating 22 branch locations statewide

Leveraged $2.5 million in 2005-2006 on a 10 to 1 basis to make over $25
million in mortgage loans statewide -

Provided access to financial literacy programs for children and adults
through grants, direct programming in schools, churches, and
communities. Currently piloting a youth savings club and school financial
literacy program in Kinston, NC at 4 schools.

Granted funds for financial literacy, business lending, growth and

expansion, and new products and services aimed at low income North
Carolinians

SSUPORY

N EER

Historical Accomplishments

Continued to provide technical assistance via staff training, knowledge-
sharing sessions, management skill development, marketing and
fundraising assistance

. Added two new credit unions to our Accounting Service center, which
provides back-office accounting services-freeing credit union staff time to
do community outreach

Grant and Technical Assistance allowed credit union affiliates to add
services such as real-time ATM service, check cards, rescue mortgage
loans for foreclosure prevention, and business lending

Recognized national and international models for banking the unbanked
and low wealth communities

A certified Community Development Financial Institution by the US
Treasury department and has leveraged federal funding in excess of $7
million

Partnered to save St. Luke.credit union, the oldest minority credit union in
the state, and preserved services in the underdeveloped Bertie,
Washington, and Hertford counties

L SUIPPORY
SCENTER




SOURCES AND USAGE OF FUNDS

Total budget and percent of funds from all sources
$ 4,688,395.00
Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes
92% for Program Services
8% for Support Services
Uses of State funds,
~— Percentage used for administration,
12%
— Percentage used for grants, etc.
88% .
Sources of funds and percentage of budget
State of NC - 89%
Dividends ~ 5%
Z Smith Reynolds Foundation - 4.5%
FB Heron Foundation — 0.5%
Kellogg Foundation — 0.4%

SISDEPOIY
SN LR

‘ GOALS

Addition of 5-8 new branch locations over next 4 years

Expand presence in 30 underserved rural counties including eastern NC and Western Piedmont
Efficient deliver of financial services through technology thereby reducing cost of transactions
State will recuperate over $6 million in direct property tax revenue in the next 5 years

Will generate an additional $100 million in business and mortgage loans

Reduce sub-prime practices in vulnerable communities by increasing existing financial services to
an estimated 15,000 people

Latino CCU, Generations C, First Legacy CCU and G}eater Kinston CU will provide access to bilingual
financial counseling, and financial literacy education for adults and youth to over 500 people per
year statewide

Support Center’s affiliates offer accessible régional retail banking and loan offices statewide.
Currently serving nearly 90,000 members daily at 22 locations

Provide services to over 220,000 lower inconle, unbanked families in North Carolina

Help minority families build wealth through homeownership. By 2010, 60% of first time
homebuyers will be minority and immigrant families who will be unbanked.

Potential to leverage future federal funding through U.S. Department of Treasury’s CDFI Fund

LINUPPOR
ACENTY R




FUNDING NEEDS

$3 million non-recurring/maintain appropriations

~ To be granted to community development credit unions in the state
of NC, including Generations, Latino, First Legacy and Greater
Kinston ' .

All funds invested in activities to expand access to CDCU services

Primary target, low wealth minorities, women in rural and urban
counties of North Carolina including low-moderate income families
and underserved populations

Branch establishment or expansion, internet and other technology-
based services and ATM placement

ANUPPORI
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www.ncinitiative.org

The North Carolina General Assembly Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on NER
Thursday, February 26, 2009

The North Carolina Community Development Initiative is nationally recognized as a model
public-private community economic development intermediary dedicated to increasing assets
and creating wealth for communities and individuals in low-resource communities serving
the state’s low resource communities for fifteen years. The leadership is provided by a chief
executive officer and a 17-member board of directors, representing the private sector, public
officials, and leaders of community development corporations. The Chairman of the Board
of Directors is Richard “Dick” Taylor, CEO of the North Carolina Advocates for Justice.
Abdul Sm Rasheed, CEO, has provided the organization’s leadership since its inception in
1994,

For fifteen years, the Initiative and its lending subsidiary, Initiative Capital, have taken the
annual State investment/appropriation and leveraged it on average a factor of 3:1 to attract
millions of dollars from private and philanthropic sectors. We have directly invested more
than $70 million into CDCs and other nonprofit community economic develop organizations,
resulting in more than $439 million of completed local development.

To date, the Initiative has provided annual grants and loans to more than 50 organizations in
rural areas, small towns, and major cities; as a complement to the grants and loans, the
Initiative has provided place-based strategic issue management, advocacy and leadership
assistance to the CDC industry statewide.

Initiative Programmatic Facts:

A In 2008 our administrative cost were 15.9% of the total operating budget; of the state
appropriation, 9% was used for administrative cost and 91% went directly to
programs.

A On average for the past 4 years we have held our overall administrative cost below
12%.

A Consistently received an “unqualified opinion” from the independent auditing firm.

2008 statewide productivity through local investment/network:
A generated $2,412,358 in new real estate taxes to local communities and
jurisdictions
A constructed 817 new or rehabilitated single-family homes
A constructed 295 new or rehabilitated multi-family homes



A provided housing and financial literacy to more than 2,062 individuals

A acquired 33.99 acres for future development

A 29,500 square feet of commercial space currently under construction

Green Fund/Conservation Based Affordable Housing:
“Building a Green Agenda for Low-Resource Communities”

A In partnership with NC State School of Design, designed and trademarked
EnviroSteel, a set of fully stamped and signed engineered, ready-to-build housing
plans that combine passive solar technology and steel framing.

A Constructed 17 EnviroSteel single-family houses utilizing the most advanced
energy conservation and efficiency standards, built with a recycled high quality
environmentally friendly steel product that features the use of passive solar
energy. The houses are Energy Star certified to have monthly heating of $35 to
$38 per month.

A In partnership with the state’s conservation and environmental community,
successfully worked together to bridge the cultural and knowledge gap.

A Invested in the development of conservation-based affordable housing project
that has a local CDC, a local unit of government, and a private for-profit
developer working together to plan, design and construction a green commumty
in the Town of Wynn Fall.

A In partnership with Randall Ardent, an internationally recognized conservation-
based land use planner, designed four conservation based subdivision land use
plans in Henderson, Raiford, Kannapolis and Fayetteville.

Social Enterprise/Sustainability Plan:
A Carolina Steel Construction, LLC is a light gauge steel manufacturing company.
It is a venture jointly owned by the NC Community Development Initiative
Capital, Inc. and UDI CDC, dedicated to creating living wage jobs for low-
income individuals and promoting “green building” by the community
development sector.

Innovation For the 21* Century:
A Innovative Community Building Grants

Awarded up to $400,000 in Innovative Community Buxldmg Grants, a onetime
investment opportunity, for nonprofit organizations engaged in traditional and
non-traditional community based economic development to create “a safe space”

* for our children and young adults to grow, thrive and learn the necessary skills to
become the next generation of leaders. Planning grants were awarded in
Winston-Salem, Raleigh, Murfreesboro, and Maxton.

A Awarded 15 rising high school seniors from across the state with Summer Youth
Community Economic Development Leadership Internship. The goal of the
summer internship is to interest and engage rising high school seniors in the field
of community economic development and the nonprofit sector while introducing
them to principles of leadership. Interns earned $4,000 for six-weeks and
commit to saving one-half of the stipend for future educational cost. Students
had an opportunity to interact one-on-one with national, state and local
entrepreneurs, corporate leaders and policy makers in the fields of nonprofit
management, law, hospitality, entertainment, and government.



Development
Initiative, Inc.

2209 Century Drive, Second Floor
Raleigh, NC 27612

(919) 828-5655

(919) 834-8018 (Fax)
www.ncinitiative.org

2008 PRODUCTION DATA

for

Community Development Corporations
Funded by

The North Carolina Community Development Initiative

GRANDTOTALSINCE |00 il it
ANNUAL INCEPTIONOFTHE | PR JEFTED_ P
PRODUCTION MEASURES INITIATIVE IN 1994 Do
2006 2007 2008 1994-2008 2008-2012
Fixed Asset Value of CDC Projects $ 49,408,228 | $ 34,486,332 | $ 47,533,520 439,962,689 | $ 176,469,518
Value of New Single Family Homes $ 9,229,663 | $ 6,041,548 | $ 8,236,051 149,135,129 | $ 38,840,464
Value of New Multi-Family Unit Projects $ 22,500,000 | $ 22,940,000 | $ 38,961,178 216,436,525 | $ 112,213,140
Single Family Units: New and Rehab 569 614 817 4,213 2,363
Multi-Family Units: New and Rehab 297 163. 295 2,778 1,224
Value of Commercial Real Estate Projects $ 7,823,345 | $ 1,485,000 | $ - 82,700,980 | $ 45,378,298
|ICommercial Real Estate (sq.ft.) 39,803 20,687 9,500 924,329 303,157
. [ILand Acquired for Future Development (acres) 66.17 32.69 33.99 1,000.82 548.59
Purchase Price (or Value) of Land Acquired $ 1,782,132 | § 2,633,452 K 2,277,000 24,823,715 | $ 14,308,359
Jobs Created: All Development 905 613| 797 9,506 3,486
ICDC-Owned Businesses Established 5 4 0 36 ;"
Small Businesses Counseled 514 629 128 8,355 3,658
Youth / Adults Trained 569 517, 563 11,475 3,541
[Financial Literacy Counseling (# persons) 2,298 1.855‘ 2,062 41,161 12,307
New Real Estate Taxes Generated by CDCs $ 467,908 | $ 286,497 | $ 412,358 5,125,027 | $ 1,832,667

North Carolina Community Development Initiative

2008 Production Data



NC Community Development Initiative, Inc.
For the Year Ended December 31, 2008

Total budget and percent of funds from all sources 6,333,444.00
Investment income 3%
Other income (contributions, donations, etc.) 3%
State Appropriation 94%

Percent of funds (all sources) used for administrative purposes 15.9%

Uses of state funds, including the percentagé of State funds

9% used for administration:

used for administration, percentage used for grants, etc.

(salaries, fringe benefits, supplies, meeting expenses, marketing expenses, consultants)

91% used for grants
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EnviroSteel is an Initiative Capital product consisting of four ready-to-build housing plans
which combine steel framing with green building technology. All of the plans utilize passive
solar technology, reducing the energy needed for heating and cooling. The designs also incor-
porate additional energy-efficient construction standards, as well as an optional solar water
heating system. The EnviroSteel plans have been fully stamped and signed by a licensed engi-
neer and are available upon request.

- Each house is made from six cars’ worth of
recycled steel.

- Solar windows and bricks collect sunlight
for use as a heat source when the weather
turns cold.

« Other windows on the houses are designed to
open against the wind, maximizing interior
air circulation.

. Thermal wrapping of the house and solar
‘window shades maintains the temperature
inside.

« Average monthly electric bill for the homes
is $38.

- Steel framing is resistant to termites and
mold, and is non-combustible.



North Carolina Community Development Initiative, Inc.
List of Initiative Funded CDCs

Brick Capital
Sanford, NC

Cape Fear Regional
Wilmington, NC

Cleveland County CDC
Shelby, NC

Durham Community Land Trustees, Inc.
Durham, NC

East Carolina Community Development, Inc.
Beaufort, NC

EmPOWERment, Inc.
Chapel Hill, NC

Gateway CDC
Henderson, NC

Haliwa-Saponi Indian Tribe
Hollister, NC

HandMade in America
Asheville, NC

Housing Assistance Corporation
Henderson, NC

Kingdom CDC
Fayetteville, NC

Core

Metropolitan Housing & CDC, Inc.
Washington, NC

Monroe-Union County CDC
Monroe, NC

Mountain Housing Opportunity, Inc.
Washington, NC

Northeastern CDC
Camden, NC

Outer Banks CDC
Kill Devil Hills, NC

Passage Home, Inc.
Raleigh, NC

Prosperity Unlimited, Inc.
Concord, NC

Rebuilding Broken Places
Goldsboro, NC

Rocky Mount/Edgecombe CDC
Rocky Mount, NC

uDI
Durham, NC

WCIA
Wilson, NC

Targeted Strategic Investment

Community Housing Development Corporation of
Mooresville/South Iredell
Mooresville, NC

Davidson Housing Corporation
Davidson, NC

Goler CDC
Winston-Salem, NC

NC Rural Fund for Development
Kinston, NC

Quality of Life Association of Herford County

Murfreesboro, NC

Robeson County Community Development

Corporation, Inc.
Rowland, NC



Liberty CDC
Winston-Salem, NC

NC Indian Ecoﬁomic Development Initaitive, Inc.
Fayetteville, NC

The Children’s Home of North Carolina
Oxford, NC

White Oak Foundation
Apex, NC

Conservation Based Development

Blue Springs/Hoke County CDC
Raeford, NC

Cape.Fear
Wilmington, NC

Gateway CDC
Henderson, NC

Metropolitan CDC
Washington, NC

Mountain Housing
Asheville, NC

Prosperity CDC
Kannapolis, NC

Inntwative_Building Grant

Men's League
Durham, NC

Millionaires in Training
Raleigh, NC

Quality of Life Association of Hertford County
Murfreesboro, NC

The HPL Foundation
Murfreesboro, NC

Union Baptist Church
Winston-Salem, NC

Working Capital

Brick Capital
Sanford, NC

Cleveland County
Sheiby, NC

East Carolina Community Development, Inc.
Beaufort, NC

Northeastern CDC

Camden, NC

Handmade in America
Asheville, NC

Kingdom CDC
Fayetteville, NC

Monroe Union CDC
Monroe, NC
Passage Home
Raleigh, NC



BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Richard Taylor

Chairman, Initiative Board of Directors
Raleigh

Executive Director

North Carolina Advocates for Justice

P.E. Bazemore
Monroe
Councilman

Monroe City Council

Larry Chavis .
Pembroke

President and CEO
Lumbee Guaranty Bank

Fannie Corbett (Emeritus)

Wilson ,
Executive Director, Wilson Community
Improvement Assoc.

Gregory A. Cummings
Richmond

Senior Vice President
Manufacturing & Quality
Philip Morris U.S.A.

Frank Deese
Marshville
President

A+ Tax Service

Lynn Dickerson

Charlottesville

Vice President, Operations

State Farm Insurance Companies

Mary Fant Donnan
Winston-Salem

Program Officer

Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation

INITIATIVE.

Reverend G. L. Edmond
Raleigh

Pastor

Saint Paul AME Church

Fritz Gartner
Hillsborough
Principal

Wavoka, Inc.

Howard Glaves
Stroudsburg

President 4
PreStar Financial Group

Karla Haynes

Shelby

Executive Director .
Cleveland County CDC

Louise Mack
Concord
Executive Director
Prosperity Unlimited, Inc.

James Speed
Durham
President & CEO

NC Mutual Life Insurance Company

Jeanne Tedrow
Raleigh

Executive Director
Passage Homes, Inc.

William Wilson
Sanford
Attorney at Law

Wilson & Reives, Attomey at Law



BOARD OF DIRECTORS

INITIATIVE CAFITAL
Richard Taylor Louise Mack
Chairman, Initiative Capital Board of Director Concord
Raleigh Executive Director

Executive Director
North Carolina Advocates for Justice

Barbara Blackston
Wilson

Executive Director
WCIA

Larry Chavis

Pembroke

President & CEO
Lumbee Guaranty Bank

Lynn Dickerson
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CONSERVATION-BASED AFFORDABLE HOUSING

CONSERVATION TRUST FOR NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH CAROLINA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE
THE CONSERVATION FUND

Conservation and Affordable Housing
Aside from the benefits to
homeowners, the availability of jyoe. .
affordable housing generates
numerous benefits for communities, |
including:  housing for a diverse
workforce, neighborhood
revitalization and economic benefits | &
that remain in the community.
Similarly, land conservation results in benefits that include: ensuring high
water quality, protecting wildlife habitat, and preserving working farms
and forests.

Yet, issues of affordable housing and conservation often seem unrelated.
At best, a disconnect exists between the strategies used to promote
greater housing options for low- to moderate-income residents and
strategies used to preserve land. At worst, the goals of affordable
housing and conservation can seem in direct opposition—unchecked
development can consume large areas of land that could be preserved,
while preservation can create scarcity in land availability, driving up the
cost of development. Conservation-based affordable housing (CBAH) is a
strategy that merges affordable housing and land conservation to
simultaneously advance their goals.

Housing

CBAH preserves open space (including
forests, streams, wetlands and other key
amenities) by clustering the homes and
¥ allowing large swaths of open space to
remain. This results in such benefits as:
less impervious surface (and therefore,
less pollutant runoff), more open space
and natural areas preserved and higher
aesthetic and recreational values.

If this type of development is coupled with affordable housing, the
benefits are even greater. Clustering homes reduces the overall cost of
development—infrastructure, landscaping and maintenance costs are all
lessened. If applicable, conservation easements or other types of
conservation funding can be used to preserve the remaining open space
and lower the cost of development even further.

The cost of land frequently drives affordable housing developers to build
on marginal and challenging sites (e.g. areas with steep slopes or
floodplains). CBAH works with the landscape to limit the impacts of



development on the environment. Housing can be
accommodated in the buildable areas, while converting the
challenges (e.g. wetlands, steep slopes) into amenities. CBAH
produces higher quality housing where open space can be
utilized for recreation, walking trails, sight and noise reducers,
and habitat observation areas. In turn, this can be used to
dampen the opposition to affordable housing developments
that frequently arise among existing neighborhoods.

Conservation-based affordable housing can be a mode! for _
sustainable development that protects the most critical natural A subdivision that has turned an on-
areas, while still allowing for development. These natural site wetland into an amenity

areas, in turn, enable the creation of high quality housing

options for low- and moderate-income households that would otherwise be priced out of the
communities in which they work. More importantly, however, CBAH connects two issues—
conservation and affordable housing—and demonstrates how innovative strategies can be used to
simultaneously advance the goals of two seemingly unrelated or opposing issues.

CBAH in Practice

A grant by the Clean Water Management Trust Fund given to
the Conservation Trust for North Carolina, the North Carolina
Community Development Initiative and The Conservation
Fund has enabled six community development corporations }
(CDCs) to do conservation planning for their proposed
affordable housing developments.

Prosperity Unlimited CDC, in Kannapolis, NC, was one of the
CDCs that received funding. Although an engineering firm had

. . . .  Louise Mack with Randall Arendt’s
already designed a site plan, it was less than desirable. Their design

plan preserved minimal open space, called for the removal of
century-old hardwoods, had high infrastructure costs, and ignored the eX|st|ng slopes on the
property, which would require a large investment for grading.

With the grant, Louise Mack, Prosperity Unlimited executive director, hired Randall Arendt, a
renowned landscape architect, to design an alternate plan. Arendt’s plan provides for only
one less lot, yet produces a higher-quality subdivision. It preserves much more open space
(about 50%), saves the century-old trees and represents a large cost-saving to Ms. Mack (due
to the narrower street widths and minimal grading required).

Left: The original engineer-drawn plan that preserves only minimal and
restrictive open space; Middle: Randall Arendt’s design that allows for only one
less lot, yet increases the quantity and quality of open space and reduces the per [
lot cost; Right: One of the century-old trees that will be preserved with Arendt's
design.
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Project Summary
Number of Units

Unit Type

Construction

Target Occupant

Developer

Contractor

Architect

Total Square Footage

Total Development Cost
Average Cost per Unit

Average Cost per Square Foot
Incremental Cost to Build Green
Green Building Focus

Average Sales price

Financing Sources

5

Detached, single-family homes
New
Low-income first-time homebuyers

Brick Capital Community Development
Corporation

Gerald Womble
None

5774

$431,649
$86,330

$74.76

$7,090
Energy-Efficiency
$86,330

First Citizen’s Bank, North Carolina Housing

Finance Agency, SunTrust Mortgage
Company, North Carolina Community

Development Initiative, US Department of

Agriculture Rural Development Office
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Ovetview

Brick Capital Community
Development Corporation is a
housing advocacy, education, and
development organization working
in Lee County, North Carolina.
Incotporated in 1990, Brick Capital
has built over seventy-five units of
housing, They focus on building ten
homes for first-time homebuyers
each year, but they also have
experience with affordable rental
housing and special needs housing
both for victims of domestic
violence and people suffering from
mental illness.

In the last half of 2002, Brick
Capital developed and sold five
scattered site, single-family homes to
first-time homebuyers in Broadway
and Sanford, NC. Gerald Womble
built these three bedroom, two
bath homes that ranged in size
from 1,112 to 1,200 square feet.
All together, these homes included
5,774 square feet of living area
that cost $431,649 to build. The
homes were all new, pier and beam
construction without access to
attic crawl spaces, and they were

all sold to low-income families or
individuals. Purchase prices ranged
from $78,250 to over $97,350. No
architect worked on the project.

{ These homes were developed with
support from a high performance
building program run by the North

{Carolina Community I@
(Initiative (the Initiative) and |
Advanced Energy, a building

(;?:ience‘faid energy consulting
firm operating in Raleigh, NC.
b—'-——“—=~—~—=—__.. s — - r—

" Advanced Energy has developed
a construction training and home
energy analysis tool that can
improve indoor air quality and
lower utility expenses related to

heating and cooling. Working with
the Initiative,' they have offered this
program to community development
corporations throughout the state

in an attempt to improve the quality
of affordable housing built in North
Carolina. Under this partnership,
Advanced Enetgy analyzes house
plans, trains the general contractor,
the insulation sub-contractor,

and HVAC sub-contractors,
recommends a set of upgrades ot
changes to the house, and inspects
homes throughout construction and
upon completion. The Initiative pays
the increased cost of training and
material upgrades. After completion,
Advanced Energy signs a contract
with the new owner, guaranteeing
the amount of heating and cooling
eneigy that the home will use in its
first two years.? According to their
Executive Director, Kate Rumely,
Brick Capital utilized this program
for two reasons:

¢ They had a commitment to lower
the energy and maintenance costs
to the greatest extent possible.

e The program required no
additional capital from either
Brick Capital or the prospective
buyer. The Initiative took on the
increased cost.

In many ways, these motivations
sepatate Brick Capital from the
other case studies included in this
report. Brick Capital had access to
a program that would lower energy
costs without changing the cost to
Brick Capital ot the homebuyer.
The air quality benefits related

to increased ait circulation and -
ventilation were a bonus. They
made no changes to their standard
construction model except those
recommended by Advanced Energy.

The homes were financed by variol
lenders. Construction financing wa_
provided by a revolving construction
fund controlled by Brick Capital and
First Citizen’s Bank. First mortgages
were provided to homebuyers by

the United States Department of
Agriculture’s Rural Development
Office, First Citizens Bank, and
SunTrust Mortgage Company. Soft
second mortgages were provided by
the North Carolina Housing Finance
Agency.




Green Design and Construction

The changes recommended by
Advanced Energy (summatized in
the following section) brought an
added cost of §1,418 per unit, which
was paid for entirely by the Initiative.
Tables 1 & 2 show the additional
costs on a total and square footage
basis. These additions account for a
first-cost premium of 1.76%.

Green Features

Some of Brick Capital’s standard
practices already promote
environmentally sustainable
development. They build infill
housing exclusively, focusing on
areas with existing services and
infrastructure. Beyond this, they
provide well-constructed, durable
buildings that will be easy to
maintain and easy to use. This
commitment has led to an internal
policy to build brick buildings, and
to the standard practice of using
double-paned windows in all of their
homes. In working with Advanced
Energy, Brick Capital had to expand
on this set of practices to include
other materials and methods that
could improve ventilation and
energy efficiency. Brick Capital:

e removed drop-down stairwells
from their attic to provide an
unbroken insulation bartier
between the attic and the house,

¢ used low-e double-paned
windows, instead of just double-
paned windows,

® naised trusses in the roof system
so that insulation could be
uniformly installed,

e insulated to the edge of the
house,

® required that their insulation
contractors follow a revised
installation process that

Table 1: Total Development Costs

[ . TotaI:
Acquisition Costs $24,768
Hard Costs - -$366,370
Soft Costs o ~ $10,626
Developer Fee - - $29,886
Total Costs $431 .649}
Table 2: Net Cost of Greening
]
% of Totali
Total Total/SF Dev. Cost
Green Desngn | a $0 - %000 000%
Traditional Desngn - L T
[G-reen Design Premium . $0 _$0.00 0.00°/;J
Green Constructlon ~.'$401,763 - - $69.58 © - 93.08%
Traditional Construction 1 $394,673 - $68.35 -
Net Cost of Greening $7 090 $1.23 1.64"/]i
Table 3: Green Premium (Savmgs) by Category | 7
Tradmonal . Greeri
Category Cost Green Cost Premlum]
Sustainable Sites $0 0 %0
Water Efﬁmency \ - %0~ . %0 - - ~$0
Energy &Atmosphere \ . %0 .$4727- $4,727
Indoor Environmental Quallty ~ $0. . $2363 ' $2,363
Materials and Resources %0 .. %0 . - %0
Innovation inthé Design Process’ $0 %0 80
Total $0: j $—7 090. - $7 ogo’

Note: Based on the Iis! of changas provlded by lhe development feam, we have essigned 23 of
costs‘from greening to energy and atmosphere. and 1/3 to indoor envirorimental quality. We do
not have actual costs for changes Na chenges were made in.other celegoﬂes ‘

protected R-value at breaks in
the insulation (like electrical
outlets),

e vented between rooms when one
room didn’t have a return,

¢ brought fresh air into the home
at increased rates, particularly in
the kitchens and bathroom:s.

These changes resulted in the costs
described in Table 3.

Sustainable Sites

As mentioned above, all Brick
Capital homes are built on infill
sites with alteady established

infrastructure. This commitment
does not increase costs, but does
ensure that residents served by Brick
Capital developments have better
access to community resoutces and
that less infrastructute development
is needed to serve Brick Capital
projects.

Weater Efficiency

There were no significant water
efficiency changes made in this
project.

Energy and Atmosphere
The changes that Brick Capital




Table 4: Operating Costs for Green versus Conventional Homes

Monthly heatingand  Annual heating and

cooling cost cooling cost

Advanced Energy Homes . | . -~ $23.02 ~ $276.19
Brick Capital Standard . S284 - 827053

made on this scattered site project
focused on energy and atmosphere
and indoor air quality as it relates

to ventilation. The Energy and
Atmosphere changes include:
removal of drop-down stairwells

to provide an insulation barrier
between the attic and the house,
using low-e double-paned windows
instead of their standard double-
paned windows, raising roof trusses
so that insulation can be uniformly
installed, insulating to the edge of
the house, and using an insulation
installation process that protects R-
value at breaks in the insulation (like
electrical outlets).

Materials and Resonrces

Brick Capital uses double-paned
windows and brick in all their
projects, and we have included no
cost differences for these changes
because they are a Brick Capital
standard. There were no other
significant green changes related to
material choices.

Indoor Environmental Quality

Brick Capital also focused on indoor
environmental quality and especially
on ventilation in the unit. They
increased the rate at which fresh air
was brought into the green homes,
with a particular focus on venting in
the kitchens and bathrooms. They
also vented between rooms when
one room did not have a fresh air
return.

Innovation in the Design Process

The Advanced Energy program
represents an impottant innovation
in the design and development

process, where a statewide expert
on building science provides on-site
training and technical assistance to
contractors and sub-contractors.
This program is made all the more
effective through the commitment
of the Initiative to pay for any cost
increases due to these changes.

Operating Savings: Green versus
Traditional

Brick Capital has supplied the
research team with a small
comparative sample of five homes
built in the first half of 2002 that
did not involve the Advanced
Energy program. Working with
the utility company which provides
service to these homes, they have
pulled information for 10 homes
(5 built with Advanced Energy’s
program, 5 without) and removed
identifying information. This
comparative sample allows one

to directly compare the energy
costs in homes built to Advanced
Energy standards and those that
were not. Brick Capital has also
shared that the sample of five
homeowners living in the Advanced
Energy upgraded buildings have
significantly more disposable
income than the homeowners
living in the conventional buildings.
These higher-income families that
are living in the green homes also
have more small appliances and
therefore have higher energy loads
than the families in the conventional
houses. In otder to control for the
differences in heating and cooling
costs, we calculated a base energy
load (non-heating and cooling) for

each house in the sample. We did
this by looking at the average utility
expenditure for the months of
Aptril, May, September, and Octobe
— the months with the lowest
heating and cooling needs in North
Carolina — over the 16 month period
for which we had data. Subtracting
this base energy load from the

total monthly enetgy use for each
house, we estimated the heating and
cooling use by each household.

The non energy efficient homes
ranged in size from 1,186 square
feet to 1,200 square feet, and are
slightly larger than the energy
efficient homes. The median size

of the non-energy efficient homes
(1,189 sf) is 1.19% higher than the
median size of the energy-efficient
ones (1,175 sf). Because identifying
information has been removed from
the utility records of each house,
we cannot match the square footag:
with energy usage, and do not have
an estimate of energy use pet square
foot of living area.

According to this information, the
homes built to Advanced Energy’s
standards are using mote energy
than homes which were not.

Brick Capital believes that much
of this can be explained by the
economic situations of the home
owners in the two samples, even
after accounting for household

by household differences in base
electric loads. Either way, both
homes perform very efficiently,
requiring just over $20 per month in
heating and cooling costs.

Net Present Value Summary

Because the Advanced Energy
Program is financed by the North
Carolina Community Development
Initiative (the Initiative), which pays




for all green upgrades and associated contractor
training, the life-cycle calculations are faitly different
for this case than our others. Brick Capital and the
residents both beat no increased capital costs for
green building, These costs are borne entirely by the
Initiative. In addition, Brick Capital gets no ongoing
benefit from including these technologies in the
homes, because as a homeownership project Brick
Capital is never responsible for the operation or
maintenance of the buildings. In effect, the life-cycle
difference for Brick Capital is zero.

The residents have a somewhat diffetent picture.
While they bear no increased costs due to the green
upgrades included in the building, they do receive
any benefit that accrues due to these changes. In
this case, that benefit would come entirely as a
result of improved heating and cooling efficiency
and improved indoor air quality, the two things

on which Advanced Energy focuses. We have no
reliable way to measure life-cycle savings related to
indoor air quality and therefore have not included

it in this analysis. We have measured differentials in
the heating and cooling costs, and, as shown in the
previous section, the Brick Capital standard buildings
actually perform slightly better on average than

the Advanced Energy upgraded buildings. Using
these results alone, the life-cycle cost borne by the
residents are shown in Tables 5-6. This amounts to
a loss of over §140 per household over a thirty-year
building lifespan or a total of §706 for the project.

All the increased life-cycle costs come from features
that were supposed to improve indoor heating and
cooling efficiency. The actual energy-use data show
that the opposite effect occurred and the green
homes have an increase in heating and cooling bills
that amounts to roughly $0.50 per month per unit or
$706 for all five homes over a 30-year lifespan.

Table 5: Total resident NPV by feature

I

. Green savings (costi

Additional Interest - * * * T
Energy Efficiency e | o L (8706)
Total ($706)!
Table 6: Resident NPV by Feature

l . Green Savings (cost) I
Additional Interest ;" . © 0 era, 080
Operating Costs . .($706)
Replacement Costs . .80
Total ($706)
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e Phone interviews with Kate Ruxﬁely, Executive Director of Brick Capital CDC. Carried out by Will Bradshaw

from May to July 2004.
Brick Capital CDC press packet. Sent from Kate Rumely, Executive Director of Brick Capital CDC.
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® Progress Energy utility usage reports over the last 24 months. Sent from Kate Rumely, Executwe Ditector of
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(Endnotes)
! There is a complementary program run thtough the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency (NCHFA). The services that Advanced

Energy provides are identical in the two programs, and the financial partner (the Initiative or NCHFA) covets the full cost of building
improvements and training in both.

? Advanced Energy does not guarantee a price for enetgy, but rather a given amount of energy that will be used for heating and cooling,
They have a process through which the house’s heating and cooling load is determined, backing out the energy used by other appliances
and systems. Their guarantee also requires a set of behaviors from the resident, specifying maximum and minimum thermostat placements
. based on season, and requiring that people close windows and doors, etc.




THE INSTITUTE

/ NORTH CAROPINA INSTIUIE OF MINORITY FCONOAMIC DIVITOPAMEN]

OVERVIEW

The North Carolina Institute of Minority Economic
Development (the Institute) is a statewide non-profit with
a mission to build the asset base among limited resource
populations through research and information, education
and training, and business development. The NCIMED is
clear about why we must grow small, women, minority
and historically underutilized businesses.

It’s about business.

RIGMaE technitallassiStancelandisup poLHtolbusinessesswithig]
pagticulagfocisiontsmalifnmino i tysownedgwomen¥and]
ceviceldisablediveterantownedltivn <y
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It's understanding that a healthy economy is balanced

and agile, and whether the business climate is booming
or challenging, we must always work to sustain existing

: i ) G e rnencducationfandltiainingimodelthatbuildsdinancial
companies and to stimulate new ones. Job retention and ey encdpnaishilny ofl buxisses: aud) providss fRemdd
creation, expanded tax bases, access to capital, and a Educationttoleollepestudentstandleducateeonsumerst

healthy workplace provide the core of all of the programs .2
and services of the Institute. In every sector of every
community, we must accept that economic diversification
is an imperative to business in the 21st century.

PROGRAMS

NC STATEWIDE MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE CENTER™ . . ] .
(MBEC) Financial Education and Training

The Institute's Financial Education and Training department
plays a key role in promoting financial education for all
minorities of all ages across North Carolina. The goal is to
build the financial intelligence of the minority business

(;mit!@? politvlendlieearchltolanalvagind s yland)

ﬁxanib&aﬁﬁ]y@ﬂl&n
nmmﬁ@ﬁmanﬂ@ﬂ

The Institute’s NCMBEC focuses on minority businesses which
are high growth businesses with sales in excess of $500,000,
while simultaneously providing technical assistance services
to life style businesses (those businesses with revenues under, . N
$500,000, particularly those with revenues of $0 to $250,000). community, low to moderate individuals and the average
The NCMBEC is a partnership between the Institute and the consumer.

U.S. Department of Commerce. Services are provided through Healthy Workplace Initiatives

three regional office locations in Durham, Fayetteville and The Healthy Workplace Initiative strengthens the interface
Charlotte. between health, employment and economics.

The department has been engaged in a highly successful
tobacco prevention and cessation project and is currently
involved with the On the Ground Prostate Cancer Project.

MINORITY EXECUTIVE EDUCATION INSTITUTE (MEEI)
Developed by the Institute, MEEI delivers a comprehensive
graduate level business education experience based on

proven best practices and research for historically EXeCUTIVE NETWORKING CONFERENCE (ENC)
underutilized businesses. It affords businesses an opportunity The Institute’s Executive Networking Conference brings
to learn from experts in the field while receiving business minority business enterprises together with representatives .

development support. The Institute’s partners are the Kenan  from the corporate community. The purpose of the
Flagler Business School, UNC Chapel Hill; the Babcock School  conference is to strengthen existing business relationships,

of Management, Wake Forest University; the Center for nurture new relationships and develop valuable strategic
Creative Leadership, UNC-G,,Bennett College, Meredith alliances. ,
College; and the Fuqua ScHo \o_l_g&Busmess, Duke University. oL

- PoLICY INITIATIVES

Women’s Business Center of North Carolma- 3 . . . .
The Institute engages in policy research and analysis on

The Women's Business Center of North Carolma (WBC)isa / emergent trends in North Carolina’s low-weaith and minority

partnership program between the Institute and the . .. L .
) o ) , \ communities. Research topics include minority buying power,
U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA). The Center's main ’ ..
] : . student debt and economic impact.

objective is to promote economic seIf-’sufﬁcie}\cy' for. women
in North Carolina through entrepreneurship. /




BUS INE SS DF‘,VE LOP ME NT IMPACT 7 ] > White paper titled "Removing the Millstone: Student Debt

and the Growing Wealth Gap" detailing the economic
impact of student debt and the inability of the next
generation to increase their potential to build wealth. The
publication focuses on North Carolina Community Colleges
and four year institutions.

$118,391,943 Contracts awarded

{
Client financial transactions *
¢
t
f

$58171 81873 {loans, bonding, lines of credit,

equity financing)
» NCIMED Healthy Workplace Initiative — Designed health
1 2,164 Jobscreated awareness education program to strengthen the interface
) between health, employment and economics by increasing
5,467 Jobs retained awareness of health disparities relating to prostate cancer
! with materials tailored to the priority population;
3’1 38 Businesses served providing supportive educational and delivery sessions.

Coordinated prostate screenings in conjunction with
various health care providers, state agencies and other
nonprofit partners (a total of 1,052 males screened for
prostate cancer across North Carolina primarily in rural
communities). Note: North Carolina has the highest
incidence/mortality rate of prostate cancer in the country.

< 9’385 Women entrepreneurs receiving
1 training and education
i

Clients trained by Financial
; 9'485 Education and Training since
2003.

" |POLICY ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES |

» Conducted seven (7) Economic Information Forums in T l : [j = s
S{ am o s feunenfoamfur| I R, bR Y y )
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conjunction with the Kenan Institute of Private Enterprise. y o ad
Forums were conducted in Shelby, Charlotte, , : QW ‘
Winston-Salem, Dunn, Fayette, Rocky Mount _.. el -
and Elizabeth City attracting more than “‘ i Awm R A /
750 participants. |,f ) 1"""‘;1,44,,\ VoAT

> The Institute sponsored North Carolina's first ) ro
Historically Black College and University Straight Talk 2007-2008 Statewide Client 3¢
Symposium in partnership with the Johnnetta B. Cole Coverage \
Global Diversity & inclusion Institute, the Joint Center e
for Political and Economic Studies and the North Carolina
Community Development Initiative.

SUSTAINABILITY

For fiscal years 2009-2010, the Institute is requesting $1,500,000 appropriated by the NC General Assembly for
continued operating support for the following programs: managerial technical assistance, loans, contract financing, and
to increase access of small firms to market opportunities, especially in underdeveloped communities, and credit

\ facilities, per the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, and to increase job retention and creation initiatives among
small and medium sized businesses.
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NORTH CAROUINA INSTITUTE OF MINORITY FCONOMIC DIVILOPMINT
114 W, PARRISH STRELT

DURIHANM. NC 27701
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The Institute
Who We Are

Carolina Institute of Minority Economic Development (the Institute) is
wide non-profit with a mission to build the asset base among limited
opulations through research and information, education and training,
iness development. The NCIMED is clear about why we must grow
small, women, minority and historically underutilized businesses.
it’s about business.

standing that a healthy economy is balanced and agile, and whether
s climate is booming or challenging, we must always work to sustain
g companies and to stimulate new ones. Job retention and creation,
ed tax bases, access to capital, and a healthy workplace provide the
core of all of the programs and services of the Institute.

In every sector of every community, we must accept that economic
diversification is an imperative to business in the 21st century.



The Institute
Economic Development Programs

institute Programs and Policy
Initiatives

To fulfill-our mission, the Institute

(along with our strategic partners)

administers several innovative

programs and initiatives which

include:

=NC Statewide
Minority Business Enterprise Center™

=Minority Executive Education Institute
*Women'’s Business Center of North Carolir .
«Financial Education and Training
*Healthy Workplace Initiatives

sExecutive Networking Conference

=Policy Initiatives




The Institute
Budget 2008-2009

State All
Funds Percent Sources Percent
Total Revenue $ 2,621,787 $ 3,774,154
Expenses:
Administrative $ 396,088 15% $ 421,088 1%
Grants $ 403,543 15% $ 403,543 11%
Remaining Programs  $ 1,822,156 70% $ 2,949,523 78%
Total Expenses $ 2,621,787 $ 3,774,154

NCIMED 4

Revenue
State of NC

NC DHHS/OMH

NC DOT/MEEI

Rural Center

US Dept of Commerce (MBDA)
Small Business Administration
NC BCBS

Z Smith Reynolds

Direct Public & Comporate Support
Fees, & Other Income

Total Revenue

Expenses

Salaries

Fringe benefits (Insurance/Taxes/Pension)
Specialized technical assistance
Office & Program Expense

Postage

Communications (Phone, fax, on-line services)
Travel

Meals & Lodging

Program Development

Memberships
Printing/Duplication/Media
Subscriptions/Reference materials
Special Projects/Regional Busn Dev Initiatives
Staff/Professional development
Insurance & bonding

Audit/Legal

Rent

Board expense

Equipment lease/maintenance
Repairs & maintenance

Parking

Security

Utilities

In-kind Rent

Interest Expense

Contributions/Other

Debt Reduction

Capital Expenditures

Total expenses

Net increase (decrease) in net assets

Total
Budget

Percent

2,621,787
63,500
28,927
33,500
233,381
106,063

75,000
100,000
182,000
329,996

69.5%
1.7%
0.8%
0.9%
6.2%
2.8%
2.0%
2.6%
4.8%
8.7%

3,774,154

100.0%

29.2%
6.8%
21.7%
5.8%
0.2%
2.2%
2.9%
0.7%
21%
0.1%
1.0%
0.1%
10.7%
0.8%
0.8%
0.7%
2.6%
0.1%
0.5%
1.0%
0.6%
0.3%
0.5%
0.7%
0.4%
0.7%
0.4%
6.3%

100%




"~ The Institute
NC Minority Business Enterprise
enter

Market Opportunity
Client Awards




The Institute | |
NC Women’s Business Center

Training attendeés

Certifications
Number of Loans

‘Total amount of contract awards







The Institute
Fmanmal Educatlon and Tralmng

Financial Education & Training Credit Analysis Client FICO Score
Distribution (July 1, 2007 — June 30, 2008)

8000t gbove _No- Scure Provxded

. 700-749__ ___499°f 9’9'°W
-8% ' ‘1750

Financial Education and Training Client Summary

650:699
2%

1500549
23%

- Training




The Institute
- Minority Executive Education
Institute (MEEI)

e DBE Construction Executive Education Institute
Kenan Flagler School of Business

e  Family Business Executive Education Institute

Babcock School of Management, Wake Fores
= ‘ University . : -

e  Women’s Business Executive Institute

Center for Creative Leadership, UNC-G,
Bennett College, Meredith College, Peace
College

4 e - - Executive Education Institute
58 | Fuqua School of Business




The Institute
Health Disparities

.Case Management services conducted during FY 2007-:2008 CFEHDI ¢ontract 7 Tétal'Niimber
period in this chart below Reached
For Each Area
v Listed..
10" Annual Raleigh Prostate Cancer Screening 347
56 General Session of the Most Worshipful Prince Hall Grand Lodge of North Carolina 63
Northeastern Prostate Cancer Screening - Ahoskie, NC 88
Asheville Buncombe Institute of Parity Achievement (ABIPA) Prostate Cancer Screening - Asheville 43
Asheville Buncombe Institute of Parity Achievement (ABIPA) Prostate Cancer Screening - Asheville 40
Total Prostate Cancer Screenings . 581

NCIMED 10 ‘ institute Legislative Qverview




The Institute
Policy Research Initiatives

Dr. William "Bill" Cosby, HBCU
Straight Talk Symposium

“Removing the Milistone:
Student Debt and the
Growing Wealth Gap”
Publication

Economic Information
Forum, Elizabeth City,
NC (Fall 2008)
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The Institute
Our Legacy. Our Inheritance

“Whatever part you play, be
remembered as part of a
legacy...of sharing dreams and
changing humanity for the better.
For it's that legacy that never
dies.”

~ Anonymous
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‘What will they contribute
to North Carolina’s
competitive future?

North Carolina’s
competitive future
in science and
technology depends
on a prepared
workforce and a
supportive citizenry.

Our schools alone cannot meet this
challenge. Neither can government or
work places. Museums are important
partners in inspiring and educating
youth and adults in science and
technology—in connecting classroom
learning to real-world experiences.
Moreover, museums are one-of-
a-kind places where families learn
together through engaging interactive
environments.

The Grassroots Science Museums
Collaborative is the only statewide
partnership of museums dedicated to
inspiring and educating today’s youth
and adults in science and technology for
North Carolina’s competitive future.

Where ae the Grassroots Science Mﬁsé—llms located?

Grassroots Science Museums are located in communities across the
state of North Carolina—from the mountains to the coast. Citizens from
all 100 counties visit these museums each year and are served through
outreach programs. School children not only visit nearby museums
but travel across county lines to other member museums. Museums
travel, too, offering outreach programs across county lines.

What are the impacts on North Carolina?

B 3.65 M = number of people served as visitors and through
outreach annually

H 100 = number of North Carolina counties served annually

B $100M = estimated combined economic impact on North
Carolina communities

B $5M = estimated state tax revenue generated

B Enhanced quality of life in their communities and attractors
of new businesses and new homeowners

B Recognized partners in science and environmental
education with schools, colleges and businesses

How are the museums funded?

Museums are funded through a mix of revenue sources—earned
income, donations, grants and local government. The mix varies from
institution to institution, as does the size of the institution and its
needs. State funding is a small percentage of the total revenue needed
to operate Grassroots Museums, yet vital to the operating needs of
each museum. The only source of State funding for annual operating
needs comes through funding of the Grassroots Science Museums
Collaborative—which is distributed to each eligible museum based on
its size (its budget and visitation).

For every $1 of state appropriation,
Grassroots Science Museums raise another $14.8

www.grassroots-science.o rg

D NORTH CAROLINA

Grassroots
Science
Museums

COLLABORATIVE
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Brandon Young - Blog Entry Day #1, 2008

Today was our first day in which we were able to compare our work
v+ th the other students from around the world. So far, we have
cellaborated with Australia, Denmark, Japan, South Africa, New
Zzaland, and the Chinese students. ..

Brandon’s 2009 Abstract

Apoptosis, or programmed cell death, occurs in response to cytotoxic
stimuli that leads to the dismantling of the cell. The absence of
apoptosis leads to tumorogenesis, or the formation of tumors, which
implicates the proteins in apoptosis as good cancer targets. Proteins
that play an integral role in apoptosis are caspases, which are a family
of cysteine-dependent aspartate-directed proteases....

Fran Nolan, Ed.D.
Executive Director
Grassroots Science Museums Collaborative
NC Museum of Natural Sciences
11 West Jones Street
Raleigh, NC 27601-1029
Office: 919-733-7450 x260
Cell: 336-210-2972
fran.nolan@ncmail.net

www.grassroots-science.org

Barry VanDeman, President and CEO of the
Museum of Life and Science

Museum of Life and Science Durham
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Grassroots Science Museums Collaborative
' List of Centers
February 29, 2008

Museum Name

Aurora Fossil Museum

Cape Fear Museum

Carolina Raptor Center
Catawba Science Center
Charlotte Nature Museum
Colburn Earth Science Museum

. Discovery Place *

Go Science (ENCRSC)
Fascinate-U Children’s Museum
Granville County Museum
Greensboro Children’s Museum
Highlands Nature Center

~ Imagination Station

Iredell Museums, Inc. . ,
KidSenses Children’s Museum

Morehead Planetarium and Science Center

Museum of Coastal Carolina

Natural Science Center of Greensboro

NC Museum of Forestry

- NC Museum of Life and Science
NC State Museum of Natural Sciences
Pisgah Astronomical Research Institute

Port Discover

Robeson County Planetarium & S. C.
Rocky Mount Children’s Museum & S. C.
Schiele Museum of Natural History

SciWorks

Sylvan Heights

The Health Adventure

Western NC Nature Center
Wilmington Children’s Museum
Core Waterfowl Museum

Dan Nicholas Park

Membership

Level 1 (Charter)

_ Level 1 (Charter)

Level 1 (Application)
Level 1 (Charter)

Affiliate to Discovery Place

Level 1 (Charter)
Level 1 (Charter)
Provisional Associate
Level 2

Level 2

Level 2

Level 2 .

Level 1 (Charter)
Level 2

Level 2

Level 3

Level 1 (Charter)
Level 1 (Charter)
Affiliate to the NCMNS
Level 1 (Charter)
Level 1 (Charter)
Provisional Associate -
Provisional Associate
Level 3

Level 1 (Charter)
Level 1 (Charter)
Level 1 (Charter)
Level 2

Level 1 (Charter)
Level 1 (Charter)
Level 2
Undesignated

~ Level 2

Funde;d

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Partial
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No .
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Partial
Partial

" No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Partial
Yes
Yes
Yes
Partial
No



GRASSROOTS SCIENCE PROGRAM - | -

34 SECTION 12.5.(a) Of the funds appropriated in this act to the Department
35 of Environment and Natural Resources for the Grassroots Science Program, the
. sum of '

36 three million nine hundred six thousand three hundred forty dollars
($3,906,340) for the

37.2007-2008 fiscal year and the sum of three million four hundred elghty-one
thousand §

38 three hundred foxty dollars ($3 481 340) for the 2008 2009 ﬂscal year is
allocated as

39 grants-in-aid for each fiscal year as follows | _
40 2007-2008 2008-2009 : t
4] . |

42 Aurora Fossil Museum $59 057 $59,057 L

43 Cape Fear Museum $161,007 $161,007

44 Carolina Raptor Center $112,174 $112,174

45 Catawba Science Center $146,356 $146,356 '

46 Colburn Earth Science Museum, Inc. $74,545 $74, 545

47 Core Sound Waterfowl Museum $50,000 $50, 000 |

48 Discovery Place $662,865 $662,865

49 Eastern NC Regional Science Center $350 000 $50 000

50 Fascinate-U $81,072 $81,072 !

51 Granville County Museum Commission, |

‘General Assembly of North Carolina Session 2007,

Page 160 House Bill 1473 H1473-PCCS30527-LRxf-4 |

1 Inc.—Harris Gallery $56,422 $56,422 l

~ 2 Greensboro Children's Museum $135,076 $135, 076

3 The Health Adventure Museum of Pack -

4 Place Education, Arts and i

5 Science Center, Inc. $155,611 $155,611 |

6 Highlands Nature Center $79,268 $79,268 ;

7 Imagination Station $86,034 $86,034 - '

8 The Iredell Museums, Inc. $61,306 $61,306 |

. 9 Kidsenses $81,282 $81,282 '.

10 Museum of Coastal Carolina $78,020 $78 020

11 The Natural Science Center
12 of Greensboro, Inc. $311,354 $186,354 l

13 North Carolina Museum of Life )

14 and Science $379,826 $379,826 l

15 Pisgah Astronomical Research Institute $50,000 $50 000
16 Port Discover: Northeastern '

17 North Carolina's Center for

18 Hands-On Science, Inc. $50,000 $50, 000

‘
P
|



- 19 Rocky Mount Children's Museum $72,254 $72,254

- 20 Schiele Museum of Natural History

21 and Planetarium, Inc. $229,547 $229,547

22 Sci Works Science Center and

23 Environmental Park of Forsyth County $146,499 $146,499
24 Sylvan Heights Waterfow] Park

25.and Eco-Center $50,000°$50,000

26 Western North Carolina Nature Center $112,879 $112,879

27 Wilmington Children's Museum $73,886 $73,886
28 '

29 Total $3,906,340 $3,481,340

30 SECTION 12.5.(b) No later than March 1, 2008, the Department of :
31 Erivironment and Natural Resources shall report to the Fiscal Research Division
all of

32 the following information for each museum that receives funds under this
section:

33 (1) The operating budget for the 2006-2007 fiscal year.

34 (2) The operating budget for the 2007-2008 fiscal year. ,

35 (3) The total attendance at the museum during the 2007 calendar year.

36 SECTION 12.5.(c) No later than March 1, 2009, the Department of

37 Environment and Natural Resources shall report to the Fiscal Research Division
all of

38 the following information for each museum that receives funds under this
section: - -

39 (1) The operating budget for the 2007-2008 fiscal year.
40 (2) The operating budget for the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
41 (3) The total attendance at the museum during the 2008 calendar year.
42 SECTION 12.5.(d) As a condition for qualifying to receive funding under
43 this section, all of the following documentation shall be submitted for-each
museum

44 under this section to the Department of Environment and Natural Resources for
fiscal '

45 years ending between July 1, 2005, and June 30, 2006, and only those costs that

- arc

46 properly documented under this subsection are allowed by the Department in
. 47 calculating the distribution of funds under this section:
48 (1) Each museum under this section shall submit its IRS (Internal Revenue
.49 Service) Form 990 to show its annual operating expenses, its annual
50 report, and a reconciliation that explains any differences between
51 expenses as shown on the IRS Form 990 and the annual report.
General Assembly of North Carolina Session 2007 '
H1473-PCCS830527-LRxf-4 House Bill 1473 Page 161 .
1 (2) Each friends association of a museum under this section shall submit



2 its IRS Form 990 to show its reported expenses for the museum, its

3 annual report, and a reconciliation that explains any differences

4 between expenses as shown.on the IRS Form 990 and the annual

5 report, unless the association does not have both an IRS Form 990 and
.6 an annual report available, in which case, it shall submit elther an IRS

7 Form 990 or an"annual report.. '

8 (3) The chief financial officer of each county or mun101pa1 government

9 that provides funds for the benefit of the museum shall submit a
10 detailed signed statement of documented costs spent for the benefit of
11 the museum that includes documentation of the name, address, title,
12 and telephone number of the person making the assertion that the
13 museum receives funds from the county or municipality for the benefit
14 of the museum. : ,
15 (4) The chief financial officer of each county or municipal government or
16 each friends association that provides indirect or allocable costs that
- 17 are not directly charged to a museum under this section but that benefit

" 18 the museum shall submit in the form of a detailed statement

19 enumerating each cost by type and amount that is verified by the

20 financial officer responsible for the completion of the documentation

21 and that includes the name, address, title, and telephone number of the

22 person making the assertion that the county, municipality, or

23 association provides indirect or allocable costs to the museum.

24 SECTION 12.5.(e) As used in subsection (d) of this section, "friends

25 association" means a nonproﬁt corporation established for the purpose of
supporting

26 and assisting a museum that receives funding under this section.

27 SECTION .12.5.(f) The Fiscal Research Division shall study the current
28 formula used to calculate the allocations for members of the Grassroots
collaborative :
29 and shall report no later than January 15, 2008 its ﬁndmgs and any -
recommendations '

30 for revising this formula to be used for the 2008-2009 ﬁscal year to the.
Appropriations

31 Subcommittees on Natural and Economlc Resources in both the Senate and the
House

32 of Representatives.



. 1 Aurora Fossil Museum
2 Cape Fear Museum
3 Carolina Raptor Center
4 Catawba Science Center
5 Colburn
6 Core Sound Waterfowl M.
7 Discovery Place
8 E NC Regional Science Ctr.
9 Fascinate-U '
10 Granville County Mus.
11 Greensboro Children's Mus.
12 Health Adventure
13 Highlands Nature Center
14 Imagination Station
15 Iredell Museums
16 KidSenses
17 Mus. Coast. Carolina
18 Nat. Sci. Center Greens.
19 Museum of Life & Science
20 Pisgah Astronomical Res Inst
21 Port Discover
22 Rocky Mt.Children's Museum
23 Schiele Museum
24 SciWorks
25 Sylvan Heights
26 W. NC Nature Ctr.
27 Wilmington Child. Mus.

GSMC Appropriation

History of Grassroots Science Museums Collaborative Appropriations

sheet 2
2007-08

2008-09

2000-01  2001-02  2002-03 2003-04 2004-05  2005-06  2006-07
64,046 57,5635 57,535 56,690 56,691 59,057 59,057 50,057 50,057
131,831 187,205/ 187,205 185470 185501 161,007 161,007] 161,007 161,007

Do a0 o/ 50,000 95370 112,174| 112,174 112,174 112,174

115614 151,660 151,669] 134,913| 134,932 133429] 146,356 146,356] 146,356
63,942 68,409 68409] 66,858 66,862 74,545 74,545 74,545 74,545
50,000 50,000

776577 610,826] 610,826 624,407 624,536] 662,865 662,865| 662,865| 662,865
-%.'=50,000 50,000 350,000 50,000

ESIEE o] 50,000 81,720 80,742 81,072 81,072 81,072

54,420 59,968 59,968| 55,885 55,886 56,422 56,422 56,422 56,422
, . 131,105] 135076] 135,076 135076] 135,076

210860 142,585] 142,585 121,115] 121,131 134499| 155611 155611 155,611

S0 0 0| . 50,000 73,536 79,268 79,268 79,268 79,268
108,202 88,668/ 88668] 85,308 85,316 86,034 86,034 86,034 86,034
56,243 57,198] 57,198 6,616 56,618 0 61,306 61,306 61,306

... 50,000 50,000 50,000 81,282 81,282 81,282

318,274 62,201 62,201 69,311 69,315 74,192 78,020 78,020 78,020

321,804] 223200 223299 183416 183446/ 186,354] 186,354 311,354| 186,354

465240 391,545| 391,545| 388,283 388,359 379,826] 379,826 379,826| 379,826

EE000 50,000 50,000

150,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

98,007 83,525 83525 72.810 72,815 72,254 72,254 72,254 72,254

381,480 307,496] 307.496| 234,524 234,566 229547| 229,547 229,547| 229,547

247,501 161,250] 161,250| 147.578] 147,600 146,499] 146,499] 146,499 146,499

. 50,000 50,000

120,261 148,372| 148,372 118578 118594 112,879] 112,879] 112,879] 112,879

ST . 0| 50,000 63,864 71,003 73,886 73,886 73,886

3,534,311 2,801,760| 2,801,760] 2,801,762| 3,097,763| 3.197,762] 3,331,340| 3,906,340 3,481,340
2000-01 . 2001-02  2002-03 2003-04 200405 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08  2008-09



History of Grassroots Science Museums Collaborative Appropriations. Sheet 1

1994-95

1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 -1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 )
1- Aurora Fossil Museum : e
2 Cape Fear Museum 50,000 188,500f 131,831
3 Carolina Raptor Center , * .

. 4 Catawba Science Center o|#'50ioo0] s50,000] 100,000 50,000f 50,000{  190,500{ 115:614 179,172
5 Colburn ' ' 2
6 Core Sound Waterfowl M. )

7 Discovery Place 50,000| 100,000 50,000 50,000 887,250 584,070 776,577

8 E NC Regional Science Ctr '

9 Fascinate-U
10 Granville County Mus. ’
11 Greensboro Children's Mus. . , .
12 Health Adventure 70,000 35,000 35,000 . 162,500 114,177 210,860|
13 Highlands Nature Center . . - :
14 Imagination Station 50,000} 100,000 50,000 50,000 111,000 88,276 108,202
15 Iredell Museums : i7ar56/500] 53,935 56,243
16 KidSenses - ‘
17 Mus. Coast. Carolina - EIGE 59,513 130,774
18 Nat. Sci. Center Greens. 60,000] 100,000 " 50,000 50,000 333, 000 210,232 321,802
19 Museum of Life & Science 50,000] 100,000 50,000 50,000 398,750 274,371 465,240

20 Pisgah Astronomical Res Inst : 1 '

21 Port Discover .

22 Rocky Mt.Children's Museum 50,000{ 100,000/ 50,000 50,000 109,750 84,414 98,007

23 Schiele Museum 50,000 100,000 50,000 50,000 383,750 . 250,812 381,489

24 SciWorks j .50,000 100,000 50,000 50,000 231,000 156,434 247,501

25 Sylvan Heights o ) .

26 W. NC Nature Ctr. 15,000 30,000 15,000 15000 130,750 136,321 120,261

27 Wilmington Child. Mus. . :

GSMC Approprlatlon 0|. 450,000] ' 450,000] 900,000 500,000f 500,000{ 3,250,000 2,260,000 3,482,480
1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1995-96 1996-97 1 99?-98 1998-99 1999-00



1 Aurora Fossil Museum
2 Cape Fear Museum
3 Carolina Raptor Center
4 Catawba Science Center
5 Colburn
6 Core Sound Waterfowl M.
7 Discovery Place
8 E NC Regional Science Ctr.
9 Fascinate-U
10 Granville County Mus.
11 Greensboro Children's Mus.
12 Health Adventure
13 Highlands Nature Center
14 Imagination Station
15 Iredell Museums
16 KidSenses
17 Mus. Coast. Carolina
18 Nat. Sci. Center Greens.

" 19 Museum of Life & Science
20 Pisgah Astronomical Res Inst
21 Port Discover
22 Rocky Mt.Children's Museum
23 Schiele Museum -

24 SciWorks

25 Sylvan Heights

26 W. NC Nature Ctr.

27 Wilmington Child. Mus.

- Jbined the GSMC ' ;
GSMC Appropriation

History of Grassroots Science Museums Coliaborative Appropriations

Sheet 1

1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98  1998-99  1999-2000
1,764,046
- --50:000] 50,000 188,500 131,831 203,944
o| - 50,000 50,000/ 100,000 50,000f 50,0000 190,500] 115,614 179,172] .
|t 63,042
o[+ 50:000] 50,000 100,000 50,000f 50,000 887,250 584,070 776,577
- 735,000] 70,0000 35000] 35000] 162,500{ 114,177 210,860
ol 50;000] 50,000{ 100,000{ 50,000] 50,000{ 111,000 88,276 108,202
- 1561500 53,935 56,243
. _ . .4166,750 59,513 130,774
o|; -"'50,000] 50,000f 100,000] 50,000 50,000{ 333,000 210,232 321,802
of* - 50,000) 50,000/ 100,000 50,000 50,000 398,750 274,371 465,240
0[::>50,000] 50,000] 100,000 50,000 50,000 109,750 84,414 98,007
0].-..50,000] 50,000] 100,000] 50,000/ 50,000 383,750 250,812 381,489
of* 50,000/ 50,000 100,000 50,000] 50,000/ 231,000 156,434 247,501
o[ --50,000f 15,000, 30,000f 15000 15,000 130,750, 136,321 120,261
0| 450,000 450,000 900,000/ 500,000 500,000 3,250,000] 2,260,000 3,482,480
1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 199596 1996-97 1997-98  1998-99  [1999-00




Grassroots Science Museums Collaborative Statistics 2008

[ . General Member'ship and Financial Information
) Opened |In GSMC GSMC $ |Gov. Auth.

H (\“ER’#

90| old-2007

_1999] ,
19007 %26“% NER.
zoo7 - 0[C

2005 2005 , —$211, 556.00
1004|2007 s 2003 i Y 56561485100
$127,879.00

ERY .m"xhi-nnu-;,f

e 478501130100

$2,604,526.00
FEHIES Fﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁéﬁtﬂ@& e e e o0 o i
16 nghlands N ture Center - 1927 2000 2003 UNIV/PNF $302,347.00
17 Imagination;Static e 80190 , %

n:-ag-fr T

o 'afissﬂjé’ﬁg&a mo

066 3
T -mm-!m

) Totals

" [Opened |In GSMC |GSMC § [Gov. Auth. [Eii

S:\Grassroots\Statistics\2008 stats\2008 GSMC SlalsBc;ok

Other (explanation)

_ genl fin 2/25/2009



1 Aurora Fossil Museum
2 Cape Fear Museum

Grassroots Science Mus:

ollaborative Statistics 2007

15 'Garolina RAPIoT CBRte-
4 Catawba Science Center
§ Coastal Carolina Museum

__8 Colburn Earth Science
7O SouRd Muzal

8 “Dan Nicholas Park ~
9 Discovery Place

10 ENCRSC Go-Sclenoe
SENT e (e
12 Granville Counly Museum
13 Greensboro Children's Museum

14 Greensboro Natural Sclence

1B HEMRANEnHie :
16 nghlands Nature Center
17 Imagination Station

18 Iredell Museums
19 RiSENSEE S
20 Morehead Planetarium
21 NC Museum of Lifé and Science
22 NC Museum of Natural Sciences
33 FiddanACHBEmicAl ReSSafeH |
24 Port Discover o
25 Robeson County Planetarium & SC

26 Rocky Mount Children’ 's | Museum
127 SLREEMUSEIm TR
28 SciWorks

29 Sylvan Heights
30 Wlmlngton Chlldren s Muse m

Totals

S:\Grassroots\Statistics\2008 stats\2008 GSMC StatsBook

Public Space Non-public Space Total Space. .
Exhibits (sq.ft.) Theatre Food area and store { Education areas {sf) |Other public space (sf) Indoor Total Number
Indoor Outdoor | Sq.Ft.  #Seats | Indoor  Outdoor | Indoor  OQutdoor | Indoor  OQutdoor | Indoor _ Outdoor | (Sg. Ft) | Acres | Buildings |
6,200 - 990 850 40 . 380 0 1,850 0 0 2,500 1,050 0 10,330 3.50 3
15,669 2,078 0 1,420 1 122 0 1,976 0 16,897 0 38,411
3200 £:2496.920 5 0] 3 0| & Hen:800 | ¢ :¥%41;000]::.589:100]: &5?36 000].::1;408,000]3:%512,000] #2
18,000 0 2,000 ,450 2,000 0 3,500 0 26,950
10,713 1,225 ,333 472] 44,052 3,022 1,134 20,963
3,000 0 300 840 0 3,000 0 8,640
- [a35.5¢8;000] $2218,000] 5 ¥ i 52 | P £7£3:;000[3 i.0]:7:18,000}2%
200 5,500 0l- 11,150
118,000 0 0 28,000 0| 169,800
5,000 0 0 150 0 5,450
$B;BB 7 L. =E 0]%a $2320] daleingi0| 5 .1;284] o B RMGITC0] % .1 055526925 | i85
0 326 0 0 1,651 0 7,827
3,304 2,200 192 0 0 35,775
9,800 0 2,000 0 53,174
FEEHEA00 | FRREE S R i A.600 | 4 L O 21
250 0 0 2,800 0 5,280
50 5241 0 10,000 0 23,740] -
0 0 87,119 4,275 0 12,828 .
I R o v 0:3,000 25500 | 554504 000 k43,000 44514, 250 | 4531100 | ifkasiion
250 0 7,509 0 27,458 6.00
37,000] . 435,600 0 0 4 acres 34,220 0f 130,430] 75.00
90,000 0 265 90,000 38—40 acref 7,000 0] 128,800 0] 328,000 40.00
A0 AGre ST BR300 zqﬁ?fsmoo!,g‘“w;ﬁﬁ%o E5A2000]: ;e o a. 0|5 - 20,000] 35 2emi0 [ #8.63;000 | 2035, 0] 25100, 000 24 200:00 | Biarsis 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150 0 0.00
5,600 10,000 0 0 5,000 10,000 1,000f 2,000 500 12,167 2.50]
15,650 53 700 1,300 3,500 6,609 42,276 2.50}1 of 3 :
334881049 [u e Ol &0 7 1426054 57,6895 :20i872| % 15556245 el 7:25 | 482 3416
365 4 550 0 3,470 20,825 0 61,545 30.00 5
0 320 217,800 256 1,600 43,560 4,240 17.00 2
s 0 200 400 0 1,800 0 14 600 0.35 4
3121200 :51'829 520|% T iies Ol 3Een 800 | S kD 8.0 i1 30) e 800 | #673:211 00 5 25: 000 -5 5 8100|550 42,00 SR L5010
521,499f 7,081,371 9,353 4,243 59,245 3,600] 187,602] 454,553] 131,835 53,360 394,180] 1,504,944] 1,308,354 1037.31 136
Exhibits Theatre Seats Food area and store |Education areas Other public space Area Total |Number
Indoor Qutdoor _|Indoor Outdoor _|Indoor Outdoor _{Indoor Outdoor _|indoor Outdoor _|Indoor Outdoor Indoor Area |Buildings
Public Space Non-public Space (Sq. Ft) | (Acres)
space 2/25/2009
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Grassroots Science ! ns Collaborative 2007
, Admission - In-house Programs : ' . ._Outreach programs s
Through the door Price | Program | Program |Total# _ Total# . [Science Scierice [Teacher Teacher Wl
Total | (non-member)|  Total: . | Science |Programs |Persons Pfogr'am's' # persons |Programs # persoris |EEAER
1 Aurora Fossil Museum - ' 24,365 $0.00 .0 0 0] 45936 - 0Of - 0 1 32| . 70,301
_2 Cape Fear Museum e 36,630 $6.00 370 333 186 4,170 174 4,015 4 182| 40,800
i 3 Garolina Raptor Genter ~* = -~ "L . "~ 38,749 % . $8.00f%" 34,533) .. 34,682 560|5+ 38,497 . 7560|3847 - i n0|Ssh 0] 76T
4 Catawba Science Center ) 122,196 $4.00 39,064 38,187 317 36,929 304 31,043 3 37 159 125
5 Coastal Carolina Museum ~ - [ . 27411 __$8.00] 20,027 18305[ ~ 932 5| 861 0 0] 28,343
6 Colbum Earth Scuence Museum 22,078 $4.00 13,189] 12,670 2,251 32 2,251 1 12] 24,329
-7 Cofé. Sound Museum s e aredd]e o 86000 e 23 s Ny - +:49;331
8 Dan Nicholas Park 125,420|1.00/.50 334 350 0 0| 125,770
‘9 Discovery-Place ' ' 586,082 - $10.00 586,082| - 79,527| 1,837 74,296 10 317] 665,609
10 ENCRSC e 3,246 $0.00 0 0 ) 3,246
{11 FasEinate-l ;e i 46,311]$3 child/$1 &dl)7: R R R . 48,056
12 Granville County Museum 6,482 $0.00 7 45 5,885
13 Greensboro Children's Museum a 118099  $6.00 70,859 15,000 - - : 5| - 1,700] - Of - 0| 133,099
14 Greensboro Natural Sc1ence Center 267,086 $8.00 56,684
vig'l ' e 57,748) i $8:80 487 5.+13,680]
16 nghlands Nature Center o 11,126 $0.00
17 Imagination Station , . 15,622 _$4.00]
18 Iredell Museums 18,313 $2.00
TE L o aAgbi[r e $A00| A 28003] 4B 700| T i 58] - B75]" i DA BRAY
20 Morehead Planetarlum 168,378 $6.00 168 378] 168,378 400 7,200 400 7,200 12 228] 175,578
21 NC Museum of Life and Science - 357,896 .. $10.85] . 97,527| 97,527 1,015]  75,041] . 4915 75041 .. 4] .~ '107| 432,937
22 NC Museum of Natural Sciences 553,600 $0.00] 679,724| 679,724 g02] 36,331 902] 36,331 78 1,605] 673,224
"33 Pisgan Astrol fomical.Researen. = |, ©. 5 - 5260fvaries - i £ [ 5418,850] 8.8501 = .. 143 - - 8,248 2120] ix.06,388| - - f.4 9] 41020]: .11 3,486
24 Port Discover 4,474 0 9,378
25 Robeson Cotifity Plahetarium & SC | 0 ) , 0
26 Rocky Mount Children's Museum 39,352 6 360] 41,403
rg]ﬁ_éA Iému§é.l]m.i o 7 e 79\,0(_)0 Lk .L.E N :.”.5. 0] NERY A PETRIR R °J IR RIES et * | DR ot o ekl BRI 20 20 :-79.!000
28 SciWorks ) 92,712 92,712 67 7,914 67 7,914 4 130] 100,626
29 Sylvan Heights 16,696 104] 32| .18641| 2 o7} 0 0] 35,337
30 Wilmington Children's Museum 133,021 17,970 10 500 6 300 2 20 _133,521
|51 WNG Nature Céntér- -96,634] .. .+ B7.0C i di7l - 43| . 5,899 - AM[38ab] Al i347]  8hiboe
Totals 3,135,334 2,003,370{ 1,943,079 9,845| 431,918 8,027 327,639 230 6,221 3645 849
Through the door |- Price Program- | Program " . OQutreach programs ' - CT Al
Total (non-membiei)] Total . | Science Total _ _ Total | Science’ Science Teacher - “Teacher |8
Admission ~ | _Attendance Programs | # persons | Programs | # personis Programs | # persons k&m;izg

2008 GSMC StatsBook adm outreach
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Grassroot Science Museums Collaborative 2007 Statistics
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| The North Carollna .
Coah’uon of Farm and Rural Famlhes

Our History
The Norch Carolina Coalition of Farm and Rural Families is a private, non-profit organization, established in 1987 to
advance economic development and higher standards of living for limited resource farmers and rural families. The

Coalition’s programs have focused on strengthening leadership and capacity of farmers and rural families to create
sustainable enterprises.

Activities have included assistance with non-traditional crops and sustainable production systems on the farm, collective
marketing for small and limited resource farmers, development of a centrally located packing shed for cooperative

marketing, and promotion of the ‘Carolina Harvest' brand for collectively marketing produce grown by limited resource
farmers.

Key Issues

¢ NC has lost over 70% of its limited resource farmers in three decades;

¢  Black Farmers have lost over 64% of their land (300,000+ acres, $1 billion in lost assets)

o  Black Farmers have declined from 14.4% in 1910 to less than 1% today;

e Lack of representation on local county commiteees;

e Lack of education / information concerning USDA programs, other agriculture programs (70% of Black Farmers do
not participate in USDA Farm Programs); and

e Lack of access to capiral, Infrastructure needed to grow bio-fuel crops, assistance in transition programs.

Our Projects

e  Carolina Harvest Farmers’ Market

¢ Carolina Harvest Test-Kitchen

e Greenhouse Grown Organic Plug and Transplant Production

¢ Plasticulture Demonstrations

¢  Shiitake Mushroom Production
Wal-Mart Agriculture Heritage Program (100 limited
resource farmers)




Training Programs

o  Free Range Pork Production

¢ Good Agriculture Practices

o Markering Contracts and Agreements

Outreach and Education

e Conservation Programs

e Credit Scoring

e Debr Management and Record Keeping

e Financial Management and Agribusiness Planning Income Tax Planning
*  Special Initiative with USDA/Farm Services Agency

o  Transfer of Wealth (Wills, Estate, Heirship)

Collaborators
Carolina Free Range Beef & Poultry Cooperative NC State University
CMC Farmers Cooperative RAFI-USA
Fayetteville State University Twin Rivers Small Farmers Cooperative
Land Loss Prevention Project USDA/Farm Services Agency
Natural Capital Investment Fund/The Conservation Fund USDA/Forestry Services Agency
NC A&T State University USDA Natural Resources Conservation Services
NC Department of Agriculture USDA/Risk Management Agency
NC General Assembly USDA/Rural Development Agency

NC Institute of Minority and Economic Development

Fundin

The Norttharolina Coalition of Farm and Rural Families is requesting $300,000 from the NC General Assembly
Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 (July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010) to more effectively provide technical and
marketing assistance and to strengthen its outreach, training and research programs that will strengthen the learning
laboratory and demonstration activities at its packing shed, strengthen capacity building for farmers and rural families to
create sustainable enterprises.

Wis. CHARNELL T. GREEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
THE NC COALITION OF FARM AND RURAL FAMILIES
342 WAGONER DRIVE, SulTe 208
FAYETTEVILLE, NC 28303 .

TEL: 910-860-9948; FAX: 910-850-9951; E-malL: nccfrf@embargmail.com




THE NORTH CAROLINA COALITION OF
FARM AND RURAL FAMILIES

The 2007-2008 Appropriations were spent on the following outreach programs:

o The 5th Annual Minority Landowners and Farmers Conference,
February 22-23, 2008, Raleigh, NC

o The 2nd Annual Cooperative Development Conference, November 21-22,
2008, Raleigh, NC

+ The 2nd Annual Farm Field Day at the Carolina Harvest Packing Shed,
December 2008, Rose Hill, NC

» Completion of Mushroom House at the Carolina Harvest Packing Shed, Rose
Hill, NC

« Four (4) training meetings for potential Shiitake Mushroom growers, Carolina
Harvest Packing Shed, Rose Hill, NC, approximately 20 growers, per meeting

+ Five (5) informational meetings with Wal-Mart throughout the state of North
Carolina, approximately 25 growers, per meeting; Five (5) growers are now in
contract negotiations with Wal-Mart to grow peppers, cucumbers, squash,
watermelons and sweet potatoes

« Six (6) informational meetings with Mr. Ed Mitchell, owner of the Pit
Restaurant, Raleigh, NC, approximately 15 grower, per meeting

« Twelve (12) growers are raising Free Range Pork for Mr. Ed Mitchell’s restau-
rant; 18 growers are pending; Mr. Mitchell is expanding to several states and
will be purchasing a thousand (1,000) hogs per week. The Coalition is
assisting him with an article in the National Food Network and National
Travel Magazines

« Conducting surveys at slaughter houses throughout North Carolina to help
farmers market their pork

+ Conducting surveys at various restaurants and grocery chains throughout
North Carolina to open markets for shiitake mushrooms

» Conducted over thirty (30) workshops to limited resource farmers, landown-
ers, and rural families on topics such as financial / tax planning, wills, estate,
and heirship planning, debt management, record keeping, credit scoring,
good agriculture practices, post harvest handling, etc.




THE NC COALITION OF FARM AND RURAL FAMILIES

o,

PROPOSED BUDGET
FISCAL YEAR 2009-2010

PROGRAM STATE FUNDS MANAGEMENT STATE FUNDS
Educational Programs $ 20,000.00 Meetings/Seminars $ -
Marketing Services $ 1,000.00  Dues/Fees $ -
Advertising Promotional $ 1,500.00 Office Supplies $ -
Technical Support $ 20,000.00 Office Rent $ 13,500.00
Travel $ 12,000.00 Office Janitorial Services $ 2,040.00
Meetings/Seminars $ 1,000.00 Utilities $ 2,500.00
Subscriptions/Books $ 1,000.00  Telephone - $ 4,500.00
Technology/Computer $ 3,500.00 Leased Equipment $ 3,500.00
Licenses $ 500.00 Insurance/Contents $ 856.00
Dues/Fees $ 1,000.00 Insurance/Employee Dishonesty $ 856.00
Postage/Freight $ 1,000.00 Insurance/Liability $ 1,000.00
Office Supplies $ 2,500.00 Accounting/Ongoing $ 4,500.00
Janitorial Services $ 2,500.00 Audit/Tax $ 15,000.00
Utilities $ 1,200.00 Legal/Accounting $ 4,500.00
Telephone $ 2,500.00 R&M/Office Equipment $ 3,500.00
Taxes/Property $ 300.00 Travel/Lodging Board Mbrs. $ 3,000.00
Taxes/Vehicles $ - - Development/Board $ 2,500.00
Insurance/Vehicles $ 1,333.00 Salaries $ 41,653.00
Insurance/Liability $ 1,500.00 Payroll Taxes $ 7,496.00
Insurance/Product $ 1,500.00 Fringes $ 10,099.00
Insurance/Workers' Comp $ 1,500.00
Repair&Maintenance/Vehicles $ 2,500.00 TOTAL $ 121,000.00
Repair&Maintenance/Shed $ 20,000.00
Repair&Maintenance/Equip. $ 5,500.00
Fuel/Vehicles&Equip.. $ 5,500.00
Salaries $ 47,347.00
Payroll Taxes $ 8,523.00
Fringes $ 12,297.00
TOTAL: $ 179,000.00
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MINUTES

JOINT APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON
NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES

March 11, 2009
9:00 a.m.

The Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on Natural and Economic Resources met in Room 423 of
the Legislative Office Building on Wednesday, March 11, 2009. Representative Garland E. Pierce
presided and called the meeting to order at 9:01 a.m. Chairman Pierce welcomed and introduced
the Sergeant-At-Arms and Pages who were assisting the meeting. ‘

The following Chairs were present: Senator David F. Weinstein, Senator Floyd B. McKissick,
Representative Pricey T. Harrison and Representative Edith Warren. Vice Chairs present:
Representative Carolyn Justice, Representative W.A. Wilkins and Representative Michael H. Wray.
Members present: Senator Tony Foriest, Senator Jim Jacumin, Senator David Rouzer,
Representative Angela Bryant, Representative James Langdon, jr., Representative Efton M. Sager,
Representative Ruth Samuelson, and Representative Roger West. Counselor staff was also in
attendance. A Visitor's Registration list and presentations are attached and filed as a record to the
minutes.

Chairman Pierce recognized Ms. Kristine Leggett with the Fiscal Research Division of the North
Carolina General Assembly to explain the Continuation Review Summary and Options. It is being
noted that since State Government has gotten larger and the General Assembly cannot look at
every single program annually, the agencies are given the opportunity to review their own
programs, evaluate them, and return with a case to the committee for continued funding. Handouts
in reference to this presentation are attached and filed as a record to the minutes.

Ms. Pamela T. Young, Chair, North Carolina Industrial Commission of the Safety Education Section
was recognized by Chairman Pierce to explain her views on Continuation Review Summary and
Options. Ms. Young stated they are charged with administering the North Carolina Worker's
Comp Act and the State Tort Claims Act. After sharing information.about herself, she requested
that Mr. Jim Gilreath be allowed to give the presentation.

Chairman Pierce recognized Mr. Jim Gilreath, Safety Representative of the Industrial Commission
for his report on Industrial Commission, Safety Education Section (SES). The purpose of the SES is
to provide an educational, training, and public-relations unit to promote safety and accident
prevention in all private industry and governmental workplaces of the State. The SES is tasked with
providing education and assistance to employers within North Carolina as it relates to preventing
or reducing the incidence and/or severity of accidents or injuries that result in Worker's
Compensation claims. SES is vital to North Carolina’s economy because it raises safety awareness
among employers and employees and provides accident prevention education which results in a
decrease in the number of workplace accidents and the costs of injury. This presentation is
attached and filed as a record to the minutes.



Ms. Lanier McRee with the Fiscal Research Division of the North Carolina General Assembly was
recognized by Chairman Pierce to give her presentation on Continuation Review Options. Ms.
McRee explained the Forest Development Program (FDP) and recurring in funding, non-recurring
funding, reduced level of funding, no funding and reduce or eliminate funding and increase the
timber assessment. This presentation is attached and filed as a record to the minutes.

Chairman Pierce recognized Mr. Sean Brogan, Director of Forest Management and Development to
explain his presentation on Department of Environment, and Natural Resources (DENR), Forest

- Development Program. The North Carolina General Assembly passed the Forest Development

_ Act (NCGS | 13A-176) in 1977 which established a voluntary cost sharing program to provide °

financial assistance to eligible landowners to increase the productivity of the privately-owned forests
of the State. The Primary Forest Product Assessment Act (NCGS | 13-189) of 1977 created an
assessment on primary forest products processed by North Carolina sawmills and other timber
industries. This assessment ($2,000,000 annually) along with Legislative appropriations ($589,500
annually), provides funding for reforestation and forest improvement work cost shared under the
Forest Development Program. The partnership to improve reforestation rates and provide for a
long term supply of timer is a shared goal and responsibility between the State and forest industry.
A copy of these reports are attached and filed as a record to the minutes.

Chairman Pierce recognized Committee members for questions. Representative Bryant's question
was in reference to Mr. Brogan's presentation. She had a concern regarding the percentage of
fandowners in the state participating in the program. Mr. Brogan gave an estimate of over 600,000
forest landowners in the state. Each year they have approximately 1,500 with a back log of over
600. He felt there was a lot of potential, but the funding is holding them back. He also stated he
was willing to provide the Committee with any description of the program if needed.

There being no further business, the Chairman adjourned the meeting at 10:01 a.m.

Representative Garland E. Pierce Mildred Alston
Presiding Chairman Committee Assistant
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NER Continuation Reviews

e S.L.2008-107, Sec. 6.7 required Continuation Review of seven programs
within State government (see next page for complete special provision).

e These programs received non-recurring funding for FY 2008-09. They will
not be funded in the Continuation Budget.

* Programs under Continuation Review were required to submit a report by
March 1, 2009, which included:

Description of program

Measures of performance

Rationale for continuing, reducing, eliminating funding
Consequences of eliminating funding

Recommendations for improving program -
Recommendations for reducing costs

Identification of policy issues requiring attention by NCGA

O 00O O0OO0OO0OO0

e For NER, the Safety Education Section of the Industrial Commission within
the Department of Commerce and the Forest Development Fund in the
Department of Environment and Natural Resources were required to
complete continuation reviews.

e These programs received the following funding for FY 2008-09:

o Safety Education Section: $671,665 NR
o Forest Development Fund: $589,500 NR

Fiscal Research Division 1 ' March 11, 2009



GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 2007

SESSION LAW 2008-107
HOUSE BILL 2436

AN ACT TO MODIFY THE CURRENT OPERATIONS AND CAPITAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 2007, TO AUTHORIZE INDEBTEDNESS FOR
CAPITAL PROJECTS, AND TO MAKE VARIOUS TAX LAW AND FEE CHANGES.

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
PART VI. GENERAL PROVISIONS

COgiI‘\%‘g{gg‘éON REVIEW OF CERTAIN FUNDS, PROGRAMS, AND

SECTION 6.7.(a) It is the intent of the General Assembly to establish
a process to periodically and systematically review the funds, agencies, divisions,
and programs financed by State government. This process shall be known as the
Continuation Review Program. The Continuation Review Program is intended to
assist the General Assembly in determining whether to continue, reduce, or
eliminate funding for the State's funds, agencies, divisions, and programs subject
to continuation review. .

SECTION 6.7.(b) The Appropriations Committees of the House of
Representatives and the Senate may review the funds, programs, and divisions
listed in this section and shall determine whether to continue, reduce, or eliminate
funding for the funds, programs, and divisions, subject to the continuation review
program. The Fiscal Research Division may issue instructions to the State
departments and agencies subject to continuation review regarding the expected
content and format of the reports required by this section. No later than December
1, 2008, the following agencies shall report to the Fiscal Research Division:

(1)  Tarheel Challenge Academy — Department of Crime Control and

Public Safety.
(2)  Spot Safety Program — Department of Transportation.
(3) Safety Inspection Program — Department of Commerce.
(4) Military Business Center — Community College System.
(5) Purchase of Medical Care Services Program — Department of
Health and Human Services. :

(6) Parking Office — Department of Administration.

(7) Forest Development Fund — Department of Environment and
Natural Resources. o

SECTION 6.7.(c) The continuation review reports required in this
section shall include the following information: ] o

(1) A description of the fund, agency, division, or program mission,

goals, and objectives. ' o

(2) The statutory objectives for the fund, agency, division," or

program and the problem or need addressed.

(3) The extent to which the fund, agency, division, or program's

objectives have been achieved. ) .

(4) The fund, agency, division, or program's functions or programs

performed without specific statutory authority.

Fiscal Research Division 2 March 11, 2009



(5)  The performance measures for each fund, a ency, division, or
program and the process by which the performance measures
determine efficiency and effectiveness.

(6) Recommendations for statutory, budgetary, or administrative
changes needed to improve efficiency and effectiveness of
services delivered to the public.

(7; The consequences of discontinuing funding.

8 Recommendations for improving services or reducing costs or

duplication. ‘

(9) The identification of policy issues that should be brought to the
attention of the General Assembly.

(10) Other information necessary ito fully support the General
Assembly's Continuation Review Program along with anz
gfoymatlon included in instructions from the Fiscal Researc

ivision.

SECTION 6.7.(d) State departments and agencies identified in

subsection (b) of this section shall submit a final report to the General Assembly

by March 1, 2009.

Fiscal Research Division 3 . March 11, 2009
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Potential Subcommittee Options.
Industrial Commission — Sat_‘ety Education Section

A. Restore funding — continue the program as is
B. Restore funding (recurring or non-recurring) and require further study and
program changes
1. Further study could include requiring the Department to track
additional measures, such as the number of workers' compensation’

claims before and after Safety Education training.

2. Program changes could include restructuring the Safety Education -

Section to target organizations with high workers' compensatlon
claims.

C. Provide a reduced level of funding (non-recurring or recurring)

1. Reduce funding and require the Industrial Commlssmn to limit
services.

. 2. Reduce funding and require the Industrial Commission to charge fees .
for services:

a. Charge fee for safety training classes
b. Increase other related fees to offset costs

D. Provide no funding for FY 2009-10

1. Eliminate the program
2. Continue the program, but require it to be fully self-supporting

Fiscal Research Division March 11, 2009
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Safety Education Section (SES)' of the Industrial Commission was created by the
original North Carolina Worker's Compensation Act of 1929. The purpose of the SES is
to provide an educational, training, and public-relations unit to promote safety and
accident prevention in all private industry and governmental workplaces of the State.
The SES is tasked with providing safety education and accident prevention assistance
to employers within North Carolina as it relates to preventing or reducing the incidence
and/or severity of accidents or injuries that result in Worker's Compensation claims. All
services are targeted to address specific types of workers’ compensation claims through
on-site and regional services to business, industry, school, and governmental
employers.

The Safety Education Section is vital to North Carolina’s economy because it raises
safety awareness among employers and employees and provides accident prevention
education which results in a decrease in the number of workplace accidents and the
costs of injury. This result lowers the cost of doing business in North Carolina because
it lowers workers’ compensation costs in North Carolina.

In contrast to the SES, the N.C. Department of Labor tends to focus on training related
to federal OSHA and other regulations and standards for physical workpiace conditions
and equipment. The SES is also different from the N.C. Safety and Health Council, an
organization not affiliated with state government, because the SES provides a wider
variety of safety courses in more locations, with many courses tailored to specific
employer needs. The SES also has the advantage of being part of the Industrial
Commission which administers ail of the workers’ compensation claims in the state.

The SES has experienced fluctuations in funding levels throughout recent years. The

current total SES FY 08/09 projected budget is $776,455 and is comprised of $467,104

in General Fund appropriations (60% of total) and $309,351 in receipts (40% of total).

The receipts portion of the SES budget was established in FY 06-07 to allow for the

addition of four Safety Representative positions. Since the addition of receipt funding,

the portion of the total SES budget comprised of General Fund appropriations has been
70.3%, 58.3%, and 60% for FY’s 06/07, 07/08 and 08/09, respectively.

The SES is comprised of ten staff members as follows: a Section Manager, eight Safety
Representatives, and one clerical support staff position. The fiscal and performance
data analyzed for the requested continuation review represents the fiscal years 03/04,
04/05, 05/06, 06/07, 07/08 and, in part, 08/09 and establishes the necessity and
effectiveness of the SES program.

The Safety Education Section is an essential progr'am and a necessary combonent of
the worker’'s compensation system.

! it must be noted that in Section 6.7 of S.L. 2008-107 (House Bill 2436), the Safety Education Section is incorrectly referred to as
the “Safety Inspection Program.”
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Over the period of evaluation:
o the number of employees trained by SES staff increased by 207.7%.
o the number of courses taught increased by 354%.
¢ the number of course contact hours increased by 229.3%.

e Thirty-hour workshop attendance from 2006 to present year has grown
from 175 attendees (2006) to 317 (2008), an increase of 81%.

e The annual Statewide Safety Conference attendance by employers
continues to remains strong with more than 1150 attendees at the 78"
conference held May 13-16, 2008.

o The Safety Video loan program remains valuable, with over 424 videos
loaned in FY 07/08.

e New programs, such as the Accident Prevention in the Workplace
Program (APW), have been developed and implemented to address site-
specific safety training needs while maximizing the efficient use-of State
resources. An example of an employer newly entering the APW Program:
House of Raeford Farms/Nash Johnson Farms in Duplin County.

o The SES continues to sponsor and support eight regional safety councils
that are arranged geographically to provide safety and accident prevention
services to all 100 counties.

The SES is meeting organizational mandates, with notable improvements in nearly
every performance measure. The SES is a vital, proactive part of keeping claims and
costs down in the North Carolina Workers’ Compensation system. Fewer workplace
injuries help businesses stay in business and North Carolina workers stay productive
and employed.

INTRODUCTION

Section 6.7(a)-(d) of S.L. 2008-107 (House Bill 2436) requires a Continuation Review of
certain funds, programs, and divisions. The bill requires that the Department of
Commerce - Industrial Commission provide a written report to the Appropriations
Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives on the Safety Education
Section (SES). The report must contain the following elements:

1. A detailed description of the program, including information on services

. provided, the recipients of the services, and the resource requirements.

2. Meaningful measures of program performance and whether the program

is meeting these measures.
3. The rationale for continuing, reducing, or eliminating funding.

4



The consequences for discontinuing program funding.

Recommendations for improving services.

Recommendations for reducing costs.

The identification of policy issues that should be brought to the attention
of the General Assembly.

TNo o s

l. Current Environment, Programs, Services, and Resources

Overview “Ever since the Industrial Commission has come to our facility, we have
not had any accidents and all of our employees are concerned about their
safety and the safety of their co-workers.” — Morgan Gregory, Stephens
Supply Company Co., Fuquay-Varina, Wake County '

The Safety Education Section (SES) of the Industrial Commission was created by the
original North Carolina Worker's Compensation Act of 1929. The purpose of the SES is
to provide an educational, training, and public-relations unit to promote safety and
accident prevention in all private industry and governmental workplaces of the State.
The SES is tasked with providing education and assistance to employers within North
Carolina as it relates to preventing or reducing the incidence and/or severity of
accidents or injuries that result in Worker's Compensation claims.

The SES strives to reduce or eliminate workplace accidents, workplace deaths, and
workers’ compensation claims statewide. The SES staff consists of one Program
Director, eight Safety Representatives, and one Program Assistant.

o The Director manages the section and supervises the staff's daily activities,
coordinates activities among the eight (8) Regional Safety Councils sponsored by
the North Carolina Industrial Commission, and is Executive Director of the North
Carolina Statewide Safety Conference.

o The Program Assistant functions as the Section's administrative assistant, office
manager, and video librarian, and maintains records, processes requests, and
prepares and produces reports.

o The eight Field Safety Representatives instruct and frain North Carolina employees and
employers in the Worker's Compensation process and safety and accident
prevention topics, coordinate regional safety council activities, and work with other
groups in their service areas.

o The SES Safety Representatives resnde in each of eight geographic areas
of the State and are accessible to area industries/employers.

o For many employers, especially small businesses, the Safety Representatives
are the only source of assistance in the Worker's Compensation and accident
prevention areas.

o The Safety Representatives bring a high level .of experience and
professionalism in the provision of Worker's Compensation accident
prevention training and services. Safety Representative qualifications include
graduate degrees in Occupational Health, Manager of Environmental Safety &
Health Program certifications from the National Safety Council, Occupational

5



Health & Safety Technician certifications, as well as many years of experience
in the fields of safety, hazardous materials, emergency response, utilities,
private industry, and the U.S. military.

Current Programs and Services “In the past 1 1/2 years that the NCIC has
served us, our accidents have continually
decreased.” — Magnetti Marelli Powertrain
USA, Sanford, Lee County

Under direction of the Industrial Commission Chair and Commissioners, the SES
provides seven different programs and services to businesses, industries, schools, and
governmental agencies. These different programs have been developed to provide
multiple venues for training, thus increasing the number of employers and employees
reached. The current programs and services provided by the SES are described below:

o Safety Training and Worker's Compensation Courses: The SES Safety
Representatives schedule and present accident prevention and safety
education courses to businesses, schools, and governmental agencies at the
places of employment. See Appendix A for a listing of commonly requested
courses. The courses are presented at no cost to employees/employers
subject to the Worker's Compensation system and are conducted at times
that consider employer needs, such as shift work and employer staffing
schedules. The SES provides courses to employers upon request or upon
referral. The courses are generally presented in a lecture-discussion format
using multimedia elements such as PowerPoint presentations, digital video,
written exercises, hands-on exercises, group activity, and examinations.

e Accident Prevention in the Workplace (APW) Series Courses: The SES
Safety Representatives have developed a series of training courses in
consultation with specific employers. The courses are selected and modified
based on actual Worker's Compensation claims, accident occurrence, and
other indicators to provide a customized series of training that specifically
addresses site/employer needs. The APW series courses are provided in
many formats, including all-day workshops, multi-day trainings, and monthly
and quarterly training events. See Appendix B for the current list of
participating employers.

e NC Statewide Safety Conference: The SES plans and holds the annual NC
Statewide Safety Training Conference. The Conference is a weeklong
educational event emphasizing safety and accident prevention in the
workplaces of North Carolina. The Conference is the largest and oldest
conference of its kind in the southeastern United States, and is among
the largest and oldest in the entire country. Attendees include, but are not
limited to, safety managers, human resources professionals, Worker's
Compensation specialists, occupational health nurses, and industry and
governmental supervisory and safety employees.

6



The 78th Annual Conference was held May 13-16, 2008, with 1155 registered
participants, more than 40 educational sessions, and 90 safety-related
exhibitors displaying goods and services. The Conference is possible
through the continued dedicated support of business and industry
throughout the state and is held without benefit or support of State
funding beyond SES staff resources. V olunteers from the public and
private sectors contribute to the Conference by bringing experience in
employee safety and security, accident prevention, training, Workers'
Compensation, and standards compliance.

Regional Safety Councils: The Safety Education Section sponsors and
assists eight regional safety councils which provide area employers with
safety training resources. The councils are arranged geographically to
provide service to all 100 counties without the use of State funds other
than the time and efforts of SES personnel. Each council chooses its own
directors and officers from volunteers from business and industry in the
council service area. The councils plan their own activities including quarterly
meetings and, with the assistance of SES personnel, hold workshops and
functions within their geographic areas.

The state is divided into eight geographlcal areas to which Safety
Representatives are assigned:

. Eastern Carolina Safety Council (13 counties)
Northeastern Safety Council (16 counties)
Southeastern Safety Council (15 counties)
Mid-State Safety Council (14 counties)
Central Piedmont Safety Council (13 counties)
Western Piedmont Safety Council (8 counties)
Blue Ridge Safety Council (8 counties)
Western Carolina Safety Council (13 counties)
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SES Safety Representatives attend all functions of the safety councils in their
assigned service areas and serve as ambassadors for state government. They
also actively promote the other services offered by the SES. The majority of the
council training courses are facilitated by SES staff as another venue to advance
accident prevention in the workplace. SES Safety Representatives also visit new
business and industry locations in their service areas to offer SES services. Because
Safety Representatives reside in their service areas, they are familiar with the local
population and business community and are able to save significantly on
transportation expenses.

Support of Other Safety Organizations: The SES is a participating member
and provides accident prevention and safety training for organizations
including, but not limited to, local chapters of the American Society of Safety
Engineers, National Safety Council, NC Rural Water Association, NC
American Waterworks Association, NC Regional Safety & Health Schools, NC
Safety & Health Council, and NC Operation Lifesaver. This involvement with
other safety organizations allows the SES to foster a safety-oriented network
and monitor the level of safety training quality in North Carolina.

SES Safety Bulletin: The SES publishes a monthly newsletter addressing a
wide range of safety and health topics relating to the workplace. This free
newsletter is sent out monthly via email and posted on the North Carolina
Industrial Commission Website at http://ic.nc.gov. The articles published in
the monthly newsletter pertain to Workers’ Compensation, current safety
concerns, and other safety-related updates and news. The articles are
submitted by the SES staff and business/industry associates across North
Carolina. The Bulletin is one more tool used to reach employees and
employers subject to the Worker's Compensation system within the state.

Video/DVD Library: The SES video/DVD library is a free-loan library with over 500
titles related to safety and health issues; the videos are in twenty categories from
Accident Prevention to Workers' Compensation. All the videos are placed in the
library by private donations without use of public or tax funds. Requests for
video loans are made using our Video Request form online. In FY 07/08, the library
sent out 424 safety videos, which were viewed by more than 6,500 employees.



Resources " “During these challénging economic times we would not be able to
afford...NCIC Safety Section services.” — Gates 'Corporation,
Jefferson, Ashe County

Funding of the Safety Education Section is provided by both General Fund
appropriations and receipts. A review of funding for the SES indicates that General
Fund appropriations have increased by approximately 45% from FY 03/04 ($294,227) to
FY 07/08 ($425,907). In recent years, General Fund appropriations have been
supplemented by receipts of $185,252 (FY 06/07) and $305,107 (FY 07/08). Receipts
for FY 08/09 are projected to be $309,351. These receipts are generated by fees the
Industrial Commission charges to employers/insurers for form agreement approvals.
The fee structure enabling the collection of receipts for use in SES funding has been in
. place since FY 06/07 and was established to allow for the addition of four Safety
" Representative positions.

Total personal service expenditures (salaries, retirement contributions, etc.) have
increased significantly from FY 03/04 to FY 07/08 due to the addition of the four new
positions, with the bulk of the increase covered by receipts. With respect to purchased
service expenditures (transportation, printing, etc.), theré have been increases in
transportation costs, but decreases in mailing costs. The increases in transportation are
a result of the addition of the four new Safety Representatives in FY 06/07, with
corresponding increases in travel costs over the 5-year period for fuel and maintenance.
The decreased mailing costs are the result of a transition to email/paperless systems.
The percentage of the overall budget allocated to purchased services has remained
consistent from FY 03/04 to FY 07/08 at about 25%.

The bar graph on the next page provides additional perspective regarding SES budget
and expenditures for the last five years.



5 YEAR HISTORY OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES
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Graph 1: Five fiscal year history of total SES expenditures. Note: Expenditures are
composed of General Fund appropriations and receipts. Receipt funding and
additional staff were established in FY 2006-2007 as represented by the notable
increase in expenditures on the graph.

Il. Program Performance “Our worker's compensation claims have been
reduced by 36% over the last 3 years.” — City of
Jacksonville, Onslow County

The SES continues to efficiently and effectively exceed Industrial Commission
mandates by providing education in safety and accident prevention as related to
Worker's Compensation claims. Current staffing levels are working at and beyond
normal capacity to provide excellent service to an all-time record number of employees
and employers since SES creation in 1929.

To further illustrate the SES’s program 'performance, both quantitative and qualitative
measures will be discussed below.
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Quantitative Measures: “Since May of 2005, NCIC has provided the majority
of safety training for all departments within Surry
County government.” — County of Surry

Performance measures used to gauge SES effectiveness include quantitative measures
such as the number of courses offered/taught, number of students taught, number of
contact hours of instruction, number of safety video requests, and the number of
attendees at the 30-hour Accident Prevention Certificate Awareness Program (APCAP)
and Statewide Safety Conference venues.

SAFETY SECTION FIVE YEAR HISTORY OF COURSES TAUGHT

4000

3000

2000

1000

| FY 03/04 FY 04/05 FY 05/06 FY 06/07 J FY 07/08

Graph 2: Five fiscal year history of total courses taught. The significant increase
between FY 05/06 and FY 06/07 is related to the addition of the four receipt-
funded Safety Representatives as of FY 06/07.
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FIVE YEAR HISTORY OF STUDENTS TAUGHT
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Graph 3: Five fiscal year history of total students taught. The significant increase
between FY 05/06 and FY 06/07 is related to the addition of the four receipt-
funded Safety Representatives as of FY 06/07.
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5 YEAR NORTH CAROLINA STATEWIDE SAFETY CONFERENCE
ATTENDANCE
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Graph 4: Five year North Carolina Statewide Safety Conference Attendance. Note:
Attendance for the 2008 Conference is believed to be underreported by up to 450-500
attendees due to conference site layout and some participants attending without
properly checking in at the registration tables. These issues have been addressed in
the planning for the 2009 Statewide Safety Conference.
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Accident Prevention Certificate Awareness Program (APCAP) — 30-hour workshop
(2006-2008)

Employees Trained: 873
Courses Taught: 1,411
Contact Hours: 1,719

3 YEAR 30 HOUR ACCIDENT PREVENTION CERTIFICATE
AWARENESS PROGRAM WORKSHOP ATTENDANCE
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Graph 8: Three year history of 30 hour Accident Prevention Certificate Awareness
Program attendance. Note: This workshop program has only been in existence since
2006. The drop in 2008 attendance was likely due to changing economic conditions
and restricted employer travel and training budgets.
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Graph 10: Five fiscal year history of number of private industry students taught.
Note: Total number of private industry students taught over all five years is 209,107.
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Graph 11: Five fiscal year history of number of government students taught.
Note: Total number of government students taught over all five years is 164,001.
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5 YEAR HISTORY OF PRIVATE INDUSTRY COURSES TAUGHT
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Graph 12: Five fiscal year history of number of private industry courses taught.
Note: Over five years, a total of 8,245 courses were taught, with 13,977 contact hours. -

5 YEAR HISTORY OF GOVERNMENT COURSES TAUGHT

2500

2000

1500

1000

03—104 FY 04/05 FY 05/06 FY 06I7 FY 07/08

Graph 13: Five fiscal year history of number of government courses taught.
Note: Over five years, a total of 5,941 courses were taught, with 8,751 contact hours.
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Totals by industry sector over the 5 fiscal year period:

e Private Industry — Employees Trained: 209,107
Courses Taught: 8,245
Contact Hours: 13,977

e Government — (State, County, School and Municipality)

Employees Trained: 164,001
Courses Taught: 5,941

Contact Hours: 8,751

Qualitative/Other measures:  “/We] have seen...injuries drop from 30-some down to
less than 10 a year.” — Century Fumiture, Hickory,
Catawba County

SES uses qualitative measures of performance including employer/employee feedback
on SES training/services and creation of new programs to improve its effectiveness and
efficiency in carrying out its mandate.

Surveys are collected following each workshop and conference and comments are
reviewed for the purpose of gauging program quality and participant satisfaction.
Survey responses are almost exclusively positive, but are reviewed carefully to allow
continuous improvement of SES programs. For example, the Accident Prevention in
the Workplace (APW) program has been developed to customize Worker's
Compensation and accident prevention training to the needs of specific employers
(Appendix B). The result is a highly effective delivery of quality instruction, efficient time
and resource management, and improvement in accident prevention as reported in
correspondence received from employers utilizing SES services (Appendix C).

In terms of the measuring the effectiveness SES services have in reducing accidents, it
is important to understand that it can be difficult to prove a negative, i.e., why an
accident did not happen. Often, one cannot draw a direct correlation between safety
. training and the absence of accidents. The Industrial Commission does not currently
have the computer capabilities to track and make a detailed analysis of Worker's
Compensation claim incidence or severity in relation to SES services. However, the
employer feedback the SES receives indicates strongly that SES training and services
help improve workplace safety and reduce the number and severity of workplace
injuries: Below are a few examples of accident reduction data provided to the SES by
participating employers.

* Mills Manufacturing Corp. in Asheville, Buncombe County, reported a 50+%
reduction in work accidents, which they state could not have been achieved
without the SES.
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Henderson County reported a 50% drop in claims over the last 2 years.

City of Hendersonville reported a 49% drop in claims over the last 3 years.

Dare County reported a 60% reduction in accidents over the last 3 years.

Roanoke Rapids Sanitary District noted no lost-time accidents in 2007. They

attribute their excellent safety record to SES training.

o Static Control Components, Inc., in Sanford, Lee County, reported that their
injury rates, particularly injuries involving lost time, have declined over the past 8
years. : :

o W.A. Brown & Son, Inc., in Salisbury, Rowan County, reported a significant
decrease in their injury rate and stated that it would be difficult to obtain similar
private safety training at this time.

e JELD-WEN Millwork Distribution in Wilkesboro, Wilkes County, reported

only one minor injury in the last two years. They stated that the SES provides

higher quality training than they could provide on their own.

lll. Funding Rationale = “To eliminate [the SES] would cause NC industries and
' business to take a backward step from the safety awareness
we now have begun to achieve.” — William R. Lewis, Nash

Johnson & Sons’ Farms, Inc., Rose Hill, Duplin’ County

Based on the analysis of data during the period reviewed, funding for the SES should
be continued. The evidence indicates that resources allocated to the SES are
effectively and efficiently utilized. The SES is training more students and conducting
more training courses than at any point in the SES’s 80-year history. The accident
reduction data provided by participating employers, including the above and other
examples, also shows that the provision of SES services has a very beneficial impact
on accident rates in the workplace and the number and/or severity of Worker's
Compensation claims.

The total cost of the SES program for FY 07/08, inclusive of all overhead and
expenditures, was $731,014, with General Fund appropriations of $425,907 and
receipts of $305,107. In FY 07/08, over 64,000 workers' compensation claims were
filed with the Industrial Commission. As an example to illustrate the cost-effectiveness
of the SES, the entire budget amount of the SES would be saved in accident claim
costs if only 100 claims with a hypothetical cost of $7,000-7,500 each were prevented
as a result of SES efforts. Given that 114,000 students were trained by the SES in FY
07/08, the implication is that the cost/benefit achieved as a result of this program far
exceeds annual appropriations.

Employer-provided letters and accounts support this information both quantitatively and
qualitatively (Appendix C). Additionally, the average total cost of safety training for each
of the 114,000 students in FY 07/08 was only $6.41, of which $3.74 came from General
Fund appropriations. This is a very low cost per student, represents a great benefit to
North Carolina’s employers and workforce, and shows good management and use of
State appropriations.
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IV. The Consequences of Discontinued Funding

“Our service area has many small industries that can not afford to have
these safety programs brought into their company. Without the [SES]
programs, ...[{Jraining will be costly causing most industries to ignore
safety training, thus increasing accidents...which can increase...claims
leading to the demise of struggling industries.” — Jeff Shore, Director,
. Customized Training, Wilkes Community College, Wilkes County

Discontinued funding of the SES will result in several significant and negative
consequences statewide. If the SES’s funding is discontinued, North Carolina
employers will be unlikely to conduct or facilitate a similar quality and number of safety
trainings at their own cost due to workforce downsmng/cost-cuttlng/economlc factors.
Therefore, the number and severlty of occupational injuries and deaths is likely to
increase, creating further economic strain and cost to employers and employees. Not
only would businesses face increases in training costs, but also increases in Worker's
Compensation claims costs and insurance coverage rates, thus affecting the general
cost of doing business in the State.

The advantages that the SES'’s proactive efforts provide to North Carolina employers
and employees would erode if funding for SES’s programs were discontinued.

e State and local government agencies and private industry alike would be
required to hire safety employees or private safety consultants at significant cost.

e Such additional costs will have a detrimental effect on many
businesses/governmental agencies, especially in the current economic climate.

e The SES cost of training is approximately $6.41 per student. This is a fraction of
what additional hiring or other training options will cost State and local
government, schools, and private employers currently utilizing SES services.

o Since approximately 114,000 employees were trained by SES in the last year, as
discussed above, it is not difficult to envision that SES efforts facilitated much
greater claims savings across governmental and private industry lines than its
$425,907 General Fund appropriated budget for the 07/08 fiscal year.

The SES has already received a portion of the employer letters of support expected
regarding the importance of continued funding (Appendix C). The map and information
below provide a breakdown of the employers by area of the state and by specific
county.
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Letters of Support for Continued Funding of IC Safety Section
Received from North Carolina Employers/Businesses
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tmployers in WESTERN North
Carolina:

Honeywell, Mills Manufacturing Corp.,
Coats North America, Baldor Electric
Co., Bernhardt Furniture Co., Biltmore,
The Grove Park Inn Resort & Spa,
Harrah's Casino, Gaia Herbs Mfg., Billy
Graham Training Center, Powder Horn
Mountain POA, Haywood Vocational
Opportunities, Western NC Safety &
Health School.

Local Govt.: Hendersonville, Boone,
Henderson Co., Graham Co. Schools.

Located in the following counties:
Buncombe, Madison, Graham,
Henderson, Transylvania, Watauga,
Cherokee, Caldwell, Haywood,
Henderson, Cleveland.

Employer letters of support

reflected substantial

reductions in injury rates due
_to IC Safety Section Training.
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Employers in CENTRAL North Carolina:
International Paper, UNIFI, Inc., Hanesbrands,
Magnetti Morelli Powertrain, Bernhardt Fumniture Co.,
Century Furniture Indus., Quickie Mfg. Corp., Gates
Corporation, Leviton Mfg., NCSU, Hickory Spring Mfg.,
B/E Aerospace, Inc., Shurtape Technologies, Inc.,
Trelleborg AB, MI-DE Design, Inc., Pioneer Eclipse
Corp., Microban Int'l., Parkdale Mills, Truline Truss,
JELD-WEN Millwork Distrib., IFH Hickory, W.B. Moore
Co. of Charlotte, W.A. Brown & Sons, Inc., Kenco
Logistic Services, Stephens Supply Co., Ashe Services
for Aging, Mannington Wood Floors, MACTEC
Engineering, Static Control Components, Wilkes
Community College.

Local Govt.: Raleigh, Raeford, Kernersville, High Point,
Wilkesboro, Durham, Gastonia, Fayetteville, Smithfield,
Moore Co., Davidson Co., Surry Co., Forsyth Co.,
Catawba Co., Lee Co., Chatham Co., Wilkes Co.
Schools, Cabarrus Co. Schools, Lincoln Co. Schools,
NC Rural Water Assn.

Located in the following counties: Alleghany, Ashe,
Cabarrus, Catawba, Chatham, Cumberland, Davidson,
Davie, Durham, Forsyth, Gaston, Guilford, Hoke,
Johnston, Lee, Lincoln, Meckienburg, Moore, Robeson,
Rowan, Surry, Wake, Wilkes.
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Employers in EASTERN North
Carolina:

House of Raeford Farms, Nash Johnson
& Sons’ Farms, A.R. Chesson
Construction, Blackwater Worldwide.

Local Govt.: County of Dare, Craven
County, City of Jacksonville, City of
Rocky Mount, Wayne County Schools,
Roanoke Rapids Sanitary District.

Located in the following counties:
Craven, Currituck, Dare, Duplin,
Edgecombe, Halifax, Martin, Nash,
Onslow, Wayne.

Many employers stated

they could not afford
comparable accident prevention
training if the IC Safety Section
were eliminated.




V. Service Improvement Recommendations

“My biggest concem is that | lose this service, and as a result the schools
system will have more accidents...” — Ward M. Smith, Health & Safety
Manager, Cabarrus County Schools

The SES continues to improve in nearly all established performance measures
identified in this report. Common to the field of accident prevention, however, is that a
nexus must be inferred, in many cases, between proactive efforts and expected
incidence rates of injury/death, severity of injury, and other meaningful measures. The
SES would greatly benefit from the creation of a system of data collection within
the Industrial Commission relative to claims filed. Information on incidence rates by
geographic location, industry, type of injury, and other criteria would allow for analysis of
Worker's Compensation claim trends and “targeting” of higher risk occupations, thus
allowing the SES to further improve its effectiveness and efficient use of resources.

In light of the effectiveness of SES services and the considerable benefit to
business/industry/governmental employers and employees, it is also recommended
that full General Fund appropriations be continued for the Safety Education Section
of the North Carolina Industrial Commission, and that the SES status be returned to
“recurring” funding.

The demand for SES services continues to grow. In uncertain, as well as prosperous,
economic times, the need for Worker's Compensation claim and accident prevention
training expands. Based on a review of scheduling data for the rest of 2009 (as of
February 24, 2009), the SES staff is already heavily booked for education training.
The overwhelming demand for SES services will eventually outstrip SES availability and
resources, leaving many employers without access to SES accident prevention
services. The SES respectfully requests that an expansion of staff and services be
considered at such time as is appropriate.

NCIC Safety Education Training Commitments
For Remainder of 2009 (as of 2/24/09)

28.5% available 71.5%

committed

1440 total days available. 1030 days already committed. 410 days in reserve.
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VI. Cost Réduction Recommendations

“‘We at WB Moore understand the country’s economic downturn and agree
that non-essential expenses must be examined; however we consider the
training provided by the Safety Education Section to be vital and essential
to the North Carolina workforce...”— Steve Strokis, Safety Manager, WB
Moore Company, Charlotte, Mecklenburg County

Cost Reduction Measures:

The SES has traditionally operated with a heavy focus on high quality training as well as
flexibility while working with the business/industry/governmental populations served. In
providing SES services in this manner, travel costs are incurred. The SES anticipated
the need to conserve resources and took action in July 2008 to reduce travel expenses
and Section costs. Field-based Safety Representatives have worked to adjust travel
schedules and office duties toward this end. The end result is that travel days have
been cut by approximately 20%. The effect of this reduction is expected to save
approximately 2.92% of the total SES budget.

Additionally, SES staff meetings have been traditionally held in Raleigh, NC and
involved time, travel, and lodging costs for staff traveling from the eight geographic
locations throughout the State. The SES has utilized alternative formats/locations in
conducting staff meetings to reduce or eliminate these expenses. The effect of this
reduction over a fiscal year is expected to save approximately 1.4% of the total SES
budget.

Workshop materials and workbooks that were previously provided in print have been
digitized and are provided to students electronically prior to the training event. This
change saves the SES printing and duplication costs and is expected to result in
notable savings. The SES continues to develop other on-site training delivery
systems/schedules to consolidate efforts to the degree practicable and further reduce
travel and other costs.

Section Funding/Budget Option Discussion:

Recognizing the seriousness of the current and projected State budgetary shortfall, the
Industrial Commission and Safety Education Section have undertaken a review of the
SES expenditures, revenue options, and funding sources. The following are
respectfully submitted for your consideration:

Viable Options

Option 1: Restore SES funding status to “recurring” funding.

The SES will continue to provide its excellent level of service to North Carolina
employers, all of whom are facing the difficult economic times ahead, while also
maximizing its efficiency and cost savings wherever possible.
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Option 2: Provide funding at the current level for one year.’
The SES will receive one additional year of the FY 08/09 General Fund appropriations
amount of $467,104. Staff will report in FY 2010-2011.

Non-viable Options

The SES has reviewed the option of charging individual employers/employees with
course fees. This option is problematic and largely non-viable. Some concerns include:

Lack of funding source stability and data history
Additional staff/resources required for development of accounting, payment, and
verification systems, and scheduling and fee collection.
 Difficulty or inability of employers to pay
» Need of employers to budget for costs one year in advance
Employer resistance to change after 80 years of no-cost services

VIl. Policy Issues . “‘We rely heavily on Safety Section personnel to deliver
quality safety training programs to our constituents.” —
Barbara Cassidy, Vice Chairman, Central Piedmont Safety
Council

The Safety Education Section is an essential program and a necessary proactive
component of the North Carolina worker's compensation system. It is vital to North
Carolina’s economy because it raises safety awareness among employers and
employees which results in a decrease in the number of workplace accidents. This
result lowers the financial and personal costs of workers' compensation claims to both
employers and employees in North Carolina.

Over the period of evaluation (FY 03/04 to 07/08):
¢ the number of employees trained by SES staff increased by 207.7%.
e the number of courses taught increased by 354%.
e the number of course contact hours increased by 229.3%.

o 30-hour workshop attendance from 2006 to present year has increased by
81%.

e The annual Statewide Safety Conference attendance continues to remains
strong with more than 1150 attendees at the 78" conference held May 13-
16, 2008.

o The Safety Video loan program remains valuable, with over 424 videos
loaned in FY 07/08.
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e New programs, such as the Accident Prevention in the Workplace
Program (APW), have been developed and implemented to address site-
specific safety training needs while maximizing the efficient use of State
resources. Example of employer newly entering the APW Program: House
of Raeford/Nash Johnson Farms in Duplin County.

e The SES continues to assist and support eight regional safety councils
that are arranged geographically to provide safety and accident prevention
services to all 100 counties.

Without the “no charge to employer” services provided by the SES,
business/industry/school/governmental employers will be required to obtain these
services at great cost. Some employers, especially smaller businesses and more rural
municipalities, may choose to forego some or all safety training. The resulting
significant training and claims cost increases will be detrimental to North Carolina
business and governmental operations. Any increase in business operating cost,
whether in the form of training/staffing costs, insurance rates, or Worker's
Compensation rates/claims, will adversely impact the cost of doing business in North
Carolina.

The above information demonstrates that the SES is meeting organizational mandates,
with notable improvements in nearly every performance measure. The SES is a vital
part of keeping costs down in the North Carolina Workers’ Compensation system
and attracting new businesses to North Carolina.

VIIl. Conclusion  “In this age of specialization, to have a resource available that
offers such a broad range of safety services performed by
competent personnel is impossible to find any where else.” -
Nelson Bailey, B/E Aerospace, Inc., Winston-Salem, Forsyth Co:

“Their [SES] long standing success would be difficult to rebuild or
replace if budget constraints eliminate this section.” — Keith Biggs,
President, Forestry Mutual Ins. Co., Raleigh, Wake County

The Safety Education Section of the North Carolina Industrial Commission strives to
reduce or eliminate workplace accidents, workplace deaths, and Worker's
Compensation claims statewide. The SES staff provides efficient and effective delivery
of quality services at very little cost. The continuous demand for the services of the
SES has led to positive 'gains in nearly all measurés of performance and the
responsible utilization of resources. Restoring recurring funding of the SES will ensure
a significant positive return in the form of cost savings and a reduction in Workers’
Compensation claims.
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APPENDIX A: List of commonly-requested training courses

Current courses include, but are hot limited to:

10 & 30-Hour Accident Prevention
Certificate Awareness Program
Accident Prevention in the Workplace
Program

Accident Prevention

Accident Investigation

NSC First Aid, CPR & AED

Bloodbome Pathogen Safety

Bomb Threat Safety

Confined Space Safety

CTD & Ergonomics

Chlorine Safety

Competent Person Trenching & Shoring
Defensive Driving Course

Electrical Safety

Eye Safety

Fall Protection

Fire Safety

Forkiift Safety

Hand Safety

Hazard Communication Safety

Job Safety Analysis

~ Lifting Safety

Lockout/Tagout Safety

NC Operation Lifesaver

Professional Truck Driver Defensive Driving Course
Respiratory Protection Safety

Respirator Fit Testing

Safety Attitudes

Slips, Trips, and Falls Safety

Trenching & Shoring Safety

Welding, Cutting and Brazing Safety

Work Zone Traffic Control Safety

Workers’ Compensation .
Water and Wastewater Certificate/Credit Hour Programs
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Appendix B:

NCIC APW PROGRAM REPORT
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Appendix C:

LETTERS OF SUPPORT FOR NCIC SAFETY EDUCATION SECTION FROM NORTH CAROLINA

EMPLOYERS

The following list includes the names of employers from which letters of support had been received as of
February 11, 2009. It is anticipated that many more letters will be received, addressed either to the
Industrial Commission or to members of the General Assembly.

Copies of any and all letters are available upon request.

Governmental:

Counties of Ashe, Catawba, Chatham,
Davidson, Forsyth, Lee, Orange, Surry, Wayne
Roanoke Rapids Sanitary District

City of Raleigh (2)

City of High Point (2)

Town of Wilkesboro

Lincoln County Schools

Town of Boone

City of Rocky Mount

Graham County Schools

City of Hendersonville

Wilkes Community College

City of Durham

NC Rural Water Association

City of Jacksonville

Lincoln County Schools

County of Moore

Town of Kernersvilie

Dare County

Henderson County

Greensboro Bulk Mail Center

Wilkes County Schools

NC State University

Cabarrus County Schools

Central Piedmont Safety Council
Craven County Government

Public Works Commission, Fayetteville
City of Raeford

Town of Smithfield

Industry:

House of Raeford Farms

Gates Corporation

Nash Johnson & Sons Farms, Inc. -
Leviton Manufacturing

Billy Graham Training Center
Powder Horn Mountain, Inc.
Microban

Unifi

International Paper

Grove Park Inn

Century Furniture

Truline Truss

Mills Manufacturing Corporation
Jeld-Wen Millwork Distribution

"Honeywell

Coats North America

Bernhardt Furniture

Magneti Marelli Powertrain USA
Baldor Electric Company

Quickie Manufacturing Corp.

Kenco Logistic Services, LLC
Parkdale

Pioneer Eclispe

Harrah's Casino

Mi-De Design, Inc

MACTEC Engineering & Consulting, Inc
Shurtape

B/E Aerospace

Victaulic Company

Hanesbrands, Inc.

W.B. Moore Company of Charlotte, Inc
Static Control Components, Inc.
Stephens Supply Co.

Gaia Herbs

Trelleborg

Forestry Mutual Insurance Company
Mannington Wood Floors
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POTENTIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OPTIONS
Forest Development Program (FDP)

A. Provide $589,500 recurring in funding (i.e. continue the program as is)

B. Provide $589,500 (recurring or non-recurring) and require further study of potential
program changes, such as:
1. Changing eligibility criteria,
2. Changing cost-sharing reimbursement structure,
3. Changing the acreage maximum, etc.

C. Provide a reduced level of funding (non-recurring or recurring)
* The timber assessment charged on primary forest products processed from North
Carolina timber currently provides the majority of the funds for FDP. InFY
2007-08, the timber assessment brought in $1.89M used for FDP. In FY 2008-09,
the assessment is. expected to bring in over $2.2M.

D. Provide no funding for FY 2009-10
* As noted above, the timber assessment funds the majority of FDP. However, G.S.
113A-192(c) stipulates that collection of the Timber Assessment shall be
suspended in any fiscal year in which the General Assembly fails to make General
Fund appropriations to the Forest Development Fund. Legislation would be
required in order to continue the timber assessment if no funds are appropriated.

E. Reduce or eliminate funding and increase the timber assessment
* The timber assessment charged on primary forest products has not been increased
since the inception of the Forest Development Fund in 1977.
* G.S. 113A-194 sets the assessment rate for the various timber products. Table 1,
taken from Appendix J of the report, provides a comparison of North Carolina’s
timber assessment to other states.

Table 1: Comparison of State Timber Severance Taxes

$/MBF $/ Cord
Softwood Hardwood

Sawtimber/  Sawtimber/ Softwood Hardwood

State Veneer Veneer Pulpwood Pulpwood
North Carolina $ 050 $ 0.40 $ 020 § 0.12
Alabama $ 120 § 0.80 $ 025 § 0.25
Mississippi $ 100 § 0.75 $ 030 $ 0.23
Louisiana $ 757 $ 7.01 $ 09 § 0.86

Fiscal Research Division 1 March 11, 2009



SELECTED RELEVANT GENERAL STATUTES

§ 113A-192. Operation of assessment system.

(a) The General Assembly hereby levies an assessment on all primary forest products
harvested from lands within the State of North Carolina.

(b)  This assessment shall be at the rates as established in G.S. 113A-194(b) and the
proceeds of such assessment shall be deposited in the Forest Development Fund.

(c) The collection of the assessment shall be suspended in any fiscal year in which the
General Assembly fails to make general fund appropriations to the Forest Development Fund.

(d)  The collection of the assessment shall be suspended in any fiscal year in which there
is carried forward from previous years a balance of unobligated funds in the Forest Development
Fund greater than twice the amount appropriated from the general fund for that fiscal year.

(e) If the assessment is suspended because of either clause (c) or (d) above that
suspension shall cease when the condition causing the suspension no longer exists. (1977, c. 573,
s. 4.)

§ 113A-194. Assessment rates.
(@) The assessment rates shall be based on the following standards:

¢)) For primary forest products customarily measured in board feet, the
"International 1/4 Inch Log Rule" or equivalent will be used; _

(2)  For primary forest products customarily measured in cords, the standard cord
of 128 cubic feet or equivalent will be used;

(3)  For any other type of forest product separated from the soil, the Secretary of
Environment and Natural Resources shall determine a fair unit assessment
rate, based on the cubic foot volume -of one thousand foot board measure,
International 1/4 Inch Log Rule or one standard cord, 128 cubic feet.

(b)  The assessment levied on primary forest products shall be at the following rates:

(1)  Fifty cents (50¢) per thousand board feet for softwood sawtimber, veneer logs
and bolts, and all other softwood products normally measured in board feet;

) Forty cents (40¢) per thousand board feet for hardwood and bald cypress
sawtimber, veneer, and all other hardwood and bald cypress products
normally measured in board feet;

3) Twenty cents (20¢) per cord for softwood pulpwood and other softwood
products normally measured in cords;

(4)  Twelve cents (12¢) per cord for hardwood pulpwood and other hardwood and
bald cypress products normally measured in cords;

(5)  All material harvested within North Carolina for shipment outside the State for
primary processing will be assessed at a percentage of the invoice value. This
percentage will be established to yield rates equal to those if the material were
processed within the State. (1977, c. 573, s. 6; c. 771, s. 4; 1989, c. 727, s.
218(77); 1989 (Reg. Sess., 1990), c. 1004, s. 19(b); 1997-443, s. 11A.119(a).)

Fiscal Research Division 2 March 11, 2009



§ 113A-195. Collection of assessment.

(@  The assessment shall be levied against the processor of the primary forest product.

(b)  The assessment shall be submitted on a quarterly basis of the State's fiscal year due
and payable the last day of the month following the end of each quarter.

()  The assessment shall be remitted to the Secretary, Department of Revenue, by check

or money order, with such production reports as may be required by said Secretary.
' (d)  The processor shall maintain for a period of three fiscal years and make available to
the Secretary, Department of Revenue, such production records necessary to verify proper
reporting and payment of revenue due the Forest Development Fund.

(©  The production reports of the various processors shall be-used only for assessment
purposes. Production information will not be made a part of the public record on an individual
processor basis.

® Any official or employee of the State who discloses information obtained from a
production report, except as may be necessary for administration and collection of the
assessment, or in the performance of official duties, or in administration or judicial proceedings
related to the levy or collection of the assessment, shall be guilty of a Class 3 misdemeanor
punishable only by a fine not to exceed fifty dollars ($50.00). (1977, c. 573, s. 7; 1987, c. 523;
1993, c. 539, s. 876; 1994, Ex. Sess., c. 24, s. 14(c).)

Fiscal Research Division 3 March 11, 2009
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The Forest Development Program (FDP)

Presentation to the "NER Legislative Budget Sub-Committee”

March 11, 2009
Raleigh, NC

North Carolina Forestland

17.7 million acres of NC timberland

84% of NC forests under private ownership (small parcels)
Recent estimates = 200,000 acres final harvest/year

Small forest owners reforest 75,000-100,000 acres/year

Area of timberland, 1974 to 2002

Arax {mBlien acres)

1974 1984 1990 2002




Wouldn’t it be nice if there was a
program that....

Preserved working forests
Increased reforestation rates

- Contributed to Green Space retention
Assisted in climate change mitigation

* Encouraged NC'’s forest-based economy

Represented a partnership between State/Business/Citizen

The NC Forest Development Program |

Established in 1978

Partnership of Forest Industry, State government and Landowners
Increase reforestation & timber supply; protect soiI/air/Water
Emphasis = tree-planting on small, private lands .

Timber stand improvement, prescribed burning

Most users are small, non-industrial private forest landowners

100 acre/year limit; avg. application = 32 acres




FDP Benefits

¢ QOver 1.2 million acres reforested since

1978

(44,000+ acres longleaf; 3,000+ acres hardwood/wetland)

* 50,000+ acres/year planted under FDP

* 1,500+ FDP Ianddwners/year informed on water quality,

wildlife, soil protection, BMPs, wildfire prevention, etc.

"¢ 10-year maintenance clause

Who Pays for Work Under the FDP?

* Landowners typically pay 60% of the bill

* FDP typical reimburses 40% (breakdown: 71% assessment;

25% state appropriations; 4% interest)

Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of
loblolly pine under the £DP {no site prep required)
State Interest,

Appropriations, $1.20
$2.50

@Landowner
a Timber Assessment

m BState Appropriations
[52130] Binterest

NOTE: Projects
involving site
preparation are
often significantly
more expensive




FDP Backlog

* Annual backlog of fully-qualified landowners

(management plan and application in place):
» 600+ landowners
> Nearly 25,000 acres
» $2.1 million worth of work annually

» These acres are at risk of going unplanted or ha_ving

higher establishment costs

Continuation Review Findings

* FDP stream-line'd, efficient, effective, significant

* FDP monies are an incentive to plant more

* Dept. of Revenue/Div. of Forest Resources coordination
* Efficiency of measuring cost share tracts

* Database conversion

* Future change in minimum acreage threshold




FDP Tree-Planting Survey

* 462 previous FDP-users surveyed _

. Respondehts: 50% of acreage would go unplanted without FDP
* 50,000+ acres are planted under FDP annually

* 50% decrease = 25,000+ acres/year not planted

* Lost work to businesses estimated at $3.1 million annually

* Approximately 750 fewér “customers” fyear for DFR

* Lower harvest values = loss of $644,000 of state income tax

annually

B “..I wouldn’t have been able to do it on my

”

R own...

David Barnes - degraded stand harvest; planting

“..21 acres of pulpwood that was
unproductive....$4,000 out of the
harvest.....probably wouldn’t have (replanted)
if we didn’t have assistance...”




In Their Own Words...

Charles McPherson -
pasture planting

“..would more than
likely had to have put
my land on the market
and sold it..."

Thank you for your consideration




Forest Development Program (FDP)

Executive Summary

~he 1977 North Carolina General Assembly passed the Forest
Development Act (NCGS 113A-176) which established a
voluntary cost sharing program to “provide financial
assistance to eligible landowners to increase the productivity
of the privately-owned . forests of the State.” The Primary
Forest Product Assessment Act (NCGS 113-189) of 1977
created an assessment on primary forest products processed by
North Carolina sawmills and other timber industries. This assessment (typically $2,000,000/year) along with
Legislative appropriations (often $589,500/year), provides funding for reforestation and forest improvement
work cost shared under the Forest Development Program. This partnership to improve reforestation rates and-
provide for a long term supply of timber is a shared goal and responsibility between the State and forest
industry.

The Continuation Review analysis has found evidence that:

e Landowners have planted nearly 1,200,000 acres of forestland under the FDP since 1978. This would
cover an area more than twice the size of Wake County, NC. This figure includes 3,057 acres of
hardwood/wetland species and 44,601 acres of longleaf pine. A review of North Carolina longleaf
planting accomplished under cost share programs from 1997-2006.revealed that 25,000 acres of the
60,000 longleaf pine acres planted were done under the FDP.

e Records of North Carolina’s statewide reforestation accomplishments by small forest landowners
between 1999-2008 indicate 75,000 to 100,000 acres are typically planted each year. The FDP has
‘accounted for the planting of 50,000+ of those acres annually. The FDP also maintains a waiting list of
fully-qualified but unfunded landowners each year due to a lack of funding. The work on this waiting
list averages over $2,200,000 annually and represents another 25,000+ acres/year that could be
reforested. FDP funding should be expanded by $2,200,000/year to address this need and opportunity.

e The FDP partnership successfully leverages state money with funds from private citizens and timber
industry. Landowners usually pay 60% of expenses, and FDP funds typically reimburse the other 40%.
Of that 40%, 71% have historically come from assessments paid by timber industry; 25% from
appropriations; and 4% from earned interest on the account.

e The FDP is the Division of Forest Resources’ (DFR) “gateway program”. Many forest landowners
contact the DFR solely for FDP financial assistance, but ultimately improve their knowledge of water
quality protection, wildlife management and other stewardship practices that benefit society.

¢ The FDP assists forest landowners in carrying out expensive practices such as site preparation prior to
tree planting. Landowners don’t always have income from a timber sale to offset expenses if they are
planting an agricultural field or carrying out timber stand improvement work. Landowners must often
“carry these costs” for 20 years or more before
they see financial benefits from their forests. This

Interest, $1.20

Appropriations, $7.50

Timber
Assessment,
$21.30

Origination of funds to
pay for planting one
acre of loblolly pine

under the FOP
(no site preparation
required)

financial risk is exacerbated by potential timber .
loss due to wildfire, hurricanes, ice damage, insect
and disease, etc.



o Communication and sharing of information must continue to
improve between the DFR and the Department of Revenue. This
relates to DFR needing financial information access under GS §
105-259 (b) (“Secrecy required of officials™).

o The FDP cost shares prescribed burning and other activities
that effectively manage forest vegetation. Managed forests such as
those established under the FDP help reduce the risk of devastating
wildfire. '

e FDP accomplishments help realize the goals of other natural resource groups, state agencies and
initiatives.. This includes watershed protection; climate change mitigation through carbon sequestration;
woody biomass for energy production; and wildlife habitat.

e Nearly all FDP funds are used by citizens who own small forests. Between 1999-2008, the average FDP

- applicant was funded for just 32 acres of work. There are approximately 469,000 “family” forestland
owners in North Carolina that own 61% of the State’s forested acreage. Another 23% of the forests are
held by other types of private entities numbering over 56,000'. The FDP successfully reaches over
1,500 of these forest owners each year, resulting in over 50,000+ acres reforested and improved
annually. This partnership is critical where 84% of the forest is held in privately-owned parcels that are
often less than 50 acres. FDP reforestation provides the raw material that drives the State’s forest-based
industry, which is now the number one manufacturing industry in terms of employment and wages’.

e A random survey of 462 landowners who had planted trees with FDP cost share showed that 50% of
their acreage would not have been planted if FDP assistance was not available. A discontinuation of th
FDP would result in nearly 25,000 fewer acres planted annually. The resulting lost work to businesses
specializing in reforestation services is estimated at over $3,100,000. '

e Discontinuation of the FDP would result in a reduction of forest productivity and timber income. This
would reduce personal income tax revenue by approximately $644,000°. FDP appropriations are
currently $589,500, so the discontinuation of the FDP would_ mean a net loss of $54,500 for the State.

o The Primary Processor Act specifies that timber assessments shall be suspended if the Legislature fails '
to make appropriations to the FDP. This emphasizes the partnership aspect of this program between the
State and forest industry. If the State discontinues appropriations, legislative action will be required for
the FDP to continue. If all State funding to the FDP is eliminated and the timber assessment rate is
increased, political pressure from several groups could jeopardize the existence of the FDP program.

e The FDP helps landowners manage their forestland and qualify for a critical present-use value tax break.
This financial benefit reduces their personal property tax
burden and the pressure to sell the land for development.
Discontinuing FDP will make it more difficult to retain our
State’s working forests. Over 1,000,000 acres of North
Carolina forestland were lost between 1990-2002.

! Based on the U.S. Forest Service’s “Family Foqut Owners of the U.S., 2006”
2 Based on N.C. Employment Security Commission data from 2™ Qtr, 2006
3 Based on a 2009 N.C. Division of Forest Resources economic analysis study
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Executive Summary

The 1977 North Carolina General Assembly passed the Forest
Development Act (NCGS 113A-176) which established a
voluntary cost sharing program to “provide financial assistance
to eligible landowners to increase the productivity of the
privately-owned forests of the State.” The Primary Forest
Product Assessment Act (NCGS 113-189) of 1977 created an
assessment on primary forest products processed by North
Carolina sawmills and other timber industries.  This
assessment (typically $2,000,000/year) along with Legislative

appropriations (often $589,500/year), provides funding for reforestation and forest improvement work cost
shared under the Forest Development Program. This partnership to improve reforestation rates and provide for
a long term supply of timber is a shared goal and responsibility between the State and forest industry.

The Continuation Review analysis has found evidence that:

Landowners have planted nearly 1,200,000 acres of forestland under the FDP since 1978. This would
cover an area more than twice the size of Wake County, NC. This figure includes 3,057 acres of
hardwood/wetland species and 44,601 acres of longleaf pine. A review of North Carolina longleaf
planting accomplished under cost share programs from 1997-2006 revealed that 25,000 acres of the
60,000 longleaf pine acres planted were done under the FDP.

Records of North Carolina’s statewide reforestation accomplishments by small forest landowners
between 1999-2008 indicate 75,000 to 100,000 acres are typically planted each year. The FDP has
accounted for the planting of 50,000+ of those acres annually. The FDP also maintains a waiting list of
fully-qualified but unfunded landowners each year due to a lack of funding. The work on this waiting
list averages over $2,200,000 annually and represents another 25,000+ acres/year that could be
reforested. FDP funding should be expanded by $2,200,000/year to address this need and opportunity.

The FDP partnership successfully leverages state money with funds from private citizens and timber
industry. Landowners usually pay 60% of expenses, and FDP funds typically reimburse the other 40%.
Of that 40%, 71% have historically come from assessments paid by timber industry; 25% from
appropriations; and 4% from earned interest on the account.

The FDP is the Division of Forest Resources’ (DFR) “gateway program”. Many forest landowners
contact the DFR solely for FDP financial assistance, but ultimately improve their knowledge of water
quality protection, wildlife management and other stewardship practices that benefit society.

The FDP assists forest landowners in carrying out expensive practices such as site preparation prior to
tree planting. Landowners don’t always have income from a timber sale to offset expenses if they are
planting an agricultural field or carrying out timber stand improvement work. Landowners must often

“carry these costs” for 20 years or more before they see

Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of financial benefits from their forests. This financial risk is
loblolly pine under the FDP (no site prep required) . R N

e Imores, exacerbated by potential timber loss due to wildfire,
Appropriations, $1.20 hurricanes, ice damage, insect and disease, etc.

# tandowner

o Timber Assessment
W State Appropriations
o Interest




e Communication and sharing of information must continue to
improve between the DFR and the Department of Revenue.
This relates to DFR needing financial information access
under.GS § 105-259 (b) (“Secrecy required of officials™).

e The FDP cost shares prescribed burning and other activities
that effectively manage forest vegetation. Managed forests
such as those established under the FDP help reduce the risk
of devastating wildfire. '

e FDP accomplishments help realize the goals of other natural
resource groups, state agencies and initiatives. This includes watershed protection; climate change
mitigation through carbon sequestration; woody biomass for energy production; and wildlife habitat.

¢ Nearly all FDP funds are used by citizens who own small forests. Between 1999-2008, the average FDP
applicant was funded for just 32 acres of work. There are approximately 469,000 “family” forestland
owners in North Carolina that own 61% of the State’s forested acreage. Another 23% of the forests are
held by other types of private entities numbering over 56,000'. The FDP successfully reaches over
1,500 of these forest owners each year, resulting in over 50,000+ acres reforested and improved
annually. This partnership is critical where 84% of the forest is held in privately-owned parcels that are
often less than 50 acres. FDP reforestation provides the raw material that drives the State’s forest-based
industry, which is now the number one manufacturing industry in terms of employment and wages>.

e A random survey of 462 landowners who had planted trees with FDP cost share showed that 50% of
their acreage would not have been planted if FDP assistance was not available. A discontinuation of the
FDP would result in nearly 25,000 fewer acres planted annually. The resulting lost work to businesses
specializing in reforestation services is estimated at over $3,100,000.

¢ Discontinuation of the FDP would result in a reduction of forest productivity and timber income. This
" would reduce personal income tax revenue by approximately $644,000>. FDP appropriations are
currently $589,500, so the discontinuation of the FDP would mean a net loss of $54,500 for the State.

e The Primary Processor Act specifies that timber assessments shall be suspended if the Legislature fails
to make appropriations to the FDP. This emphasizes the partnership aspect of this program between the
State and forest industry. If the State discontinues appropriations, legislative action will be required for
the FDP to continue. If all State funding to the FDP is eliminated and the timber assessment rate is
increased, political pressure from several groups could jeopardize the existence of the FDP program.

® The FDP helps landowners manage their forestland and qualify for a critical present-use value tax break.
This financial benefit reduces their personal property tax burden and the pressure to sell the land for
development. Discontinuing FDP will make it more difficult
to retain our State’s working forests. Over 1,000,000 acres of
North Carolina forestland were lost between 1990-2002.

! Based on the U.S. Forest Service’s “Family Forest Owners of the U.S., 2006”

2 Based on N.C. Employment Security Commission data from 2™ Qtr, 2006

# Based on a 2009 N.C. Division of Forest Resources economic analysis study
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Introduction-The Continuation Review Process

House Bill 2436 of the 2008 General Assembly requires a Continuation Review of certain funds, programs, and
divisions. Section 6.7 (a) of House Bill 2436 requires the Department of Environment and Natural Resources to
provide a written report to the Appropriations Committees of the Senate and House of Representatlves on the
Forest Development Program. The report must include the following elements:

A description of the fund, agency, division, or program mission, goals, and objectives.

The statutory objectives for the fund, agency, division, or program and the problem or need addressed.

The extent to which the fund, agency, division, or program’s objectives have been achieved.

The fund, agency, division, or program s functions or programs performed without specific statutory

authority.

5. The performance measures for each fund, agency, division, or program and the process by which the

performance measures determine efficiency and effectiveness. :

6. Recommendations for statutory, budgetary, or administrative changes needed to improve efficiency and
effectiveness of services delivered to the public.

7. The consequences of discontinuing program funding.

8. Recommendations for improving services or reducing costs or duplications.

9. The identification of policy issues that should be brought to the attention of the General Assembly.

10. Other information necessary to fully support the General Assembly’s Continuation Review Program along

with any information included in instructions from the Fiscal Research Division.
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Instructions and guidelines for completion of the Continuation Review were sent to DENR on October 3, 2008
from the NC General Assembly’s Fiscal Research Division. As specified in Session Law 2008-107, an interim
draft report was submitted on December 1, 2008. The following is the final report.

Research methodology for this Continuation Review process included the following:
e Analysis of historical program statistics dating back to 1978.

e Input gathered from a Forest Community stakeholder meeting on 11/20/2008, as well as information
from DFR personnel who implement the FDP at the field level.

e A review of FDP statutory objectives and accomplishment reporting trends.

e A telephone survey of 462 NC forest landowners who had planted trees under the FDP during the last
ten years. This was to determine how much of an incentive FDP funds were to them, and to determine
the potential reduction in planted acreage if the FDP was discontinued.

e A review of US Forest Service Forest data on silvicultural activities carried out in North Carolina,
including site preparation, tree planting and timber stand improvement work.

e Literature review on cost-share incentive programs and their impacts on forest management activities.

e Review several of the DFR accomplishment databases in order to determine how widespread the FDP’s
benefits are across the state.

e Review of Results-Based Budgeting service statements and field-level actions carried out under the
FDP.



Current Environment, Programs, Services and Resources
The story of a typical North Carolina forest landowner

Mr. Smith is a husband, a father of 3 and a proud North Carolina forest landowner. His 2 oldest children are
applying to college, and he has extensive medical bills from when his wife was in the hospital earlier this year.
He had inherited 30 acres of forestland from his father years ago, and his family has always enjoyed being good
stewards of the property. They like mature trees as much as anyone, but given his financial circumstances it
appears that now might be the time to harvest the timber and utilize the income.

Mr. Smith contacts the NC Division of Forest Resources (DFR) and requests an inspection of his stand of trees.
A County Ranger and Service Forester meet with him to discuss his management objectives and then inspect
the property. The majority of the mixed stand of pine and hardwood are fifty years old and ready to be
harvested. The Ranger and Forester provide Mr. Smith with a management plan summarizing their findings and
recommend he work with a private consulting forester to proceed with a potential timber sale and harvest.

After meeting with several consulting foresters to discuss their fees and recommendations, Mr. Smith decides
on a consulting forester. The consultant sets up the timber sale and oversees the harvest of the timber. Mr.
Smith receives a check for the timber and sits down one night at his dinner table to review his situation. The
income from the harvest was not as much as he had hoped for since his forest had a significant number of
lower-value hardwood trees. After factoring in his wife’s hospital bills and the initial costs of two college
tuitions, there is hardly any much money left.

The consulting forester and the Division of Forest Resources both recommended he reforest the tract. Mr.
Smith contacts the DFR again and requests they review the property and tell him what his option are in terms of
reforestation. The DFR staff visit the cutover and note the condition of the trees and vegetation still present.
They also review the site to ensure that all of the mandatory Forest Practices Guidelines (FPGs) related to Water
Quality have been met and all the appropriate Forestry Best Management Practices (BMPs) are in place. Mr.
Smith receives a management plan outlining the current conditions of the tract. There is still a large amount of
vegetation and woody debris on the tract that would pose a problem to tree planting and seedling survival. The
recommendation to Mr. Smith is to carry out some mechanical site preparation this summer, then plant pine
trees this coming winter. The estimated cost for the mechanical site preparation and tree planting is
approximately $350 per acre. For thirty acres, this would amount to a $10,500 bill. Mr. Smith likes the idea of
replanting the tract, but he does not have that kind of money available. On top of that, the downturn in the
economy has him worried and hesitant to spend what little money he does have.

The County Ranger understands Mr. Smith’s financial constraints and outlines an option that may make it
possible to carry out the work. He provides Mr. Smith with details on the Forest Development Program, which
can help him reforest the tract properly by reimbursing him up to 40% of the expenses. This would mean it
would only cost him 60% of the estimated bill, or $6,300 to do the work. It will still be a challenge to come up
with the money, but he believes he can make it work. He may not be around to see the next final harvest
income, but maybe it can improve the value of the forest for his children and help them keep it in the family.

Mr. Smith reviews his management plan and works with the DFR to fill out the FDP application form. It is
straightforward, and he understands that he must not carry out any work until he gets official approval; ensure
that appropriate Forestry BMPs are utilized during the work; and maintain the stand of trees for a minimum of
ten years. The DFR staff forward Mr. Smith’s FDP application to their Central Office, and Mr. Smith receives
a letter several weeks later that his application has been approved. The County Ranger informs him he is
fortunate because historically many landowners have been put on a waiting list due to a lack of FDP funding.
This can delay work for 1-3 years and increase costs dramatically.



Mr. Smith contacts several private contractors who specialize in site preparation and tree planting work. The

contractors meet with Mr. Smith and review the tract, then make plans to carry out the work. As the work is

being done, the County Ranger reviews the site to ensure that everything meets the DFRs strict guidelines. Mr.
Smith gets a bill from the contractors providing details on the work that was completed and the number of acres

site prepared and planted. The County Ranger reviews the finalized work and measures the tract with a

mapping-grade GPS unit to confirm the accomplished acreage. - Their documentation and Mr. Smith’s bills are

processed by the DFR Service Forester and Central Office staff. Mr. Smith receives a check in the mail the

following month, and he pays the contractors for their services.

The County Ranger visits the tract the following year to ensure the tract has adequate seedling survival. Mr.
Smith’s stand of trees look healthy, and his future forest is growing quickly. He stops by to see Mr. Smith, tells
him the good news, and leaves him some literature on managing young timberland for wildlife.

North Carolina Forest Statistics

North Carolina has 31,174,963 million acres of land (USFS Southern Research Station data). Appendix O
(“Forest Inventory and Analysis Factsheet-North Carolina 2002”) provides a snapshot of the state of North
Carolina’s forest resource. In 2002, 59% of North Carolina’s land area (or 18.3 million acres) was considered
forestland. Of this, 97% or 17.7 million acres was classified as timberland. The remaining 3%, or 552,000
acres, was “reserved forestland” in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, national park wilderness areas,
and State parks.

The area of timberland in the State has decreased for the last 4 US Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis
(FIA) surveys. Timberland decreased by 800,000 acres between 1974 and 1984. There was only a minimal
decline between 1984 and 1990. However, between 1990 and 2002, timberland fell by 5 percent or 1.0 million
acres. The resulting 17.7 million acres of timberland represent the smallest amount in North Carolina since the
survey began. The net loss was largely driven by conversion to urban and other land uses. Conversion to
agricultural uses was a far second. (Brown & New, 2006) This loss of timberland to other uses likley would
have been greater had it not been for financial assistance offered under the FDP.



Area of timberland, 1974 to 2002
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Figure 1: Loss of North Carolina timberland 1974-2002
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Figure 2: Area of NC forestland by forest-type group (2002 US Forest Service FIA data)



Figure 2 summarizes data released in 2002 by the U.S. Forest Service’s Forest Inventory and Analysis group. It
illustrates that hardwood forest types make up 72% of North Carolina’s timberland, with yellow pine types
accountmg for 27% Planted stands occupied 15%, or 2.6 million acres, of timberland. Most of these acres
were in pine types

With nearly three-quarters of the State in hardwoods and many harvested areas coming back as a hardwood-
pine mixture, there is a high degree of diversity across North Carolina. When considering concerns about
species composition of our forests, it is important to remember that some of the landowners who utilize the FDP
choose to apply for the “plant-only” option. In this case intense site preparation is not employed during tree
establishment. The FDP also allows for the preparation and encouragement of natural seed where the amount
and quality of the source is appropriate for timber production.

Reforestation in North Carolina

Pages 4-11 of the National Council for Air and Stream Improvement, Inc. “Characteristics of Public Data
Related to Reforestation™ paper highlights the availability of reforestation data Reforestation acreages for the
State of North Carolina can be viewed in this document’s Appendix section’. The DFR maintains records of
reforestation and afforestation work by small forest landowners carried under cost share programs that it
oversees or has involvement in. The Division also has data on some of this work if a landowner did not utilize a
cost share program as long as the DFR provided the management plan recommending the work. There is no
statewide report that captures all of the annual acreage reforested by large industrial forest landowners.

U.S. Forest Service “Forest Inventory and Analys1s” data indicates that between 1990 and 2002 a final harvest
occurred on an average of 199,500 acres per year in North Carolina’. Records of North Carolina’s statewide
reforestation accomplishments by small forest landowners typically vary from 75,000 to 100,000 acres per year.
The FDP has accounted for the planting of approximately 50,000 of those acres in each of the last ten years.

Program Description and Objectives

The Forest Development Program (FDP) was designed to encourage private woodland owners to reforest their
land after harvest, and to put idle or unproductive land into trees. The significant lack of reforestation on
harvested tracts of forestland owned by private, non-industrial landowners was one of the primary drivers
behind this effort. Legislation was passed in 1977 creating the State’s cost-share program and the companion
Primary Forest Product Assessment Act. This program offers cost-share assistance to private landowners as an
incentive to encourage reforestation, and thereby eases the financial burden of their long-term investment.
These landowners typically will not realize any return on this investment for 25 years or longer.

% Refer to Appendix O-“Forest Inventory and Analysis Factsheet-North Carolina 2002 (from 2002 USFS FIA data)”
5 See Weatherford, Wigley, & and Van Deusen, 2008

§ Refer to Appendix M “Pine and Hardwood Planting in NC by Non-Industrial Private Landowners (1999-2008)” and Appendix K )
“Percentage of North Carolina Site Preparation, Planting, and Timber Stand Improvement Activities with FDP Funding”

7 Appendix K “Percentage of North Carolina Site Preparation, Planting, and Timber Stand Improvement Activities with FDP
Funding” ‘



The overall purpose of the program is to encourage commercial production of the timber resources of the
state to insure future needs are met, while providing protection of the State’s natural resources and
supplying beneficial wildlife habitat.

The assessment levied on primary forest products processed from North Carolina timber historically provides
over 70% of the. funding for the FDP program. This applies to “individuals, groups, associations or
corporations that procure forest products at their point of concentration for conversion to secondary products for
shipment to others for such conversion”®. The vast majority of these assessments are paid by producers of pulp,
lumber, plywood and other solid wood products. The General Assembly also appropriates funds to supplement
the funds from the assessment. Appropriations have on average provided 25% of the funds for the program,
with forest industry providing 71% and earned interest accounting for the remaining 4% of funds. Once again,
these monies make up the amount reimbursed to the landowner for reforestation and timber stand
improvements, with the remaining out-of-pocket expenses paid by the landowner.

The program guidelines were designed to allow all legitimate means of regeneration or establishment. This
includes techniques such as traditional site prep and tree planting, as well as, site preparation for natural
seeding, planting without site preparation, and plantings involving multiple tree species. This approach
encourages beneficial species and genetic diversity.

From the program’s beginning in 1978 through 1982, the cost-share rate was 60% state funds and 40% paid by
the landowner. The demand for funds rapidly drained the available money, and a waiting list was created
during the first year of program operation. This list continued to grow until it reached 18-24 months in length
of time for landowners to receive cost-share funds.

In an effort to reduce this long waiting period, and to spread available dollars to more landowners, the cost-
share rate was changed to 50/50 on July 1, 1983 and subsequently to 40/60 on July 1, 1984. In addition, a
“prevailing rate” schedule for each practice is utilized. No payment may exceed these rates even if the cost to
the landowner is higher. These rates are reviewed annually, and revised as needed to reflect actual rates
charged by private contractors. '

Beginning as a trial basis during the 1983-84 fiscal year, some of the FDP funds were set aside for “Plant Only”
projects. Initially, funds for the “Plant Only” practice were derived from money released from canceled
projects or from projects not using all the funds allotted to them. Landowners received priority funding status
on acres which just needed planting or on acres that the landowner had paid in full for the site preparation,
reducing the per acre cost of the program. Due to the success of the “Plant Only” program, a special allocation
was established on July 1, 1986. This allowed a specific portion of existing FDP funds to be set aside for the
program. At the same time, a special designation was established for the reforestation efforts in the Mountain
Region, with an emphasis on hardwood regeneration. These “Plant-Only” and “Mountain” pots of money did
not come from any extra funding of the FDP. Rather, they are simply a targeted application of some of the
monies coming from the general FDP fund.

In July 1993, prompted by recent forest surveys indicating a steady decline in longleaf pine acreage, a “longleaf
pine initiative” was undertaken by the DFR to increase the species in its natural range and to restore this
important ecosystem. Additional attention was also focused on hardwood production and the planting of
desirable species in wetland areas. To make restoration of longleaf, hardwood and wetland species more
"equitable and attractive, the cost-share reimbursement rate for these practices was raised to 60% vs. the typical
40% for most pine species. Results to date are 3,057 acres of hardwood/wetland species planted and 44,601

8 Primary Forest Product Assessment Act-Appendix B
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acres of longleaf pine during the thirteen years since implementing the higher FDP cost share rate. A review of
North Carolina longleaf planting accomplished under cost share programs from 1997 through 2006 revealed
that 25,000 acres of the 60,000 longleaf pine acres planted were done under the FDP’.

During the late 1990s, there was a substantial increase in timber harvests due to salvage efforts following
significant acreage of timber damage caused by hurricanes and ice storms. Although this produced more
assessment dollars for cost-share purposes, it increased demand for reforestation. The actual assessment rate
being paid by the primary processors (timber industry) has not changed since the original rate was established in
1977. '

In August 1997, legislation was passed which provides for (1) the recovery of funds paid as forest development
cost-share payments when trees are not maintained for at least ten years and (2) the conversion of the forest
development fund to an interest bearing account. -

Streamlining efforts reduced the waiting list for several years, and in most cases landowners were receiving
approval for cost-share the same month they applied. However, an increase in the waiting period has been .
experienced over the last few years due to program demand and the loss or reduction in alternative programs
due to limiting federal funding. Some of these Federal cost share programs include the Fran Reforestation and
Rehabilitation Program; Forest Recovery Program; Forestry Incentives Program; Stewardship Incentives
Program; and Forest Land Enhancement Program.

Current funding levels are not adequate for the FDP Program’s demand. At the end of FY2007-08 there were at
least 346 qualified landowners waiting to receive assistance on 14,032 acres. Additional funding in the amount
of $1,175,595 would be needed to satisfy this waiting list.

In July of 2005, the Legislature authorized new Forest Stand Improvement Practices to “improve tree growth
and overall forest health”. These new practices were specified and approved in Administrative Code in -
November 2006. As of July 1, 2007 landowners could apply for such improvement practices as Prescribed
Burning; Fertilization; Crop-Tree Crown Release; and Cull-Tree Removal.

From the beginning of the program in July 1978 through June 2007, the program has assisted 44,625
landowners, reforested 1,133,727 acres, and paid out $57,948,466. This figure represents approximately 40%
of the landowners’ FDP-reimbursed expenses during this time. That would mean that the estimated 60% out-
of-pocket expense for landowners during this time was $86,922,699, for a conservative estimated total bill of
$144,871,165 primarily aimed at reforestation activities. An additional consideration is that site. preparation,
tree planting and forest improvement work can often cost more than the “ceiling rate” that is cost-shared up to
under the FDP. Once the price goes past this threshold, landowners bear 100% of the cost.

Over the life of the program, the average per acre cost to the landowner is $127.00 and the average per acre cost
share payment is $51.00. The state has collected $48,444,147 in assessments and earned $2,340,144 in interest.
State appropriations to date have totaled $17,765,000.

® Source: NC DFR 4220 Forest Management Accomplishment Reporting Database report. Accessed 4-12-2007
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Examples of where funds would originate from to pay for typical activities under the FDP

Scenario 1: Landowner plants loblolly pine (no mechanical site preparation required). Cost is $75.00 per acre.
The landowner pays the entire bill up front, and upon turning in their copy of the paid bill to the NCDFR the
FDP would reimburse 40%. For a $75.00/acre cost, this would mean the payment of the bill would be broken
down as follows:

Total Cost: $75.00/acre.
Landowner pays 60%, or $45.00/acre.

The FDP pays 40%, or $35.00/acre. The timber products assessment portion of the FDP fund pays $21.30/acre;
the state appropriations pay for $7.50/acre; and interest generated from the FDP fund pays $1.20/acre.

Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of
loblolly pine under the FDP (no site prep required)

State Interest,
Appropriations, $1.20
$7.50

B Landowner

O Timber Assessment

Timber
Assessment,
$21.30

M State Appropriations

B Interest

Figure 3: Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of loblolly pine under the FDP (no mechanical site prep required)
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Scenario 2: Landowner plants loblolly pine (mechanical site prep is required). Costs include mechanical site
preparation (“KG & pile” = $270.00/acre; “single bedding = $80.00/acre)' and tree planting ($75.00/acre) for a
total expense of $425.00/acre. This would mean that the payment of the bill would be broken down as follows:

Total Cost: $425.00/acre.
Landowner pays 60%, or $255.00/acre.

The FDP pays 40%, or $170.00/acre. The timber products assessment portion of the FDP fund pays
$120.70/acre; state appropriations pay for $42.50/acre; and interest generated from the FDP fund pays
$6.80/acre. _

Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of loblolly

pine under the FDP (mechanical site preparation required)
State

$42.50 *

B Landowner

O Timber Assessment

Timber
Assessment,
$120.70

m State Appropriations

B Interest

Figure 4: Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of loblolly pine under the FDP (mechanical site prep required)

19«KG & pile” involves a heavy tractor moving large, woody debris out of the way for tree planting; “bedding” creates raised areas of
soil so the roots of planted trees are kept out of water...it is usually done in wet locations
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Scenario 3: Landowner plants longleaf pine (site preparation is required). Costs include site preparation
(“ground application of herbicide” = $125.00/acre and “site preparation burn” = $45.00/acre) and longleaf tree
planting ($115.00/acre) for a total expense of $285.00/acre. As a reminder, FDP usually reimburses landowners
40% of the bill up to a ceiling rate; the only exception is when FDP reimburses landowners 60% for
longleaf/hardwood/wetlands species tree planting. So for scenario #3, this would mean that the payment of the
bill would be broken down as follows:

Total Cost: $285.00/acre.
Landowner pays 40%, or $148.00/acre.

The FDP pays 60%, or $137.00/acre. The timber products assessment pays $97.27/acre; state appropriations
pay for $34.25/acre; and interest generated from the FDP fund pays $5.48/acre.

Origination of funds to pay for planting of one acre of
longleaf pine under the FDP (site preparation required)

State nt ¢ $5.48
Appropriations, o & 2
$34.25

B Landowner

O Timber Assessment

Timber
Assessment,
$97.27

H State ApApropriations

B Interest

Figure S: Origination of funds to pay for planting one acre of longleaf pine under the FDP (site prep required)
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Statutory Link

Appendices A through D contain the statutory language associated with the FDP. The FDP’s overall
mission and objectives have been clearly defined by this text. The Forest Development Act states the
following:

“§ 1134-177

(@)  The General Assembly finds that:

(1) It is in the public interest of the State to encourage the development of the State's
forest resources and the protection and improvement of the forest environment.

(2) Unfavorable environmental impacts, particularly the rapid loss of forest land to
urban development, are occurring as a result of population growth. It is in the State's
interest that corrective action be developed now to offset forest land losses in the
Sfuture. '

3) Regeneration of potentially productive forest land is a high priority problem
requiring prompt attention and action. Private forest land will become more
important to meet the needs of the State's population. '

(4) Growing demands on forests and related land resources cannot be met by intensive
management of public and industrial forest lands alone.

(b)  The purpose of this Article is to direct the Secretary to implement a forest development

program to:

(1)  Provide financial assistance to eligible landowners to increase the productivity of the
privately owned forests of the State through the application of forest renewal
practices and other practices that improve tree growth and overall forest health.

(2 Insure that forest operations in the State are conducted in a manner designed to
protect the soil, air, and water resources, including but not limited to streams, lakes
and estuaries through actions of landowners on lands for which assistance is sought
under provisions in this Article.

3) Implement a program of voluntary landowner participation through the use of a
Jorest development fund to meet the above goals.

(c)  Itis the intent of the General Assembly that in implementing the program under this Article,
the Secretary will cause it to be coordinated with other related programs in such a
manner as to encourage the utilization of private agencies, firms and individuals

furnishing services and materials needed in the application of practices included in the
forest development program.”

This program is needed for a variety of reasons, some of which are outlined in the statutory directive above.
Even in 1977, the accelerated conversion of forestland to urban use was identified as a threat to the future of the
State, and FDP-assisted reforestation of harvested forest stands was identified as a need. The importance of this
objective is emphasized by more recent efforts in protecting green space and the preservation of North
Carolina’s natural heritage. Another statutory objective was to ensure a viable stream of commercial timber
originating from private forestlands. It is important to provide forest landowners with income from their
property to reduce the temptation to sell their land and have it converted to another land use. It is also vital to
North Carolina’s forest industry, which ranked as the State’s #1 manufacturing industry'' as of 2007. Forest

! Refer to Appendix P-“Forest Products Industry Emerges as North Carolina’s Largest Manufacturing Industry”

15



resource protection, which includes protecting soil, water, and air resources, is also clearly defined as a
mandatory objective of the program.

There are a number of beneficial side effects 'resulting from the FDP’s actions that are not referenced in the
statutory language. These include:

e The retention and increase of forestland to sequester carbon and mitigate climate change impacts. The
production of commercial timber supplies to support emerging biofuels and biomass-based energy.

e Watershed protection resulting from canopy cover and soil stabilization.
o Restoration of species in decline, such as the longleaf pine.

e Enhanced early-successional habitat for wildlife species such as quail and rabbits.

Service Statements

North Carolina's forestland is a tremendous benefit to the state, providing great economic value and adding to
the quality of life for its citizens. The Division of Forest Resources' primary purpose is to ensure adequate and
quality forest resources for the state to meet present and future needs. The forest products industry is the largest
manufacturing industry in the state, contributing approximately 6.1 billion dollars annually to the State’s Gross
Product and providing over 100,000 jobs for North Carolinians'.

The Division of Forest Resources is mandated and directed by Chapters 77, 113 and 143 of the North Carolina
General Statutes and by Title 15, Chapter 9 of the North Carolina Administrative Code to protect, manage and
develop the forest resources of the state. The techniques used to accomplish this mandate involve management
of existing resources, development and creation of new and better forests, and protection of these valuable
resources.

The programs under these objectives are directed at the hundreds of thousands of private landowners who
collectively own the majority of the state's 17+ million acres of timberland. Programs include reforestation
services, forest fire prevention and suppression, and insect and disease control. The Division is also involved in
the operation of tree seedling nurseries, long range forestry planning and technical development,. water quality
controls, urban forestry assistance, training, and support to volunteer fire departments and forestry education.

The Division is organized as follows:

Director's Office -- Deputy Director and Assistant Director (Raleigh);

Three Sections -- Administrative Services, Forest Protection, and Forest Management/Development (Raleigh);
Three Regional Offices -- Coastal (Kinston), Piedmont (Jordan Lake) and Mountain (Asheville);

13 Districts headquartered at Asheville, Lenoir, Rockingham, New Bern, Rocky Mount, Fayetteville, Elizabeth
City, Whiteville, Sylva, Lexington, Hillsborough, Mount Holly and Fairfield; and

o County Forest Ranger or Forester and staff (if any) in each county.

12 Refer to Appendix P-“Forest Products Industry Emerges as North Carolina’s Largest Manufacturing Industry”
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Each county signs an agreement with the Division and shares in the cost of the county program. The county
share varies from 25 to 40%, depending on the tax base of the county. All personnel employed in the counties
are state employees; however, the county board of commissioners participates in the selection of the county
ranger.

The county ranger is responsible for carrying out all Division programs within his or her county. The county
ranger is a forest technician who has completed either a two-year forest technician course at a technical school
or a comparable in-service training program administered by the Division. Professional assistance in technical
areas is provided by Division foresters and specialists. All Division foresters are Registered North Carolina
foresters who have at least a four year degree from an accredited college or university.

The Mission of the Division of Forest Resources is:

“To develop, protect, and manage the multiple resources of North Carolina’s forests through professional
stewardship, enhancing the quality of life for our citizens while ensuring the continuity of these vital
resources.”

The Mission of the Forest Development Program is to:

(1) Provide financial assistance to eligible landowners to increase the productivity of*
the privately owned forests of the State through the application of forest renewal
practices and other practices that improve tree growth and overall forest health.

2) Insure that forest operations in the State are conducted in a manner designed to
protect the soil, air, and water resources, including but not limited to streams, lakes
and estuaries through actions of landowners on lands for which assistance is sought
under provisions in this Article.

3) Implement a program of voluntary landowner participation through the use of a
forest development fund to meet the above goals.

The FDP’s Mission supports the overall Mission of the Division. It develops the State’s forests by funding
reforestation activities; it protects the forests by mandating that applicable Forestry Best Management Practices
be applied on all cost-shared sites prior to payment; and it manages our forests by funding activities that
improve existing forestland.

Figure 6: Comparison of DFR and FDP Mission Statements

2008-09 Division of Forest Resources Results-Based-Budgeting (RBB) service statements that relate to its
Forest Development Program include the following:

“Ensure healthy and sustainable forest resources on private lands for the citizens of NC by providing
landowner education and professional forestry services resulting in optimum production and resource
development.”

Actions carried out under the FDP help to accomplish this RBB service statement by providing incentives for
forest landowners. -
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“Enhance and solidify partnerships with other federal, state and private entities through improved cooperative
agreements, assessment of shared programs, increase joint programs and projects, and the sharing of ideas and
resources to improve cooperation and reduce duplication of effort.”

Actlons carried out under the FDP help to accomplish this RBB service statement by promoting better land
stewardship and management to protect soil, water and air quality and to improve habitat for wildlife.

“Evaluate and refine the Forest Development Program [FDP] to better meet the changing needs of landowners,
to encourage them to improve their woodlands, which provide healthy forests for all the citizens of NC.”

Actions carried out under the FDP help to accomplish this RBB service statement by helping North Carolina
maintain its “green infrastructure”.

The reforestation and forest improvement activities accomplished under the FDP also support the Department of
Environment and Natural Resource’s (DENR) 2008-09 Strategic Plan. The Plan’s Vision Statement is “North
Carolina: Green and Growing!” Several of the Strategic Directions include “Stewardship of Conservation
Lands” and “Conservation on Private Lands, including Forestland”.

Resource Allocation

Appendix H (“FDP Funding from 1978-2008, including Timber Assessments, State Appropriations and Interest
Earned) contains a year-by-year tabular breakdown of the FDP’s funding. Yearly totals for the last five years
are as follows:

Total Asse-ssment Total State Total FDP Combined
Fiscal Year Dollars Appropriations Interest Earned Funding
2003-04 $l,893l,332.00 $589,500.00 $144,525.56 $2,627,357.56
2004-05 $1,930,345.00 $589,500.00 $106,364.97 $2,626,209.97
2005-06 $1,968,655.00 $589,500.00 $141,902.00 $2,700,057.00
2006-07 $1,896,031.00 $1,189,500.00 $217,515.70 $3,303,046.70
2007-08 $1,888,546.00 $589,500.00 $257.,835.00 $2,735,881.00
Average $1,915,381.80 $709,500.00 $173,628.65 $2,798,510.45

Table 1: FDP Budget Figures (2003-08)
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_FDP Fundmg Breakdown 1978-2008

W Total Assessment Dollars l Total State Appropriations ® Interest Earned

4%

Figure 7: FDP funding breakdown (1978-2008)

The figure above shows that over the life of the FDP, approximately 71% of the funds have originated from the
timber assessment; 25% have come from state appropriations; and about 4% have been generated as interest on
the FDP account. This all makes up the 40% of expenses that are typically reimbursed to the landowner
Landowners typically pay for the other 60% of work expenses.

FDP State Approprlatlons aa97 8-2008)
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Figure 8: FDP State Appropriations (l978-20b8) : - .
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Figure 8 shows how state appropriations to the FDP have remained relatively flat over the last thirty years.
Despite this, North Carolina’s citizens have continued to enjoy the societal benefits associated with the FDP-
planted forestland the entire time. These include ecosystem services such as watershed protection, wildlife
habitat, carbon sequestration, aesthetics, etc. The state did not contribute any appropriated funds in fiscal years
1991-92 and 1992-93. In fiscal year 2006-07 the state contributed $600,000 of non-recurring funds in addition
to the $589,500 amount that had been typical in previous years.

FDP Administrative Costs Directly Deducted from' the Program’s Funds

The table below includes the direct annual administrative cost to the Division of Forest Resources to administer
the FDP. It also lists the administrative cost to the NC Department of Revenue associated with timber
assessment collection and oversight (as reported by that Department).

Dept. of
DFR Admin. Revenue
Fiscal Year Cost - Admin, Cost

2003-04 $124,718 $83,180
2004-05 $137,471 $158,351
2005-06 $138,131 $112,771
2006-07 $155,199 $110,623
2007-08 $102,509 $118,262

Table 2: Direct FDP administrative costs to the DFR and DoR (2003-08)

The chart below summarizes the FDP cbst trend:

Direct FDP Administrative Costs to the DFR and DoR
(2003-2008)
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Figure 9: FDP direct administrative cost per year for the DFR and DoR (2003-08)

For a number of years, 3 full-time employees’ salaries were paid for with FDP funds. In FY 2007-08, that
number was reduced to two full-time positions funded. As a result, the FDP direct administrative cost to DFR
dropped to $102,509. One of the remaining positions is the FDP Program Administrator who works out of the
DFR Central Office in Raleigh. This staff member coordinates FDP cost-share applications and the payment of
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landowner reimbursement checks, as well as maintains the central FDP database. The other position is a full-
time Management Ranger in DFR’s Rocky Mount District. - This staff member assists with the training of
numerous DFR field staff in skills required to implement the FDP at the ground level. The Rocky Mount
District historically leads the state in reforestation accomplishments, and there is a high level of FDP activity
concentrated there.

In FY 2008-09, it was decided that 25% of the FDP Program Administrator’s position would be fund-shifted to
DFR’s Southern Pine Beetle Prevention Program to more accurately reflect the position’s work plan. This
means the FDP program will pay for the equivalent of 1.75 positions in FY 2008-09, with an expected cost to
the FDP of $102,333.

It is worth noting that no FDP funds are used for equipment purchases even though this is allowed under
Section § 113A-179 (d) of the Forest Development Act.

NC Department of Revenue Expenditures to Administer the Primary Forest Products
Assessment
Since the inception of the Forestry Development Program, the Department of Revenue determined it would

require two full-time equivalents (FTE’s) to administer the Primary Forest Products Assessment. Annual and
daily activities to administer the assessment include:

1) Receiving and opening the more than 750 Primary Forest Products Tax returns received per year.

2) Costs associated with preparing the payment for deposit, which includes the labor to manually prepare
payment vouchers for each Primary Forest Products Assessment payment received by the Department,
along with paper, supplies, printer maintenance etc., to generate the payment vouchers, costs associated
with the courier making the daily bank deposit, etc.

3) Costs associated with imaging and capturing the data from the assessment return and payment through
the Department’s scanners in order to properly post the assessment return data and payment information
to the appropriate account to the Department’s Integrated Tax Administration System (ITAS). This
would also include maintenance and supplies associated with the scanning equipment.

4) Mailing and postage costs associated with notifying individuals/companies of their liability for filing
and remitting the assessment. .

5) Costs associated with maintaining the assessment return on the Department’s website.

6) ITS costs associated with maintaining assessment data and administering the assessment via the
Department’s Integrated Tax Administration System (ITAS).

7) Expenses associated with personnel in interpreting the General Statutes to answer assessment questions,
responding to telephone inquiries from other states looking to implement similar programs, etc.

8) Costs associated with reviewing each Primary Forest Products Assessment return, reconciling the
volumes of the four categories of wood reported against the amount of assessment remitted, and
corresponding with individuals/companies should the volumes and assessment reported not reconcile.

9) Other activities include tracking the data from the assessment returns and reporting the information
quarterly to the Department of Environment and Natural Resources.

10) Costs associated with the Department’s Financial Services Division to administer the reporting of the
penalties collected on Primary Forest Products assessments and the 20% Collection Assistance Fee
assessed on final assessment notices.

The expenses reimbursed by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Forest

Resources have strictly been for only the salaries and benefits (social security, retirement, medical and

longevity) for the two designated positions. Based on the data provided by DENR, the Department of Revenue
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has not exceeded the 5% maximum (based on total assessments reported by DENR) up until the Fiscal Year
2004-05. As legislative increases have been granted, the salaries for the two designated positions have
continued to increase. The Auditor position banded at a journey class had been previously filled by a seasoned
employee, at the upper range of the pay class until August 31, 2008, when the employee retired. The position
was recently filled at a lower annual salary. The Department does expect to see a decline in expenditures for
FY 2008-09 as the position was filled in the fall of 2008 at a salary of $22,000 less than the previous
employee’s salary. It is projected the Department’s expenses to administer the Primary Forest Products
Assessment will, for the current fiscal year, exceed the 5% cap, by an estimate of 0.65%.

(Information contributed by the Financial Services Division, NC Department of Revenue)

FDP implementation/administrative costs absorbed by other funding sources

The FDP is a “gateway” program for the DFR in that some landowners contact the Division strictly for the
financial assistance but end up benefiting in many other ways. This includes on-the-ground assistance;
technical guidance; making contacts with other natural resource professionals who can assist them; and greater
knowledge of more complete land management approaches. The FDP is implemented at the ground-level by
approximately 60 DFR Foresters and 200 Rangers. The field time attributed to the FDP (aside from the two
full-time positions previously described in this section) is a cost covered by the salary of appropriated positions.
The funding for many of these field positions, such as County Rangers and Assistant County Rangers, is funded
partially by state appropriated funds as well as money from the county they work in. This county funding
contribution can vary from 35-40% of the position’s salary, and often depends on each county’s financial ability
to pay. This arrangement is beneficial to the counties seeing as how these positions increase that county’s forest
management accomplishments and wildfire control capacity. These DFR personnel are the ones who meet with
forest landowners to discuss their management objectives; examine their forestland to determine current stand
conditions and possible management alternatives; write the management plans that summarize landowner
options; and help the landowner through the cost-share application and utilization process. There are additional
DFR staff members (ex. 13 District Clerks and several Central Office Program Managers) that spend time on
the FDP, but the majority of the time and effort devoted to the FDP is by the Division’s field staff. Whenever
DFR personnel spend time working on the FDP, they have been instructed to indicate such time on their
BEACON state timesheet by the use of the timesheet code “0220”.

An analysis of the last four years worth of DFR time worked revealed the following work hours recorded under
the “0220” FDP BEACON time code (the total number of DFR hours worked is also listed):

Year FDP Hours | All Hours Worked % of Overall

Recorded by | by DFR Personnel | DFR Work time
DFR Attributed to
Personnel FDP
2004 43,487 - 1,232,960 4%
2005 41,587 1,259,738 3%
2006 32,276 1,296,956 2%
2007 30,462 1,290,254 2%
Total 147,812 5,079,908 3%
Average 36,953 1,269,977 3%

Table 3: Hours worked by DFR ‘staff on FDP activities (2004-07)
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If you take the 4-year average of 36,953 DFR work hours per year spent on FDP implementation and
administration and multiply it by $25/hour (an hourly rate that more than reasonably represents the costs of the
typical employee in question), the figure is $923,825/year. Assuming there was a significant drop in
reforestation and forest improvement assistance requests if the FDP was discontinued, DFR foresters and
rangers would utilize that “freed-up time” to service other types of requests. DFR offers a large number of
services (wildfire control; pre-harvest planning; water quality inspections; insect and disease exams;
environmental education outreach programs; etc.), and many of our programs currently have backlogged
requests. DFR personnel would still be able to reach some of the forest landowners in North Carolina, but the
number of landowners “walking through the DFR gate” and learning about water quality, wildlife management,
etc. would decrease. The discontinuation of the FDP would result in a decrease in planted and improved forest
acreage, but these Forester and Ranger positions would still be needed to complete their other duties.

Program Performance

Performance Measures and Data

One indicator of the FDP’s effectiveness is the fact that over the last ten years small private landowners in
North Carolina have typically reforested between 75,000 and 100,000 acres annuallyls, and 50,000 acres of that
has been accomplished under the FDP program. This represents 50% -75% of the total reforestation being
carried out by this class of landowners who own over 60% of the timberland in the state'?.

[ G~y Total Number of Acres Planted Using FDP Cost-Share, By County, @
' in North Carolina: 7/1/1998 - 6/30/2008 Y
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Figure 10: Total Number of Acres Planted Using FDP Cost-Share, by County, in North Carolina (1998-2008)

13 Refer to Appendix M-“Pine and Hardwood Planting in NC by Non-Industrial Private Landowners (1999-2008)”

' Refer to Appendix E-“Forest Ownership in North Carolina, 2006"
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Appendix L (“Total acres planted with FDP funds, by North Carolina County, between 7/1/1998 and
6/30/2008) has a county-by-county listing of the total number of acres planted under FDP during this ten-year
period. FDP-planted forests account for a significant percentage of all the private timberland in many counties.
Examples include 8.1% in Caswell County; 8.5% in Northampton County; 8.8% in Person County; and 11.8%
in Montgomery County. -

Total FDP Acres Funded in NC by Year
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Figure 11: Total acres funded by the FDP annually

Between 1999-2008 the FDP has funded an average of 50,000+ acres annually.
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Figure 12: Total number of landowners funded under the FOP annually
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An average of 1,552 landowners are funded each year under the FDP.

)pikes in the number of acres and landowners funded annually are typically associated with years following
significant hurricane activity and timber loss where demand for reforestation is higher following -salvage
logging. Continued statewide loss of timberland acreage due to conversion for development may be influencing
slight downward trend in number of acres and landowners.
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Figure 13: Average FDP acres funded per landowner annually

Between 1998-99 and 2007-08 the average FDP appllcant was funded for just 32 acres of work. This relatively
small number supports the claim that the FDP is a program aimed at and primarily utilized by small forest
landowners.

The chart below summarizes the amount of acres reforested by state and federal cost-share programs in North
Carolina since 1970. It is a visual representation of the success of the program. Many other state and federal -
cost share programs have come and gone due to funding limitations, but the FDP has succeeded because it is a
good, simple program that works. Of the eleven programs shown below, only six remain today. Other than
some limited funding for forestry projects that may be available under the emerging Environmental Quality
Improvement Program (EQIP), the FDP is now the only significant forestry program available to NC
landowners who are looking to reforest and grow commercial stands of timber.
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North Carolina acres planted by cost share program
(1970-2008)
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Figure 14: NC acres planted by cost share program (1970-2008)

NOTE: FIP=Forestry Incentives Program; ACP/EQIP=Agricultural Conservation Program/Environmental Quality Incentives
Program; CRP=Conservation Reserve Program; FDP=Forest Development Program: FRRP=Fran Reforestation and Rehabilitation
Program; FLEP=Forest Land Enhancement Program; NCA=NC Agricultural Cost-share Program: CREP=Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program; WRP=Wetland Reserves Program; SIP=Stewardship Incentives Program; FRP=Forest Recovery Program

The FDP supports the planting of many different species of trees, including longleaf pine, loblolly pine,
shortleaf pine, white pine, cypress, atlantic white cedar, oak, and ash to name a few. The restoration of species
in decline, such as longleaf and shortleaf pine, Atlantic white cedar and cypress, are encouraged by the FDP’s
slightly higher reimbursement rate of 60% for tree planting costs vs. the typical 40% given for most pine
species. Their planting is encouraged where appropriate. The figures below summarize planting
accomplishments for some of these species under the FDP.
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Figure 15: Acres of pine (excluding longleaf) planted annually under the FDP (1978-2008)
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Figure 16: Acres of longleaf pine planted annually under the FDP (1978-2008)
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Acres of hardwood tree species planted
annually under the FDP 1992-2008
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Figure 17: Acres of hardwood tree species planted annually under the FDP 1992-2008
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Figure 18: Acres of wetland tree species planted annually under FDP 1992-2008
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The 1,176,203 acres of forestland reforested/improved under the FDP would cover an area more than twice the
entire size of Wake County (533,700 acres in size). It would also cover an area nearly seven times the size of
Wake County’s forestland (177,300 acres).

Wake County, NC Statistics:

533,700 total acres

145,560 acres of forest

Figure 19: Wake County, NC acreage statistics (2006) as a means of comparison

Former DFR Director Stan Adams
presents Raleigh resident Charles Royal
with an award celebrating the one
millionth acre of forestland planted under
the FDP. Royal was able to reforest
some of his family’s land in Sampson
County with assistance from the FDP in
September, 2004. Appendix I - “News
Release on One Millionth Acre Planted
under the FDP (September, 2004)”,
provides the background story on this
milestone.

Figure 20: The NCDFR and forest landowner celebrate millionth acre planted under the FDP
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Field-level quality control measures

There are numerous fieldcheck and administrative guidelines aimed at ensuring FDP funds are utilized in a
manner that is fiscally and environmentally responsible. Guidance documents that relate to these quality control
measures include the DFR Policy and Procedure Manual; the Forestry Best Management Practices Manual;
North Carolina’s Smoke Management Guidelines; and the DFR Pocket Guide to Seedling Care and Planting
Standards. Examples of quality control measures on FDP-cost shared tracts include:

Site visits by DFR Rangers and Foresters to verify that landowners applying for FDP cost share have
forestland that is appropriate for the requested assistance. This review occurs when the DFR provides
the management plan and recommendation, as well as when a landowner’s consulting forester makes the
recommendation and submits it to the DFR for cost share approval.

Field inspections of private contractor work by DFR Rangers and Foresters. DFR guidelines for all
working carried out under the FDP must be met or the landowner will not receive FDP reimbursement.
This includes onsite tree planting quality control checks where the standards and specifications outlined
in the DFR Tree Planting Pocket Guide are reviewed.

All mandatory Forest Practices Guidelines related to Water Quality (FPGs) must be in compliance and
all appropriate Forestry Best Management Practices (BMPs) must be utilized prior to the landowner
receiving FDP reimbursement. These ensure there are no problems with issues such as water quality
blockage or degradation, hazardous fluid spills, and herbicide application.

All Smoke Management Guidelines which protect air quality must be followed whenever site
preparation or hazard reduction burning occurs with FDP cost share. These Guidelines are currently
voluntary for North Carolina landowners, but when using FDP cost share they are considered
mandatory. Landowners will not receive FDP reimbursement if they are not followed.

The final completed acreage on all FDP cost shared tracts is measured by DFR staff with mapping-grade
GPS units. Each staff member doing the work has completed a training program to ensure they
understand the process and how to effectively use the GPS unit. GPS units meet NC State government
standards and are calibrated every six months to ensure their accuracy. Acreage is measured to the
nearest whole acre. This verification ensures that forest landowners and FDP funds are only being spent
where satisfactory work has been completed.

DFR County Rangers revisit those forests that have been established under the FDP one year after the
tree planting work was completed. This one-year survival count is typically done in the fall when
hardwood leaves have fallen off and it is easier to determine how many pine seedlings have survived. It
may be done earlier in the year if the tree species planted were hardwoods or wetland species with
leaves. DFR Policy mandates this be done on all tracts planted with longleaf pine, hardwoods, and
wetland species. It should also be done when site or environmental conditions pose a threat to newly-
established stands of trees. Examples of this might include tracts that have significant vegetative
competition or during years of significant drought. On FDP cost shared tracts that don’t fit these
descriptions, a forest landowner can still request that the DFR perform a one-year survival count on the
newly established forest. This follow-up verifies that the tree establishment effort was a success and
FDP funds have been spent effectively. If tree survival has not been.adequate or the planted seedlings
are in jeopardy, the DFR notifies the forest landowner and discusses the need and options to re-plant or
save the stand.
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10-year maintenance agreement

Landowners who apply for FDP cost share funding must agree to maintain their stand of trees for at least ten
years. The thinking behind this is that by the age of ten a landowner has enough money, time and effort
invested in a forest that they would typically keep it in forestland from that point forward in order to reach a
future harvest date. If a FDP landowner destroys their trees within this 10-year period they must pay back all
the cost share funds they received on those acres impacted. With hundreds of DFR staff working throughout
the state, tracts that have been planted with FDP cost share and then destroyed within the 10-year maintenance
timeframe typically get noticed. These tracts are reported to the DFR Central Office staff, and then the
landowner is informed in writing that they need to pay back the FDP cost share funds they originally received
for those impacted acres. Appendix U “Recaptured FDP cost share funds due to non-maintenance of 10-year
clause 1999-2008” illustrates the number of times the DFR is aware of FDP-planted forests being converted to
another use where it violated this 10-year agreement. Based on records from 1999-2008 this only applied to a
handful of tracts per year. This supports the belief that the FDP 10-year maintenance clause is similar to a
temporary conservation easement in that it helps keep forestland from converting to another land use.

Have Objectives Been Achieved?

Upon reviewing the FDP objectives outlined in this document’s “Statutory Link” section and the “Performance
Measures and Data” that have been highlighted, it appears the FDP is meeting the statutory goals of the
‘program. Background information detailed in the rest of this Continuation Review Report also supports that
assessment. The Forest Development Program is an effective collaboration between state/private/business
partners resulting in over 50,000 acres of land reforested annually. Landowners have indicated that half of
those acres would not be reforested and improved without the program’s assistance”.

In one respect, the FDP is not meeting its full potential to carry out its statutory goals. Limitations in funding
result in annual backlogs of more than 600 fully-qualified forest landowners. These landowners have approved
management plans and FDP applications that typically account for 25,000 acres each year's. Additional FDP
funding of approximately $2,200,000 per year would result in more cost-effective reforestation on these

additional acres and increase the state’s forest productivity.

15 Refer to this report’s “Random survey of FDP landowners from 2000-08” section

16 Refer to “Backlog of FDP applicants” discussion in the “Improving Services” section of this report
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Link between Funding and Societal Impact

Effect of an FDP discontinuation on NC state personal income tax revenue

Item | Description : With FDP Cost | Without FDP Cost
: Share Funds Share Funds
(1) | Average per acre capitalized value across all _
MLRA classifications for the species/stand $701.54 $701.54
types typically funded by FDP
(2) | Acres planted with and without FDP cost share 50,000 25,150
funds
(3) | Total capitalized value for planted acres $ 35,077,000 $ 17,643,731
(4) | Average per acre capitalized value across all
MLRA classifications that are indicative of $331.32
unmanaged, naturally-regenerated
species/stand types
(5) | Increase in acres of unmanaged, naturally- 24,850
regenerated timberland if FDP is discontinued
(6) | Total capitalized value for unmanaged, $ 8,233,302
naturally-regenerated timberland acres
(7) | Total capitalized value for all acres . $35,077,000 $25,877,033
(8) | NC State personal income tax revenue (at 7%) $ 2,455,390 $1,811,392
(9) | Lost personal state income tax revenue $ 643,998

Table 4: Effect of FDP discontinuation on NC state personal income tax revenue

Managed forests are more productive and will produce more high value timber products in a shorter amount of
time than an unmanaged, naturally-regenerated forest. In North Carolina, when a landowner harvests timber, he
is responsible for paying a personal income tax on the value of the harvested timber. Tax revenues are directly
proportional to the volume and quality of the timber products produced as higher quality timber products have
greater worth. If the FDP program was discontinued, some portion of the state’s timberland acreage would stop
being managed and would return to an unmanaged, naturally-regenerated condition that would generate less tax
revenues due to decreased volumes and lower quality timber products.

An analysis was made to quantify the effect on tax revenues should the Forest Development Program be
discontinued. The table of Forestry Net Present Values (pp. 29-30) in the 2009 Use-Value Manual for
Agricultural, Horticultural, and Forest Land estimates the annualized NPV (net present value) for various
species/stand types in each of the five Major Land Resource Areas (MLRAs) that exist in North Carolina. Using
these values, we compensated for the different rotation lengths by calculating the soil expectation value (SEV)
using a 4 percent discount rate. This rate is consistent with the rate used in the Use-Value manual for forestry.
Soil expectation value is the capitalized value of a perpetual series of rotations and represents the maximum
return from the land for forestry under the conditions presented in the Use-value manual for each species/stand

type.
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Species/stand types consistent with FDP projects (planted stands) were selected and multiplication factors were
calculated to compensate for the distribution of site index and timberland acreage in each MLRA for each
species/stand type. Species/stand types indicative of unmanaged, naturally-regenerated stands were also
selected and compensation factors for the distribution of site index and timberland acreage in each MLRA for
each species/stand type were also calculated. County level, forest inventory and analysis (FIA) data was used
for this purpose.

Multiplying the capitalized value for each species/stand type by the site index and timberland distribution
factors generated an average capitalized value for the entire state for both planted and unmanaged, naturally-
regenerated stand types. For planted stands, the average capitalized value across the state is $701.54 per acre.
For unmanaged, naturally-regenerated stands, the average capitalized value across the state is $331.32 per acre.

The results of the FDP Tree Planting Survey indicate that if the Forest Development Program was discontinued
and FDP cost share funds were not available, slightly more than 50% of the acreage planted from 2000-2008
would have been planted anyway. The remaining 49.7% of the acreage would not have been planted and
presumably, would have returned to an unmanaged, naturally-regenerated status. Applying these percentages to
the approximately 50,000 acres that are currently planted each year with FDP funds would result in about
25,150 acres being planted and 24,850 acres returning to an unmanaged, naturally-regenerated condition if the
Forest Development Program was discontinued.

Multiplying the appropriate average capitalized value for planted stands ($701.54 per acre) and unmanaged,
naturally-regenerated stands ($331.32 per acre) by the number of acres that would be planted (50,000 acres with
cost share; 25,150 acres without cost share) or returned to unmanaged, naturally-regenerated conditions (24,850
acres) without cost share; then adding the values calculated without cost share, results in a total capitalized
value of $35.1 million dollars for acreage planted with cost share funds and $25.9 million for all forested
acreages (planted and unmanaged, naturally-regenerated) without cost share. At a tax rate of 7 percent, the
50,000 acres planted each year under the Forest Development Program would generate $2.5 million dollars of
personal property tax for the state of North Carolina. The 50,000 acres established each year if the FDP
program discontinued (25,150 acres planted; 24,850 acres of unmanaged, naturally-regenerated) would generate
about $1.8 million dollars in personal property tax revenues for the state. The net result is a loss of $644,000 in
personal property tax revenues each year, if the FDP program is discontinued. By investing $589,500 of
appropriated funds each year in the FDP program, North Carolina receives nearly $644,000 in additional tax
revenues annually. Should the Forest Development Program be discontinued, tax revenues would decrease by
about $644,000 and the State would have a net loss of about $54,500. The personal income tax revenue created
by the FDP’s accomplishments more than pays for the appropriated funding of the program.

Loss of Private Business Revenue as a Result of a FDP Discontinuation
The Forest Development Act states: :

“It is the intent of the General Assembly that in implementing the program under this Article, the Secretary
will cause it to be coordinated with other related programs in such a manner as to encourage the utilization
of private agencies, firms and individuals furnishing services and materials needed in the application of
practices included in the forest development program.”

G.S. 113A-177(c)
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When landowners apply for FDP cost-share funds, the vast majority of on-the-ground work that is to be carried
out is done so by private site preparation contractors and tree planting crews. If FDP cost-share funds are
reduced and the total number of landowners signing up for such work decreases, these private firms will see a
direct reduction in private business revenue.

From 1998-2008, the average number of acres planted annually under FDP was 50,547"7. During this period
the FDP paid out an average of $2,543,125 per year. This typically represented about 40% of the cost of the
work done. If the other 60% of the bills (the part the landowners paid out-of-pocket) was added, one could
assume the average total cost of the annual work carried out under FDP was approximately $6,357,813. If the
FDP was discontinued, landowners have indicated that nearly 50% of all the tree planting efforts carried out
under the FDP would not occur. 50% of $6,357,813 equals $3,178,907 and represents the expected loss of
business to contractors specializing in tree establishment services.

Indirect economic benefits from forests _

Many people do not fully understand or fully value all of the indirect benefits from forests.
Reforestation under the FDP is.a critical first step in maintaining North Carolina’s timberland and the
benefits that come from it. Although this report will not devote much time to the subject, it is important
to mention that the indirect benefits from forestland have been studied and are significant.

“Multipliers for industrial output, employment, value added, regional income, and personal income
indicate that forest-based industries have substantial indirect effects in the North Carolina economy...up
to two to three times the direct impact, depending on the sector and economic measure.”

(Aruna, Cubbage, & Hamilton, 1998)

When considering the direct economic impacts of the forest industry outlined in Appendix P (“Forest Products
Industry Emerges as North Carolina’s Largest Manufacturing Industry™), a multiplication factor of two to three
times these values is considerable.

Program Justification

Rationale for Recommended Funding Level

The information contained in the report makes the case that the FDP is an effective program that should
continue to be funded. Over 50,000 acres each year are reforested under the FDP, and landowners have
indicated this number will drop by half if FDP cost share assistance is not available'®.

Forest establishment and improvement work carried out under the FDP increase forest productivity, timber
harvest income and state personal income tax revenue collected by the state. The economic analysis outlined in
this report provides data showing the increase in personal income tax collected by the state more than offsets the
typical $589,500 of appropriated funding typically devoted to the program'®. This is only one measure of the

17 Refer to Appendix G-“North Carolina Acres Planted by Cost-Share Program, 1970-2008"

18. Refer to the “Random survey of FDP landowners from 2000-08" discussion in the “Consequences of discontinued funding” section
of this report.

19 Refer to the “Effect of an FDP discontinuation on NC state personal income tax revenue” discussion in this report’s “Link between
Funding and Societal Impact” section.
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economic benefit generated by the FDP. Additional economic measures, along with societal benefits and
indirect multipliers, portray a program where appropriated monies effectively leverage other sources of funding
and result in tremendous benefit to the State.

Demand for FDP cost share assistance is currently greater than the program can handle due to funding
limitations. An additional $2,200,000 dollars would be needed annually to more closely meet the public
demand for reforestation assistance. The DFR, Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR)
and the North Carolina Governor’s budget have all recommended increased FDP funding in the past. This is
largely based on the 600+ fully-qualified forest landowners who must be placed on 1-2 year waiting lists for
FDP funding each year”’. This backlog impacts over 25,000 acres per year, resulting in higher site preparation
costs and decreases in forest productivity.

It is also worth noting that demand for forest improvement practices®' that were added to the FDP in 2006 is
expected to significantly increase. These practices have not been promoted in the last three years due to the
limited funds in the FDP and the backlog of fully-qualified landowner applications that already develops
annually.

Consequences of Discontinued Funding

This report’s “Link between funding and societal impact” section goes into detail on how the work
carried out under the FDP impacts North Carolina society and the financial consequences that would
stem from a discontinuation in FDP funding. FDP users have indicated that a loss of FDP cost share
assistance would result in a 50% reduction of the acreage currently planted under the program. This loss
has been calculated at approximately 25,000 acres annually. This would equate to a net loss to the State
in terms of dollars taken in vs. appropriated, as well as an estimated loss of over $3,000,000 worth of
business to forest establishment and improvement contractors annually.

Due to time constraints and the difficulty in fully quantifying the financial value of forest-related
ecosystem services such as watershed protection and wildlife habitat, all of the possible effects of a FDP
.discontinuation have not been evaluated or highlighted. There should be, however, a fundamental
understanding that 25,000+ fewer acres of planted forestland each year is not a positive thing.

Impact of discontinued state appropriations on the FDP

Section § 113A-192 (c) of the Primary Processor Act specifies that timber assessments collected under the Act
shall be suspended in any fiscal year in which the General Assembly fails to make general fund appropriations
to the FDP?. This language was provided to emphasize the partnership aspect of this program between the
State and forest industry. - If the State discontinues appropriations to the FDP, the program would in effect cease
to operate.

20 Refer to “Backlog of FDP applicants” discussion in the “Improving Services” section of this report

2! Refer to Appendix D-“15A NCAC 09C .0903 Approved Practices (Amendment to the FDP Effective Nov. 1, 2006)”; examples of
practices include understory release; release of seedlings; cull-tree removal; crop-tree crown release; non-commercial thinning;
prescribed burning; and forest fertilization.

2 Refer to Appendix B-“Primary Forest Product Assessment Act (1977)”
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If it was decided that the FDP would continue to function with no state appropriations and only the current level
of timber assessments, it would require legislative action to address Section § 113A-192 (c) of the Primary
Processor Act. If this was implemented and the FDP continued to operate with $589,500 less per year (which
has been the typical level of state appropriated funding), planted acreage would decrease by approximately
13,000 acres annually. This was estimated by taking into account that state appropriations typically represent
25% of FDP funding, and the assumption could be made that a funding loss of 25% might lead to a
corresponding 25% reduction in planted acreage. Noting the ten-year average of 52,000+ acres planted
annually, this 25% reduction would mean that reforestation in North Carolina would drop by approximately
13,000 acres per year. This scenario would not precipitate the need to reduce staffing levels of DFR field
personnel or the two ?ositions funded directly with FDP monies. If this scenario occurred, the list of
backlogged landowners™ and planting projects that are not funded or implemented will continue to grow. This
will result in losses to forest productivity as well as reductions in timber harvest profits and state income tax
revenues.

Another scenario is that all State appropriations to the FDP are eliminated, the decision is made to try to legally
enable the FDP to continue operating, and an attempt to raise the timber assessment rate occurs. The resulting
political pressure from a number of influential groups could jeopardize the entire existence of the FDP program.
This last point must be comprehended prior to any budgetary decisions being made. Impacts on planted
acreage, staffing level needs, etc. from such a timber assessment rate increase are difficult to determine without
knowing the specific details of such a scenario.

Impact of a FDP discontinuation on numbers of landowners asking for assistance

The FDP is often DFR’s primary “gateway” to working with forest landowners on BMPs, forest management
plans, forest stewardship, etc. The FDP Tree Planting Survey?* results indicate that the absence of FDP cost
share assistance would mean nearly half of the FDP users would not reforest their property. A reasonable
assumption can be made that the majority of these landowners would not contact the DFR at all for assistance.
The FDP program typically signs up 1,500 forest landowners each year, so the expected reduction in landowner
requests would be 750 per year. This reduction in landowners reached would lead to a decreased level of
statewide forest stewardship, forest productivity and other “ecosystem services-type” benefits to society.

Impact of a FDP discontinuation on staffing and fieldwork

As of 2009, annual administrative costs are paid out of the FDP to cover 2 full-time employees at the
Department of Revenue and the equivalent of 1.75 full-time employees at the DFR?. A discontinuation of the
FDP would directly impact these four positions. A determination would have to be made on whether or not to
retain these employees and their positions if the FDP was discontinued. If they were to remain State employees,
funding for their positions would have to be identified and come from another source.

3 Refer to “Backlog of FDP applicants” discussion in the Improving Services section of Recommendations to Improve Efficiency and
Effectiveness

24 Refer to “Random survey of FDP landowners from 2000-08” discussion located in the “Consequences of Discontinued Funding”
section of this report

% Refer to the “Resource allocation” section of this report
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There is a discussion outlined earlier in this report®® describing how DFR field staff would be impacted by a
discontinuation of the FDP. Work and staffing levels for these Ranger and Forester positions would likely
remain the same since other types of requests (water quality inspections; insect and disease inquiries;
environmental education outreach programs; etc.) would “fill the hole” created by a FDP discontinuation. Most
of these positions are also tasked with wildfire control and incident response duties, which reinforces that their
staffing levels would still be required. There would be a reduction in landowner contacts and reforestation
requests if the FDP were discontinued, but their time would be occupied by the other aspects of their job.

Would as many landowners reforest if FDP cost share was discontinued?

“Although one may argue about the social efficiency of states funding reforestation on private property, in
terms of increased forest productivity on nonindustrial lands, the programs are effective. Acres reforested each
year increase when private landowners are provided direct economic assistance. Where costs and benefits
have been compared, state cost-share programs have been found to be economically efficient. Virginia’s
program was found to have a benefit-cost ratio of about 3.5 at 6% interest rate (Flick and Horton, 1981). Cost-
share programs were. argued not to result in capital substitution (government-induced investment replacing
autonomous investment) by de Steiguer (1984). (Bullard, 1988)

De Steiguer examined forest landowner utilization of cost share funds and stated:

“Importantly, the study provided evidence that government cost-share payments have no significant effect on
the level of autonomous reforestation investment. A statistically significant negative relationship between these
two variables would have lent credibility to the capital substitution argument, that is, the presence of
government subsidies has simply replaced autonomous investment. Conversely, a significant positive
relationship would have suggested some complementary effect. This could have been attributed to the possible
Jfact that landowners operating under cost-share agreements may decide to reforest a portion of their tract at
their own expense if no funds are available. At any rate, suffice it to say that, capital substitution, as defined
here, does not appear to be a valid criticism of these progams.” (de Steiguer, 1984)

" “The weight of the evidence from the literature on investment behavior suggests that cost sharing and the
reforestation tax credit and amortization are effective in stimulating landowner investments. In this regard,
“The South’s Fourth Forest” states, "if growth in income and employment in the South’s forest industries is to
be sustained, action must be taken to increase investments in those public and private programs that are
effective in increasing forest productivity”. (Royer, 1988)

Many of the landowners who utilize FDP funds indicate they were only able to reforest or improve their
forestlands because there was a cost sharing program available. Many of these landowners are lower and
middle-class and do not have “extra” money available to implement the necessary reforestation or forest
improvement in the absence of cost share funds. It is common for landowners to want to do this type of work in

% Refer to the “FDP implementation/administrative costs absorbed by other funding sources™ discussion in the “Resource allocation”
section of this report
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an agricultural field, pasture or on a clearcut piece of land they just purchased. In these examples there is no
timber harvest income for them to draw from when paying the expenses.

Random survey of FDP landowners from 2000-08

In an effort to determine the potential impact of a FDP discontinuation, the DFR conducted a random?’
telephone survey in January, 2009. 462 forest landowners who had planted 14,758 acres of trees under the FDP
from 2000-08 were contacted.

Survey Question #1: "If FDP cost share assistance had not been available when you were deciding to plant
trees, which of the following statements best describes how you would have reacted?"

Responses | Percent

Statement A: "Without the FDP cost share money, I
would not have planted trees on any acreage." 205 44.4%

Statement B: "Without the FDP cost share money, I
would have planted the same number of acres with
trees." 174 37.7%

Statement C: "Without the FDP cost share money, I
would have planted trees, but on fewer acres." 83 18.0%

Totals= 462 100.0%

Table 5: Responses to FDP Tree Planting Survey Question #1

(18% of the landowners indicated that Statement C was their response to Question #1. This meant they would
have replanted some reduced number of their original acres in the absence of FDP cost share. These
landowners were asked Question #2)

Survey Question #2: You indicated that you would have planted fewer acres with trees if FDP cost share funds
had not been available. In the following statement, which percentage number best describes.the amount of
acreage you would have planted with trees: “Without FDP cost share funds, I would have planted trees on
about 20%, 40%, 60%, or 80% of the original acreage.”

Responses | Percent
20 Percent 10 12.0%
40 Percent 37 44.6%
60 Percent 30 36.1%
80 Percent 6 7.2%
Grand Total | 83  [100.0%

Table 6: Responses to Tree Planting Survey question #2

27 Refer to Appendix R-“Procedure for Selecting Random Landowners for the FDP Tree Planting Survey” for details on how the
landowners were randomly selected in an effort to remove any potential bias. Appendix S-“FDP Tree Planting Landowner Survey and
analysis” provides a breakdown of the responses and shows that responses were fairly uniform across the state.
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Based on survey responses, the total acreage that would be planted by these landowners (out of the 14,758 that
they planted back in 2000-08) if FDP cost share funds were not available was 7,426 acres. This represents
50.3% of the total acreage sampled. Total acreage that would not be planted if FDP cost share funds were not
available was 7,332 acres. This represents 49.7% of the total acreage sampled. This indicates that a FDP
discontinuation would lead to a 50% reduction in planted acreage that is currently reforested under the FDP.

Expected reduction in planted acreage by FDP
users if FDP cost share is not available

B Acreage that would be planted - B Acreage that would not be planted

Figure 21: Expected reduction in planted acreage by FDP users if FDP cost share is not available

From 1998-2008, an average of 50,000+ acres were planted annually under the FDP. Based on landowner
responses to the FDP survey described above, there would be a decrease in planted acres if the FDP was
discontinued. Many of these landowners would forego the decision: to conduct reforestation or forest
improvement work simply because they couldn’t afford it on their own. If nearly 50% of the annual FDP
applicants decided they could not reforest their properties due to a lack of FDP cost share, this would on
average equate to 25,000 less acres of land planted annually.

Landowner Testimonials on the Importance of FDP Funding

“The Forest Development Program has been a valuable resource to me and my family. This program provided us the
option to retain family land when actively farming the land was no longer feasible. Additionally, the program enabled us
to contribute to the balance and well-being of our community by preserving and expanding a very valuable but greatly
diminished commodity-the trees that make a forest and forestland that provides habitat for wildlife.”

Ms. Joy Dry
Willow Spring, NC
11/25/2008



“I'want to thank you for the work you have done to help me. My trees were planted in the late fall of 2006, the year of the
extreme drought. With the continued interest and your devotion to the work to be done and your suggestions as to “what,
when and how”, my trees are flourishing. Without your encouragement and expertise, I would have had beginner’s luck
since this is my first venture forestry. The programs you have made available to me and my family are commendable.
Without the cost-share that are provided and the diligence of the NC Forest Service it would have been almost impossible
Jor us to put this together only with out-of-pocket financing.”

. Kane Parsons
Fayetteville, NC
11/21/2008

“Honorable Members:

I want to call your attention to a very important program in North Carolina....the Forest Development Program. This
program assisted me in establishing a stand of longleaf pine and a stand of loblolly a few years ago. I would not have
accomplished this without the program. The pines are now about eight feet tall. The program has enabled me to be a
good steward of the land and environment. I am aware that you have budget problems, but this is an important program
and 1 ask that you give it your most serious consideration.”

Melvin Parker

Smithfield, NC

11/18/2008
One landowner bluntly voiced the importance of FDP funds to them:

“We have trees we have set with the help of the Forest Development Program. We have some more land that we would
like to set in trees but without the cost share it will be impossible.”

John and Doloris Brotherton
Statesville, NC
1/24/2009

Numerous forest landowners who had utilized the FDP commented on the ease and simplicity of the program.
The fact that there is a one-page application form, only one government agency to deal with and straightforward
program requirements are appealing to landowners. This encourages forest landowners to participate and
ultimately translates into more forested acres for North Carolina.

Recommendations to Improve Efficiency and Effectiveness

Improving Services

Backlog of FDP applicants

In order to fully meet its statutory commitment, the FDP not only needs continued funding, but also an increase
in overall funding. There is a waiting list every year of eligible forest landowners who want to help keep North
- Carolina’s forests growing and productive. These landowners want to reforest and improve their lands but they
are not able to be signed up and funded under the FDP due to a lack of monies. Because of this backlog, much
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of this work does not get done until-the following 1-3 years when cost share funds become available and their
projects are funded. At that point it usually costs the landowner and State more to successfully plant a new
forest due to vegetative competition that has come up during the waiting period. In the meantime, both the
landowner and State have lost timber volume and economic returns due to reduced forest productivity. These
fully-qualified landowners have approved management plans and processed FDP applications that outline all
the necessary fieldwork.

Based on data from FY 2004-08, the average FDP waiting list was 487 landowners for site
preparation/replanting work on 19,235 of acres. Approximately $2,000,000/year would be needed to fund this
backlog. There have been as many as 600 landowners backlogged for type of FDP assistance.

Waiting list for site Backlogged Backlogged . Amount needed to
preparation work landowners acres cost share projects
FY 2004 414 17,716 $1,594,629
FY 2005 447 17,334 $1,867.474
FY 2006 478 17,626 ' $1,878,190
FY2007 563 22,252 $2,210,681
. FY 2008 535 21,245 $1,999,440
Total FY 2004-08 2,437 96,173 $9,550,414 .
Average FY 2004-08 487 19,235 $1,910,083

Table 7: Backlog of fully-qualified landowners seeking FDP cost share for site preparation 2004-08

Another waiting list of fully-qualified landowners who requested planting assistance (with no need for site
preparation funding) exists and averages 128 landowners per year. This typically represents 5,000+ acres worth
of reforestation. An additional $200,000 per year would be needed to fully cost share these “Plant-Only”
requests. .

In the past the DFR, DENR and Governor’s budget have all recommended an increase in appropriated FDP
funding in order to meet this demand and help keep our state forested. The scarcity of additional reforestation
cost-share programs that allow effective timber production will continue to increase demand for FDP assistance.

Recommended action item: The NC Legislature should vote to expand FDP funding by at least $2,200,000
annually. '

FDP database conversion

The FDP database is currently housed in a mainframe system. There are a limited number of reports that can be
run, which makes it difficult to query and review program components. Most reports are run by another State
division and have to be physically delivered to the DFR. When these reports are created they are printed out on
large amounts of paper rather than delivered in an electronic format.

A database conversion is currently underway that will move the FDP data into an Access database. This move,
when completed, will allow easier and more effective management of the FDP data. The cost of this
improvement will be approximately 1-2 months worth of work by a database programmer. Implementation of
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the converted database will hopefully be completed by spring of 2009. A longer term improvement to this
database will be to make it web-based for easier access by field personnel.

Recommended action item: DFR staff will continue to proceed with FDP database conversion.

FDP minimum acreage threshold

The Forest Development Act § 1 13A-1»81 (b) states:

“The maximum amount of forest development cost sharing funds allowed to any landowner in one fiscal year
will be the amount required to complete all approved practices on 100 acres of land at the prevailing cost
sharing rate established under G.S. 1134-181(a).

A minimum amount of acreage that a landowner needs to qualify for the program is not specified. Since the
inception of the FDP this minimum threshold has been one acre.

There has been discussion of whether or not to raise the minimum acreage threshold in order to qualify for

FDP funding eligibility. A concern by some is that personnel time and efforts are being consumed by tracts of
land that are very small and potentially low in benefit. One concern is that many parcels of forestland in
urbanizing areas are small in acreage. If the minimum acreage threshold for the FDP is raised, some of these -
small urban forest tracts may not be able to qualify for cost share funding.

Prior to making a decision on this matter, the DFR will wait until the FDP database conversion to an Access
system is complete. At that point it will be easier to analyze historic FDP data and determine how much of a
benefit this proposed modification would create.

Recommended action item: DFR conduct study on minimum acreage threshold at earliest opportunity.

Frequency of FDP application approval

FDP applications are currently processed by DFR Central Office staff at the end of each month. During periods
of frequent activity (ex. during the winter when many planting requests are being submitted) the frequency of
application approvals may need to be increased to twice per month. This could provide ﬁeld staff, forest
landowners and contractors with critical information on a timelier basis.

Recommended action item: DFR should begin processing FDP applications twice a month when application
volumes are heavy.

Reducing Costs and Duplication

Measurement of acres on FDP cost shared tracts

The majority of tracts cost shared under the FDP are measured by County Rangers on foot with mapping grade
GPS units. This is to ensure accurate measurement of the work done so FDP funds are only used on acres that

have been completed. This is an excellent quality control measure, but it does come at a cost due to personnel
time, gas spent driving to the tracts, etc.

A number of private consulting foresters and contractors have recommended that the DFR accept their acreage
determinations when processing FDP payments. This would certainly reduce the DFR’s costs, but there could
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be problems with this proposal. A conflict of financial interest might jeopardize the accuracy of the
measurements. Another challenge to this proposal is that these private consulting foresters and contractors
would presumably still need to utilize expensive mapping-grade GPS units; undergo the same standards of GPS
training that DFR field staff currently receive; and be held to the same State standards that the DFR must adhere
to. The training and quality control work that the DFR would have to assume for private individuals looking to
provide such measurements would be an added cost that must be considered when assessing this-idea. The DFR
does not believe this proposal to be in the best interest of the State or the landowner.

DFR Policy and Procedure outlines instances where other methods can be used to determine this acreage. In
certain cases aerial imagery can be used. These other methods will not replace the use of GPS measurements on
most tracts, but utilizing them when appropriate could represent a cost reduction and time savings. Field staff
will be reminded of these alternative methods and will be encouraged to utilize them whenever possible.

Recommended action item: DFR staff will encourage field personnel to utilize all allowed tract measurement
options, particularly those that save time and money.

FDP database conversion

The FDP database conversion from a mainframe system to an Access database has already been discussed. This
will decrease the need to print out large numbers of extensive paper reports. Ultimately, the FDP database will
be updated and moved to the IBEAM system. Web-based administration will continue to reduce paperwork and
staff time per application.

Recommended action item: DFR staff will continue to proceed with FDP database conversion.

Recommended Statutory/Budgetary/Administrative Changes
Multiple Processing Facilities

Current Department of Revenue assessment reporting procedures allow companies that have multiple primary
processing facilities to aggregate the volumes of primary products that were processed by all of their facilities
before computing and reporting any assessments owed.

In order to more accurately determine whether every responsible facility is reporting and paying the primary
forest products assessment, the Division of Forest Resources recommends the Department of Revenue create a
new worksheet as part of the assessment form that breaks-out and identifies each primary processing facility
under single ownership, then aggregates the results which are reported on the main part of the return.
Companies with multiple processing facilities would be required to complete and return the worksheet with
their return, or submit a separate return for each facility.

The Department of Revenue supports the Division of Forest Resources’ position on this issue and is reviewing
its form to determine if it can develop a worksheet that will allow a processor to report multiple facilities on the
same report, with aggregate results reflected on Page 1 and to determine if processors can be allowed the option
of using one form for all facilities or separate forms for each facility.

Recommended action item: DFR staff will cooperate with DoR staff to improve this assessment form.
Transparency of Information Shared between Agencies

North Carolina GS § 105-259 (Disclosure Law) prohibits the disclosure of certain financial information to any
other person not provided for in GS § 105-259 (b). Insofar as the Department of Environment and Natural
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Resources (DENR) or the Division of Forest Resources are not listed in GS § 105-259 (b), the Department of

Revenue is restricted from reporting individual or regionally aggregated information regarding primary
processors to the DENR or DFR.

North Carolina GS § 113A-193 (b) prescribes several duties for the Secretary of Environment and Natural
Resources. Among these are:

e Provide to the Secretary, Department of Revenue, lists of processors subject to the assessment.

e Establish in November prior to those session in which the General Assembly considers the State budget,
the estimated total assessment that will be collectible in the next budget period and so inform the
Advisory Budget Commission and the General Assembly.

e By January 15 of each odd numbered year, report to the General Assembly on the number of acres
reforested, type of owners assisted, geographic distribution of funds, the amount of funds encumbered
and other matters. The report shall include the information by forestry district and statewide and shall be
for the two fiscal years prior to the date of the report.

DFR is encumbered from performing its duties as spelled out in GS § 113A-193 (b) and recommends that
language be added to GS § 105-259 (b) that would allow the Department of Revenue to share financial
information with the Division of Forest Resources.

The Department of Revenue agrees with and supports the Division of Forest Resource’s position on this issue
and will assist DFR in submitting a recommendation for legislative change to GS § 105-259 (b) that allows
pertinent financial information to be shared. This will improve communication between the two agencies and
result in more efficient program implementation. This includes ensuring that all primary processors of timber
products are paying the correct assessment amounts owed.

This proposed change will not affect the legal language in the Forest Development Act or Primary Processor
Statutes.

Recommended action item: DFR staff will work with the DoR to pursue the recommended changes to GS §
105-259 (b). :

External Factors

Policy Issues for the General Assembly

Biomass and Biofuels

North Carolina’s biomass and biofuels capacity continues to be an emerging issue. In order to meet the future
demands for woody material, forests need to be planted and more actively managed now. Reforestation

accomplished under the FDP will directly support this growing capability and positively support the State’s
future Energy Plan portfolio.
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Climate change

Che retention and increase of forestland is seen as an affordable solution.to sequester carbon and mitigate
climate change impacts. In May of 2007 the “Agriculture, Forestry and Waste Management Technical Work
Group” of NC’s Climate Action Plan Advisory Group recommended that FDP funding increase so more fields
could be planted back with trees.

(refer to http://www.ncclimateéhange.us/ewebeditpro/ items/O120F11667.pdf)

It is recommended that the General Assembly consider the benefits of the FDP and seek to tie funding from new
sources (ex. “carbon/climate change” programs).

Other Relevant Information
Wood chips and the Primary Processor Act

Starting with the definition of primary forest product in GS § 113A-191 (1) and followed by an interpretation by
the Department of Revenue, wood chips produced from whole trees (a primary forest product) are considered to
be a secondary forest product. The language and interpretation fail to differentiate between wood chips
produced by logging contractors in the woods (in-woods chips) and chips produced by other processors such as
sawmills, pulp and paper mills and chip mills. As North Carolina biomass and biofuels markets expand, the
production and utilization of wood chips will increase. The Division of Forest Resources recognizes the need to
study this emerging issue and how it relates to the Primary Processor Act. At this time the DFR is not ready to
propose statutory changes to address this issue, but the Division will continue to work with the Department of
Revenue and its Forestry Community partners to determine the best way to proceed.
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Conclusions

The Forest Development Program’s track record is thirty years long and indicates a program that is
streamlined, well-liked by the citizens of North Carolina and more than fully-utilized. It has resulted in
over 1,176,203 acres being planted, with an average of 50,000+ acres planted each in of the last ten
years. :

Many landowners who have participated in the FDP indicated they were only able to carry out the
implemented reforestation and forest improvement work with its assistance. Peer-reviewed literature
was cited that concludes cost share assistance is an incentive to forest landowners to carry out
reforestation work that they would normally not have done. A random survey of 462 FDP users from
2000-08 indicated that 45% of them would not have planted trees without the FDP assistance. 18% of
them would have planted a reduced number of acres (most indicated they would have only planted
approximately half of the acreage). When these statistics were applied to the ten-year average of
50,000+ acres of trees planted annually under the FDP, it translates into approximately 25,000 less acres
of trees planted annually if the FDP is discontinued.

Direct administrative costs for the FDP are low. This includes funding the equivalent of 2 full-time
employees at the Department of Revenue (DoR), as well as the equivalent of 1.75 full-time employees at
the Division of Forest Resources (DFR). All of the remaining FDP funds go toward landowner cost
share funding.

Improved dialogue and sharing of primary processor and assessment information between the DFR and
DoR must occur. This Continuation Review process encouraged a face-to-face meeting between the two
agencies, and it appears as though the sharing of ideas and future modifications to the North Carolina
GS § 105-259 will improve implementation of the Primary Processor Act.

The Continuation Review highlighted the need for another improvement to the FDP. The conversion of
the FDP’s database from a mainframe system to a more user-friendly Access database is currently being
undertaken. This will help to reduce a significant amount of paperwork (past reports had to be printed
by another department and physically brought to the DFR), and even more importantly make it easier to
conduct queries and future program reviews.

The Legislature should consider the annual waiting list of 600+ fully-qualified FDP applicants who
cannot be funded each year. These citizens have approved management plans and FDP applications but
are not able to carry out their forest management work due to the lack of FDP funds. The DFR,
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) and the North Carolina Governor’s budget
have all recommended increased FDP funding in the past to meet this demand from the public. The
Legislature should expand annual FDP funding with the $2,200,000 it would take to meet this need and
opportunity. -

The discontinuation of the FDP would result in significant economic loss. When landowners apply for
FDP cost-share funds, the vast majority of on-the-ground work is performed by private site preparation
contractors and tree planting crews. If the FDP was discontinued, landowners have indicated that nearly
50% of all tree planting efforts currently carried out under the FDP would not occur. This reduction in
acreage to be planted would translate into an estimated loss of $3,178,907 worth of business to
contractors specializing in tree establishment services.
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Appendix A: Forest Development Act (1977)

Article 11.
Forest Development Act.

§ 113A-176. Title.
This Article shall be known as the "Forest Development Act." (1977, c. 562, s. 1.)

§ 113A-177. Statement of purpose.

(@) The General Assembly finds that:

(1) It is in the public interest of the State to encourage the development of the State's
forest resources and the protection and improvement of the forest environment.

(2)  Unfavorable environmental impacts, particularly the rapid loss of forest land to urban
development, are occurring as a result of population growth. It is in the State's interest
that corrective action be developed now to offset forest land losses in the future.

(3)  Regeneration of potentially productive forest land is a high-priority problem requiring
prompt attention and action. Private forest land will become more important to meet
the needs of the State's population. (

(4)  Growing demands on forests and related land resources cannot be met by intensive
management of public and industrial forest lands alone.

(b) The purpose of this Article is to direct the Secretary to unplement a forest development
program to:

(1)  Provide financial assistance to eligible landowners to increase the productivity of the
privately owned forests of the State through the application of forest renewal practices
and other practices that improve tree growth and overall forest health.

2) Insure that forest operations in the State are conducted in a manner designed to
protect the soil, air, and water resources, including but not limited to streams, lakes
and estuaries through actions of landowners on lands for which assistance is sought

. under provisions in this Article.

(3)  Implement a program of voluntary landowner participation through the use of a forest
development fund to meet the above goals. “

(c)  Itis the intent of the General Assembly that in implementing the program under this Article,
the Secretary will cause it to be coordinated with other related programs in such a manner as to
encourage the utilization of private agencies, firms and individuals furnishing services and materials
needed in the application of practices included in the forest development program. (1977, c. 562, s. 2;
c. 771, s. 4; 1989, c. 727, s. 218(73); 1989 (Reg. Sess., 1990), c. 1004, s. 19(b); 1997-443, s.
11A.119(a); 2005-126, s. 1.)

§ 113A-178. Definitions.
As used in this Article: :
(1)  "Approved forest management plan" means the forest management plan submitted by .
~ the eligible landowner and approved by the Secretary. Such plan shall include forest
management practices to insure both maximum forest productivity and environmental
protection of the lands to be treated under the management plan.
(2) "Approved practices" mean those silvicultural practices approved by the Secretary
for the purpose of commercially growing timber through the establishment of forest



stands, of insuring the proper regeneration of forest stands to commercial production
levels following the harvest of mature timber, or of insuring maximum growth
potential of forest stands to commercial production levels. Such practices shall
include those required to accomplish site preparation, natural and artificial forestation,
noncommercial removal of residual stands for silvicultural purposes, cultivation of
established young growth of desirable trees for silvicultural purposes, and
improvement of immature forest stands for silvicultural purposes. In each case,
approved practices will be determined by the needs of the individual forest stand.
These practices shall include existing practices and such practices as are developed in
the future to insure both maximum forest productivity and environmental protection.

(3)  "Department" means the Department of Environment and Natural Resources.

(3a) "Eligible land" means land owned by an eligible landowner.

4) "Eligible landowner" means a private individual, group, association or corporation
owning land suitable for forestry purposes. Where forest land is owned jointly by
more than one individual, group, association or corporation, as tenants in common,
tenants by the entirety, or otherwise, the joint owners shall be considered, for the
purpose of this Article, as one eligible landowner and entitled to receive cost-sharing
payments as provided herein only once during each fiscal year. '

(5) Recodified as § 113A-178(3a).

(6) "Forest development assessment” means an assessment on primary forest products
from timber severed in North Carolina for the funding of the provisions of this
Article, as authorized by the General Assembly.

@) "Forest development cost-sharing payment" means financial assistance to partially
cover the costs of implementing approved practices in such amounts as the Secretary
shall determine, subject to the limitations of this Article.

8) "Forest development fund” means the Forest Development Fund created by G. S
113A-183.

(8a) "Maintain" means to retain the reforested area as forestland for a 10-year period and
to comply with the provisions in the approved forest management plan.

)] "Secretary" means the Secretary of Environment and Natural Resources. (1977, c.
562, s. 3; ¢. 771, s. 4; 1989, c. 727, s. 218(74); 1989 (Reg. Sess., 1990), c. 1004, s.
19(b); 1997-352, 5. 1; 1997-443, 5. 11A.119(a); 2005-126, s. 2.)

§ 113A-179. Powers and duties.

(@)  The Secretary shall have the powers and duties to administer the provisions of this Article.

(b)  The Department shall serve as the disbursing agency for funds to be expended from and
deposited to the credit of the Forest Development Fund.

(©) Subject to the limitations set forth in G.S. 113A-183(d), the Secretary is authorlzed to
employ administrative, clerical and field personnel to support the program created by this Article and
to compensate such employees from the Forest Development Fund for services rendered in direct
support of the program.

(d)  The Secretary is authorized to purchase equipment for the implementation of this program
from the Forest Development Fund subject to the limitations of G.S. 113A-183(e). All equipment
purchased with these funds will be assigned to and used only for the forest development program,
except for emergency use in forest fire suppression and other activities relating to the protection of life
or property. The Forest Development Fund will be reimbursed from other program funds for equipment
costs incurred during such emergency use. (1977, c. 562, s. 4.)



§ 113A-180. Administration of cost sharing.
The Secretary shall have authority to administer the cost sharing provisions of this Article,
including but not limited to the following:

(1)  Prescribe the manner and requirements of making application for cost sharing funds.

(2)  Identify those approved forestry practices as defined in G.S. 113A-178(2) which shall
be approved for cost sharing under the provisions of this Article.

(3)  Review periodically the cost of forest development practices and establish allowable
ranges for cost sharing purposes for approved practlces under varying conditions
throughout the State.

4) Determine, prior to approving forest development cost sharing payments to any
landowner, that all proposed practices are appropriate and are comparable in cost to
the prevailing cost of those practices in the general area in which the land is located.
Should the Secretary determine that the submitted cost of any practice is excessive, he
shall approve forest development cost sharing payments based upon an allowable cost
established under G.S. 113A-180(3).

5) Determine, prior to approving forest development cost sharing payments, that an
approved forest management plan as defined in G.S. 113A-178(1) for the eligible land
has been filed with the Secretary and that the landowner has indicated in writing his
intent to comply with the terms of such management plan.

(6) Determine, prior to approving forest development cost sharing payments, that the
approved practices for which payment is requested have been completed in a
satisfactory manner, conform to the approved forest management plan submitted
under G.S. 113A-180(5), and otherwise meet the requirements of this Article.

@) Disburse from the Forest Development Fund to eligible landowners cost sharing
payments for satisfactory completion of practices provided for by this Article and the
Secretary shall, insofar as is practicable, disburse the funds from the State's
appropriation on a matching basis with the funds generated by the Primary Forest
Product Assessment. (1977, c. 562, s. 5.)

§ 113A-180.1. Cost-share agreements.

(a) Inorder to receive forest development cost-share payments, an eligible landowner shall enter
into a written agreement with the Department describing the eligible land, setting forth the approved
practices implemented for the area and covered by the approved forest management plan, and agreeing
to maintain those practices for a 10-year period.

(b)  Inthe absence of Vis major or Act of God or other factors beyond the landowner's control, a
landowner who fails to maintain the practice or practices for a 10-year period in accordance with the
agreement set forth in subsection (a) of this section shall repay to the Fund all cost-sharing funds
received for that area.

(c)  If the landowner voluntarily relinquishes control or title to the land on which the approved
practices have been established, the landowner shall:

(1) Obtain a written statement, or a form approved by the Department, from the new
owner or transferee in which the new owner or transferee agrees to maintain the
approved practices for the remainder of the 10-year period; or

2 Repay to the Fund all cost-sharing funds received for implementing the approved
practices on the land.

If a written statement is obtained from the new owner or transferee, the original landowner will no
longer be responsible for maintaining the approved practices or repaying the cost-sharing funds. The



responsibility for maintaining those practlces for the remainder of the 10 years shall devolve to the new
owner or transferee. (1997-352, s. 2. )

§ 113A-181. Limitation of payments.

(a) An eligible landowner may receive forest development cost sharing payments for
satisfactory completion of approved practices as determined by the Secretary, except that the Secretary
shall approve no assistance in an amount exceeding the lesser of (i) a sum equal to sixty percent (60%)
. of the landowner's actual per acre cost incurred in implementing the approved practice or (ii) a sum’
equal to sixty percent (60%) of the prevailing per acre cost as determined by the Secretary under G.S.
113A-180(3) for 1mplement1ng that approved practice.

(b)  The maximum amount of forest development cost shanng funds allowed to any landowner
in one fiscal year will be the amount required to complete all approved practices on 100 acres of land at
the prevailing cost sharing rate established under G.S. 113A-181(a).

(¢)  Eligible landowners may not use State cost sharing funds if funds from any federal cost

sharing program are used on the same acreage for forestry practices during the same fiscal year. (1977,
c. 562,s.6.)

§ 113A-182. Participation by government political subdivisions.
No governmental agency, federal, State or local, will be eligible for forest development payments
under the provision of this Article. (1977, ¢. 562, s. 7.)

§ 113A-183. Forest Development Fund. "

(a) The Forest Development Fund is created in the Department of Environment and Natural
Resources as a special fund. Revenue in the Fund does not revert at the end of a fiscal year, and interest
and other investment income earned by the Fund accrues to it. The Fund is created to provide revenue
" to implement this Article. The Fund consists of the following revenue:

' (1)  Assessments on primary forest products collected under Article 12 of Chapter 113A
of the General Statutes. :
(2) - General Fund appropriations.
(3)  Gifts and grants made to the Fund.

(b), (c) Repealed by Sessions Laws 1997-352, s. 3.

(d) In any fiscal year, no more than five percent (5%) of the available funds generated by the
Primary Forest Product Processor Assessment Act may be used for program support under the
provisions of G.S. 113A-179(c). ,

(¢)  Funds used for the purchase of equipment under the provisions of G.S. 113A-179(d) shall be -
limited to appropriations from the General Fund to the Forest Development Fund designated
specifically for equipment purchase. (1977, c. 562, s. 8; c. 771, s. 4; 1981, c. 1127, s. 45; 1989, c. 727,
s. 218(75); 1997-352, s. 3; 1997-443, 5. 11A.119(a).)

§§ 113A-184 through 113A-188. Reserved for future codification purposes.



' Appendii B: Primary Forest Product Assessment Act (1977)

Article 12.
Primary Forest Product Assessment Act.

§ 113A-189. Short title. '
This Article shall be known as the Primary Forest Product Assessment Act (1977, c. 573, s. 1 J)

§ 113A-190 "Statement of purpose.

(@) The purpose of this Article is to create an assessment on primary forest products processed
from North Carolina timber to provide a source of funds to finance the forestry operations provided for
in the Forest Development Act of 1977.

(b)  All assessments levied under the provisions of this Article shall be used only for the
purposes specified in G.S. 113A-193(c) and in the Forest Development Act. (1977, c. 573, 5. 2.)

§ 113A-191. Definitions.
The following words, terms and phrases hereinafter used for the purpose of this Article are deﬁned
as follows:

(1)  "Primary forest product" shall include those products of the tree after it is severed
from the stump and cut to its first roundwood product for further conversion. These
products include but are not limited to whole trees for chipping, whole tree logs,

. .sawlogs, pulpwood, veneer bolts, and posts, poles and piling.

(2) "Processor" shall mean the individual, group, association, or corporation that procures
primary forest products at their initial point of concentration for conversion to
secondary products or for shipment to others for such conversion. : L

(3) "Forest Development Fund" shall mean the special fund established by the Forest

Development Act of 1977. _
" (4) For the purpose of this Article, the following are not considered "primary forest
products":
a. Christmas trees and associated greens;
b. ° Material harvested from an individual's own land and used on sa1d land for the
construction of fences, buildings or other personal use developments;
" C. Fuel wood harvested for personal use or use in individual homes. (1977, c.
573,s.3)

§ 113A-192. Operation of assessment system.

(@  The General Assembly hereby levies an assessment on all primary forest products harvested
from lands within the State of North Carolina.

(b)  This assessment shall be at the rates as established in G.S. 113A-194(b) and the proceeds of
such assessment shall be deposited in the Forest Development Fund.

(c)  The collection of the assessment shall be suspended in any fiscal year in which the General
Assembly fails to make general fund appropriations to the Forest Development Fund.



(d)  The collection of the assessment shall be suspended in-any fiscal year in which there is
carried forward from previous years a balance of unobligated funds in the Forest Development Fund
greater than twice the amount appropriated from the general fund for that fiscal year.

(e)  Ifthe assessment is suspended because of either clause (c) or (d) above that suspension shall
cease when the condition causing the suspension no longer exists. (1977, c. 573, s. 4.)

§ 113A-193. Duties of Secretaries.

(a)  The Secretary, Department of Revenue, shall: _

(1) Develop the necessary administrative procedures to collect the assessment

(2) Collect the assessment from the primary forest product processors;

(3)  Deposit funds collected from the assessment in the Forest Development Fund;

(4)  Audit the records of processors to determine compliance with the provisions of this
Article.

(b) - The Secretary of Environment and Natural Resources shall:

- (1) - Provide to the Secretary, Department of Revenue, lists of ‘processors subject to the
assessment;

(2) Advise the Secretary, Department of Revenue, of the appropriate methods to convert
measurements of.primary forest products by other systems to those authorized i in this
Article;

(3) Establish in November prior to those sessions in which the General Assembly

- considers the State budget, the estimated total assessment that will be collectible in
the next budget period and so inform the General Assembly;

(4)  Within 30 days of certification of the State budget, notify the Secretary, Department
of Revenue, of the need to collect the assessment for those years covered by the
approved budget.

(5) By January 15 of each odd-numbered year, report to the General Assembly on the
number of acres reforested, type of owners assisted, geographic distribution of funds,
the amount of funds encumbered and other matters. The report shall include the
information by forestry district and statewide and shall be for the two fiscal years
prior to the date of the report.

(c)  The Secretary of Revenue shall be reimbursed for those actual expenditures incurred as a
cost of collecting the assessment for the Forest Development Fund. This amount shall be transferred
from the Forest Development Fund in equal increments at the end of each quarter of the fiscal year to
the Department of Revenue. This amount shall not exceed five percent (5%) of the total assessments
collected on primary forest products during the preceding fiscal year. (1977, c. 573, s. 5; c. 771, s. 4;

1983, c. 761, s. 120; 1985, c. 526; 1989, c. 727, s. 218(76); 1989 (Reg. Sess., 1990), c. 1004, s. 19(b);
1997-443, 5. 11A.119(a); 2006-203, s. 29.)

§ 113A-194. Assessment rates.
(a) The assessment rates shall be based on the following standards:

(1)  For primary forest products customarily measured in board feet, the "Intematlonal 1/4
Inch Log Rule" or equivalent will be used;

(2) For primary forest products customarily measured in cords, the standard cord of 128
cubic feet or equivalent will be used;

(3) For any other type of forest product separated from the soil, the Secretary of
Environment and Natural Resources shall determine a fair unit assessment rate, based



on the cubic foot volume of one thousand foot board measure, International 1/4 Inch
Log Rule or one standard cord, 128 cubic feet.
(b)  The assessment levied on primary forest products shall be at the following rates:
' (1)  Fifty cents (50¢) per thousand board feet for softwood sawtimber, veneer logs and
bolts, and all other softwood products normally measured in board feet;

(2) Forty cents (40¢) per thousand board feet for hardwood and bald cypress sawtimber,
veneer, and all other hardwood and bald cypress products normally measured in board
feet;

(3) Twenty cents (20¢) per cord for softwood pulpwood and other softwood products
normally measured in cords;

(4) © Twelve cents (12¢) per cord for hardwood pulpwood and other hardwood and bald
cypress products normally measured in cords; -

(5) All material harvested within North Carolina for shipment outside the State for
primary processing will be assessed at a percentage of the invoice value. This
percentage will be established to yield rates equal to those if the material were
processed within the State. (1977, c. 573, s. 6; c. 771, s. 4; 1989, c. 727, s. 218(77);
1989 (Reg. Sess., 1990), c. 1004, s. 19(b); 1997-443, s. 11A.119(a).)

§ 113A-195. Collection of assessment.

(@) The assessment shall be levied against the processor of the primary forest product.

(b)) The assessment shall be submitted on a quarterly basis of the State's fiscal year due and
payable the last day of the month following the end of each quarter.

(c) The assessment shall be remitted to the Secretary, Department of Revenue by check or
money order, with such production reports as may be required by said Secretary.

(d) The processor shall maintain for a period of three fiscal years and make available to the
Secretary, Department of Revenue, such production records necessary to verlfy proper reporting and
payment of revenue due the Forest Development Fund.

(e)  The production reports of the various processors shall be used only for assessment purposes.
Production information will not be made a part of the public record on an individual processor basis.

(f)  Any official or employee of the State who discloses information obtained from a production
report, except as may be necessary for administration and collection of the assessment, or in the
performance of official duties, or in administration or judicial proceedings related to the levy or
collection of the assessment, shall be guilty of a Class 3 misdemeanor punishable only by a fine not to
exceed fifty dollars ($50.00). (1977, c. 573, s. 7; 1987, c. 523; 1993, c. 539, s. 876; 1994, Ex. Sess., c.
24, s. 14(c).)

§ 113A-196. Enforcement of collection.
The Secretary of Revenue shall enforce collection of the primary forest product assessment in
accordance with the remedies and procedures contained in Artlcle 9 of Chapter 105 of the General

Statutes. (1977, ¢. 573, s. 8.)

§§ 113A-197 through 113A-201. Reserved for future codification purposes.



Appendix C: HB 698, NC Legislative Session 2005-An Act to Expand the Findings, the
Purpose, and the Approved Practices of the Current Forest Development Act

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 2005

SESSION LAW 2005-126
HOUSE BILL 698

AN ACT TO EXPAND THE FINDINGS, THE PURPOSE, AND THE APPROVED PRACTICES OF
THE CURRENT FOREST DEVELOPMENT ACT.

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:

SECTION 1. G.S. 113A-177 reads as rewritten:
"§ 113A-177. Statement of purpose.
(a)  The General Assembly finds that:
(1)  Itis in the public interest of the State-efNeith-Carelina to encourage the development
of the State's forest resources and the protection and improvement of the forest
.environment.

2) Unfavorable environmental impacts, altheugh—eurrently—of-a—local-and-—speradie
aature;-particularly the rapid loss of forest land to urban development, are occurring
as a result of ferest-eperations—population growth. It is in the State's interest that
corrective action be developed now to prevent-mere-serious—problems—offset forest

“land losses in the future.

(3)  Regeneration of potentially productive forest land is a high-priority problem requiring
prompt attention and action._Private forest land will become more important to meet
the needs of the State's population.

(4)  Growing demands on forests and related land resources cannot be met by 1ntens1ve
. management of public and industrial forest lands alone.

(b)  The purpose of this Article is to direct the Secretary-of Environment-and Natural- Resourees
to implement a forest development program to:

(1)  Provide financial assistance to eligible landowners to increase the productivity of the
privately owned forests of the State through the application of forest renewal
praetices;practices and other practices that improve tree growth and overall forest.
health.

2) Insure that forest operations in the State are conducted in a manner designed to
protect the soil, air, and water resources, including but not limited to streams, lakes
and estuaries through actions of landowners on lands for which ass1stance is sought

~under provisions in this Astiele;Article.

(3)  Implement a program of voluntary landowner participation through the use of a forest
development fund to meet the above goals

o



()  Itis the intent of the General Assembly that in implementing the program under this Article,
_ the Secretary will cause it to be coordinated with other related programs.in such a manner as to
encourage the utilization of private agencies, firms and individuals furnishing services and materials
needed in the application of practices included in the forest development program.”
SECTION 2. G.S. 113A-178(2) reads as rewritten:

" (2)

'Approved practices' mean those silvicultural practices approved by the Secretary for
the purpose of commercially growing timber through the establishment of forest
stands, ee—of insuring the proper regeneration of forest stands to commercial
production levels following the harvest of mature timber—timber, or of insuring

maximum g;ov(rth potential of forest stands to commercial production levels. Such

- practices shall include those required to accomplish site preparation, natural and

artificial forestation, noncommercial removal of residual stands for silvicultural
purposes, and-cultivation of established young growth of desirable trees—trees for
silvicultural purposes, and improvement of immature forest stands for silvicultural
purposes. In each case, approved practices will be determined by the needs of the
individual forest stand. These practices shall include existing practices and such
practices as are developed in the future to insure both maximum forest productivity
and environmental protection."

SECTION 3. This act is effective when it becomes law.
In the General Assembly read three times and ratified this the 23" day of June, 2005.

s/ Marc Basnight
_ President Pro Tempore of the Senate

s/ James B. Biack
Speaker of the House of Representatives

s/ Michael F. Easley
Governor

Approved 1:16 p.m. this 29" day of June, 2005



Appendix D: 15A NCAC 09C 0903 Approved Practices (Amendment to the FDP Effective
Nov. 1, 2006)

1SANCAC 09C .0903 .APPROVED PRACTICES :

The following practices and sub-practices are eligible for cost-share payments:

Site Preparation. Preparatlon of a site for planting, seeding or .natural regeneratlon of a
commercial forest tree species; this may be accomplished by the following sub-practices used
singularly or in combinations:

)

@)

(a)
(b)

©
G
()

®
(®
(h)

®
®
k)
)
(m)
(n)

Burning. The use of prescribed fire for the purpose of site preparation;

Chopping. The use of a machine-pulled chopper to crush and chop non-merchantable
trees, brush and other debris for the purpose of site preparation;

Discing. The use of a machine-pulled disc to crush and destroy non-merchantable trees,
brush and other debris for the purpose of site preparation;

KG/V-Blade Shear. The use of a sharp-edged, angled blade (KG or V-blade) mounted on
a tractor to shear non-merchantable trees and brush for the purpose of site preparation;
KG and Pile. The use of a sharp-edged, angled blade (called KG blade) mounted on a
tractor to shear non-merchantable trees and brush for the purpose of site preparation; this
sheared material and other debris are pushed into piles or windrows;

Rake & Pile. The use of a toothed, rake-type blade mounted on a tractor to push logging
debris, but not roots or soil, into piles or windrows;

Bedding. The use of a bedding plow pulled by a tractor to prepare a bed or ridge for the
purpose of site preparation;

" V-Blade Bedding. The use of a sharp angled blade (not a KG blade) mounted on a tractor

to shear non-merchantable trees and brush and a bedding plow pulled by a tractor to
prepare a bed or ridge for the purpose of site preparation in a single pass operation;
Furrowing. The use of a plow pulled by a tractor to prepare a shallow trench or furrow to
reduce competing vegetation for the purpose of site preparation;

Bulldozing and Piling. The use of a bulldozer to push over non-merchantable trees and

. brush for the purpose of site preparation; the material is pushed into piles or windrows;

Other. The use of hand tools or other machines to destroy or reduce competing

-vegetation for the purpose of site preparation;

Chemical Control; Aerial. The use of herbicides, applied from the air, to reduce

competing vegetation for the purpose of site preparation;

Chemical Control; Ground. The use of hand tools or ground chemical a applications to

reduce competing vegetation for the purpose of site preparation; and

Preharvest Treatment. Use of chemical or mechanical means, including hand methods, to

control vegetation to develop a stand of trees from advanced hardwood regeneration,

natural pine regeneration, or artificial regeneration. When using this practlce the

following criteria apply:

@) The landowner must agree to harvest overstory stand once regeneration of at least
300 seedlings of a commercial timber species is established;

(i)  This practice cannot be used to prepare an area for pine straw production; and

(iii)  The only other site preparation technique that may be cost-shared at a later date is
prescribed burning, if needed.

Silvicultural Clearcut. The felling of trees in unmerchantable stands for the purpose of removing

all stems in the overstory to allow regeneration of desirable species by exposing the site to direct
sunlight:

(@

Fell and Leave. Felling all trees on an area with no removal of merchantable material, for
the purpose of accomplishing a silvicultural clearcut;



€)

@
©)
©)

@
®

(b)  Fell and Remove. Felling all trees on an area, both merchantable and unmerchantable,
for the purpose of accomplishing a silvicultural clearcut; the stumpage value of all
merchantable trees removed from the area, as determined by the Director, shall be
deducted from the allowable cost of completing the practice.

Tree Planting or Seeding. Planting seedlings or applying seed to establish a commercial forest

stand. This includes:

(@)  Hand Planting. The use of planting bars or other hand tools to plant forest tree seedlings;

(b)  Machine Planting. The use of a planting machine to plant forest tree seedlings;

(¢)  Machine Plant — Chemical. The combined use of a planting machine to plant forest tree
seedlmgs and application equipment to apply herbicides to reduce competmg vegetation
in a single pass operation.

(d)  V-Blade Planting. The use of a tractor with attached V-shaped blade and planting
machine to plant forest tree seedlings;

(e)  Direct Seeding. The use of any type applicator to apply desirable forest tree seed directly
to the soil.

Tree Planting Followed by Site Preparation. Tree planting followed by the use of a herbicide

treatment, within one year after planting.

Mixed Stand Plantings. Tree planting to establish a mixed pine-hardwood stand, or a mixed

stand of hardwood species.

Release of Seedlings. Reducing or eliminating unwanted vegetation that is competing with the

established reproduction of desired tree species to ensure adequate regeneration (at least 300

seedlings) of a commercial timber species. This may be accomplished by one of the following

treatments:

(a) Chemical Control: Aerial. The use of herbicides, applied from the air, to reduce

~ competing vegetation for the purpose of releasing desirable reproduction;

(b)  Chemical Control; Ground. The use of hand tools or ground chemical applicators to
reduce competing vegetation for the purpose of releasing desirable reproduction;

(¢)  Mechanical Control. The use of hand tools or machines to reduce competing vegetation
for the purpose of releasing desirable reproduction.

Uneven-Aged Management. A planned sequence of silvicultural treatments designed to maintain

and regenerate a stand with three or more age classes.

Forest Stand Improvement. Practices that improve tree growth and overall forest health to insure

maximum growth potential of forest stands to commercial production levels. The practices listed

below and approved for reimbursement will improve immature forest stands for silvicultural
purposes:

(@)  Understory Release — Complete removal or deadening of older trees or saplings that have
no merchantable value, to improve growing conditions for desirable tree species;

(b)  Release of Seedlings - A mechanical or chemical treatment designed to free young trees

from undesirable, usually over-topping, competing vegetation;

(©) Cull-tree.Removal — Complete removal or deadening of trees having no merchantable
value because of defects or inferior species. Differs from understory release in that
removal is to favor growth on remaining established poles and small sawtimber of better-
quality and species. This treatment is used only in stands beyond the sapling size class;

(d)  Crop Tree Crown Release — Removal or deadening of cull trees and other undesirable
trees to release the crowns of crop trees with commercial value. Crop trees are high
value species, which are dominant or co-dominant in position and are well-formed and
free of major forest insects and diseases. Cull trees are trees that have little or no
economic value due to poor form or presence of insects or disease. Less desirable trees
have poorer growth characteristics or are in poorer condition than the crop trees;

(¢) Non-Commercial Thinning — A felling, deadening or removal of immature trees in a
stand (predominately seedlings and saplings) which significantly reduces the stem density
to accelerate growth and improve the health and form of the remaining trees;



~® Prescribed Burning —. The use of fire in a planned and controlled manner to provide
silvicultural benefits from forest fuel reduction or reduced understory competition.
. Prescribed burning must be conducted under the supervision of a "certified prescribed
burner" (as defined by G.S. 113-60.41 of the North Carolina Prescribed Burning Act),
using a burning plan; and
(g)  Forest Fertilization — The addition of nutrient elements to the soil to overcome nutrient
deficiencies or to increase growth rates.

sttorijote Authority G.S. 113-60.41; ]13A 177;'1134-179; 1134-183; 143B-10();
" Eff August 8, 1978;
Amended Eff. November 1, 2006, August] 2002 October 1, 1984.



Appendix E: Forest Ownership in North Carolina, 2006

USDA

Forest Ownership in North Carolina, 2006

=>——=u=  This information is adapted from "Family Forest Owners of the United States, 2006" General
‘ Technical Report NRS-27. Contact Brett Butier {bbutler01@fs.fed.us) for more information.

" The U.S. Forest Service's National Woodland Owner Survey (wwiw.fia.fs.fed.us/nwos) is conducted to improve our understanding .
of who owns the forests of the United States, why they own them, how they use them, and what they intend to do with them. This
information is used by foresters, educators, and researchers to creale programs, policies, and services that better meet the needs

of forest owners and society. The family forest results below are a summary of the 321 owners from North Carolina who

participated between 2002 and 2006.

Area of forest land and number of forest owners

Private and public forest lands

Owner type Acres Owners W Private forest [ Public forest [ Nonforest
Thousands Percent Thousands I
- Private
Family 11,194 61 469 AN
Other private 4,303 23 56 P
Public . %
, Federal 2,090 1 B Scurcas: CEI Protatied Areas Dataase, vor 40 |
State 601 3 - and USSS Naticnal Lard Cover Dazabase 2001
Local 258 1 -
Family Forest Owners
Size of forest landholdings Reasons for owning
60 ' 1. Pass land on to heirs
- 2. Land investment
50 ._‘ {MArea 3. Beauty/scenery
40 OOwners || 4. Part of farm or ranch
€ 5. Nature protection
§ 30
& 20 4
10 1 _ .
0- Five year plans for land
) o & S P & . - ——
N > oS is - no activity -
.&' 0). S Leave it as is - no activity
. fﬁ& Q&' N
Acres Minimal activity
Harvest sawlogs or pulpwood
Important concerns .
1. Fire Transfer to heirs
2. Keeping land intact for helrs
3. Insects or plant diseases : .
4. Wind or ice storms No current plans
. High pro Xes v y y
5. High property ta 0 10 20 40
Percent




Appendix F: Total Acres/Total Landowners/Avefage Acfes per Landowner Funded Under the

Forest Development Program (1978-2008)

Total FDP | Total Landowners Average Acres

Fiscal Acres Funded Under Funded Per

Year Funded FDP Landowner
1978-1979 18,590 485 38
1979-1980 [ 21,276 424 50
1980-1981 19,602 410 48
1981-1982 20,911 501 42
1982-1983 18,145 355 51
1983-1984 32,633 654 50
1984-1985 30,312 649 47
1985-1986 30,320 694 44
1986-1987 49,063 1,214 40
1987-1988 53,055 1,330 40
1988-1989 52,711 1,427 37
1989-1990 49,704 1,332 | 37
1990-1991 53,891 1,603 34

1991-1992 51,875 1,513 34
1992-1993 49,117 1,399 35
1993-1994 62,831 1,835 34
[ 1994-1995 81,917 2,363 | 35
1995-1996 83,049 2,662 - 31
1996-1997 73,617 2,492 30
1997-1998 61,197 2,140 29
1998-1999 56,889 2,020 28
1999-2000 69,917 2,362 30
2000-2001 88,980 2,708 33
2001-2002 72,700 2,332 31
2002-2003 64,127 2,004 32
2003-2004 71,334 2,195 33
2004-2005 64,055 1,996 32
2005-2006 57,932 1,766 33
2006-2007 62,482 1,933 32
2007-2008 56,511 1,767 32
Total 1,578,743 46,565 1101

Average 52625 1552 37




Appendix G: North Carolina Acres Planted by Cost-Share Program (1970-2008)

YEAR FiP ACPI/EQIP CRP FDP FRRP FLEP NCA | CREP | WRP SIP FRP TOTAL
FY1970* N/A * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 12,357
FY1971* N/A * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15,795
FY1972 N/A * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 20,114
FY1973* N/A * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15,779
FY1974* N/A * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 12,781
FY1975 26,875 1,336 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 28,211
FY1976 15,396 488 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15,884
FY1977 24,062 2,002 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 26,064
FY1978 21,258 1,485 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 22,743
FY1979 22,872 1,622 N/A 7,172 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 31,666
FY1980 23,365 1,302 N/A 17,544 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 42,211
FY1981 21,709 1,963 N/A 18,124 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 41,796
FY1982 14,447 2,731 N/A 15,669 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32,847
FY1983 13,033 3,172 N/A 14,731 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 30,936
FY1984 10,895 1,898 N/A 22,170 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 34,963
FY1985 13,163 2,900 N/A 25,510 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 41,573
FY1986 17,446 3,025 N/A 23,796 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 44,267
FY1987 12,828 3,113 14,807 29,307 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 60,055
FY1988 17,397 3,823 29,474 38,723 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 89,417
FY1989 17,976 2,738 20,762 36,359 N/A N/A 343 N/A N/A NA_ | NA 78,178
FY1990 13,934 2,653 12,554 34,192 N/A N/A 694 N/A N/A N/A N/A 64,027
FY1991 17,702 2,272 1,714 39,732 N/A N/A 785 N/A N/A N/A N/A 62,205
FY1992 20,038 1,281 4,756 38,441 N/A N/A 482 N/A N/A N/A N/A 64,998
FY1993 19,218 911 3,130 37,932 N/A N/A 820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 62,011
FY1994 22,701 1,496 143 44,730 N/A N/A 516 N/A 46 N/A N/A 69,632
FY1995 9,938 526 57 51,285 N/A N/A 580 N/A 54 N/A N/A 62,440
FY1996 9,255 750 1,165 66,286 N/A N/A 772 N/A N/A N/A N/A 78,228
FY1997 5,963 531 168 60,583 N/A N/A 454 N/A 185 N/A N/A 67,884
FY1998 6,489 63 1,561 48,442 15,263 N/A 463 N/A N/A 452 N/A 72,733
FY1999 4,193 36 1,006 46,441 25,805 N/A 676 N/A 389 344 N/A 78,889
FY2000 5,248 20 4,669 46,972 12,373 N/A 646 N/A 656 62 N/A 70,646
FY2001 5,005 N/A 13,399 58,595 4,759 N/A 1,323 1,777 N/A N/A N/A 84,858
FY2002 2,990 N/A 2,209 61,286 864 N/A 505 4,146 218 N/A N/A 72,218
FY2003 450 15 774 54,446 N/A N/A 339 3,065 392 N/A N/A 59,481
FY2004 169 N/A 3,253 52,826 N/A 912 311 4,091 N/A N/A N/A 61,562
FY2005 35 N/A 1,598 50,273 N/A 266 182 2,959 N/A N/A 12 55,325
FY2006 N/A 3 1,926 44,597 N/A 1,792 648 1,983 N/A N/A 1,747 52,696
FY2007 N/A 59 2,941 47,563 N/A 1,071 461 722 N/A N/A 455 53,272
FY2008 NA K| 2,320 42,476 N/A 2,652 169 356 N/A N/A N/A 48,004
TOTAL | 416,050 44,245 124,385 | 1,176,203 59,064 6,693 | 11,169 | 19,099 | 1,940 858 2,214

FIP=Forestry Incentives Program; ACP/EQIP=Agricultural Conservation Program/Environmental Quality Incentives Program;
CRP=Conservation Reserve Program; FDP=Forest Development Program: FRRP=Forest Recovery and Rehabilitation Program;
FLEP=Forestland Enhancement Program; NCA=NC Agricultural Cost-share Program: CREP=Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program; WRP=Wetland Reserves Program; SIP=Stewardship Incentives Program; FRP=Forest Recovery Program

“N/A” Represents no program that year *Prior to cost-share..may include small amount of ACP



Appendix H: FDP Funding from 1978-2008 (Including Timber Assessments, State

Appropriations and Interest Eaméd)

Total Total FDP
Fiscal Assessment Total State Interest Combined
Year Dollars Appropriations Comments on Appropriations Earned Funding |

1978-1979 | $1,303,362.00 $500,000.00 $0.00 $1,803,362.00
1979-1980 | $1,328,987.00 $500,000.00 $0.00 $1,828,987.00
1980-1981 $1,320,041.00 $500,000.00 $0.00 $1,820,041.00
1981-1982 | $1,204,700.00 $500,000.00 $0.00 $1,704,700.00
1982-1983 | $1,198,314.00 $500,000.00 $0.00 $1,698,314.00
1983-1984 | $1,325,572.00 .$500,000.00 $0.00 $1,825,572.00
1984-1985 $1,438,562.00 . $500,000.00 $0.00 $1,938,562.00
1985-1986 | $1,416,203.00 $800,000.00 $0.00 $2,216,203.00
1986-1987 | $1,448.244.00 $800,000.00 $0.00 $2,248,244.00
1987-1988 | $1.526,674.00 ' $700,000.00 $0.00 $2,226,674.00
1988-1989 | $1.492,575.00 $700,000.00 $0.00 $2,192,575.00
1989-1990 | $1,559,900.00 $700,000.00 $0.00 $2,259,900.00
1990-1991 | $1,638,011.00 $700,000.00 $0.00 $2,338,011.00
1991-1992 | $1,703,544.00 $0.00 No State Money $0.00 $1,703,544.00
1992-1993 [ $1,723,956.00 $0.00 No State Money $0.00 $1,723,956.00
1993-1994 | $1.819,017.00 $700,000.00 $0.00 $2,519,017.00
1994-1995 | $1,874,153.00 $700,000.00 $0.00 -$2,574,153.00
1995-1996 | $1,868,771.00 $700,000.00 $0.60 $2,568,771.00
1996-1997 | $2,015,666.00 $700,000.00 $0.00 $2,715,666.00
1997-1998 | $2,084,761.00 $700,000.00 $252,354.57 | $3,037,115.57
1998-1999 | $1,973,431.00 |  $689.500.00 7/2/98 cut $10,500.00 $303.462.56 | $2,966,393.56
1999-2000 | $1,821,911.00 $509,500.00 7/2/99'non-reoccurring cut of $180,000.00 $335,972.54 $2,667,383.54
2000-2001 $1,939.093.00 $439,500.00 5/01 cut $250,000.00; transferred to Dept. $363,658.16 $2,742,251.16
2001-2002 | $1,887,529.00 $589,500.00 9/24/01 reduced funding by $100,000 (recurring) | $279,640.30 $2,756,669.30
2002-2003 | $1,844,081.00 $589,500.00 $194,748.00 | $2,628,329.00
2003-2004 | $1,893,332.00 $589,500.00 $144,525.56 $2,627,357.56
2004-2005 $1,930,345.00 $589,500.00 $106,364.97 $2.626.209.97
2005-2006 { $1,968,655.00 $589,500.00 $141,902.00 | $2,700,057.00
2006-2007 | $1.,896,031.00 $1,189,500.00 $600,000 was Special Allocation non-recurring $217,515.70 | $3,303,046.70
2007-2008 | $1,888,546.00 $589,500.00 ~$257,835.00 | $2,735,881.00

TOTAL $50,333,967.00 | $17,765,000.00 $2,597,979.36 | $70,696,946.36

f




Appendix I: News Release on One Millionth Acre Planted Under the FDP (September, 2004)

State officials announced today that 1 million acres of trees have been planted in North Carolina using money
from a state-funded program that reimburses private landowners for some of the costs to reforest their property.
The N.C. Division of Forest Resources, which administers the Forest Development Program, is planning a
celebration of the reforestation milestone at 11:30 a.m. April 27. State lawmakers, forestry officials and the
landowner who planted the 1 millionth acre under the program will gather for the celebration on the Halifax
Mall in downtown Raleigh on Forestry Legislative Day. “This is a very significant milestone for the Division,”
said Stan Adams, state forester with NCDFR. “With the continued funding of the Forest Development Program,
we can hopefully offset significant losses of forestland to development.”

The Forest Development Program was established in 1978 and reimburses landowners for site preparation,
seedling purchases, tree planting, release of desirable seedlings from competing vegetation or any other work
needed to establish a forest. To qualify, the landowner must have a forest management plan approved by the
N.C. Division of Forest Resources. ' ¢

The program reached 1 million acres of reforested land in September 2004 when Charles Royal, of Raleigh,
chose to use the cost-sharing program to grow loblolly pine trees on six acres of land he owns in Sampson-
County. Royal, 42, says the land he chose to reforest has been in his family since his great grandfather used it
to grow cotton more than a century ago. Royal’s father, C.A. Royal, deeded it to him in 2002. “I think it’s a
great program,” said Royal, who works for Wachovia Bank in Raleigh. “I think the incentive is there to
motivate and entice you to replant acreage that you might not otherwise plant.”

Royal says it cost him $350 to hire a consulting forester and to plant the trees. He received a reimbursement
check from the NCDFR for $196. Royal says even though his project wasn’t a huge financial undertaking, he
plans to continue using the program as he continues to reforest other parts of the 76-acre farm near his
hometown of Salemburg. “I plan to keep this land in the family so I can keep timber on the property,” says
Royal. “I think that’s good for the environment and a good investment as well.” Royal said he plé.ns one day to
deed the same land to his sons, Barrett, 12, and Chip, 7. “After I cut the next wave of timber, who knows if I'll
be around to reap the benefits,” Royal said. “My kids will, though.”

As part of its mission, the NCDFR is encouraging landowners, like Royal, to sustain their forestland rather than
sell it to developers. Between 1990 and 2002, North Carolina lost a little more than 1 million acres of forestland
to development, according to a forest inventory conducted by the NCDFR and the U.S. Forest Service. To
understand the program’s value, you can consider that 1 million acres of forestland: '

Would fit into an area about twice the size of Johnston County;

Removes roughly 6 to 10 million tons of carbon dioxide each year;

Produces 4 million tons of oxygen each year;

Can provide North Carolina landowners with more than $800 million in timber harvest revenue;
Produces enough lumber to build more than 500,000 homes.

Supplies enough oxygen for 18 million people to breathe each year



Appendix J: Assessment Rates on Timber Products from Other States

Comparison of State Timber Severance Taxes

$/Cord $/Cord
$/MBF Softwood $/MBF Hardwood" Softwood Hardwood

State Sawtimber/Veneer Sawtimber/Veneer Pulpwood Pulpwood
North .

Carolina 050 0.40 0.20 0.12
Alabama . 1.20 . . 0.80 0.25 - 025
Mississippi' : 1.00 0.75 0.30 0.23
Louisiana 7.57 7.01 0.96 0.86

Some states have timber severance taxes, some have yield ta'xeé, and some have no comparable tax at all. It is difficult
to directly compare many of these states because their taxed units are different (similar to comparing “apples to
oranges”).’ The following website has a compilation of all the states and the applicable severance or yield tax:

http://www.timbertax.org/statetaxes/quickreference.asp



Appendix K: Percentage of North Carolina Site Preparation, Planting, and Timber
Stand Improvement Activities with FDP Funding

% of Site Preparation, Tree Planting and Timber Stand Impm‘;emeh! on NC's Non-Industrial, Private Forestland
that is Funded by the Forest Development Program (FY1999-2008)

) Arces Completa: Ez_o VIREDT AVIRELL PET ACTe
TeYeeD. BE Mevrep. 1 Thor Tte Prep.] Plant
FY95-60 23,753 35972 1,439 $783,i33 405.798 $€3.736 $32 £30 | Si¢
1990-3003 Average NIFF Acres by Action®: FY06-01 - 31.908 33,5935 1,985 $1.082.259 $:.821.833 $39.758 §3% £3i | 53t
Fiznai Hasvas: b 31180 35,557 £§1,288 mé $1,550.029 §.905.563 SOL.vi7 $38 $3: § S2
Pamial Harves: - FY9103 24,473 33,543 33 £357,618 :,617.€60 $27.803 $39 8350 | 8335
Seed Traa FY03-05 20,633 32328 L3353 3805738 31,645,729 31.49! $39 33 § $3
Caasearetal Thicnic 17,103 30,272 2,12} §73i,14] i £73, L £30 | 533
[ Omersacd Imgm_s_mm:t 36371 | 307 | 3059 | saiiics RE LT | L5 555
Site 335 S 1653 $i04768 3,470,301 $01.34 43 | $3% 34
Arificia; Razen. ¥ £,380 $80%,213 $:.349.737 $49.19 ol $538 | §33
. Nazral Rezea. 18,187 $3.045.253 $12,131.677 3581154 353 527§ ] S239
Avaraza FY9843 3,001 $393.668 $8.570.120 $62.696 £ [X3 32
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. Sat2 B0 2.t TS1
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Appendix L: Total Acres Planted with FDP Funds, by North Carolina County,
Between 7/1/1998 and 6/30/2008

Acres Total Acres Percentage Acres Total Acres of Percentage
. Planted of Private Planted by Planted Private Forest Planted by
County Name By FDP Forest Land FDP County Name By FDP Land FDP
Alamance 4,893 128,088 3.8% Johnston 6,652 195,769 3.4%
Alexander 819 98,704 0.8% Jones : 3,978 173,714 2.3%
Alleghany 3,787 85,065 4.5% Lee . 3,921 115,871 3.4%
Anson 13,164 223,496 5.9% Lenoir . 3,290 135,465 2.4%
Ashe 1,545 181,363 0.9% Lincoln 1,740 81,251 2.1%
Avery 118 103,532 0.1% McDowell 260 148,409 0.2%
Beaufort 7,545 338,970 2.2% Macon 169 108,743 0.2%
Bertie 14,145 306,373 4.6% Madison 8,018 169,968 4.7%
Bladen 11,144 350,381 3.2% Martin 1,323 205,337 0.6%
Brunswick 2,425 378,039 ©0.6% Mecklenburg 677 53,755 1.3%
Buncombe 267 165,127 0.2% Mitchell 77 81,520 0.1%
Burke 1,011 203,020 0.5% | Montgomery 19,784 167,215 11.8%
Cabarrus 4,191 87,891 4.8% Moore . 18,273 288,823 6.3%
Caldwell 1,061 181,046 0.6% Nash 7,607 176,319 4.3%.
Camden 1,503 46,610 3.2% New Hanover 364 42,372 0.9%
Carteret 1,332 112,016 1.2% Northampton 18,950 223,656 8.5%
Caswell 12,477 153,525 8.1% Onslow 2,408 179,256 1.3%
Catawba 1,446 110,529 1.3% Orange 3,560 110,724 3.2%
Chatham 12,697 239,590 5.3% Pamlico 2,823 130,815 2.2%
Cherokee 766 172,001 0.4% Pasquotank 2,171 - 31,037 7.0%
Chowan 3,321 52,074 6.4% Pender 5,070 370,712 1.4%
Clay 421 34,973 1.2% |- Perquimans 2,821 58,904 4.8%
Cleveland 1,928 113,892 1.7% Person 11,842 135,204 8.8%
| Columbus 6,533 398,509 1.6% Pitt . 9,060 156,681 5.8%
' Craven 4,972 196,707 2.5% Polk 2,335 88,828 2.6%
Cumberland 7,425 187,085 4.0% Randolph 12,879 250,227 5.1%
Currituck 1,567 23,594 6.6% Richmond 9,479 195,257 4.9%
Dare . 42 10,497 0.4% Robeson _ 11,157 332,954 3.4%
Davidson 9,158 170,139 5.4% Rockingham 7,462 270,145 2.8%
Davie 2,151 88,243 2.4% Rowan 4,036 119,238 3.4%
Duplin 4,318 262,885 1.6% Rutherford 5,272 179,319 2.9%
Durham 1,380 72,717 1.9% Sampson 11,488 274,147 4.2%
Edgecombe 9,606 172,053 5.6% Scotland 5,770 120,515 4.8%
Forsyth 1,230 106,183 1.2% Stanly 4,993 123,460 4.0%
Franklin 8,479 206,429 4.1% Stokes 4,754 177,598 2.7%
Gaston 2,268 96,446 2.4% Surry 3,358 186,756 1.8%
Gates 6,492 117,117 5.5% Swain- 53 57,632 0.1%
Graham 19 60,741 0.0% Transylvania 137 112,075 0.1%
Granville 11,515 200,232 5.8% Tyrrell 1,238 65,543 1.9%
Greene 4,396 64,874 6.8% Union 3,745 164,706 2.3%
Guilford 2,451 144,576 1.7% Vance 5,536 92,365 5._0%
Halifax 16,631 262,126 6.3% Wake 1,786 117,454 1.5%
Harnett 10,224 160,127 6.4% Warren 9,530 209,131 4.6%
Haywood 251 149,367 0.2% Washington 3,055 111,044 2.8%
Henderson 99 131,760 0.1% Watauga 348 106,740 0.3%
Hertford 6,405 165,879 3.9% Wayne 4,308 140,431 3.1%
Hoke 3,037 116,782 2.6% Wilkes ' - 4,504 318,829 1.4%
Hyde 3,024 161,284 1.9% Wilson 4,929 - 93,816 5.3%
Iredell 4,510 131,169 3.4% Yadkin 2,071 89,563 2.3%
Jackson 167 - 216,922 0.1% Yancey 79 128,257 0.1%

From FDP database




Appendix M: Pine and Hardwood Planting in NC by Non-Industrial Private
Landowners (1999-2008)

2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999

Costshare . .

Program pine | Hrdwd | Pine | Hrdwd | Pine | Hrdwd pine | Hrdwd | Pine | Hrdwd | Pine | Hrdwd] Pine | Hrdwd]| Pine | Hrdwd | Pine | Hrdwd Pine Hrdwd
Fip 0 0| 0l 0 35 0 35 0 172 0] 450 0 2990 0} 5005 0| ] 4998 0 3516 [J
WRP 0, 30 o| Ol [J 0 0 0 0 0 32| 360, 218) 0 0| 0 22 634) 0 0
EQIP 6] 25 59 0 I 0 0 0 0| 0 0| 15 0 0 0 0| 0 20 0 35 0
CRP 2249| 71| 2855 86] 1562 36 1515 41] 3311] 252] 67i] 103 2207 0] 11450] 1937 3586 469 968 33
SiP/ Stewardship 0 0| 0, [J 0| ol 0 0 0 0 0 [J 0 0 0 o s [J 354 14/
WHIP 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 [J 0 0| 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FLEP 2652 0] 1071 0] 239] 27, 223 43| 1176 0 [} 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0| 0 0 ‘
FDP 42292 184] 45048] 84 44210| 146] 42502 1268| 57174]  220| 47432 3.6 §9347] 143| 66146] 181 55734 214] 77592 2047
NCA 159 10] 461 0] 180 2 0 OI 348 0| 0] 0 491 0] 1322 1 [J 0| 0 0
CREP 240] 116] 440{ 282] 2113 846 2110] 849I 4565] 991| 2879] 207 3883 0 0) 0 0 0| 0} 0,
Non-Cost Share| 26883| 7116] 28788| 7337| 42084] 10984 40859| 10825] 32661 1146.8 27411] 6095 14037 O} 25697{ 9829] 8348 0] 10582 1118
FRP o| 0] 455 0 12 0 12 0| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| o| ol [J 0 0
Total 74481| 7552| 79177] 7789 90435| 12041 87256| 13026] 99407] 12931| 78890] 6801] 83173] 143| 109620 11948' 72765 1317] 93047 3212
Forest Industry | 24000, 0] 20000 0] 21000 0] 20000 0] 19000} 0] 20000 0] 19190] 0] 16334 0] 25009] 0| 28827 0
Government 411 0] 642 0] 599 0 879] 0 426| 0] 440 0) 750I 0] 1092 0] 1199 0 1284 0|
Grand Total | 98892] 7552| 99819) 7789] 93134] 12041 10813SI IBOZGJ 118833| 12931] 99330 6801 103113| 143| 127046] 11948] 98973| 1317] 123158] 3212

From the Georgia Forestry Commission’s Annual Southeastern Reforestation Survey.

Forest Industry reforestation figures are likely under-reported.

NOTE: FIP=Forestry Incentives Program; ACP/EQIP=Agricultural Conservation Program/Environmental Quality Incentives
Program; CRP=Conservation Reserve Program; FDP=Forest Development Program: FRRP=Forest Recovery and Rehabilitation
Program; FLEP=Forestland Enhancement Program; NCA=NC Agricultural Cost-share Program: CREP=Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program; WRP=Wetland Reserves Program; SIP=Stewardship Incentives Program; FRP=Forest Recovery Program




Ownerthip, 2006

Othes Funand o Defense  Othar county,
National Forest  Natonal  Wildite  of Energy  Federal municipal,  Unddterentiated
() Forest (13) Seivice (33) (23] (23) State (31)  ete) (17)  pieats (46)

Alamance(t) = - - - - - - 128,088 128,088
Aexander(3) - - - - - - - 98,704 98,704
Aleghany(5) - - - - - - 85,065 85,085

Anson (7) - - 14,141 - - - - 223,496 237,637
asha (9) - - - - - - - 181,363 181,363
Avery (11} 30,877 - - - - - - 103,532 134,410
Beaufort(13) - - - - - 7438 3,638 338,970 350,046
Bentle(15) - - 2,406 - - - - 306373 313777
Bladen(1?) - - - - - 44,059 - 350,381 394,440
Brunswick{19) = - - - - 7410 - 378,039 385449
Buncombe (21} 35,980 - - - - - 30,677 165127 231,984
Burke (23) 30,877 - - - - 9,775 - 203,020 243,612
Gaterrus (25) - - - - - - - . 82,891 87,891
Cakdwell {27) 50,186 - - - - 72719 - 181,046 238,952
Camden(29) - - 7,404 - - 7,404 - 46,610 61,418
Cmret(31) - 42,331 7,404 - - - - 112,016 161,751
Caswell (33) - - - - - 28,281 - 153,525 181,806
Catawba (35) - - - - - - - 110529 110,529
outam(3) - - - 2,000 - 1,601 - 239,590 248,262
Cherckee (39) 76,638 ¢« - - - - - 172,001 248,640
Chowan{et) - - - - - - - 52,074 52,074
cay (43) 48,063 - - - - - - 349713 8303
Ceveland (45) - - - - - 14,141 - 113,892 128,032
Columbus (47) - - - - - 13,985« 398,509 412,494
Craven (49) 50,506 - - - - - 5446 156,707 253,055
Cumberfand {$2) - - - 25,486 - 1,88 72,410 187,085 221,866
Qmtuck(53) - - 7,261 - - 5446 7,005 2359, 43,305
Dare (55) - - 87,479 43,560 ~ 4,257 - 10,497 145,792
Oavidsen(s) - - - - - 3242 7,070 170,139 180,451
oavie(ss) - - - - - - - 88,243 88,243
Duplin (61) - - - - - 646 . * 262,885 263,531
Ourham({€3} - - - 6,456 - 2,619 - 2,17 86,792 °
Edgecombe (65) - - - - - - - 172,053 172,053
Forsth(s7) - - - - - - 8,601 105183 114,784
Fankin{69} - - - - - - - 206,429 206,429
Gaston(7) - - - - - - - 58,446 96,446
Gates (73) - - ' 14,808 - 7,404 - - 117,117 139,329
Graham (75) 97,07 - - - - - - 60,741 157,011
Granvilla (717} - - - 14,141 - 5,303 - 200,232 215,676
Greene (79) - - - - - 2,967 64,874 67,841
Gulford (83) - - - - - - 24,679 144,576 169,255
Mafifax(83) - - - - - 5,446 - 262,326 262,571
Hamett(ss) - - - 7,53 - 7410 - 160,127 175,074
Haywood (87) 46,316 - - - - - 7,79 149,367 203,402
Hendersan (39) 279~ - - - 12,917 - 131,760 152,397
Hetford (92} = - - - - - - 165,879 165,879
Hoke (93) - - - 51,489 ~ - - 116,782 168,271
Myde(ss) - - 19,667 7,404 - 12,850 - 161,28¢ 201,204
ireded (97} - - - - - - - 131,169 131,169
Iackson {99) 35,985 - - - - - 5,041 216,922 252,948
sohnston {101) - - - - - - - 195769 195,769
Jores (103) 36,648 - - - - 20,076 - 173,214 230,438
tee(105) - - - - - - - usem usen
Lenole(107) - - - - - - - 135,465 135,465
Uncoln (108) - - - - - - - 81,251 81,251
McDowell {111) 5,083 - - - - - - 148,409 233,492
Macon {113) 181,108 - - - - 1,672 - Y 108,743 291,523
Madison (115) 38,596 - : - - - - 165,968 208,564
Martn (117} - - - - - 14,409 - 205337 219,746

Meckdenburg {119) - - - - - - 37,252 53,755 91,007
Witchell {121} 20,842 - - - - - - 81,520 102,362

Mantgomery {123} 48,566 - - - 14,141 1412 167,215 231,334
Moore(125) - - - 7,410 - 9,162 7,007 288,823 312,403

Nash (127} - . - - - - - 1,815 176,319 178,134

New Hanover (129) - - - - - 3769 1,992 42,372 48,133

Northampton (131) - - - - - - - 223,65 223,656
Onslow ({133} =~ - - 112,169 ~ §5,048 35,115 179,256 381,589
Orange (138} - - - - - 2,070 7,070 110,724 124,865
Pamiko (137) - - - - - 7404 - 130,815 138,219

Pasquotank (139) - - - - - - - 31,037 33,037
Pender(tsl) - - - - - 44,463 - 370,712 415,175
Perquimans (143) - - - - - - - 58,904 58,904
Person{145) - - - - - - - 135,204 135,204
M(un - - - - - - 7,311 156,681 163,951
Polk {143} - - - - - 9,291 - 88,828 98,119
Randolph {153} 4,955 7,000 - - 7,070 - - 250,227 269,332
Richmond {153) - - 7,410 - 7,007 5,255 195,257 214,929
Robeson (155) - - .- - - - - 332954 332,954

_Rockingham (157) - - - - - - - 270,145 270,145

Rowan(159) - - - - - 2229 7,070 119,238 128,537

Rutherford (161) - - - - - 14,738 - 179,319 194,057
Sampson (163) - - - - - 10,383 . 274,147 284,530
Scottand (165) - - - .- - 14,975 - 120515 135,491
Stanly (167) - - - - - - - 123,460 123,460
Stokes{169) - - - - - 7,070 - 177,598 184,668
Sumylan) - - B - - 4,998 - 186,75 191,755
Swain{173) 15,025 - - - - 7,890 - 57,632 80,547
Transylvanla (175} 90,737 - - - - - 15,610 7,719 112,075 226,121
Tyrell(377) - - 29,616 - 7,404 29,217 65,543, 131,780
Unlon{179) - - - - - - - 164,706 164,706
Vance (181} - - - 12,821 7,668~ - 92,365 112,853
Wake(153) - - - 7,000 12,062 8973 11745 145,560
warren (185) - - - - - - - 209,131 209,131
Washingten (187) - - - - - 12,850 - 111,066 123,894
Watawga (189) - - - - - - - 106,240 106,740
Wae(393) - - - - - - - 140,431 140,431
Wilkes {193) - - - - - . 17,368 - 318,829 336,197
Wilson (195) - - - - - - - 93,816 93,816
Yaddn(s97) - - - - - - - 89,563 89,563
Yancey (199) 30,877 - - - - - - - 128,257 159,134

Totats: 1,105,377 7,070 203,594 303,614 u,s’ni‘sss,dﬁ‘a7,03;‘”:’57563‘;:&‘:’;,’0‘4‘5760%



Appendix O: Forest Inventory and Ana1y51s Factsheet-North Carolina 2002 (from
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Forestiand. North Carolina’s forests covered 18.3 million
acres, or 59 percent of the land area in 2002. Of the State's
100 counties, 67 were more than 50 percent forested, but
only 20 were > 75 percent forested. Counties with the
highest percentage of forestland were concentraced in the
mountinous regions of the State.

Most of the State's forestand, 97 percent or 17.7 million
acres, were classified as imberland. The remaining 3 percent,
or 552,000 acres, were classified as reserved foresdand.
Reserved forestand was mostly located in the Great Smoky
Mountains Natioral Park, national forest wilderness areas,
and State parks.

Percent forestland by county, 2002
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Timberland. The area of timberland in the State has de-
creased for the last 4 surveys.Timberland dropped 800,000
acres beeween 1974 and 1984.There was only a minimal
decline between 1984 and 1990. However, between 1990
and 2002, dmberifand fell by 5 percent or 1.0 million acres.
The resultant 7.7 million acres of dmberiand represent the
smallest amount in North Carolina since the surveys began.
The net loss was largely driven by conversion to urban and
other land uses, conversion to agricultural uses was a far
second.

Area of timberiand, 1974 to 2002
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Forest type. Altogether, hardwood types comprised 72
percent of the State’s imberland. Upland hardwood types
made up 60 percent and lowland hardwood types 12 percent.
Yellow pine types aceounted for 27 percerk of the timberland.
White pine and nominal areas of spruce-fir combined for <2
percent.

Planted stands occupied |5 percent, or 2.6 million acres, of
the State's imberland, up by 17 percentsince 1990.These
planted stands consisted of 2.1 million acres in pine types and
0.5 million acres classified as oak-pine stands.

Area of timberland by forest-type group
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Ownership. Private individuals owned 65 percent,or |14
million acres, of North Carolina’s timberland. Corporate
ownership controlled 14 percent, or 2.4 million acres. Cor-
porate ownership increased by 22 percent since §990. Public
agendes owned |3 percent, or nearly 2.4 million acres.Total
public timberland increased by 401,000 acres since 1990.
Nadional forest lands, at 1.1 million acres, comprised 47
percent of all publicly owned timberland.Timberland owned
by forest industry declined by one-third since 1990 to 1.5
million acres, 8 percent of the State totl.




Timberland by ownership, 2002
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Stand size. Sawtimber-size stands covered more of the State’s tim-
berland than did other stand-sizes despite a 1.6 million acre decline
in area. Sawtimber-size stands occupied 43 percent, or 7.6 million
acres. Poletimber-size stands also decreased, by 1.3 million acres.
Poletimber-size stands occupied 3.6 million acres and accounted for
20 percent of the State’s timberland, In contrast, sapling-seedling size
stands increased in area by 2.0 million acres. Sapling-seedling size
stands made up 37 percent of total timberland.

Stand-size class by survey year, timberland
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Disturbances. Both natural and human induced disturbances
impacted timberland. Between 1990 and 2002, an area equivalent
to about 6 percent of the State'’s timberland acreage averaged being
impacted annually. Of human induced impacts, final harvest affected
the most acreage with an average of 246,000 acres annually. Refor-
estation, both natural and artificial means combined, involved an ~

average of 255,000 acres each year. Of natural impacts to timberland,

weather was greatest, followed by fire and then insects. Weather
damaged an average of 122,000 acres annually. fire 43,000, and
insects 26,000.

Disturbances by type
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Volume and Change
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Softwood trees. Volume of softwood speties accounted for 34
percent of the State’s total tree volume. Softwood volume de-
creased by 10 percent since 1990 to 11.4 billion cubic feet. Most of
the softwood volume decrease occurred in the 6-, 8-,and 10-inch
diameter classes. Loblolly pine accounted for most of the softwood
volume, with 59 percent or 6.7 billion cubic feet. Planted pine forest
types made up 28 percent, or 3.1 billion cubic feet, of total softwood
volume.

Hardwood trees. Volume of hardwood species made up 66 per-

" cent of the State’s total tree volume. However, hardwood volume

decreased 2 percent since 1990 to 21.6 billion cubic feet. The de-
crease in hardwood volume was somewhat evenly distributed across
the diameter classes.Yellow-poplar was the predominant individual
hardwood species with 4.1 billion cubic feet, Soft maple and sweat-
gum were next with 2.5 and 2.1 billion cubic feet, respectively.

Volume in live trees by d.b.h,, timberland
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Growth. Total or gross growth of all live trees averaged nearly 1.7
billion cubic feet annually in the State for the period 1990-2001.
Softwoods accounted for 814 million cubic feet or 49 percent of

_ gross growth. Hardwoods accounted for 837 million cubic feet or

51 percent. Gross growth of both hardwood and softwood trees
increased 3 and 5 percent, respectively.

«*q& ) -
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Mortality. Total mortality of all live trees averaged 426 million
‘cubic feet annually for the period 1990-2001. Hardwoods accounted
for 235 million cubic feet or 55 percent of the mortality. Sofewoods
accounted for 191 million cubic feet or 45 percent Total mortality
of both hardwood and softwood trees increased, but the change
was much greater for softwoods. Hardwood mortality increased

40 million cubic feet annually, whereas softwood mortality rose 72
million cubic feet annually.

Removals. Total removals of all live trees averaged more than 1.2
billion cubic feet annually for the period 1990-2001. Softwoods
accounted for 59 percent, or 729 million cubic feet of the remov-
als. Hardwoods accounted for 41 percent or 498 million cubic feet.
Total removals of both hardwood and sofewood trees increased, but
the total increase was primarily driven by softwood removals. Hard-
wood removals increased 37 million cubic feet annually, whereas
softwood removals rose 216 million cubic feet annually.

Net change. Net change is determined by the interaction of
gross growth, mortality, and removals. Gross growth, the sum of
all growth components, is reduced by mortality. The deduction of
moruality from gross growth leaves net growth. The resultant net
growth is further reduced by removals. The deduction of removals
yields a remainder referred to as net change.

For the survey periods 1974-1983 and 1984-1989, net change in
volume was positive, resulting in an accumulating resource. For the
survey period 1990-2001, the net change was slightly negative.

Average annual live tree gross growth, moraality, removals,
and net change on timberland by survey
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Statistical Reliability
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A measure of reliability of inventory statistics is provided by
sampling errors.These sampling errors mean that the chances are
two out of three that the true population value is within the limits
indicated by a confidence interval. Sampling errors (in percent) and
associated confidence intervals around the sample estimates for
timberiand area, inventory volumes, and components of change are
presented in the following table.

Statistical Reliability for North Carolina, 2002

Sample estimate
and Sampling
item contidence interval error
percent
Timberland (1,000 acres) 17,6844 % 60. 0.34
All live (mition ft )
Inventory 330119 = 5447 1.65
Nec annual growth 12254 = 287 234
Annual removals 12270 £ -45.2 3.68
Annual morality 4258 152 3.56

More detailed data about North Carolina's timberland, associated
sampling errors and their calculation, and further definitions of
terms is available in Southern Research Station Resource Bulletin
SRS-88, ditled “Forest Statistics for North Carofina, 2002." The publica-
tion can be found on theWeb ac -
htep/iwww.srs.fs.usda.gov/pubs/6274.

Definition of Terms
RO IONNMAVAAVVRRINANRW,

Average annual gross growth. Average annual increase in vol- ,
ume of trees 5.0 inches d.b.h. and larger in the absence of cutting
and morality. Gross growth includes survivor growth, ingrowth,
growth on ingrowth, growth on removals before removal, and
growth on mortality before death.

Average annual mortality. Average annual volume of trees 5.0
inches d.b.h.and larger that died from natuml causes during the
intersurvey period.

Average annual net growth. Average annual net change in vol-
ume of trees 5.0 inches d.b.h. and larger in the absence of removals
during the intersurvey period.Average annual net growth is equal to

- average annual gross growth minus average annual mortality.

Average annual removals. Average annual volume of trees 5.0
inches d.b.h. and larger removed from the inventory by harvesting,
culeural operations, (such as timber-stand improvement), land clear-
ing, or changes in land use during the intersurvey period.

D.b.h. Tree stem diameter in inches measured outside the bark and
4.5 feet above the ground (breast height).

Forestland. Land at least 10 percent stocked by forest trees of
any size, or formerly having had such tree cover, and not currently
developed for nonforest use.The minimum dimensions are | acrein
size and 120 feet in width, )

Timberfand. Foresdand cpable of producing 20 cubic feet of
wood volume per acre annually and not withdrawn from timber
utlization,

Reserved forestland. Public forestland capable of producing 20
cubic feet of wood volume per acre annually, buc withdrawn
from timber utilization through statute or administrative

regulation. -



Other forestland. Forestland that is incapable of producing
20 cubic feet of wood volume per acre annually under
natural conditions due to adverse site conditions such
as sterile soils, dry climate, poor drainage, high elevation,
steepness, or rockiness.

Forest industry land. Private land owned by companies or
individuals operating primary wood-using plants.

Forest type. Forestland classification of the species form-
ing a plurality of live tree stocking and largely based on an
algorithm of tallied trees.

Forest-type groups. A combination of forest types that
share closely associated species or site requirements. For this
report, groups are: longleaf-slash, loblolly-shortleaf, oak-pine,
oak-hickory, oak-gum-cypress, elm-ash-cottonwood, maple-
beech-birch, white-red-jack pine, and spruce-fir.

Han.iwoods. Dicotyledonous trees, usually broadleaf and
deciduous.

Nonforestland. Land that either has never supported for-
ests, e.g, marsh, noncensus water, or land formerly forested
that has been developed for agricultural or urban uses.

Nonstocked. A forest condition < 10 percent stocked with
live trees.

Private land: individual or other corporate land.

Individual. Private land owned by individuals and families,
including farms, where the owner does not own a primary
wood-using plant or is not a formally incorporated
company or organization. :

~ Other carparate land. Private land owned by companies

For more information, contact:

Mark ). Brown, Forester

Forest Inventory and Analysis

Southern Research Station, USDA Forest Service
4700 OMd Kingston Pike, Knoxville, TN 37919
Phone (865) 862-2000 FAX (865) 862-0262
Email: mbrown03 @fs.fed.us

Southern FIA: htep//srsfia2 fs.fed.us

National FIA: hep://fiafs.fed.us

or organizations, including farms, other than forest industry
land, e.g. hunt club-owned land, nongovernment organiza-
tions, real estate investment trusts, timber investment man-
agement organizations.

Poletimber. Softwood species 5.0 to 8.9 inches d.b.h.and
hardwoods 5.0 to 10.9 inches d.b.h.

Saplings. Live trees 1.0 to 4.9 inches d.b.h.

Sawtimber. Softwood species 9.0 inches d.b.h. and larger
and hardwoods | 1.0 inches d.b.h.and larger.

Seedlings. Live trees < 1.0 inch d.b.h.and 2| foot wall for
hardwoods, 2 6 inches tall for softwoods.

Softwoods. Coniferous trees, usually evergreen, having
needles or scale-like leaves.

Stand. Vegetation of a specific area (2 | acre in size and
2120 feet in width) and sufficiendy uniform in species com-
position, age arrangement, structure, and condition as to be
distinguished from the vegetation on adjoining areas.

Stand-size class. A classification of forestland based on the
diameter class distribution of live trees in the stand. Largely
based on an algorithm of tallied trees and stocking,

Stocking. Stem density assigned to a sampled tree, ex-
pressed as a percent of the towal density required to utilize
the growth potential of the land. .

Tree. Woody plants having one erect perem'\ial stem or
trunk at least 3 inches d.b.h.,a more or less definitely formed
crown of foliage, and a height of at least |3 feet at maturity.

Volume. The amount of sound woed in live trees at least
5.0 inches d.b.h.from a |-foot stump to a minimum 4.0-inch
top diameter outside bark of the central stem.

.

Barry D. New, Program Head

Technical Development & Planning

North Carolima Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, Division of Forest Resources

1616 Mail Service Center, | 0th Floor Archdale Bldg.

Raleigh, NC 27699

Phone (919) 733-2162 ext. 249 FAX (919) 715-5247

Email: barry.new@ncmail net
www.dfrstate.nc.us



Appendix P: Forest Products Industry Emerges as North Carolina’s Largest
Manufacturing Industry '

== T = North Carolina Forestry Association
T o= 1600 Glenwood Ave, Suite I

= Raleigh, NC 27608
Contact: Chris Brown N R l (919) 834-3943 fax: (919) 832-6188
cbrown@ncforestry.org ews e eas e www.ncforestry.org
(e

FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY EMERGES AS NORTH CAROLINA’S LARGEST
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY

Surpasses Textile Industry as Top Manufacturing Employer

RALEIGH, NC (FEBRUARY 9, 2007) -- The forest products industry has surpassed textiles as North
Carolina’s number one manufacturing industry in terms of employment and wages, according to the latest
statistics collected by the College of Natural Resources at North Carolina State University. The textiles figures
include textile mills, textile product mills and apparel manufacturing while the forest products statistics include
logging, wood products, paper and wood furniture.

> # of Employees: 103,165 Forest Products vs. 82,110 Téxtiles
> # Number of Facilities: 2,742 Forest Products vs. 1,237 Textiles
> Annual Wages: $3.6 billion Forest Products vs. $2.5 billion Textiles

“I don’t know of a manufacturing segment that would be larger than Forest Products in North Carolina,”
stated David Ashcraft, the Executive Director of Development and College Relations, College of Natural
Resources at N.C. State University. “If we combine the economic value of all uses of the forest such as
tourism, recreation, Christmas trees and etc. with the manufacturing impact of forest products, I believe the
resulting ‘Forestry and Forest Products’ entity would have the largest economic impact of any similar entity in
North Carolina.”

Even though the employment figure of 103,165 for the forest products industry is tops among
manufacturing industries, the industry has lost jobs over the past five years due to the new global economy. In
2002, the forest products industry employed 118,489 North Carolinians. Virtually all of the loss of employment
is from the furniture segment of the industry, which like textiles, has been moving off-shore.

The forest products industry has always been an important part of the state’s economy. The state’s “Tar
Heel” nickname traces its roots back to colonial times when North Carolina led the world in-the production of
naval stores, such as pine tar and turpentine. Today, there are forest products facilities located in every county
of North Carolina, many of which are family owned businesses.

A key factor in the health of this industry is the state’s 17-plus million acres of forests which provide the
raw material for the forest industry. Forests are the dominant land use in North Carolina, occupying 58 percent
of land area. Almost 90 percent of these forests are privately owned by some 700,000 landowners.



“A key reason we have as much forestland as we do today is that landowners enjoy healthy markets for
what they are growing. Healthy forests depend on a healthy forest industry,” said North Carolina Forestry
Association Executive Vice President Bob Slocum.

When compared to the forest industril in other states, North Carolina ranks in the top 10 nationally in
virtually every economic measure.

“We are fortunate to have so many markets for our trees,” explained Dr. Robert Cooper, the chair of the
North Carolina Tree Farm program for the previous two years. “I have visited several states through my
involvement with the Tree Farm program, and in some cases, the landowners struggle to find markets for their
timber. We manage our farm for recreation, wildlife and aesthetics, but in the end, to justify our investment and
land use, we hope to harvest timber for a profit. We certainly need a healthy industry. We also need more

money for the North Carolina Division of Forest Resources and their programs such as the forest development
fund.”

The NCFA has produced two separate booklets on the state’s latest forest inventory data and the health of
the forest products industry in North Carolina. These publications are listed on the home page under the
headlines section of the NCFA’s website: www.ncforestry.org.

“With a net loss of one million acres of forestland to other uses over the past 12 years, we must maintain the
economic value of our forests. This will take healthy markets for wood products, attractive incentives for
private landowners to keep and manage their forests and strong public support,” said Slocum.

For more information, please contact Bob Slocum or Chris Brown at the NCFA at (800) 231-7723. Dr.
Cooper can be reached at (336) 716-3473. David Ashcraft can be reached at (?19) 515-5723.

FOREST PRODUCTS INDUSTRY OVERVIEW

> Number of manufacturing faclhtles ..................................................................... 2,742
» Number of manufacturing employeesl ............................................................. 103,168
> Number of private landowners sellir;g trees2 .................................................... 300,000
> Contrlbutlon to State Gross Product , $billion............ccueeevvvecemrrinierineeeeiceeeesenennnns 6.1
> Wages B DIIHON ... ese st ae s saeeeessssasessans 3.6
» Value of shlpments s S BN 19.4
» Economic benefits of FOrest, $ billion .......cccoeueeeereeueeereereeesssessesssssessssessosssssssssees 30.3
> Products in North Carolina , JODS ...........cevervmerieireeeeereeeeeeeceeeeesssssessessssssssnns 272,364
> Economic benefit - Jobs, including private 1andowners ...........ccceceeeuereereevenenne 586,144
Statistical Footnotes

1 NC Employment Security Commission, 2Q06. NAICS codes 113, 321, 322 and 337. (Logging, Wood Products,
Furniture and Paper.) http./feslmi23.esc.state.nc.usfew/EWYear.asp?Report=1
2 Estimate

3 http://www.bea.gov/bea/regional/gsp/2004. Logging is excluded

4 Annual Survey of Manufacturers, 2005 statistics. http://www.census.gov/mcd/asmhome.html.
Logging is excluded.

5 The total economic activity of Forest Products in North Carolina can be determined by using an Input/Output (I/O)
model such as IMPLAN, devised by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group. Although that analysis was not done for this
profile, a review of “Economic Benefits of the Forestry Industry in Georgia” provided the basis for estimating the
North Carolina numbers. Using the Georgia study, the jobs multiplier for North Carolina is 2.64 while the economic
multiplier is 1.56. Riall, B. William. “Economic Benefits of the Forestry Industry I Georgia: 2001.” Economic
Development Institute, Georgia Institute of Technology.
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Appendix R: Procedure for Selecting Random Landowners for the FDP Tree Planting Survey

Two excel data tables were generated from the DFR’s internal FDP database. The first table contained
individual records of all the approved forest practices for a given project. Each project would have at least one,
but usually many records associated with the project (site preparation, planting, timber stand improvement,
etc.). The second table contained a list of every landowner associated with each project. Only one landowner
was associated with each project, but landowners could have many different projects.

The two tables were combined and sorted by the type of forestry practice (site prep, planting, timber stand
improvement, etc.). Following the sort, any records that were not associated with a “tree planting” activity were
deleted. This reduced the data in the table from 32,183 records to 18,922 records.

An extra field was added to the combined data table and a unique random number between 0 and 1 was
generated for each of the records using an excel formula. The resulting random number generated by the
formula was copied and pasted as a value to permanently assign the random number to each record.

The combined data table was then sorted using the NC county code as the primary sort field, and the random
number as the secondary sort field. The sort generated a table with all the records sorted by county, in order of
their random number from smallest to largest. :

Another field called the “Sample Group” was added to the table. In the sample group field, the notation
“Primary” was placed in the sample group cell for each of the first five records for each county that did not have
duplicate landowner names. The notation “Secondary” was placed in the next three sample group cells for each
_county that did not have duplicate landowner names. This resulted in eight randomly selected records for each
county with eight different landowners, each record having either a notation of “Primary” or “Secondary”
_ determined by the rank of its assigned random number. Two counties, Dare County, and Graham County only
had three records and four records respectively and therefore were given fewer than five “primary” notations
and no “secondary” notations.

The combined data table was used as the input table for a pivot table that generated a list of the five randomly
picked “primary” landowners and three randomly picked “secondary” landowners for each county (except Dare
and Graham counties). The pivot table also listed pertinent information regarding the project such as the
application ID#, landowner address, the FDP forestry practice, and the approved acres.
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Appendix T North Carolina GS § 105-259 Secrecy required of officials; penalty for violation (“disclosure law™)

§ 105-259. Secrecy required of officials; penaity for violatio.n.
(@)  Definitions. — The following definitions apply in this section:

)
@

Employee or officer. — The term includes a former employee, a former officer, and a
current or former member of a State board or commission.

Tax information. — Any information from any source concerning the liability of a
taxpayer for a tax, as defined in G.S. 105-228.90. The term includes the following:

a. Information contained on a tax return, a tax report, or an application for a
license for which a tax is imposed.

b. Information obtained through an audit of a taxpayer or by correspondence with
a taxpayer.

c. Information on whether a taxpayer has filed a tax return or a tax report.

d. A list or other compilation of the names, addresses, social security numbers, or

similar information concerning taxpayers.
The term does not include (i) statistics classified so that information about specific
taxpayers cannot be identified, (ii) an annual report required to be filed under G.S.
55-16-22 or (iii) the amount of tax refunds paid to a governmental entity listed in G.S.
105-164.14(c) or to a State agency.

 (b)  Disclosure Prohibited. — An officer, an employee, or an agent of the State who has access to
tax information in the course of service to or employment by the State may not disclose the information
to any other person unless the disclosure is made for one of the following purposes:

)

2
€)

)
)
(5a)
(5b)

© (50)

To comply with a court order, an administrative law judge's order in a contested tax
case, or a law.

Review by the Attorney General or a representative of the Attorney General.

To exchange the following types of information with a tax official of another
jurisdiction if the laws of the other jurisdiction allow it to provide similar tax
information to a representative of this State:

a. Information to aid the jurisdiction in collecting a tax 1mposed by this State or
the other jurisdiction.
b. Information needed for statistical reports and revenue estimates.

To provide a governmental agency or an officer of an organized association of

taxpayers with a list of taxpayers who have paid a privilege hcense tax under Article 2

of this Chapter.

To furnish to the chair of a board of county commissioners information on the county

sales and use tax.

Reserved. _

To furnish to the finance officials of a city a list of the utility taxable gross receipts

and piped natural gas tax revenues attributable to the city under G.S. 105-116.1 and

G.S. 105-187.44 or under former G.S. 105-116 and G.S. 105-120.

To provide the following information to a regional public transportation authority or a

regional transportation authority created pursuant to Article 26 or Article 27 of

Chapter 160A of the General Statutes on an annual basis, when the information is

needed to enable the authority to administer its tax laws:

a. The name, address, and identification number of retailers who collect the tax
on leased vehicles imposed by G.S. 105-187.5.



(3d)

(6)
(62)

M

(7a)

@®

®

(92)

b. The name, address, and identification number of a retailer audited by the
Department of Revenue regarding the tax on leased vehicles imposed by G.S.
105-187.5, when the Department determines that the audit results may be of
interest to the authority.

To provide the following information to a county or city on an annual basis, when the

county or city needs the information for the administration of its local prepared food

and beverages tax, room occupancy tax, vehicle rental tax, or heavy equipment rental
tax:

a. The name, address, and identification number of retailers who collect the sales
and use taxes imposed under Article 5 of this Chapter and may be engaged in a
business subject to one or more of these local taxes.

b. The name, address, and identification number of a retailer audited by the
Department regarding the sales and use taxes imposed under Article 5 of this
Chapter, when the Department determines that the audit results may be of
interest to the county or city in the administration of one or more of these local
taxes.

To sort, process, or deliver tax information on behalf of the Department of Revenue.

To furnish the county or city official designated under G.S. 105-164.14(f) a list of

claimants that have received a refund of the county sales or use tax to the extent

authorized in G.S. 105-164.14(f).

To exchange information with the Division of the State Highway Patrol of the

Department of Crime Control and Public Safety, the Division of Motor Vehicles of

the Department of Transportation, the International Fuel Tax Association, Inc., or the

Joint Operations Center for National Fuel Tax Compliance when the information is

needed to fulfill a duty imposed on the Department of Revenue, the Division of the

State Highway Patrol of the Department of Crime Control and Public Safety, or the

Division of Motor Vehicles of the Department of Transportation.

To furnish the name and identifying information of motor carriers whose licenses

have been revoked to the administrator of a national criminal justice system database

that makes the information available only to criminal justice agencies and public
safety organizations.

To furnish to the Department of State Treasurer, upon request, the name, address, and

account and identification numbers of a taxpayer who may be entitled to property held

in the Escheat Fund.

To furnish to the Employment Security Commission the name, address, and account

and identification numbers of a taxpayer when the information is requested by the

Commission in order to fulfill a duty imposed under Article 2 of Chapter 96 of the

General Statutes.

To furnish information to the Employment Security Commission to the extent

required for its NC WORKS study of the working poor pursuant to G.S. 108A-29(r).

The Employment Security Commission shall use information furnished to it under

this subdivision only in a nonidentifying form for statistical and analytical purposes

related to its NC WORKS study. The information that may be furnished under this
subdivision is the following with respect to individual income taxpayers, as shown on
the North Carolina income tax forms:

a. Name, social security number, spouse's name, spouse's social security number,
and county of residence.

b. Filing status and federal personal exemptions.



(10)
(11)

(11a)
(11b)

(11¢)

(12)

(13)

(14)

C. Federal taxable income, additions to federal taxable income, and total of
federal taxable income plus additional income.

d. Income while a North Carolina resident, total income from North Carolina
sources while a nonresident, and total income from all sources.

e. Exemption for children, nonresidents' and part-year residents' exemption for
children, and credit for children.

f. Expenses for child and dependent care, portion of expenses paid while a

resident of North Carolina, portion of expenses paid while a resident of North
Carolina that was incurred for dependents who were under the age of seven
and dependents who were physically or mentally incapable of caring for
themselves, credit for child and dependent care expenses, other qualifying
expenses, credit for other qualifying expenses, total credit for child and
dependent care expenses.

Review by the State Auditor to the extent authorized in G.S. 147-64.7.

To give a spouse who elects to file a joint tax return a copy of the return or

information contained on the return.

To provide a copy of a return to the taxpayer who filed the return.

In the case of a return filed by a corporation, a partnership, a trust, or an estate, to

provide a copy of the return or information on the return to a person who has a

material interest in the return if, under the circumstances, section 6103(e)(1) of the

Code would require disclosure to that person of any corresponding federal return or

information.

In the case of a return of an individual who is legally incompetent or deceased, to

provide a copy of the return to the legal representative of the estate of the incompetent

individual or decedent.

To contract with a financial institution for the receipt of withheld income tax

payments under G.S. 105-163.6 or for the transmittal of payments by electronic funds

transfer.

To furnish the following to the Fiscal Research Division of the General Assembly,

upon request:

a. A sample, suitable in character, composition, and size for statistical analyses,
of tax returns or other tax information from which taxpayers' names and
identification numbers have been removed. .

b. An analysis of the fiscal impact of proposed legislation.

To exchange information concerning a tax imposed by Subchapter V of this Chapter

- with the Standards Division of the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

(15)

when the information is needed to administer the Gasoline and Oil Inspection Act,
Article 3 of Chapter 119 of the General Statutes.

To exchange information concerning a tax imposed by Articles 2A, 2C, or 2D of this
Chapter with one of the following agencies when the information is needed to fulfill a
duty imposed on the Department or the agency:

a. The North Carolina Alcoholic Beverage Control Commission.
b. The Division of Alcohol Law Enforcement of the Department of Crime
Control and Public Safety.
c. The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Flrearms of the United States Treasury
' Department.
d. - Law enforcement agencies.

e.-  The Division of Community Corrections of the Department of Correction.



(15a)

(16)

" (16a)
17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)
(26)
27
(28)

(29).

To furnish to the head of the appropriate State or federal law enforcement agency
information concerning the commission of an offense under the jurisdiction of that
agency discovered by the Department during a criminal investigation of the taxpayer.
To furnish to the Department of Secretary of State the name, address, tax year end,
and account and identification numbers of a corporation liable for corporate income or
franchise taxes or of a limited liability company liable for a corporate or a partnership
tax return to enable the Secretary of State to notify the corporation or the limited
liability company of the. annual report filing requirement or that its articles of
incorporation or articles of organization or its certificate of authority has been
suspended.

To provide the North Carolina Self-Insurance Security Association information on
self-insurers' premiums as determined under G.S. 105-228.5(b), (bl), and (c) for the
purpose of collecting the assessments authorized in G.S. 97-133(a).

To inform the Business License Information Office of the Department of Commerce
of the status of an application for a license for which a tax is imposed and of any
information needed to process the application.

To furnish to the Office of the State Controller the name, address, and account and
identification numbers of a taxpayer upon request to enable the State Controller to
verify statewide vendor files or track debtors of the State. -

To furnish to the North Carolina Industrial Commission information concerning
workers' compensation reported to the Secretary under G.S. 105-163.7.

(Repealed effective January 1, 2012) To furnish to the Environmental Management
Commission information concerning whether a person who is requesting certification
of a dry-cleaning facility or wholesale distribution facility from the Commission is
liable for privilege tax under Article 5D of this Chapter.

To exchange information concerning the tax on piped natural gas imposed by Article
5E of this Chapter with the North Carolina Ut111t1es Commission or the Public Staff of
that Commission.

To provide the Secretary of Administration pursuant to G.S. 143-59.1 a list of vendors
and their affiliates who meet one or more of the conditions of G.S. 105-164.8(b) but
refuse to collect the use tax levied under Article 5 of this Chapter on their sales
delivered to North Carolina.

To provide public access to a database containing the names and account numbers of
taxpayers who are not required to pay sales and use taxes under Article 5 of this
Chapter to a retailer because of an exemption or because they are authorized to pay
the tax directly to the Department of Revenue.

To furnish the Department of Commerce and the Employment Securlty Commission a
copy of the qualifying information required in G.S. 105-129.7(b) or G.S.
105-129.86(b). .

To provide public access to a database containing the names of retailers who are

. registered to collect sales and use taxes under Article 5 of this Chapter.

To contract for the collection of tax debts pursuant to G.S. 105-243.1.

To provide a report required under this Chapter.

To exchange information concerning'a tax credit claimed under Article 3E of this
Chapter with the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency.

To provide to the Economic Investment Committee established pursuant to G.S.
143B-437.48 information necessary to implement Part 2F of Article 10 of Chapter
143B of the General Statutes.



(30) To prove that a business does not meet the definition of "small business" under
Article 3F of this Chapter because the annual receipts of the business, combined with
the annual receipts of all related persons, exceeds the applicable amount.

. (31) (Repealed for business activities occurring in taxable years beginning on or after
January 1, 2020) To verify with a related entity or strategic partner information
relating to that entity provided by a taxpayer claiming a credit under Article 3G of this
Chapter.

(32) Repealed by Session Laws 2006-162, s. 4(c), as amended by Session Laws 2007-527,
s. 24, effective July 24, 2006.

(33) To provide to the North Carolina State Lottery Comm1ssxon the information required
under G.S. 18C-141.

(34) To exchange information concerning a tax credit claimed under G.S. 105-130.47 or

- G.S. 105-151.29 with the North Carolina Film Office of the Department of Commerce
and with the regional film commissions.

(35) To furnish to a taxpayer claiming a credit under Article 3G of this Chapter
information from ‘a related entity or strategic partner to the extent that information
was used by the Secretary to adjust the amount of tax credit claimed by the taxpayer.

(36) To furnish to a taxpayer claiming a credit under G.S. 105-130.47 or G.S. 105-151.29
information used by the Secretary to adjust the amount of the credit claimed by the
taxpayer.

(37) To furnish the Department of Commerce with the information needed to complete the
studies required under G.S. 105-129.2A and G.S. 105-129.82.

(38) (Effective for taxable years beginning before January 1, 2008) To verify with a
nonprofit organization information relating to eligibility for a credit under G.S.

- 105-129.16H.

(38) (Effective for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2008) To verify with
a nonprofit organization or a unit of State or local government 1nformatlon relating to
eligibility for a credit under G.S. 105-129.16H.

(©)  Punishment. — A person who violates this section is guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor. If the
person committing the violation is an officer or employee, that person shall be dismissed from public
office or public employment and may not hold any public office or public employment in this State for -
five years after the violation. (1939, c. 158, s. 928; 1951, c. 190, s. 2; 1973, c. 476, s. 193; c. 903, s. 4;
c. 1287, s. 13; 1975, c. 19, s. 29; c. 275, s. 7; 1977, c. 657, s. 6; 1979, c. 495; 1983, c. 7; 1983 (Reg.
Sess., 1984), c. 1004, s. 3; c. 1034, s. 125; 1987, c. 440, s. 4; 1989, c. 628; c. 728, s. 1.47; 1989 (Reg.
Sess., 1990), c. 945, s. 15; 1993, c. 485, s. 31; c. 539, s. 712; 1994, Ex. Sess., c. 14, s. 51; c. 24, s.
14(c); 1993 (Reg. Sess., 1994), c. 679, s. 8.4; 1995, c. 17, 5. 11; c. 21, 5. 2; 1997-118, s. 6; 1997-261, s.
14; 1997-340, s. 2; 1997-392, s. 4.1; 1997-475, s. 6.11; 1998-22, ss. 10, 11; 1998-98, ss. 13.1(b), 20;
1998-139, s. 1; 1998-212, s. 12.27A(0); 1999-219, s. 7.1; 1999-340, s. 8; 1999-341, s. 8; 1999-360, s.
2.1; 1999-438, s. 18; 1999-452, s. 28.1; 2000-120, s. 8; 2000-173, s. 11; 2001-205, s. 1; 2001-380, s. 5;
2001-476, s. 8(b); 2001-487, ss. 47(d), 123; 2002-87, s. 7; 2002-106, s. 5; 2002-172, s. 2.3; 2003-349,
s. 4; 2003-416, s. 2; 2004-124, s. 32D.3; 2004-170, s. 23; 2004-204, 1st Ex. Sess., s. 4; 2005-276, ss.
31.1(cc), 39.1(c), 7.27(b); 2005-400, s. 20; 2005-429, s. 2.13; 2005-435, ss. 32(b), 32(c), 37, 48;
2006-162, s. 4(c); 2006-196, s. 11; 2006-252, s. 2.21; 2007-397, s. 13(d); 2007-491 s. 38; 2007-527,
ss. 24, 33 34, 35, 36; 2008-107, s. 28.25(d); 2008-144, s. 4.)



Appendix U: Recaptured FDP cost share funds due to non-maintenance of 10-year clause 1999-2008

FDP application # Landowner name Payback date Amount
11959|Lloyd and Barbara Barnes - 1/111999] $ 159.20
12630|Dr. E. Marie Roberts : 6/30/1999] $ 1,207.08
12895|Haywood Rankin 8/2/1999] $ 273.60
14424|Edith T. Godfrey 10/27/1999] $ 800.00
17047|Jerry Philbeck 1/25/2000] $ 156.00
16609]R K Jernigan " . 11/17/2000] $ 979.88
14183|Ronnie C. Reid, Jr. 12/8/2000] $ 1,786.00
17887|Peggy Price 1/5/2001] $ 1,248.00
11636]|Marion K. Williams 11/13/2001] $ 153.60
12377|Louise Corpening 1/1/2002] $ 550.00
23214|Joe Maranuk 8/9/2002) $ 2,482.00
22919|Mary Overman & James Julius Poe 4/10/2003] $ 572.00
24109|William McNeil 6/13/2003] $ 660.00
22346]Hobert Sanderson 9/17/2003] $ 696.00

24494 & 024495]Irwin Stone 9/17/2003] $ 112.00
21525[{Hazel N Scotten 12/31/2003| $ 450.00

24218 Melville Farms ' 2/14/2004] $ 420.00
26250|Madge Baber 3/17/2004] $ 1,444.80
26439{Ricky Wicker Estate 7/4/2004] $ 1,251.25
27629{Pansy Rhodes 8/13/2004] $ 1,400.00
20513|Harold McDowell 8/31/2004]'$ 1,443.20
25656}James Wicker 11/19/2004] $ 288.00
24194|Dale Newport | 11/22/2004] $ 462.00
28235|Richard Salentine 8/10/2005] $ 219.53
28944|Charles & Bessie Blackwell ] 3/2/2006) $ 312.00
31645|M D Townsley 8/10/2006] $ 132.00

27521 21587|E M Harris, lil et al ) 11/13/2006] $ 5,391.10
12345|Randolph J. Weisskoff 12/21/2006] $ 140.00
26377{John Phifer 1/14/2007] $ 806.40
33406|Ned Gold 9/20/2007] $ 252.00
24075|Dale Newport 9/26/2007| $ 832.00
33883|Fred Kearns Heirs 10/8/2008] $ 420.00
16262|Kendall Yoder : . 10/16/2008] $ 790.40




Joint Appr(“)priaﬁdns Subcommittee on NER
| Agenda
Wednesday, March 11, 2009, 9:00 A.M.

Room 423, Legislative Othice Building

Rep. Pierce, Presiding

I.  Welcome
Rep. Pierce

II.  Continuation Review Summary and Options
Kri_stine Leggett, Fiscal Research Division

1II. Industrial Commission, Safety Education Section

Pam Young, Chair
Jim Gilreath, Safety Representative

IV. Continuation Review Options
Lanier McRee, Fiscal Research Division
V. DENR, Forest Development Program

- Sean Brogan, Director, Forest Management and Development

V. Adjourn
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. David Brown of the Office of State Budget and Management presented “Truth in

‘
[ | |

APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON
NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES

MINUTES
MARCH 18, 2009

Representative Pricey Harrison called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m:, March 18, 2009,
in room 423 of the Legislative Building. In addition to Chairperson Harrison, those in
attendance were Representatives Warren, Co-Chair, Wilkins, Wray, Bryant, Langdon,
Samuelson ; Fiscal Research Staff Leggett, Walker and McRee. Representatives Pierce,
Justice, Sager and West were absent.

Kristine Leggett, Fiscal Research Staffer, presented a budget overview of the Commerce
Division. Exhibit B.

Budgeting” referencing the Governor’s Recommended Budget.

Trevor Minor, OSBM, presented the Governor s Recommended Budget for Commerce, -
Exhibit C. .

The Governor’s Recommended Budget for Department of Agriculture and Consume1
Services was presented by Donna Cox, DENR, Exhibit D.

After committee discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 9:50 a.m.

Respectfully submitted

]/lqv,, P W
Rep. Pric€y Rarfison, Chair Sue O. Osborne, Clerk ‘

Attachments: : '

Exhibit A: Sergeants-At- Arms N '
. Pages C
Visitors

Exhibit B '

Exhibit C

" ExhibitD
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Depaﬁment of Commerce

Budget Overv1ew

Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on
Natural and Economic Resources

March 18, 2009

=

)| F1scAL RESEARCH DiviSION

= fj A Staff Agency of the North Carolina General Assembly

Puhibid R




Department of Commerce Mission

To improve the economic well being and
quality of life for all North Carolinians.

ﬁ FiscAL RESEARCH DIVISION
V':A,;j.\Fl-ﬂm‘ll'&_M" . (£

St 2 fprezs s,

March 18. 2009

Total Continuation Budget All Sources
FY 2009-10

Industrial
Commission
e  Reciepts
Community gé‘ 5%
Development Block &<

Grant
46%

General Fund
Appropriation
46%
Other
3%
Total Budget: $99,124,251
March 18. 2009

"T3 FiscaL ResearcH Division
VA AR Ay O oy Neeh e cndi ba e 53 Amerts

22" Al




Organization

Administration
*  Fiscal management
*  Human Resources

Executive Aircraft

Management Information Systems
Policy, Research & Strategic Planning
Board of Science and Technology
Wanchese Seafood Industrial Park

Business and Industry Development
* 9 Regional Offices

Finance Center

« OneNC

« Job Development Investment Grant (JDIG)
» Industrial Development Fund (IDF)

International Trade

Tourism Film & Sports Development
* Tourism ’
»  Film Office

« 9 Welcome Centers

Community Assistance

+  Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)
¢ Main Streets Program

e 21% Century Communities

Division of Workforce Development

+  One Stop/JobLink Centers

* 24 Workforce Boards

Note: This Division is funded in 24600) - Commerce Special
Funds

Industrial Commission

===}

. FISCAL RESEARCH DIVISION

QAP Amten o2 the Nerk e anes N

March 18, 2009

Budget Breakdown
FY 2009-10

Marketing
1%
Community )
Assistance Tourism
50% 14%
Admin Services
* i 6%
‘oo
00
0000
‘:: 144 Executive
1224 N
.000000:. A“cm“
23232321 3%
. 52 inance Center
6%
Bus. & Ind.
Int. Trade Ind. Commis. 6%
3% N o
Admin
1%
7 FiscaL ReseARcH Division March 18, 2009
ARy of e N 2 on e (el Ay




Administrative Services

* Human Resources & Fiscal Management

* Leadership
* Legal

$3,035,118

Continuation Budget:

FY 2009-10

o1 .
FYO203 FYOMM4 FYO04DS FYOS06 FVOKDY FYOR0R FYORD9

MRS AT W Tk U Bai Tners

‘@5 jFiscaL ResearcH Division March 18. 2009

Administrative Services Budget Actions

20

3

Non-profit Monitoring Position $70,409 R

N

00

Operating Efficiencies ($18,215)R

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: $51,740 increase to Purchased Services

Gt afyiay o the T sty (i

FiscaL RESEARCH DIVISION March 18, 2009




Poliéy-& Research

« Policy Analysi
olicy Analysis Continuation Budget:

- $1,264,045

-

« Economic Researqh
« EDIS

FY 2009-10

Equipment Personal
: Services
5%

FiscaL RESEARCH DiviSION March 18, 2009

Bod 3 N 20T Aggicp o e Seve: Lot s fmpend At

~ Policy & Research Budget Actions

2007

Economic Development Intelligence
System (EDIS) $297,898 R

" $500,000 NR

2008
Operating Efficiencies ($8,916) R
EDIS ' $150,000 NR
. - *

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: No significant changes

37 FISCAL RESEARCH DIVISION March 18. 2009
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Management Information Systems (MIS)

« IT Support_ Continuation Budget:
hd Website . * i $1,378,738
A . FY 2009-10
L2 . Personal
$1.4m
s,:_l_ngﬁ ;ﬁﬁ" &7

o
&5

FY0203 FYOMM FYO0405 FYOS06 FYO0S07 FYOHOR FYVOR09

20%

L RESEARCH DivisION March 18. 2009
Rerh =5

> Rerh Uit fies i

MIS Budget Actions

2007

None.

Operating Efficiencies - - . ($9,727) R

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: Reduction of $98,035 for OSBM’s ITS Consolidation

SCAL RESEARCH DiviSION March 18. 2009

A ATINT ey the Rineh o Jam 1o e Awte,




Board of Sciehce and Technology

« Oversight of One NC Small Business Fund

« Studies N .
Continuation Budget:
$370,952
Ttk FY 2009-10
$500 404 x ' ‘ Pers?nal
sy S ksm g
. iy &3 Mk
$231 k - $24Lki— -
$2|7k &Y

A5,

FYO2O} FYOMO4 FYOLOS- FYDS06 FY 0607 FY 0709 FYORD9

ﬁl!ﬁscm stwzcu Division . March 18, 2009

Vzza} ceivad e Fivt: fomndimy fo consi Az

Board of Science and Technology
Budget Actions

2007
None.

2008

Operating Efficiencies ($2,628) R

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: No changes

FISCAL RESEABCH DIVISION - March 18, 2009
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Executive Aircraft

Provides air transportation for economic development and State Officials

Top Five Users by Flight Time -

* Cessna Citation Bravo

FY 2007-08
250
192 Total Hours: 572
,200 : 161
150
100 83
’ 45
o
0+ <
Commerce UNC  Gov  DOT DACS

* Sikorsky Helicopter
* Beechcraft King Air

S Pilots, 2 Maintenance

March 18, 2009

: Executive Aircraft

FYO020} FYOMM

Continuation Budget: $3,180,165

FY0607 FY01.08 FYO809

FY0408 FYOS

&

FY 2009-10

Supplies .
& Equip. . RN
m%. . N ' “

. RESEARCH DIVISION
Arviey o the Kewh Soewins 150375 Anvriise

“arviey of the Rewh Law

March 18, 2009




Executive Aircraft Budget Actions

2007
Increase Aircraft Rates ($100,000) R
Eliminate Continuation Budget Increase - ($423,572) R
2008
Delay Aircraft Purchase ($1,156,428) NR
Operating Efficiencies ($20,651) R
.

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: No significant changes

i 5
{L3:FiscaL Researen Division March 18, 2009

Division of Business and Industry (B&I)

* Recruitment, retention, and expansion services

« Business ServiCenter

« BLNC (wWw.blnc.gov) Continuation Budget: $5,577,268
FY 2009-10 Suppics &
- Personal Equipment

3%

$som| o
352 w4z
: $4.8m33lm 4
$4.5m$4.6mgy 3 VLT Purchased
5 (] i Services

20%

Other

March 18. 2009°




B&I Regional Offices

Greensboro Raleigh

Boone Edenton

Bryson City

a4 :
Vb !
N\ *™ Westem
Region

Charlotte - CON
: Fayetteville

9 Regional Offices

' ﬁl:’l;(‘/\L,E;;gAgCﬂ DivisioNn - March 18. 2009
Anidy et o W, Sieeh L

it s ied f55simad weibn

B&I Budget Actions

2007 '
Northeast Regional Office Econ. Developer  $92,447 R

2008 :
Operating Efficiencies : ($41,768) R
Building and Sites Website Redesign $100,000 NR " .

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: $27,930 increase to Purchased Services .

SEARCH DIVISION ) March 18, 2009
R < avbva e Rz A




International Trade Division

» Expansion into Foreign Markets

* Exports Continuation Budget:
$3,163,335
_ o FY 2009-10
$8 Servces
49%

$26m $2.7 m$2 6 $3.0m
$2.6 n$2 S M= .6 n/E74
=D g S Al .

3

; /4 Supplies &
Equipment
4%

Other
21%

T3 FiscaL ResEARCH DivisiON

A Yrtes o W DT et fiearta eanit,

March 18, 2009

International Trade

-3,
~

6 International Offices

- O e ]

T FISCAL ResEARCH DIvISION
F i 2 Anmits

March 18, 2009
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International Trade Budget Actions

2007
No action. .

. 2008
Operating Efficiencies ($19,146) R
Eliminate Funding for Intern’] Affairs Council ($19,000) R
China Trade Office - $175,000 R
Performance and Inflationary Increases $25,000R

L 4

Governor’s Recommendations
Continuation: $175,000 increase for China Office

$27,979 additional increases in Purchased Services ,

ARedl vprie s 58t Senth  Sundisn G mevsd ez

ﬁ* FISCAL RESEARCH Divqsnor_: 7 ; March 18, 2009

Commerce Finance

* Administers JDIG, One NC,

1DF, JMAC & Industrial — - :
Revenue Bonds Continuation Budget:
s $5,874,669
o ' = FY 2009-10
50 . Pas?nal
w 28;5 m 536'.'8|
S Ll J‘ " 539:9 m

$208 m Purchased |

% $154m  Services
$20 %, 1%
.!;’gf L%
22 568 m ;
sio B o e
NS | b 5
B 45 iciid o ¥ i Transfers 1%
FYOMOT  FVOMOS  IV0S06  FVORT  BYOMS | FVOROD 1%
. Note: Pie chart does not include $5 m for IMAC
FiscaL RESEARCH DivISION March 18, 2009
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Commerce Finance Budget Actions

2007
Green Business Fund . $ 1,000,000 NR
One NC Fund ) . $14,000,000 NR
One NC Small Business Fund ~$ 4,830,000 NR
Reduce IDF Cash Balance ($ 169,789) NR
_ 2007 Extra Session .
JMAC $ 5,000,000 NR
2008
Operating Efficiencies . ($4,080) R
One NC Fund $5,000,000 NR
One NC Small Business $3,500,000 NR
Green Business Fund $1,000,000 NR

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: Makes $5 m appropriation for JIMAC recurring

9/ FIscAL RESEARCH Dwision " March 18. 2009

I st} aries oF thy Sierh Fanns faireiai e

Wanchese Seafood Industrial Park

« Development and promotion of seafood and marine-related industries.
« Overseen by the Seafood Industrial Park Authority

Continuation Budget: $782,906

FY 2009-10
Personal
. Services
Other 29%
32%

-4 Supplies &
N Equipment
4 8%

Purchased
Services
31%

SCAL RESEARCH DivISION March 18. 2009
3 atyy o i b Vs By (e AremtR

jAnd -
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™. Wanchese Seafood
ewy  Industrial Park

ﬁflmL RESEARCH DIVISION March 18. 2009

2%l e of it Feh el e Nasenbie

Wanchese Budget Actions

2007
No Action.
2008
Operating Efficiencies ($3,339) R
-
Governor’s Recommendations
Continuation: $12,235 increase to Purchased Services
OjFisea Reseagen Dsion March 18,2009

13



Industrial Commission Administration

* Workers’ Compensation

- Continuation Budget:

$10,872,347
FY 2009-10

13%

Supplies &

Equipment
2%

A

FISCAL RESEARCH DIVISION ' March 18, 2009

AL el & atition € mrv et

Industrial Commission _

Budget Actions

2007
No Action

2008
Continuation Review of Safety Education ($671,665) R

$671,665 NR
Operating Efficiencies , . ($49,623) R
Receipt Supported Position $110,620 R
$

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: $199,415 increase to Purchased Services

Y FISCAL RESEARCH DIVISION March 18, 2009
LAS Y s R Ryl R

i i)




Marketing Division

* Markets the State as a business

destination

: Continuation Budget:
$1,247,518

FY 2009-10

'58%

March 18, 2009

Marketing Division Budget Actions

: 2007
Furniture Market Funds ' " $1,000,000 NR
. 2008 - | 3
Operating Efficiencies - ($8,042) R
Commerce Webmaster $78,900 R

Transfer Furniture Market Funds to State Aid ($875,000) R

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: $46,987 increase to Purchased Services

.

March 18, 2009

15



Tourism, Film and Sports Development

« Tourism Marketing

« Film Office " Continuation Budget:
* Welcome Centers $13,501,483
Ml y
" . FY 2009-10
) $J?8 Purchased Personal
513 g127 SR seriees 4 Semics
$10.7 $10.4HYCE oo )
sio | (—E e
s 4 < 4 A 4 e - upplies&
FY0LO3 FYOMM FVOI0S FY0S06 FYOG0T FYOI0R FYGAO9 Equipment
2%
1SCAL RESEARCH Dlv!sgdu March 18, 2009

20 iy of e el ot deret G erer 2 by

Tourism Budget Actions

: 2007 “
Travel and Tourism Funds " $750,000 NR
Blue Ridge National Heritage Area ~ $450,000 NR
Film Commission Funds $500,000 NR
Motorsports Funds $100,000 NR
2008

Operating Efficiencies ($95,849) R

Travel and Tourism Funds $300,000 NR
L

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: No significant changes

07 FiscaL ResEaRCH Division March 18, 2009
Uit R aisr i Rz Soedars 138 &

i




Division of Community Assistance

* Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

* Main Street Continuation Budget:

* Small Towns Main Street $48.672.362

* 21% Century Communities

FY 2009-10

Aid

50 K KX ¥
FY0203 FY0304 FVO4DS FY0S06 FY0607 FYOTL8 FVOR09 Services
1%

'?"fé FiscAL ReseARCH DIvISION : March 18. 2009

s N e GBS (S oA D ASIT

Coinmunity Assistance Budget Actions

2007
Transfer COGs to State Aid ($832,150) R
Community Development Planner $65,935R
' 2008
Operating Efficiencies ($21,518) R
¢ —

Governor’s Recommendations

Continuation: $21,903 increase in Purchased Services.

ISCAL RESEARCH DIViSION ‘ ( March 18, 2009
T AR A e Tk Lot | ryeid S,
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“Department of Agriculture
& Consumer Services

Budget Overview

Staff Agency of the North Canolina General Assembly

Mission Statement

To improve the state of agriculture in North
Carolina by providing services to farmers and
agribusinesses, and to serve the citizens of
North Carolina by providing services and
enforcing laws to protect consumers.

5 March 17, 2009

‘r14 FiscaL ReseaRCH DIviSION
N TR o e R et




Organizational Structure

Administration

Policy, Communications & Legal Affairs

Agricultural Services

Consumer Protection

gfu'l Fiscat RESEARCH DiviSION 3 March 17, 2009

Fast Facts

$122.7M in Expenditures
$50.5M in Receipts

With Enterprise Funds...
— Western NC Ag Center

— State Fairgrounds

— Raleigh Farmers Market -

Total 1,291 employees

"1/ FiscaL ReseaRCH DIVISION 4 March 17, 2009
St & B exl! A @ B Rt Catdlic Comerel S omly




DACS Budget History

$140,000
S 7m
100 $1103M [~{$111.4M [
$100,000 .
3 $80,000
€
&
3
E $50,000
$40,000 1 ~ . .
‘ Continuation
Budget
$20,000 4
s :
2007-008 2002-10 2010-11
{mReceipts $48,589,158 $51,405,071 350,489,386 $44,715,504 $44,757,338
|@ Gener Fund $54,133,048 371,678,837 $89,300,873 $85,402,482 $85,639,839
{-“cj* ‘FiscaL RESEARCH DIVISION 5 March 17, 2009

FY 2008-09 Funding Sources

Grants 5
1.1% Sales, Services & Rentals

8.8%

Fees, Licenses & Fines
e 14.9%

d ¢ jons & O
0.1%
. Msc.
1.2%

Appropriations Intragovt Transactions
58.9% 7.0%

\__Intragov! Transfer
0.1% .

3 |FiscaL ResearcH Division 6

March 17, 2009




FY 2008-09 Expenditures

intragov't Transfer Reserves
3% %
Aid & Public Assistance \ .

Other
2% \

Equipment
6%

Supplies
6%

Purchased Services
16%

"~ Paersonal Services

f]’j gfnscm REEEARCH I?wmou 7 March 17, 2009
R o o Tt G e

2008 Division Expenditures

Administration
Veterinary Senices 11%

19%

Ag. Statistics
2%
Agronomic Senices
4%

Emergency Programs

2%
Structural Pest Control
& Pesticides
5% Food and Drug
10%
Standards
8%
Food Distribution
T 4%
Research Stations
13% Markets
Plant Industry 15%
7%
v
CAL RESEARCH DIviSION 3 March 17, 2009
N A o o NG O o) Ty




DACS Divisions

Admznzstratzon
gr— A ot
* Budget & Finance |expenditures |$ 11,424,758 | § 7.751.033 § 7.754.213
- Human Resources |.655 Receipts |5 1035854 | 043169 § 943,169
Appropriations | $ 10,388,904 | $ 6,807,864 $ 6,811,044
* Public Affairs- Positions 86.75 86.75 86.75

Property & Construction 2008-09 Expenditures

Aid & Public
Assistance - N

A.sgrlcultural |
REVIEW—— - o, ::::s :’ :i::::l

] ) | FiscAL RESEARCH DIVISION

DACS Divisions

Agricultural Statistics

The Mission of the North Carolina Field Oj}‘icé of USDA's National
Agricultural Statistics Service is to provide timely, accurate, and useful
statistics in service to North Carolina and U.S. agriculture.

Authorized Continuation Budget
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Expenditures $ 1,741,723 | $ 1,737,769 $ 1,741,293
Less Receipts | $ 390,513 % 390,381 $ 391,282
Appropriations [ $ 1,351,210 | $ 1,347,388 $ 1,350,011
Positions 25 25 25
March 17, 2009

!' FIS{'AL RESEARCH DIVISION

Nl Aie, 2 Ca MG GRS U i e




DACS Divisions

Agronomic Services

 Soil Testing
» Plant Tissue Analysis

» Nematode Assay smoo
. $4,500,000
» Waste Analysis  sumom
$3.500,000
$3.000,000
« $3.6M fromGF 1"
* $570K from Fees >
$500.000
& Actu! Actul Actual Acua) Actu (Authorized
2003-04 200408 G 200806 2006-07 2007-008 2008.09
!nlhuiru $536,608 $379.158 : $524,617 $644,151 $532,791 $570.215
!- inli $3.191,665 $3,442,641 I $3,536.96) $3.856,502 $3,445,330 §3,815,410
|:| FISO\L RESEARCH DIVISION T March 17, 2009

1| SN0 e (5 NG Gl S isiind i dsy

DACS Divisions

Emergency Programs
. . Authorized Continuation Budget
Represents DACS : 200809 | 200910 2010-11
— Homeland Security
— Emergency Response Expenditures $ 2,381,073 | § 2,352,321 $ 2,351,369

. ] Less Receipts [$ 633,016 |$ 605201 §$ 605201
» Lead on animal disaster [appropriations | § 1,748,057 | § 1,747,120 § 1,746,168
response & recovery

Positions 16 16 16

 Natural disaster planning,

training, and exercise . 2008-09 Sources of Funds
development & implementation

Grants

» Disease modeling and planning

» GIS mapping

68% Funds

D FISO\L Resmngu DIVISION 12 March 17, 2009
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DACS Divisions
Food & Drug Protection

* Food and Section |
— Unannounced inspections of manufacturers, wholesalers, and distributors

» Commercial Animal Feed Section
— Inspects feed mills, rendering
plants, distributors
- Chemical analysis of feed

Authorized Continuation Budget
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Expenditures $ 10,688,969 | $10,202,164 $10,287,592
Less Receipts |$ 1,981,547 [ § 1,319,833 $ 1,319,833
Appropriations | $§ 8,707,422 | $ 8,882,331 $ 8,967,759

Positions 136 136 136
@ FIScAL ResEARCH DIvISioN 13 March 17, 2009

DACS Divisions
Food Distribution
Contributes to the nutritional well being of the citizens of North Carolina

by distributing USDA commodities to eligible Recipient Agencies.
Food Distribution administers nine food programs for USDA.

Authorized | Continuation Budget | 2008-09 Sources of Funds
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 General

Expenditures $ 4,569,793 | $ 3,541,011 §$ 3,594,217
Less Receipts |$ 2,055,561 |$ 1,214,209 $ 1,216,599
Appropriations | $§ 2,514,232 | $ 2,326,802 $ 2,377,618

Positions 47 47 47

RESEARCH DIVISION 14 March 17, 2009
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DACS Divisions
Marketing

) g .
« General M arketlng 2008-09 Expetures by Fund

Rateigh
Farmers
Market,
* 5 Farmers Markets voaing e
. Division,
* 3 Agricultural Centers $10.870.381 Wastem Ag
Center,
. $1,049,103
* Western NC Fairgrounds
- - —— e - - mu!alnsme
Authorized.; | <:Continuation Budget. Fairgrounds,
$1,666.035

e v [ 200809 °| 200910, - 2010-11

Expenditures $ 15,222,258 | $13,807,032 $13,787,248
Less Receipts |$ 7,350,385 | $ 6,479,852 $ 6,480,280
Appropriations | $§ 7,871,873 | $ 7,327,180 $ 7,306,968

Positions 141 140 140

March 17, 2009

DACS Divisions
Plant Industry

To assure that seed and fertilizer and other soil additives offered for sale

in North Carolina meet prescribed standards and are truthfully labeled;

To inventory and protect native plants; and To protect cultivated plants,
plants products and other beneficial organisms from introduced pests

Seed Protection Fertilizer Section Plant Protection
2008-09 Sourcesof Funds |~ . | Authorized | ~Continuation Budget:
Fees, - 1200809 | 2009410 201011 °
Grants Licenses &

%
o - Expenditures | $ 6,906,069 | $ 6,712,903 $ 6,716,910
"|Less Receipts | $ 2,370,343 | $ 2,205,207 $ 2,205,858

Appropriations | $ 4,535,726 | $ 4,507,696 $ 4,511,052

Fun
vy % |positions 92.75 92.75 92.75

[l:;l FIscAL | RESEARCH DIVISION 16 March 17, 2009

Ty NG G Gl




DACS Divisions

Research Stations

* 18 Research Stations
— 12 owned by DACS

— 6 owned by NCSU

~ All opérated by DACS

Expenditures | $ 13,107, 289 $12_,s71.9og- s1z,737,124__
ILess Receipts  |'$  3,035470 | $ 24135549 § 2,413,549 ]

Appropriations | § 10,074,819 | $10,258,353 $10,323,575

Positions | 166.75 | 16675 ~ :166.75
@EISCAI;: ResEARCH DivisioN e ) . March 17, 2009

B B I " T
v

DACS DlVlSlOI‘l§
Stqndggsds |

Motor FuelsLab =~

‘. Ex penditiires

e LP Gas Inspections [Less Réceipts .

_ Appropriations 10,899

o Standards Laboratory T
Positions - :

Measurement

- Inspects weight, measurement,
pricing devices to eénsure accuracy

- Inspects packaged goods for
welght'compllance

18 : March 17,2009




DACS Divisions
Structural Pest Control & Pesticides

Structural Pest Pesticide
 Certifies, Licenses, & » Certifies, Licenses,
Monitors: Monitors & Investigates:
— Insecticide — Commercial applicators
— Fungicide — Public operators
— Rodenticide ) —~ Farmers
— Pesticide dealers
* 22 Employees * Pesticide Disposal
» $1.3 M budget FY 2008-09 » 52 Employees

$3.8 M budget FY 2008-09

u;i;&gm RESEARCH DIvisioN 19 March 17, 2009

DACS Daivisions

Veterinary Services

* Veterinary Services — 157 FTE
— Animal Disease Diagnostic Laboratory System
— Animal Health and Welfare/Shelters Program
» Meat & Poultry Inspections — 124 FTE
"""« = 50% Federally Fuinded

— , — _ 2008-09 Expenditures
-} |- Authorized | :Continuation Budget.’

T |7 200809 - [-2009-10 © - - 2010-11;" 4%

Expenditures $ 19,866,682 | $19,456,124 $19,546,643
Less Receipts |$ 5,365,864 | § 5272,541 $ 5,315,665
Appropriations | $§ 14,500,818 | $14,183,583 $14,230,978

10%

Positions 280.75 280.75 280.75

20 March 17, 2009
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" Department of Agriculture
~ & Consumer Services

- Budget Overview

& . gottoibe 4F

Gawives Grows 0,
oY
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N ol

AGRIGULTURE:

r NER Appropriations Subcommittee

1 FiscAL RESEARCH DIVISION

1| AStall Agency of the North Oambina General Assemibly

Mission Statement

To improve the state of agriculture in North
Carolina by providing services to farmers and
agribusinesses, and to serve the citizens of
North Carolina by providing services and

. enforcing laws to protect consumers.

EISG\L RESEARCH DivISION ) March 17, 2009




Organizational Structure

* Administration
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Agricultural Services

 Consumer Protection
_ @%@%ﬁ 3 March 17, 2009
Fast Facts

» $122.7M in Expenditures
 $50.5M in Receipts

» With Enterprise Funds...
— Western NC Ag Center

— State Fairgrounds

— Raleigh Farmers Market
e Total 1,291 employees

‘. F1ScAL RESEARCH DIVISION 4 March 17, 2009
Al | SN Agewn t W Moot Ciirian Giomere) Aarwaly




DACS Budget History

$140,000
SN
sunoe0 (o] $1103M [~ $1114M [T
$100,000
,g $80,000
3
3
3
::_' $50,000 | I—
$40,000 /# . \
< Continuation
\ Budget
520,000 . e
& 2006-07 2007-008 2008-09 2008-10 2010-14 :
l- Recelpts $48,589,158 $51,405,07% $50,469,388 $44,715,594 $44,757,338
[E Geneml Fund $54,133,849 $71,679,837 569,390,873 $65,402,402 $85,638,839
7 iFIsCAL ReSEARCH DIvISION 5 March 17, 2009

FY 2008-09 Funding Sources

Granis )
1.1% Sales, Services & Rentals
] s
f / A, Fees, Licenses & Fines
| g4 14.9%
75555552279
i YYYYYYYYY
y 5
/ 2724 LR C & Di
RARARRARARLAL 0.1%
2 Msc.
1 1.2%
Appropriations intragovt Transactions
58.9% 7.0%
\_Federal Funds
N 7.8%
. \_ntragov! Transfer
0.1% .
FiscAL RESEARCH DIVISION 6 March 17, 2009




FY 2008-09 Expenditures

Intragov't Transfer
3%

Reserves
1%

Aid & Public Assistance
4%

Other

Equipment
6%

Supplies
6%
Purchased Services Personal Services
16% 62%
FISO\L RESEARCH DIVISION 7 March 17, 2009

2008 Division Expenditures

Administration
Veterinary Senices 11%
19% N

Ag. Statistics
2%

Agronomic Senices
4%
Emergency Programs
Structural Pest Control A Zh
& Pesticides
% [ Food and Drug
10%
Standards
8%
Food Distribution
T 4%

Research Stations

13% Markets

Plant Industry 15%
7%

i [FiscaL RESEARCH DiviSION 3 March 17, 2009
BNl e of et North Gt Gonerd Ancadly
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DACS Divisions

Administration
. . . . Authorized Continuation Budget
Administration T200809 | 200910 - . 2010-11

* Budget & Finance |gxpenditures | $ 11,424,758 | § 7,751,033 § 7,754,213

o Human Resources Less Receipts |$ 1,035854|$% 943,169 $ 943,169

Appropriations | $ 10,388,904 | $ 6,807,864 $ 6,811,044
L] i i
Public Affairs Positions 86.75 86.75 86.75

* Property & Construction 2008-09 Expenditures

Aid & Public

. grlcu ura " Equipmem_—__
I REVIEW—= % Senices
M Sem e
‘Y [FiscaL ResearcH Division 9 March 17, 2009

DACS Divisions

Agricultural Statistics

The Mission of the North Carolina Field Oﬂicé of USDA's National
Agricultural Statistics Service is to provide timely, accurate, and useful
statistics in service to North Carolina and U.S. agriculture.

Authorized Continuation Budget
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Expenditures $ 1,741,723 | $ 1,737,769 $ 1,741,293
Less Receipts $ 390,513 |% 390,381 $ 391,282
Appropriations | $ 1,351,210 | $ 1,347,388 $ 1,350,011

Positions 25 25 25

o f%scﬁL RE_S_%RCH_Q‘IVIS‘!ON 10 March 17, 2009




DACS Divisions

Agronomic Services
» Soil Testing
* Plant Tissue Analysis
* Nematode Assay s
* Waste Analysis s
s $3.6MfromGF .o ]
*+ $570K from Fees [
MI:‘W!-N M“:'W-OS m:'nos-os M“:'ooa-m A“‘;‘GMMI A“h:;:-‘iw
!ﬂ Reccipts $536,604 $379,153 $524,617 §644,151 $332,798 $570,215
l! inti $3.191,065 $3,442,641 $1,536,96} $3,856,502 $3,445,330 $3,815,480
- D - March 17, 2009 ]

Ihi 'Fiscal RESEARCH DIVISION

DACS Divisions

Represents DACS :
—~ Homeland Security
— Emergency Response

Lead on animal disaster
response & recovery

Emergency Programs
Authorized Continuation Budget
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Expenditures $ 2,381,073 | $ 2,352,321 $ 2,351,369
Less Receipts $ 633,016 | $§ 605,201 $ 605,201
Appropriations | $ 1,748,057 | $ 1,747,120 $ 1,746,168
|Positions 16 16 16

Natural disaster planning,
training, and exercise

development & implementation

GIS mapping

Disease modeling and planning

2008-09 Sources of Funds

fLSCAL RESEARCH DIVISION
ol | & ST Agers T Vo Notth Gsnrsitia (L) o) Amcailly

March 17, 2009




DACS Divisions
Food & Drug Protection

* Food and Section "

|
— Unannounced inspections of manufacturers, wholesalers, and distributors

* Commercial Animal Feed Section

— Inspects feed mills, rendering
plants, distributors

- Chemical analysis of feed

Authorized - Continuation Budget

2008-09 200910 - 2010-11

Expenditures $ 10,688,969 | $10,202,164 $10,287,592
Less Receipts |[$ 1,981,547 | $ 1,319,833 § 1,319,833

Appropriations | $§ 8,707,422 | § 8,882,331 § 8,967,759

Positions 136 136 136
5 | Fiscal RESEARCH DIVISION 13 March 17, 2009
s | 3 okl Agean i Gon Noruh CiRiin Ciem ] Axasely

DACS Divisions
Food Distribution

Contributes to the nutritional well being of the citizens of North Carolina.
by distributing USDA commodities to eligible Recipient Agencies.
Food Distribution administers nine food programs for USDA.

Authorized Continuation Budget
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

Expenditures $ 4,569,793 |% 3,541,011 $ 3,594,217
Less Receipts |$ 2,055,561 | $ 1,214,209 $ 1,216,599
Appropriations | § 2,514,232 | § 2,326,802 $ 2,377,618

Positions 47 47 47

2008-09 Sources of Funds

General

. | FiscAL RESEARCH DiviSION 14
Tl | TS0 Aeas o G Aoeth GRrTine Cromra) Airwly

March 17, 2009




DACS Divisions

Marketing
. : 2008-09 Expenditures by Fund
General Marketing o
’ Farmers

* 5 Farmers Markets Market,

Marketing $1,536,739
« 3 Agricultural Centers s10870381 werem g
» Western NC Fairgrounds s

Authorized Continuation Budget rargunds,

$1.668,035
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 ’
Expenditures $ 15,222,258 | $13,807,032 $13,787,248
Less Receipts [$ 7,350,385 $ 6,479,852 $ 6,480,280
Appropriations | $ 7,871,873 | $ 7,327,180 $ 7,306,968

Positions 141 140 140

==
1q~ EIS%L ResEARCH DIVISION 15 March 17, 2009

DACS Divisions
Plant Industry

To assure that seed and fertilizer and other soil additives offered for sale

in North Carolina meet prescribed standards and are truthfully labeled;

To inventory and protect native plants; and To protect cultivated plants,
plants products and other beneficial organisms from introduced pests

Seed Protection Fertilizer Section Plant Protection
2008-09 Sources of Funds Authorized Continuation Budget
Fees, 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Grants Ucenses &

% Fines

Expenditures $ 6,906,069]|$ 6,712,903 $ 6,716,910
"|Less Receipts {$ 2,370,343 | $ 2,205,207 §$ 2,205,858

Appropriations | $ 4,535,726 | $ 4,507,696 §$ 4,511,052

66% Positions 92.75 92.75 92.75

FISCAL RESEARCH DIVISION 16 March 17, 2009




DACS Divisions

Research Stations

* 18 Research Stations | ; .- , ~ —memeeee——t
— 12 owned by DACS - _ T
T LR LN .
~ 6 owned by NCSU Yo ga?mfr:--' f\}‘)“
~ All operated by DACS L Sk L)
i AL,
Authorized ‘Continuation Budget | ° \\‘:_"‘fl"?‘?""
2008-09. .- | '2009-10° . 201011 . + ”
Expenditures | $ 13,107,289 | $12,671,902 $12,737,124
Less Receipts | $ 3035470 | § 2,413,549 § 2,413,549
Appropriations | $ 10,071,819 | $10,258,353 $10,323,575
|Positions 166.75 166.75 166.75
flde RESEARCH DIVISION . 17 March 17, 2009

DACS Divisions

Standards
Authorized | = Continuation Budget
200809 2009-10 2010-11
* Motor Fuels Lab Expenditures | $ 5,174,029 | $ 4,963,793 § 4,981,038
. LP Gas Inspections Less Receipts |$ 3,057,174 | $ 2,909,535 $ 2,910,069
Appropriations | $ 2,116,855 | $ 2,054,258 § 2,070,969
» Standards Laboratory
. Positions 74 74 74
* Meéasurement
— Inspects weight, measurement, 2008-09 Sources of Funds
pricing devices to ensure accuracy General Fees,
RSP o, Licenses &
— Inspects packaged goods for o (4 Fines
weight compliance
o Intragovt
Funds Tm:n;:el.

| =
fOIFisca Research Dvision 18

March 17, 2009




DACS Divisions
Structural Pest Control & Pesticides

Structural Pest Pesticide
o Certifies, Licenses, &  Certifies, Licenses,
Monitors: - Monitors & Investigates:
- Insecticide —~ Commercial applicators
— Fungicide — Public operators
— Rodenticide T — Farmers

— Pesticide dealers
Pesticide Disposal
52 Employees
$3.8 M budget FY 2008-09

* 22 Employees
» $1.3 M budget FY 2008-09

P3| FIscAL RESEARCH DIVISION 19 March 17, 2009
V) Bl X G St (e Gamral Adeantly

DACS Divisions

Veterinary Services

** Veterinary Services — 157 FTE
~ Animal Disease Diagnostic Laboratory System
— Animal Health and Welfare/Shelters Program
* Meat & Poultry Inspections — 124 FTE
— 50% Federally Funded
: 2008-09 Expenditures

Equipment
4%

Authorized Continuation Budget
2008-09 2008-10 2010-11

Expenditures | $ 19,866,682 | 519,456,124 $19,546,643 | ST

Less Receipts $ 53658648 5272541 $ 5315665| . F
Appropriations | $ 14,500,818 | $14,183,583 $14,230,978 “Senices <

10%
Positions 280.75 280.75 280.75
Frsou ReseaRcH DivisioN 20 March 17, 2009
STaN Npruo. i tbn Niath Cxniloa Geoirdl ABORTY
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Administrative Services
Department of Commerce

2006-2907 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 | 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized |  Continuation Budget
) 1Expenditures 3,110,796 2,999,527 3,144,224 3,187,864 3,187,864
Receipts 765,890 722,178 713,661 711,018 711,018
Appropriations 2,344,906 2,277,349 2,430,563 2,476,846 2,47§,_846
Positions " 40.00 38.00 38.00 38.00 + 38.00
Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds
Personal
General Services
Fund 93%
77% Purchased
: Services
3%
Supplies
0%
Receipts
23% Equipment
3% 1%

lssu,és for the 2009-11 Biennium

* Governor recommends * ‘ .
No Action ’

Bt O

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Administrative Services
Department of Commerce

Prior Budget Actions
FY 2008-09 ,
'Operating Efficiencies ' ($18,215)
‘ Total: (518,215)
FY 2007-08 : '
Non-profit Monitoring Position ’ $70,409
Total: $70,409
FY 2006-07 |
Non-Profit Monitoring Position o ‘ : $63,000
Non-Profit Monitoring Position : ' $87,000 NR
Total: - $150,000
FY 2005-06 ‘ :
Reduce Inflationary Increases D (824,287)
Total: ($24,287).
" FY 2004-05
No Action

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Board of Science and Technology
Department of Commerce

N

2006-2007 . 2007-2008 » 2008-2009 -~ 2009-10 | 2010-11
Actual Actual | Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 365,563 _ ' 354,953 403,725 370,952 | 370,952 |
Receipts 36,878 32,467 ‘ 0 0 f 0
Appropriations 328,686 - 322,487 403,725 - 370,952 370,952
Positions | ' ~3.00 - 3.00 - 3.00 300 3.00
Source of Funds ’ . Expenditure of Funds
General ‘ {

Fund Personal

Services
100% 82% Purchased

Services
10%

Supplies
1%

Equipment
, ' 1%

0% ' : : Other "

) . . 6%

Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium

. Governor recommends .
No Action )

Fiscal Research Division ~ “ . ' - . ~ March 2009



Board of Scien.ce and Technology
Department of Commerce

Prior Budget Actions
FY 2008-09
Operating Efficiencies ' - ($2,628)
Total: ($2,628)
FY 2007-08
No Action
FY 2006-07 ‘ | )
No Action
FY 2005-06' \ , :
Reduce funds for Purchased Services and Equipment ($20,000)
Funds for Deputy Director for Board of Science and Technology . $80,000
' Total: - $60,000
FY 2004-05 . .
Operating Support Reductions - : ($2,527)
, ' Total: ($2,527)

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Business and Industry Development
Department of Commerce

Source of Funds -

General
- Fund
95%

Receits
5%

- Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium

. Governor recommends
. No-‘Action

Fiscal Research Division

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 ~ 2009-10 | , 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budgfet : ‘
Expenditurés g 5,083,645 5,237,333 - 5,922,018 5,577,268 | - 5,577,268
Receipts . 99,644 355,620 276,799 : 0 -0
‘|Appropriations - - 4,984,001 4,881,713 5,645,219 5,577,268 | - 5,577,268‘
| Positions - . - 53.50 52.50 51.50 51.50 v 51.50

Expenditure of Funds

Personal
orter Services
Expenses » 630,
7% i - o .
Sﬁpplies & : '}}’
Equip. _ o
™ other ot Misc.
Purchased Contractual
Services Advertising . Services
15% 1% 29
March 2009



" Business and Industry Development
Department of Commerce ’

0y

Prior Budget Actions
FY 2008-09 _ : .
Operating Efficiencies : ($41,768)
Building & Sites Website Redesign - ' $100,000 NR
E - ' ' Total:’ $58,232
FY 2007-08
Northeast Regional Economic Developer $92,447
Total: $92,447
FY 2006-07
No Action
FY 2005-06 ' .
Reduce Purchased Services and Equipment for B&I ($67,000)
. ) . - Total: ($67,000)
FY 2004-05 ’ ‘ .
Expand Business ServiCenter $525,000
Expand Business ServiCenter , - . $8,800 NR
T . Total: $533,800

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Commerce Finance
Department of Commerce

Fiscal Research Division

March 2009

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 I 2010-11
" Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 30,927,891 20,578,513 | 15,425,544 5,874,669 5,874,669
Receipts 127,188 122,396 - 83,648 0 "_ 0
Appropriationé - 30,800,703 20,456,117 15,341,896 5,874,669 5,874,669
Positions 6.00 7.00 7.00 - 7.00 7.00
Source of Funds Expenditure .of Funds
. ) ‘ Equipment, e
ZC:neral Supplies, / ¥ e Transfers
und ; v o
99% etc. r i\ %
’ 1% S
SR
‘ 5!.}“ ,;xs s
Purchased e coids &
Services
- 0%
Receipts Personal
1% ]
| Services
3% el
+ Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium
. Governor recpmmends
: One NC Small Business $2,000,000 NR'
Fund Green Business Fund from Stimulus ‘ ~ $5,000,000 NR
’ Total: $7,000,000




Commerce Finance
_ Department of Commerce .
Prior Budget Actions ' ‘

FY 2008-09
Operating Efficiencies - ($4,080)
One NC : $5,000,000 NR
One NC Small Business ‘ 5 $3,500,000 NR
Green Business Fund A $1,000,000 NR
IMAC : . $5,000,000 NR
: ' Total: $14,495,920
FY 2007-08 .
Green Business Fund $1,000,000 NR
One NC $14,000,000 NR
One NC Small Business - $4,830,000 NR
Reduce Industrial Development Fund Cash Balance : ($169,789) NR
. Total: $19,660,211-
FY 2006-07 :
One NC . ~$15,000,000 NR
Economic Development Reserve Fund $10,000,000 NR
: Total: $25,000,000
FY 2005-06 )
One NC Fund ‘ : $6,000,000 NR
Miscellaneous Pass-through Appropriations ' $5,055,000
 Total:  $11,055,000
FY 2004-05 \
Reduce IDF Cash Balance ' ($2,211,667) NR

Total: ($2,211,667)

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Division of Community Assistance
Department of Commerce

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 | 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 38,174,043 46,326,122 48,695,640 48,672,362 48,672,362
Receipts 34,907,143 43,759,323 45,790,410 45,749,615 45,749,615
Appropriations 3,266,900 2,566,799 © 2,905,230 2,922,747 2,922,747
Positions 71.00 72.60 72.60 72.60 72.60

Includes the following fund codes: Local Planning and Management, and CDBG

Source of Funds

Receipts
94%

Expenditure of Funds

Aid and
Public

Assistance

90%

Personal
Services
9%
Purchased

General Su pliés, Services

Fund Equip., etc. 1%
6% 0%

- Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium

. Governor recommends

Additional Funding for Main Street $300,000 R
Additional Funding for Main Street $3,000,000 NR
Total: $3,300,000
Fiscal Rescarch Division March 2009



¥

Division of Community Assistance.
Department of-Commerce

—
Prior Budget Actions

FY 2008-09 ,
Operating Efficiencies _ ($21,518)
Total: ($21,518)
FY 2007-08
Transfer COG Funding to State Aid L _ . (8832,150)
Community Development Planner ' $65,935
‘ Total: -  ($809,251)
FY 2006-07 ' _ .
Expand Small Towns Main Street $71,965
Expand 21st Century Communities . $244,699
Total: $316,664
FY 2005-06 :
Eliminate Vacant Position __ - (853,377)
Reduce Funds for Purchased Services and Equipment ' (835,000)
) ' : Total: (588,377)
FY 2004-05
Eliminate Vacant Position , ($47,145)
’ Total: (547,145)
March 2009

Fiscal Research Division



Executive Aircraft
Department of Commerce

o

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 I 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 3,094,296 2,663,715 2,054,400 3,180,165 3,180,165
Receipts 368,733 362,220 527,107 (489,658) (489,658)
Appropriations 2,725,563 2,301,495 1,527,293 3,669,823 3,669,823
Positions 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds
Purchased 7 Supplies
General . \ 28%
Services
Fund 25 /£ \
74% ° A
¥ ' : 5‘&:‘“ Equipment
55> 14%
Receiptsﬂ.’ RS as
26% Personal Other
Services 5%
28%
" Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium
. Governor recommends
Eliminate Funding for New Aircraft ($1,326,428) R
Fiscal Research Division March 2009



- Executive Aircraft
Department of Commerce

Prior Budget Actions
FY 2008-09 _
Operating Efficiencies ! . : s ($20,651)
Delay Aircraft Purchase , . ' ($1,156,428) NR
' _ Total: (81,177,079)
FY 2007-08 | |
Increase Aircraft Rates - ' , ($100,000)
Eliminate Continuation Budget Increase for New Aircraft . - ($423,572)
= _ - Total: ($523,572)
FY 2006-07
No Action
FY 2005-06 '
" Reduce Inflationary Increases ' (843,150) -
Reduce Aircraft Supplies and Equipment ' ($100,000)
: | Total: (5143,150)
FY 2004-05 L .
Operating Support Reductions (852,328)

Total: ($52,328)

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Industrial Commission
Department of Commerce

Fiscal Research Division

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 | 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 15,654,425 15,845,614 13,336,029 10,872,347 10,872,347
Receipts 7,498,182 10,653,545 5,402,494 4,567,239 4,567,579
Appropriations 8,156,243 5,192,068 7,933,535 6,305,108 6,304,768
Positions 145.43 150.72 150.72 148.72 148.72
Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds
General Transfers };:::i)::sl
I;;f,’d 2% 73%
) Other h’-*’f:c“;; “ —l: T
9% §§_ﬁ§iﬁm
Supplies - 5
0% ' 7/
Equipment 4
N 1%
Receipts Purchased
41% Services
15%
- Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium
. Governor recommends:

Budget Overrealized Receipts ($422,837) R

Continuation Budget Correction $204,561 R

Restore Funding for Safety Education $467,104 NR

March 2009



Industrial Commission
Departiment of Commerce

. .
.

Prior Budget Actions

FY 2008-09

Operating Efficiencies

Receipt Supported Position _
Continuation Review of Safety Education Section

FY 2007-08
No Action

FY 2006-07 ,
Replace Electronic Document System

FY 2005-06
Budget Over-realized Receipts .
Establish 17 Receipt Supported Positions

FY 2004-05
_Budget Over-realized Receipts

Fiscal Research Division

Total:

- Total:

‘ Total:

Total:

. ($49,623)
($110,620)
($671,665)
($831,908)

$1,500,000 NR
$1,500,000

($150,000) NR
$816,333
($109,046)

($109,046)
($109,046)

March 2009



International Trade
Department of Commerce

2009-10

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 I 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 2,665,130 2,583,901 2,973,213 3,163,335 3,163,335
Receipts 209,034 211,714 235,764 (220,907) (220,907)
Appropriations 2,456,096 2,372,186 2,737,449 3,384,242 3,384,242
Positions 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00 11.00
Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds )
- MISC.
Personal Contractual
(i:‘aneral Services w~  Services
und o <
Advertising
8%
Other
Purchased
Other ' Services
Receipts Expenses Supplies & 14%
8% 22% Equip.
5%

- Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium

. Governor recommends
No Action

Fiscal Rescarch Division March 2009



International Trade
Department of Commerce

1
Prior Budget Actions ., '

FY 2008-09 ‘

Operating Efficiencies . _ . ($19,146)

China Trade Office (6 months funding) ) , $175,000

Performance Increases for Foreign Trade Reps. $25,000
' ' ' Total: $180,854

FY 2007-08 - - .

~ No Action '

FY 2006-07

No Action

FY 2005-06 . .

Eliminate Inflationary Increases in International Trade ($38,144)

- ' Total: ($38,144)
FY 2004-05 : : |
Operating Support Reductions (825,000)

Total: ($25,000)

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



 Management Information Systems
~ Department of Commerce

. 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 2008-2009 ‘2009-'10 [ 2010-11
Actial . Actual Authorized | Continuation Budget
Expenditures ; ~-.1,394,311 1;528,035 1,570,536 1,378,738 . 1,378,738
Receipts n 130,221 | 104,365 215,890 98,994 | 98,995
Appropriations 1,264,090 " 1,423,670 1,354,646 1,279,744 . 1,279,743
Positions | 10.00 10.00 . 10.00 10.00 | 10.00
Source of Funds S Expenditure of Funds , ., '
. General . ‘
F » ’ Services
und . ] e 15% .
86% SO7% ' Supplies
‘ 1%
_ -Personal Equipment
-Services - 18%
. 62%
Receipts . . ,
14% L T Other

4%

4

- Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium :

. Governor recommends
No Action

Fiscal Research Division 1 _ .March 2007



Management Information Systems

, Department of Commerce
|

Prior Budget Actions -

FY 2008-09 . N

Operating Efficiencies ‘ ' (89,727)
) o Total: ($9,727)

FY 2007-08
No Action

FY 2006-07 _ ’ .

Web Applications Development and Maintenance : $70,819

Web Applications Development and Maintenance $5,000 NR
' ' Total: $75,819

FY 2005-06
No Action

" FY 2004-05 | o N
No Action : '

March 2007

(18]

Fiscal Research Division



Marketing Division
Department of Commerce

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 T 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 3,739,290 4,322,519 1,935,725 1,298,117 1,298,117
Receipts 593,018 1,448,129 735,194 50,599 50,599
Appropriations 3,146,272 2,874,390 1,200,531 1,247,518 1,247,518
Positions 4.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds
Personal
Services ——— :
23% i ;
Equipment, AR
Supplies, ;
Gencral et:i' 5
Fund 70 7
ol 62% N
Receipts N . Other | Advertising
38%, Purchased 65%
Services
7%
* Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium
. Governor recommends
Promote NC as a Business and Tourism Destination $1,500,000 NR

(This item also appears on the Tourism Sheet, as it was unclear how the funds were to be split.)
Total: $1,500,000

Eiscal Research Division Narch 2000



Prior Budget Actions

FY 2008-09

Operating Efficiencies

Commerce Webmaster

Move Furniture Market to State Aid

FY 2007-08
No Action.

FY 2006-07

Promote NC as a Business Destination
Promote NC as a Business Destination
Furniture Market Funds

Furniture Market Funds

FY 2005-06
Furniture Market Funds
Industrial Marketing Funds

FY 2004-05
No Action.

FFiscal Research Division

Marketing Division
Department of Commerce

($8,042)

~ §78,900
) ($875,000)
Total: ($804,142)

$500,000
.$500,000 NR
$875,000
$875,000 NR
Total: $2,750,000

$750,000
$750,000 NR
Total: $1,500,000

March 2009



‘Policy, Research, and Strategic Planning
' Department of Commerce

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 I - 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 2,031,068 1,891,228 1,611,743 1,264,045 1,264,045
Receipts 673,975 395,520 . 238,645 0 0
Appropriations 1,357,093 1,495,707 1,373,098 1,264,045 1,264,045
Positions 14.00 13.00 13.00 13.00 13.00
Soufce of Funds _ . Expenditure of Funds
General : }
Fund : Purchased
85% Services
\ : 33%
Personal | RS Sup flies |
7 . Services—" e 0%
. 59% . > Equipment
- ) - 1%
Rics‘f,i/pts | - Other
° 7%
" Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium
- Governor recommends
No changes
FFiscal Research Division March 2009



Policy, Research, and Strategic Planning

Department of Comm_er'ce

Prior Budget Actions

FY 2008-09
Operating Efficiencies

Economic Development Intelligence System Funds (EDIS)

FY 2007-08
EDIS - OneMap Integration
EDIS - OneMap Integration

FY 2006-07
Policy and Research Positions (3)

FY 2005-06

Eliminate Vacant Position in Policy and Research
EDIS Data Base Administrator and Operating Support
EDIS Data Base Administrator and Operating Support

FY 2004-05
Operating Support Reductions
EDIS Development

Fiscal Research Division

Total:

Total:

Total:

Total:

Total:

' ($8,916)
$150,000 NR
$141,084

$10,000
$290,000 NR
$300,000

$225,000
$225,000

(826,244)
$297,828
$500,000 NR
$771,584

<

($10,814)
$375,000 NR
$364,186

March 2009



Tourism, Film, and Sports Development
Department of Commerce

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 | 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 13,955,107 15,754,862 14,182,047 13,501,483 13,501,482
Receipts 1,068,510 1,283,407 1,291,695 877,804 877,804
Appropriations 12,886,597 14,471,455 | 12,890,352 12,623,679 12,623,678
Positions 84.00 83.75 83.75 83.75 83.75

Includes the following divisions: Tourism, Film and Sports Development; and Welcome Centers

Source of Funds ' Expenditure of Funds

Personal
General Services

Fund 28% 2
0, N
\ 1% State Aid \
| 6% il '
RS
Equipment - 7 '
Supplies,
) ;t; Advertising
R B ®  Other 55%
ecelpls Purchased
9% Servi
ervices

6%

" Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium

. Governor recommends
Promote NC as a Business and Tourism Destination $1,500,000 NR
(This item also appears on the Marketing Sheet, as it was unclear how the funds were to be split.)
Total: $1,500,000

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Tourism, Film, and Sports Development
Department of Commerce

Prior Budget Actions
FY 2008-09
Operating Efficiencies ) . . ($95,849)
Travel and Tourism Funds _ B $300,000 NR
: Total: $204,151
FY 2007-08 r
Tourism Funds ' ' $750,000 NR
Blue Ridge National Heritage Funds $450,000 NR
Film Commission Funds ' : $300,000 NR
Viticulture Promotion $500,000 NR
Motorsports Funds ' \ $100,000 NR
' Total: $2,100,000
FY 2006-07 :
Film Industry Funds o $250,000 NR
Tourism Marketing Reserve _ $500,000
Tourism Marketing Reserve . ' $500,000 NR
Promote Motorsports . 8 . $100,000 NR
' ~ ’ Total:  $1,350,000°
FY 2005-06 _
Budget Over-Collected Receipts ($45,000)
Eliminate Inflationary Increases in Tourism : ($41,369)
Reduce Purchased Services, Equipment, and Supplies in Tourism ($200,000)
Heritage Tourism Funds (Piedmont Triad, Maritime Area, and Blue Ridge) $150,000
Tourism Promotion (Roanoke Rapids) , $500,000 NR
Welcome Center Reduction ($45,000)
, Total: $318,631
FY 2004-05
Film Commission Funds . $300,000 NR
Heritage Tourism Funds (Rutherford and Ashe) - $100,000
Tourism Marketing Funds $850,000 NR
 New Welcome Center Funds (I-26) . : $181,048

Total: $1,431,048

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Wanchese Seafood Industrial Park
Department of Commerce

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-10 | 2010-11
Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budget
Expenditures 1,158,665 1,539,707 1,797,762 782,906 782,906
Receipts 725,825 1,096,019 1,360,162 333,254 333,256
Appropriations 432,840 443,687 437,600 449,652 449,650
Positions 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds
Intergov.

Receipts
76%

Transfers e
54%

Personal

Services
12%
¥ s 14 i_,'.‘:
z2 |
Other
15% ) Purchased
General Supplies Services
Fund 1% Equipment 16%
24% 2%

_ Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium

* Governor recommends
No Action

Fiscal Rescarch Division March 2009



"~ Wanchese Seafood Industrial Park
Department of Commerce B
Prior Budget Actions | : -
FY 2008-09

- Operating.Efficiencies : . o ($3,339)
: ' ' Total: ($3,339)

FY 2007-08 -
No Action

FY 2006-07
‘ No Action

: FY 2005-06
No Action -

FY 2004-05 . - L ‘
‘Reduce Cash Balance _ ‘ : - : (8300,000)
P ' Total: (8300,000)

PR

2 i

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Administration
Department of Environment & Natural Resources

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 | 2010-11

Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Budgét
Expenditures $24,094,999 | $30,662,306 | $29,867,281 $23,052,081 $23,110,224
Less Receipts ($8,279,579){ ($8,857,041)| ($8,367,671) ($8,178,031)] ($8,178,031)
Cash Balance +/- $1,161,907 $703,821 (3632,475) (5632,475) (8632,475)
State Appropriations $16,977,327 | $22,509,086 | $20,867,135 $14,241,575 $14,299,718
Positions 223.50 228.77 227.61 227.61 227.61

Administration includes: executive offices; budget, planning, information technology, purchasing, and
human resources staff; one-stop and express permitting staff; public affairs staff; regional offices support staff;

and reserves and transfers.

Fund Codes: 1130, 1140, 1910, 2356

. Source of Funds Expenditure of Funds
Fees,
Licenses __ Intragovt Intragovt
& Fines . Trans. Trans.
8% . - 18% 28% — T
' : A — BERE ,///
S T e
) : TultT / Personal
Eqmpment_\ RESTRS / Persona
e 3¢ 2% atadaile g
ey \ : 2+ 51%
Reim- . :
Supplies ;
| burse- %
ApDro- ments Purchased /
Prizzons 1% Services — i /
3% 18%
Issues for the 2009-11 Biennium
Governor recommends FY 2009-10 ,FY2010-11
Reduce transfer for beaver management (857,195) ($57,195)
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Match $5,482,800 $5,482,800
Clean Water State Revolving Fund Match $4,000,000 $4,000,000
DENR wide:
Truth-in-budgeting reform ($5,868,405)  (8§5,868,405)
Eliminate 14.5 vacant positions ($786,228) ($786,228) -14.5FTE
Reduce operating - recurring (86,669,939) ($669,939)
Reduce operating - nonrecurring (82,081,066)  ($2,081,066) NR
3hift operating to receipts (81,349,747)  ($1,349,747)
shift positions to receipts ($1,739,183)  ($1,739,183) -27.33 FTE
Reduce funding for temporary positions (51,120,049)  ($1,120,049)
Fiscal Research Division 1 March 2009




Administration

‘ Department of Environment & Natural Resources

Prior Budget Actions A | R Ib -

FY 2008-09
No actions

FY 2007-08
No actions

FY 2006-07
No actions

FY 2005-06 | i 4 .
Eliminate 1.0 vacant position - federal legislative program coordinator
Reduce regional office rent line item

Fund 2.0 One-Stop permitting program positions _
.Expand Express Permitting statewide using existing receipts for 12 new positions

Total:

FY 2004-05

Eliminate 1.5 filled administrative services positions

Eliminate 1.0 vacant position

Eliminate 1.0 filled regional office position

Reduce Winston-Salem regional field office rent

Expand One-Stop permitting statewide by funding 4.0 new positions
Expand express permitting with 4.0 positions '

FY 2003-04

Eliminate 2.0 vacant positions

Reduce operating support

Eliminate 1.0 vacant field office manager position
Eliminate bloodborne pathogen funding '
Eliminate 1.0 filled position -

FY 2002-03.
Eliminate 6.25 vacant positions
Eliminate 1.0 filled human resources position

Fiscal Research Division 2

Total:

Total:

Total:

(874,070)

(850,000)
$113,168
$0
(510,902)

($74,466)
($28,558)
($30,167)
($80,956)
$100,000
$100,000
(514,147)

($85,361)
($200,000)
(367,833)

($26,360)

(564,498)
($444,052)

~ (8280,201)

($88,968)
($369,169)

NR

March 2009



Division of Air Quality

Department of Environment & Natural Resources

2006-07 - 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 | 2010-11

Actual Actual Authorized Continuation Bud_get
Expenditures . $25,195,686 $27,611,776 $30,441,053 $30,001,195 $30,001,195
Less Receipts ($23,676,693)| (5$24,176,281)| ($28,926,956)| ($29,237,098)| ($29,237,098)
Cash Balance +/- ($1,518,993)| ($3,435,495)| ($1,514,097) ($764,097) (8$764,097)
State Appropriations 0 0 0 0 0
Positions 303.00 295.45 293.55 293.55 293.55

Source of Funds

~ Federal Funds
Inspection Charge_ 15%

AT

Non-Title V Permits
9%

_Title V Permits
4%
Expenditure of Funds
Other Aid & Public Intragov't Transfer
1% Assistance 8%
10%
Equipment
1% 4
-~

Supplies
1%

Purchased Services \ ’

15% Personal Services
64%

Fiscal Research Division March 2009



Division of Air Quality

Department of Environment & Natural Resources

. . B - . !
Prior Budget Actions |

FY 2002-03
Eliminate general fund appopriation (8509,145)
Shifted 9 positions and $32,758 to receipt support . '
Reduce non-Title V air permits fund (8250,000)
- Total:  (§759,145)

FY 2003-04 . :
Reduce non-Title V air permits fund (877,918)
' Total:  (§77,918)

FY 2004-05
No actions

FY 2005-06
No actions

FY 2006-07
No actions

FY 2007-08
$1 million transferred from the Fuel Tax Fund to OSBM to be used by DOJ

for two !awsults. North Carolina v. Tennessee Valley Authority and/or .
South Carolina v. Nort<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>