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B.R. 1164, TO AMEND THE FOREST AND 
RANGELAND RENEWABLE RESOURCES 
PLANNING ACT OF 1974, THE FEDERAL 
LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 
1976, THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE- REFUGE 
SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1966, 
THE NATIONAL INDIAN FOREST RE­
SOURCES MANAGEMENT ACT, AND TITLE 
10, UNITED STATES CODE, TO STRENGTHEN 
THE PROTECTION OF NATIVE 
BIODIVERSITY AND TO PLACE RESTRAINTS 
UPON CLEARCUITING AND CERTAIN 
OTHER CUTTING PRACTICES ON THE FOR­
ESTS OF THE UNITED STATES 

THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1994 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS 
AND PuBLIC LANDs, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 1324 of the Longworth 

House Office Building, Hon. Bruce F. Vento (chairman of the sub­
committee) presiding. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO 
Mr. VENTO. The Committee on National Parks, Forests and Pub­

lic Lands will be in order. It is 10, time to move on here. 
This morning, of course, we are hearing testimony on an impor­

tant measure, H.R. 1164, the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting 
Prohibition Act of 1993, introduced by our colleague from Texas 
and my friend, Representative John Bryant. This measure would 
amend several laws that address forest management on federal and 
Indian lands. 

[Text of the bill H.R. 1164, follows:] 

(1) 
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H.R.ll64 

I 

To amend the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act 
of 1974, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, the Na­
tional Indian Forest Resources Management Act, and title 10, United 
States Code, to strengthen the protection of native biodiversity and 
to place restraints upon clearcutting and certain other cutting practices 
on the forests of the United States. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MARcH 2, 1993 

Mr. BRYA.'\T (for himself, Mr. PORTER, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas, Mr. TORRES, Mr. RAVEI\'EL, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. PATh'E of New 
Jersey, Mr. NADLER, Mr. COLEM'AN, Mr. COI\"YERS, Mr. Il.umURG, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. STARK, Mr. Pos:f!ARD, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
FILI\'ER, Mr. DELLUl\18, Mr. MoRAN, Mr. WALSH, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
BEILENSOK, Mr. WAXMAN", Mrs. KEJ\"NELI.Y, Mr. HEI\"RY, Mr. AJ\"DREWS 
of Texas, Mr. FROST, and Mrs. MALOJ\'EY) introduced the following bill; 
which was referred jointly to the Committees on Natural Resources, Agri­
culture, Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and Armed Services 

A BILL 
To amend the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 

Planning Act of 197 4, the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976, the National Wildlife Refuge 

System Administration Act of 1966, the National Indian 

Forest Resources Management Act, and title 10, United 

States Code, to strengthen the protection of native 

biodiversity and to place restraints upon clearcutting and 
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certain otl er cutting practices on the forests of the 

United Stal-es. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Forest Biodiversity 

5 and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 1993". 

6 SEC. 2. PURPOSES AND FINDINGS. 

7 (a) PuRPOSES.-The purposes of this Act are, in all 

8 timberland owned or operated by the United States where 

9 logging is permitted, to conserve native biodiversity and 

10 to protect all native ecosystems against losses that result 

11 from clearcutting and other forms of even-age logging. 

12 (b) FINDINGS.-Congress finds the following: 

13 ( 1) Federal agencies of the United States that 

14 engage in even-age logging practices include the 

15 Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture, the 

16 United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of 

17 Land Management, and Bureau of Indian Affairs of 

18 the Department of the Interior, and the Army, 

19 Navy, and Air Force of the Department of Defense. 

20 (2) Even-age logging causes a substantial re-

21 duction in native biodiversity by emphasizing the 

22 production of a limited number of commercial spe-

23 cies of trees on each site, generally only one; by ma-

24 nipulating the vegetation toward greater relative 
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1 density of such commercial species, by suppressing 

2 competing species, and by planting, on numerous 

3 sites, a commercial strain that was developed to re-

4 duce the relative diversity of genetic strains that 

5 previously occurred within the species on the same 

6 sites. 

7 (3) Even-age logging kills immobile species and 

8 the very young of mobile species of wildlife and de-

9 pletes the habitat of deep-forest species of animals, 

10 including endangered species. 

11 ( 4) Even-age logging exposes the soil to direct 

12 sunlight, impact of rains, disruption of surface, and 

13 compaction of organic layers, and disrupts the run-

14 off restraining capabilities of roots and low-lying 

15 vegetation, resulting in soil erosion, leaching out of 

16 nutrients, reduction in biological content of the soil, 

17 and impoverishment of the soil, with long-range dele-

18 terious effect on all land resources, even timber 

19 production. 

20 (5) Even-age logging decreases the capability of 

21 the soil to retain carbon and, during the critical pe-

22 riods of felling and site preparation, reduces the ca-

23 pacity of the biomass to process and to store carbon, 

24 with a result of loss of such carbon to the atmos-

25 phere, thereby aggravating global warming. 
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1 (6) Even-age logging renders the soil increas-

2 ingly sensitive to acid deposition by causing decline 

3 of soil wood and coarse woody debris, reducing site 

4 capacity for retention of water and nutrients, in-

5 creasing soil heat, and impairing the maintenance of 

6 protective carbon compounds on the soil/surface. 

7 (7) Even-age logging results in increased 

8 stream sedimentation, siltation of stream bottoms, 

9 decline in water quality, impairment of life cycles 

10 and spawning processes of aquatic life from benthic 

11 organisms to large fish, thereby depleting the sports 

12 and commercial fisheries of the United States. 

13 (8) Even-age logging results in lessening resist-

14 ance in the plant community, including the commer-

15 cial tree crop, to insects and diseases, under the eco-

16 logical principle that as the relative density of a spe-

17 cies in a given area approaches totality the popu-

18 lation of that species in that area becomes increas-

19 ingly susceptible to insects and diseases. 

20 (9) Even-age logging increases harmful edge ef-

21 fects, including blowdowns, invasions by weed spe-

22 cies, and heavier losses to predators and competi-

23 tors, from raccoons and hawks to ratsnakes and 

24 cowbirds. 
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1 (10) Even-age logging decreases recreational di-

2 versity, reducing deep, canopied, variegated, perma-

3 nent forests, where the public can fulfill an expand-

4 ing need for recreation. Even-age logging replaces 

5 such forests with a surplus of clearings that grow 

6 into relatively impenetrable thickets of saplings, and 

7 then into monotonous plantations. 

8 (11) Human beings depend on native biological 

9 resources, including plants, animals, and micro-orga-

10 nisms, for food, medicine, shelter, and other impor-

11 tant products, and as a source of intellectual and 

12 scientific knowledge, recreation, and aesthetic pleas-

13 ure. 

14 (12) Reduction in native biodiversity has sen-

IS ous consequences for human welfare as America 

16 irretrievably loses resources for research and agricul-

17 tural, medicinal, and industrial development. 

18 (13) Reduction of biological diversity in Federal 

19 forests adversely affects the functions of ecosystems 

20 and critical ecosystem processes that moderate cli-

21 mate, govern nutrient cycles and soil conservation 

22 and production, control pests and diseases, and 

23 degrade wastes and pollutants. 
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1 (14) The harm of even-age logging to the natu-

2 ral resources of this Nation and the quality of life 

3 of its people arc substantial, severe, and avoidable. 

4 (15) By substituting selection management and 

5 native biodiversity protection, as prescribed in this 

6 Act, for the even-age system, the Federal agencies 

7 now engaged in even-age logging would substantially 

8 reduce or eliminate devastation to the environment, 

9 would maintain vital native ecosystems in Federal 

10 forests, and would improve the quality of life of the 

11 American people. 

12 {16) Selection logging is more job intensive, 

13 therefore providing more employment than even-age 

14 cutting for managing the same amount of timber 

15 production, and produces higher quality sawlogs. 

16 (17) The court remedies now available for citi-

17 zens to utilize in the enforcement of Federal forest 

18 laws are inadequate, and should be strengthened by 

19 providing for actions by citizens for injunctions, de-

20 claratory judgments, civil penalties, and reasonable 

21 costs of suit. 
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1 SEC. 3. AMENDMENT OF RANGELAND AND RENEWABLE RE-

2 

3 

SOURCES PLANNING ACT OF 1974 RELATING 

TO NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM LANDS. 

4 (a) CONSERVATION OF NATIVE BIODIVERSITY.-Sec-

5 tion 6(g)(3)(B) of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable 

6 Resources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 

7 1604(g)(3)(B)) is amended to read as follows: 

8 "(B) in each stand that is managed or op-

9 erated for timber purposes, throughout each 

10 forested area, provide for the conservation or 

11 restoration of native biodiversity except during 

12 the extraction stage of authorized mineral de-

13 velopment or during authorized construction 

14 projects, in which events the Secretary shall 

15 conserve native biodiversity to the extent pos-

16 sible;". 

17 (b) COMMITTEE OF SciENTISTS.-Section 6(h)(l) of 

18 the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 

19 Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604(h)(1)) is amended to read 

20 as follows: 

21 "(h) COMMITTEE OF SCIENTISTS.-(1) In carrying 

22 out the purposes of subsection (g) of this section, the Sec-

23 retary shall appoint a committee of scientists who are not 

24 officers or employees of the Forest Service nor of any 

25 other public entity, nor of any entity engaged in whole 

26 or in part in the production of wood or wood products, 
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1 and have not contracted with or represented any of such 

2 entities within a period of 5 years prior to serving on such 

3 committee. The committee shall provide scientific and 

4 technical advice and counsel on proposed guidelines and 

5 procedures to assure that an effective interdisciplinary ap-

6 proach is proposed and adopted. The committee shall ter-

7 minate after the expiration of 10 years from the date of 

8 enactment of this paragraph.". 

9 (c) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

10 PRACTICES.-Section 6 of the Forest and Rangeland Re-

11 newable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 

12 1604) is amended by adding at the end the following: 

13 "(n) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

14 PRACTICES.-(1) In each stand that is managed or oper-

15 ated for timber purposes throughout each forested area, 

16 the guidelines under subsection (g)(3)(F) shall prohibit 

17 any even-age logging and any even-age management after 

18 one year after the date of enactment of this subsection. 

19 "(2) On each site already under even-age manage-

20 ment, the Secretary shall (A) prescribe a shift to selection 

21 management within one year, or (B) cease managing for 

22 timber purposes and actively restore the native 

23 biodiversity, or permit each site to regain its native 

24 biodiversity. 

25 "(3) For the purposes of this subsection: 
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1 "(A) The term 'native biodiversity' means the 

2 full range of variety and variability within and 

3 among living organisms and the ecological complexes 

4 in which they would have occurred in the absence of 

5 significant human impact, and encompasses diver-

6 sity, within a species (genetic), within a community 

7 of species (within-community), between communities 

8 of species (between-communities), within a total area 

9 such as a watershed (total area), along a plane from 

10 ground to sky (vertical), and along the plane of the 

11 earth-surface (horizontal). Vertical and horizontal 

12 diversity apply to all the other aspects of diversity. 

13 "(B) The terms 'conserve' and 'conservation' 

14 refer to protective measures for maintaining existing 

15 native biological diversity and active measures for 

16 restoring diversity through management efforts, in 

17 order to protect, restore, and enhance as much of 

18 the variety of species and communities as possible in 

19 abundances and distributions that provide for their 

20 continued existence and normal functioning, includ-

21 ing the viability of populations throughout their 

22 natural geographic distributions. 

23 "(C) The term 'within-community diversity' 

24 means the distinctive assemblages of species and ec-

25 ological processes that occur in different physical 
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1 settings of the biosphere and distinct parts of the 

2 world. 

3 "(D) The term 'genetic diversity' means the dif-

4 ferences in genetic composition within and among 

5 populations of a given species. 

6 "(E) The term 'species diversity' means the 

7 richness and variety of native species in a particular 

8 location of the world. 

9 "(F) The term 'group selection' means a form 

10 of selection management that emphasizes the peri-

11 odic removal of trees, including mature, undesirable, 

12 and cull trees in small groups, where they occur that 

13 way, with a result of (i) creating openings not to ex-

14 ceed in width in any direction the height of the tall-

15 est tree standing within 10 feet of the edge of the 

16 group cut, and (ii) maintaining different age groups 

17 in a given stand. In no event will more than 30 per-

18 cent of a stand be felled within 30 years. 

19 "(G) The term 'stand' means a forest commu-

20 nity with enough identity by location, topography, or 

21 dominant species to be managed as a unit, not to ex-

22 ceed 100 acres. 

23 "(H) The term 'clearcutting' means the logging 

24 of the commercial trees in a patch or stand in a 

25 short period of time. 
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1 "(I) The term 'even-age management' means 

2 the growing of commercial timber so that all trees 

3 in a patch or stand are generally within 10 years of 

4 the same age. Except for designated leave trees, or 

5 clumps of trees, the patch or stand is logged, com-

6 pletely in any acre within a period of 30 years, by 

7 clearcutting, salvage logging, seed-tree cutting or 

8 shelterwood cutting, or any system other than selec-

9 tion management. 

10 "(J) The term 'salvage logging' means the fell-

11 ing or further damaging, within any 30-year period, 

12 of a greater basal area than 30 square feet per acre 

13 of dead, damaged, or other trees, or any combination 

14 of such trees. 

15 "(K) The term 'seed-tree cut' means a logging 

16 operation that leaves one or more seed trees, gen-

17 erally 6 to 10 per acre. 

18 "(L) The term 'selection management' means 

19 the application of logging and other actions needed 

20 to maintain continuous high forest cover where such 

21 cover naturally occurs, recurring natural regenera-

22 tion of all native species on the site, and the orderly 

23 grm.vth and development of trees through a range of 

24 diameter or age classes to provide a sustained yield 

25 of forest products. Cutting methods that develop and 
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1 maintain selection stands are individual-tree and 

2 ·group selection. A goal of selection is improvement 

3 of quality by continuously harvesting trees less likely 

4 to contribute to the long-range health of the stand. 

5 "(M) The term 'shelterwood cut' means an 

6 even-aged silvicultural regeneration method under 

7 which a minority of the mature stand is retained as 

8 a seed source or protection during the regeneration 

9 period. The standing mature trees, usually 10 to 20 

10 per acre, are later removed in one or more cuttings. 

11 "(N) The term 'timber purposes' shall include 

12 the use, sale, lease, or distribution of trees, or the 

13 felling of trees or portions of trees except to create 

14 land space for a structure or other use. 

15 "(4)(A)(i) The purpose of this paragraph is to foster 

16 the widest possible enforcement of subsection (g)(3)(B) 

17 and this subsection. 

18 "(ii) Congress finds that all people of the United 

19 States are injured by actions on lands to which subsection 

20 (g)(3)(B) and this subsection apply. 

21 "(B) The provisions of subsection (g)(3)(B) and this 

22 subsection shall be enforced by the Secretary of Agri-

23 culture and the Attorney General of the United States 

24 against any person who violates either of them. 
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1 "(C)(i) Any citizen may enforce any provision of sub-

2 section (g)(3)(B) and this subsection by bringing an action 

3 for declaratory judgment, temporary restraining order, in-

4 junction, civil penalty, and other remedies against any al-

5 leged violator including the United States, in any district 

6 court of the United States. 

7 "(ii) The court, after determining a violation of either 

8 of such subsections, shall impose a penalty of not less than 

9 $5,000 and not more than $50,000 per violation, shall 

10 issue one or more injunctions and other equitable relief 

11 and shall award to the plaintiffs reasonable costs of litiga-

12 tion including attorney's fees, witness fees and other nec-

13 essary expenses. 

14 "(D) The penalty authorized by subparagraph (C)(ii) 

15 shall be paid by the violator or violators designated by the 

16 court. If that violator is the United States of America or 

17 a Federal agency or officer, the penalty shall be paid to 

18 the Judgment Fund, as provided by Congress under sec-

19 tion 1304 of title 31, United States Code. 

20 "(E) The penalty shall be paid from the Judgment 

21 Fund within 40 days after judgment to the person or per-

22 sons designated to receive it, to be applied in protecting 

23 or restoring native biodiversity in or adjoining Federal 

24 land. Any award of costs of litigation and any award of 

25 attorney fees shall be paid within 40 days after judgment. 
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1 "(F) The United States, including its agents and em-

2 ployees waives its sovereign immunity in all respects in 

3 all actions under subsection (g)(3)(B) and this subsection. 

4 No notice is required to enforce this subsection. 

5 "(5) No roads shall be constructed or reconstructed 

6 in any roadless area, as defined in the second United 

7 States Department of Agriculture Forest Service Roadless 

8 Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II, 1978) or in a land 

9 and resource management plan prepared pursuant to this 

10 section. 

11 (d) CONFORMING Mt:ENDMENT.-Section 6(g)(2)(F) 

12 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Plan-

13 ning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604(g)(2)(F)) is amended 

14 by inserting "in accordance with subsection (g) and" after 

15 "National Forest System lands.". 

16 SEC. 4. AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MAN· 

17 AGEMENT ACT OF 1976 RELATING TO THE 

18 PUBLIC LANDS. 

19 (a) CONSERVATION OF NATIVE BIODIVERSITY.-Sec-

20 tion 202(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management 

21 Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712(c)) is amended-

22 (1) by redesignating paragraphs (8) and (9) as 

23 paragraphs (9) and (10), respectively; and 

24 (2) by inserting after paragraph (7) the follow-

25 ing new paragraph (8): 
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1 "(8) in each stand that is managed or operated 

2 for timber purposes throughout each forested area 

3 provide for the conservation or restoration of native 

4 biodiversity except during the extraction stage of au-

5 thorized mineral development or during authorized 

6 construction projects, in which events the Secretary 

7 shall conserve native biodiversity to the extent pos-

8 sible;". 

9 (b) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

10 PRACTICES.-Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and 

11 Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712) is amended 

12 by adding at the end the following: 

13 "(g) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

14 PRACTICES.-(1) In each stand that is managed or oper-

15 ated for timber purposes throughout each forested area, 

16 the Secretary under subsection (c)(8) shall prohibit any 

17 even-age logging and any even-age management after one 

18 year after the date of enactment of this subsection. 

19 "(2) On each site already under even-age manage-

20 ment, the Secretary shall (A) pres.cribe a shift to selection 

21 management within one year, or (B) cease managing for 

22 timber purposes and actively restore the native 

23 biodiversity, or permit each site to regain its native 

24 biodiversity. 

25 " ( 3) For the purposes of this subsection: 
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1 "(A) The term 'native biodiversity' means the 

2 full range of variety and variability within and 

3 among living organisms and the ecological complexes 

4 in which they would have occurred in the absence of 

5 significant human impact, and encompasses diver-

6 sity, within a species (genetic), within a community 

7 of species (within-community), between communities 

8 of species (between-communities), within a total area 

9 such as a watershed (total area), along a plane from 

10 ground to sky (vertical), and along the plane of the 

11 earth-surface (horizontal). Vertical and horizontal 

12 diversity apply to all the other aspects of diversity. 

13 "(B) The terms 'conserve' and 'conservation' 

14 refer to protective measures for maintaining existing 

15 native biological diversity and active measures for 

16 restoring diversity through management efforts, in 

17 order to protect, restore, and enhance as much of 

18 the variety of species and communities as possible in 

19 abundances and distributions that provide for their 

20 continued existence and normal functioning, includ-

21 ing the viability of populations throughout their 

22 natural geographic distributions. 

23 "(C) The term 'within-community diversity' 
J 

24 means the distinctive assemblages of species and ec-

25 ological processes that occur in different physical 
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1 settings of the biosphere and distinct parts of the 

2 world. 

3 "(D) The tenn 'genetic diversity' means the dif-

4 ferences in genetic composition within and among 

5 populations of a given species. 

6 "(E) The tenn 'species diversity' means the 

7 richness and variety of native species in a particular 

8 location of the world. 

9 "(F) The tenn 'group selection' means a fonn 

10 of selection management that emphasizes the peri-

11 odic removal of trees, including mature, undesirable, 

12 and cull trees in small groups, where they occur that 

13 way, with a result of (i) creating openings not to ex-

14 ceed in width in any direction the height of the tall-

15 est tree standing within 10 feet of the edge of the 

16 group cut, and (ii) maintaining different age groups 

17 in a given stand. In no event will more than 30 per-

18 cent of a stand be felled within 30 years. 

19 "(G) The tenn 'stand' means a forest commu-

20 nity with enough identity by location, topography, or 

21 dominant species to be managed as a unit, not to ex-

22 ceed 100 acres. 

23 "(H) The tenn 'clearcutting' means the logging 

24 of the commercial trees in a patch or stand in a 

25 short period of time. 
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1 "(I) The term 'even-age management' means 

2 the growing of commercial timber so that all trees 

3 in a patch or stand are generally within 10 years of 

4 the same age. Except for designated leave trees, or 

5 clumps of trees, the patch or stand is logged, com-

6 pletely in any acre within a period of 30 years, by 

7 clearcutting, salvage logging, seed-tree cutting or 

8 shelterwood cutting, or any system other than selec-

9 tion management. 

10 "(J) The term, 'salvage logging' means the fell-

11 ing or further damaging, within any 30-year period, 

12 of a greater basal area than 30 square feet per acre 

13 of dead, damaged, or other trees, or any combination 

14 of such trees. 

15 "(K) The term 'seed-tree cut' means a logging 

16 operation that leaves one or more seed trees, gen-

17 erally 6 to 10 per acre. 

18 "(L) The term 'selection management' means 

19 the application of logging and other actions needed 

20 to maintain continuous high forest cover where such 

21 cover naturally occurs, recurring natural regenera-

22 tion of all native species on the site, and the orderly 

23 growth and development of trees through a range of 

24 diameter or age classes to provide a sustained yield 

25 of forest products. Cutting methods that develop and 
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1 maintain selection stands are individual-tree and 

2 group selection. A goal of selection is improvement 

3 of quality by continuously harvesting trees less likely 

4 to contribute to the long-range health of the stand. 

5 "(M) The term 'shelterwood cut' means an 

6 even-aged silvicultural regeneration method under 

7 which a minority of the mature stand is retained as 

8 a seed source or protection during the regeneration 

9 period. The standing mature trees, usually 10 to 20 

10 per acre, are later removed in one or more cuttings. 

11 "(N) The term 'timber purposes' shall include 

12 the usc, sale, lease, or distribution of trees, or the 

13 felling of trees or portions of trees except to create 

14 land space for a structure or other use. 

15 "(4)(A)(i) The purpose of this paragraph is to foster 

16 the "'idest possible enforcement of subsection (c)(8) and 

17 this subsection. 

18 "(ii) Congress finds that aU people of the United 

19 States are injured by aP.tions on lands to which subsection 

20 (c)(8) and this subsection apply. 

21 "(B) The provisions of subsection (c)(8) and this sub-

22 section shall be enforced by t: I• :r.,•J ·tary of the Interior 

23 and the Attorney General oft! .. ~ UHit··o f.~tates against any 

24 person who violates either of th, . " 
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1 "(C)(i) Any citizen may enforce any provision of sub-

2 section (c)(8) and this subsection by bringing an action 

3 for declaratory judgment, temporary restraining order, in-

4 junction, civil penalty, and other remedies against any al-

5 leged violator including the United States, in any district 

6 court of the United States. 

7 "(ii) The court, after determining a violation of either 

8 of such subsections, shall impose a penalty of not less than 

9 $5,000 and not more than $50,000 per violation, shall 

10 issue one or more injunctions and other equitable relief 

11 and shall award to the plaintiffs reasonable costs of litiga-

12 tion including attorney's fees, witness fees and other 

13 necessary expenses. 

14 "(D) The penalty authorized by subparagraph (C) (ii) 

15 shall be paid by the violator or violators designated by the 

16 court. If that violator is the United States of America or 

17 a Federal agency or officer, the penalty shall be paid to 

18 the Judgment Fund, as provided by Congress under 

19 section 1304 of title 31, United States Code. 

20 "(E) The penalty shall be paid from the Judgment 

21 Fund within 40 days after judgment to the person or per-

22 sons designated to receive it, to be applied in protecting 

23 or restoring native biodiversity in or adjoining Federal 

24 land. Any award of costs of litigation and any award of 

25 attorney fees shall be paid within 40 days after judgment. 
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1 "(F) The United States, including its agents and em-

2 ployees waives its sovereign immunity in all respects in 

3 all actions under subsection (c)(8) and this subsection. No 

4 notice is required to enforce this subsection. 

5 "(5) No roads shall be constructed or reconstructed 

6 m any Bureau of Land Management roadless areas 

7 inventoried pursuant to this Act.". 

8 (c) REPEAL.-Subsection (b) of section 701 of the 

9 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 

10 U.S.C. 1701 note) is hereby repealed. 

11 SEC. 5. AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYS-

12 TEM ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1968 RELAT-

13 lNG TO THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

14 SYSTEM. 

15 Section 4 of the National Wildlife Refuge System Ad-

16 ministration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd) is amended 

17 by adding at the end the following: 

18 "(j) CONSERVATION OF NATIVE BIODIVERSITY.-ln 

19 each stand that is managed or operated for timber pur-

20 poses throughout each forested area within the System, 

21 the Secretary shall provide for the conservation or restora-

22 tion of native biodiversity, except during the extraction 

23 stage of authorized mineral development or during author-

24 ized construction projects, in which events the Secretary 

25 shall conserve native biodiversity to the extent possible. 
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1 "(k) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

2 PRACTICES.-(1) In each stand that is managed or oper-

3 ated for timber purposes throughout each forested area 

4 within the System, the Secretary under subsection (j) shall 

5 prohibit any even-age logging and any even-age manage-

6 ment after ·one year after the date of enactment of this 

7 subsection. 

8 "(2) On each site already under even-age manage-

9 ment, the Secretary shall (A) prescribe a shift to selection 

10 management within one year, or (B) cease managing for 

11 timber purposes and actively restore the native 

12 biodiversity, or permit each site to regain its native 

13 biodiversity. 

14 " ( 3) For the purposes of this subsection: 

15 "(A) The term 'native biodiversity' means the 

16 full range of variety and variability within and 

17 among living organisms and the ecological complexes 

18 in which they would have occurred in the absence of 

19 significant human impact, and encompasses diver-

20 sity, within a species (genetic), within a community 

21 of species (within-community), between communities 

22 of species (between-communities), within a total area 

23 such as a watershed (total area), along a plane from 

24 ground to sky (vertical), and along the plane of the 
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1 earth·surface (horizontal). Vertical and horizontal 

2 diversity apply to all the other aspects of diversity. 

3 "(B) The terms 'conserve' and 'conservation' 

4 refer to protective measures for maintaining existing 

5 native biological diversity and active measures for 

6 restoring diversity through management efforts, in 

7 order to protect, restore, and enhance as much of 

8 the variety of species and communities as possible in 

9 abundances and distributions that provide for their 

10 continued existence and normal functioning, includ· 

11 ing the viability of populations throughout their 

12 natural geographic distributions. 

13 "(C) The term 'within-community diversity' 

14 means the distinctive assemblages of species and ee-

lS ological processes that occur in different physical 

16 settings of the biosphere and distinct parts of the 

17 world. 

18 "(D) The term 'genetic diversity' means the dif-

19 ferences in genetic composition within and among 

20 populations of a given species. 

21 "(E) The term 'species diversity' means the 

22 richness and variety of native species in a particular 

23 location of the world. 

24 "(F) The term 'group selection' means a form 

25 of selection management that emphasizes the peri-
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1 odic removal of trees, including mature, undesirable, 

2 and cull trees in small groups, where they occur that 

3 way, with a result of (i) creating openings not to ex-

4 ceed in width in any direction the height of the tall-

5 est tree standing within 10 feet of the edge of the 

6 group cut, and (ii) maintaining different age groups 

7 in a given stand. In no event will more than 30 per-

8 cent of a stand be felled within thirty years. 

9 "(G) The term 'stand' means a forest commu-

10 nity with enough identity by location, topography, or 

11 dominant species to be managed as a unit, not to ex-

12 ceed 100 acres. 

13 "(H) The term 'clearcutting' means the logging 

14 of the commercial trees in a patch or stand in a 

15 short period of time. 

16 "(I) The term 'even-age management' means 

17 the growing of commercial timber so that all trees 

18 in a patch or stand are generally within 10 years of 

19 the same age. Except for designated leave trees, or 

20 clumps of trees, the patch or stand is logged, com-

21 pletely in any acre within a period of 30 years, by 

22 clearcutting, salvage logging, seed-tree cutting or 

23 shelterwood cutting, or any system other than selec-

24 tion management. 
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1 "(J) The term, 'salvage logging' means the fell-

2 ing or further damaging, within a 30-year period, of 

3 a greater basal area than 30 square feet per acre of 

4 dead, damaged, or other trees, or any combination 

5 of such trees. 

6 "(K) The term 'seed-tree cut' means a logging 

7 operation that leaves one or more seed trees, gen-

S erally 6 to 10 per acre. 

9 "(L) The term 'selection management' means 

10 the application of logging and other actions needed 

11 to maintain continuous high forest cover where such 

12 cover naturally occurs, recurring natural regenera-

13 tion of all native species on the site, and the orderly 

14 growth and development of trees through a range of 

15 diameter or age classes to provide a sustained yield 

16 of forest products. Cutting methods that develop and 

17 maintain selection stands are individual-tree and 

18 group selection. A goal of selection is improvement 

19 of quality by continuously harvesting trees less likely 

20 to contribute to the long-range health of the stand. 

21 "(M) The term 'shelterwood cut' means an 

22 even-aged silvicultural regeneration method under 

23 which a minority of the mature stand is retained as 

24 a seed source or protection during the regeneration 
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, 1 period. The standing mature trees, usually 10 to 20 

2 per acre, are later removed in one or more cuttings. 

3 '~(N) The term 'timber purposes' shall include 

4 the use, sale, lease, or distribution of trees, or the 

5 felling of trees or portions of trees except to create 

6 land space for a structure or other use. 

7 "( 4)(A)(i) The purpose of this paragraph is to foster 

8 the widest possible enforcement of subsection (j) and this 

9 subsection. 

10 "(ii) Congress finds that all people of the United 

11 States are injured by actions on lands to which subsection 

12 (j) and this subsection apply. 

13 "(B) The provisions of subsection (j) and this sub-

14 section shall be enforced by the Secretary of the Interior 

15 and the Attorney General of the United States against any 

16 person who violates either of them. 

17 "(C){i) Any citizen may enforce any provision of this 

18 subsection by bringing an action for declaratory judgment, 

19 temporary restraining order, injunction, civil penalty, and 

20 other remedies against any alleged violator including the 

21 United States, in any district court of the United States. 

22 "(ii) The court, after determining a violation of either 

23 of such subsections, shall impose a penalty of not less than 

24 $5,000 and not more than $50,000 per violation, shall 

25 issue one or more injunctions and other equitable relief 
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1 and shall award to the plaintiffs reasonable costs of litita-

2 tion including attorney's fees, witness fees and other nec-

3 essacy expenses. 

4 "(D) The penalty authorized by subparagraph (C)(ii) 

5 shall be paid by the· violator or violators designed by the 

6 court. If that violator is the United States of America or 

7 a Federal agency or officer, the penalty shall be paid to 

8 the Judgment Fund, as provided by Congress under sec-

9 tion 1304 of title 31, United States Code. 

10 "(E) The penalty should be paid from the Judgment 

ll Fund within 40 days after judgment to the person or per-

12 sons designated to receive it, to be applied in protecting 

13 or restoring native biodiversity in or adjoining Federal 

14 land. Any award of costs of litigation and any award of 

15 attorney fees shall be paid within 40 days after judgment. 

16 "(F) The United States, including its agents and em-

17 ployees waives its sovereign immunity in all respects in 

18 all actions under subsection (j) and this subsection. No 

19 notice is required to enforce this subsection.". 

20 SEC. 6. AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL INDIAN FOREST RE· 

21 SOURCES MANAGEMENT ACT RELATING TO 

22 INDIAN LANDS. 

23 Section 305 of the National Indian Forest Resources 

24 Management Act (25 U.S.C. 4535) is amended by adding 

25 at the end the following new subsections: 
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1 "(c) CONSERVATION OF NATIVE BIODIVERSITY.-In 

2 each stand that is managed or operated for timber pur-

3 poses in each forested area on Indian lands, the Secretary 

4 shall provide for the conservation or restoration of native 

5 biodiversity in each stand that is managed or operated for 

6 timber purposes in each forested area on Indian lands ex-

7 cept during the extraction stage of authorized mineral de-

8 velopment or during authorized construction projects in 

9 which events the Secretary shall conserve native 

10 biodiversity to the extent possible. 

11 "(d) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

12 PRACTICES.-(!) In each stand that is managed or oper-

13 ated for timber purposes throughout each forested area 

14 on Indian forest lands, the Secretary under subsection (c) 

15 shall prohibit any even-age logging and any even-age man-

16 agement after one year after the date of enactment of this 

17 subsection. 

18 "(2) On each site already under even-age manage-

19 ment, the Secretary shall (A) prescribe a shift to selection 

20 management within one year, or (B) cease managing for 

21 timber purposes and actively restore the native 

22 biodiversity, or permit each site to regain its native 

23 biodiversity. 

24 "(3) For the purposes of this section: 
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1 "(A) The term 'native biodiversity' means the 

2 full range of variety and variability within and 

3 among living organisms and the ecological complexes 

4 in which they would have occurred in the absence of 

5 significant human impact, and encompasses diver-

6 sity, within a species (genetic), within a community 

7 of species (within-community), between communities 

8 of species (between-communities), within a total area 

9 such as a watershed (total area), along a plane from 

10 ground to sky (vertical), and along the plane of the 

l-l- earth-surface (horizontal). Vertical and horizontal 

12 diversity apply to all the other aspects of diversity. 

13 "(B) The terms 'conserve' and 'conservation' 

14 refer to protective measures for maintaining existing 

15 native biological diversity and active measures for 

16 restoring diversity through management efforts, in 

17 order to protect, restore, and enhance as much of 

18 the variety of species and communities as possible in 

19 abundances and distributions that provide for their 

20 continued existence and normal functioning, includ-

21 ing the viability of populations throughout their nat-

22 ural geographic distributions. 

23 "(C) The term 'within-community diversity' 

24 means the distinctive assemblages of species and ec-

25 ological processes that occur in different physical 
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1 settings of the biosphere and distinct parts of the 

2 world. 

3 "(D) The term 'genetic diversity' means the dif-

4 ferences in genetic composition within and among 

5 populations of a given species. 

6 "(E) The term 'species diversity' means the 

7 richness and variety of native species in a particular 

8 location of the world. 

9 "(F) The term 'group selection' means a form 

10 of selection management that emphasizes the peri-

11 odic removal of trees, including mature, undesirable, 

12 and cull trees in small groups, where they occur that 

13 way, with a result of (i) creating openings not to ex-

14 ceed in width in any direction the height of the tall-

15 est tree standing within 10 feet of the edge of the 

16 group cut, and (ii) maintaining different age groups 

17 in a given stand. In no event will more than 30 per-

18 cent of a stand be felled 'Within 30 years. 

19 "(G) The term 'stand' means a forest commu-

20 nity '\\ith enough identity by location, topography, or 

21 dominant species to be managed as a unit, not to ex-

22 ceed 100 acres. 

23 "(H) The term 'clearcutting' means the logging 

24 of the commercial trees in a patch or stand in a 

25 short period of time. 
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1 "(I) The term 'even-age management' means 

2 the growing of commercial timber so that all trees 

3 in a patch or stand are generally within 10 years of 

4 the same age. Except for designated leave trees, or 

5 clumps of trees, the patch or stand is logged, com-

6 pletely in any acre within a period of 30 years, by 

7 cleareutting, salvage logging, seed-tree cutting or 

8 shelterwood cutting, or any system other than selec-

9 tion management. 

10 "(J) The term, 'salvage logging' means the fell-

11 ing or further damaging, within any 30-year period, 

12 of a greater basal area than 30 square feet per acre 

13 of dead, damaged, or other trees, or any combination 

14 of such trees. 

15 "(K) The term 'seed-tree cut' means a logging 

16 operation that leaves one or more seed trees, gen-

17 erally 6 to 10 per acre. 

18 "(L) The term 'selection management' means 

19 the application of logging and other actions needed 

20 to maintain continuous high forest cover where such 

21 cover naturally occurs, recurring natural regenera-

22 tion of all native species on the site, and the orderly 

23 growth and development of trees through a range of 

24 diameter or age classes to provide a sustained yield 

25 of forest products. Cutting methods that develop and 
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1 maintain selection stands are individual-tree and 

2 group selection. A goal of selection is improvement 

3 of quality by continuously harvesting trees less likely 

4 to contribute to the long-range health of the sta;nd. 

5 "(M) The term 'shelterwood cut' means an 

6 even-aged silvicultural regeneration method under 

7 which a minority of the mature stand is retained as 

8 a seed source or protection during the regeneration 

9 period. The standing mature trees, usually 10 to 20 

10 per acre, are later removed in one or more cuttings. 

11 "(N) The term 'timber purposes' shall include 

12 the use, sale, lease, or distribution of trees, or the 

13 felling of trees or portions of trees except to create 

14 land space for a structure or other use. 

15 "(4)(A)(i) The purpose of this paragraph is to foster 

16 the widest possible enforcement of subsection (c) and this 

17 subsection. 

18 "(ii) Congress finds that all people of the United 

19 States are i)\jured by actions on lands to which subsection 

20 (c) and this subsection apply. 

21 "(B) The provisions of subsection (c) and this sub-

22 section shall be enforced by the Secretary of the Interior 

23 and the Attorney General of the United States against any 

24 person who violates either of them. 
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1 "(C)(i) Any citizen may enforce any provision of sub-

2 section (c) and this subsection by bringing an action for 

3 declaratory judgment, temporary restraining order, in-

4 junction, civil penalty, and other remedies against any al-

5 leged violator including the United States, in any district 

6 court of the United States. 

7 "(ii) The court, after determining a violation of either 

8 of such subsections shall impose a penalty of not less than 

9 $5,000 and not more than $50,000 per violation, shall 

10 issue one or more injunctions and other equitable relief 

11 and shall award to the plaintiffs reasonable costs of litiga-

12 tion including attorney's fees, witness fees and other nec-

13 essary expenses. 

14 "(D) The penalty authorized by subparagraph (C)(ii) 

15 shall be paid by the violator or violators designated by the 

16 court. If that violator is the United States of America or 

17 a Federal agency or officer, the penalty shall be paid to 

18 the Judgment Fund, as provided by Congress under sec-

19 tion 1304 of title 31, United States Code. 

20 "(E) The penalty should be paid from the Judgment 

21 Fund within 40 days after judgment to the person or per-

22 sons designated to receive it, to be applied in protecting 

23 or restoring native biodiversity in or adjoining Federal 

24 land. Any award of costs of litigation and any award of 

25 attorney fees shall be paid within 40 days after judgment. 
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l "(F) The United States, including its agents and em-

2 ployees waives its sovereign immunity in all respects in 

3 all actions under subsection (c) and this subsection. No 

4 notice is required to enforce this subsection.". 

5 SEC. 7. AMENDMENT OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 

6 RELATING TO FOREST MANAGEMENT ON 

7 MILITARY LANDS. 

8 (a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 159 of title 10, United 

9 States Code, is amended by adding at the end the follow-

10 ing new section: 

11 "§ 2693. Conservation of native biodiversity 

12 "(a) CONSERVATION OF NATIVE BIODIVERSITY.-ln 

13 each stand that is operated for timber purposes through-

14 out each forested area on a military installation or projects 

15 administered by the Army Corps of Engineers, the Sec-

16 retary concerned shall provide for the conservation or res-

17 toration of native biodiversity, except during authorized 

18 construction projects in which events the Secretary shall 

19 conserve native biodiversity to the extent possible. 

20 "(b) RESTRICTION ON USE OF CERTAIN LOGGING 

21 PRACTICES.-( 1) In each stand that is managed or oper-

22 ated for timber purposes throughout each forested area 

23 on a military installation or reservation and on a project 

24 administered by the Army Corps of Engineers, the Sec-

25 retary under subsection (a) shall prohibit any even-age 
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1 logging and any even-age management after one year after 

2 the date of enactment of this subsection. 

3 "(2) On each site already under even-age manage-

4 ment, the Secretary shall (A) prescribe a shift to selection 

5 management within one year, or (B) cease managing for 

6 timber purposes and actively restore the native 

7 biodiversity, or permit each site to regain its native 

8 biodiversity. 

9 "(3) In this section: 

10 "(A) The term 'native biodiversity' means the 

11 full range of variety and variability within and 

12 among living organisms and the ecological complexes 

13 in which they would have occurred in the absence of 

14 significant human impact, and encompasses diver-

15 sity, within a species (genetic), within a community 

16 of species (within-community), between communities 

17 of species (between-communities), within a total area 

18 such as a watershed (total area), along a plane from 

19 ground to sky (vertical), and along the plane of the 

20 earth-surface (horizontal). Vertical and horizontal 

21 diversity apply to all the other aspects of diversity. 

22 "(B) The terms 'conserve' and 'conservation' 

23 refer to protective measures for maintaining existing 

24 native biological diversity and active measures for 

25 restoring diversity through management efforts, in 
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1 order to protect, restore, and enhance as much of 

2 the variety of species and communities as possible in 

3 abundances and distributions that provide for their 

4 continued existence and normal functioning, includ-

5 ing the viability of populations throughout their nat-

6 ural geographic distributions. 

7 "(C) The term 'within-community diversity' 

8 means the distinctive assemblages of species and ec-

9 ological processes that occur in different physical 

10 settings of the biosphere and distinct parts of the 

11 world. 

12 "(D) The term 'genetic diversity' means the dif-

13 ferences in genetic composition within and among 

14 populations of a given species. 

15 "(E) The term 'species diversity' means the 

16 richness and variety of native species in a particular 

17 location of the world. 

18 "(F) The term 'group selection' means a form 

19 of selection management that emphasizes the peri-

20 odic removal of trees, including mature, undesirable, 

21 and cull trees in small groups, where they occur that 

22 way, with a result of (i) creating openings not to ex-

23 ceed in width in any direction the height of the tall-

24 est tree standing within 10 feet of the edge of the 

25 group cut, and (ii) maintaining different age groups 



38 

37 

1 in a given stand. In no event will more than 30 per-

2 cent of a stand be felled within 30 years. 

3 "(G) The term 'stand' means a forest commu-

4 nity with enough identity by location, topography, or 

5 dominant species to be managed as a unit, not to ex-

6 ceed 100 acres. 

7 "(H) The term 'clearcutting' means the logging 

8 of the commercial trees in a pateh or stand in a 

9 short period of time. 

10 "(I) The term 'even-age management' means 

11 the grov.ring of commercial timber so that all trees 

12 in a patch or stand are generally within 10 years of 

13 the same age. Except for designated leave trees, or 

14 clumps of trees, the patch or stand is logged com-

15 pletely in any acre within a period of 30 years, by 

16 clearcutting, salvage logging, seed-tree cutting or 

17 shelterwood cutting, or any system other than selec-

18 tion management. 

19 "(J) The term, 'salvage logging' means the fell-

20 ing or further damaging, within any 30-year period, 

21 of a greater basal area than 30 square feet per acre 

22 of dead, damaged, or other trees, or any combination 

23 of such trees. 
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1 "(K) The term 'seed-tree cut' means a logging 

2 operation that leaves one or more seed trees, gen-

3 erally 6 to 10 per acre. 

4 "(L) The term 'selection management' means 

5 the application of logging and other actions needed 

6 to maintam continuous high forest cover where such 

7 cover naturally occurs, recurring natural regenera-

8 tion of aU native species on the site, and the orderly 

9 growth and development of trees through a range of 

10 diameter or age classes to provide a sustained yield 

11 of forest products. Cutting methods that develop and 

12 maintain selection stands are individual-tree and 

13 group selection. A goal of selection is improvement 

14 of quality by continuously harvesting trees less likely 

15 to contribute to the long-range health of the stand. 

16 "(M) The term 'shelterwood cut' means an 

17 even-aged silvicultural regeneration method under 

18 which a minority of the mature stand is retained as 

19 a seed source or protection during the regeneration 

20 period. The standing mature trees, usually 10 to 20 

21 per acre, are later removed in one or more cuttings. 

22 "(N) The term 'timber purposes' shall include 

23 the use, sale, lease, or distribution of trees, or the 

24 felling of trees or portions of trees except to create 

25 land space for a structure or other use. 
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1 "( 4)(A)(i) The purpose of this paragraph is to foster 

2 the widest possible enforcement of this section. 

3 "(ii) Congress finds that all people of the United 

4 States are injured by actions on lands to which this section 

5 applies. 

6 "(B) The provisions of this section shall be enforced 

7 by the Secretary of Defense and the Attorney General of 

8 the United States against any person who violates this sec-

9 tion. 

10 "(C)(i) Any citizen may enforce any provision of this 

11 section by bringing an action for declaratory judgment, 

12 temporary restraining order, injunction, civil penalty, and 

13 other remedies against any alleged violator including the 

14 United States, in any district court of the United States. 

15 "(ii) The court, after determining a violation of this 

16 section, shall impose a penalty of not less than $5,000 and 

17 not more than $50,000 per violation, shall issue one or 

18 more injunctions and other equitable relief and shall 

19 award to the plaintiffs reasonable costs of litigation in-

20 eluding attorney's fees, witness fees and other necessary 

21 expenses. 

22 "(D) The penalty authorized by subparagraph (C)(ii) 

23 shall be paid by the violator or violators designated by the 

24 court. If that violator is the United States of America or 

25 a Federal agency or officer, the penalty shall be paid to 
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1 the Judgment Fund, as provided by Congress under sec-

2 tion 1304 of title 31, United States Code. 

3 "(E) The penalty should be paid from the Judgment 

4 Fund ·within 40 days after judgment to the person or per-

5 sons designated to receive it, to be applied in protecting 

6 or restoring native biodiversity in or adjoining Federal 

7 land. Any award of costs of litigation and any award of 

8 attorney fees shall be paid within 40 days after judgment. 

9 "(F) The United States, including its agents and em-

1 0 ployees waives its sovereign immunity in all respects in 

11 all actions under this section. No notice is required to en-

12 force this section.". 

13 (b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of sec-

14 tions for chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, is 

15 amended by adding at the end the following new item: 

"2693. Conservation of native biodiversity.". 

16 SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

17 The amendments made by this Act shall not apply 

18 with respect to any contract to sell timber which was 

19 awarded on or before the date of enactment of this Act. 

0 
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Mr. VENTO. H.R. 1164's stated purpose is to strengthen the pro­
tection of the native biodiversity and to place restraints on 
clearcutting and certain other cutting practices on the forests of the 
u.s. 

At the onset, for myself, a clearcut is not necessarily aestheti­
cally pleasing. Anyone who has flown across the country and seen 
the gaping holes in the canopy has to be concerned. 

For many years, clearcutting has been the preferred method of 
timber harvest, because it's fast, efficient and supposedly cost effec­
tive, depending upon how you measure costs. Some argue it de­
stroys any semblance of the forest. 

For my part, it's pretty obvious that the trees that get removed 
are the dominant feature in the environment, in the landscape. 
And, their removal dramatically changes the types of life forms 
that are present there. 

And, I think a recognition of that ought to be foremost and para­
mount. Clearly, under the 1976 law, it seems that the types of 
screens, the types of tests that were put in place by one of my men­
tors, Hubert Humphrey, and others in the Senate that worked on 
that 1976 law, really thought they were setting, in place a policy 
path which would result in far less clearcutting and even-aged 
management, which I am trying to figure out the difference exactly 
between them. I guess it's smaller areas. 

But, I think they thought that they were, in fact, moving towards 
a different method of managing or addressing the national forests 
and other public domain lands in which we had a responsibility. 
But, clearly, the policy path that was followed seemed to be almost 
uninterrupted by virtue of the 1976 law that was passed. 

And, so here we are again, I think, in some respects, trying to 
put in place a law or a legislative policy or suggest a legislative pol­
icy that will deal with the matter in a more definitive manner. We 
are obviously faced with the increasing information and knowledge 
concerning forests and forest ecosystems and the way we address 
them. 

As one witness mentioned at an earlier hearing, these systems 
are so complex that we cannot think that complex. And so, there­
fore, we have to use various types of cognitive constructs to try and 
deal with this and with the ongoing policies that, of course, are 
most important to people. 

But, I hope that this hearing will be one step further along the 
path of forest reform. We have talked about a lot of new ideas. 

And, I think it is important that the Committee look at dramatic 
policy changes like John is suggesting and other matters in terms 
of our responsibilities with regards to national forests and public 
domain lands. 

Without objection, my entire statement and my oral comments 
will be made part of the record, as will the statements of other 
members and of all the witnesses. The witness list is before the 
members. 

And, hearing no objection to that, so ordered. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Vento follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT 
CONGRESSMAN BRUCE F. VENTO 

HEARING ON H.R. 1164, CLEARCUTTING PROHIBITION ACT 
THURSDAY, MAY 5, 1994 

THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 

IS MEETING TODAY TO RECEIVE TESTIMONY ON H.R. 1164, THE FOREST 

BIODIVERSITY AND CLEARCUTTING PROHIBITION ACT OF 1993; INTRODUCED 

BY OUR COLLEAGUE FROM TEXAS, REPRESENTATIVE JOHN BRYANT. H.R. 

1164 WOULD AMEND SEVERAL LAWS THAT ADDRESS FOREST MANAGEMENT ON 

FEDERAL AND INDIAN LANDS. THE BILL'S STATED PURPOSE IS TO 

STRENGTHEN THE PROTECTION OF NATIVE BIODIVERSITY AND TO PLACE 

RESTRAINTS ON CLEARCUTTING AND CERTAIN OTHER CUTTING PRACTICES ON 

THE FORESTS OF THE UNITED STATES. 

LET ME SAY AT THE ONSET, FOR MYSELF, A CLEARCUT IS NOT A 

PRETTY SIGHT TO BEHOLD. ANYONE WHO HAS FLOWN CROSS COUNTRY TO 

THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST HAS SEEN FROM THE AIR THE CLEARCUTS ON 

FEDERAL, STATE AND PRIVATE LANDS. LARGE GAPING HOLES IN THE 

FORESTS, THEY HAVE COME TO SYMBOLIZE FOR MANY ALL THAT IS WRONG 

WITH PRESENT FOREST MANAGEMENT. FOR MANY YEARS, CLEARCUTTING HAS 

BEEN THE PREFERRED METHOD OF TIMBER HARVEST BECAUSE IT IS FAST, 

EFFICIENT AND COST-EFFECTIVE. SOME ARGUE IT DESTROYS ANY 

SEMBLANCE OF A FOREST. OTHERS SAY THAT WITH PROPER MANAGEMENT IT 

IS AN EFFECTIVE FORESTRY TOOL IN ENHANCING BIODIVERSITY, 

CONTROLLING INSECT INFESTATION AND REGENERATING,CERTAIN SPECIES 

OF TREES. 

CONGRESS RECOGNIZED THIS MULTITUDE OF CONCERNS AND 

VIEWPOINTS IN THE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976, LAYING 

OUT A SPECIFIC POLICY ON THE USE OF CLEARCUTTING IN NATIONAL 

FORESTS. UNFORTUNATELY, THAT POLICY DID NOT PROVE EFFECTIVE IN 
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DEALING WITH ON-GROUND MANAGEMENT AND IN 1992 THEN CHIEF DALE 

ROBERTSON ISSUED A DIRECTIVE OUTLINING A SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION IN 

THE USE OF CLEARCUTS. 

THE PURPOSE OF OUR HEARING TODAY IS TO EXAMINE H.R. 1164 IN 

THE CONTEXT OF THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES THAT EXIST ON 

USING CLEARCUTTING AS A TIMBER HARVESTING METHOD ON FEDERAL AND 

INDIAN FOREST LANDS. HOW DOES CLEARCUTTING RELATE TO ECOSYSTEM 

MANAGEMENT AND FOREST HEALTH ISSUES? WHAT ARE THE IMPACTS ON 

WILDLIFE AND NON-TIMBER RESOURCES? WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVES TO 

CLEARCUTTING AND WHY HAVEN'T THESE BEEN USED MORE OFTEN? I 

BELIEVE THESE QUESTIONS RAISE IMPORTANT ISSUES AND APPRECIATE THE 

INTEREST THAT EXISTS IN THIS MATTER. I LOOK FORWARD TO THE 

WITNESSES TESTIMONY AND TO A CONTINUED DIALOGUE ON THE 

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF SOUND FOREST MANAGEMENT 

PRACTICES. 

DO OTHER MEMBERS HAVE OPENING REMARKS? 
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Smith. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. (BOB) SMITH 
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Those of us who serve on 

the Agriculture Committee have heard this bell, I think, three 
times. It's not a new idea. And, it's still a bad one. 

I think the Congress is headed down a very dangerous path. Yes­
terday, we heard testimony, as this Committee has, from Mrs. 
Maloney, who wants to tie up 16 million acres in the Northern 
Rockies Wilderness Bill, which basically would put the federal tim­
ber program out of business in five states. 

Today, we consider a bill that will take away sound silvicultural 
tools used by the land management agencies to harvest timber. I've 
also noticed Mr. Bryant is the co-sponsor of the Northern Rockies 
bill. So, I think we can be assured that he's interested in locking 
up the lands from timber harvesting, as he is prohibiting the prac­
tice of clearcutting. 

If we continue the present course, our agencies won't need even­
age management, because all the timber in the country will be 
locked up in park-like areas. And, I often wonder to myself where 
will preservationists go next. 

I think we all know the answer. They are going to go try to regu­
late private timber harvests. 

And, this whole question has to do with the balance between pri­
vate land holdings and public land holdings, especially in the west. 
One of the concerns that I continually have as we go headlong 
down this path to tying up the public timber, we have forgotten the 
idea of eco-management, because eco-management does not have 
boundaries. It more allies itself with watersheds. 

So, as we are· shutting down timber management from public 
lands and timber harvest from public lands, we are, indeed, tight­
ening the noose around private lands in the west. In fact, because 
of the shortage of timber and because of the increased price of lum­
ber as a result of this management shrinkage, we are, indeed, 
clearcutting private lands. 

And, it's an action oriented program which I think is dangerous 
to the ecology of the country. It's dangerous to the environmental 
standards we all want to support. 

In the States of Oregon and Washington, for instance, 60 percent 
of the land in the State of Washington is forest land, is privately 
owned. Forty percent is privately owned in the State of Oregon. 

While we restrict timber harvest from the 60/40 on the other 
side, we are compelling private landowners to sell their timber cer­
tainly much of it not at a mature state because of the price. And, 
we are ruining the environment for wildlife, for other environ­
mental concerns that we all are attempting to address. 

So, this has a cause and effect question. And, I suggest that 
those who are so interested in tying up public lands had better look 
at the whole picture, because what is happening on private lands 
won't be to your liking. 

That said, I offer this concern. When we get through tying up all 
the land in the west and on public lands, we then will turn to pri­
vate lands. And, we will begin to restrict, as some want to these 
days, what can be done with timber from private lands. 



Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Thomas. 
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STATEMENT OF BON. CRAIG THOMAS 
Mr. THoMAS. Thank you, sir. I am interested in this, of course. 

And, I am not a special fan of clearcutting, but I am a special fan 
of managing resources. And, it seems to me that's one of the tools 
to do that. 

So, I am a little interested in and, frankly, concerned about this 
business of clearcutting being a crime against nature. So, I am glad 
to be here. 

Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. We appreciate the gentleman's presence. We are 

pleased to welcome our colleague, the principal sponsor of this 
measure, Congressman John Bryant, from the Fifth District of 
Texas. 

John, welcome. Your statement has been made part of the record. 
Please, proceed. 

STATEMENT OF BON. JOHN BRYANT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. BRYANT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate very much 
your response to our request for a hearing on this bill. 

H.R. 1164, the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition 
Act of 1993 has 94 co-sponsors in the House. I want to start by say­
ing, on behalf of all of them, that this bill does not deal with 
whether to harvest timber on public lands, but how to harvest tim­
ber. 

For some time, I have been concerned about the federal govern­
ment's practice of clearcutting in our national forests. The Depart­
ments of Agriculture, Defense and Interior are conducting even-age 
management, that is to say, clearcutting and its variants, on the 
vast majority of the 57 million acres of available commercial 
timberland in our national forests, as well as in other federally 
owned forests. 

Under even-age management, l rs clear timber from the site, 
bulldoze the non-harvestable veg ·on, scrape the soil bare and 
replace the native biodiversity with a crop of commercial tree spe­
cies. The result is that logging plantations replace the biological di­
versity of our native forests, eliminating habitat for forest wildlife 
and destroying recreational opportunities. 

The real tragedy here is the fact that clearcutting and the devas­
tation that results from it and other even-age cuts are not nec­
essary for harvesting timber. 

Under the environmentally preferable selection management sys­
tem, harvesters mark individual trees scattered throughout an area 
and cut them for sale or culling, leaving an ever-improving stand 
to regenerate new trees naturally in openings created by the cuts. 
I find it hard to understand how anyone could not view that as a 
preferable means of harvesting when the alternative is what you 
see on these pictures over here. 

Selection management is used by private foresters from coast to 
coast for economic reasons and to maintain a healthy natural for­
est. According to forester Bill Carroll, the Forest Service easily 
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could abandon clearcutting and shift to selection management 
within a few months. 

The environmental evils of even-age management include soil 
losses several times worse than under selection management, with 
nutrient losses sometimes 20 times as bad; sedimentation of 
streams, causing flooding and decimation of aquatic life; devasta­
tion of native biodiversity; drastic impairment of recreational val­
ues; increase of susceptibility to insects' disease and acid rain; 
blowdowns of trees along the edges of clearcut sites and within 
seed tree and shelterwood cuts; and worsening of the greenhouse 
effect by reducing carbon-storing, woody biomass for years after 
logging and by reducing the capacity of soil to hold carbon. 

Not only is the selection management system enviror.mentally 
preferable, but the Forest Service researchers reported in the 1985 
Crossett study in Arkansas that selection management is more cost 
efficient and enjoys a higher benefit/cost ratio than does even-age 
management. It avoids the high costs of site preparation and plant­
ing and produces a higher quantity and quality of sawlogs. 

Because this legislation does not attempt to limit logging on fed­
eral lands, the agencies managing federal lands remain eligible to 
log timber under selection management. On June 4, 1992, after the 
Agriculture Subcommittee on Forests, Family Farms and Energy 
scheduled a hearing on any 1991 bill to ban even-age logging, the 
then Chief of the Forest Service, Dale Robertson, issued a directive 
to reduce clearcutting by 70 percent. 

Now, I would point out that that directive was issued after years 
of the Forest Service's saying that nothing was wrong with the sys­
tem that it was following at the time. So, after a lot of fanfare, the 
Forest Service announced that it was going to reduce clearcutting 
by 70 percent. 

But, the directive specifically permitted continued use of seed 
tree, shelterwood and other variations of even~age logging. The 
Chief labeled the move "ecosystem management." 

So, how did regional forest service foresters respond? Where they 
made any reductions in clearcutting at all, they merely shifted to 
seed tree, shelterwood, large group selection, openings for deer and 
other forms of even-age logging, all of which are merely two-stage 
clearcuts and just as destructive to the environment. 

There were, to be fair, here and there some districts that an­
nounced and implemented real changes; a tiny fraction moved to 
true selection management. 

A survey by the Forest Reform Network verifies the statement 
that I just made. 

The Forest Service's new policy of ecosystem management sounds 
great on paper and in agency testimony to Congress. But, on the 
ground, it is just one more effort to make Congress believe that the 
responsible agencies are turning over a new leaf. In reality, federal 
foresters want to avoid any change, any reform with teeth in it or 
specific directions. 

In recent decades, the Forest Service has depleted this country's 
biodiversity in nearly 70 percent of our federal commercial 
timberland through various forms of even-age logging. At its cur­
rent rate, the agency would convert the remainder of our unpro­
tected stands to even-age before the year 2010. 
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Instead of varied, biodiverse forests, we will have monotonous 
timber plantations from coast to coast. I base this estimate on 
Texas figures of the Forest Service, which I placed in the record of 
the hearing on June 16th, 1992, and on additional national figures 
obtained from the Forest Service. 

Although clearcutting, as such, is decreasing, other forms of 
even-age logging are increasing proportionately to the decrease in 
clearcutting, yielding the same results. There are realistic alter­
natives. 

What remains of our vanishing forest biodiversity is mainly in 
our federal forests. And, most of that is in the remaining 30 per­
cent of our federal commercial timberland not yet turned into even­
age fields. 

Even if, by other measures, we preserve millions of acres of the 
federal timberlands in the Pacific Northwest, only seven of the 48 
forest ecosystems found in our national forest system would be pro­
tected. Enactment of the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Pro­
hibition Act, however, would save all of the existing forest 
ecosystems, 48 nationwide, more than seven times as many. 
. These ecosystems are important to human existence and to sur­

vival as sources of foods, fibers, medicines and other products. They 
also provide valuable research areas. 

With every year that they diminish, our forest crisis becomes 
more alarming. Our future becomes more impoverished. 

Three environmental groups won a preliminary injunction 
against the Forest Service on May 12th of last year to ban even­
age logging in the national forests in Texas. Judge Robert M. 
Parker found that near total even-age practices were likely to im­
pair key resources, in violation of the National Forest Management 
Act. 

I, along with 11 citizen and environmental organizations, have 
asked our federal government to use this decision as a basis for 
banning or vastly reducing even-age logging in national forests. 
Unfortunately, the Forest Service and the Department of Justice 
chose to appeal Judge Parker's decision to prevent its application 
anywhere. 

Judge Parker's decision acknowledges what the supporters of 
H.R. 1164, and I have been arguing for years. The federal agencies 
which are supposed to manage this country's public lands are quick 
to take advantage of the gigantic loopholes in current federal legis­
lation which allows for the discretion to clearcut "when appro­
priate." 

I am here today to say that our public lands are in peril. 
Clearcutting and all forms of even-age management are eliminat­
ing native biodiversity in this country. 

And, it is time to put an end to these destructive logging prac­
tices and properly manage those lands which the public mistakenly 
believes Congress is responsibly protecting. I think we should man­
age them like they belong to the public, as they do. 

There are plenty of private lands today, interestingly enough, 
that are being managed in the same way that we are advocating 
~ef1!._!sub~t t()_you!_~t it ~s our_()bl~_!ioll:_D,()t_t;{}_~p.tinue to let 
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our public lands look like that obscene photograph of a clear cut 
forest over there. 

With that, I will complete my opening statement. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Bryant follows:] 



Remarks of the Honorable John Bryant 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands 

May 5, 1994 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for scheduling today's hearing and for giving 
me this opportunity to discuss the very important issue of even-age 
management pending before this Subcommittee. 

HR 1164, the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 
1993 has 94 cosponsors. 

I want to start by saying that this bill does not deal with whether 
to harvest timber on public lands but ~to harvest. 

For some time I have been concerned about the federal government's 
practice of clearcutting in our national forests. The Departments of 
Agriculture, Defense and Interior are conducting even-age management 
(clearcutting and its variants) on the vast majority of the 57 million 
acres of available commercial timberland in our national forests, as 
well as on other federally-owned forests. 

Under even-age management, loggers clear timber from a site, 
bulldoze the non-harvestable vegetation, scrape the soil bare, and 
replace the native biodiversity with a crop of commercial tree species. 
The result is that logging plantations replace the biological diversity 
of our native forests, eliminating habitat for forest wildlife and 
destroying recreational opportunities. 

The real tragedy here is the fact that clearcutting and the 
devastation that results from it and other even-age cuts are not 
necessary for harvesting timber. 

Under the environmentally preferable selection management system, 
harvesters mark individual trees scattered throughout an area and cut 
them for sale or culling, leaving an ever-improving stand to regenerate 
new trees naturally in openings created by the cuts. 

Selection management is used by private foresters from coast to 
coast, for economic reasons and to maintain a healthy natural forest. 
According to forester Bill Carroll, the Forest Service could abandon 
clearcutting and shift to selection management within a few months. 

The environmental evils of even-age management include soil losses 
several times worse than under selection management, with nutrient 
losses sometimes twenty times as bad; sedimentation of streams, causing 
flooding and decimation of aquatic life; devastation of native 
biodiversity; drastic impairment of recreational values; increase of 
susceptibility to insects• disease, and acid rain; blowdowns of trees 
along the edges of clearcut sites and within seed tree and shelterwood 
cuts; and worsening of the greenhouse effect by reducing carbon­
storing, woody biomass for years after logging and by reducing the 
capacity of soil to hold carbon. 
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Not only is selection management environmentally preferable, but 
Forest Service researchers reported in the 1985 Crossett study down in 
Arkansas that selection management is more cost efficient and enjoys a 
higher benefit/cost ratio than even-age management. It avoids the high 
costs of site preparation and planting and produces a higher quantity 
and quality of sawlogs. Because this legislation does not attempt to 
limit logging on federal lands, the agencies managing federal lands 
remain eligible to log timber under selection management. 

On June 4, 1992, after the Agriculture Subcommittee on Forests, 
Family Farms, and Energy scheduled a hearing on the 1991 bill to ban 
even-age logging, Chief of the Forest Service Dale Robertson issued a 
directive to reduce clearcutting by 70%. The Forest Service made a big 
fanfare over this purported response to public objections. But the 
directive specifically permitted continued use of seed tree, 
shelterwood, and other variations of even-age logging. The Chief 
labeled the move "ecosystem management." 

So how did regional forest service foresters respond? Where they 
made any reductions in clearcutting at all, they merely shifted to seed 
tree, shelterwood, large-group selection, openings for deer, and other 
forms of even-age logging -- all merely two-stage clearcuts and just as 
destructive to our environment. 

To be fair, here and there, some districts announced real changes -
a tiny fraction of true selection management. A survey by the Forest 

Reform Network verified what I am saying. 

The Forest Service's new policy of ecosystem management sounds great 
on paper and in agency testimony to Congress. But on the ground, it is 
just one more effort by federal bureaucrats to make Congress believe 
that the agencies are turning over a new leaf. In reality, federal 
foresters want to avoid any reform with teeth in it. 

In recent decades the Forest Service has depleted this country's 
biodiversity in nearly 70% of our federal commercial timberland through 
various forms of even-age logging. At its current rate, the agency 
would convert the remainder of our unprotected stands to even-age 
before the year 2010. Instead of varied, bio-diverse forests, we will 
have monotonous timber plantations from coast to coast. 

I base this estimate on Texas figures of the Forest Service which I 
placed in the record of hearing on June 16, 1992, and on additional 
national figures obtained from the Forest Service. Although 
clearcutting, as such, is decreasing, other forms of even-age logging 
are increasing proportionately to the decrease in clearcutting. 

There are realistic alternatives. 

What remains of our vanishing forest biodiversity is mainly in our 
federal forests, and most of that is in the remaining 30% of our 
federal commercial timberland not yet turned into even-age fields. 
Even if, by other measures, we preserve millions of acres of the 
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federal timberlands in the Pacific Northwest, only seven of the 48 
forest ecosystems found in our national forest system would be 
protected. Enactment of the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting 
Prohibition Act, however, would save all of the existing forest 
ecosystems -- 48 nationwide --more than seven times as many. 

These ecosystems are important to human existence and survival. 
They are sources of foods, fibers, medicines, and other products. They 
also provide valuable research areas. With every year that they 
diminish, our forest crisis becomes more alarming. Our future becomes 
more impoverished. 

Three environmental groups won a preliminary injunction against the 
Forest Service on May 12, 1993, to ban even-age logging in the national 
forests in Texas. 

Judge Robert M. Parker found that near-total even-age practices were 
likely to impair key resources, in violation of the National Forest 
Management Act. I, along with eleven citizen and environmental 
organizations, asked the U.S. Government to use this decision as a 
basis for banning or vastly reducing even-age logging in national 
forests. Unfortunately, the Forest Service and the Department of 
Justice chose to appeal Judge Parker's decision to prevent its 
application anywhere. 

Judge Parker's decision acknowledges what I and the supporters of HR 
1164 have been arguing for years. The federal agencies which are 
supposed to manage this country's public lands are quick to take 
advantage of the gigantic loopholes in current federal legislation 
which allows for the discretion to clearcut "when appropriate." 

I am here today to say that our public lands are in peril. 
Clearcutting and all forms of even-age management are eliminating 
native biodiversity in this country. It is time to put an end to these 
destructive logging practices and manage those lands which the public 
mistakenly believes Congress is responsibly protecting. manner. 
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Mr. VENTO. Well, thanks, John. I know that you have to go. 
Let me just get a couple of questions in. Perhaps others have a 

question or two. I would just make a few points. 
This is not a new issue. As my staff was pointing out to me, in 

1971 then Senator Frank Church was holding hearings on this very 
issue. 

And, of course, the 1976 law provides, and the members have 
this in the background material before them, five different criteria 
that need to be followed if clearcutting is going to be used. So, as 
you look through that, it would be interesting to see what the an­
swers of the Forest Service and BLM might be with regards to that 
issue. 

But, it's clear to me that less than 10 percent of the harvest goes 
on or, in many instances, less than 5 percent actually other than 
either through even-age management or some other derivation of 
clearcutting, plain and simple. I don't know but most of us thought, 
there was a change here. 

There is an evolution going on in terms of moving away from 
this. But the figures I have in front of me are only up to 1991. 

So, I can't see any change in that. So, it would be interesting to 
see what further information we have for 1993 or 1994 insofar as 
it exists, especially for 1993. 

We have got some conjunctive matters that are effecting these is­
sues. But, your effort here, of course, goes well beyond just this. 

In other words, you have measures in here with citizen suits to 
enforce it. What is the basis for that? 

Do you feel that in the absence of the ability to have standing 
that there wouldn't be a proper analysis or rigor in terms of enforc­
ing the law? 

Mr. BRYANT. There is nothing in our recent history to indicate 
that we can count on the federal agencies with responsibility for 
public forests to responsibly take care of this property; that is to 
say, in the way in which my bill requires. And, if we don't have 
the possibility of citizen suits to force it to happen, I think there 
is a high likelihood that it will not happen. 

Clearly, it has not happened in the past. You know, these are po­
litically-charged decisions in the regions where they occur, because 
the local interests are affected by them. 

And, there is a natural tendency on the part of the local authori­
ties to not want to be unpopular. Somebody has to make these deci­
sions, however. And, if they are not going to be made by the au­
thorities with the responsibility, then citizens lawsuits in order to 
make sure the law is followed, must be allowed. 

Mr. VENTO. We also have the issue in terms of roadless areas in 
which you articulate a view that if areas are roadless they ought 
not to be roaded. You suggest in your opening statement that this 
bill is not whether we are going to deal with harvesting but how 
we are going to do it. 

But, obviously roading is a concern of yours. So, you are suggest­
ing, in absence of that, what, aerial lift lines or what in terms of 
harvesting on a selective basis? 

Mr. BRYANT. That's one alternative. But, Mr. Chairman, that is 
a response to the fact that there is a long history of road building 
in areas where no roads were needed. 
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There is a long history also, not to mention the roads, of harvest­
ing when there was no need to be selling timber. Timber was being 
sold at below market costs at a loss to taxpayers. 

I am sure you've heard that before. 
Mr. VENTO. Oh, that deficit timber sale issue is a big matter. 

There are obviously various arguments about looking at what the 
total benefits are in costs, as we have all heard before. 

But, I just want to point out that one other area that your bill 
touches on-I know you have to leave, and this will be my last 
question-is the Scientific Committee. One of the concerns that 
sort of comes out here, to me, is that, for a long time working in 
this role, we try to treat the Forest Service, the other land man­
agers, as professionals and I think that throughout the period that 
I've served that there is a strong core of professionalism in the land 
management agencies obviously trying to free it up so that the 
science and the most advanced professionalism and knowledge is 
applied on the ground. 

It's not always easy, because you've got a lot of political decisions 
that enter into it. So, I'm concerned though that in having a Sci­
entific Committee, which is completely outside, it sort of makes the 
presumption that there are not professionals and that we basically 
end up creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

And, that, I think, would be a concern. So, it's more a concern 
I am stating to you on that basis than-there is not-as having a 
committee or having groups outside, obviously they would consult 
and they wouldn't directly controL There is no real power. 

But, I think the presumption is, at least, that reading that is 
coming out of it on the part of some of the agencies, that they have 
no ability within to-

Mr. BRYANT. Well, the bill was written on the basis of a very 
strong skepticism based on experience that the agencies are not 
going to make the tough decisions. You have got to remember that 
a lot of the people involved in these things live in the areas where 
the biggest outcry comes from the people that they see everyday 
that are in the business of going in there perhaps and doing the 
things that we think they should not be doing. 

I mean, recognizing that, we are just simply trying to be--
Mr. VENTO. No, that's really one of the dilemmas of all the land 

managers, is they are working close to a local situation in which 
they are trying to represent a national consistency in terms of pol­
icy, whether it's Alaska or Minnesota. 

I just want you to recognize, I think, that there are some that 
cross over that line. But, there are many that work very hard to 
maintain it. 

And, to put in place mechanisms that suggest that they are not, 
you know, that they really aren't representing a different point of 
view might, in fact, attain that goal or may push them in that di­
rection. So, I think we really want to be careful about that. I agree 
with you, though, that there is a real risk here on this matter. 

Mr. Smith, did you have any questions for our colleague? 
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do. For the information 

of the Committee, I have numbers here for percentage of clearcuts 
in Region 6, which is Oregon and Washington. 

In 1991, it was two percent. In 1993, it was one percent. 
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Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman would look at-the figures we have 
are attached to the material. Did you . .see it? It's with the back­
ground material. 

Mr. SMITH. That's what I have, for 1991 and 1992. 
Mr. VENTO. I don't know. 
Mr. SMITH. Well, here, 1 will submit this for the record. We don't 

have to argue about it. 
Mr. VENTO. Okay. 
(The information follows:] 
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Forest Service Data on Acres of Regeneration 
Harvests in the National Forests, 1984-1991 

(area in thousands of acres) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 AVG. 

National Forest System Total 
Clearcut 243 250 236 257 283 257 229 187 243 
Removal• 119 133 74 71 105 148 120 115 111 
Selection 39 28 ~ 25 _QQ 29 35 48 33 
Total 400 410 338 353 418 434 384 349 386 

Region 1 ·• Montana and northern Idaho 
Clearcut 8.2 10.1 14.1 18.8 16.6 27.6 25.8 20.2 16.7 
Removal• 9.1 6.9 7.7 5.9 6.8 11.3 7.8 8.2 8.0 
Selection 3.1 :k1 ...u ...!.J! ...LQ ....& ....& _.:1 1.6 
Total 20.4 19.7 23.9 26.6 24.3 39.7 34.5 29.2 27.3 

Region 2 •• Colorado and Wyoming 
Clearcut 1.9 2.7 2.9 3.8 4.9 5.8 7.9 6.5 4.6 
Removal• 2.6 2.1 3.0 2.1 4.2 6.3 10.7 12.4 5.4 
Selection _..:2 _)__.! ....& ....& _.:1 .ll J ....& _& 
Total 5.1 5.0 6.4 6.2 9.9 13.2 19.5 19.7 10.6 

Region 3 -Arizona and New Mexico 
Clearcut .3 .2 .ob .0 .ob .4 .2 .4 .2 
Removal• 14.0 13.3 12.9 4.3 4.4 21.1 12.5 16.0 12.3 
Selection ~ .....1 _,Q __& _&b .....1 ~ __& ~ 
Total 15.2 13.6 13.0 4.3 4.5 21.6 13.6 16.8 12.8 

Region 4 •• Utah, Nevada., and southern lda.ho 
Clearcut 2.5 1.2 2.6 2.8 1.9 1.5 9.3 11.3 4.1 
Removal• 6.2 .8 1.0 1.3 4.5 3.2 2.6 2.0 2.7 
Seh~ction JU _..J! M 6.3 ...LQ .li 2.9 2.0 3.4 
Total 17.9 2.8 6.9 10.4 7.4 6.3 14.8 15.2 10.2 

•Final harvest acres in the specified year from even-aged silvicultural 
systems other than clearcutting. 

bFewer than 50 acres. 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 AVG. 

Region 5 - California 
Clearcut 14.4 22.0 12.9 18.5 35.8 11.1 12.4 12.0 17.4 
Removal• 21.5 34.0 4.8 5.8 20.2 19.7 10.8 10.7 15.9 
Selection ~ 11.1 2.2 .JJ.. ..§.1 3.7 .]J! ..bQ 5.5 
Total 45.8 67.1 19.9 27.0 62.8 34.5 27.1 26.2 38.8 

Region 6- Oregon and Washington 
Clearcut 42.5 41.3 42.1 51.4 68.5 81.5 59.5 49.7 54.6 
Removal• 47.8 61.3 33.9 42.1 58.7 80.1 68.0 59.6 56.4 
Selection 6.3 5.7 11.8 4.6 13.3 11.1 11.6 22.5 10.9 
Total 96.6 108.3 87.9 98.0 140.5 172.6 139.1 131.9 121.9 

Region 8 ··The South 
Clearcut 106.9 108.7 97.8 97.0 90.3 66.2 55.1 34.1 82.0 
Removal• 13.6 10.8 8.5 6.2 3.6 2.5 3.9 2.6 6.5 
Selection _,Q _,Q _,Q _,Q __& 1.3 4.5 6.6 1.6 
Total 120.5 119.6 106.2 103.3 94.5 70.0 63.4 43.3 90.1 

Region 9 ... The North and East 
Clearcut 59.4 54.8 54.7 56.1 55.2 50.0 44.9 41.6 52.0 
Removal• 4.1 3.6 2.4 3.4 3.0 3.s·· 3.8 3.3 3.4 
Selection u3 7.0 JU 9.0 6.7 9.7 9.6 11.3 8.6 
Total 71.3 65.4 65.3 68.5 64.9 63.1 58.3 56.2 64.8 

Region 10 -Alaska 
Clearcut 8.6 8.6 6.8 8.9 9.8 13.5 14.0 10.7 10.1 
Removal• .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
Selection J ~ __& _.g _.Q" _.Q _.Q _.Q ~ 
Total 7.6 8.9 8.8 9.0 9.8 13.5 14.0 10.7 10.3 

. Final harvest acres in the specified year from even-aged silvicultural 
systems other than clearcutting. 

" Less than 50 acres. 

Source: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service. Reply to: 2490 Records 
and Reports- Subject: National Forest System, Reforestation and Timber Stand 
Improvement Report for Fiscal Year 1991. Memorandum to: Regional Foresters 
and Station Directors. Washington, DC: Feb. 6, 1992. 1 p., plus attachments. 
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Mr. SMITH. Mr. Bryant, I have a letter here from John Lowe, 
who is a regional forester from Region 6. In discussing this whole 
idea of even-age management, he recalls that just the opposite oc­
curred from your testimony. 

And, that is that nature, in itself, has resulted in even-age man­
agement over the years. And, if these forests were never entered 
or never harvested, nature would provide for even-age manage­
ment. 

In fact-and I want to ask you your thoughts about this. In fact, 
his letter indicates that because of even-age management, in Re­
gion 6-and I know that Dallas doesn't have any trees except in 
the park, but up in the northwest in Region 6, because of even-age 
management, openings have developed for the production of big 
game forage, the elk population has exploded as a result. 

Strip clearcuts were used to provide cross-country ski trails. 
Snowmobile play areas were created by even-age cutting. 

The Deschutes National Forest in Oregon uses visual diversity 
along the highways, which normally there are stands of lodgepole 
pines, mostly dead and converted to rain trees. Wildlife forage 
habitat has been improved. 

The Fremont National Forest has opened up opportunities for big 
game habitat quality. Even-age methods have been created. 

The point is that the Forest Service, I think, is using its efforts 
in management for recreation, for wildlife, for diversity. Is that 
wrong? I'm listening to you now, a gentleman who I have great re­
spect for, on the one side of this issue and the silviculturist on the 
other. 

Now, who am I to believe? 
Mr. BRYANT. Well, let me ask you this question. If clearcutting 

was such a good idea, why did the Forest Service issue a directive 
in 1992 to reduce it by 70 percent? 

Mr. SMITH. Well, I have no idea, except I assume that public 
pressure, like yours, has indicated that they want to use smaller 
clearcuts. I know they are trying to do that. 

It's not for the benefit, however, of the resource. It's merely for 
the benefit of folks like you who raise this issue. 

The resource is managed better in their methods. But, public 
pressure, I'm sure, has brought their decision. 

Mr. BRYANT. So, you are saying that clearcutting was a good idea 
in the first place and that the Forest Service shouldn't be cutting 
back on it and is only doing so in response to political pressure? 

Mr. SMITH. That's correct. That's what I am saying. And, the 
point is, in my part of the country, in fact, you know, in the Doug 
fir region of the rain forest, if you don't clearcut you can't grow 
trees. You can't grow a tree under a tree. 

And, if you do and those forests are so thick, if you try to selec­
tively cut in those kinds of forests, you destroy many trees trying 
to get to the tree you want to take out. If you want to go to aerial 
kinds of harvesting, then you make it a below cost timber sale and 
you and others would criticize low cost timber sales. 

Mr. BRYANT. You and I have had this dialogue twice before dur­
ing other Committee hearings. And--

Mr. SMITH. We have. 



59 

Mr. BRYANT [continuing]. We could almost go get the record and 
just offer it here. 

To complain about selection management because it's going to 
destroy trees so that you can, instead, have a clearcutting system, 
which gives you what that picture right over there shows, is per­
fectly ridiculous. I don't wish to be impolite. 

I should perhaps not be so strong in my comment. But, I think 
the Committee ought to make a decision based on what it thinks 
the science says and the real experience of loggers and then estab­
lish a policy here. 

And, I am quite willing to live with the science--­
Mr. SMITH. That's exactly what I want to do. 
Mr. BRYANT. But, if the source for your science is going to be one 

of those people who have pursued the policy of clearcutting for 
many, many years and then comes forward to tell us, as the letter 
you read indicates, that cutting down all the trees somehow makes 
the wildlife more plentiful and produces all types of natural bene­
fits, I really think we've got to ask questions about the ability of 
that person to leave his prejudices behind and go on the basis of 
science. 

Mr. SMITH. That's fair. I just want to add that the National Wild 
Turkey Federation or the Ruffed Grouse Society people, who have 
turkeys, and maybe you hunt turkeys--! love to-they say. "Even­
age management prescription such as clearcut harvest operations 
are essential to the regeneration of these birds." 

Mr. BRYANT. Well, all I can say is it's a free country. You can 
say what you choose. 

It certainly defies logic however. 
I sat in a hearing two weeks ago in the Energy and Commerce 

Committee and heard the seven presidents of the tobacco company 
say cigarettes are not addictive. 

I mean, you can hear whatever you want to. [Laughter.] 
Mr. SMITH. Well, evidently we disagree on both of these issues. 

[Laughter.] 
Thank you very much. 
Mr. VENTO. I think you are taking on a bigger job there, Bob. It 

might have been easier to deal with the Doug fir than stick with 
the wood. Stick with the wood. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BRYANT. I would like to add one thing about a comment re­
ferring to the amount of clearcutting going on. 

The Committee ought to be aware that because clearcutting is so 
unpopular, the Forest Service and I suppose some of the other 
agencies as well, have employed other harvesting techniques which 
are, in effect, the same thing. It's even-age management. 

They don't call it clearcutting. Instead, it's shelterwood cut, seed 
tree cut, group selection and that kind of thing. 

Mr. VENTO. I think that sort of begs the question. And, I think, 
Bob's statement when he was talking about, in fact, some of the al­
ternative type of smaller clearcuts, I guess the point is, what do 
you want when you get done. 

Do you want elk, turkey? I mean, is this to develop a hunting 
regime or what do we want? Those are the sort of questions that 
I was hearing when you were going back and forth. 
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Congressman . Hinchey, did you have any questions of our col-
league, this morning? 

Mr. HINCHEY. No, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman Thomas, do you have any questions? 
Mr. THoMAS. Very brief. I suppose there are-certainly, everyone 

has a different view. There are different techniques in different 
places. 

Now, the ones I am familiar with in Wyoming don't look like that 
at all. They are relatively small. 

Often they are for more forage for wildlife. And, there does make 
some sense. 

There were 10 sales in the western Black Hills. Each of them 
was challenged in the court by the environmentalists. 

Do you feel, because of your language in here, that there isn't 
enough opportunity for citizen suits? 

Mr. BRYANT. Well, this would not change, I think, in any way 
what you were talking about. All it says is that we will put into 
effect a policy of trying to guarantee native biodiversity in our for­
ests by eliminating clearcutting and its variants as a means of 
managing the forest lands which the people own and the govern­
ment manages. 

Now, it doesn't effect private lands. It allows the citizens ~ 
Mr. SMITH. I'm not talking about private lands. I am talking 

aboutthe-
Mr. BRYANT. I know. 
Mr. SMITH [continuing]. Continuous challenge of any sort of a 

sale under the legal system now. And, do you need more of that? 
Mr. BRYANT. The provisions in this bill would allow citizens to 

bring a lawsuit to make sure that this bill, if it passed, would be 
enforced. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, at any rate, I would be interested in the 48 
ecosystems. What did you call them? 

Yeah, ecosystems. How did you define those? 
Who defined the 48? I guess I am not familiar with 48. It's in 

your statement. 
Mr. BRYANT. Well, it came from the book on clearcutting, to 

which I think one of you referred in your opening statement. 
Mr. SMITH. I did. Oh, that's where it comes from? 
Mr. BRYANT. That's right. 
Mr. SMITH. Okay. Do you know what an ecosystem is? 
Mr. BRYANT. I probably know it as well as you do. 
Mr. SMITH. Would you define it for me, please? 
Mr. BRYANT. I would accept your definition. 
Mr. SMITH. Well, I am asking you. You are the one who is being 

questioned, aren't you? 
Mr. BRYANT. Yes. An ecosystem is a natural system of biological 

entities that feed off of one another and that depend on one an­
other to survive. 

And, there is a definition between different ecosystems which is 
primarily geographical. 

Mr. SMITH. So, would it be that a native biodiversity means the 
full range of variety and variability within and among living 
orgasms [sic] and ecological complexes in which they would occur? 
That's the damnedest thing I've ever seen. 



61 

Who is going to interpret that? 
Mr. BRYANT. Organisms. [Laughter.] 
Mr. SMITH. You interpret it your way. [Laughter.] 
I just think ifs really tough to let something like that out and 

then say, "Well, we are going to let the court interpret it." At least, 
we need to be a little more specific about what it is you are seek­
ing. 

Mr. BRYANT. That might be true. And, I am not unsympathetic 
with your impatience with all the lawsuits. 

The emphasis here, though, is to try and put down a new federal 
policy for managing the lands that the government owns for the 
people and to ensure that it is not doing to the public's lands what 
is depicted in that photograph over there. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand. And, I don't think you will find any­
body that would argue with that. 

But, that is a little overstated in terms of, at least, my experi­
ence in Wyoming. But, I don't want to argue with it, but that isn't 
the way clearcuts are done in most places, in any event. 

I appreciate your time. 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman LaRocco, did you have any questions 

of Congressman Bryant? 

STATEMENT OF HON. LARRY LaROCCO 
Mr. LARocco. I apologize to the author of this legislation for 

being late. But, I am following this issue very carefully, Mr. Chair­
man. 

And, I don't want to take away management tools from the For­
est Service that are, you know, judicially and prudently given to 
them. I look back at the work that Senator Church did back in 
1971 when he held five days of hearings on this very issue. 

And, I think actually the result of those hearings found their way 
into NFMA. And, we have been using them ever since. 

It is always helpful to take another look at these things. And, I 
appreciate, the author's interest in this, because it certainly affects 
me out in Idaho. 

But, I have not been an advocate of random acts of clearcutting. 
And, I certainly take a close look at it because of the watershed 
concerns out in my district. 

But, I thank our colleagues for being here. And, I thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. Thanks, John, for your participation. We are pleased 
to welcome our colleague from California, Wally Herger. 

Wally, did you have a statement that you wanted to make? 

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY BERGER, REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. HERGER. I do, Mr. Chairman. And, I thank you for allowing 
me an opportunity to testify before your hearing on this piece of 
legislation which would effect very dramatically my district in 
Northern California. 

I have the privilege of representing a district which is dominated 
by seven national forests. They include parts or all of the Six Riv­
ers, the Tahoe, the Shasta-Trinity, the Klamath, the Modoc, the 
Lassen and the Plumas National Forests. 
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The abolition of all even-aged management techniques on public 
lands that H.R. 1164 advocates would have a severely detrimental 
effect on the future health of our national forests. It is for this rea­
son that I come before this Committee today in strong opposition 
to H.R. 1164. 

This legislation would severely limit the availability of even-aged 
management techniques which are essential to the maintenance of 
healthy forests and, therefore, would actually degrade our forests. 
The fact is, clearcutting more effectively reproduces Douglas fir and 
other shade intolerant species than other types of timber harvest­
ing techniques. Thus, it is used to promote the healthy regenera­
tion of these types of trees. 

As you may know, the days of using even-aged management 
techniques as a primary harvesting tool are gone forever in my 
State of California. Instead, clearcutting is only used for important 
forest health needs such as insect and disease problems, weather 
related damage, recreation and the creation of wildlife habitat. 

Since 1989, the overall percentage of harvested timer that is 
clearcut in California has been reduced by two-thirds. When it is 
practiced, which is less and less these days, the average clearcut 
on public lands in California is only 16 acres even though, by law, 
it is allowable to clearcut up to 60 acres on Douglas fir forest lands. 

The forests of Northern California are extremely susceptible to 
fire, disease and infestation due to its warm, dry climate. Without 
the ability to use even-aged maintenance techniques, it is highly 
likely that our pristine forests in Northern California would end up 
destroyed or irreparably damaged. 

There are other instances where even-aged management tech­
niques are necessary to protect the environment. Most importantly, 
the use of clearcutting is sometimes necessary to control or eradi­
cate insects and diseases which can destroy entire forests if left un­
checked. 

Also, this management tool can be used to increase forage for 
wildlife in certain areas of the forest. Through the use of even-aged 
management techniques, we have created areas which provide in­
creased forage for such mammals as deer and elk. 

The Forest Service handbook, Wildlife Habitat in Managed For­
ests in the Blue Mountains of Oregon and Washington, edited by 
Jack Ward Thomas said, and I quote. "Deer and elk have been re­
ported to use manmade openings in the forest more than natural 
openings. Information in the Blue Mountains indicates that elk 
readily use clearcuts." 

It should be pointed out that the Clinton Administration has 
come out on record opposed to an outright abolition of even-aged 
management techniques. In addition, the Administration is sup­
portive of retaining this critical tool as part of ecosystem manage­
ment to promote healthy forests where you can mimic nature and, 
when used in limited instances, enhances biodiversity. 

By opposing this legislation, no one is saying that there have 
never been abuses in clearcutting or other even-aged management 
techniques. On the contrary, I have worked with both environ­
mental and industry groups to reduce clearcutting on national for­
est land in my own Northern California district. 



63 

However, a blanket prohibition will adversely impact the health 
of our forests by limiting the broad array of techniques necessary 
for proper forest management. 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid H.R. 1164 would do the exact oppo­
site of what it is supposed to accomplish. Instead of promoting 
biodiversity in our national forests, H.R. 1164 will result in de­
struction and lead to fires and diseases running rampant through 
these beautiful lands. 

Clearly, nobody here today wants to see this happen. Therefore, 
I urge this Subcommittee to do what's best for the health of our 
forests and reject this well-intentioned but misguided legislation. 
Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Herger follows:] 



Statement of the Honorable Wally Herger 
On H.R. 1164 

The Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act 
May 5, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for holding this hearing 
this morning to review H.R. 1164, the Forest Biodiversity and 
Clearcutting Prohibition Act. I also greatly appreciate your 
willingness to allow me to testify before this Subcommittee for 
this important hearing. 

This legislation would have a profound impact on my 
constituents in northern California. California's Second 
Congressional District, which I have the privilege of 
representing, is dominated by seven national forests. They 
include parts or all of the Six Rivers, Tahoe, Shasta-Trinity, 
Klamath, Modoc, Lassen, and Plumas National Forests. The 
abolition of all even-aged management techniques on public lands 
that H.R. 1164 advocates would have a detrimental effect on the 
future health of our national forests. 

1 

It is for this reason that I come before this committee 
today in strong opposition to H.R. 1164. This legislation would 
severely limit the availability of even-aged management 
techniques which are essential to the maintenance of healthy 
forests, and therefore would actually degrade our forests. The 
fact is, clearcutting more effectively reproduces Douglas fir and 
other shade intolerant species than other types of timber 
harvesting techniques. Thus, it is used to promote the healthy 
regeneration of these types of trees. 

As you may know, the days of using even-aged management 
techniques as a primary harvesting tool are gone forever in my 
state. Instead, clearcutting is only used for important forest 
health needs such as insect and disease problems, weather related 
damage, recreation, and the creation of wildlife habitat. Since 
1989, the overall percentage of harvested timber that is clearcut 
in California has been reduced by two-thirds. When it is 
practiced, which is less and less these days, the average 
clearcut on public lands in California is only 16 acres even 
though by law it is perfectly allowable to clearcut up to 60 
acres on Douglas Fir forest lands. 

The forests of northern California are extremely susceptible 
to fire, disease, and infestation due to its warm dry climate. 
Without the ability to use even-aged management techniques, it is 
highly likely that our pristine forests in northern California 
would end up destroyed or irreparably damaged. 

There are other instances where even-aged management 
techniques are necessary to protect the environment. Most 
importantly, the use of clearcutting is sometimes necessary to 



control or eradicate insects and diseases which can destroy 
entire forests if left unchecked. 

Also, this management tool can be used to increase forage 
for wildlife in certain areas of the forest. Through the use of 
even-aged management techniques, we have created areas which 
provide increased forage for such mammals as deer and elk. The 
Forest Service handbook Wildlife Habitat in Managed Forests in 
the Blue Mountains of Oregon and Washington edited by Jack Ward 
Thomas said, " ... deer and elk have been reported to use man made 
openings in the forest more than natural openings. Information 
in the Blue Mountains indicates that elk readily use 
clearcuts ... " 

2 

It should be pointed out that the Clinton Administration has 
come out on record opposed to an outright abolition of even-aged 
management techniques. In addition, the administration is 
supportive of retaining this critical tool as part of ecosystem 
management to promote healthy forests where you can mimic nature 
and, when used in limited instances, enhance biodiversity. 

By opposing this legislation, no one is saying that there 
have never been abuses in clearcutting or other even-aged 
management techniques. On the contrary, I have worked with both 
environmental and industry groups to reduce clearcutting on 
National Forest land in my own northern California district. 
However, a blanket prohibition will adversely impact the health 
of our forests by limiting the broad array of techniques 
necessary for proper forest management. 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid H.R. 1164 would do the exact 
opposite of what it is supposed to accomplish. Instead of 
promoting biodiversity in our national forests, H.R. 1164 will 
result in destruction and lead to fires and diseases running 
rampant through these beautiful lands. Clearly, nobody here 
today wants to see this happen. Therefore, I urge this 
subcommittee to do what's best for the health of our forests and 
reject this well intentioned but misguided legislation. Thank 
you. · 
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Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Wally. I just wanted to point out that there 
are some different numbers here than what Congressman Smith 
had. 

I think it has to be different, because we are looking at numbers 
from the Forest Service in 1984 to 1991. In 1991, of the total na­
tional forest system, which is reflective of almost all of the units, 
all Regions 1 through 10, with the exception of 7, which isn't re­
ported here in the CRS report and National Forest Service data. 
We don't have BLM data. They may have similar data. 

But, it indicates that 354 thousand acres were either used in 
clearcut or removal techniques such as even-aged silvicultural sys­
tems other than clearcutting. So, that and then 33 thousand acres 
did not use that. 

It's clear that less than 10 percent of the areas are really-there 
is some other system selection type of system being used in 
terms-so, clearcutting really is, at least in 1991-now, maybe that 
has dramatically changed in 1993. It may be even more dramati­
cally changed in 1994. 

Maybe those words in the last paragraph about the limited use 
of clearcutting and even-age management by the Clinton Adminis­
tration that you quoted, Wally, are occurring. But, it's pretty clear, 
that, at least, through the decade of the 80s that that type of meth­
od that is being contested and challenged by Congressman Bryant's 
bill was the case. 

Now, there are a lot of other mechanisms in this bill, like the cit­
izen suits and proper enforcements, Scientific Committees and 
other matters. But, at the heart of this, and I think what John is 
focusing on and what really has our attention, is the forest man­
agement technique in terms of clearcutting. 

So, obviously, you have concerns that if other than clearcutting 
or even-aged management techniques are used that it has a big im­
pact on the seven forests that you represent. And, you are very con­
cerned about that. 

We get into all of these questions about elk and whatever manag­
ing game preserves and why we are doing this. We don't have any 
woodland caribou in Minnesota anymore because they used 
clearcut or even-age management. 

I don't know that they even had thought up those terms then. 
I don't think they were thinking too much about ecosystems or 
other cognitive constructs at that time. 

But, the fact is that we don't have some of that. It has been per­
manently changed. 

The whole environment in northern Minnesota and the areas 
where we had softwoods has been changed. Other changes have oc­
curred because of farming and other practices where they have 
cleared the land. 

So, in any case, we know what we are doing. Obviously we know 
what we are doing. 

If we make some choices here, it's fine. I think that in areas 
where we have a chance, we should be taking a closer look and be, 
at least, aware of where that policy path leads us. 

And, that's the purpose of the hearing. So, we appreciate your 
input. 

Mr. HERGER. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I could comment on that. 
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Mr. VENTO. Congressman Herger. 
Mr. HERGER. I think-I agree with Mr. Bryant, at least, in one 

respect. And, that is, he indicated that he is willing to use current 
science and what is currently the practices. 

Now, you mentioned during the 80s. Now, our practices in forest, 
health-and I might be even more specific, our forest practices in 
the State of California, which have historically been far more strin­
gent than other states-and I'm not speaking for other states, but 
I think it's important to look at what we are doing today. 

Again, I want to reemphasize that since 1989, a state that has 
used limited clearcutting to begin with, not nearly as extensively 
as they have in some of the other states. Even in California, we are 
down some two-thirds. 

This last point, and this is a crucially important one, Mr. Chair­
man and members, is that we now, in California, are in our sev­
enth drought year of the last eight. What this means is that the 
normal moisture, which is moving sap up through the trees which 
normally is what expels insects, we have trees that we are seeing 
entire areas that are dying and where there are insect infestations. 

And, unless we can go in and clear out, at least, these areas and 
do it when they are small and not wait until they are grown and 
encompass the entire forest, we end up killing trees that otherwise 
would not have been killed. And, therefore, to remove a tool that 
we can go, particularly in Northern California which is very dif­
ferent than northern Oregon and Washington, in that limited rain­
fall there, I think would be a travesty. 

So, again, I want to just close on saying that I would request 
and, indeed, that we would look at current science. We would also 
be aware of the very major changes in forest practices that we are 
practicing today in 1994 as opposed in the early part of the 80s 
when we make our decisions. 

Mr. VENTO. I think maybe other members may have a comment 
or two. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Wally, I think I want to 
underline one very important point you make. And, that is, disease 
control. 

The Bryant bill has no exception for any kind of undertaking 
that would eliminate trees if they are diseased. And, as the gen­
tleman knows, his district borders mine between Oregon and 
Washington. 

He has seen the fact that we have three million acres of dead 
trees, three billion board feet of timber standing dead because of 
insect problems. I am not suggesting that we clearcut three million 
acres. 

And, we are not going to cut any of it, because the same people 
that offered this bill have us in court, because you can't harvest 
even dead timber in Oregon. So, the point is, should this bill ever 
become law, which it won't, the facts are that we could never go 
in and try to take care of dead, diseased timber in order to save 
green, live timber. 

That's the way I understand it. Is that the way you understand 
this bill? 
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Mr. HERGER. Well, that's exactly the case. And, again there is 
very limited use of clearcutting or even-age management, again in 
California becoming less and less. 

But, it is a tool. And, I would like to urge and I have an invita­
tion, which I have invited the Chairman before, to come out to an 
annual woods tour we have and actually fly over these forests. 

And, you can look down and see the spots where we can see 
three, four, five, six dead trees on one area and where that in­
creases. And, if we take pictures from one year to the next, we can 
see how that infestation has grown. 

And, the point that the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Smith, is 
making is completely accurate. 

Mr. VENTO. There has been some controversy about salvage 
sales. But, I think this issue here in terms of selection in terms of 
harvest would be workable for these particular purposes. 

In fact, again it's a question of the economics of doing so today. 
And, very often, you know, unfortunately that doesn't permit to get 
at this early on. 

Are there other questions of members of the Committee of Con-
gressman Herger? 

[No response.] 
Mr. VENTO. If not, thanks very much. 
Mr. HERGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 

of the Committee. 
Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome the first panel today. 

And, that is Janice Bezanson of the Federal Forest Reform; Brock 
Evans from the National Audubon Society; and, Carl Ross from 
Save America's Forests. 

I might say that, one of the issues here and earlier mentioned 
was the NREPA bill. And, one of the reasons there is such an ag­
gressive effort in that bill to designate much more wilderness is be­
cause the presumption is that the Forest Service, if given lands to 
manage, will not manage them in the way that is consistent with 
the views of those that want better care of the national forest 
lands. 

So, there are two ways to approach it. To put it in the wilder­
ness, I suppose, is one approach. 

There is another approach in terms of reforming what the Forest 
does. I think that the members of the Committee-at least, I know 
this member feels that the Forest Service can manage these lands 
in a way that is consistent. 

So, whether this bill is the answer or something like LaRocco is 
proposing is the answer or other measures, I would urge members 
to think about this management issue side of it as opposed to sort 
of the view of taking and classifying the land as wilderness, which 
is not the appropriate way to treat the land in terms of its classi­
fication system. 

So, I would say this about the Bryant bill. You may disagree 
with various parts of it, but I think it's pretty well written as com­
pared to other bills we've had before us. 

You may disagree with it, but I think it's a pretty well written 
bill. So, I want to compliment him on that in terms of accomplish­
ing what he wants to do. 

If you don't agree with the purpose--
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Mr. VENTO. No, no. That's fine. But, l think it is helpful--
Mr. THoMAS. And, I don't know that I don't. But, just because 

it's well written doesn't make it acceptable. 
Mr. VENTO. No, but it shows a little more-l think there is a lot 

of thought that has been put into some of the aspects of it. That's 
what rm trying to say. 

For those of us who have worked in this process for a while, it's 
good to see a product that is done in a way that represents the 
sponsor in a way that, I think, is helpful rather than something 
that is not well written. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF JANICE BEZANSON, FEDERAL FOREST 
REFORM; BROCK EVANS, VICE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 
ISSUES, NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY; AND, CARL ROSS, 
CODIRECTOR, SAVE AMERICA'S FOREST 
Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome this panel. And, your 

statements are made a part of the record. 
We would like you to take about five minutes to summarize your 

statement. And, then we will come back with a few questions, I am 
sure. And, I hope I am pronouncing your name correctly. 

Ms. BEZANSON. You are. 
Mr. VENTO. Please, proceed. 

STATEMENT OF JANICE BEZANSON 
Ms. BEZANSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Sub­

committee. My name is Janice Bezanson. And, I represent Federal 
Forest Reform. 

I want to thank you very much for holding this hearing this 
morning and for allowing us to come and talk with you. I am a for­
est activist. 

I have visited federally-owned forests in most regions of the 
country. I haven't made it to Alaska yet, but most regions of the 
country. I have inspected how they are being managed there. 

I have also looked at private forests that are being managed 
under selection management in several eco regions of the country. 
I've talked with numerous experts in forestry, ecology, economics 
and many other disciplines relevant to our questions today. 

And, what I have come to tell you, Mr. Chairman, is that selec­
tion management works. Much has been said-Mr. Bryant was 
talking about the evils of clearcutting and other even-age tech­
niques. And, certainly there is a lot that can be said about that. 

But, not often enough do we discuss the fact that there is a high­
ly desirable option other than clearcutting. Selection managed for­
ests are managed all over the country on private lands. 

Landowners are using selection management, because it is eco­
nomically efficient. It produces a healthy forest that has many 
other values besides simply growing timber. 

If selection management is done properly, you can protect the na­
tive biodiversity of the forest, maintain the soil nutrients that are 
needed to sustain logging over a long period of time, avoid the ero­
sion problems of even-age management and support abundant wild­
life. Besides which, selection mana~ed forests are beautiful. 

They look like forests. They don t look like, first, a clearing and 
then a bunch of young trees all the same age and all the same spe-
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cies and then look like a few bigger trees all the same age and the 
same species. 

They are recreationally valuable. They are wildlife valuable. And, 
they maintain the native biodiversity. 

There is also not any reason not to use selection management. 
We've had people come back to us and say, "Well, you have to use 
clearcutting in lodgepole pine forests," or recently mentioned, 
Douglas fir forests. Aspen forests are often mentioned. 

And, yet, we know people who are private landowners managing 
their own forests under selection management in all these 
ecosystems and in all the other ecosystems. The comment was 
made that you have to have openings for grouse and for other spe­
cific species. 

Actually, we have a Dr. Zahner, who is a forest ecologist, who 
says grouse love old growth forests. Even if we do need openings 
for these species, which I disagree with, but even if we did, we've 
got-you know, all of our private lands are being clearcut. 

We have got open fields and open clearings coming out of our 
ears all over the country. What we don't have is the forests which 
protect the animals that need deep forests, need closed canopy for­
ests to survive. 

We are not talking about those species. And, those species are 
important, too. 

People keep saying, "Well, we need to keep even-age manage­
ment as a management tool." But, it's not being used that way. 

It's being used as the predominant method, as Mr. Vento was 
saying just a few minutes ago. It has been 90 percent of our forest 
harvesting on it on the part of our national forest and other lands 
that are logged. 

And, that's the only thing we are talking about here. We are not 
talking about preservation. 

We are talking about the commercially available timber land, 
what the Forest Service calls suitable timber, and areas on other 
federal forests that are already being logged. And, that's all we are 
talking about. 

There is a growing body of science that shows that even -age 
management destroys the native biodiversity and destroys the 
health of native forests. My written testimony, Mr. Bryant's writ­
ten testimony and, I'm sure, that of my colleagues will contain, at­
tached to them, some of these studies that have been done. 

We didn't have enough time to get a number of experts here this 
morning. But, we will be submitting written testimony from a num­
ber of the experts, including some, Mr. Vento, from Minnesota who 
are particularly interested in your aspen question. 

As long as federal agencies are continuing to use even-age man­
agement abusively on federal forests, we need Congress to tell 
them to stop doing that. And, that's why I am here, Mr. Vento, to 
urge you to tell them to stop doing that. 

And, the way to do that is to pass H.R. 1164. Thank you. 
[Prepared statement of Ms. Bezanson and attachments follow.] 
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Mr. Chairman, I am Janice Bezanson, representing Federal Forest 

Reform, a committee of grassroots leaders from all over the country. 

We very much appreciate your holding this hearing on HR 1164, The 

Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act. 

I want to begin by expressing my unqualified support for HR 1164. 

I have inspected federal forests in many regions of the country where 

even-age management predominates. I have also seen numerous examples 

of private lands being productively managed under the selection system. 

Well-managed selection forests maintain biological diversity, protect 

watersheds, and provide recreational opportunities not available in 

even-age stands. 

Congress attempted to place severe limits on even-age management on 

national forests when they passed the National Forest Management Act in 

1976. But the forest Service has continued rampant clearcutting and 

conversion of native mixed forests to even-age, usually single-species 

timber crops. 

More than 60t of the 56 million acres of commercially available 

1 



72 

timberland on national forests have already been converted to even­

age, sacrificing native biodiversity, increasing erosion, and 

eliminating recreational values. Millions more acres could be 

designated as commercially available at any time. At the current rate 

of conversion, all the native biological diversity on loggable national 

forest lands will be gone in 15 to 20 years. 

In addition, roughly ten million acres of other federal lands are 

being subjacted to even-age management techniques. 

Even-age management is not necessary. Private landowners all 

around the country, in all types of ecosystems, are using selection 

management, fo~ economic reasons and to maintain a healthier forest. 

Under selection, loggers ~ark and remove individual trees, 

scattered through the forest, opening up small clearings to increase 

sunlight and stimulating natural regeneration without planting. The 

roads built to bring the trees out are lower-impact roads than those 

needed for the heavy machinery of clearcutting and site preparation. 

The Forest Service does not acknowledge the biggest expense of 

clearcutting -- interest charges. They invest a lot of money for site 

preparation and planting and do not receive most of their returns until 

the timber sale from 40 to ~20 years later. This involves a heavy 

charge for the use of money. For example, at the time when the Forest 

Service did its only study on the economics of even-age vs. selection, 

the going interest rate was roughly 7 1/2%, but the F.S. researchers 

used a much lower figure, 4%. 

According to forester-economist Randal O'Toole, when a realistic 

interest rate is applied, the costs of even-age exceed the returns in 
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almost all national forests . 

Selection logging is different. It does not involve site 

preparation and planting (a major saving in itself) . It involves a 

harvest every five to twenty years. Pre-commercial thinning is done at 

the same time, reducing that cost. Once sustained yield is established 

in a stand, the expenses forever after are mostly in the same year as 

the harvest, and altogether in the same decade or so . The interest 

charges are minimal. 

A Forest Service study conducted in Arkansas indicated that 

selection management is more cost efficient and has a higher benefit to 

cost ratio than even-age . Dr . James B. Baker, director of the Forest 

Service Experiment Station at Monticello, Arkansas, compared the 

economics of selection and even-age over a fifty-year period. He 

reported a cost efficiency of •conventional" selection at 143 . 2 board 

feet of sawlogs produced per dollar of costs, compared to 55 . 2 for an 

even-aged plantation, a 2 1/2 to 1 advantage. Adding pulp and poles to 

the picture, the advantage decreased to abou t 20l . But our national 

forests are mainly in the sawlog business. 

In addition, selection management is more labor-intensive, 

employing foresters to individually mark trees for cutting as well as 

loggers to remove them. Since as much timber can be harvested under 

selection as under even-age management, it incurs no job losses in the 

timber products industry. 

Selection management has been variously criticized as (1) being 

inapplicable in certain forest ecosystems, notably aspens and lodgepole 

3 
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pines, and (2) requiring a larger road system, and greater on-the­

ground disturbance than even-age. 

Foresters are using selection logging throughout the country, in 

all types of ecosystems, including aspen and lodgepole pines. In his 

attached testimony, professional forester Tim Foss describes selection­

management as "practical" and cites examples of private landowners who 

are successfully managing their forests under selection. In the 

attached affidavit, forest-ecologist Dr. Robert Zahner describes 

scientifically how selection techniques can successfully be used in 

aspen forests, calling it "in many respects, a better system•. Both 

foresters refute the accusation that selection requires more roads. 

Mr. Foss explains that in his experience, with careful planning, there 

is neither greater ground disturbance nor more residual stand damage 

with selection than with even-age. He also points out that by 

emphasizing removal of those species most susceptible to insects and 

disease, and, if needed, by planting resistant species, a forester can 

use selection to minimize losses from insects and disease. 

In a letter to your constituent Ray Fenner, Mr. Chairman, you 

expressed concern that the Forest Service continues to use clearcuts 

even though it has a directive prohibiting them except when no other 

method will work. We assume you mean the Chief's directive of June 4, 

1992. You further explained that the directive applies to future 

sales, and that at least some of the continuing clearcuts were already 

planned. Perhaps some were, but I can cite a specific case in Texas 

where the Forest Service has planned a new even-age cut, even though 

4 
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under a court injunction against even-age sales. [Compartments 86-87 

and 94, Sam Houston National Forest, National Forests in Texas.) 

Although the Forest Service routinely claims to have reduced 

clearcutting by 70%, a survey of forest activists around the country 

indicates that in most cases the Service has simply shifted from 

actions they call clearcutting, using a very limited definition, to 

heavy salvage and two- and three-stage clearcuts under the name of seed 

tree, shelterwood, and large group selection. 

On February 4, Edward Fritz, Coordinator of the Forest Reform 

Network, wrote to Chief of the Forest Service, Jack Ward Thomas, 

{letter attached) asking for specifics on how many acres are being 

logged under each method on national forests. He has yet to receive a 

response of any kind. We would request that this Subcommittee support 

us in our efforts to obtain this information. 

Mr. Chairman, you have suggested that HR 1164 is not based on good 

science. But the growing body of evidence is that even-age management 

is what is not based on good science. 

In the June 1992, issue of Conservation Biology {copy attached), 

Duffy and Meier conclude from their study of Appalachian cove hardwoods 

that recovery of the herbaceous understory cover of forests that have 

been clearcut "requires at least several centuries, longer than the 

present logging cycle of 40-150 years" and that "there is the 

possibility that secondary herbaceous communities in mature secondary 

Appalachian forests will never return to primary conditions." 

In a recent issue of Science (copy attached), Phillips and Gentry 

found that the turnover rates were increasing in tropical forests all 
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over the world, coinciding with an accelerating buildup of carbon 

dioxide in the atmosphere. Barlier studies, cited in an attached fact 

sheet, indicate that even-age management techniques aggravate global 

warming, acid deposition, and nitrogen loss. In contrast, selection 

leaves most of the canopy, continuing the atmospheric services of the 

forest. 

Also attached is a recent article from the magazine, Wilderness. 

Although primarily addressing the need for an old-growth component in 

forests, it supports HR 1164 in several ways. It refutes the oft­

repeated argument that clearcutting mimics damage done by hurricanes, 

quoting Forest Service staffer Bill Martin as saying, "If you go by 

Hurricane Hugo•, (a once in a century event) •we could have rotation 

lengths of 100 years.• The article points out that this • assumes a 

storm of exactly the same place at exactly the same interval to inflict 

exactly the same level of damage every hundred years - not much of a 

likelihood.• The article adds that •even such large natural 

disturbances as hurricanes and fires are much more variegated in their 

consequences than clearcutting.• 

And it mentions other studies that address the harmful affects on 

the ecosystem of current logging practices, including one that 

estimated that clearcutting killed 14 million salamanders in western 

North Carolina in one year. Such species are vanishing globally. 

The Forest Service has tacitly admitted the evils of clearcutting 

by bragging to the world that they've reduced clearcutting by 70t. But 

much of that 70t reduction has been semantic shifting from what they 

call clearcutting to other forms of even-age with virtually the same 
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loss of native biological diversity and forest health. 

We urge Congress to pass HR 1164 to close the loopholes by which 

the Forest Service and other federal agencies continue to reduce our 

public forests to even-age, usually single-species timber crops. 

7 
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My name is Tim Foss. I am a professional forester with approximately 
15 years experience in timber management in the state- of Wa~hington. 

I have spent the last few years visiting people who are successfully 
practicing selection management on their own land, and learning how 
they do it. I have seen successful examples in most for&st types of 
the Northwest, including maturt~ Douglas-fir/ western hemlock, 
second-growth Douglas-fir/ western hemlock, mixed-age ponderosa Pine, 
and second-growth mixed conifers. The landowners I've observed have 
been harvesting for 20-50 yll<ars and have successfully developed an 
all-age stand in which selection harvasting can continue ad infinitum. 
This has convinced me that selection management is prac"ical if the 
landowner is willing to learn from the forast, and exercise care in 
all phases of the operation. I "ee no reason it won't trork in any 
forest type with which I'm familiar, even lodgapole pine. 

For example, Herve Wilkinson, a landowner on Vancouver Island, has 
been practicing selection management for 50 years in his mature 
Douglas-fir stand. To date, he bas made nine complete harvests- about 
one every five years. He has removed as much volume a~ was in the 
original stand, and still has a healthy all-age forest. Not only will 
his forest continue to produce products, but it appears to maintain 
the ecological niches of the original forest. As proof, Merve still 
sees all the same wildlife as when he first bought the place, except 
for a few, such as bear and cougar, that reQuire a larger ran~e than 
his 140 acres provide. What I find particularly interesting is that 
Forest Service Silviculturist Leo Isaac "proved" in the 1950's, that 
selection management wouldn't work in this forest type, and yet it 
obviously does in Merve's case. This tells roe that selection 
management is possible and practical even when the common wisdom says 
otherwise. It does seem, though, that th9 landowner must be committed 
to making it work. !£ the landowner is only interested in short-term 
gain, or is impatient, any attempt at selection management can easily 
degenerate into a high-grade. High-grading, which is sometimes 
confused with selection management by those unfamiliar 1?ith the 
system, is the practice of cutting the best trees and leaving the 
poorer ones with little thought to the fucure. rn a propecly-done 
selection harvest, however, the future is paramount. The lando11ner 
cuts only those trees that will contribute the ~to a healthy 
forest now and in the future. 

Selection management is also sometimes criticized because of the 
common belief that it requires a more extensive road network, r~sults 
in more ground disturbance, and causes more residual stand damage. My 
experience is that, in a properly done operation, none of this is 
true. A well-thought-out logging plan and careful logging ~ill 
minimize these factors with selection, just as with any other 
silvicultural system. The same goes for insect and disease problems. 
The landowner can influence the mix of tree species on the site by 
emphasizing removal of those species most susceptible to insects and 
disease and, if needed, by planting res~stant species for the future 
stand. 

In summary, the selection system requires a careful, professional 
epproach on the part of the manager, as well as commitment, patience, 
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and willingness to learn from the land. Given these factors, it has 
been my expe~ienco that the system can work in most, if not all, 
Northwest forest types. It provides a viable system for producing 
timber, while at the same time maintainina an intact forest ecosystem. 

~ _,?. 7C76l-=-
Timothy G. Foss 
Forester 



AfFIDAVIT 
Concerning Unevenaqed Management in the Aspen Forest Type 

by Robert Zahner 
Professor Emeritus, Clemson University 

I feel I am qualified to make the statement below because of 
my education and professional experience in the fields of 
forestry and ecology. I have an undergraduate degree In plant 
ecology, a masters degree 1n forest management, and a Ph.D. 
degree (Duke University, 1953) in forest ecology. I have been a 
forest research scientist for the U.S. Forest Service (1953-
1959), and I have been a professor of forestry at the University 
of Michigan (1959-1974), the University of Tennessee (1979), and 
Clemson University (1980-1989). These research and teaching 
positions, over the past 40 years, have placed me in the 
forefront of forest management and forest ecology activities. I 
am a life member of the Sociery of American Foresters, receiving 
in 1971 the Society's highest award for professional 
contributions in forest ecology. I am a Fellow in the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science, and I am a registered 
forester. 

statement. During the 15 years 11959-1974) that I was on 
the forestry faculty at the University of Michigan, I and my 
graduate students conducted much research in nor:hern Michigan, 
Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Canada. Most of our studies were 
concerned vlth the aspen forest type of the Lake States region, 
and included such subjects as forest stand structure, forest soil 
productivity, and silvicultural systems for regenerating the 
aspen type. My graduate students published over 15 masters and 
doctoral theses on these subjects, and I published in 
professional and scientific journals over 20 art~cles concerned 
with the aspen forest type. 

I am limiting my present statement to the question of 
managing aspen forests in the Lake States region. Evenaged 
management, employing the silicultural technique of clearcuttlng 
for obtaining aspen reproduction over large foresced areas, has 
b~en the preferred system used by the u.s. Forest Service far the 
past several decades. Evenaged management vas adapted because 
reproduction of the three species of asp•n, Populqs temuloides, 
Populus grandidentata, and Populus balsamifera, is classified as 
being intolerant of overstory shade and therefore young stands 
are regenerated in open areas. Large open areas, such as 
clearcuts, are not necessary for such regeneration. 

Young aspens regenerate as root sprouts from the roots of 
harvested older trees, appearing immediately in any size opening 
wherever one or more mature trees are cut. Prolific sprouting 
occurs even in small openings wherever overstory aspen trees are 
cut. Only a fev of these sprouts are required to restock the 
openings; the remainder serve as a food source for wildlife. 

Clearcutting to obtain large acreages of aspen regeneration 
ls the ~referred system, but it is not the only system that works 
in this forest type. Group selection techniques Jffe , in many 
respects, a better system, bot~ ecologically and silv culturally. 
The harvesting of small grou~= of mature asren, c:eat ng openings 
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in the canopy of a width equal to no more than twice the 
height of the surrounding trees, provides several advantages over 
the creation of large blocks of clearcut forest. The distribution 
of young aspen sprouting in openings throughout the forest, for 
example, provides far better distribution of food for deer and 
grouse than in large clearcuts because animals can ultilize 
entire openings and retain the benefit of surrounding forest 
cover. In clearcuts, these wildlife species utilize edges but do 
not venture far from forest cover into the middle of very large 
openings. For wildlife, new clearcuts or new group selection 
openings should be provided every ten years in each compartment. 

By definition, the "group selection" technique is a 
regeneration method that creates and maintains an unevenaged 
forest with the essential requirement that there be at least 
three reproduction cuttings during one rotation. The aspen 
forest type is generally grown on rotations of between 40 and 60 
years for pulpwood and between 80 and 100 years for saw timber. 
National Forest rotations tend to be the longer because quality 
veneer logs are the optimum products. 

Properly planned, a series of small group selection 
openings, harvested at intervals of about 10 years, can create in 
a 60-year old evenaged aspen forest a completely unevenaged 
forest in 40 years. At that time, most of the residual oldest 
age class of 100 years (rotation age) can be regenerated, and the 
middle age classes will be 40, 30, 20, and 10 years. _Such a 
forest structure can be perpetuated in-definitely, gradually 
becoming more diverse in age classes with each entry. More 
frequent harvest entries will speed up the process. 

Group selection harvesting does not require more roads than 
clearcutting. Small groups are not accessed by truck, only by 
skldders which do not require roads. Timber sales with group 
selection harvesting can be packaged for bidding by small local 
contractors, rather than by the large equipment contractors 
required for clearcuttlng. 

In closing, I can recommend uneven-aged management, 
maintained with group selection sllviculcural techniques, for the 
aspen forest type. Many forest values are preserved by such 
management, including wildlife (game and non-game species), 
biological diversity, high quality timber supplies, recreation 
potential, and important esthetic values. 

~t~-«- 3:-&:n-~ 
witness to signature 

~~~~~---
witness to signature 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ RobertZall;r 
P.o. Box 263 
Highlands, NC 28741 
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SOME FORESTERS MANAGING UNDER SELECTION 
November 4, 1993 

W. M. Beaty 
P.O. Box 898 
Redding, CA 96099 

Hal Bowman 
4000 Hope Lane 
Dunsmuir, CA 96025 

W. S. Braunworth 
Rt. 1, Box 118 
Ft. Defiance, VA 24437 

Gary Burns 
P.O. Box 1227 
Crockett, TX 75835 
(409) 544-3622 

Orvi 11 e Camp 
2100 Thompson Creek Road 
Selma, OR 97538 
(503) 597-4313 

Henry H. Carey 
P.O. Box 9238 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 
( 505) 983-8992 

Bill Carroll 
Gaia Technologies 
3188 N. Marks Ave., #101 
Fresno, CA 93722 

Dieter Deumling 
4550 Oak Grove Road 
Rickreall, OR 97371 

Mike Dubrasich 
3535 Lippman Road 
Hood River, OR 97031 

Richard D. Goodenough Associates 
Black River Road 
Pottersville, N.J. 07979 

-1-

James E. Greig 
1641 McCulloch J25, Suite 295 
Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403 
(602) 855-6065 

Donald L. Harper 
P.O. Drawer 2527 
Mobile, AL 36622 

Scott Ferguson 
Individual Tree Selection Mgmt 
621 Southwest Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 
(503) 222-9712 

Robert H. Hartman 
Medway Plantation 
300 B. Medway Road 
Goose Creek, SC 20445 
(803) 553-1121 

Randall L. Kuipers 
Menasha Corporation 
Box 155, Otsego, MI 49078 
(616) 692-6141 

Mitch Lansky 
B.C. 60, Box 86 
Wytopitlock, ME 04497 

Keville Larsen 
P.O. Bo:x: 3143 
Mobile, AL 36652 

John McClain 
Forest Resource Services 
Main Street 
Randolph, VT 05060 

Carter Mitchell 
P.O. Box 38 
Lorraine, OR 97451 

Gil Murray, Chief Forester 
Collins Pine 
Chester, CA 96020 
(916) 258-2111 



Leon Neel 
P.O. Box 1043 
Thomasville, GA 31799 
( 912) 226-8432 

Tony Parks, V.P. 
Anderson-Tully Company 
1242 N. Second St, P.O. Box 28 
Memphis, TN 35101 
(901) 376-1400 

Marshall Pecore 
Menominee Enterprises, Inc. 
P.O. Box 680 
Keshena, WI 54135 
(715) 799-3816 

Louis Rainey, Sr. Forester 
Del tic Farm & Timber Co., Inc. 
200 Peach Street 
El Dorado, AR 71730 

• 
Redwood Properties 
North of Santa Cruz, CA 
Contact James E. Greig, supra. 

Walton R. Smith 
221 Huckleberry Road 
Franklin, N.C. 28734 
(704) 524-3106 

Clinton E. Trammel 
Pioneer Forest 
P.O. Box 497 
Salem, MO 65560 

Robert Wade 
Wilmon Timberlands 
P.O. Box 155 
Vredenberg, AL 36481 
(205) 337-4417 

Merv Wilkinson 
RR 3 
Ladysmith B.C., Canada 
VGR 2EO 

Jack Winn 
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Professional Forestry Services,Inc. 
P.O. Box 145 
Olympia, WA 98507-0145 

-2-

Richard I. Woods 
45 TREE/NORTHWEST INC. 
1606 Cowlitz Way 
Kelso, WA 98626 
(206) 836-3906 

Yosemite Ranch 
South Boundary of Yosemite 
Ntl. Park, CA 
Contact James E. Greig, supra. 
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Ia form 
5952 Rnyal Lane • Suite 168, Dallas, TX 75230 

(214) 352-1070 
February 4, 1994 

Dr. Jack Ward Thomas, Chief 
Forest Service, U.S.D.A . 
.P.O. Box 96090 
Washington, D.C. 20090-6090 

Dear Jack: 

appreaciate your meeting with some of us forestry 
reformers January 31 and February 2. Tell us how we can help on 
a progressive project, like promoting native biodiversity through 
a shift from ~ven-age practices, and some of us, at least, will 
be your partners. 

At your conference room, the subject arose about a shift 
away from clearcutting. In order to enable us to quantify and to 
analyze this shift are you willing to send us the best figures 
you can quickly muster on these items for FY 1988 through 1993? 

1. a. Acres and b. revenues made by forest and region, for each 
timber sale category: ( 1) clearcuts, ( 2) seed tree cuts, ( 3) 
seed tree removals, {4) shelterwood cuts~ (5) shelterwood 
removals, (6) salvage cuts subsequently planted, ( ) salvage cuts 
not to be planted (8) other cuts of patches (or groups) larger 
than 1/2 acre each (9) group cuts smaller than 1/2 acre each, 
(10) industrial cl~arcuts, (11} cuts of singl~ 5pecies only. 

:-3am~ i, hut <>~•vBring 

tdecisions)t instead of timber sales. 

3. Acres 
( 1) 

and by (b) r~glon, in each category: 

(aJ clearcut .. J (b) seed tree, shelterwood, (d) 
salvage, (e) patch or ··group'' ove1· 1/4 acre, CfJ group under 1/4 
acre, (g) individual tree selection. 

(2) Natural regeneration successfully accomplished: 
(a) clearcut, (b) seed tree, (c) shelterwood, (d) 

salvage, (e) patch or "group" over 1/4 acres, (f) group under 1/4 
acre, (g) individual tree selection. 

-1-
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4. Analysis of comparative results of operation under items 
and 3, (a) nationally, (b) by forest, and (c) by sale area. 

Please send answers as soon as possible. If you have the 
answers available to one category before the others, please do 
not delay the first ones but send them when ready, and the others 
later. 

If our categfories 
has readily available, 
categories later. 

differ 
please 

from some data that your agency 
send what you have, now, and our 

Don't you agree that the Forest Service should have compiled 
some or all of this material on hand already? 

ECF:edf 
cc: Beth Johnson 

George Russell 
Hon. John Bryant, Attn: Scheleen 

-2-

Coordinator 
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Do Appalachian Herbaceous 
Understories Ever Recover 
from Clearcutting? 

DAVID CAMERON DUFFY 
1-lru<c of l!cok>Jy 
Unlvmlty of Cieoi'JI& 
AdKeas. GA ~l. U.S.A. 

ALBERT J. MEIER 
lnslitu<< of EcolOSY 
llnlvenlrr of c;wrp. 
Alhens, GA ~l. U.S.A. 

Abt- Lift bUt<ny cbaracttristicJ; Of mtUI.)' -­

Undttnl<ny ptant.s SUUnl /bat sucb Sj>«in """'"" slowly 
from m.ajm' ~- such as cl- cutttn& W• ..,,.. 
/ned~ cowr aNI rldm.,ss in lbf! 1111hn/Orl., of 
nlrt<t prl_,, ("old.growtb") fo,..sfl ;, tblt ~ lipfN'III· 
-Mount4iM-Of1ti-~~fonsl<, 

-.rting In ag« fro"' 45 to 87 ~- smu c~ curtl>tg N<l· 
-co""' nor' rit:btu!:s I~ wltb ago in lbf! ~ 
fo-u. Tbis SJ<ii""fS -posslbl/11"'· ( 1) tbat """0'""' is 10 
slow or varl.abt~ among sitn lbal 87 y«~n Is inSufficirnt 
tim~ to det«l it; (2) tbtzt such Forests wilt rKWJr ~ ro 
matcb .-nant primary jorrsts lm;a"'e clirnatit coNJillons 
""'dlff'""t ~/ban ubm the forests-.,tablisbotf; 
or ( 3) tbat bitrl>a<'ft>W plants coloniz<t pit - mound ml· 
crotopo({f'<l/Jh'y c.auHd by the d.atl:l of,._ so tbat ......,...., 
must await tbe growth, iUatb, and d.compositiott oftbe trws 
Of lbt socond<ny forest IJ'bat......,. tbe m«banlsm. brrl.loceous 
UTJ~ler$10t'y communities in rbe mixerl~maopbytlc fonsu of 
tblt Appal«bunu a~J~>Nr unlik•ly to - witbm tbe 
pramtpla11netf loulng <;ycli!S of4Q-JSO y«m. suuminga 
fullm'IOSS of divonlty of und..,..toty ,_..,plants 

. ......,_.---I<> D""ld C..""""' Dv/b, Lym<­
-hfli«t, 1/4«/(//19, SMI""'Jslmld, ~ 1'- 11.96-t UM 
Tolt!pboM $ Ui· 74SHn:U. 
,_ __ s.p...-11, 1991:-~_.,_ 

M-Il, 1992. 

196 

.......,.._._ 
Vob,atnc 6. No. 1,)\WW: t99J 

llaumen: /.AS caract.,...tlaU kf pltrlodo u vldi:l dt nu. 
..,..,.... planras hwiNlcwu;. ,..,_ qw .. las tt$p«<es s• ,.. 
~ lntammt,drgrandn~ft ccmo Ia ta/n 
dft>osqu.u Nosorros aamlraamos 14 cubttrtR bM'f:Hicra y 
abundantia "" tl sotobolufW • ,....., ,._ prlm4rlo$ 
(ant/guo cnKiml.,o) m los Manta AptlliM:bts dtl Sur, y Jot 
co-• co• ,....., l>osqws ucu>rdarlos qw nc ban 
tido taiados por prrlOtlos qw """'II# 4$ a81 <Olio<. La riqu· 
t'Ztl y Ia abunda"cUI no ban aunumttldo con ~llinttpo tn rl 
bosqt.ut stcu1tdllri<> Esto sugun tra poslbtlldad4 (I) qut I" 
r«ff/JJ!!'Qti(m es tan lmtll o -'obi• mhsttior. qut ti7 aria< 
.resuilan lnsuflcimtn p4'1'a drr«tarlR. (2) tfW1 fi!Sttt upo d' 
emquu nunca St1'f!C'U:P"t'ard a! rtlwl• tos bosquu primtJ, 
nos ongin&~~s. ya qru: lJu conJidon~s .:lfnHi::.:.u actut:lc: 
son di{f<rmUs 1111 las aistmt« cuondo loJ bo,sqwa ftM!'!'OPI 
orlghuiriammrt estilb/«140!; o (3) qut plantas INrl><lc•as 
rolonizan Ia mlcrotopogrtifkl drl SU<tlo qw ba lido ,....., •. 
vUio a cawa dl' Ia J"compotlti6n d1 los 6fboln mtu'f"ttt y 
por consigu.i~n t~ Ja I"«CupertAciOn d~b# tsptrtlr tl 
<r«:i,.lmto, mumt y ditscomposlr:id11 dt los bosqw1l H· 
<tmJarlot. CU<JlqultM ua ol-~ 14 cublma IHrl><l· 
cwa M las comunidadtts M bolqua mesoftNC01 mL:Jctos f"'' tos 
Apti/<Khn, no pllrF<t eslar ~ dmtro d•t CiCIO 
proutsto """" Ia uzla dt _,.., qut a II# 40 a 150 <1>101- Esto 
...,..,.. una pirdlda Jururrs m 1<1 dl...,.idlld tit /at plantas 

qui CO"fomul" Ia cub1614 -<a 
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llltJOdactioa 

"Old powdl." '"VIrJin." or primary rorrsrs m the Unital 
succs have 1unc:tcd scientific and culrur:d intcrcsl as 
examples of communities with high bloloaic:al diveniry 
( Whlmry 1987 ). These furesiS have been much re· 
ducecl In extnu lhroullll clcarina tor wood producu. 1 

farming. and urlwllzation; tbe fate of the remainder hos 
generated considerable contro•·crsy (Norse 1989; 
WiUiams 1989). 

Prcscrvalionbcs arpc that once primary forests ue 
harYescecl the rctulting secondary forcsu lack the bio-

• cllvcnlry ol pcimaty forests, .,.·bile harvesters argue that 
ousainablc yields ot timber are compatible with main· 
tenanc:e ot blodivcralty :and that •ullic;;enr areas or pri· 
mary forest wW remain following exploitation (No~ et 
al. 1986; Jlo'ybcra ct lll. 1987 ). 

MOll rctcaiCb on the dfects ot the exploitation ot 
forests has focuiCd on trees and wildlife ( \l' Udcmcss 
Soc:lery 1986; Jackson 1989}, but herbaceous under· 
story plants of primary forests may be among the forest 
otpft1sms most Knsitivc to dear-cuulng or other forms 
of mualvc disturbance. 

Recolonization ot secondary forests by herbaceous 
spcdes is likely tO be slow ( lbompson 1980 ). xxual 
reproduction Is often limited by small crops of seeds 
with poor dispersal by 1!f2viry or ants (Handel 1976; 
8C2ttie a: Culver 1981 ) and low germination ( Struik 
1965 ). Herbaceous planu of primary forests rypicaily 
have vqetalivc extension growth ra<es of less than 1.0 
oncrer per decade (Whitford 195 I: Sobey 8< Barkhouse 
1977}. Growth to first reproduction can take up to a 
decade (Bicrzychudek 1982}. Also. ar least in the initial 
stages ot fO("St rqrowth, browsing by herbivores such 
as white-tailed deet' ( Odocoileus vi'linianus) may pre· 
vent seedling establishment (Alverson et al. 19S8}. 

Srudies ol indiVidual forests indicate slow recovery by 
herbaceous species. Hardwood forests in New Bruns· 
wick showed Jictle evidence of recovery of late· 
successional herbaceous species several d~C2des aJtcr 
disturbance (Micl.ean & Wein 1977}. Following lmd· 
slides in the White Mountains or New Hampshire. 72· 
yC2f·old herbaceous communities had only 7B\I\ species 
overlap with communities in adjacent 200·plus-ycar·old 
fou:st (F12Ccus 1959). An herbaceous communiry in 
M;chipn wos stllJ recovering from a major disturbance 
evcnc that had occurred 150 years earlier (Brewer 
1980}. 

These srudies suggest that the 40-150 year harvesting 
cycles used in southeastern deciduous forcsts (U.S. De· 
pattment or Asrlculture!Forcsr xrvice [U.S.O.AJF.S.J 
1986) may not allow sufficient time for the recovery of 
bcrbaceous communities. If recovery is occurring, we 
prccllct thai herbaceOUS communities In secondary for· 
esu Sllould Sllow inCtCaSing sp.cies richness and cover 
wUh age, becoming more similar to primary communi· 

., 
tics. 'll'e tested this prediction by examining one-square· 
meter plots of herbaceous undentory plants at nine pri· 
mary fOftSt sites in the: soulhern Appllachian Mountains 
and comporina them with plots in nine secondary· 
successional sites with simUar latitudes, elevations. ex. 
posures. slopes. soil typeS. and aeoJO&ies. '.l'e prcoent 
seven! scenarios for forest recovery. suaacstod by our 
lindings. 

Melbods T........., 
Numerous terms have been used to describe foresu 
such astmcint4 oltt. oltl-growtb, OIM·""''""' ortglntl( 
prlf1f1111Y. prlmeva( and IJ/rgtr~, on the one halld, and 
rw:mt «<t>1tdto"• and t~Ct>NI·IJ-otf'"'· on the ocher. 
Older .;ccondary !orescs have been called '""'""'- o....,.. 
matur•.-. and even old·,,IL'tb. Unfonunately. seven! of 
these :rms have opposite mcaninp when used by sci· 
entiSL• • .r dilfercnt disciplines or rqpons (sec Racklwn 
1980; Norse 1989). Hen:, we usc prlmtzry to describe 
foresiS that have never been cle2t <:ut and that have 
Jiale or no evidence of past human activity. Such foresu 
may have been grazed. they may have experienced lim· 
ired exploitation of valuable tree species, and thtir 
lloors may have been burned by Amerillds and Euro· 
pean pioneers. Primary forests contain abundant 
downed timber in varying states of decay. stancllng dead 
trees. and live trees in a rani" of sizes. S«ondary forcsu 
are those th>t have developed after the previous forest 
was extensively logcd or dear cut. We usc maturt ro 
rder ro S<:condaty (e>rC$lS that have existed lonc-c than 
the normal harvesting roution practic:c;J by fore· . oa 
that particular forest type. A nuztu,:· :.-co~ .:sr 
may have the large trees of a primary : ·e-st but d• 101 

necessarily have lhc: same species composition. ag;. dis­
tribution. or commurUry proc~. 

Study Sotes 

We c:xa.min~d nine K"ts of primary and matching sec · 
ondary mixed-mesophytic forest. an ecosystem de · 
scribal by Braun ( I 950) os suucruraily complex, With a 
highly diverse species composition. 'The characteristic 
trees arc Liriodmdron tullplf~a, Ts,.ga t:aNJdmsls, 
Fagus granJifolitl, Qowrau alba, Q. uelutirltl, and Q. 
pri11us in the oversrory, with Comus {IMUkl. Tllitl be· 
teropbylla. Fraxinus anwrtca114, Ostrya vtrglnlana. 
and .Aesculus octandra in the understory. The si1es 
were as follows: 

1. joyce Kilm......SIIclrroclr \Vtld*"lns A,..., Gra. .., 
Counry, North CaroUna. 'The wUdemess are> tn· 
dudes a prlnwy Stand. the Joy« Kilmer Memorial 
Forest on Uttle Sanrcetlah Creek. and a ~econdary 
forest on adjacent Hone Creek, cia tin& from I 938 

,_............., 
V~6..No. 1.J11Mit91 



(U.S. JlclraC Servia:. unpublished dau). Bolli areas 
- Oft IIIOIIl, IIOftb.l'adJI& $loprs R apprm:!ftwdy 
1000 m elnllllon. Killllct lw ~dr never been 
tu1 mel Uactr ill no evidence of rue scan on U'eC5 or 
fll dllrcad In dlt 11011 Within lilt cove ( 1.ot1mcr 
1980). 

2. PoiWr's Filii, Gn:albriat CoYe ara, Gmt Smoley 
Mouml.luNillonall'lrlc(GSMNP~ Tennessee. n... 
prlmlty fcwes!. ar approxlm:llcly 750 m elcvation 011 
a IOIIIhwat.f:lclngslope, has MVer been Joag«J. 001 
lii'Uilll may line oecurred priG< to lhe micl·1930s 
(Hicks 1980 ). The forest has been dcsa'ib<:d by 
1f'bica*er (19%.. 1966) and lhe ~com· 
lllllllity to, am- (1976) and Hldls (1980). The 
_..,. !on~~~t SUe. on lhe em bank ollhc Utile 
Jllftr oar Ellcmcm. GSMNP, ar 800 m de\'ation, 
- Cltlblilbed after 1926 (R. s. Lambert 1958, 
GSMNP. unpubllshed rcpon). 

3. Uppw Portn's Cr.elt, Greenbriar Cove area, 
GSMNP, Te111'1e1111Ce. The primary forest site iS lo­
ared 011 a soudlwesl-lilc!ng slope at t 000 m dcva­
llonllooa Porter's Creek The secondary forest site 
is lo<:arA::d on Sweet IUdce. ac one lhousand meters 
c1eYaliOII, on !be cutem bank or lilt Uttle IUver 
...,... E1anont, GSMNP; it v.·as established after 1926 
(Lambert tq)OI't). 

4. lltniUI!JI ~ Grecnbriac Cove ara, GSMNP, 
Tennessee. A~ forest on a nonh-facinJ slope 
ar 9SO m "lentlon. lhis !II2Y be one or lhc least 
antlul:lpo&cnlcally disturbed areas in Ill" entire park 
(S. P. Branon. personal communication). and lhe 
stand Iiiiis widlin the region dcscrlb<:d by !'}·he 
( 1986) u ''hlah ill vlrflln forest attributes." The SCC· 

ondaty forest ~te is located at Timber Ridge, at 9SO 
m, on me Nldclle Prong of th~ l.ittk River. Mer 
clear cutting In lhe 1930s, the forest began to rc· 
gowln 1939 (Lambert report). 

5. So$IIIHtt eo... Scntc "1,.... Union County. Georgia. A 
primary forest of only I 0 ha, lhe stand was ••sanJ. 

tized" in the ISISOsby removal of snags and downed 
oc poorly·formed trees (U.S. Forest S.,,...icc rttord!J. 
Blairsville, Georgia). The sccond2ry forest site is im· 
mediately adjacent to lhe primary foreST :and ,... 
C!llllblisbcd after 1903 (lJ.S. Forest Service, uopub­
llsbcd data). 

6: LJIIq <:onwn 'Woods, Letcher County, Kcntuclty. 
'Ibis >lte is located In the eastern portion of the 
Cumberland Plateau ·in lhc centa of lhe mixed· 
mcsopltytk: lorcst dcoaibcd by Braun ( 1950). The 
primllry forest •Ire. Bls Everidge Hollow, S2 lla. i5 
dcsa1bcd al "neat·Yirpn." with some removal or 
deld treeS Jlld pazlng of cattle but without IOBSinl 
or 11ft uees (Martin 1975 ). N:t adjacent cove, PoU­
bt11Dd) Hollow, 89 ba. w:as lwvc:sted in 1945 (Mull­
cr194%). 

7. Wa/Jm' COPoll Buncombe Counry, North C:arolina.. 
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This is 1t1 upper cove lice at I WI! m with nwlleiOUl 

iUF ""P" maples (AM" ~M) and som_, 
buctcycs (Afti:rllw ~). Tbot dale fll dar 
,CUIIInfl ol dw adjacem IIC<'Oftll-...,..m sit., was 19~2 
{IJ.S. Forest Servia:. UDpUbllllxd dlla). This date 

: ...... c:oallnnCd by cor!~ a supr IIUiplc of abouc 5S 
• ycand ... 

8. ~ COt'f; Towncs County, Gcorala. This Is also 
on upper c:ove (1000 m) -ilh larJe, old..,owth 
buCicc'ycs; II Is named Cor it.J populaliOII ol ramps 
(Alii""' rrlroccum). Tbot ~1lf0'1'1h site In Dis· 
mal COve bec:amc rccsrablllshed durinl 191 ~ll 
( l!tustown Rmger District, U.S.D.A.IF .S., unpub· 
lbiiCd data). 

9. Tbrmtpfn' Dicit Cow, Unhetslty or the South. 
Sew.w:e, Fr.Wdln County, Tenncuec. At ~500 
m devatlon, lhis 40 ha COW! Is loc:aced on the ,..est· 
ern llklpe or the CllmbC:rllnd Plateau (Cameron lk 
MxCtady 196 7). l'bcn: Is no CYidmCC fllloginJ. 
and lhc only appuent cll$Nrbance Is a din road 
COIISU'IICted lhrouBb lht fOrest in 196S (MeG« 
1986). The secondary site. llcnnctt CoYe, appears, 
bosCd on tree dlamcters, 10 be • t:wo-qcd sund 
with cunlng around 1920 and 1980. Since we were 
unable to determine the chtonOlogr of cxplolt:ar!on . 
we cxclud~ lhis Site from analyses Involving time. 

Primary and ~ru~tchinJ secondary sices ( 100 m x 100 m. 
accpt l!pp<:r Porter's Creek, which was 100m X SO m) 
were sampled wilhin. lhlny hours of each other at each 
loation. We used random samples eonslstinl ,d 10 10 
24 onc·m' quadrats in cacb or lhe primary and second· 
uy sites. b:u.<d on lilt sl:ze or the wnpk' atta (T2ble I J. 
We: also avoided sunplinllln ueas With ltbo4rxlmdron 
maximum u.ndentorics, .. they h•vc: little groundcovc:r 
and verge on the impcnttr2ble. A modltication or lhe 
Daubcnmirc: cover-scale that: separates the 0'%-'S" 
covcrclassinto0%-1% and l'li>-S'Xo covcrclasses(Bal· 
ley & Poulton 1968) wu used to estimate rover for 
each species Wilhin tbc quadrats. We excluded woody 
sbnlbs from our cover measu.remenu because nuny 
'Woody species still had only bue stem• at the time of 
sampling. 

AJes or sccondu}· succession sites r.nged rrom 4 5 to 
87 years. We 'used number of species per I m• plot "' :m 
Index or lhe species richness at each site, and total ha· 
baceous <:over .. an index or abundance. 

Cover and number or spccla per quadrat (Or each pair 
of matChing sit4'5 ....,.., compared using OM·url.lfll. Ull• 

paired t·tests. We plotted mean cover and species t!cb· 
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_,.,.-
, .... I . ---......, lw -1ft....._ <I ,n-o,· ... ...w.a-<iur ...... 

Prl-,. s ......... ...,. Dl' •or Sl~ ,. -·-'"' lbutal>ln' Dick Cove II.ZO :< 0.67 '- 2~ 
Ull<y CDmetl 9.00 = 0.43 7.J, 
-)·Cuodc 9.9~ = 0.30 8.,5 
I(IIIIUMcm<Jrlol 14.~1 !t. 0.6'7 6.04 
Walker Cove 10.40:!: 0.53 7.;10 
Porter'• Flu 11.60 = 0.43 4.94 
l'pper Poner's Cn:d< 1136 = 1.12 2.50 
RnpCon 10.65:!: 0 .39 . ~.4~ 

SoscbeeCOYC 9.5~:!: 0.41 1 .55 

·r..-.(or-11. 

ncso per quaclnt apiNt stand •se of til<" steonduy slles 
1a at dl'on 10 detect Ill)' tr~nds "'"'2td prtmary foi'CSI 
values. When compartna "''cr>gr cova and species· 
ric!ulnl values, w~ uKd one-tail~ pair~ t-tcsts. 

The sccond-powth cove sites occurr~d at dill'~rent 
latitudes, elewtions, CXJ>O$UfCS, and slopes, so tllat the 
lp&'IDa llowcrlng .season occurred ~ier at some sites 
t11an at omen. Earlier-flowering sites might appear more 
cllvcnc t11an later-flowering siles sampled at the same 
tim~. Similarly, sites mcasur~ late in the season would 
appea to have srear.er cover v:llues than sires ~amplcd 
carUa, bdo~ l'ull emergence of leaves. To adJust for 
these problcroo, we developed a simUarlry ratio where 
the cover aDd spcdeo·ricbness values for each second· 
arowth site we~ divi~ by the malchinJ values fur the 
corresponding primary site. 

lauiiS 

Mean species richness in primary forest ranged from 9.0 
to 14.5 species perm', aU significantly gtcater than In 
secondary sites With a ronge of 2. 5-8.75 species per m 2 

(Table: 1}. The average in primary forest was 10.9 spe­
cies per m2

, and in secondary forest 6.6 species perm' 
(P • 0.0011, DF • 8, one-tailed p~d 1-tc:st). ToUi 
cover values in primary forest ra.rogc:d from 22. S \\> to 
87'll\ , whereas in sccondar)· forests cover ranged from 
10.5116 co ~ZSil6 (Table Z). Average cover In primary 
foresr. was 53% buc only 21% in secondary sires (P x 

0.0001; DF • 8; one-tailed paired 1-tc:st). Areas or ex· 
tcnsivc cover in oc:condary forests tend~ to be: re­
stricted 10 mo~ mesic site" Secondary foresr. also ap· 
pcared 10 hav~ ~ woody brush than primary sites. 

We found a neg:zllve, but nor signllicanl rdalionship 
(rl • 0.314;p • 0.148) berwcen the age of secondary 
ro~ swtds and tow herbaceous cover. In part, this 
WIS lnGucnccd by the hish cover value ol the youngest 
&eoond·growdl sund, PoUbr211Ch Hollow, me: match for 
tJ1Icy Cornett Woods, which was measured late in the: 
III'O'rlnl seasan. Species richness (rl • 0 .009) and the 
ratio.Cor c:ow:r(,.. - 0.013} and richness(,.. • 0.002) 

0.49 38 <0.0001 10,"'0• 
0.42 '7 O.OCM1 

~· 0.63 38 0.0475 
~· ~.59 ~7 <0.0001 u 

0.50 38 <0.0001 ~ 
0.51 ~ <0.0001 ~ 
0.61 19 <0.0001 ~ 
0.31 '18 <0.0001 68 
0.36 38 0.0003 .~ 

showed no trend 1oward recovery With qe. 'tbcsc data 
p<O\'ide no suppon •• all tot w bypolhcsiS that co-·cr 
and species rtchneos ol hc:tbaceous communities in sec· 
ondary iorc5tS lncn.-uc with agr. 

DisciiSIIon 

our n:sulu suggeoc that even SO co 85 yars foUowine 
ddorcstation, succession of herbaceous understory 
plants In secondary millcd·mcsophytic forests of the 
souwm Appalachian Mountainl resulted in only baJC 
the spcdcs richness and one-third lhe cow CO\-er mea· 
sured in primary forests. Nc:Jther commulllty character· 
istic showed any trend reward recovery with 1ft. ll any· 
1hing. both richness and cover appeared to be 
d«rcasinc. Such dccrc:axs mipll be: ciiUJcd by Ill~ B"d· 
ual loss of ~y-suc:caslon herbs as the tree: canopy 
closes, reducing avaUabk IJ&ht (Hom 1974). 

While: our data are sulllclcnt to discount any rapid, 
isotonic tt:turn of secondary herbaceous communities 
to primary-lllcc conditions, the period ol successional 
time: sampled (up to 87 years ahcr perturbation) may 
simply be too short to distinguish bc:rwc:en tbrcc longer 
term scenarios. 

Table 2. - -' .........,; erron for -.. of prta.ry ...t 
IIIOitAiq 11t<OO<llr!' 11 .... • 

lhumpln' Didc eo~e 
Ullcy Comcn 
llamuy Cucodc 
KUmccMc:morial 
\l'alker Cove 
Porter's flat 
Upper Poner's Creel: 
Ramp Cove 
Sotcbec: Cove 

38.0:!: 3.2 
66.6"' 3.3 
66.0:!: 3.9 
53.0:!: ~. 2 

42.5:!: 3.5 
87.0 = 1.9 
62.0 = 7.8 
42.5:!:2.9 
22.5:!: 1.9 

10.5 = 1.7 
42.5 = 2.? 
H .O:!: 3.1 
15.7:!: 2.6 

12.25"' 3.5 
2'.6: s.o 
21.,:!: 7.7 
21.3 = u 
11 .7= 1..:1 

,. 
<0.0001 
<0.0001 
<0.0001 
<0.0001 
<0.0001 
<0.0001 

0.0008 
<0.0001 
<0.0001 

• Stta ,. ""••*' ,.,.. ~Mreatrrz .,. qf., ~ .,,., (T•· 
b/1 /). 



fltst, 1M rate ot recovery may drpend more on w 
rypc and snct~cy of lftiWII d151urtw>a aoo on lite eco­
lopal ctwac:la'IRla ot each lire dian on tlnx Iince 
dimubonec. Our nine sttcs, dc'spitc all bcina in mixed 
maophylie forest, may limply have 100 disparate: histo­
ries to allow analysis ol tclnporaltrcnds. 

Xcond. hc:rbac:COII$ CO>W and species rldtnc:ss may 
continue: to decline wllh time until trees become lar!l" 
and old c:nowah to die, tall, and d~cay. The raultlng pit 
and mound mk:fo.IOpOStllphy of &lien tne trunb and 
bare ooil ......sci proYick a continual source ot un..qc· 
wed areas ror colonization. Gaps and pit and mound 
dlec:u rp.ainraln herb di"CCSity in prim"'l' fotftl (Smail< 
I< Curtis 1962; Falinltl 1978; Bcany 198-C; Moort & 
VoniW 1986); thcf may also lniti2tc II. Tbls pattern 
would be llmlbr 10 that altcady proposed tor ue<:s in 
~-succession lbrau (Bormann &: Ukcns 1979; 
~ & Christensen 1980) only on a much longa time 
scale: an inllial lnc:rcuc In species ridtness and cOYtt 
durin& early succession, • d .. crease during mid· 
SUCCCSIIOn, followed by an increase once apin during 
late IIKC:CSSion to a muurc secondary equtlibriwn. 

F.-lly, lhctc is cbc posalblliry that ~ hc:tba· 
ccous communities In mature secondary Appalachian 
I'CIO'csts "'iU never rerum to prim"'l' conditions. This ap­
peal$ to be the case in BritiSh nuturc sccolld"'l' wood· 
Iandi oriJi.,.tina as early aa 1600 8.1'. (Pctcrkcn &:: 
Glmc 1984). The orillinal Appalachian forests may have 
become: esublishcd under cooler and moister condi· 
tions tban occw at present (Dclcourt & Dclcoun 
19117). In addi<ioll, conditioiiiS during future climate 
c~>anS<=, evm seven! ceftturies into the future. miB'>t 
become sumctencly llnl'avorablc tO pre-tent complete 
seconclary succession foHowing present-day cleat cut· 
tinfl (Solomon 1986). 

Coacluslon 

WIW~ lhc lOng term Gytumics of hcrboceow under· 
story communitieS in mixcd·mcsoptlytlc: rorens roUow· 
inaloging or oCher massive dis<urbanccs, die <lata pre· 
sentcd here Strongly sugest that recovery requires at 
1eut scvcnl c:ettturlcs, Ionge< than the prcscn< loBSinS 
cycle$ of 40-1 SO yean for Appalac:him cove batd· 
woods. Monaganent ot fuUy-functioning forest hem•· 
ccous communities 10 maintain biological divcrsiry as 
mandated by lhc 1976 Nallonal Forest Maruacmcnt Ac< 
may require srcactY lenphencd trcc harvest cycles, ex· 
tnalon methods less da.tnaging to berM, inteftsivc: man· 
.....,ent md PlantiDs ofhcrl>xeous species to opccd up 
occ:onduy tu«aAon, Uldlhc maintenance ol :sulflclcnt 

primary brest 10 ~ intllct herbaceous cCIIIImUnitlet 
..cl 10 ICtYC • - for rccolonlzarlon. Research iS 
ocokd 10 lddral the relative ecological and economic: 
dldcncics of lhcse 111rce 51n.tegies. 

~-·····-·· ....... _ ,., 
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Increasing Turnover Through Time 
in Tropical Forests 

0. L. Phillips and A. H. Gentry* 

Tree turnover rates were assessed at 40 tropical forest sites. Averaged across inventoried 
forests, turnover, as measured by tree mortality and recruitment, has increased since the 
1950s, with an apparent pantropical acceleration since 1980. Among 22 mature forest sites 
with two or more inventory periods, forest turnover also increased. The trend in forest 
dynamics may have profound effects on biological diversity. 

Since the mid-20th century, a substantial 
body of data has been gathered on rates of 
tree mortality and recruitment ("turnover") 
in humid tropical forests. T umover rates in 
mature tropical forests correlate with esti­
mates of net productivity, as gauged by rates 
of basal area increment and mortality (1-
3). Hum1d troptcal forests are h1ghly pro­
ducnve (4, 5), so propor!ional increases 
should be easier to detect in those systems 
than m temperate systems. Tropical forest 
study sites are Jls,, relatively secure iwm 
,.:crtain forms t'~f anthropogenic arm~):;.ph~:-ic 
~hange )U(h as acid prccipltatitm (6}. ;mJ 
their Jt\'Cbit)' burit•rs them agamst path~l~ 
gen epdemtcs that can af.1ict temperate 
forests (i). Also, tropical forest inventorv 
plots typically have no histvr; of clear­
felling or exrracuve logging; few remrerare 
inrests are old growth. Therefe>re, troptcal 
forest cumover Jata may provide a n0vd 
t6t of the hypothesis that global f,>resr 
productivity is increasing (8). 

We compiled data on rates oi uet: turn­
over in tropical forests using logarithmic 
models 10 estimate annual mortahry and 
recruitment rates (2). The evidence for 
directional change through time in tropical 
forest dynamics was evaluated by two meth· 
ods. First, we used all forest dynamics data 

M•ssoun Botarncal Garden. Box 299. Sl Lou•s. MO 
63166. USA 

'1945-1993 
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with 2o4 years of conrinuous measurement 
(mean, 13.3; median, l 1.0; range, 4 to 38 
years) and an area of 2:0.Z ha (mean, 2. 7; 
median, 1.2; range, 0.2 to 23.5 ha) (Table 
1} (9). Only forests known to have suffered 
mass mortality by deforestation, cyclones, 
Jrought, or tlno.Jing were excluded. The 
first long-term inventory that satisfied the 
cmeria began in 1934, and measurements 
from the b,r were made as recently as 1993. 
The ttme berween successrve mvemories of 
,.,Kh plot was always >I year; therefore, 
wHhn~ <:a(h m(mitprlng pt:noJ we aHocareJ 
the r-cr:tl,j'_~ ,;mn:.;ali:eJ turn,wer rate t\1 

~.:;"'...:h 1 •I tht· \"Ca;s Jrjcludc'l..l m the monitor· 
mg rt:n,)~.,L l's:ng rhcse c~timatcs. we then 
compart:-J turnover rates acn_•ss all mature 
tropical forests through time and then sep· 
ararely (,,, neorropical and raleouopical 
forests. Then, mdtvidua1 me; that have 
two ur m~1te succcssiv~ tnvenh)f)' penods 
wert.· u::.~J to re~t ft)r temporal change with~ 
rn rndindual forests. 
~en a >il,m.ificant upward trend 

rp-avcragc measured rates of turnover of trop­
ical forest trees 2: I 0 em in diamPterJiDl;e...al 
least !960 (10)· 0i1e jXJSStble- confounding 
l'ant,. iS tttc tendency for early sites to be 
mostly paleotropical and for recent sites to be 
mostly neotropical. Withm our data set, neo­
tropica! sites are mnre d~'tlamic than paleo­
tropical ones (J J). Yet, when graphed sepa­
rJtdy both neotrnpical and paleorropical data 
:)ets conunuc tn sht)W significant increases in 



turnover through hme, with mark<.-d ;u:cck'f" 
atioru in turnover in the 19805: (Fig. I) {12}. 
Although htgh1y $1.lggc'Stive, ~ data'OO not 
prove that tum()'V(':r rat1."S have iro(rcased, 
beamt poo;ihl. .._.t """1'f;ng of fo=t 
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t)'J)C~ >\cross time eould r.lew ~he result> within 
each hem;,ph=. 

Mature forens inventoried for rwo or 
mor~ succeuive periods (equal ro at least 
three succwive inventodcs} proviJc a 

more riJilllrous te~t of the hypothe~is that 
tropical f~su have become fJl()K dynamic, 
because t~ pcnnit d1e .anai'Y!is of <.hange 
within Jitcs (Tab)e 2). Thete (orcm have 
alw lx::en followed longer (me-an, 17.0; 

1..,..1. Mature lropicai forests with tree dynamics data tneotropical (21) 
""' -op;car (17) .... 1. -· Lat. aod Jor9 .• lati!Ude and 
longitude in degfees and rninl..ltes; Elev, • ek!valion above mean sea level 
in meters; Rain • mean annual ralnfan in mdlimetern.; Plot Mea "' area oi 
each 4rle:lividual plot in that fOfeSt in hectares; nme "" length of total 
lrnientorypenoctin years; and Trees • !Tlean numbef of trees <e10 em irl 

diameter at breast height (DBH) per hectare. Mortality, recruilmenl. and 
tumoVer listed hefe are fiX trees ~ 10 em DBH, derived from survivorship 
and ingrO'Mh betWeen !he lit'Sl inwfll()f)f and !he ftnal ~" The 
logarithmic models used lo estimate annual tree ~ahty (mort) and 
recruitment (recq are ci!ed in the rex!. Da.$he$: represent data not 
recorded 

lnven· Mo<· Recrud- T"""""' 
lOCality, cod0 Lat. Jor9. Elev Rain Plot Time Trees 

'""' 
tality men! (mean 

{m) (mm) area (ha) {years) {h<r~) 

""'"" 
{%per ~"'""' "'mort ,..., ,..., af'dled) 

Tambopata, Peru ($Warr'lp) T1 12'49'5, 69"43'W 255 2350 06 713 83to90 0.70 094 062 
T-.i'onJ{aii\Mai)T2 12"49'S, 69"43'W 255 235Q 095 523 83!091 1 84 2.83 233 
Tambopafa, Peru {Ok1 tloodptain) 1~49'$, 69"43'W 255 2350 ' 546 83!091 2.84 2.37 2.61 

TJ 
Tambopata, Peru (clay) T4 lZ0<49'S. w--43'W 260 2350 l, 0.4 575 79to91 1.97 1.96 196 
Tambopal:a, Peru {sandy-clay} TS <2"49'S, 69"42'W 270 2350 1,1 546 B3to91 2.69 2.25 241' 
ManU. Peru (atluvial) M1 11*45'S, 71'"30'W 400 2028 0.94 649 741090 2.29 1.81 205 
ManU, Peru (Old floodplain) M2 t1~45'S. 71~30'W 400 2028 0.3; 0.3. 1 669 74 to89 2.711 232 255 
YanamorlO, Peru (old floodplain) 3"11S'S, 72"54'S 140 3500 1 574 83to 93 2.81 2.32 2.56 

YA 
MiShana, Peru {sandy) Ml 3~47'S. 7:r:ID'W 1., 3500 0.95 841 831090 162 1.23 1.43 
Mangu, Ecuador ifloodplain) At o•J2'S, 7fn6'W 250 3244 1 417 82to90 300 300 
Mangu, Ecuador (upland) N2 0"32'8. 76"26'W 315 3244 11 728 821090 188 1,88 
Mangu. Ecuadm (upland) A-:3 0"32'S. 7ff'26'W 370 3244 1 734 86 !O 90 189 180 1.85 
Ja!un Sacha. Ecuador {clay} JS 1"04'S. Tr40'W 450 4100 724 S7lo92: 1A6 1.63 154 
San Car!CIS de FOO Negro, t•S6'N. 67~3'W 119 3500 744 75 !0 86 U4 1.43 12\l 

Venezuela (sandy) SC 
Belem, Brazil (clayj BE 1~30'S. 47"59'W 15 572 1.84 0.81 1.33 
Reserva Oucke. Brazil (clay) RO -3~15'S, OO"'W 5 647 1 16 0.91 10.0 
Nr Ma'laus, Brazil (clay] Nl -3"S. 6ifW 4 U3t UJt 
Nr Manaus, Brazrl (clay) N2 2'38'S. 60"10'W ' 1.48t 1501 149-i 
La Selva, CoSla Rica (a!!uv1al 10"26'N, 83QS9'W 155 444 2.03 2.01 202 

Ciay)LS 
Los T tOOias, Mexico (upland) L T 1 00§ 
Sarro Colorado Island. Panama '"'11 

{clay) BC 
Sepi!ok, Sabdh {sanJy} S; '" 65~) '11 1 42 126 
Sepilok. Sabah (a!!uv;a!) S? 435 19? 153 l 72 
Lambtr, SarawaK rsandy. cl3yl E-7(' 1 48 1 25 136 

S.vawak ME 1.25 1.43 1 J-" 
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4764 ~l4 f 336 

1800 o.:c 

>rors i4;:,"36'E 945 i750- 0_2 1t>7 9JJ 69 to 84 1 35 096 115 

l6"47'S. 145~JS'E 380 2030 C2 12 ?96 69to8l 1.11 0.68 0.89 
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mcJt~m. I ).0~ rJ!li .. ,'C, 6.25 tu :IH vc;Lr~; n = 

22). Three candidate sites were excluded frum 
statistical anal~s--two that may have hccn 
affected by drought or other severe conditions 
before establishment (BA and QS) and one 
that was heavily affected by drought during 
the inventory period (BC) (13). The remain­
ing 19 sires are well disrributed geographically 
(eight nconopical, (:ight Southeast Asian, 
two Australian, and one African), wen~ estab­
lished as early as 1947 and reinvcntoricd as 
recently as 1993, and span most of the range 
of the climatic and substrate variation within 
the humid tropical forest biome. 

We scored sites by whether annual aver* 
aged mortality and recruitment rates were 
higher or lower during the second invc=nrory 
pericx.i than during the first. When investiga­
tors reported three or more inventory periods, 
we combined results from succes:;ive periods 
to create just two Wods with as similar 
length< as possible. Overill, rorests Cxperi~ 
b-1cid slgnifiC.ant1y more turnover during the 
second _inl.xn•ory pericxl ~ the first 
( 

11). Of the J9 sites; turnover increas...--tlTriT4 
and decreased in 5; the magnitude of change 
in 4 of the decreasing sites was very small. 
New inventory data for large lianas and str<~n­
g!crs hint of a recent trend in tropical forest 
;tructure and a po:~ible mechanism to expbin 
the increase in turnover: In five out of six 
forests, Iiana and strangler demity has in­
creased since 1983 (fable 3) (15); lian.as art· 
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Fig. 1. i\nrHrdl'''~'~ln .Jill) ~tJrh!drrJ UC'vrctlron ul 
all known rnalurc tropoci.ll lor••st turncvcr rates 

versus year. where srrnultaneous n ::-, 4 (shown 
below each porn!) AbbrevratrOils P. paleo 
lroprcal srtes (Australia. Southeast Asra. and 
Alrrca). N. neotroprcat srres (Central and South 
Amerrca) Data are lor years 1952. 1955. 1960 
1965. 1970. 1975. 1980. and 1985 tor paleo· 
tropical sites and 1975. 1980. 1985. and 1990 
for neotroprcal srtes Paleotroprcal and neotro· 
prcal data tor 1975, 1980. and 1985 are plotted 
slightly apart to distrngursh them. Numbers 
under lhe error bars correspond to the number 
of sites being monitored in that hemisphere 
durrng that year. See (9) tor data sources. and 
see lex! for the calculatron olturnover rates 

known to contribute to host-tree mortality 
(16). 

Humid rroptcil 'torest plots have clearly 
vecome more dynamic, su~esting a wnrld~ 
ride causative factor~ ~uctow.~y cx­
~--candidst'es, related to inventory 
methodology and environmental change. 
This exploration is preliminary and spccula­
trve, but the mong stgnal justifies some dis­
cussion. One mcrhodological C3use of the 
trend might be advcr>e effects on tree survival 
from tree ragging ;md cPllecring and from soil 
compaction. We wouiJ expect similar time 
pcricJs to clap<.e h:forc any ~uch effects were 
m:mifested; therefore, given tht' wide range in 
plot start d:Hl'S, the monotonic nature of tht· 
trl·nd indicates that this p..h ... rl->lc cau<.e is m't 
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decisive. Some pbts were deliberately located 
in "good-lcx1king" forest, and an unusual pre­
dominance of large tree5 might be expected to 
show increasing turnover through time. Yet, 
small plots that were explicitly chosen to 
avoid gaps ( 1 7) actually slowed slightly (LA 
and ME), and almost all sites that were 
sampled randomly accelerated (for example, 
AI, A2, MI. M2, and SC). 

Environmental change is a more likely 
cause. Candidates include progressively 
mure extreme weather (for example:, 
Jmught, strong wind. and temperature 
ch:mgcs), adjacent deforestation altering 
k>eal t'nvironmcnral conditions, and ele­
v:ncd pr,xluctiviry as a result of increased 
:rtmospheric CC..\. Although detailed site-

mean ot measured m0r1ahty and recrui!ment. 

Rank 
In (dyn,) ,:vn. {absolu!e 
!n(dyn~) change) 

0 60 
J9-< 0 ~g 

'!::0 
I AI D5J 
]().; I'"? 036 
2 1.~ 9 
I /6 :'4-lt 10 
t;'l :~ 13 11 
2 80 351 12 
2 02 -'50 021 13 

140 0 t8 14 
Ofi? [}74 0 t7 tS 
I " I 96 012 t6 
0 8~ 094 011 17 
I 34 t 43 007 19 
051 001 -000 22 
1.28 1.26 -0.02 21 

1 76 t 70 -003 20 
131 -0 10 18 

t33 094 -0.34 

"[I Ntilo-Southern OsollatiQrl drought 1Q62 to 1!)83_ rrrstrnventoryor trees > 19 1 tm 08H. ~"r~ rnvenrcxy ol """""' ~30 em DBH tThf' author rnfers a ma1or e~C>,Jeno<>S 
dr~lurbance dCC.ildCS tJef01e pkll eSiabhSI"vnenl t 19fP !o 19\ll rt(f>.~m'"·'" (".lh-.rol.ll•'"' to;,<..-1 '"' (l,~t>rf>r>C,.c. t••!"w>'"f'r1 fl<JN•<" rl 1<J7(1 lfl 1\li:J/ <tnd 1970 IO 1982 dal3 
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Liana 
Site l><ea lnven!o<Y ,..,. 

(ha) ""'""' cecrurted 

T1 0.6 8310 90 • 
T2 ' 83to91 6 
f4 14 83to91 !0 
T5 2 83to91 13 
YA 831093 " "' 831090 0 

by-site meteorological data needed to test 
fOt weather ~ffecu on cumovet are unavail~ 
able, cutt~m trends in det0re$tatlon and 
aunospheric change may lead to IO\\·er pre· 
dpitation, i.i'lCTeased seasonality, and more 
freq~nt extre~ weathu event~ In the 
tropks (18). Therefore, fhe pmsibilir:y ex­
Uts that tropical climate change contribut­
ed w the ttcnd, although .sites with known 
severe wead~r perturbations were dropped 
before analysis. Forest micmclimatcs are 
als.o seruitive: to adjuent deforestation 
{19). but short-term data only d10w direct 
biological consequences at < 1 km (20). In 
contr..st, 2::5 site$ with accelerating tum· 
over are >50 l:.m from major deforestation 
Iron~ (SC, AI. A2. MI. and Ml). Fur· 
thermore, it is undcar if average distances 
between forest plots and deforestation 
fronts arc less now than before, hccausc 
Hudy $ites have always, combincJ primary 
forest status with uccessibility. Therefor-.·. 
edge-effect environmental change appears 
to be an unlikely cauM: of the turnover 
increase. 

The accclcrafiog incn;a~c in 
coim:iJcs with an ;!l::cdt·ratinJ; huiiJur 
CO. (2 1 L ln..:n:~a;>ing CO. <:tlrtCVIHf<lli,lm 

may· hav~.· already ahet..:J pbm morpholoJ.,'Y 
and raised growd1 races (11). hu; cc,hysh·m 
effects ~re hard tn predict. Experiments nn 
the effects tlf cnnrrolkJ cndHmmcnt.!l 
change at cellular, phv:.:i.Jing-i\:;;1, ;m,i wh<JI~· 
plam levels cJnnot be cJsi!y cxtr<lf',btl'J l<l 

higher level phcn~mwn:J likl: fNt·~r Jvmm· 
ics (23L For l'X:!mplc, :~ny cffvt:1 ~m 
turnover by ri~ing ;Hmt>spherk !C02! 
result as much from $tlmufareJ linn;t grow1h 
a$ from tn:c gn,u,·th. Thlh, vinL'.; :;hm., 
grl'ady cnhano.·J J;J'<\1.\.'th with ck\":\le..J 
!CO,J (l4J <mJ ~rt~ hiJthly pr<xlunivc (15) 
"structutal P'.tr.>sites" (16) known h> art;:~·t 

rrcc-(all rate:s, {16, 27}; m;.1st twpkal fore:Hs 
have a high lian;1 Jemity (28). 

Whichever factnr is mmt criticnl, the 
<.-vidence su~l>t;; thut even '"intm.:l" rmpi· 
cat forest ha.> N...on nffea-.-d lly n:Cl"nf di· 
marie :mJ nrmo$ph~·rlc ..:hangcs. Thl' trl·nJ 
hl ac-t:clcratcd turrwvcr h~s implicatitllh fm 
(!lt,hal chunJ,~. with hkdy dft•<:ts <lll tf<lpi· 
cal bi1xiivl'r~iry and p.•s~ihl•.: um·xrectt·J 

95 

;-10(:nilfi\Jiomeh::r 

Liana L1ana lianas, 

stems 
stems proporhon of 

died (s!M !tee slems 
!end)] (S!M (end)] (%} 

0 3 (7} 0.71 (1.64) 
4 • (10} 1.:50(1,73} 
1 17 (26! 2,10{311) 
6 31 (38) 264(3.59} 

10 28 (29) 4.88 (5.34) 
4 18{14) 2,16 (1.74) 

links bet~en the global carbon cycle and 
tropical forests. !(forest turnover rates con· 
tinut! to inerease, primary (orens may be· 
come nwre charncteri:ed by climbing plants 
and gap--dependent tree ~pedes, best po$i· 
tionl!d to benefit from increased di!turh::~nce 
and atmospheric C02• .,..,cceterating dv~ 

-n:muu m wac em ttrna:ooia (A l. AZ. M l. 
MZ, SC, T4, and YA) indicate that even 
the largest areas of tropical forest wuld 
be;;ome inadequat~ to cont.erve samples o( 
the hiome without du: .. .ra.t.lld.J;~Qf 
(arbon emi~~iom.,r\lthough faster turnover 
may create " "'~'re heterugencous forest 
environment, <Hid hence e-nhance- ~rccies 
richness at local scales, !arge-:Kale biodiver" 
siry levels could dcdine. Evcmuafly, cx· 
tmction:; are possible among th1.· s-lowes! 
growing shade-tolerant tree .~pedes ;mJ 
among tropkal fnn:st with lift. 
cycles h..:J to rhc&e nccs. and t:U5! • 
growing tree-s have lcs5 dcml' wnoJ rhan 
shadc-tolcranr Th-.·rcfon.', i( 
popuhltiom (,[ g;;p-dcl""'knr 

pn:qcsSNety DROOTJed by b\.;!!ross •oots. bo:llh !.;t 
IO<'$Ctll'l~i'lf'!Of111Q~~ 
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forest leform letwarlt 
4144 COCIIRAN CHAPEL ROAD 

DALLAS,TEXAS75~ 
(ZJ4) 351-&370 

September 25, 1990 

FACT SHE:ET 

EVEN-AGE MANAGEMENT AGGRAVATES GLOBAL WARMING 
ACIP DEPOSITION, AND NITROGEN LOSS 

Three recent scientific reports show that even-a~e logging has 

these results: 

1. Conversion of old-growth forests to young plantations adds 

substantial carbon to the atmosphere. "Effect on Carbon Storage of 

Conversion of Old-Growth Forests to Young Forests,• Mark E. Harmon, 

et al. 9 Feb. 1990, ~cience, p. 699 

2. Site preparation causes decline of soil wood and coarse woody 

debris, reduces the site retention capacity for water and nutrients, 

Lncreases soil war~th, impairs the maintenance of protective carbon 

co~?ounds on the soil surface, and makes the soil hincreasingly 

se~sitive to acid deposit~on. 1' Monito~ing--Preventin; the Decline 

cf :~:::n:t:.h Ame.:-ica' s Tem?era te Forest, Ecosyste:;ts ~ Eric Beckwi t t, 

l1a~8ll 13-16, 1959. U~ited States Forest Service rJati~nal Worksh=p 

o~ So~l and ~ate: Quality Monitoring. 

3. Burning of woods and other vegetation, as in even-age site 

pre?~=ation a~d vegetation manipulation e~its high a~c~nts of 

nitrogen compounds into the air, causing a net loss in ~any 

eco~yst~ms. Max Planck Che~ical Institute, Germany, ~. 

August 9, 1990 
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Lecrers 2 

Conservation Up Front G ;oN RousH 
Tht new pres1denr of Thl'! \X1ilderncss Soc1ny imroducr~ himsd( and lays out ~orne thoughts about the 

fv.rurc ofThr Socic:ty and rhc coml"rvati<m m.ovl'!ml'!nt 

Wilderness Watch PATRiciA BYRNES 4 
Th1s quarter's collection of Oi"WS, noit"~, .md comment from The- WiiJctness Society and the wurld of 

corscrvatmn 

Agenda: Doubling the Load T H lnTKr"s " 

For years, rhos!'! who would block most U)M~rvation eHorcs have compLained i!bnut th('ir a!ltged 

e<:onomic costs, Th<:"rt an: :hose who bdieH' them, but a maJOr new Society repon provides another, 
mort rational---wd rroubltng-imerprnari-on of what sornc Q( the economic costs of dmntr;tiMJ may be 

The Great Forest to 

It once stt(·t(heJ almuSf unhroken from :he ~horc~ ot' th\: Atl antiC to rhe banks uf the ~fis~i~~ 
and ;r was SJrd t!ur J squ1rrd ( c>llid travel J;srann: and O<'VVf the 

It W.lS rhe Gn·at forest, rht tasrern rnn of Am~;rila· ~ ()f dH: AncicrH Forht'i 

mti,w;"--mdv,:vcn in~ of H ~~left W't- remni!fH~. 

,..-, •r, ""'~--f>A~rd u:k> W'l U<. p!N 1'4!...-' ,..-, , ;, ~~ I •-•\! !' •' 
h••n: r. , ' ·, 



t~,:fc, __ . . ·. 
f/, - ~ ·'ff..once stretched almost unbroken 

the shores of the Atlantic to 

the MissiJSippi. Now 
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places like ir, far more rhan we have any right to 

expect, far less than there should be, are all that's left 
of the original Great Forest, the: immense expanse of 
east:ern woodland through rhe canopies of whJch it 
was said a squirrel could uavei from the Adamic to 

rhe Mississippi without ever touching ground. Nearly 
four centuries of cutting for serrlemem, agriculture, 
and timber exuanion has reduced it co a fraction of 
irs glor;·. leaving little more rhan tiny primeval is­
lands in an otherwise manmade landscape, 

Jn ways we don't yer know how to measure, this loss 
of rhe foresrs of yesterday reverberates through the 
forests of today. The mere fact that large tracts of 
crees once again biltow green across the landscape 
through much of the East doesn't mean that easrern 
forests have fully recovered from the assault of earlier 
de-cade-s Too rnany spe<'ies of forest plants and anJ· 
mals are: rapidly dedinmg, and disease, pest, and re­
gentration problems are wo widespread and persistent. 
As research on rhe remaining virgin woodlands of the 
Padflc Northwest (;ontinues to reveal the stunning 
complexity of e-<ological functions performed by oJd 
growrh, s.titmists are beg)nning to wonder whNher 
managed forests anywhere in the world can sustain 
long~term produnjvity without a complement of old 
growth, New understanding of rhe role of old growth 
in a forest ecosystem mandates a new look ar the rem~ 
nams and rhe potential restoration of rhe once great 
eastern forest. 

T
he fi.rst thing is co identify what's lefc," Bob 
Zahner says. as we stand be-neath the white 
oaks. Long and lanky, wirh white hair swept 
back from a chin face, Zahner looks che aca~ 
dem1c he is, albeit a renegade. Retired now 

from a career of training Ph.D candidates .in silvicul­
turt·, he has rejected the manipulative approach of pro­
tessional forestry and become a leadjng figure in the 
burgeoning grassroots movemt'nt to prt'serve eastern 
old growth. "There are more differen<es chan simi­
larities between western and eastern old growth," he 
tells me. "Tree species are far more varied and rend 
to be smaller and shorter lived in the Easr. Also, 
there are quanrirative differences in such things as rbe 
amount of deadwood and canopy layers. In particular, 
eastern old ,growth has a greater rkhness of herba­
ceous species and their insect pollinators." Zahner 
and orher biologists have worked out a general defi­
nition of easu;rn old ~rowth that encompasses about a 
doze-n ch<tn\cte-ristics. As rhe dwarfed white oaks 
proved, hu,ge nee sius are not a determinin~ factor. 
Age, howen•r, JS, tt!thotl~h "old growth" dnes.n't reft"'r 

12 

If prot«ttd, the national fortJI! of North Carolrna mn/d mukc 
~a U'()rhl-dan rum·()/r of biodivmit;·. '' botanm Kartn Heiman 
UlJ!. Left, an tn'tnbird; right. a maple-oak ft;resr in Nan­
tahsTia Natitm41 FcrtJI. North Ctnolina . 
UFT lWb SI~PSOS. lt!CHT OAVID loiV[NCH 

ro the age of ind1vidual trees buc ro the long-rerm 
undisturbed nature of rhe forest community. Charles 
Cogbill, a forest ecologist in Vermont, suggescs chat 
half the dominant trees jn a srand should have reached 
at Jeasr half of rhe longevity expected for their species 
(in itself a complex and vanablc figure), Long penod~ 
of rtme without catastrophic disturbances allow the 
canopy to be nicked by random windthrows, light­
ning srr:kes and insect infestations, which g~neraHy 
kill a small number of trees at a orne. 

Like rhe sporadic twinkling of lightning bugs against 
a summer night, bur on a longer rime scale, rhese 
sudden bursts of lighr form a changing pattern chrough 
the foresc. Wildflowers, shrubs, and subdorninant rrees 
swiftly fill rhe sunny spa(es, resulting in a population 
of trees of all a.ges (called "uneven aged") and a com­
plex understory. Deadwood is abundant. Trees char 
have blown over often puH rheir roots from rhe ground. 
mixing mineral soils with leaf humus. and gJving the 
terrain a texrure called "pit and mound topography." 
Soil is otherwise undisturbed and so buffere:d from 
erosion that streams draining from ancient woods are 
among the pures.r waters ever tesred. These are rela­
tively simple external criteria; nutrient cycling and 
other ecological processes are so imricace that r:hey are 
not yet and may never be fully understood, much less 
defined. 

Using these external criteria, old-growth sleuth Bob 
Leverett has been able ro find dozens of previously 
undocumemed stands in nearly a decade of searching 
A compucer consultant in Massachusetts, Leveren has 
been enamored of foresrs since boyhood and claims ro 
hold the national record for falling down in old growth. 
"I wouldn'r be surprised if we end up finding dose to 
a mi!Hon acres," he says. Once beUeved virtually 
exrincr except for a few famous showcases Like Joyce 
Kilmer Memorial Foresr: in North Carotina, the sur­
prising exrenr oC ancienr-foresr remnants throughout 
the East was firsr documented tn 1990 by Earth First! 
acrivist Mary Davls, who painstakingly contacted 
dolens of resource agencies to publish a stare-by-snue 
compilarion. The list ran to 23 pages and totaled 
more than 300,000 acres-and in 1993 Davis pro­
duced an expanded version. In the introduction, 
Leverett Jisred the Great Smoky Mountains NatiOnal 
Park, Michigan's Upper Peninsula, Adirondack Stare 
Park, nonhero Minnesota, private timberlands in 
northern Ne-w England. and pares of rhe Arkansas 
Ozarks as lhc locations of rhe fargesr remaining acrt-

of old growth. 
<<nd Leverett roncemratt' rht"if tffort'i on for­

e~£s th<H were already rsta.blishnl when whjre setth:rs 

Wll.f)J:R'\JF"' • ~PN'"'-:r. 1nn> 



102 



.:nd ,itt ><llhlll~ ~h;f:, in l\1rt·q ~<Jn)po~ 

>Jri,Jil. F1rt· ~U!')'rl-''IIJ!l !u~ f.1\'or~·d ~!JJ,Iv-rokr,lllf rt·d 
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rn.1pk~ <•Yvr ~lud:-IIHokr.mt u.d .. ;" :\: r pollutlq) 1s \\,_ ! 
~l.!!l!it,t:in_: '-l'n·n·"; ()nt· L••wk,, Jll n.oi(>Jf,J\t ;1( 

;\IJ;tmi tn {)hi;•, hdit·\t'" th.tt tlH 

h;Jrd\.quxf ton·-;h of \Vt·~t Vir,t:in~;i and t';IStt·rn lun 'u~t.\Jn,; 'i< i<~ t..:L: IIl~ 

ltt~ky ;on· htt·nll~·-and quirkly-dymg fmm it. Old L'fO\\th 

In "h~>rt. dw tnm ··\·ir,t.:in.·· whidl l.:"nnott·s <I totJ ! 

Ltd.: ol lwm,w 1nl1\ll·nu.·, t.t!l.t lw .lJ'!)Iit•,l to an~ Lt\l­
trn l i>n~r .. \lhl ~11t111 ,Jr_c:uv rh.H mdknni.t ut ;\;,HI\T 

:\rntrTt.lll burn1ng .m,l tur,t . .:rll,L: wo-HI.l oil\hH~· tht 
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k·urd hu}H' rn-vs-su.cu mar!es, nonhtrn re:d uaks, 
hcmlotb-----111 H< a row from the linear womb of a 

In 1 h• ,_ ~: I'L" (, ,.,,.f\ , ;qo , tn.;hlt (<•fill ot11 

i.;,d ;PI,l~:;n,d•!t 'lu:.ll\(\ ui lol,i"'":ll I kn Wt t-mt-rgiO,C: h\lH· 
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JOf(th~m o,ohn amwtatu ulo;:, i11 Crmxartt Su~:.nnp: ri/!,ht, 
mountain laurell!lltlr in Shenandoah National Park: far 
nght. an tastern J(reech oU'I. 
HI.Ll!\\ TALM"-IX,E l Lf\\ 1'. ~I<, In P"-\.'L ~U.HilJl~. FAM KI{,IIT IIOK SIMP>Lll\; 

menr with The Nature Conservancy. which has built 
a !ar~t· Jihrary of planr community classifications, rhe 
Forest Service <IC(.jllired broad descriptions of thirty­
five eastern woodland communities, with references w 
more rlun I {)(J subtype'> Here are vignettes from 
every parr of the GreJ.t Forest, from rhe rustling beech­
maple-basswood woodl.md<, that ~wept from Minne­
sota to ;'\Jew Entcland to the assemb!J.ges of river birch, 
sycamore, cottonwood and elm th<it shadowed the 
banks of maJor watenvays; from rhe cypress-tupelo 
swamps along the southeastern coast and the Missi~­
sippi River that harbored baldcrpress trees more than 
a thousand years old ro the fra;.:ram pine-oak forests 
that graced dry, shallow soils almost everywhere. The 
most widespread communities were the grassy wood­
lands of longleaf rine. with their handful of trees per 
acre and low undersrories of forry species per square 
meter; they once covered 92 million acres of coastal 
plain and piedmont from Virginia to Texas. The group 
of surviving white oaks that tapped my reservoir of 
an,ger at ancesrnrs that afternoon on the Blue Ridge 
were remnants of one of the dry oak forests chat grew 
on well draint'd and upland soils south of tht' 

Adrrondacks. Most diverse wert· the forests from the 
central ;Jnd southern Appalachians westward to che 
Ozark and Ouarhira Mountains. With their dozens of 
tree species and a thousand kinds of shrubs, herbs and 
forbs, chest" were some of the richest temperate forests 
in the world 

For each of these communities, precise definitions 
of what constitutes old growth-su(-h as number of 
sna,~-:s per acre, percentage of the t·anopy in gaps, and 
size and spacin,g of tftT\-<He being wrinen by Forest 
Snvite ~cienti..;rs ,tnd oil ,u!emic Tt'\t"archers. This will 
mosth he ,rn (·xercrs{· til lrt{"rarun· re\it·\v. hn.JU'>t" so 

IH 
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few functioning old-growth ecosystems are available 
for field verification. Where no data are detailed in 
the literature and no examples exist in the field, there 
will be blank spaces on the tables of old-growth at­
tributes. A project underway ar Great Smoky Moun­
tains Nauonal Park to describe oak and hemlock old­
growth stands, before their inevitable alteration by 
gypsy moths and hemlock woolly adelgids (rwo intro­
duced insecrs), may fill in some of the blanks, bur 
others can be completed only as time makes old growth 
available for study. 

It is this marrer of old growth to come-the poten­
tial for a new Great Forest-that adds a decisive twist 
to the issue of eastern old-growth. Decades after the 
worst of the logging, large traces of eastern forest are 
aging toward old growth. Many of the maturing trees 
are held in private woodlots, bur these plots are gen­
erally too small and disjunct to function as full-fledged 
ecosystems. Besides, unless social priorities are sig­
nificantly reordered, market incentives will tend co 
eliminate them just as they have in the West, where 
precious little old growth remains on private land. It 
is mainly the national forests that are expansive enough 
to overcome two great obstacles to the development 
of an ancient forest ecosystem: the distortion of edge 
effect (the invasion of light, wind, predators, and para­
sires along the penmeters of any disturbance larger 
than about half an acre) and the need for habitat con­
nections (such as wide swaths of forests along streams 
and across open spaces) to link woodlands for the 
dispersal of plants and animals necessary to avoid the 
inbreeding of populations "We need to be thinking 
about old-growth landscapes, not old-growth stands," 
says Dan Boone "It's a matter of scale." Old-growth 
on a landscape scale raises the same questions that 
bedevil forest managers in the West: How much is 
enough? Where should it be' 

T
his is a hallucination," Bob Zahner quipped 
as a family o. f ruffed grouse exp.lod.ed from the 
undergrowth. "Grouse aren't supposed to use 
old growth." We were on a hdls1de above a 

stream, upwmd and downslope from the an­
cient white oaks on the Blue Ridge. Looking into the 
hollow, the world was an airy, spacious, green and 
gold place, with sun gleaming on brown trunks. The 
almost unbearably sweet, melting notes of a wood 
thrush flowed from some hidden place in the green­
ery "For years foresters and hunters have said that 
grouse can live only in young forests, but grouse eat 
acorns," Zahner said. '"Oak trees don't even start to 
product· xooJ crops until they're around eighty years 

WILDFRJ\:F<;;S • SPRING J9l)4 
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old. GrouH· love old ·· So do dozens of otht' r 
forest creatures, from ro d('ermin:, who feed on 
nu ts_ Mature oak;;., bickonn, and beeches capable of 

heavy crops have gained tremendous value 
s1ncc nutritious chesmucs died 

Aging forests also offer niches unavai!abie elsewhere 
Dams of faller1 bran(·hes form tha( serve as refu~ 
gia (or varHms fishes, and nutrtents for aqu<~.ric 

Downed los~ harbor che small mammals 
eat and dispe-r~t" mycorrhizal fungi, without which 

trees can'r survive-. The deep-ly fissur~d bark of 
very trees provides the only habitat for dozens of 
lichen species. Trees and hollow enougb to fulfiH 
il black bear's a den fifry feet high rake 
ccntune5 to deeply hrrercd enough for 
~alamandets rakes near!;· that long. A lithe and exM 
gu1sit<' lifeform, salamanders often weigh in as the: 
most abundant group of vcrtcbrares JO mature woods, 
and play a crucia l role in the food chain As for and blackburn:an-as thrushes, 

rhey are- so known in old 

a possible ne-w mdL­
nrw mirn and other anhrop(Jd, •n 

Mounta1ns National Park 

rt:~urvty;,·J rhe samt: tl>rt-st 
g1st Eugcnt.: Odum cemused in tht: 
met her at an old~growrh confen::nce 10 A'>hevilh· 
(whett' she- teao:;hes at the Un!vers!tv of North C:aro· 
!ina), she was working on gettin;.:: .permission w do 
her third survey. Shy and soft spoken, wirh an air n( 

Snurhern formahrv, Holt ticked off three 
of warblers~.bhu:k-il,;d-wh ire, black-throared 

;tJ\1'-"f\ \1dl ht: f(l!dtd 1ntu rlw 
piJfl:l;l!,;..: p·mn~ th.H l'n;dmc'> ,1 fi('W l.:nd·ln<: pLHl 
for t"\;.·n lon·q 
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Ar nght, .; {.;Itt:' Jalatf/JI!dn·. rme 
of 1111.111) iulamandt-r JP~•iCJ that 
111"¥-----and too ofttn du~-m old 
growth, fn manyearttrn/l)qm, 
deaml.lting kills mllfiom of them 
dnJfU4/fy. BOil ~lMl'SON 

lr is through this planning process that a new Great 
Forest-if there i-s to be one- wiH be achievt-d. A 
fe-w national forests: whose plans are <oming dut- for 
revision are bandying about the figure of '5 percem as 
a suffi<:iem allocation of land for rhe regeneration of 
old growth. The figure comes from Larry Harris' 
influential 1984 book, The Fragmented Forest, al­
though he used it merely as an arbitrary starting point 
for envisioning old growth landscapes Cit's now said 
he rues the day he ever mentioned the figure). Bolt 
Zahner advocates a minimum of 20 percent and talks 
of whole national forests managed by *benign negJect." 
Whatever percenragt is mentioned, narional~foresr 

planners usuaJiy consider that it can be found on land 
dassified as unsuitable for timbertng, wbich often 
comprise-s: 30 to 60 percent of a national foreK But 
lands roo steep, dry, or rhin-soiled to grow harvesrablc 
rrees can hardly be expecred to produce high ly d1verse 
old grow(h. And since the designation "unsUJtabk" 
can be revoked whenever a forest plan is revised, 
whatever ncher sites mjght have been mduded are 
..-ulnerable ro market whims and pohucal whimsy" 
Logically enough, the best growing sites can b::- ex~ 

peaed w prodw:e the most Jux u riam old growrh as 
well as the mo.n lucrative t!mbt-r. " tart noted w:'h 
concern by Dan Boone, who worries that rh<· drive w 
elimtnare below-cost timber sales will concentrate 
Fore-st Service cutting on rhe most produniH· sites. 
~ndangering the b('st old growth 

Bill Martin, a Forest Servire ~taffer (_hart-:rd wHh 

coordinating the Southern Region's defi~ 

nitiom, also noted rhe mciptent conflict £!m~ 

ber and old growth "One of the ben~f1ts of manHt' 
trees is h igh~qua li ty saw umber and vennr ., ht 
s.1id during an imr-:view in his ntf1n· 
,~;er bigger the 6lder they get, up to a Ctrcun jlt,lilt 

when they s<art to h;;v(' rur spms." (And 1t 1s pn:; '""" 
at rh is point that old~grow [ h attribute\ htgtn to lorm,,> 
Martin emphasized rhat he wasn'r a polJ(:y mJkt:r, and 
cheerfully admitted that he wasn't an on old 
,growth. A coupl<' of personal r0uches hi'> ulfin· 
testified ro his real expertise: A noss-stitlht:d ~<~m 
pler of a man with an ax spelled OU( "Timbt:r Rill," 
and a model of a log skidder hulked on a 
To his credit, Martin u leas.t did nor refer to 

growth as "decadent," rhe traditiona l term many for~ 
esters use co describe a sund char no longer produces 
the maximum amount of wood usable by humans (in 
their view, the pnmary "purpose" of the foresd. Old 
rree.s use •bout as much entrgy co maintam rhem­
selves through respiration as to build nt>w wood, and 
foresters preftr the economic bcnt>fits o( younger, faster~ 

WILDERNESS • SPlUNG l';}9t 

growif'lg crees. But the redt'd icat io n of good growing 
sites from t imber w oid growch woutd have far less 

tn the Easr than the pres.t'rvation uf 
in rhe Partfic N'orrhw'l:~r Far 

rimhu w pply in (he rhirrr~ 
rhe t·wn e:l~t t- rr: ForeH Ser­

r:atinna) foresrs.~cxc(·pt 1n 
only nint· :om· 

a~ econutnJtally Jept'nC.ent on 
natinr:.;!-fo req c1mbN t'Xtranion 

M;;rrm did rh~ t·Htus nf dt:ar<utdn,g and 
rhc nrne span bctwfcn 

i..Ofl'H·q;I('I1U''> rh;~r: 

\\hLh wt· know .dl 
hnwnvr, rot;~(.j(;r, t~·dn 

rh t E.1~r .trt· pl.1nm·d 
i} .1n undt·r!;m.;.; tJ::J 

srand um tw rut whr-n another 
reaches tht: mark_ Given the of 
old firDwth ;~nd f<~n thJ-( m<m\· cr<:rs an· rt'ath· 
ing marurnr (much l~ss old ~rov.:rh! at I )O years, one 
'-tand S1mp!y <Jn·r ,ubsruute for arwther 

A recent of nn and unc ut for<:sts in the 
Sovtht'rn shuweJ that orlt' of the glones 
of thmt mouma111S, rht boumiful ht·rba('(·ous und<·r~ 

.!I 
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·•[ tried to focus on future poSJibi!ities and wished that growth could 
be accelerated by the sheer force of/we. But I continue to be 
haunted by the rat,ages of the recent yet forever unrecwerable past." 

story, had nor recovered 85 years after cun1ng, and 
gave- few signs that it ever would. Another recent 
srudy estimatt"d thac drarcucting io western North 
Camlina killed nt-~r!y 14 million salamanders a year 
and rhat fifry to seventy years were required for local 
populations rn rebuild Woodland salamanders are 
another of the treasures of the cool, moist for~srs of 
rhe Sourheasr, in more varied forms there 
rhan anywhere else in world Sciem::ists worry 
rhat generic diversiry is bemg impovenshed by chronic 
n:dunion of populaciom to the tune of a 
quarter of a salamanders. W'here are the ani~ 

peopie when need them? 
the Forest obhgarion to manage 

and rhe knowledge. long held, that 
A"'pahwh•ans are a globally imponam 

stte of diversity, no one had previously 
monitored che impJ.n of timber harvesting on -~ala~ 
manders. 'Thb is all new to us," I was tOld by Marilyn 
Rubertwn, wdJlife for thE" Forest Service's 
southern rt~ion. ··we·re beginning to realize rhe 

Importance microhabJtats, and the im~ 

'"''m''""""'" on different speoes" Robenson 
with botanl:>t Susan Hooks and called 

Neither was much invoheJ it because the forests 
in the region hadn't yet asked for their aid, but 

"a major impact on our jobs 
will be asking (or heip in 

Species related to old 
experience with sur:h 

to do 

ecosystem rnanagcmenc, "there is a legal requirement 
resulting from rhe National Forest Management An 
for every fore~t to develop its own pian, .. There could 
be srrategtc guidance at the regional ievd, Barruska 
admits, bur she does not support rhe idea of declaring 
that an arbitrary percentage of land be set aside for 
thf' nurturing of o ld growth across the whole region 
-That is 1mreasonably mflexJhle," she <>ays. ''We don't 
know what rbC" original amount of old grcwrh in tht­
various fClresrs of the East was. The best we can do is 
to provide a mix of uee and spe<:ies aaoss tbe 
landscape in a way that rhe narural communi-
ties and Inng-rerm capability of rhe land." This sounds 
alarmingly iike the mosaic of "fragments and edges" 
rhat: the Forest Servke has been touting for decades­
to very mixed revi~ws from envuonmenralisu;. Al­
though in other ways- Bartuska seems to look forward 
rather than ba:::k-menrioning, for char "a 
great deal of thought and some at:( ion" de~ 

voted ro ~arvesting methods rhat mimic smatl natural 
disturbances and discussing the ::ompiexiries of re­
storing n:aturaJ-fire regimes in landscapes dorninaced 
by people-it remains robe seen what ecosystem man­
agement will mean for the Great Forese. 

A( the end of our hike in the Blut' Ridge, Bob Zahner 
wok to an ovedook, where we seemed w swim 
above an ocean cf mist, with mountains swelling up 
one after another hke waves frozen in For the 
mosr ir was a cut(.lver lands.;:;;~pe would not 
produce growth in 1i(erime, As I took rht' 
scene. I tried to focus on 
thar growth could be by thE" sheN force of 
love. But I continued ro be haum<:d by the ravages 
of the recent yet forever unrecoverable past, and by an 
infuriating sense of loss. Rage is r-eal as love. 

CHRJSTl!'\A BotG!A:o-:u, whose "The Fall of the \Vild" 
appeued in our Spring 1992 issue, has wnnen nu ­
merous en ... ·ironmentEll art ides for such publicarions as 
Ametir:m FortJh and Dd.:ndt-r!, was welt as uavd ar­
tidts fot Yf.-.: 'OX'ttsbhrgt"n Pr;<t and The Yr;rk Timn. 
Her [l!St book-reotativelv emirled The Urma!Maf 

co coordinate things, HiJtot)' of the MnmJain Li~n~wdl be published by 

challenf!t'~ 
to stitch together an aid-growth landscape frorn 
(haoti'-- '-tuil-c Ft·w management guidelines on 

nr ronn~·ruons of old-growth sites cur· 
.tpply from cnt: nJ.cionai forest ro the next, much 

rhe two "because," Ann 
of 

Stackpole Books 199), 
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Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Janice. We will invite now Brock Evans 
to submit or make his statement in about five minutes. 

Brock, welcome. 

STATEMENT OF BROCK EVANS 
Mr. EVANS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here 

on behalf of the National Audubon Society to support H.R. 1164. 
In our view, the goals of the legislation are admirable goals 

which should be applied as soon as possible to our entire national 
forest system. And, I say that, because for some time our organiza­
tion has been deeply disturbed about the alarming and rapid loss 
of biodiversity across our national forests, especially the loss of 
those species which depend upon relatively large blocks of intact 
interior forest for their survival. 

In our view, H.R. 1164, whether it's clear prohibition of the so 
often abused practice of clearcutting and its requirement for substi­
tution of selection logging practices, would be, if enacted, one of the 
strongest steps yet that our country could take toward true reform 
of forest practices in our public forests. If the Forest Service hon­
estly implements it then, Mr. Chairman, we think it could show 
the way for a true ecosystem based forestry across the rest of the 
nation and be a model for foresters across the world. 

Personally, Mr. Chairman, I have been intimately involved with 
and have researched the question of clearcutting and its benefits 
and drawbacks for about 30 years now. I first became aware of the 
massive destructive impact of clearcutting in my years when I lived 
in the Pacific Northwest in the 1960s and 1970s. 

There, I witnessed the destruction of soils and wildlife and wa­
tersheds firsthand. But, even more than that, Mr. Chairman, the 
failure in many, many instances of trees to grow back at all after 
this practice. 

Time doesn't permit me to tell the stories about this. But, there 
are lots of them. 

It was because of this growing alarm among environmentalists 
across the nation that Senator Frank Church, as you mentioned 
earlier, held his famous clearcutting hearings in April of 1971. I 
was pleased to be a witness there. And, I was pleased to have a 
role in contacting and arranging for the presentations of the sci­
entific and environmental community at that time. 

After three days of hearings, Mr. Chairman, something we rarely 
do these days, the consensus of the scientific community was very 
clear, that clearcutting was an abnormal practice and not normal 
and that it caused grave damage to soils, wildlife, watersheds and 
even the ability of the forest to reproduce itself; that it, being for­
eign to the way natural processes actually function in our forests, 
should be banned. If it was politically impossible because of the 
pressure of the timber lobby and the forestry establishment, then 
at least it should be severely restricted. 

And, as you know, the result of this was the Church Guidelines 
limiting the practice, further codified in the Forest Management 
Act of 1976 which limited it even more, or so we thought. 

Unfortunately, in spite of a lot of rhetoric about ecosystem man­
agement and "we are banning clearcutting," Mr. Chairman, the 
practice still goes on. We have seen a lot of lip service and a lot 
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of statistics to the fact that it's no longer being allowed, but on 
close examination it's mostly words. 

And, I mention in my testimony my experience at the Earth 
Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. A reporter rushed up to me with 
an announcement, "The Forest Service Chief announces the ban­
ning of clearcutting." 

Full of disbelief, I said, "Let me see that. I want to see the fine 
print." And, sure enough, they did say the words, "we are banning 
clearcutting," and then the Chief looks at eight exceptions. 

Well, after the exceptions were factored in, Mr. Chairman, 
clearcutting could continue just as before, only now we are just 
calling it "seed tree" and "shelterwood." And, that has already been 
discussed earlier. 

So, I will conclude by saying that the results of our analysis and 
participation in the debates over management of our national for­
ests on this subject have brought us to the following four conclu­
sions regarding clearcutting. First, clearcutting does not in any 
way duplicate nature's way. 

It is surprising to even hear this from responsible foresters any­
more, so great has been the flood of new scientific knowledge that 
emphatically demonstrates otherwise. Back in the 1960s and 
1970s, and even still now, we still hear some foresters saying that 
clearcutting is just like a forest fire or a windstorm, that we are 
just doing nature's work. 

Of course, this totally ignores the fact that when you have fires 
and windstorms, not only do many trees still live but their biomass 
and all the nutrients they provide remain there as shelter for wild­
life, precious shade and nutrients for future regrowth. That is na­
ture's way, Mr. Chairman, and not the liquidation of all the forests 
and the removal of all its nutrients. 

Second, if clearcutting did not make money and was not finan­
cially lucrative, it would never be practiced. Any forest manager 
with any integrity, we think, will readily admit that clearcutting 
is more convenient and more efficient because you don't need to be 
very well trained to mark out a large block of trees since they are 
all going to be cut down anyway. 

It seems simply easier for the fallers and the skidders and the 
tractors and the bulldozers and all the other appurtenances of mod­
em industrial forestry to operate when you just mark out a tract 
of land and lay it bare. I'm not so sure it makes more money over 
the long haul, but it sure seems a lot quicker and easier to cut and 
get out in the short haul. 

Third, clearcutting does, indeed, create edge effect and, therefore, 
benefits certain kinds of wildlife species. But, it destroys the habi­
tat for other generally much rarer species. 

Anyone can go out and create a clearcut if we want edge effect, 
Mr. Chairman. You just give them a chainsaw and half a day, and 
you will have the forest mowed down and lots of edge effect for 
deer and other common forms of wildlife. 

We understand that principle, but that is not the point here. 
Edge effect, we have lots of, whether from clearcutting, subdivi­
sions, malls and many other activities that destroy forests in our 
country today. 
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What we don't have very much of anymore are large, relatively 
intact blocks of interior forests. And, the only places we are likely 
to have them anymore is on the public lands, especially on the na­
tional forests. 

This is where we are going to fmd the increasingly rare interior 
species of birds and mammals that need deep forests and not edge 
effect. And, that's the purpose of H.R. 1164, we think, which will 
help the foresters to comply more fully with the mandates of the 
National Forest Management Act. 

Finally, while it is true-and we've heard it here today and will 
hear it again-that some species of trees need some sunlight, 
clearcutting does not have to be the only way to provide it. It is 
true that some species of trees are more shade intolerant than oth­
ers. 

And, Mr. Smith mentioned the Douglas fir in our own Pacific 
Northwest. However, anyone who travels through a natural, uncut, 
Northwest forest, Douglas fir or otherwise, immediately notices the 
many different ~es of the trees. 

And, they aren t uniformly spaced in 40 to 100 acre blocks either. 
They are in hundreds of small openings in the forest, created by 
the dynamic of the older trees falling down, creating patches of 
light and the younger trees growing up. And, that is nature's way. 

So, we believe, Mr. Chairman, that H.R. 1164, with its require­
ment for selection cutting and leaving scattered openings through­
out the forest, . would much more provide the kind of forest prac­
tices that replicate natural processes. Most importantly, if enacted, 
it should greatly improve the quality of habitat of those species of 
plants and animals that cannot survive without large blocks of in­
tact, interior forests. 

For all these reasons, we support the legislation and would be 
pleased to answer questions. Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Evans follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here on behalf of the National Audubon 
Society to offer our support for HR 1164. Among other things, HR 1164 prohibts 
even age logging - that is, clearcutting and its variations, such as "seed tree" and 
"shelterwood" logging; and prevents the further building of logging roads in nearly 
60 million acres of presently roadless lands because of the damage they do to forest 
ecosystems. It also reactivates the Committee of Scientists originally provided for in 
the Forest Management Act of 1976 for the purpose of providing scientific advice to 
the Secretary of Agriculture on forest biodiversity, and approriate logging systems. 

In our view, all these are admirable goals which should be applied as soon as 
possible to our entire national forest system. For quite some time now our 
organization has been deeply disturbed about the alarming and rapid loss of 
biodiversity across our national forest, especially the loss of those species which 
depend upon relatively large blocks of intact, interior forests for their survival. In 
our view, HR 1164, with its clear prohibition of the so often abused practice of 
"clearcutting" and its requirement for the substitution of selection logging practices 
where commercial logging is to take place, would be, if enacted, one of the strongest 
steps yet that our country could take toward true reform of forest practices in our 
public forests. If honestly implemented by the Forest Service after enactment, Mr. 
Chairman, it could show the way to truly sustainable ecosystem-based forestry 
practices across the rest of the nation, and be a model for other foresters around the 
world to emulate. 

Personally, Mr. Chairman, I have been intimately involved with and have 
researched the question of "clearcutting" and its alleged benefits, and have been 
aware of its drawbacks for nearly 30 years. I first became aware of the massive 
destructive impact of indiscriminate clearcutting in my years in the Pacific 
Northwest, in the late 1960s and the early 1970s. There I witnessed personally and 
first hand, not only the destruction to soils, wildlife, and watersheds from 
clearcutting on the national forests as it was then practiced in our Northwest 
National Forests, but also the failure- in an alarming number of instances- of any 
trees to grow back at all, after application of this practice. 

It was because of this growing alarm among environmentalits across the 
nation that Senator Frank Church, then Chairman of the relevant Senate Interior 
Committee Subcommittee, conducted his famous "clearcutting hearings': in April of 
1971. I was pleased to be a witness at those hearings, Mr. Chairman, and even more 
pleased to have had a large role in contacting and arranging for the presentations of 
the scientific and environmental community at that time. There were three days of 
hearings then, Mr. Chairman, and at the end of them, the overwhelming consensus 
of the scientific community was clear: clearcutting was an abnormal practice, not 
normal; and it caused grave damage to soils, wildlife, watersheds and even the 
ability of the forest to reproduce itself; that it, being foreign to the way natural 
processes actually function in our forests, should be banned. If it was politcally 
impossible to prohibit it entirely at the time, because of the pressure of the timber 
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lobby and the "forestry establishment", then at least it should be severely restricted. 
The result of these voluminous hearings, and the documentation they furnished, 
were released in the form of the "Church Guidelines" restricting dearcutting on the 
national forests to more than 40 acres in size, among other things. These results 
were further codified, and the practice further restricted after the passage of the 
Forest Management Act of 1976, which made it very plain that "clearcutting" was 
only to be used as a method of last resort, after other silvicultural systems were 
considered and applied first. Or, so we thought. 

Unfortunately, in spite of a lot of rhetoric about "ecosystem management"and 
"we are banning clearcutting", Mr. Chairman, the practice still goes on. We have 
seen a lot of lip service from our public forest agencies, to the effect that the practice 
is no longer being allowed- but on close examination, it is mostly words, and very 
little do. For example, I will never forget my first morning at the Earth Summit in 
Rio de Janeiro, in early June of 1992. A reporter rushed up to me with an 
announcement - "the Forest Service Chief announces the banning of clearcutting 
on U.S. forests." Full of disbelief, I said let me see that - I want to see the fine print. 
Sure enough, the Chief did say the words - "we are banning clearcutting" - but then 
he listed 8 exceptions. After the exceptions were factored in, Mr. Chairman, 
dearcutting could continue just as before- only this time, we are going to call it 
"seed tree" or "shelterwood cutting" - really just a two-stage dearcut. If it looks like 
a duck, acts like a duck, and talks like a duck - then it must be a duck. The Forest 
Service, Mr. Chairman, has "talked the talk", but they certainly have not "walked 
the walk" on even-aged management. 

The result of our analysis and long participation in the debates over 
management of our national forests have led us to the following conclusions 
regarding the practice of "clearcutting" as we now know it today: 

1. Clearcutting does not. in any way. duplicate nature's way. It is surprising 
to even hear this from responsible foresters anymore, so great has been the 
flood of new sdentific knowledge which emphatically demonstrates 
otherwise. Back in the '60s and '70s, even up until recently, we would still 
hear some foresters say that "clearcutting is just like a forest fire or a 
windstorm - we are just doing nature's work". Of course, this totally ignores 
the fact that when you have fires and windstorms, not only do many trees 
still live, but their biomass and all the nutrients they provide remain there, 
as shelter for wildlife, predous shade, and nutrients for future regrowth. 
That is nature's way, Mr. Chairman, not the liquidating of all the forests and 
the removal of all its nutrients. 

2. If clearcutting did not make money and was not financially lucerative 
it would never be practiced. All rhetoric aside, any forest manager with any 
integrity will readily admit that "clearcutting is convenient and more 
efficient: one doesn't need to be very well trained to mark out large blocks of 
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trees, since they are all going to be cut down anyway. It is easier for the fallers, 
skidders, the tractors, the bulldozers, all the other appurtenances of modem 
"industrial forestry" to operate when you just mark out a tract of land, then 
lay it bare. 

3. "Clearcutting" does create "edge effect" and therefore benefits certain kinds 
of wildlife species- but it destroys the habitat for other generally much rarer, 
species. Anybody can go out and create a clearcut, if we want edge effect, 
-just give them a chainsaw, and a half a day, and you'll have the forest 
mowed down, and lots of "edge effect" for deer, and other common forms 
of wildlife. We understand that principle, Mr. Chairman, but that is not 
the point here. "Edge effect" we have lots of, whether from clearcutting, 
subdivisions, malls and the many other activities that destroy forests in our 
country today. What we don't have very much of anymore are large 
relatively intact blocks of interior forests; and the only places we are likely to 
have them anymore are on the public lands, especially on the national 
forests. This is where we are going to find the increasingly rare interior 
species of birds and mammals that need deep forests and not "edge effect." 
The purpose of this HR 1164, once again, is to help our national forests to 
be models of ecosystems under protective management, which in this case 
has to mean protection of interior forests, since there is no way to require 
or assume that private "forestry", with its much different interests, will ever 
provide enough of it. 

4. While it is true that some species of trees need "some sunlight" 
clearcutting does not have to be the only way to provide it. It is true that 
some species of trees are more shade-intolerant than others. We often 
hear this in the case of Doughlas fir, in my own Pacific Northwest. 
However, anyone who travels through a natural, uncut, Northwest forest 
immediately notices the many different ages of the trees- and they aren't 
uniformly-spaced in 40 to 100 acre blocks, either, Mr. Chairman; they are in 
hundreds of small openings in the forest, created by the dynamic of the older 
trees falling down, creating patches of light, and younger trees growing up, 
That is nature's way. 

HR 1164 with its requirement for selection cutting and leaving 
scattered openings throughout the forest, would much more provide the kind of 
forest practices that replicate natural processes. Most importantly, if enacted, it 
should greatly improve the quality of habitat of those species of plants and animals 
that cannot survive without large blocks of intact, interior forest. For all these 
reasons, The National Audubon Society is pleased to support this legislation. We 
would be happy to answer any questions. 
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Mr. VENTO. Thank you. And, finally, on this panel, we have Carl 
Ross of Save America's Forests. 

Carl, welcome. 

STATEMENT OF CARL ROSS 

Mr. Ross. Thank you. My name is Carl Ross. I am co-director of 
Save America's Forests, a nationwide coalition of over 500 groups 
and businesses representing more than three million Americans. 

The message I bring to you today, on behalf of the coalition's 
three million members and the vast majority of the American peo­
ple, is very simple. Please protect and restore America's forestlands 
to their once matchless splendor. Please stop the clearcutting and 
the overlogging on America's national forests. Please pass H.R. 
1164. 

Now, I would like to respond to the query that many people 
have, asking is there a problem on our national forests, by showing 
to the committee pictures of clearcuts. Clearcutting isn't only a 
problem in the Pacific Northwest where it has been ropularized 
over the past couple of years but goes on to nationa forests in 
every corner of our country-in Colorado, in Louisiana, slash burn­
ing in the northwest, in the Missouri Mark Twain National Forest 
and in other national forests throughout the region, in West Vir­
ginia, Monongahela National Forest. 

Now, I would like to bring to your attention reports and congres­
sional letters issued two years ago by Chairman Miller on behalf 
of the Interior Committee relating to the forest crisis of our federal 
lands. In Chairman Miller's April 7, 1992, letter, Spotted Forests, 
he refers to the blight of clearcuts on our national forests and 
states, "The Forest Service's mismanagement across the national 
forest system has led to widespread destruction of our nation's for­
est resources." 

In his May 7, 1992, letter, Mining the Forest, Chairman Miller 
cites a systematic review of replanted clearcuts. What he found was 
shocking. 

Less than four percent of the replanted acres were satisfactorily 
stocked and free to grow. "What does this mean," he continues. 
''The tree harvest projected in the Forest Service's computer pro­
grams cannot be sustained. If less than four percent of the cut 
areas are renewed, the Forest Service is mining the forests, rather 
than harvesting a renewable resource. Yet the Forest Service goes 
on relying on the reforestation projections in the forest plans, a re­
newable resource in the Forest Service's computers, but not on the 
ground." 

In his April 9, 1992, letter, Salmon, he states that the U.S. For­
est Service is helping to destroy the one billion dollar per year fish­
ing industry in the Pacific Northwest. "Over 60,000 jobs in the Pa­
cific Northwest depend on recreational and commercial fishing of 
trout, salmon and steelhead. But these jobs are seriously threat­
ened by logging practices that are destroying fish habitat across 
the region. Over one hundred of those fishstocks are in imminent 
danger of extinction. At least ninety of these fish are directly at 
risk due to Forest Service mismanagement practices on the west 
side of the Cascades alone. The Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management have contributed to the loss of these salmon stocks by 



120 

permitting logging practices that destroy gravel stream beds and 
clog salmon streams with silt. When logging is permitted too close 
to river banks or on steep slopes, silt and sediment fill the rivers 
and choke off spawning areas. Logging roads are a large contribu­
tor to the problem." 

Mr. Chairman, this year, the salmon industry has shut down in 
Washington and Oregon. 

Now, the current industrial forest cycle is based on clearcutting. 
And, it's an economic and ecological disaster. 

But, there really is no need to clearcut our forests when selection 
is a better way. There is no need to over-consume virgin paper 
when recycled paper and tree free materials like kenaf and straw 
are available. 

And, for a demonstration, this is straw paper. This is recycled 
paper, 100 percent. And, this is kenaf paper. 

There is no need for a wood shortage when we can stop exporting 
raw wood from our nation. I would like to offer to the Committee 
that Save America's Forest platform is a guide to understanding 
the complex and interlocking nature of our forest and garbage cri­
sis and offer the 16 points in our platform as a comprehensive set 
of solutions to that crisis. 

Chairman Vento, I know you and many other members are con­
cerned about the scientific questions regarding clearcutting. In 
Charlie Rose's hearing on H.R. 1164last October, a biologist, a for­
ester and a professional logger testified in favor of H.R. 1164. And, 
I refer you to that testimony. 

I would like to give you a copy of the book, Beyond the Beauty 
Strip, by Mitch Lanskey, because it is a thorough, technical study 
voluminously footnoted, which clearly explains all the mistaken bi­
ological and economic arguments offered to back up clearcutting 
and its variations. I also would like to submit two technical articles 
on the decline of bat and salamander populations and viability due 
to clearcutting and a study showing that almost a century after 
clearcuts in Appalachian forests, the forest biodiversity has not re­
turned. 

The League of Conservation Voters has listed H.R. 1164 on their 
projected environmental issues for the second session of the 103rd 
Congress. For today's hearing, I would like to offer the written 
statements of a few of the groups from Save America's Forest na­
tionwide coalition. 

Garth Hickle of Minnesota Public Interest Research Group was 
unable to attend today's hearing as a witness but was able to sub­
mit a letter endorsing H.R. 1164 on behalf of MPIRG as well as the 
Minnesota Audubon Council, the Minnesota Center for Environ­
mental Advocacy, the Sierra Club Northstar Chapter and Isaac 
Walton League of America. 

And, I have statements that I received to submit to the Commit­
tee from the Black Hills Group, Sierra Club in South Dakota, from 
Bryan Brademeir. 

And, I would like to read one sentence where he says, "We have 
seen firsthand in the Black Hills how continued, unsustainable 
harvest levels do not provide jobs, do not promote community sta­
bility and do not protect our greatest resource, the natural beauty 
and integrity of the Black Hills forest ecosystem;" as well as from 
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the Yellow Bark Society in South Dakota, the Carson Forest Watch 
in New Mexico and from the West Virginia Environmental Council 
in West Virginia. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Ross follows:] 
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITIEE, 

My name is Carl Ross. I am co-director of Save America's Forests, a nationwide coalition 
of over 500 groups and businesses representing more than 3 million Americans. 

The message I bring to you today on behalf of the coalition's 3 million members, and the 
vast majority of the American people, is very simple. Please protect and restore America's 
forestlands to their once matchless splendor. Please stop the dearcutting and the 
overlogging on America's National Forests. Please pass H.R. 1164. 

Garth Hickle of Minnesota Public Interest Research Group was unable to attend today's 
hearing as a witness, but was able to submit a letter endorsing H.R. 1164 on behalf of 
MPIRG, as well as the Minnesota Audubon Council, the Minnesota Center for 
Environmental Advocacy, the Sierra Club North Star Chapter, and the Izaak Walton 
League of America. 

The League of Conservation Voters has listed H.R. 1164 on their Projected Environmental 
Issues for the Second Session of the 103rd Congress. 

The forests of the world are undergoing an extraordinary crisis of imminent destruction. 
International timber corporations are scouring the planet for every remaining natural 
forest and are devouring and destroying these forests whole. From Siberia to Papua New 
Guinea, from British Columbia to Chile, the world's natural forests and the once teeming 
forest plant and animal life are being exterminated. This worldwide forest destruction 
threatens the very functioning of our planetary life support systems. 

While ancient Mediterranean civilizations took hundreds of years to deforest, desertify 
and impoverish their countries, modem industry, aided by the chainsaw and the 
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bulldozer, is achieving deforestation in only years. I cite a letter this past Saturday in the 
New York Times by professor Barlow from the University of Minnesota who relates that 
the once impenetrable and endless forests of Papua New Guinea will be completely 
destroyed by clearcutting in less than 5 years. 

Decades of overlogging and dearcutting have brought our own nation's forests to a 
perilous state. The Environmental Impact Statement for the spotted owl forests shows that 
many of the government's own scientists are predicting that any logging at all will cause 
unacceptably high probabilities of extinction for many species in these forests. A growing 
number of citizens' groups inside and outside of our coalition are calling for the end of all 
commercial logging on our federal forestlands as the best way to protect our forests from 
impending demise. 

I would like to bring to your attention reports and Congressional letters issued 2 years ago 
by Chairman George Miller on behalf of the Interior Committee relating to the forest crisis 
on our federal lands. 

In Chairman Miller's April7, 1992letter Spotted Forests, Chairman Miller refers to the 
blight of dearcuts on our National Forests and states, "the Forest Service's 
mismanagement across the national forest system has led to widespread destruction of 
our nation's forest resources." 

In Chairman Miller's May 7, 1992letter Mining the Forest, he cites a systematic review of 
replanted clear-cuts. What they found was shocking. Less than four percent of the 
replanted acres were "satisfactorily stocked and free to grow ... What does this mean? The 
tree harvest projected in the Forest Service's computer programs cannot be sustained. If 
less than 4% of the cut areas are renewed, the Forest Service is mining the forests, rather 
than harvesting a renewable resource. Yet the Forest Service goes on relying on the 
reforestation projections in the forest plans-a renewable resource in the Forest Service's 
computers, but not on the ground." 

In Chairman Miller's April28, 1992letter Miracle Trees, he cites the Forest Service's 
promise to grow Douglas firs averaging an unheard of 658 feet tall, more than 250 taller 
than the tallest tree in world! "For too long, they've asked us to look the other way while 
faulty calculations have led to overcutting of some of the biggest trees in the world." 

In Chairman Miller's April 9, 1992letter on Salmon, he states that the U.S. Forest Service 
is helping to destroy the one billion dollar per year fishing industry in the Pacific 
Northwest. "Over 60,000 jobs in the Pacific Northwe5t depend on recreational and 
commercial fishing of trout, salmon and steelhead. But these jobs are seriously threatened 
by logging practices that are destroying fish habitat across the region. 214 different stocks 
of trout, ,;,;lmon and steelhead are at risk of extinction-and over one hundred of those 
are in imminent danger of extinction. At least ninety of these fish stocks are directly at 
risk due to Forest Service management practices on the west side of the Cascades alone ... 
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The Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have contributed to the loss of these 
salmon stocks by permitting logging practices that destroy gravel stream beds and clog 
salmon streams with silt. When logging is permitted too close to river banks or on steep 
slopes, silt and sediment fill the rivers and choke off spawning areas. Logging roads are a 
large contributor to the problem." 

This year, the salmon industry has shut down in Washington and Oregon. 

On June 15, 1993, Chairman Miller issued a report called Management of Federal Timber 
Resources: the Loss of Accountability. In his accompanying letter, he says "the litany of 
specific reforestation failures and inventory errors is disturbing. Look at the pictures of 
20-year-old clearcuts with no trees growing in them ... We must insist that our forests are 
managed in a sustainable fashion, and that these valuable ecosystems are maintained for 
the future." 

Chairman Vento, I know you and many other members are concerned about the scientific 
questions regarding clearcutting. I would like to give you a copy of the book Beyond the 
Beauty Strip by Mitch Lansky, because it is a thorough technical study, voluminously 
footnoted, which clearly explains all the mistaken biological and economic arguments 
offered to back up clearcutting and its variations. 

I also would like to submit two technical articles on the decline of bat and salamander 
populations and viability due to clearcutting by Donald Thomas and James Petranka, and 
a study by Duffy and Meier showing that almost a century after clearcuts in Appalachian 
forests, the forest biodiversity has not returned. 

Members of the committee want to know if selection management is a workable system. 
offer to the committee pictures of privately owned selection managed forests from every 
region of the nation. 

Chairman Vento, we have known for years that the status quo is unacceptable. It is time 
to act. Today, we are looking at a very modest legislative proposal. H.R. 1164 is the 
barest minimum of steps necessary to avert the certain disaster of permanent forest 
biodiversity loss. 

Our generation does not want to sit idly by and accept the extinction of any more of our 
native American species. We do not want to accept the looting of the public wealth of our 
forests by international timber corporations, which clearcut America's last natural forests, 
scar the land, pollute the rivers and landscape, fire their American workers, close the 
mills, and then move the logging operations and all the jobs overseas. And all of this 
subsidized in the amount of billions of dollars a year by the American taxpayers. 

As far as the welfare of the workers, I direct you to the testimony delivered by a l<>gger, 
Paul Lisko, who testified in favor of H.R. 1164 at the October 1993 hearing in Charlie 
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Rose's subcommittee. He stated that clearcutting on the national forests in New Mexico 
was destroying the forests and ruining his livelihood. 

H.R. 1164 is not the entire solution. 50% of our nation's wood goes into virgin paper, and 
almost 50% of our nation's garbage is composed of paper and wood products. We need to 
leave more natural forests and cut and use less forest material. We can accomplish that by 
using recycled paper instead of virgin paper, not exporting raw logs overseas, reusing 
and recycling wood, and using environmentally sound substitutes for wood and tree pulp 
in building materials and paper. Save America's Forests offers our 16 point platform as a 
guide to changing our entire industrial forest cycle into a safe, sustainable forest products 
cycle for the future. 

We love our natural America. We love the grizzly bears of the west, and the black bears 
of the east. We love the wild call of the wolves, the soaring flight of the American eagle, 
the dappled colors of the migratory songbirds, we love the salamanders, the snakes, the 
mushrooms and moles, the towering giant trees and the tiniest flowers. 

We salute the heroic efforts of environmentalists such as Brock Evans who labored long 
and hard decades ago in a lonely struggle to establish federal wilderness areas, and we 
thank the U.S. Congress for their foresight in the creation of these natural wilderness 
sanctuaries. 

But now, the struggle to protect nature has reached a new stage. We know that for 
millions of years, nature evolved in large scale natural forest ecosystems. It is imperative 
that we allow nature to once more function on the grand scale of large ecosystems. The 
current wilderness areas are not large enough to support the survival of America's native 
species. The whole of our national forest system, from now on, must have all its native 
biodiversity. Oearcutting, overlogging, roadbuilding and tree plantations must end now. 
Congress must direct the U.S. Forest Service to carry out a combination of less logging, no 
logging in some areas, and at a very minimum, selection management instead of 
dearcutting. Anything less will consign the federal forests to certain and permanent ruin. 

We do not need any more new names or euphemisms for clearcutting and even-age 
management. We want to end artificial tree farms, pesticides, herbicides, phantom 
forests, genetically engineered cloned "supertrees", clearcutting, seed-tree and 
shelterwood, highgrading, "improving nature" with edge effect, fire suppression or 
"ecosystem management" on our federal forests. 

Chief Jack Ward Thomas told me that he would not change the logging practices of the 
Forest Service unless directed to do so by Congress. We are here asking that Congress 
pass H.R. 1164 and change those policies. 
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Mr. VENTO. Without· objection, the letters will be made part of 
the record. 

Mr. Ross. Thank you. 
[The letters follow:] 
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The Yellowbark Society 
P.O. lloxlili 

Hill City, &D 1571415 

The Hon. Bruce Vento 
Chairman, Natural Resources Subcommittee 
National Forests, Parks, & Public Lands Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 

May 6, 1994 

Testimony ln Support ofHR 1164 
Dear Chairman Vento; 

l am writing to indicate my strr:m99st support for the "Bryant Bill", H.R. 1164, the forest 
Biodiversity and Clearcuttlng Prohibition Act. This bill contains many of the changes I 
have considered necessary on our public lands for many years. For too long we have 
allowed lend "managers" to cater to the needs of industry, to exploit natural resources 
tor short-tarm gain, and to promote commodity extraction for "career enhancement" 
rather than land stewardship. 

I am sickened by the quantities of matorlals wasted In the new mechanical! harvesting 
methods on our beautiful Black Hills. When will Industry ever do the research necessary 
to make better use of these natural resources, if our land managers and the forest 
Service continue to provide all the raw materials short-sightedly demanded by out-of­
state mills? 

Recent stumpage price increases have allowed private landowners to begin harvesting 
their holdings at 11 modest profit, or at least to offset the ever-Increasing property tax 
payments. I feel I cannot do this to my land, until the Forest Service regalna Ita mission 
of true multipl'3 use, which to me Is based on biodiversity and austalnablllty, not 
commodity goals. Reducing the harvesting on public lands will help small private 
in holders maintain their ruralllfastyles and quellty of life. 

I retired after 26 years In the Park Service, many of these years at Mount Rushmore. 
have seen how the best intentions of land managers can be distorted and controlled by 
special Interests. Tha lack of land staw!lrdship ethics by our public land agenclas In the 
West sickens me, and I am concerned what k.ind of world will we be leaving for 
posterity. How thoroughly Will they condemn us for our shortaightedness ond greed? 

I ask for your strongest support tor this Important legislation. 

Sincerely, 

g:;~ .. ;~ 
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BLACK HILLS GROUP 
SIERRA CLUB 

P.O.Boxl6%4 
Rapid Cltf, SJ) !7709 

The Honorable Bruce Vento 
Chairman, Natural Resources Subcommittee 
National Forests, Parks, and Public Lands Committee 
U.S. House of Reprcsentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MayS, 1994 

Re: Testimony on H.R. 1164 
Dear Chairll1iln Vento: 

The Black Hills Group appreciates the strong leadership that you and our Congressman Tim Johnson 
have provided on public lands issues. We ask both of you to continue this leadership by giving your 
atronaest suppon to H.R. 1164, the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act, 
introduced this session of Congress by Representative Bryant of Texas. 

Public land policies prohibited clearcutting on public lands until passage of the National Forest 
Manag~ment Act in 1976. Predictably, the Forest Service (and BLM) has seized on the silvicultural 
loopholes in this Act to promote widespread and unrestricted homogenization of our National Forests. 
Yet, after 17 years, these same public land agencie$ are unwilling or unable to implement the explicit 
biodiversity requirement~ contained in NFMA. 

The Black Hillls National Forest is experiencing the type of mismanagement condemned as "run amok 
executive agencies• by Judge Parker of TeJ~as and Judge Dwyer in the Northwest. Tite proposed HR 
1164 (the Bryant Bill) proposes several significant changes in land management that will be of direct 
impact in restoring sane land manag~:ment in the Black Hills of South Dakota. 

Allbough most of the Bill's provisions apply more generally to the remaining isolated portions of the 
West (no roadbuilding in RARE ll areas, repeal of Section 701 (b), etc.), the direction this legislation 
will set for sustainable management of our national forests is also important for South Dakota. We 
have seen firsthand in the Black Hills how continued unsustainable harvest levels do nor provide 
jobs, do not promote community stability, and do not protect our greatest resource, the· namral 
beauty and integrity of the Black Hills forest ecosystem. 

We ask you to give Utis legislation your strongest support. Time is runninJ; out on our options for 
preserving •the best that remains" of our National Heritage on puNic lands. 

Sincerely, 

Brian Bradcmcyer 
Conservation Chair 
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Mr. VENTO. I note also that Ms. Bezanson has a number of state­
ments that are attached to hers, affidavits and so forth, which will 
be made part of the record. They are not too lengthy. Without ob­
jection. 

Ms. BEZANSON. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. I think that we will try to come back right away and 

deal with the questions for this paneL And, so I would tell mem­
bers that want to ask questions, some of whom are not here, had 
better be back, because we are going to move along today. 

[Whereupon, a recess is taken at 11:10 a.m., to reconvene at 
11:20 a.m., this same day.] 

Mr. VENTO. If you would, come back to the table. I was going 
over the statement, and I see that my correspondence to Ray 
Fenner ought to be put in the record so others will know what we 
are talking about. 

But, one of the questions that was outstanding here, I think, for 
the Forest Service, that is to say, on February 4, 1994, that, in fact, 
Janice, Ms. Bezanson's testimony was pointing out that there was 
a question here asked of Dr. Thomas, the Chief of the Forest Serv­
ice, concerning specifics of how many acres are being logged under 
each method on national forests each year. This has become an 
issue, even at the early part of the hearing here where I had one 
set of numbers and Congressman Smith and Bryant had others. 

So, we do need to get answers concerning that. And, we will raise 
them today. And, I am sure that they will have to go back to the 
drawing board to straighten out or, at least, get us the 1992 and 
1993 numbers on that topic. 

So, I do want to acknowledge that. And, the statements that we 
made that we are repeating were these statements of the Forest 
Service in terms of some of the science. 

As you can see from my remarks, I did have some questions 
about the science. And, a lot of this gets to what we are managing 
it for. 

I haven't been able to read all of the testimony that we have re­
ceived today. That is why we like to get the testimony a little ear­
lier on the oft chance that we might actually take some time to 
read something ahead of time. 

And, I had received a copy of the Beyond the Beauty Strip. It's 
at home on my bookshelf. And, someday I am going to have enough 
time to read all of these things. 

And, someone else, Wally. Herger, Congressman Herger, invited 
me to go out and look at his district. And, I have been to some of 
those areas, but I usually go with the Forest Service or with the 
BLM when I do that, not with the various groups most commonly, 
because I really want to rely on them to be the professionals that 
they are. · 

And, so that's one of the reasons we do that, although we do 
meet with groups sometimes in the field so that we can get the 
other perspectives that are necessary rather than just the Agency 
perspective. But, I did want to make those comments. 

I notice you have a lot of Minnesota groups that are favorably 
disposed towards a different policy path with regards to manage­
ment. Under the law, the steps that Congressman Church and oth­
ers-and I mentioned Hubert Humphrey-wrote into the Forest 
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Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 which pro­
vides that before clearcutting it can only occur if it has been deter­
mined to be the optimal method; if it's the interdisciplinary review, 
the cut blocks, patches or strips of land are shaped and blended to 
the extent practicable within the natural terrain; maximum cut 
sizes for normal harvesting, and the cuts are carried out in a man­
ner consistent with the protection of soil, watershed and so forth. 

And, so you know this language. And, the fact is that do you all 
agree that the 90 percent or whatever the amount of clearcutting 
and even-age management cutting, whatever the difference is, that 
this language isn't adequate to do the job; is that right? 

We have been through the courts with this; is that right, Brock, 
or what? What's the case here? 

Mr. EVANS. Well, yes. Some of us were here-that shows how old 
we are, Mr. Chairman-at the Forest Management Act hearings of 
1975 and 1976. 

And, you may recall that that whole issue was precipitated by 
the West Virginia Isaac Walton League Chapter winning the 
Monongahela lawsuit. And, the reason I cite that is because for two 
years we then had a debate in this Congress, in this body, and oth­
ers about shall we have prescriptive forestry or discretionary for­
estry. 

And, those of us who had seen what was actually going on on the 
ground all around the country, not just myself but many others, 
the scientists and others, wanted to really spell out clearly in the 
law what we wanted to have done to codify the Church Guidelines 
and make it even more stronger. The forestry establishment and 
the industry and the Agency said, "No. We promise we will do a 
good job, because we are the professionals. Leave it to us." 

Well, in effect, our side lost. And, we didn't have prescriptive for­
estry. 

We have had almost 20 years now of discretionary forestry, leav­
ing it up to us. And, we have the results that lead people all 
around the country to come here today. 

Every time we've gone to court, whether it's in Texas or the 
northwest or elsewhere, we have won the lawsuits on this because 
the plain mandate of the Act is to protect the native diversity 
across the planting unit, and it's not being done by this practice. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, let me leave it at that point. I did see the affi­
davit on your statements. I will try to look over this more carefully 
at a later time. 

Congressman Smith, did you have any questions of the panel? 
Mr. SMITH. I just have one question, Mr. Chairman. I want to 

preface it by reading a statement from the Society of American For­
esters, delivered in 1992, regarding this very issue. 

These are the silviculturalists and the experts we hire in some 
cases, public and certainly private, to give us their best advice. 
And, I want to quote one small paragraph. 

"Properly applied, clearcutting is an environmentally appro­
priate, financially prudent and economically justifiable silvicultural 
method to meet many multiple use objectives. It is the proper way 
to regenerate certain high value commercial timber species, espe­
cially the fast growing shade intolerance species such as Douglas 
fir, western white pine and lodgepole pine of the west, southern 
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pines in the south and southeast, and eastern hardwoods like oaks, 
ashes, maples and black cherry. Clearcutting is the only way to 
control some insect and disease problems. It also creates openings 
for grouse. It improves wildlife habitat for many species, thus con­
tributing to the biological diversity." 

The Society of American Foresters, 1992. Are they right or are 
you right? 

Mr. EvANS. They are wrong. 
Mr. SMITH. And, again I suggest to you that it's very difficult if 

you want to follow science, as everybody seems to want to follow, 
to go against the scientists with your opinion. 

Mr. EvANS. These are not scientists, Congressman. 
Mr. SMITH. I found that to be true, Brock, when we were arguing 

about the spotted owl. So, now I am on the other side. 
I am with science. Where are you? 
Mr. EVANS. I am with the scientists, too. But, I am not with 

those who are silviculturalist kinds of scientists who have a fman­
cial and an ideological interest in perpetuating the practice that 
brings more money to their employers. And, I think we have to con­
sider that. 

I would refer you, Congressman, to the volumes of testimony and 
hundreds of pages of testimony at the 1971 hearings, and ever 
since then, to see what soil scientists say, see what zoologists say, 
see what wildlife biologists say. I completely agree with you that 
this is not an issue of cutting timber or not. 

It's an issue of how you regrow it again. For example, in your 
own district, I hired a consulting forester to work with me in the 
70s. And, we were down around Medford and some BLM clearcuts, 
and it was very interesting. 

He took me out in the middle of clearcuts. We are just talking 
10 or 15 acres here. And, you know how hot the summers get in 
your district down around Medford especially. 

In the middle of the clearcut, which had been cut 10 years ago, 
nothing was growing at all. On the edges, near the shade near 
where the strip was, trees were growing like weeds. 

In other words, even this forester said we can't do these things 
down in that place. So, I think if you look at all the science on 
these things, as we have over the years, I think you would conclude 
that if you want to provide openings for even shade intolerant trees 
like Douglas fir, you can do it through the method that we think 
nature does it, through the small openings throughout the forest, 
instead of the thing that makes more money. 

We have no objection to making more money. But, if it destroys 
the environment so that trees don't grow back, we have a problem. 

And, I would be glad to submit lots of evidence on this. As a mat­
ter of fact, if I can, Mr. Chairman, I have one study here called--

Mr. SMITH. Well, Brock, if you are selecting the evidence, make 
a selection a little bit better than the George Miller selection when 
he came to southern Oregon and visited one section of land, which 
was not regenerating, and came back and said, "My God, the BLM 
and the Forest Service is doing a lousy job, because trees won't 
grow in this section." There are spots in southern Oregon that re­
generation is very difficult that we both know. 

Mr. EVANS. Sure. 
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Mr. SMITH. But, on the whole, the BLM believes, and states, that 
they have about a 94 percent regeneration success, unlike some of 
the testimony I heard from Mr. Ross. 

By the way, Mr. Ross, one quick question to you. I think you con­
finned what I stated in my opening statement. 

That simply is. When you all are through with devastating the 
public lands, eliminating any harvest from them, you are going to 
go to private lands. You as much as said that. 

You want to eliminate the export of logs. You know very well 
that you cannot export logs from public lands, either federal lands 
or state lands. 

Therefore, the only regulation you want to impose is on the pri­
vate lands. Come around again, you are going to impose your will 
upon private landowners; is that correct? 

Mr. Ross. Well, I think we all live on a planet where we all re­
late to another. We live under a government in the United States 
where we all relate to each other. 

And, none of us have infinite liberty. So, we are all under regula­
tions all the time. 

And, environmentally, we are all connected to each other. All the 
ecosystems of the world magnify and connect to each other until 
you have a global ecosystem. 

So, yes, I am concerned with the forests all over the planet, on 
public lands and on private lands. H.R. 1164 only refers to public 
lands. 

But, as far as my statement about exports, I would say that be­
cause we are exporting so much from private lands, that is creating 
an artificial shortage at which the public lands are being bled to 
fill. So, we are cutting far too much from our public lands. 

And, we are using clearcutting, which is the wrong way. And, 
we've done that for far too long. 

And, the reason the forests are in such bad health in many areas 
is because they have been clearcut and high graded. We need to 
stop the clearcutting and the high grading and then nature will 
begin to heal itself. 

And, I would like to point out one more thing in relation to this. 
We keep talking about what we have to do to help the health of 
the forests. 

The trees and the forests that we are familiar with evolved about 
100 million years ago before there were any forest service man­
agers or private timber companies. So, for 100 million years, nature 
took good care of itself and grew very large trees and healthy for­
ests. 

Now, is it just a coincidence that with the clearcutting that has 
been practiced for decades that the forests that have been clearcut 
and high graded are in such bad health? I think the two are di­
rectly related. 

And, so we are proposing that we change over to a system of nat­
ural management, as little management as possible, emulating na­
ture, which clearcutting and even-age management as currently 
practiced does not do. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand that. I won't get into a discussion with 
you about history. 
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But. if you•ve ever seen an overlay of frres in the Pacific North­
west. you will see that frre in itself is non-discretionary. And, it 
takes old growth as well as young growth. 

And, the forests in the northwest are not hundreds and hundreds 
of years--ancient forests is a misnomer. The facts are that fires 
wiped out, from time to time, various portions of the west and left 
it as nude as that. 

So, you know, that's not a fair example, I don't think. But, we 
get back to the point that you want to regulate private lands. 

Now, I'm--
Mr. Ross. We are not talking about harvesting methods on pri­

vate lands, no. That is not--
Mr. SMITH. No, no, no. You worry about export of logs. You can't 

export logs from public lands or you can't export logs from state 
lands. 

So, you are back in the private land business again, which I stat­
ed in my opening statement would come along. And, the fact is, it's 
interesting that we can arrive at different conclusions with the 
same facts. 

The facts are that you have squeezed the public lands so badly, 
and you have eliminated harvest in the Pacific Northwest. Eighty­
five percent in Option 9 is gone from harvest timber in the north­
west. The other 15 percent is in the courts. We have zero harvest 
from public lands. 

You have squeezed it to the point you are putting huge pressure 
on private lands. You are destroying exactly what you want to pre­
serve, and that's the ecosystem on a large part of the private lands 
which is, as I mentioned earlier, are about half of the forest lands 
in Oregon and Washington. 

That's what you are doing. 
Mr. Ross. Well, two points. One is that the reason there is a 

shortage of logs on public and private lands, to the extent that 
there is, although we use much too much wood in paper, virgin 
wood in paper, so that if we used much less virgin wood in paper, 
which I demonstrated is possible and would be beneficial to our 
economy-but, in any case, to the extent that we are exporting is 
this artificial shortage. 

But, by exporting so much raw wood and wood products, we are 
putting American workers out of work. And, I think that should be 
a paramount consideration. 

Mills are closing, because the logs are being milled overseas. 
That's a fact. 

We know that. We have pictures---
Mr. SMITH. There isn't a log exported out of my district, not a 

log. And, there are 68 thousand people out of work in Oregon. 
That's because of organizations like yours who have squeezed the 

harvest to zero. Mills are closing every week because they can't 
find any timber to harvest. 

Mr. Ross. Are you denying that we are not exporting logs? 
Mr. SMITH. We are not exporting logs. 
Mr. Ross. America isn't exporting logs? 
Mr. SMITH. Oregon does not export logs either from the state or 

on federal lands. And, locally--
Mr. Ross. Private lands. 
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Mr. SMITH [continuing]. In my district there are no private logs 
exported, zero. Why are our mills closing? 

Mr. Ross. Well, you were talking about getting logs from other 
States recently. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, his time has expired. And, he's going to get the 
last word or someone does, I guess. 

So, Mr. LaRocco, do you have any questions of this panel? 
Mr. LARocco. I just had one for Mr. Evans. I read through the 

testimony. And, I had mentioned I hadn't seen your testimony be­
fore I mentioned the clearcutting guidelines and the hearings back 
in the 1970s where you testified on that. 

And, I think one of our roles here in Congress, and specifically 
this Committee, is to look forward continually. We can dwell on the 
past, and some of the past is not all that wonderful to dwell on. 

But, with relation to this legislation and the change in the Ad­
ministration's ecosystem management, I read that the Audubon So­
ciety is supporting the legislation. I am trying to marry the two: 
how we move forward here with a change in Administration and 
a new look with ecosystem management on the landscapes. 

I could give some examples, I think, of really hard hit areas with 
regard to insect infestation and dead stands of lodgepole pine that 
are begging for some prescription instead of catastrophic fires. I'm 
just wondering how you would recommend that we reconcile this 
on this Committee to move forward with ecosystem management. 

And, as you mention in your testimony, you thought that 
clearcutting guidelines were being followed but they haven't been. 
Would it please you in any way, shape or form if the Forest Service 
were to simply adhere to those? There are actually forests in my 
district that have banned clearcutting. 

Mr. EVANS. Congressman, we may not even be here today if the 
Forest Service tried to follow the guidelines of the early 1970s. 

Since they did not, now we are in a situation where organiza­
tions like mine consider we are in a situation of real scarcity of if 
you value large block of intact interior forest, just from the wildlife 
standpoint alone. 

So, I think we are past that, plus we have a lot more scientific 
knowledge now than then about what this does. 

It is true that foresters who see trees as a commercial crop get 
very much afraid of diseases and bugs and things that are happen­
ing to the forest. 

To other scientists, these are part of the natural cycle of things, 
and I think when you are talking about ecosystems management, 
you have to take into account all the parts; the water, the fish, the 
climate, everything else, not just the trees for commercial crop. It 
depends on what you are doing and where you are. 

The fact is, it seems to us that we have had nearly one hundred 
years now of-we had to clearcut log this forest in order to save 
it, and I think we have the result that Mr. Ross and others spoke 
of. It has not worked. 

The forests are more diseased than ever. They are worse than 
ever. We have climate situations coming up, but it is worse off 
right now. 

So, we think the idea of clearcutting to save the forest is now an 
outmoded idea, and I know it is called just another tool in the kit, 
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but we are here to tell you that the tool has been so abused right 
now we don't feel comfortable except with these kind of prescrip­
tions. 

Twenty years ago, it might have been differently. 
There is, as you know, in the legislation, a provision for a com­

mittee of scientists which is going to recommend appropriate log­
ging method, and I think this might ease some of Mr. Smith's 
fears, too, about what could be done, because of course there are 
going to be situations where you might have fire danger and dan­
ger to property and human life, and we certainly want to make 
sure that is taken care of as well. 

But we think we need something strong and prescriptive and en­
forceable, hence the citizen suit provision, to make sure the agen­
cies will do it as they did not twenty years ago. 

Mr. LARocco. I would add to the values and the constituencies, 
whatever you put into the definition of ecosystem management, in­
clude local communities as well. I think the success of ecosystem 
management is going to hinge on local communities that make 
their living off the land and recreate on the land as well. 

This is really important to me that we have this buy-in by folks 
on the ground who, I think, probably don't want those huge 
clearcuts anyway. I think that is why I am trying to dwell on the 
future, and maybe we will get there at some point and I certainly 
hope so. 

I have some concerns about what we would do on the Federal 
lands, and then what are the obligations on the private land, and 
that is why we have this hearing. 

I would say it is always interesting to deal with these issues as 
we are today, and we always get back to forest health. I have a bill 
which deals with forest health that we have discussed in the past, 
and we will probably hear more about it from the next panel. 

It all gets back to what is on the ground after a hundred years 
of management. The even age management, fire suppression, 
draught, disease and so forth. 

I am glad there is a scientific consensus arriving on that, and 
some of the wildlife biologists at the University of Idaho have actu­
ally come out at some point-maybe there is new data-but Jim 
Peak, for example, has looked at the benefits of small clearcuts for 
El Capitan and others, and I don't think that can be refuted, unless 
you want to now. 

Mr. EVANS. I would just like to say that we consider the state­
ment about selection logging is, in fact, a small clearcut. It lets 
light in. It permits openings, and it does it, we think, in a more 
natural way. 

I have no trouble with anything you said. Clearly the local people 
live there and make their livelihood, have to understand it is in 
their long term interest, too, to harvest the trees that are going to 
be harvest in such a way that they are going to go back forever, 
and also have the other wildlife values that we believe only the 
public lands can provide. 

Mr. LARocco. I mean, if you look at what Plum Creek did, you 
may not be happy, but I know you would be happy with the change 
from what they used to do, which is what they admit as a com­
pany. They have gone in and with the volume that they take out, 
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there is another entry twenty, thirty years later. That is the envi­
ronmental forestry they are attempting to practice. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. Thank you. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF R. NEIL SAMPSON, EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FORESTS; FRANK M. GLADICSt VICE 
PRESIDENT, WESTERN FOREST INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION; 
DOUG CRANDALL, ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT, PUBLIC 
FORESTRY, AMERICAN FOREST & PAPER ASSOCIATION; 
AND, GERALD ROSE, MINNESOTA STATE FORESTER, NA­
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE FORESTERS 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you all. Appreciate it. Our next panel is R. 

Neil Sampson, with the American Forests. Mr. Doug Crandall, 
American Forest and Paper Association, Mr. Frank M. Gladics, 
Western Forest Industries Association, and fmally Mr. Gary Rose, 
who is, of course, from Minnesota. He is our State forester. He is 
now representing the National Association of State Foresters. 

So, a special welcome to Mr. Rose. Your statements have all been 
made part of the record, and we would like you to summarize in 
about five minutes and then we, perhaps, can ask some questions 
of you at that point. 

Mr. Sampson, please proceed with your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF R. NEIL SAMPSON 
Mr. SAMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Neil Sampson, 

Executive Vice President of American Forests, which is the oldest 
national citizens conservation organization in the country. 

It is a pleasure to appear in front of your committee again. For 
these many times we have talked about these same subjects. 

Before I summarize my statement, very briefly I would like to 
address a question, if I might, that has been discussed in the com­
mittee this morning. 

The background statement which I believe people were looking 
at, which has the harvest acreages for 1984 to 1991 on it, there 
was some discussion about what has happened since 1991 to 1994, 
and that is very germane, because there has been a tremendous 
change. 

I only wanted to point out one thing. In the 1991 data, the 
chances are there is not a harvest on that 1991 list that was 
planned any later than 1987, and there may be harvests on there 
that were planned as early as 1984 and 1985. 

Unfortunately, the process these days is so lengthy and so cum­
bersome to plan and put one of these projects together, that the 
1991 data is based on 1985 practice or 1984 practice and so on. 

That has been a frustration with all of us who are trying to push 
change in practice, because the change in practice has a time lag 
in it that represents the length of the planning frame. 

So, I am only suggesting that the data that we are looking at is 
even more historical in its real intellectual base than it appears to 
be on the numbers. 

What I brought for you today is two basic activities that we have 
been involved in, myself personally. The National Commission on 
wild fire disasters, which was created under Public Law 101 286, 
which has just issued its report. 
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Mr. Chairman, I didn't burden your over-burdened reading pile 
with that report again today, but I obviously have a few copies. The 
Congress, in its wisdom, didn't give us any funding to carry out the 
Commission's activities and, in fact, wrote the legislation in such 
a way that it precluded private funding. 

So, we have essentially sort of volunteered and bootlegged this, 
and have only a limited amount as a result. 

The other thing we have done is in cooperation with the folks in 
Mr. LaRocco's district and, in fact, with Mr. LaRocco himself, and 
this is a look at the science underneath the forest health situation 
in the inland west, and I have brought you a small overview piece 
that was done out there. 

Both of those reports indicate that there are millions of acres of 
Federal forest largely lying in that region we call the inland west, 
which is shown on the cover of this. 

Forest health problems range from incipient to very severe. 
Many of those areas, unless effective forest treatment programs are 
rapidly employed, there is a one hundred percent chance that they 
will burn, often with very highly destructive wild fires. And by 
that, we mean fires at the intensity and scale which cause serious 
and sometimes permanent damage to forest soils, to watersheds 
and obviously wildlife populations, in addition to imposing enor­
mous costs for suppression and emergency rehabilitation. 

As we read H.R. 1164, it would reduce the ability of the federal 
agencies to treat many of those forests, and if that were the case 
the effect of the legislation would be the exact opposite of its 
goals-it would result in the degradation of some Federal forests 
and the reduction of biological diversity rather than its enhance­
ment. 

The problem, we would suggest, is in the approach taken. Any 
attempt to prescribe or prohibit specific land treatment methods is 
going to right in some places and wrong in others, and we heard 
people all morning talking back and forth with an example of how 
this worked here and that worked there. 

The chances are they were all right and all wrong. The problem 
is that those forests are so tremendously diverse that it is really 
difficult to generalize on what should be done. 

I have gone through a litany of what has gone on out there and 
I won't repeat it for the committee. You can read it in the testi­
mony. But the message we are trying to bring to you today is that 
there are millions of acres of Federal forests that need immediate 
intervention to prevent an environmental and an economic disas­
ter. 

Some of them are roaded, some of them are roadless. They exists 
in a variety of physical locations, exhibit different characteristics, 
they need different management techniques, according to what con­
ditions exist. 

On some of them, clearcutting would be a disaster, on others, 
doing nothing would be an- equal disaster, and on some sites roads 
are going to be essential, and on others they shouldn't be built, and 
the product values and topographi__e;uppo!f;_!J.elicopter operations, 
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which under today's prices are often very profitable as well as easy 
on the environment. ---·---····--- -···­

In some flaces, the clearcutting in very small patches is going to 
be essentia to get the species regeneration that we need. 

The point is that legislation that effects the entire Federal forest 
land base can't foresee all those different needs. 

So, just as the tendency to convert every acre of the national for­
est to the clearcut replant industry model was a mistake, it is prob­
ably equally wrong to try to dictate the totally different manage­
ment schemes across that entire landscape today. 

I think we have to recognize that we have very few forests out 
there, none that I know of, that are unaffected by that human set­
tlement. 

When we knocked the fires out in the late 1800s in that region 
it changed the forest greatly. 

The air quality has changed now today until the nitrogen input 
in those forest lands is vastly different than what it was under 
original situations. 

Many of the roadless areas people want to protect today were 
logged and logged very hard in the early days with flumes and 
splash dams and down creek logging with oxen and horses, doing 
things that are so environmentally more damaging than what we 
would do with a decent and well-built road system today, that we 
wouldn't begin to want to tolerate it. 

So, we have to really understand that we have very few natural 
forests left. Our goal must be to return as many as we can toward 
natural conditions, and that will in many cases require sensitive 
site-specific active intervention. 

Instead of fighting the battles of the past, Mr. Chairman, it 
seems to me we have to fight the battles of the future. That is, in 
fact, a forest health situation that is growing rapidly into emer­
gency conditions. 

What we need now is instead of trying to do what 1164 attempts 
to do, we need to support the conversion that is under way in the 
Federal agencies. 

They are eliminating clearcutting as a prevailing silvicultural 
method. There is an unfortunate five to six year time lag in the 
way that hits from the planning to the land, and that is too bad. 

But the mood should be applauded. They are trying to move to­
ward ecosystem management, and that is the right direction and 
should be encouraged. They are hampered in doing what needs to 
be done in here by a cumbersome, top down, often conflicting set 
of planning and assessment rules. Those should be simplified and 
streamlined. 

They are limited in their administrative tools, to timber sales 
and salvage sales, that set up a set of perverse incentives that 
don't allow the forest contractor to become a true partner in what 
is left on the forest behind, and the result and impact of those for­
est activities. 

All those need to be changed, and that is a significant policy 
agenda for this committee. 

We feel that the forest health bill that was initiated by your com­
patriot, Mr. LaRocco, which if you looked at very carefully is a 
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much more appropriate basis from which to begin this important 
task than 1164, and that is our testimony for today. 

We will be glad to answer any questions. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Sampson follows:] 
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Dear Mr. Chairman and ·Members .ohbe ·Subc.ommittee: 

I am Neil Sampson, Executive Vice President of American Forests, the oldest national 
citizens conservation group in the U.S. Our members are a diverse array of scientists, 
natural resource professionals, and citizens who share a common interest--they care 
deeply about the protection and sustainable management of trees and forests, on all 
lands and all land ownerships. 

Our organization, and myself personaily, have been involved in two related exercises 
that we believe have relevance to the subject and the legislation before you today, and I 
would like to take this opportunity to make that connection for the Committee. 

The National Commission on Wildfire Ois.asters, <:.!'l::ared under Public Law 101·286, 
has just issued its report. I had the privilege of chairing that Commission and overseeing 
the preparation of the report. 

The Forest Policy Center has just completed work on a book about the forest health 
situation in the inland west. A copy of one of the overview papers is included with this 
testimony, and the entire book will be available later this summer. 

PEOI"t.£ CARIN(; t:OR TREES AND I'ORL\TS SINn;. 1875 
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Both of these reportS indicate that there are millions of acres of federal forest, largely 
lying in the region between the spine of the western coastal mountains and the Great 
Plains, and extending from Canada to Mexico, where forest health problems range from 
incipient to very severe. In many of those areas, unless effective treatment programs are 
rapidly employed, there is a 100% chance of highly destructive wildfires. By highly 
destructive, we mean fires at a scale and intensity that do serious and sometimes 
permanent damage to forest soils, watersheds, and wildlife populations, in addition to 
imposing costs on the public for suppression effortS and emergency rehabilitation work. 

As we read H.R 1164, it would seriously reduce the ability of the federal agencies to 
treat many of these forests. If that were to be the case, the effect of the legislation 
would be the exact opposite of its goals •• it would result in the degradation of some 
federal forests and the reduction of biological diversity rather than its enhancement. The 
problem, we would suggest, is in the approach taken. Any attempt to prescribe or 
prohibit specific land treatment methods will be right in some places; wrong in others. 

In the inland western forests, for example, the current forest is dramatically different 
than the forest that evolved over the thousands of years prior to European settlement. 
Those forests, while they differ considerably across this large landscape with its varied 
topography and climate conditions, were each greatly shaped by wildfire. The lower 
elevation, southerly, or drier sites were characterized by long-needled pine forests, often 
with tree densities of 25-100 per acre, and a fire return interval of 5-10 years. At the 
more northern, high elevation, or wetter s!tes, lodgepole pine or fir-hemlock forests 
burned far less frequently, at return intervals that might have been from 50 to several 
hundred years between fires. 

In the pine forests with regular fires, species evolved that were not only fire-tolerant, 
but sometimes fire-dependent. Those fires were nearly always cool ground fires that 
recycled carbon and nutrients, kept young seedlings from crowding around the large 
trees, and favored the fire-tolerant pines over the more easily-killed species like douglas­
fir. 

In the lodgepole pine and fir-hemlock forests with long fire return intervals, the fires 
were nearly always stand-replacing fires, killing the forest where it burned and starting a 
new round of forest succession. 

An important factor in both types of forest is that neither hit a "climax" condition 
where growth slowed down and normal decomposition balanced it off. In these forests, 
biomass continued to accumulate until fire removed it. Decomposition never equals 
growth, because these forests are too cold in the winter and too dry in the summer for 
adequate microbial activity. Thus - these forests will all burn at some point, unless the 
fuels are mechanically removed. 

The problem facing these regions today is that the forests have not burned in a 
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historical manner since about 1860-1890. Wildfire frequency changed dramatically the 
moment European settlers arrived in the region. The main reasons for this include the 
introduction of huge populations of domestic livestock, that grazed out the fine fuels that 
previously carried wildfire through the region; settling, plowing, and irrigating the valleys, 
which created new firebreaks between mountain ranges; and eliminating Native Ameri· 
can ignition practices. 

ln addition to reducing fires, settlers 
high-graded the pine forests, leaving be­
hind the firs which were seen as inferior. 
The region was settled during a period 
when the United States was operating on 
a wood economy. From train tracks to 
smelters, wood was the construction mate· 
rial and energy source for everything. 
And pine was the choice wood. Forest 
highgrading, coinciding as it did with a wet 
period in the climate cycle of the region 
and the great reduction in wildfire, result· 
ed in a new forest that was dramatically 
different As Figure 1 illustrates, a pine 
forest with around 30 trees per acre is 
now a forest that is predominantly fir, 
with densities of over 500 trees per acre. 

.no... ...... --...... •··~ -
-- -- \-*' ::::::.. -· ,.. ... 

Figure l. Trees per acre iD Douglas-fir/WeStern snow­
berry babitat type: Sample plot in the Boise National 
Forest 

A wildfire in those long-needled pine forests today is not a natural event. It is a 
stand-replacing crown fire that will reach far greater heat intensities, and do far more 
significant soil and watershed damage. If it occurs in a dry cycle, today's wildfire could 
change this dry forest into a semi-desen for decades, if not centuries. 

We must also face the reality that today's landscapes are different With houses, 
towns, farms, recreation facilities, and businesses scattered across the landscape, we 
simply cannot accommodate large-area, high-intensity wildfires. The Yellowstone fires of 
1988 unleashed a political firestorm on wildland managers, and they occurred in a region 
that is about as sparsely settled as any in the West. Fires of this magnitude and intensity, 
in far more populous regions, are a vinual cenainty if we continue to allow forest fuels to 
build up on the federal lands. Imagine the cost and political fallout when that occurs! 

Up against that daunting possibility, we must fact the fact that these forests, if they 
are to regain a more natural character, must have periodic fire. Today's fuels are so 
heavy and unnatural that fire is not acceptable, so the only logical option is to reduce 
fuel loads. That means thinning, salvage logging of dead and dying trees, and selective 
removals that help shift the species mix back toward the more historical range. It also 
means the careful re-introduction of fire, even when it is only to burn the limbs and 
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foliage after thinning as a means of reducing fuels, recycling nutrients, and providing the 
"fire pulse" needed for some of the species. 

In some places, high up in the mountains where stand·replacing fires were the norm, 
small areas within the forests should probably be clearcut, or some other even-aged 
management technique used to mimic the stand-replacing fire effect. 

The goal of this manipulation is to begin to re-diversify the landscape so that it be­
comes a complex patchwork of forest ages and conditions. This is, we feel, the best 
opportunity to allow the habitat for all species to exist. If the entire landscape is either 
old forest or young forest, or no forest, then some species are favored while others have 
no home. It is also the best way in which to cope with inevitable wildfire. You can't 
prevent these fires; they are going to happen. What management can do, however, is 
affect the intensity and area they impac:.. Wildfires can be kept to smaller areas, and 
more normal intensities, which will net only favor species but. accommodate the reality of 
today's more populated and settled regions. 

Such treatment would dra­
matically affect the financial 
impact facing the Nation. As 
Figure 2 shows, wildfire sup­
pression costs are heading out 
of control. The National Com­
mission Report warns that, 
unless the nation begins to 
spend more on preventative 
efforts, through ecosystem man­
agement techniques, these costs 
will contmue to spiraL 

The message we are trying 
to bring to you today is that 
there are millions of acres of 
federal forest in the inland west 
that need immediate interven­
tion to prevent an environmen­
tal and economic disaster. 
Some of these forests are road-
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Figure 2 Wildfire acres burned for 11 western states and suppres­
sion outlays for the U.S., 194()..1990. Source: USDA F'orest Service, 
1994. 

ed; some are roadless. They exist in a variety of physical locations, and exhibit different 
characteristics. They need different ma!lagement techniques, according to what condi-
tions exist. 

On some of these forest sites, clearcutting would be a disaster. Doing nothing under 
the current situation might be an equal disaster. On some sites, roads may be essential; 
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on others, the product values and the topography may support helicopter operations, and 
an excellent forest stewardship project could be carried out without a road - and maybe 
at a financial profit, given the current timber prices. On some sites, clearcutting in small 
patches may be essential to get the species regeneration needed. 

The point is that legislation that affects the entire federal forest land base cannot 
foresee all these different needs. Just as the tendency to move every acre of federal 
forest timber management into a clearcut-replant industrial forest production system was 
wrong in the past, the effort to dictate totally different management schemes across the 
entire landscape is wrong today. 

We join the sponsors and supporters of HR 1164 in urging the federal agencies to 
abandon the past, and to eliminate clearcutting as the silvicultural option used on all 
situations. But we equally oppose the effort to dictate other management options across 
complex landscapes with a legislative man,...tte. ·It !s essential that we take a more 
sophisticated and realistic look at the situauons facing the nation. 

We have no forests remaining that are unaffected by human settlement. Many of the 
roadless areas of the west have been logged at least once - often with flumes and splash 
dams and other methods that were environmentally abhorrent compared with a decent 
road system. We have unnatural forests almost everywhere. Our goal must be to return 
most of them toward more natural conditions, and in many cases, that will require 
sensitive, site-specific, active intervention. The debate stirred by H.R. 1164 is a good way 
to progress toward policy that encourages such intervention. It is, however, not the right 
answer. 

What is needed, instead, is support for the conversion underway in the federal 
agencies. They are eliminating clearcutting <.s the prevailing silvicultural method. That 
should be applauded. They are instituting a different approach, called ecosystem 
management. That is in the right direction and should be encouraged. They are greatly 
hampered in doing needed forest treatments by a cumbersome, top-down, often-conflict­
ing set of planning and assessment rules. Those should he simplified and streamlined. 
They are limited in their administrative tools to timber and salvage sale contracts that set 
up a set of perverse incentives that do not allow the forest contractor to profit from 
leaving the forest better as a result of forestry activities. All these things need to be 
changed, and that is a significant forest policy agenda for this committee. We just do not 
feel that H.R. 1164 is an appropriate basis from which to begin this important task. 

We appreciate the chance to offer our views, and would be happy to respond to any 
questions the Committee may have. 

5 
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Mr. VENTO. We are going to be out of~here by 1:00. Mr. Crandall, 
from the American Forest and Paper Association. Welcome. 

Mr. CRANDALL. Mr. Gladics will go now. 
Mr. VENTO. Oh, I am sorry. 
Mr. GLADICS. We would like to switch if that is possible, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. To do what? 
Mr. GLADICS. To switch our testimony. 
Mr. VENTO. Oh, sure. Fine. Okay. How do you pronounce your 

name? 
Mr. GLADICS. It is Gladics. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. Please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF FRANK M. GLADICS 
Mr. GLADICS. I am a Vice President of Western Forest Industries 

Association out of Portland Oregon, and I am here today to rep­
resent our members as well as the members of the American Forest 
and Paper Association. 

I come here because I strongly disagree with H.R. 1164's 
premise, and to express my concerns for the future of our Federal 
forests. 

I believe the bill is bad for forests, it is bad for people and the 
public, and it is going to be bad for some of the creatures in the 
forest. 

I believe it will ultimately result in more forest devastation than 
all the past clearcutting by federal land managers, because it ig­
nores centuries of natural occurrences which very clearly show that 
many species rely on even-aged events, both man and natural 
caused. 

The part of biodiversity this bill ignores is successional forests 
and the wildlife which depend on those forests that are in that 
early successional stage. 

Many game species, such as deer, elk, moose, turkey, grouse and 
others, are dependent on openings in the forest larger than a single 
tree or a few trees. 

This morning you heard Mr. Ross remind you that there were 
loggers, foresters and others who supported H.R. 1164. I remind 
you that in some of the past hearings, the Tennessee Wildlife Re­
source Agency wrote to Representative Volkmer and opposed the 
bill because they felt they needed even-age management to manage 
the game. 

The Wild Turkey Federation passed a resolution that supports 
and recognizes all silvicultural practices being needed, and includ­
ing clearcutting and even-age management when balanced with 
other forest and wild life practices. 

My friends in the southern section of the wildlife society, not a 
group that I usually agree with, echoed that same resolution. 

So, you will find people on both sides of this issue that are, 
"qualified scientists," and there is a valid question. 

The empirical research shows that diversity does result from 
even-age management and, in fact, in an on-going research study 
on the Argonne Experimental Forest in Wisconsin, your neighbor­
ing state, scientists found that even-age practice results in more 
species diversity and uneven-age practices reduce species diversity, 
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but not to the extent of no management, which is what this bill 
would call for in my view. 

The study concludes by stating to maximize diversity, managers 
should use even-age management. I believe the ban on clearcutting 
is also short sighted. There are species which depend on large 
stand replacing events. 

The Kirkland Warbler is one of those that utilizes the young 
Jack Pine stands in Wisconsin, Michigan and parts of Minnesota, 
and I believe the words in H.R. 1164 could quite possibly result in 
the extirpation of that species. 

If Congress moves forward with this bill, I believe Congress, not 
the land managers, should take the responsibility for population 
decreases which result, and it would be, in my mind, Congress, not 
land managers, that should be subject to the sanctions of the En­
dangered Species Act. 

We have bills that are meant to protect all species from all suc­
cessional stages. As others have said, the forest service has reduced 
clearcutting. We can fight about facts and figures, but in fact they 
have been doing that. 

The bill also severely limits salvage logging. That damns the 
American public to more catastrophic fires than we are currently 
paying for. 

As more people move into the forest urban interface, the use of 
fire will become increasingly less popular. Insects, disease and fire 
spawned on Federal land will assuredly spill over onto private for­
est lands, and I believe the Government should be held accountable 
for compensation to the private landowners when their private 
property is damaged by these events. 

It is unconscionable to me to prohibit salvage logging of dead and 
dying timber. We don't believe the American public will accept leg­
islation that willingly leaves most of the timber in the forest to die 
and rot. We believe they use it. 

This bill has a new provision that is extremely troubling to me. 
It bans road building in all RARE II roadless areas. That is the 
single largest land use set aside in the history of this nation. We 
have been through a series of wilderness bills, and have spent over 
two hundred and fifty million dollars in a forest planning process 
where the public expressed the desire to have nearly sixty million 
acres of RARE II area managed for multiple-use needs. 

The proposals in this bill would obliterate the compromises that 
have been made, and would ignore the local input that was put 
into those bills. 

The provisions to eliminate any forest service employee or others 
from serving on the biological committee represent a most insidious 
exclusion of valid and, I believe, important expertise. 

This is analogous to me of removing doctors from the national 
health care system, and the result will be the same. The patient 
will suffer, and some will die. 

The question left when I look at this bill is not how will we man­
age our Federal forest, but how much forest will we have to man­
age, because as Mr. Sampson told you, we will lose vast amounts 
of our forests to catastrophic events. 
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Our population is growing and the demand for wood products is 
not getting smaller, even with every attempt, which I think is good, 
to recycle and use other products. 

We expect the population in this country to grow double in 63 
years from the data that I have seen. We can't afford further land 
use set-asides that leave our land unmanaged and at the whim of 
nature to manage, because nature manages in a much more larger 
style than we have ever conceived of. Just look at Mt. St. Helens. 
Look at the hundreds of thousands of acres fires in the fire history 
of Oregon. Look at the intermountain west for your fire history. 

Congress has already established direction to reduce the amount 
of clearcutting in the Federal forests, and we believe that the Fed­
eral land managers have done a remarkable job in meeting this di­
rection. 

With timber sale levels having fallen eighty percent in the last 
five years, we onl_y wish that they would take timber targets set 
forth by this body half as seriously. 

H.R. 1164 is not just an anti-clearcutting bill. The question you 
must ask yourselves is whether this legislation will allow land 
managers to take advantage of natural processes to help meet 
America's demands, or whether it is a giant step backwards which 
only meets the demands of those who would have no management 
on the Federal land. 

Mr. Chairman, Western Forest Industry Association opposes this 
backwards step, and urges you to relegate H.R. 1164 to the trash 
bin of history. 

I appreeiate the opportunity to testify before the subcommittee 
and I am happy to answer any questions you might have. 

Mr. VENTO. Thanks. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Gladics follows:] 
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I want to thank the subcommittee for the opportunity to testify on H.R. 

1164 The Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 1993. My 
name is Frank Gladics; I am Vice President of Western Forest Industries 
Association in Portland, Oregon. I am here to testify on behalf of the 
Western Forest Industries Association and the American Forest & Paper 

~sociation. 

Western Forest Industries Association represents over 100 companies in 

12 western and upper midwestern states who depend on healthy federal forests 

for their economic survival. The American Forest & Paper Association 

represents over 450 companies in all forested states, who, likewise, depend on 
healthy federal forests. 

I've traveled back to Washington DC to testify on this legislative 
proposal because I strongly disagree with its premise, as well as to express 

my concern for the future of America's forests if this legislation is 
implemented. 

As a professional forester, with nearly fifteen years of public and 

private land management experience, it is my personal opinion that The Forest 

Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act is the single most detrimental 

and misguided piece of natural resource legislation ever proposed. After 
three years of hearings, by several House of Representatives' subcommittees, 

which all highlighted serious flaws in this legislation, we are extremely 

disappointed this committee would choose to re-address this legislation. 

Western Forest Industries Association opposes this legislation in the 

strongest manner possible. Due to its impacts on federal revenues, as well as 

its potentially costly nature, we believe this legislation be scored by the 

Congressional Budget Office to help the American public better understand the 
potential costs of this bill. 

%. B.R. 1164 ra Bad for the Foresta, Zt is Bad for the American Public, and 
Is Bad for many of the Creatures Which Live in our Forests 

H.R. 1164 proposes to do away with not only clearcutting, but also with 

all even aged management practices on federal forests. It restricts the 
ability of land managers to salvage dead and dying timber from those Lorests 

and I believe it will ultimately result in more forest devastation than all 
the past clearcutting by federal land managers. 

Although the sponsors of this legislation believe its passage will 

benefit the forests and the creatures which depend on those forests for their 

survival, the legislation ignores centuries of natural occurrences, which very 
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clearly show that many species rely on even-aged natural and human caused 
events for their survival. 

Humans have been very good at manipulating their environments for many 
generations. Records of humans using tools and fire to control and manipulate 
plants and animal communities date back nearly 2.6 million years.' 
Many of man's past practices mimic those found in nature. Many species of 
trees and the animals that depend on forests have adapted, and now are 
dependant on the earliest seral stages of succession, for their survival. 

Before passing legislation, this committee should examine the history of 
fire, flood, wind storm, volcanic eruptions, insect and disease attacks, and 
indigenous Native American's land management practices. It should examine the 
needs of all animals, not just those dependant on late successional stages for 
their survival. The evidence is very clear; most forest species are well 
adapted to dealing with natural or man caused stand replacing events. One 
only has to examine what's happened around Mt. St. Helens in Washington state 
to see that animals and vegetation are much more resilient than we give them 
credit for. 

Many tree species, Oak, Pine, Aspen, Willow, and to some extent Douglas­
fir and Spruce require direct sunlight and soil scarification to reproduce and 
thrive. The implementation of uneven aged silvicultural practices forced by 
H.R. 1164, directly contradicts centuries of natural events. Many species are 
dependant upon large, stand replacing, natural or human caused occurrences. 
In fact, some species which exhibit this dependence are currently listed as 
threatened or endangered. Part of biodiversity (the part H.R. 1164 ignores) 
are those stands which are in the early successional stages and those 
creatures which depend on that early successional habitat. 

Some species, like the Giant Sequoia, Aspen, Lodge Pole Pine and others, 
thrive due to fire. Giant Sequoia and Ponderosa Pine both need frequent low 
intensity fire to control other shade tolerant species which eventually crowd 
out Sequoia and Pine reproduction. 

I am not arguing that all forests must be managed through an even-aged 
management regime, rather that the land managers need the ability to utilize 
both even-aged and uneven-aged management. 

T. Bonnicksen, Univ. California paper at Conference on Sustainable Ecological 
Systems, Flagstaff, AZ July 1993. 
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Beyond nature.' s dependance on stand-replacing events, there are some 
very practical economic and social implications which argue against a ban of 
even-aged management. 

If Congress intends to produce wood fibre from our federal forests, a 
switch to uneven-aged management will require more roads to produce similar 
amounts of wood fibre. An examination of European forest practices, where 
they practice more uneven-aged management due to species composition, shows an 
open road density two to three times higher than that found on our federal 
forests. Additionally, studies show the costs of logging dramatically 
increases as a result of uneven-aged management. Unless many mere acres are 
made available for harvest, uneven-aged management will also reduce the amount 
of timber available from federal lands. 

Given Congressional direction to convert to ecosystem management, while 
at the same time place more acres out of ti~ber production, one must conclude 
a ban of even-aged management will all but eliminate fiber production from 
federal lands. Our members feel H.R. 1164 is a thinly veiled effort to stop 
all timber management on federal forests, and we strongly disagree with this 
legislation. 

More important than the economic health of our members, is the health 
and viability of our federal forests. Many of the species which currently 
live in our forests are dependant on even aged forest disturbance to thrive. 
Many of the big game species, such a deer, elk, moose, etc. are critically 
dependant on large forest openings. Other important game species such as 
turkey, grouse, and other game birds also rely on large forest openings and 
the early successional plants which grow in these openings. 

In 1989, the Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency wrote Representative 
Harold Volkmer, concerning a proposed ban on even-aged management, to oppose 
similar legislation to H.R. 1164. The Wild Turkey Federation passed a 

resolution in July of 1991 which states: 

"(that] the National Wild Turkey Federation supports all recognized 
silvicultural practices of even-aged forest management, including 
clearcutting, when properly executed and balanced with other forest and 
wildlife management practices." 

In November of 1991, the southeast section of The Wildlife Society 
echoed the Wild Turkey Federation's exact words on the need for even-aged 
management, including clearcutting. 
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In spring of 1992, the Ruffed Grouse Society testified in front of the 
Forest, Family Farms, and Energy subcommittee in opposition to H.R. 1969 The 
Biological Diversity and Clearcut Prohibition Act of 1991. Nothing in H.R. 
1164 addresses the legitimate concerns of the professional wildlife management 
groups listed above. 

This legislation, through its title, masquerades as one which will 
protect biological diversity. As previously stated, there are many species 
which thrive in early successional stage forests. If our land managers cannot 
utilize a variety of land-management tools to ensure a broad array of 
successional stages, some species will be adversely impacted. 

This has been shown to be true by many western land managers who note 
populations of game species such as deer and elk thrive after natural and man­
made disturbance, as well as by empirical research in the East which shows 
more biodiversity resulting from the practice of even aged management 
strategies when compared with uneven aged management practices. In an ongoing 
20+ year research study on the Argonne Experimental Forest, researchers found: 

1. acres where no management occurred experienced a dacline in 
species diversity; that 

2. even-aged practice resulted in more apeci•• diversity; and 

3. uneven-aged practice reduce4 apeci•s div•raity, but not to the 
extent of no management. 

The study concludes by stating: "To Maximiz• diveraity manager• ahould 

us• •van-aged management."(emphasis added) 

Given the preponderance of evidence supporting the practice of even-aged 

management, why would Representative Byrant and the co-sponsors of this 
legislation push for its passage? We can only conclude this legislation has 
little if anything to do with science or protection of the environment; 
rather, the co-sponsors have been convinced by elitist preservationists to 
stop all harvesting on federal lands. 

zz. The Ban on Cl•arcutting ia Sbort-aighted and Potentially Devaatatinq to 
- Endangered Species 

As previously stated many tree species thrive on even age stand 
replacement events. In fact, many cannot survive long periods of closed canopy 
conditions. The forests and species which depend on early successional 
conditions need large scale disturbance to reproduce and thrive. 

Some game species also must have early successional conditions to 
survive. One species, which is currently listed as endangered, must have 
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young growth Jack Pine to survive and reproduce. The Kirkland's Warbler 
utilizes young Jack Pine stands in Wisconsin and Minnesota. If these stands 
do not experience stand-replacing fires, the Warbler populations are greatly 
reduced. Land managers have clearcut hundreds of acres to replace overly 
mature Jack Pine stands to help ensure the survival of the Kirkland's Warbler. 
The passage of H.R. 1164 would doom this type of management, and quite 
possibly the Kirkland's Warbler. 

This is not an isolated instance. Clearcutting has been used in 
Minnesota and Michigan to increase populations of White Tail Deer to ensure a 
food source for the endangered Grey Wolf. Moose, Redtail Hawks and other less 
glamorous species, all utilize clearcuts to gather sustenance. 

Even the current Chief of the Forest Service, Jack Ward Thomas, wrote in 
his Blue Mountain Study that: 

(d]eer and elk have been reported to use man made openings in the forest 
more than natural openings. Information in the Blue Mountains indicates 
that elk readily use clearcuts .•. " 

If passed H.R. 1164 will result in conflicts with other legislation, 
such as the Endangered Species Act, which can only be resolved in the courts. 
More importantly, other non-listed species currently in no danger of 
extirpation will face habitat challenges resulting in listing under the 
Endangered Species Act. If Congress moves forward with H.R. 1164, we believe 
Congress, not the land managers, should take responsibility for all population 
declines which result from the ban of clearcutting and even-aged management. 

Finally, our memberg are extremely frustrated that Congress continues to 
entertain this legislation without regard for the reductions in clearcutting 
that have been implemented on our federal forests. To begin, harvest levels 
on our federal forests have been reduced by SO percent or more since 1987. 
During that same time period, the Appropriations Committees of Congress 
directed the Forest Service to reduce the use of clearcutting on our federal 

forests. The Forest Service has responded and reduced the levels of 
clearcutting from 243,005 acres (30 percent of all harvest activity) in 1985 
down to 132,674 acres (18 percent of all harvest activity) in 1993. This is a 
nationwide trend and is not the result of injunctions in the Pacific 
Northwest. For instance: (1) over 18,500 acres were clearcut in California in 
1987. Only 9,800 acres were clearcut in 1992 (a 47% reduction). In the 
Southeast the trend is similar, over 105,000 acres were clearcut in 1987, but 
only 38,000 acres were clearcut in 1991 (a 64% reduction). 

Compared to the hay-days of forest clearing, when for the sixty years 
between 1850 and 1910 American farmers cleared over 4947.9 square miles of 
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forest land a year, every year for sixty years', the 207.3 square miles 

clearcut on our federal forest in 1993 is insignificant. If the wildlife and 
biodiversity withstood the assault of the late 1800's, why should the American 

public believe the "sky is falling" rhetoric encouraged by H.R. 1164? 

Given this progress and the need for some early-succession management, 
we are at a loss to understand why this subcommittee even entertains this 

legislative proposal. 

III. The Ban on Salvage Logging ia Niaguided and DetrU.ntal to overall 
l'oreat Health 

Whether Congress outlaws clearcutting or not, nature will continue to 

clearcut. H.R. 1164 limits salvage logging to "within any 30 year period, of 

a greater basal area than 30 square feet per acre of dead, damaged, or other 
trees, or combinations of such trees." Given this limitation, none of the 

following forest rehabilitation work could have been completed: (1) the clean­

up in South Carolina after hurricane Hugo; (2) the removal of hazardous trees 

in Yellowstone Park, after the 1988 fires; (3) the rehabilitation of the Mt. 

St. Helens complex; (4) the rehabilitation of countless catastrophic fires; 

(4) the removal of insect infested trees in countless forests; (5) the removal 
of dead trees which resulted from the fires in and around Boise, Idaho; (6) 

the removal of trees which blocked major travel routes on the West Coast after 
the Columbus Day Storm in the 1960's; or (7) the removal of fire hazardous 

trees in and around the Tahoe Basin in the late 1980's to protect vacation 

homes from possible cataclysmic events. 

This legislative proposal demands the American public accept the cost of 
many more catastrophic fires than we currently pay for. In 1930 we burned 
over 50 million acres of forest land in this country'. In the 1960's, 1970's, 
and 1980's the wildfire levels fell to between 2 and 5 million acres. This 

occurred as a result of aggressive fire prevention efforts, salvage of dead 

and dying timber, and an excellent transportation system which allowed ready 
access to most forests. With reduced harvest levels comes reduced roading. 
The increase in fuel loading which will occur as a result of H.R. 1164, will 
astronomically increase the costs of fire fighting. 

MacCleery, D. 1992 Americtm Forests A History of Resiliency tmd Recovery, USDA 
FS-540\Forest History Society pp. 21 

Doug MacCleery, Americtm Forests A History of Resiliency tmd Recovery; US 
Department of Agriculture FS-450 & Forest History Society, 1992. 
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As more people move to the forest\urban inter-face, large catastrophic 
fires will become increasingly less popular. Additionally, there will be an 
increased demand to rehabilitate and plant areas which have suffered 
catastrophic events. Finally, Congress will be forced to fund these projects 
out of general funds due to the likely complete collapse of the Salvage Sale 
Trust Fund. If Congress places a salvage restriction on federal lands it will 
be the lands and the public which will suffer. 

Finally, such a provision will result in the destruction of significant 
amounts of private property. Insects, diseases and fires started on federal 
lands will assuredly spill over onto private forest lands. In these events, 
the prudent landowner will bring legal action to force the government to 
compensate them for the loss of timber value, as well as other property value. 

"Timber mortality increased substantially between 1986 and 1991, in all 
regions, on all ownerships, and for both hardwoods, and softwoods." ' 

Given this fact, we can only expect more fire and devastation in our 
forests. According to the 1992 Forest Resources of the United States 
Assessment annual mortality averaged 4.2 billion to 5.5 billion cubic feet 
between 1896 and 1991. Softwood mortality was up 18% between 1986 and 1991 
and hardwood mortality was up 34% in the same time period. Nothing indicates 
this trend will abate. Rather, provisions of H.R. 1164 indicate the trend 
will become worse. 

It is unconscionable to prohibit the salvage of dead and dying timber 
when the condition of our federal forests are in decline. We do not believe 
the. American public will accept a government that willingly leaves 70 percent 
of dead trees in the forest to rot. 

IV. '1'bie B&n on Road Builcting in RARE II Areas Bas Little To Do With Bow 
For.st Stands JU:e Managed 

H.R. 1164's provisions to ban road building in all RARE II areas is the 
functional equivalent of the single largest land-use set-aside in the history 
of this nation. The Forest Service estimates there are 60 million acres of 
unmanaged RARE II areas within the National Forest System. Through a series 
of wilderness bills and the completion of forest plans, for each national 
forest, the public expressed the desire to have 53.9 million acres of the RARE 
II areas managed for multiple-use needs. H.R. 1164 would set-aside more than 
twice that recently set-aside by President Clinton's Forest Plan. 

Powell, D., 1993 Forest Resources of the United States. 1992, General Technical 
Report RM-234, pp.2 
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Up until this time, questions related to how the individual areas should 

be managed have been answered through the process of developing complicated 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) which examine all facets of any proposed 

entry to a roadless area. Further, most states have second and third 

generation wilderness bills which set some of the RARE II areas aside as 

wilderness and opened the remaining areas for consideration for active-land 

management. In the case of the wilderness bills, it is Congress that makes 

the decision concerning which areas should be Wilderness and which should be 

available for active-land management. In all cases, these wilderness bills 

only moved forward if both Senators of an individual state agreed with the 

proposal. Passage of H.R. 1164 negates all past compromise, as well as the 

wishes of many state Congressional delegations. 

Up until this time Congress has seen fit to allow the local people to 
decide how much, where, and when wilderness should be added to the system. 

The addition of the ban on roading in RARE II areas in H.R. 1164 breaks with 

tradition and clearly delineates why Westerners are so mistrustful of the 

eastern based preservationist's movement. Westerners are frustrated that 

these people are willing to interfere with local western decisions and are not 

more concerned with their own nests (the Eastern seaboard) fouled as it is. 

The proposed ban on road building in RARE II areas is not germane to the 

other provisions of this legislation. Like the entire legislative proposal it 

should be scrapped. 

V. Citiz•n Suit Provisions of this ~gislation Will Result in Further 
Polarization and Will Lik•ly ~ Abus•d by ap.cial Xnt•rest Groups and 
Lawyers 

The continued insistence by co-sponsors for a citizen suit provision and 

language which requires the United States Government to waive its sovereign 
immunity, including that of its employees, will ensue a number of negative 

results. As fickle as Congress is, no one in their right mind should be 
willing to hold any position of responsibility faced with the risk of personal 
lawsuit. This provision of H.R. 1164 will only foster the costly and damaging 

trend we now see in land management. Lawyers will be encouraged to bring suit 
in hopes that their "reasonable costs and fees" will be covered. Money which 

could be spent to improve our land-management practices will instead be spent 

to defend against a swarm of nuisance lawsuits from a new cottage industry. 

One only has to examine the bills submitted by the Sierra Club Legal 

Defense Fund (SCLDF) in Seattle Audubon society vs. Chief Thomas (the first 

Dwyer Northern Spotted Owl case). In that case, SCLDF submitted substantial 

claims under the Equal Access to Justice Law for time spent lobbying members 
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of this subcommittee and the Interior Appropriations Committees on Northern 
Spotted OWl issues. Although the court did not see fit to compensate SCLDF 
for its lobbying efforts, the fact remains SCLDF was willing to explore 
whether or not the courts would pay them to lobby. If that type of 
questionable behavior can occur under the Equal Access to Justice statutes, we 
have no doubt it will be exploited under the provisions of H.R. 1164. 
Although there is no way of fully assessing how much this provision may cost 
the government, this too should be scored by CBO to understand its budget 
implications. 

VX. The C&ll ~or a Committe. o~ Sc1ent1ata to Ensure Conservat1on o~ 
B1oloqical D1vers1ty ia B1aa 

Management which only reflects the recommendations of science will 
likely fail because it ignores the legitimate concerns of the public relating 
to economic feasibility, social acceptability, and political reality. While 
we support the concept of asking the scientific community to develop 
strategies for maintaining or enhancing the biological diversity of our 
federal forests, we think it shortsighted and naive to entrust such far 
reaching decisions into the hands of only the scientists. Furthermore, we 
cannot accept, and will oppose with every ounce of energy we can marshal, any 
committee which knowingly eliminates valid expertise. The provisions of 
section three, which eliminate any Forest Service employee or any other public 
entity employee from serving on the committee, are biased and represent a most 
insidious exclusion of valid and important expertise. Yet, legislation does 
not stop there! It goes an to eliminate "any entity engaged in whole or in 
part in the production of wood or wood products." 

So if we read this section correctly, the Scientific Committee can have 
no foresters, no university professors (since almost all directly or 
indirectly receive public monies), no federal biologists, no wood product 
employees, nor any biologist who has consulted for a public entity, forest 
products company, or association within the last five years. Who does that 
leave to serve on the committee of "experts"? It only leaves special interest 
representatives who profess the need to stop all timber management on federal 
land. Don't waste ten years of salaries on these people, we already know 
where they stand on this issue! 

The provisions on the Biological Committee of Scientists are analogous 
to eliminating all health care providers, including doctors, from the proposed 
National Health Care system, and it will result in the same condition; the 
patient will die. In this case, Congress will have thrown 100 years of 
progress in forest management out the window. 
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For our members to support this concept, or any other legislative 
proposal, Congress must develop an open and fair process where all experts on 
forest-land management can provide input. 

vrr. Proviaiona Which &l~nate th• Practioa of &v•n-ag•d Management on 
Hativ. ~rican Land Infrinc;r. on ~ lti9hta of Tho•• Landown•r• 

Generations of Native Americans utilized even-aged management to control 
vegetation and species diversity throughout the Americas. 

"At the time of European contact, many Indians were horticulturalists. 
In the East and Southwest they were mostly farmers. Agriculture -­
maize, beans, pumpkins, squash -- provided at least half their 
subsistence'. Agriculture originated in America about 10,000 years ago; 
about the same time it had in the Middle East'. By 1500, tens of 
millions of acres were cleared for crops, Native peoples everywhere in 
North America also set fire to hundreds of millions of acres on a 
regular basis to improve game habitat, facilitate travel, reduce insect 
pests, remove cover for potential enemies, enhance conditions for 
berries, drive game, and for other purposes."' 

Given the recent pronouncements concerning what good land stewards these 
people have been, we are puzzled that the ban on even-age management by 
provisions of H.R. 1164 would be imposed on the Native American community. 
Surely this Congress and Administration will not impose these restrictions on 
the very tribes which are the most experienced land managers in North America. 
-- The very people who have utilized even-aged management, fire, and clearing 
(clearcutting) for centuries. 

VIII. Th• Finding and Purpose Statements of B.R. 1164 are fill•d with Unprov•n 
Claims and Errora 

Given the importance of the findings of any legislative proposal, we 
request the Subcommittee carefully review these sections to ensure accuracy 
and fact. In our opinion, nearly every one of the 17 findings contain serious 
mis-statements of fact, or include conclusions which are not supported by pier 
reviewed data. 

Smith, B.D. 1899, Origins of agriculture in eastern North America, Science, 246 
(1989) pp. 1566-71. 

Smith, B.D. 1989. Origins of agriculture in eastern North America, Science, 246 
(1989) pp, 1566-71. 

MacCieery, D. Unpub. Understanding the role of the human dimension has played in 
shaping America's Forest and Grassland Landscapes. 
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We believe the findings of this legislative proposal should be reviewed 
by a panel of competent, non-biased, land-management experts. Those findings 
which are not supported by a preponderance of pier reviewed scientific data 
should be removed. 

D. The Queation Laf't Be9g'ing 1>y B.J\. 11U and SimUu: Lagidation ia -- Not 
Bow to Mana~ our I"..S.ral l"o,...at•, But -- Bow Much l"o,...at Will 1fe Have 
to Manaq•. 

It is estimated there were 1,100 million acres of forest land in 1600. 
Today with our population at over 256 million people, we have 730 million 
acres of forest land in this country. With population expected to continue 
its upward spiral, the last thing the American public needs is for our 
government to take the federal forests out of production. H.R. 1164 would do 
just that. 

Since demand for wood products "almost precisely follows the growth in 
world population"' and the population of the United States is expected to 
double within the next 63 years, this country cannot afford anymore set-asides 
of forest land. 

Even though growth on our forests exceeds mortality and removals, the 
fact remains each year we loose a few more acres to land conversions. These 
are permanent conversions. The combination of conversions to a non-forested 
condition with America's ever increasing populations, which demand wood 
products at a rate at least 3 times that of most of the rest of the world's 
population, is a prescription for disaster. 

We have now entered a period when our government is also withdrawing 
vast amounts of timberland from production. These acres, while not 
technically converted from forest land to non-forest land status will be lost 
from production. If the forest health trends I mentioned earlier are true, 
many of these lands will deteriorate to the extent they will not be available 
to help meet America's insatiable demand for wood products. Rather, some 
future Congress will be forced to expend hundreds of millions of dollars to 
rehabilitate these lands in hopes they will somed~y be used to meet my 
grandchildren's legitimate needs for wood products. 

For a country, which is a net importer of wood products, to export its 
demands to those who are less developed and environmentally enlightened is the 
ultimate example of the NIMBY syndrome. Rather than working to lock our land 

Bowyer, J. 1994, The Outlook in the Context of Global Raw Material Demand, 
Unpublished pp. 17. 
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up, we should be working to understand how to meets the needs of !!! species, 
not just those which thrive in old-growth forests, but also those which thrive 
on the early successional stage habitat. And yes, humans are part of the 
ecosystem. H.R. 1164 will disenfranchise a significant number of humans. 
With the population projections described above, we cannot afford to adopt a 
hands-off custodial management strategy for our federal land; we cannot afford 
to disregard thousands of man-years of land-management expertise when setting 
up commissions charged with finding solutions; we cannot afford to ignore the 
reality that world demand for wood products will grow as long as populations 
continue to grow; and most importantly, we cannot afford misguided legislation 
like H.R. 1164. Our members implore this committee to table H.R. 1164 and to 
work with the public to find ways to make our federal forests productive while 
maintaining and improving the biodiversity. 

As you gather by now, WFIA's membership thinks H.R. 1164 stinks! We 
understand that clearcutting may look bad to some people. We accept the 
direction from this Congress to reduce the amount of clearcutting on federal 
forests, and we believe the federal land managers have done a remarkable job 
in meeting that direction. We only wish they would take the timber targets 
set forth by this body, half as seriously. 

If H.R. 1164 were only about clearcutting, it is very likely we would 
not have invested the time and money it took to come back to present this 
testimony. But H.R. 1164 i3 not about clearcutting. It is a wolf in wolf's 
clothing! It strips the federal land manager's ability to use the practice of 
even-aged management - a strategy which has worked for both Europeans and 
Native Americans for centuries. It will legislate a ban on road building, and 
therefore, active management on millions of federal acres. It also disregards 
a Wilderness bill process and all past compromises without regard for local 
input. It will cause many species which depend on early successional seral 
stages to suffer and quite possibly extirpate others. And finally, it will 
disenfranchise an entire profession. A profession responsible for much of the 
recovery our forests have experienced in the last 100 years. 

If this committee would develop legislation that provides incentives to 
ensure there is no net loss of productive forest land in this country, you 
would be doing a great public service. If you would direct federal forest 
managers to develop strategies to prevent forest insect, disease, and fire and 
enhance the overall health of our forests, you would be doing a great public 
service. If you would direct federal forest managers to ensure most dead and 
dying timber is salvaged to meet America's burgeoning demand for wood 
products, you would being doing a great public service. In 1991, Kenneth 
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Fredrick and Roger Sedjo of Resources For the FUture wrote in their report 
called America Resources Historical Trends and current Challenges, that our 
forests are healthier and better managed than at any time in the last 100 
years. Progressive legislation, developed in concert with all affected 
interest groups could be used to build on our federal land manager's recorda 
of 100 years of quality forestry management. 

Mother nature will continue to manage the land. We will continue to see 
major catastrophic events which will change the face of our forests. S?me 
will be un-avoidable but others could be avoided. We will continue to see 
species trans-locate and adapt to new conditions in the environment. The 
question you must ask yourselves is whether or not H.R. 1164 is legislation 
which will allow land managers to take advantage of the natural process, to 
help meet American's demands, or whether it is a giant step backward which 
only meets the demands of those who would have no management on our federal 
lands. Mr. Chairman, WFIA opposes this backward step and urges you to 
relegate H.R. 1164 to the trash bin of history. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before this subcommittee and 
will be happy to answer any questions you might have. 
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Crandall, I see you have the photographs here. 
Can you get this done in about five minutes if you try? 

Mr. CRANDALL. Sure. 

STATEMENT OF DOUG CRANDALL 
Mr. CRANDALL. I am Doug Crandall, with the American Forest 

and Paper Association. My written statement closely parallels and 
should be associated with Western Forest Industries Association. 

AFPA strongly opposes H.R. 1164, and rather than repeat simi­
lar comments that Mr. Gladics just made, I will utilize a more vis­
ual approach to explain our differences with the legislation. 

Perhaps the most significant document in support of H.R. 1164 
is the book, "Clearcut-The Tragedy of Industrial Forestry." In the 
next few minutes, I will discuss the book and use it to explain our 
opposition to what it and Representative Bryant are trying to ac­
complish. 

AFPA is currently in the process of ground-truthing a number of 
photos in the book that were taken in the United States. Winter 
conditions have kept us from entering most of the areas until just 
the last couple of weeks. Our initial findings after ground-truthing 
some of them are; one, some photos demonstrate good practices and 
make good scientific sense and, two, some represent poor practices 
that are either illegal or no longer used in the United States and 
three, some are intentionally deceiving. 

The cover photo is a good place to start. Could I pass these out 
to those folks, please? 

The authors claim that this is a picture of a Weyerhaeuser har­
vest next to the Siouxon Roadless Area, of which by the way it is 
neither. Weyerhaeuser has never worked in this area, and the 
Siouxon Roadless Area is at least ten miles southwest of this loca­
tion. 

Nevertheless, to give you a better idea of what is actually hap­
pening at that site, I refer to photos A, B and C that I just gave 
you. As you can see, this location is near Mt. St. Helen's. In 1980 
Mt. St. Helen's erupted and flattened over one hundred thousand 
acres of forest, and didn't just destroy the trees, but all the other 
vegetation as well. 

Natural disasters have always shaped these forests, producing a 
variety of age classes across the forest and numerous relatively 
large openings in the canopy. 

The other two photos show what the cover doesn't, and that is 
very successful regeneration. 

What is also important is in the State of Washington, like it is 
in other states, the landowner must file a harvest plan with the 
state and have it checked and approved prior to harvesting. It must 
also be checked by the Department of Fisheries and Wild Life, the 
Washington Department of Ecology in the local county, and more 
important, the Washington Environmental Council has their oppor­
tunity to respond, and even take it to court if they want, or appeal. 

These local checks and balances make much more sense than the 
national top down cook book approach as required in H.R. 1164. 
Furthermore, this approach coincides much closer with the direc­
tion the forest service is taking ecosystem management than I am 
aware of under Jack Ward Thomas. 
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Pages 122 to 123, show another example of what the authors 
call, "deforestation from industrial forestry." Again, the opposite is 
true. 

The 1988 Klamath burn raced through this area in about ten 
minutes and it took most everything with it. Since then, the area 
has been replanted with all the native tree species that were origi­
nally there, including redwood, Douglas Fir, hemlock, western red 
cedar, Port Orford cedar, red alder, bigleaf maple, and on and on. 

Due to these efforts, Turwar Creek in 1991, according to fisheries 
biologists, had a better fishery habitat, better condition of spawn­
ing gravels, more invertebrates, and many more anadromous fish 
than in 1978. This is also contrary to the written comments in the 
book. 

Our photos d, e, and f, taken last week, show the successful re­
forestation of another one of nature's clearcuts. 

Pages 190 and 191, Wyoming-Idaho, Yellowstone Park-Targhee 
National Forest, I am personally very familiar with this area, hav­
ing spent most of the last eleven years working there and enjoying 
the forest in and around Yellowstone Park. 

This photo deceptively leads one to believe that the park forest 
to the left are healthy and lush, as opposed to the devastated na­
tional forest to the right. 

Again, the opposite is true. The park service, by eliminating wild 
fire over the last sixty years and in its failure to use prescribed 
burns, created an unprecedented condition where practically all the 
lodgepole pine forests were allowed to become old and decayed and 
ripe for insect and disease attacks. 

Twenty-five years ago the mountain pine beetle took advantage 
of the situation and killed virtually every tree in the photo. In re­
sponse, the Targhee National Forest began a vigorous campaign to 
salvage the dead timber and get new stands regenerated. 
Clearcutting was the primary prescription as there is scientif­
ically-this is scientifically the best way to management lodgepole 
pine-as that is how it has managed itself through the eons. 

The park service did nothing until the summer of 1988 when it 
found itself fighting 1.4 million acres of fire at the cost of well over 
a hundred dollars per acre. 

Last week, photos g and h were taken within the park boundary 
on the lower part of page 193, down here, to demonstrate the de­
ploring condition even six;ears after the fires. 

The fundamental fact o forestry in the northern rockies is that, 
due to the dry climate, woody fuel accumulates faster than rot can 
decompose it. Before any human settlement, fire .occurred naturally 
on a regular basis, keeping forests in a mosaic of age classes and 
keeping insects, disease, and excessive fuel buildup in check. 

Native Americans, for a variety of self-serving and good reasons, 
used fire to an even greater extent than before. With European set­
tlement came population increases and the reduction of fires and 
an accumulation of fuel. 

The only two ways available for returning forests to a healthier 
mosaic of age classes is through the coordinated use of prescribed 
bums and timber harvests-both have their place in ecosystem res­
toration. Our photos i and j show the results of successful practices 
on the Targhee. Wildlife numbers on the Targhee are improving at 
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an increasing rate while those park lands that look so healthy in 
the Clearcut book are stagnant. 

Using any long term forest health or biodiversity standards, the 
right side of the photo, is a much more preferable alternative than 
the left. 

To take this one more step I've included four more photos [k, 1, 
m, and n] which I took in Yellowstone Park in 1989 showing mud 
slides in three different river drainages resulting from spring rains 
on fire weakened soils, the Madison, Gibbon and Lamar River, by 
the way. Nothing from timber management has ever produced even 
a fraction of these erosion conditions in these regions-nor ever 
will. 

The book does show a few bad practices. The photo on page 138 
is a good example of that. It shows no buffer protecting the creek 
and has evidence of haphazard and unprotected stream crossings. 
This is an example of why I personally went into forestry in the 
first place-to make sure unacceptable practices such as this didn't 
happen. 

Fortunately, now, forest service requirements and state forest 
practices prohibit such logging operations. Not because of my ef­
forts, by the way. They were already happening at the time. 

Finally, just for the heck of it, I've included one last photo, o, 
showing a recent clearcut on land owned by the Northwest Re­
gional Director for the Sierra Club. Just for the heck of it. 

While I don't doubt the genuine heart felt emotions of many who 
participated in the making of the book, "Clearcut,'' or that there 
are some deserving messages presented, I am, after studying and 
reading this monumental and extremely expensive book, dis­
appointed and even alarmed at the work as a whole. 

The lack of concern about accuracy, the end justifies the mean 
style, and the dogmatic spiritualism exemplify an emotion that 
may have a place in philosophy, but not in science. 

In conclusion, I have visited a number cfforests around the Unit­
ed States to discuss the implementation of ecosystem management. 
Each discussion renews my conviction that every forest has its own 
particular circumstances and needs, and that every management 
tool available to local forest managers should remain an option. 

Top down management doesn't work in business and it won't 
work in forestry. H.R. 1164, if passed, will prove to hinder eco­
system restoration and be an obstacle to the long term health of 
our forests. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. VENTO. Thanks. We will get back with a question or two, I 

think, in a moment. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Crandall follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, I am Doug Crandall, Assistant Vice President, Public Forestry, of the 

American Forest & Paper Association (AF&PA). I appreciate the opportunity to address you 

here today. 

AF&PA is the national trade association of the forest, pulp, paper, paperboard, and wood 

products industry. The association represents member companies engaged in the growing, 

harvesting, and processing of wood and wood fiber. Our membership includes companies which 

manufacture solid wood products such as lumber, plywood and other panel products, as well as 

those which produce pulp, paper and paperboard products from both virgin and recycled fiber. 

Of the association's 400-plus company members, approximately 260 are solid wood manufacturers. 

The association is also the umbrella for more than 60 affiliate member associations that reach out 

to more than 10,000 companies. 

AF&PA members make an important contribution to the U.S. economy. They employ 1.6 

million people, enjoy annual sales in excess of $200 billion, and have facilities in all fifty States. 

AF&PA members account for over 7 percent of the U.S. manufacturing output, producing goods 

and nurturing a resource which enhances the daily lives of all Americans. 

I. CLEARCUT -- THE TRAGEDY OF INDUSTRIAL FORESTRY 

The most outstanding tool of the anti-even-age management coalition has become the 

Sierra Club and Earth Island Institute book 'Clearcut -- The Tragedy of Industrial Forestry." The 

project director of "Clearcut,' Douglas Tompkins, is co-founder of the apparel firm Esprit and the 

founder of the Foundation for Deep Ecology. This fits (so to speak) as much of the text of the 

book seems to be founded in deep --I would say very, very deep -- ecology. 

The title is somewhat of a misnomer: it isn't simply a critique of a single forestry practice -

- as its name implies but a broad based indictment of what is called "industrial forestry." This 

includes all forms of even-age management, as well as virtually all commercially feasible forms of 

tree harvesting, road building, equipment use, tree farming, modern capitalism, and free 

enterprise. In other words, all the means by which millions of people come to use and depend on 

wood products. 

2 



167 

The editor, Bill Devall, professor of environmental studies at Humboldt State, supports 

the approach of reverting a majority of the North American continent to a wilderness condition 

utilizing holistic forestry. Readers are asked to "think like a forest• and are asked to engage in 

"tree meditations." 

The many co-authors frequently use terms such as ecosystem or holistic forestry, deep 

ecology, and biodiversity in a tone that resembles spiritual worship rather than scientific method. 

For example, Reed Noss, contrasts biodiversity with a tree farm, but then after failing to define 

biodiversity, admitting that it is what he calls a "slippery concept," suggests we "move quick beyond 

definitions if we wish to apply the concept fruitfully to real conservation problems." In other 

words, this book is for people who don't want to be disturbed by !rilles like definitions - they 

know their god when they see it. The rest of us simply have yet to get the faith. 

The notions of natural forests in this book are wholly sentimental -- they ignore the 

catastrophic effects of wholly natural phenomena like insect and disease infestation and wildfire. 

And while asserting that native Americans practiced a philosophy of forest protection the book 

neglects the fact that prior to European settlement indigenous tribes everywhere in North 

America were setting fire to hundreds of millions of acres on a regular basis to develop game 

habitat, promote berry growth,. improve travel conditions, reduce insect pests, and other reasons. 

While I don't doubt the genuine heartfelt emotions of many who participated in the 

making of the book, or that there are seme deserving messages presented I am, after studying and 

reading it, alarmed in the work as a whole. 

AF&PA is currently in the process of ground-truthing a number of photos from the book 

that cover forests in the United States. Winter conditions have kept us from entering most of the 

areas until just the last couple of weeks. Our initial findings after ground-truthing a few photos 

show that: 1) some photos· demonstrate good practices that make good scientific sense; 2) some 

represent poor practices that are either illegal or no longer used in the United States; and 3) 

some are intentionally deceiving. In my oral testimony I will relay to the Subcommittee the 

results of this preliminary work. When our more complete analysis is done in another month we 

will see that every member gets a copy. 

3 
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II. H.R. 1164 IS A THINLY DISGUISED EFFORT TO ELIMINATE TIMBER 
HARVESTING ON FEDERAL LANDS 

A. AF&PA Strongly Opposes H.R. 1164 

Though it is named the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 1993, one 

only has to read the third section of this bill to understand its real aim: 

"In each stand throughout each forest managed or operated for timber purposes, the 
guidelines under section (g)(3)(F) shall prohibit any even-aged logging and any even-aged 
management after one year after the date of enactment of this section." (emphasis added) 

We are strongly opposed to the passage of this legislation! It represents an 

effort by the preservation movement to totally eliminate the practice of forestry on federal lands. 

If passed, H.R. 1164 would result in the destruction of many of our forests, as fires, insects, and 

disease ravage our federal forest lands. Further, such neglect of the federal forests could foster a 

situation where natural catastrophes spawned on federal lar.ds would grow in size to spill-over 

onto privately held forest lands resulting in liability to the federal government. 

H.R. 1164 extends this management prescription to all federal lands by addressing the: 

(1) Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976; (2) National Wildlife Refuge System 

Administration Act of 1966; (3) Nation Indian Forest Resources Management Act Related to 

Indian Lands; (4) United States Code, Relating to Forest Management on Military Lands; and (5) 

Rangeland and Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974. Such a law would eliminate a time 

proven management tool. Without even-age techniques, Federal land managers will be unable to 

restore forest health, fully implement ecosystem management, and to manage the land for many of 

the non-timber goals and objectives the American public desires. 

B. The Findings in H.R. 1164 Misrepresent the Impacts of Clearcutting. The 
Findings Draw Conclusions Not Fully Supported by the On-The-Ground 
Evidence. 

Many of the charges made in the seventeen findings either lack scientific support or are 

the topic of legitimate disagreement between credible scientific experts. In other instances the 

findings favor certain "deep forest" dependant species while ignoring the needs of species which 

depend upon openings within the forest to survive and flourish. Further these finding leave the 

impression that all federal lands are, or will be clearcut in the near future. In fact, over 60 
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percent of Forest Service lands have been allocated to land use prescriptions which severely limit 

or eliminate commercial timber harvesting. 

Claims of reduced biologic diversity due to even-aged management simply have not been 

proven. Rather, research shows some species depend on open conditions while others species 

need other forest conditions. Many of the Threatened and Endangered Species such as the 

Northern Timber Wolf, Red Cockaded Woodpecker, and others including some nco-tropical 

migratory song birds, need forest openings, forest edge, or a more open grown forest to flourish. 

Other non-threatened species, such as deer, elk, moose, ruffed grouse, and American Turkey 

need forest openings in order to thrive. These openings can be furnished through natural events 

such a fire, windstorm, or insect and disease events, or they can be provided by the forest 

manager, through the careful application of clearcutting. To categorically state even-aged logging 

causes a substantial reduction in native biodiversity is an over simplification of what really occurs. 

Clearcutting does expose the soil to direct sunlight. Direct sunlight and bare soil are is 

critically important to the regeneration of many species. Trees such as Lodgepole pine, Aspen, 

Oak, and the Southern yellow pines, due to their shade intolerance, require direct sunlight to 

reproduce. Additionally, harvesting through the use of clearcutting can be done with minimal 

disruption of the forest litter. Run off, erosion and soil leaching are not the problem portrayed in 

the findings. 

Contrary to finding 4 in the bill that even-age Jogging results in increase stream 

sedimentation, siltation, and decline in water quality, there is real evidence that uneven-aged or 

selective management results in more impact than even-aged management. This occurs due to 

the need to build more roads, and enter the stand more often. Road densities on U.S. Forest 

Service lands are one third that of forests in Europe where uneven-aged management is more 

prevalent. Sediment resulting from road building and road use is far more prevalent than 

sediment from clearcuts. This occurs because ground cover is maintained in most clearcuts while 

forest roads have exposed surfaces which are subjected to water and wind erosion. 

It is not clearcutting or the practice of even-aged management which decreases 

recreational diversity as descn"bed in finding 10. It is the manner in which the public and forest 
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managers allocate how each forest will be managed. In the case of our National Forest System, 

well over 60 percent is allocated to prescriptions which restrict or preclude the harvesting of 

timber. As these preserved acres mature, become old and decadent and die, we will experience 

reductions in the recreational quality of our national forests. 

Selection logging is more intensive. While it may provide for more employment, it will 

also produce many more negative environmental impacts due to the need for more frequent entry 

to the stands. It requires maintaining a much more extensive road system, which will be utilized 

more often. Finally, for some species, particularly those conifers which are intolerant to shade, 

selective harvesting has not been shown to produce higher quality sawlogs. It can be argued that 

past attempts at selective management have resulted in low quality stands due to poor 

implementation of the strategy. Selective harvesting practices takes a much experienced person to 

ensure the stand is not high graded of the best, highest quality, trees. Past attempts to implement 

selective harvesting of federal lands have proven less than successful for a number of reasons, the 

least of which is the short time period most federal land managers are assigned to one duty 

station. 

C. H.R. 1164's Emphasis 011 Natural Biologic Diversity Requires Technical 
Understanding Wblcb Does Not Yet Exist 

Many of the requirements of the biologic diversity provisions of H.R. 1164 are beyond the 

technical capability of the agencies. The bill unrealistically and unattainably relies on maintaining 

"natural" diversity. H.R. 1164 ignores Humans as having any rightful place in the natural order. 

Finally, like it or not, we Humans are part of our planet, our countries, and our forests, and yes, 

"natural" biologic diversity. To exclude humans from the equation is little more than an exercise 

in futility. Humans have lived in, depended upon, and influenced our forests for over 10,000 

years. In our modern society we will continue to have a demand for products produced from our 

forests. 

Humans have played a very large part in shaping how our forests looked and how they 

were used in past generations. It is generally acknowledged that Native Americans used fire to 

limit forest undergrowth. Are agency managers to mimic this state of our past "natural forests"? 

Or, should agency managers strive to replicate forests of an earlier epoch? Many forests in the 
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northern states experienced several periods when ice covered the land and killed all the forests. 

As the glaciers receded, forests went from Boreal, to Mixed Hardwoods, to Pine. In states like 

Minnesota and Wisconsin the forest ecotype has changed many times, all of which could be 

considered "natural". H.R 1164 fails to reflect the changing nature of our forests and our climate. 

We do not have the ability to bold the world, especially its climate, in a state of suspended 

animation. The failure to specify what "natural diversity" is will make it virtually impossible for 

land managers to know how to manage the land. This will be further complicated by the use of 

citizen suits claiming that land managers are not working towards restoring the "natural diversity" 

of the land because varying groups will have distinctly differing opinions on what "natural" is. 

While we support the need for better understanding of biologic diversity and support 

more research on this issue, we oppose the biologic diversity provisions of H.R 1164 as written. 

D. H.R. 1164 Ignores 100 Years of the Collective Wisdom of Congress and Natural 
Resource Mangers 

Congress and the American public have developed a very comprehensive set of forest 

management and environmental management laws over the last 100 years. H.R. 1164 would 

amend 100 years of sound forest management and replace it with a paradigm which will result in 

potential short-term forest devastation. 

Most recently, The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 addressed the 

practice of clearcutting on the national forests in great detail. It set specific limits on how, when 

and where the practice would be used. It also recognized the critical importance of keeping this 

silvicultural tool available to deal with some forest situations on the national forests, such as the 

salvage of fire, insect and disease, or wind damaged timber. 

Even-aged forest management has been practiced in this country even before Europeans 

migrated to our eastern shores. Native Americans used fire to clear the land for planting crops. 

Our forefathers cleared the land for farming and to produce wood for fuel and building materials. 

Historically, over 95 percent of the wood harvesting in this country for energy was 

provided by wood. We cleared as much forest between 1850 
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and 1920 as are in our entire National Forest Systems, some 190 million acres --nearly 13.5 

square miles per day, every day for 60 years. Yet today our nation has over 730 million forest 

acres. Nearly 32 percent of our total land base is forested. Even though our population 

increased nearly sixty times since 1800, we still have slightly over two thirds the forests we had 

when the first Europeans came to this country. Through the wise implementation of forest 

management, including even-aged management and clearcutting, our forest are in better shape 

today than anytime since the Civil War. 

If implemented H.R. 1164 would disrupt and set back nearly 90 years of forest 

management on our federal forests. We currently have well over fifty percent of all federal forest 

lands set aside for land use allocations which preclude timber harvesting. If our federal lands are 

to play any part in meeting our needs for wood fiber changing to selective harvest methods would 

have to be practiced on ll.!!. federally forested acres in order to meet our increasing needs for 

wood products. 

Ill. THE USE OF CLEARCUTTING AND EVEN-AGED TECHNIQUES MUST BE 
AVAILABLE TO FEDERAL LAND MANAGERS TO INSURE FOREST HEALm AND 
WILDLIFE POPULATIONS. 

A. Professional Land M1111agers, Professional Soeletles aad Academies Reeognlze an 
Important Role for Clearcuttlng and Even-aged Management. 

Virtually everyone with interest in the clearcut issues admits that clearcuts have visual 

characteristics which are problematic. However, professional land managers, professional 

societies, academia, and federal resource managers widely agree there is a critical need to 

maintain clearcutting as an accepted land management tool. Sound forest management, including 

even-aged techniques, which ensures forest regeneration has and will continue to assure that our 

forests will be productive. Unfortunately, the term 'clearcut' has, in the minds of many not fully 

familiar with forestry, become synonymous with the term 'cut out and get out' Members of the 

environmental and preservationists movement have worked hard to perpetrate the myth that 

stands harvested on the Federal forests' will never regenerate into the forests that existed before 

harvest. 
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While the application of clearcutting can be limited, it would be a mistake of incredible 

proportion to ban clearcutting on federal or any other landownerships. The forest products 

industry strongly opposes any effort to ban clearcutting on any landownerships. 

B. Many Species of Trees Require Open Growing Conditions to Thrive 

A ban of clearcutting on our federal forests would favor those species which are shade 

tolerant and would make it much more difficult to regenerate some of our most important 

ccmmercial species. Land managers would have a difficult time regenerating other species which 

are critically important for some species of wildlife. 

Species like Lodgepole Pine, Jack Pine, Aspen, some Southern Yellow Pines and, to a 

lesser extent, Douglas Fir and Sitka Spruce, all require forest disturbances and open growing 

ccnditions to thrive. These trees need both direct sunlight and disturbed soils to regenerate. 

Nature provides these ccnditions through catastrophic events like wildfire, windstorm, and insect 

and disease attack. The fall windstorms in Southeast Alaska and the Pacific Northwest clear large 

areas of forest. Winds generated from downbursts in thunderstorms clear large swaths of forests 

in the rest of the country. Fire serves as another major disturbance and an equivalent to 

clearcutting. Through the centuries our forests have repeatedly regenerated from such events. 

The essential difference between man-made clearcuts and natural clearcuts is two fold: (1) man 

limits the size, shape, and impact of his cutting; and (2) man regenerates the stands he harvests 

much more quickly than does mother nature. 

C. Professional Wildlife Managers Fully Support Clearcutting as a Needed 
Silvicultural Tool 

Many of the professional wildlife groups fully understand the importance of clearcutting to 

ensure forest conditions will favor many wildlife species. Our success with Deer, Elk, Big Hom 

Sheep, and Moose all relate to the land managers' ability to provide forest openings where grass 

and shrubs thrive. Enlightened forest and wildlife management practices facilitated saving these 

popular species which were at the edge of being wiped out 60 short years ago. Clearcutting and 

even-aged management were integral tools in this recovery. 
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Even-aged management, including clearcutting, is a major tool for restoration of 

endangered species on the Lake States national forests. These species include the gray wolf, the 

Kirtland's warbler, and several neotropical migratory songbirds. Unfortunately, H.R. 1164 would 

prohibit the very tools foresters and wildlife professionals employ to maintain and enhance these 

species. 

Clearcutting in the Minnesota national forests provides enhanced habitat for moose, deer 

and the small rodents which are prey for the endangered gray wolf. The Superior National Forest 

Plan points out the need for areas of larger disturbance to insure habitat for moose. Through 

larger numbers of prey stimulated by clearcuts, wolf populations have a greater chance of 

sustaining and increasing. 

Recovery of the Kirtland's warbler depends on natural fire, or the combination of 

clearcutting followed by prescribed fire. Kirtland's warblers require a habitat of young jack pine 6 

to 18 feet tall for nesting habitat. Only through continued disturbances can the proper habitat be 

created. 

Clearcutting and other even-age management techniques are important in maintaining the 

diverse habitat requirements of Neotropical Migratory Birds (NTMB). These birds summer in 

North America, but winter in Central American and the Caribbean. While many of these birds 

require interior forest habitat, many other species depend on the edge effect generated from 

disturbed areas in the forest canopy. In an even-age managed stand after harvesting, an 

herbaceous growth stage is followed by woody, shrub growth, which results in a dense sapling 

stand. This type of regeneration provides distinctive forage and shelter for NTMBs. These 

conditions are unavailable in stands managed under uneven-age techniques. 

No one type of site, silvicultural practice, or habitat structure can provide all the needs of 

the NTMBs. A variety of management techniques are needed to maintain habitat. Even-age 

management, including clearcutting are valuable tools in maintaining habitat. If clearcutting on 

federal land is abolished, as called for under HR 1164, one valuable tool in preserving NTMB 

habitat will be lost. 

D. Some Regions and Forest Conditions Require More Clearcutting than Others 

While there are some species of trees which require open-growing conditions to thrive, 

some forests benefit more from the practice of clearcutting than do others. In the Upper 
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Midwest, the Appalachian and Central Hardwoods, and to a lesser extent, the Pacific Northwest, 

c!earcutting is a necessary tool if forests harvested between the mid 1800s to the 1920s are to be 

totally re-habilitated and transformed into forests which produce optimum levels of wildlife, 

recreational opportunities, diversity, and wood fiber. 

In the upper Midwest states, our forefathers practiced "cut out and get out" forestry 

during the 1800s. In the late 1880s, the public recognized the folly of this practice, and by 1930 

the U.S. Forest Service was well on the way to fully rehabilitating the forests. However, the 

stands in these areas are not of an age to produce the highest quality timber. The tree species 

that grow in these forests -- Aspen, Jack Pine, and Black Spruce, to name a few -- require 

frequent disturbance to regenerate and produce healthy productive forests. We, as a society, 

decided long ago that forest wildfires needed to be suppressed in order to protect forest, human, 

and property values. Clearcutting, a~ an even-aged management silvicultural system in the Great 

Lake states, and elsewhere, mimics fire in providing the means for renewing forests. 

Many forests in the Appalachians and Central hardwood forests experienced similar past 

forest practices. It makes little sense to walk away from 60 years of forestry investment right 

when these forests are becoming the productive forests the American public desires. 

In the Pacific Northwest, the Forest Service attempted to practice selective (uneven-aged) 

management from the 1920s through the 1940s and found it was unsuccessful for a number of 

reasons. Forest disease and regeneration failures plagued managers. In the late 1940s the Forest 

Service, after a number of years of research, decided to shift to even-aged management, including 

the practice of clearcutting. Forest health, vigor, and productivity have improved under this 

management strategy. 

E. The Use of Clearcnttlng Should be Carefully Implemented, Taking Into Account 
All Forest Goals and Objectives 

While the forest products industry strongly believes in the legitimate need for maintaining 

clearcutting, we also expect federal land managers to employ even-aged techniques with care. 
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IV. THE FOREST SERVICE POUCY ON REDUCING CLEARCUTTING HAS 
ACCEPTABLE PROVISIONS, IF AGGRESSIVELY APPUED BY FIELD MANAGERS 

A. Progress Has Been Made in Reduclag tbe Amount of Clearcuttiag 

In the FY 1991 Interior Appropriations Bill, Congress directed a 25 percent reduction in 

the use of clearcutting on the national forests. The Forest Service has responded and in 1991 

reduced by 34 percent the amount of harvesting done through clearcutting as compared to the 

amount done in 1988. In some regions, most notably the Southern Region (R-8), reductions have 

been even greater. In 1987 the Southern Region harvest 104,042 acres through the use of 

clearcutting. In 1991 that number was reduced to 38,461 acres -- a 64 percent reduction. 

Implementation of the President's Forest Plan in the Pacific Northwest will greatly reduce 

the volume of timber sold annually compared to historic levels on the BLM O&C timberlands in 

western Oregon. 

B. Current BLM and Forest Service Polley Provides an Ellective Polley for Reduclag 
Clearcut Acres 

In a June 1992 directive, the Chief of the Forest Service announced a 70 percent 

reduction in the use of clearcutting on the national forests. With this action, the Forest Service 

took a clear position that the use of clearcutting would no longer be used as a major harvest 

technique. Instead, clearcutting would only be used if specific criteria and circumstances are met 

on national forest lands. The practice of clearcutting can still be used for insect and disease 

problems, salvage blowdown, recreational and aesthetic needs, and to create wildlife habitat 

At the same time, the BLM adopted a Total Forest Management program on its lands. 

Under this program the BLM called for large reductions in clearcutting on its lands. With the 

adoption of the Total Forest Management program, the BLM has already reduced the amount of 

clearcutting on its timberlands. Over the 1986 to 1991 period, less than 60 percent of the acreage 

harvested came from clearcuts. The agency currently applies uneven-aged management 

techniques in high elevation mixed conifer stands where it is appropriate. 
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The proper application of any silvicultural practice should be dependent upon the on-the­

ground expertise of a variety of land management experts. Wildlife biologists, landscape 

architects, and foresters fully-armed with site specific data have the best chance of prescribing the 

best land management practices. If the federal agencies walk away from the correct application of 

clearcutting, at the expense of forest health and productivity, we all will suffer. The forest 

products industry believes, as we think the rest of the public does, that the single most important 

purpose of forest management is the maintenance of healthy and productive forests. Thus, we 

expect federal land managers to aggressively utilize clearcutting in those situations where it is 

needed. 

C. In Many Situations, Even-age Management Techniques Provide the Least-cost 
Alternative to Achieve Resource Goals. 

As Ecosystem Management is applied on the federal lands during the years ahead, the 

increased application of more complex harvest techniques such as uneven-aged management, 

selection system and shelterwood cuts, will increase the costs incurred by both the Forest Service 

and timber purchasers and reduce timber revenues. Policymakers must recognize this fact, as 

maintaining the health and productivity of public and private forest lands in this country must 

remain a priority objective. The Forest Service and professional organizations also agree that the 

use of clearcutting and even-aged management must be retained under Ecosystem Management, 

as these techniques are considered to be valuable tools toward enhancing biologic diversity. 

Maintaining forest diversity requires a long-term investment. The effective application of 

timber management as a tool to accomplish this maintenance will help to defray the costs of 

investments in ecologic and forest health. While all forest management techniques, both even­

and uneven-age must be available to resource managers, even-age techniques in general incur less 

cost. Preparation, administration and logging of even-age timber sales is less costly, and timber 

revenues to the government are generally higher with even-age techniques. These efficiencies 

may provide the financial difference which allows a restoration project to proceed in an era of 

tight budgets. 

Given a drastic reduction in clearcutting, There are likely to be increased instances of 

forest pest and health problems. Efforts to deal with these events will require more money be 

13 
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invested in research and non-timber harvesting related treatments. In assessing these costs, 

Congress must realize that harvesting timber helps to offset these costs. Since clearcutting has 

consistently been shown to be the most efficient and economic means for dealing with these 

events, Congress must accept a higher cost of doing business and increase Forest Service funding. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The forest products industry is completely opposed to H.R 1164. This bill would change 

the entire premise of federal forests from one of active care and management to a blind 

custodianship, being managed in a manner similar to our existing national parks. The forest 

health and productivity of these forests would be lost over the long run, and the American public 

would have to transfer our demand for wood products to other countries which do not have the 

excellent growing conditions, environmental laws, or enlightened forest practices that we currently 

practice. 

AF&PA strongly urges the Subcommittee to reject the extreme insensitive and blanket 

mandates of H.R. 1164. The decision to employ even-aged techniques must reflect local forest 

circumstances, and goals. A blanket prohibition on these techniques will only handcuff federal 

forest manager's attempts to manage the entire forest ecosystem and to restore and maintain 

forest health. 

14 
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Mr. VENTO. And, finally, we are pleased to welcome Gerry Rose, 
the forester from the Department of Natural Resources in Min­
nesota. Glad to have you testify. I believe this is the first, Gerry, 
before the committee. Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF GERALD ROSE 

Mr. RosE. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here. I am Gerry 
Rose, the Director of Forestry in Minnesota. I am representing the 
National Association of State Foresters, and while H.R. 1164 
speaks specifically to Federal lands, the State Foresters have a pro­
fessional interest in public policy that dictate how Federal forests 
are managed today and in the future. 

Those policies do impact both state and privately owned forest 
lands in a couple of ways. 

One, they become the pattern for regulations and so forth on 
state and private land, but more importantly and more quickly, 
they transfer demand from the Federal lands to those lands with 
serious implications. 

Consequently, we oppose enactment of H.R. 1164. 
Even-age management is a common practice used in many areas 

of the country. Douglas Fir has been mentioned here, Southern 
Pine has been mentioned. 

In the lake states, a big species that depends upon even-age 
management is Aspen, and if we are going to maintain those kinds 
of species in our forests, we need to have the even-age management 
tool. 

Even-age management is used for economic purposes as has been 
talked about. It is also used for ecologic purposes. It is vital for the 
regeneration of early successional species. 

In Minnesota, that includes in addition to Aspen, Jack Pine and 
Red Pine, and ecological objectives are described pretty well by the 
example Mr. Gladics' used of the Kirklands Warbler. 

I spent twenty-five years of my career in Michigan, and worked 
with the Kirklands Warbler recovery team when that species was 
listed as endangered, and the plans for recovery for that species in­
cluded maintaining Jack Pine on sands twelve to twenty feet in 
height, and it had to be done in relatively large areas. 

The scientists on that recovery team came up with three hundred 
and twenty acres of Jack Pine, and there is only one way to main­
tain that kind of habitat, and that is through even-age manage­
ment, and I don't need to remind the subcommittee that there is 
broad consensus that conservation of native species is an important 
ecological objective, and we certainly support that. 

The image promoted by H.R. 1164, the images are not always ac­
curate. Forest management guidelines for wildlife are developed in 
most states, and those forest management guidelines require or 
recommend the retention of dead-standing, green-standing, down 
timber in order to maintain the diversity of habitat that is needed. 

Those guidelines are normally developed jointly by biologists and 
foresters, and implemented as such. 

There are times when even-age management is inappropriate 
and mis-applied, and the state foresters would be the first to iden­
tify that and support that idea. 
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Even-age harvest on steep slopes, unstable soils can cause re­
source damage, and these practices are restricted on Federal lands 
through regulations and forest plans. 

On state and private lands they are either guided by best man­
agement practices that most states have now, or by state forest 
practice acts. 

The National Association of State Foresters understands that al­
most all clearcuts and other forms of even-age management can 
have a major negative visual impact, and the fact that even-age 
management may not be aesthetically pleasing does not change the 
fact that it is the appropriate management prescription in anum­
ber of cases, and certainly best management practices for visual 
quality are a way to get at lessening the negativity of that. 

A couple of points close to home. We have just been involved in 
developing a generic environmental impact statement on timber 
harvest. A broad cross section of stake holders were involved in a 
steering committee for that, advisory committee for environmental 
quality board. The group worked for four years, and just last 
month the environmental quality board deemed the generic envi­
ronmental impact statement adequate. 

Support to adequacy came from both the forest industry and the 
environmental community, and we are now in the process of devel­
oping a round table to implement that generic environmental im­
pact statement, and the strategies that are laid out in that state­
ment, to lessen the impact of timber harvest on the environment. 

The GElS did not recommend the elimination of even-age man­
agement in Minnesota. 

Likewise the Minnesota Forest Stewardship program, a state/fed­
eral partnership that seeks to promote sound, multiple use man­
agement on non-industrial private lands, and the state program is 
governed by a state stewardship committee, and that stewardship 
committee is made up of landowners, forest industry reps, 
recreationalists, environmental groups, local government and the 
subcommittee should note that the forest stewardship committee 
has not recommended eliminating even-age management as a man­
agement tool. 

In conclusion, H.R. 1164 not only impacts Federal land, but State 
and private land as well. 

Specifically, it would seriously inhibit Aspen management in 
Minnesota's national forests, disrupting community and economic 
stability that is based on the Aspen forest resource. 

In turn, this affects management practices on state and private 
lands by increasing pressures on rrivate forests for timber re­
sources. Similar scenarios exist in al regions of our country. 

Policy making of this type does not encourage good forest man­
agement, as it overlooks the differences that exist and need to be 
considered at the local level. 

Finally, passage of H.R. 1164 would inhibit Federal land man­
agement agencies ability to implement ecosystems management. 
An ecosystem approach to forest management on Federally owned 
lands demands that all native forest types be represented on the 
landscape. 

This may require drastic shifts from current land use policy in 
certain areas. 
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However, maintenance of viable ecosystems necessitates that all 
appropriate means of forest stand manipulation, including even-age 
harvest, be available to resource management professionals. 

I appreciate the opportunity of being here today, and would wel­
come any questions. 

Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Gerry, for your comments. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Rose follows:] 
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444 North Capitol Street, NW Suite 540 Washington, D.C. 20001 202/624-5415 

Testimony on B..R. 1164: 

"lbe Forest Biodiversity and Clearcuttlng Prohibition Act of 1993." 

U.S. House Natural Resources Committee 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 

May5,1994 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my name is Gerald Rose, 
and I am the State Forester of Minnesota. I am here today representing the 
National Association of State Foresters (NASF). NASF is composed of the 

directors of the State forestry agencies from the fifty States and three U.S. 
Territories (Guam, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands), as well as the 
District of Columbia_ In that capacity, we are responsible for providing 
management and protection services on over 70 percent of the Nation's for­
est lands. 

The State Foresters have a professional interest in public policies that dic­
tate how public forest lands are managed today and in the future. Those 
policies can impact both state and privately owned forest lands. 

This morning's hearing has been called to discuss timber harvesting sys­
tems, specifically even-aged management. H.R. 1164, introduced by 
Congressman John Bryant from Texas, would totally eliminate even-aged 
management techniques on all Federal lands. Should this legislation be 
enacted, the issue, implications, attitudes and misinformation reflected in 
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it warrants comment from our Association as professional forest resource 
managers. 

Even-aged management is a common forest management practice in many 
areas of the country. It is important in the management of Lake States as­
pen, western Douglas fir and southern pine. It is used for economic and 
ecological purposes as well as wildlife habitat management. Several har­
vesting methods may be used to accomplish even-aged management includ­
ing clearcutting, seed tree cutting, and shelterwood cutting. Even-aged 
management can be an important tool for accomplishing ecological objec­

tives. 

Even-aged management is vital for natural and artificial regeneration of 
several Minnesota species including aspen, red pine and jack pine. 
Regeneration of new aspen stands is dependent upon removal of the over­
story, which is best achieved by using the clearcutting harvest method. 
Sunlight stimulates the root systam of the parent aspen to sprout vigorous 
new stems which eventually become the new forest. Undisturbed, the ma­
ture aspen dies on the stump and is unable to regenerate itself. Red and 
jack pine stands also require open, sunlit areas for seedling establishment 
and growth. 

As an example of how even-aged management can be used to accomplish 
ecological objectives, the endangered Kirtland's warbler is a songbird 
species native to Michigan that nests exclusively in young stands of jack 
pine. The only way to ensure that sufficient Kirtland's warbler habitat will 
remain available is to periodically regenerate stands of jack pine using 
even-aged methods. I don't need to remind the Subcommittee that there is 
broad consensus that conservation of native species is an important ecologi­
cal objective. 

The Subcommittee should also be aware that the image of even-aged man­
agement being promoted by advocates of this bill simply is not entirely accu­
rate. In Minnesota, and in a number of other States, management guide­
lines call for the retention of green trees and snags that provide for diversity 

2 
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of habitat structures and allow for natural regeneration of native tree 
species. 

Mr. Chairman, there are clreumatances under which application of even­
aged harvesting is an inappropriate management prescription. There have 
undoubtedly been instances when this practice has been misapplied. Even­
aged harvests on steep alopes or on unstable soils can cause resource dam­
age. These harvesting practices are restricted on Federal lands through 
regulations and forest plans. Harvesting practices in the States are either 
guided by Best Management Practices or by State Forest Practices Acts. 

NASF also understands that almost all cleareuta and other forms of even­
aged management can have a major negative visual impact. The 
proponents of this bill clearly are attempting to capitalize on this fact. But 
the fact that even-aged management may not be aesthetically pleasing does 
not change the fact that it is the appropriate management prescription in a 

number of cases. 

The National Association of State Foresters believes that enactment of H.R. 
1164 would set bad forestry policy at the National level. Forest management 
varies regionally according to forest types, climate, soil, and topographical 
conditions. Management of Federal lands is accomplished by reaource pro­
fessionals who have the flexibility within existing laws to achieve resource 
objectives identified through an open, public planning process. 
Accordingly, professional forest resource managers are trained to identify 
and select appropriate management practices and are the vehicles through 
which forest policy should be implemented. 

In Minnesota we have developed forest management guidelines for use on 
state ~md private lands that we feel incorporate local conditions and inter­
ests. These were developed cooperatively between the Divisions of Forestry 
and Wildlife and cover all aspects of forest management including harvest­
ing, reforestation and wildlife habitat enhancement. Policies such as these 
should be made at the state level by responsible forest land mangers who 
know and understand the consequences lmd impacts of their decisions. 

3 
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In Minnesota, the Department of Natural Resources has gone to great 
lengths to develop a forest policy that commands the broadest possible con­
sensus among interested parties and the public at large. Two of these are 
worth noting. We recently completed a state-wide Generic Environmental 
Impact Statement on timber harvesting in the State. This document was 
the result of a long process that sought the broadest possible public input. 
The GEIS did not recommend the elimination of even-aged management in 
Minnesota. 

Also, the Minnesota Forest Stewardship program is a State-Federal part­
nership that seeks to promote sound, multiple use management on nonin­
dustrial private forest lands. The State program is governed by a State 
Forest Stewardship Committee, made up of traditional and nontraditional 
forest interests, including landowners, forest industry, recreationiste, and 
environmental groups. The Subcommittee should note that the Minnesota 
Forest Stewardship Committee has not recommended eliminating even­
aged management as a management tool. 

Further, in Minnesota, we are using the Forest Stewardship program to 
promote ecosystem-scale objectives across multiple ownerships in the State. 
This involves providing landowners with information about the larger for­
est landscape, and helping them to meet their objectives in this context. Mr. 
Chairman, we would not be able to meet several important ecosystem objec­
tives if even-aged management were prohibited by law. The members of 
NASF do not believe that Federal land managers should be deprived of this 
tool for the same reasous. 

Even-aged management on Federal lands is already restricted in its appli­
cation by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, the National 
Forest Management Act, as well as by the planning processes required by 
these Jaws. Congress should not arbitrarily limit management options and 
impose certain harvest systems on all public lands. This would not be based 
on sound science, and it would not be sound public policy. 

4 
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CONCLUSION 
Congreuman Bryant's legislation not only impaets federal land but state 
and private forest land as well. Specifieally it would seriously inhibit aspen 
management in Minnesota's national forests, disrupting eommunity and 
eeonomic stability that is based on the aspen forest resource in many areas 
of the state. In tum, this affects management practices on state and pri­
vate lands by increasing pressures on private forests for timber resources. 
Similar scenarios exist in all regions of our country. Policy making of this 
type does not encourage good forest management, as it overlooks the differ­
ences that exist and need to be considered at the local level. 

Also, passage of H.R. 1164 would inhibit the Federal land management 
agencies' ability to implement ecosystem management. An ecosystem ap­
proach to forest management on Federally-owned lands demands that all 
native forest types be represented on the landscape. This may require dras· 
tic shifts from current land-use policy in certain areas. However, mainte­
nance of viable ecosystems necessitates that all appropriate means of forest 
stand manipulation, including even-aged harvests, be available to resource 
management professionals. 

It was a pleasure being here today and I look forward to answering any 
questions you may have. 

5 
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Mr. VENTO. The general environmental impact statement issue 
that you put out today generally does not recommend techniques 
in terms of whether it be even-age management, or not even-age 
management? Did they generally not recommend techniques in 
terms of what was happening? It really was looking at volume, 
wasn't it? 

Mr. RosE. The mitigation strategies identify impacts on many 
different forest-related things. Wildlife, biological diversity, water 
quality, long term productivity, those kinds of things. 

The mitigation strategies generally promote the use of best man­
agement practices. Best management practices in our case are de­
veloped by the stake holders. We have just added a wetlands com­
ponent to our best management practices, and groups from envi­
ronmental groups, industry, local government, were involved in the 
development of those. 

So, generally, best management practices applied at the local 
level is what is recommended, and it doesn't call for a band on any 
kind of practice. 

There is a general feeling that there is too much clearcutting, but 
that doesn't mean we should not have even-age management as a 
tool to achieve the objectives that we need to achieve as we manage 
our forest for the people. 

Mr. VENTO. One of the things, Mr. Sampson, that occurs is even­
age management versus clearcut. Generally, I guess there is a 
view-! don't know if others disagree on this panel-that there has 
been a history of too much clearcutting. 

That the 1974, the 1976 law, didn't do it, didn't get to it, even 
though those criteria that I tried to summarize seem to be pretty 
stringent to me, as a literal reading. 

I wonder, reflecting on that as we write this bill, and I say it is 
pretty specific, but I really wonder what happens on the ground 
when it all gets translated by a court some times, you know. 

Generally, there is agreement that there has been too much 
clearcutting, but then there is this slip over into even-age manage­
ment which seems to lend itself to the same practice by a different 
name. 

Mr. SAMPSON. We see a lot of even-age management that is real­
ly double or triple cohort management. It is still even-age, but you 
see two to three age levels in the forest. 

But the real truth is it is an even-age application at two or three 
times in the life. Even-age management doesn't need to mean 
clearcutting and removals. 

Mr. Chairman, there is really some unintended and perverse ef­
fects that come out of Federal legislation. I think there is a reason­
ably good argument to be made that the planning procedures that 
have been put in place to prevent clearcutting have, in fact, en­
hanced its use, and made it the practice of choice to the practi­
tioner. 

It is sad to go out, as I have done in several occasions, and see 
forest harvest finally hitting the ground. And because of the way 
scientific understandings have changed, and because of the way the 
forest itself has changed, everybody recognized that the plan that 
was proposed at the time it was proposed was the wrong thing to 
do on the land. 
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And it was almost always a clearcut t,hat had been proposed, and 
it was almost always being rejected at the time of its application 
by its very practitioners. 

But the five year difficulty in putting the plan together and get­
ting it through all the procedures and the assessments and the ap­
peal processes killed everybody's notion of going back and redoing 
it. 

So, the wrong plan went forward. And somehow we have a proc­
ess problem, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. You have five years to eat what has been put out 
there. I heard your comment on that, and you know, we hope these 
policy changes now are translating, but the point is we have this 
data and it seems to be general agreement. 

One of the things, Mr. Gladics, is you mentioned this Warbler in 
Michigan, too, and elk and other types of species, but clearly the 
purpose, in terms of game species or endangered species, manage­
ment of the forest for that purpose, this wasn't an endangered spe­
cies, but clearly is just one aspect isn't it? 

If your goal is for game species or an endangered species, it may 
be a different goal than the whole biodiversity thing. They are not 
necessarily the same. 

Mr. GLADICS. That is true, but nevertheless we are in the process 
of looking at a law that will add one more layer for our land man­
agers to have to deal with. 

They have to deal with the endangered species act, and they are 
culpable if they violate that Act. 

Now, we are going to potentially put on a bill that will say you 
can't use the very tools you need to protect an endangered species. 

As I look around this room, and I look at the paintings of the 
native Americans here, I look at the very people that used fire and 
even-age management very much to their benefit, and the forest 
that we discovered on this continent were shaped by that. 

The species that were in those forests pretty much exist today. 
We do have some problems. But our notion that life is so fragile 
that it can't adapt is clearly wrong. If you look at the geological 
history of ice ages, if you look at the massive changes in our coun­
try that have occurred over time by natural forces, the species have 
trans-located and survived. 

We have this mistaken notion, in my view, that a species can't 
move from one inch to the next. Now, there clearly are some that 
can't move across a highway. We do put barriers up. But they are 
much more resilient than we give them credit for. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I commend you for your optimism. I don't know 
that it is necessarily justified. I think the rates of extinction and 
what is happening to some of these species is pretty dramatic in 
terms of our impact on the landscape, and it is probably true that 
Native Americans did do a little landscape planning with fire and 
other tools, but that their imprint or impact was much less just 
simply because of their population size and what their needs were. 

Mr. GLADICS. The data I have seen, sir, it would indicate that 
they were not careful, low-scale users of fire. They burned heavily 
for a couple of real valid reasons. One was they didn't want people 
to be able to sneak up on them from other tribes. 
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Another was that it kept the forest clear of pests and, thirdly, it 
helped them travel through the forest in the eastem half of this 
country. The record shows they did large scale clearing for agri­
culture, not to the scale that we have, but again, it wasn't two hun­
dred and fifty-six million people in the country, planning to be dou­
bled in sixty years. 

Mr. VENTO. We have some real problems and challenges here, 
and obviously have had some tremendous impacts. 

Well, I did go through the book on clearcuts, especially photo­
graph o, with the Sierra Club. I am sure that they would have 
some answer for that, but we do appreciate all of the testimony, 
Mr. Crandall, and the other witnesses. 

I really have to move along to the next panel, the final witnesses. 
I have to go plant a tree, so we thank you very much for your pres­
ence. 

PANEL CONSISTING OF JERRY A. SESCO, DEPUTY CHIEF RE­
SEARCH, FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRI­
CULTURE; AND, KEMP CONN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIREC­
TOR, LAND AND RENEWABLE RESOURCES, BUREAU OF 
LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome Jerry Sesco, who is the 

Deputy Chief, Research, accompanied by Robert Szaro, Research 
Division, of the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, and 
Kemp Conn, the Deputy Assistant Director of Land Management, 
who is accompanied by Mr. Mel Berg, Chief of Forestry, Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Interior. 

Your statements have been made part of the record and I have 
read them as I received them this moming, so you can summarize 
them if you choose. Dr. Sesco? 

STATEMENT OF JERRY A. SESCO 
Dr. SEsco. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. Let me begin by saying 

that it is a pleasure for us to be asked to comment on H.R. 1164 
this moming. 

Mr. Chainnan, although the Department of Agriculture cannot 
support enactment of H.R. 1164, we certainly do support the con­
cept that native biodiversity and ecosystems should be protected. 

The National Forest Management Act already requires the For­
est Service to provide for the diversity of land and animal commu­
nities based on sustainability and capability of the specific land 
area and consistent with the management objectives of the area. 

One of the goals of our current commitment to ecosystem man­
agement in the Forest Service is to ensure that native biodiversity 
and ecosystems are maintained or enhanced on the national forest 
systems. 

Mr. Chainnan, we have several concerns with certain provisions 
of H.R. 1164, and I will highlight a few of those. First, the bill 
places severe restraints upon clearcutting and other even-age man­
agement practices. Now, we certainly support the elimination of 
the use of clearcutting as a standard harvest practice, and we have 
made progress in reducing that use. Perhaps we will have a chance 
to share some of those numbers with you. 
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However, a prohibition on all even-age harvest practices is con­
trary to the goal of protecting native biodiversity. Many naturally 
occurring ecosystems have been greatly influenced by natural dis­
turbances such as wildfire and insects and disease outbreaks which 
create even-age forests. 

These forests are an important component of the ecosystem and 
can be emulated through even-age management practices to main­
tain biodiversity and other objectives. 

For example, as has been stated by several previous witnesses, 
there are many wildlife species, such as wild turkey and ruffed 
grouse whose habitat requires even-age management to maintain 
optimum population levels. 

We believe that to practice ecosystem management and conserve 
native biodiversity, managers need all of the tools available, includ­
ing even-aged management practices. There is no single manage­
ment prescription that is best for any one geographic region or 
vegetation type, and we do not support changing our management 
authorities without credible scientific research, to restrict options 
for managing biodiversity. 

We are also concerned, Mr. Chairman, with the provision in the 
bill that would narrow the criteria for membership on a committee 
of scientists which would provide scientific and technical advice on 
proposed guidelines and procedures to protect native biodiversity. 

Rather that establishing such a restricted committee that would 
exclude a great number of eminent scientists, we would rather 
focus our efforts on bringing user groups and scientists together to 
gain consensus on implementing ecosystem management in the na­
tional forest system lands. 

In fact, we are beginning to do more of that. 
We are also concerned that the bill would require the Secretary 

to prescribe a shift to individual tree selection management on 
sites already under even-aged management. And also we are con­
cerned with the civil penalty enforcement provisions of H.R. 1164. 

Finally, the bill's prohibition against the construction or recon­
struction of roads in designated roadless areas, or in land and re­
source management plans, could limit opportunities to develop 
vegetation community mosaics necessary to restore native 
biodiversity. 

We believe the forest planning process or specific wilderness leg­
islation would be a more efficient means of determining how 
roadless areas should be allocated. 

In summary, while we support the goal of protecting native 
biodiversity, we have serious concerns with the restrictive manage­
ment provisions associated with H.R. 1164. 

We will continue to reduce the use of clearcutting and ensure 
that it is used only to meet specific ecological objectives. 

However, a prohibition of clearcutting and other even-aged man­
agement efforts would not, in our opinion, be responsible forest 
management and would limit our ability to implement ecosystem 
management on national forest lands and, further, be counter-pro­
ductive in meeting the biodiversity provisions of H.R. 1164. 

The point, Mr. Chairman, is that mechanical, translated to mind­
less if you wish, application of any management regime by statute 
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or by the unthinking practice of a natural resource professional, 
will ultimately result in failure. 

It is important to remember that ecosystems change over time 
through natural succession, whether managed by humans or not. 
How they change is related to variables, such as natural occur­
rences of fire, wind, floods, insects, pathogens, climate, as well as 
how people use and care for the land. 

That completes my summary statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be 
glad to respond to any questions. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Dr. Sesco. 
[Prepared statement of Dr. Sesco follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 
DR. JERRY A. SESCO, DEPUTY CHIEF RESEARCH 

FOREST SERVICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Before the 

F:lnal 

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands 
Committee on Natural Resources 

United States House of Representatives 

Concerning 

H.R. 1164 

The Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act 

May 5, 1994 
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer our views on H.R. 1164, the 

"Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 1993." 

I am accompanied by Dr. Robert Szaro, who is the Research liaison for 

Ecosystem Management. 

Although the Department of Agriculture cannot support enactment of 

H.R. 1164, we support the concept that native biodiversity and 

ecosystems should be protected. The National Forest Management Act 

already requires the Forest Service to provide for the diversity of 

plant and animal communities based on sustainability and capability of 

the specific land area and consistent with the management objectives 

of the area. One of the goals of our current committment to ecosystem 

management in the Forest Service is to ensure that native biodiversity 

and ecosystems are maintained or enhanced on National Forest System 

lands. 
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Biodiversity is not a specific condition that can be defined and put 

in place permanently. Instead, biodiversity is a dynamic series of 

conditions that exist over time and space; a constantly changing and 

evolving assemblege and distribution of organisms. There are also 

different options for management of resources that will sustain 

biodiversity but which have different effects on the types, amounts, 

and location of plants and animals, and the meeting of human-related 

needs. 

The objective of our ecosystem management approach is to combine the 

best available physical, biological, social, cultural, and economic 

knowledge and the public's views to determine how the Nation's 

national forests shall be managed. 

We have several concerns with certain provisions of H.R. 1164. 

2 

First, the bill places severe restraints upon clearcutting and other 

even-age management practices. We support elimination of the use of 

clearcutting as a standard harvest practice, and have made progress in 

reducing that use. However, a prohibition on all even-age harvest 

practices is contrary to the goal of protecting native biodiversity. 

Many naturally occurring ecosystems have been greatly influenced by 

natural disturbances such as wildfire and insects and disease 

outbreaks which create even-aged forests. These forests are an 

important component of the ecosystem and can be emulated through 

even-aged management practices to maintain biodiversity and other 

objectives. For example, there are many wildlife species such as wild 

turkey and ruffed grouse whose habitat require even-age management to 

maintain optimum population levels. 
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We believe that to practice ecosystem management and conserve native 

biodiversity, managers need all the tools available, including 

even-aged management practices. There is no single management 

prescription that is best for any one geographic region or vegetation 

type and we do not support changing our management authorities 

without credible scientific research, to restrict options for 

maintaining biodiversity. 

We are also concerned with the provision that would narrow the 

criteria for membership on a committee of scientists which would 

provide scientific and technical advice on proposed guidelines and 

procedures to protect native biodiversity. Eligibility would be 

limited to those scientists who are not officers or employees of the 

Forest Service or any other public entity, or any entity engaged in 

whole or part in the production of wood or wood products, or any 

scientists who have contracted with any such entity during the last 

five years. Establishment of such a committee seems to erroneously 

presume that the Forest Service and other Federal natural resource 

agencies cannot manage the protection of native biodiversity with 

credible internal and external scientific input. Rather than 

establishing such a restricted committee that would exclude a great 

number of em~nent scientists, we would rather focus our efforts on 

bringing user groups and scientists together to gain consensus on 

implementing ecosystem management on National Forest System lands. 

3 



195 

The bill would also require the Secretary to prescribe a shift to 

individual tree selection management on sites already under even-aged 

management, or to cease managing for timher purposes and restore the 

native biodiversity or permit the site to regain its native 

biodiversity. 

Meeting these requirements would significantly increase costs without 

benefits to the long-term management of the affected ecosystems 

because it is more costly to harvest timber under uneven-aged 

management and single tree selection techniques. 

4 

We are also concerned with the civil penalty enforcement provisions of 

H.R. 1164. The bill would waive the sovereign immunity of the United 

States, "including its agents and employees," in all respects in all 

actions. This could subject Forest Service officers and employees to 

liability in their individual capabilities. 
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The bill is unclear in its provisions for payment of civil penalties. 

First, it provides that the United States shall pay any civil 

penalties to the Judgment Fund, although the purpose of the fund has 

been to provide for disbursement of judgments owed by the United 

States. The bill provides that penalties shall be paid from the 

Judgment Fund to the person designated to receive it, to be applied in 

protecting or restoring native biodiversity on or adjoining Federal 

land. The bill does not state who shall designate the persons to 

receive the monies, and the mandatory use of the monies on or 

adjoining Federal land may require expenditures where they are not 

needed. No estimate of these increased costs are yet available. 

Finally, the bill's prohibition against the construction or 

reconstruction of roads in roadless areas as defined in the Roadless 

Area Review and Evaluation of 1978 {RARE !I) or in land and resource 

management plans could limit opportunities to develop vegetation 

community mosaics necessary to restore native biodiversity. We 

believe the Forest planning process or specific wilderness legislation 

would be more efficient means of determining how roadless areas should 

be allocated. 

While we support the goal of protecting native biodiversity, we have 

serious concerns with the restrictive management provisions associated 

with H.R. 1164. 
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we will continue to reduce the use of clearcutting and ensure that it 

is used only to meet specific ecological objectives. However, a 

prohibition of clearcutting and other even-aged management methods 

would not be responsible forest management and would limit our ability 

to implement ecosystem management on National Forest Lands and, 

further be counter productive in meeting the biodiversity provisions 

of H.R. 1164. 

It is important to remember that ecosystems change over time through 

natural succession whether managed by humans or not. How they change 

is related to variables such as natural occurences of fire, wind, 

floods, insects, pathogens, climate, as well as how people use and 

care for the land. 

Thank you. This completes my prepared statement. I will be pleased 

to respond to any questions. 
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Mr. VENTO. We are pleased to welcome Kemp Conn, who is the 
Deputy Assistant Director of Land and Renewable Resources, BLM. 

Mr. Conn. 

STATEMENT OF KEMP CONN 
Mr. CoNN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor­

tunity to appear here today to present the Department of the Inte­
rior's views on H.R. 1164. 

I am accompanied by Mel Berg, our Chief, Division of Forestry, 
and I will be brief. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize that the Department 
of Interior and the Bureau of Land Management are strongly com­
mitted to ecosystem management. We agree with the goal of this 
legislation, the one that emphasizes biological diversity. 

Globally, species of plants and animals are in danger of extinc­
tion at an alarming rate. The Administration, though committed to 
the conservation of biodiversity, cannot support enactment of H.R. 
1164. 

President Clinton's forest plan became final within the last few 
weeks. This plan incorporates our current scientific knowledge of 
species and ecosystems conservation, and at the same time pro­
vides a level of timber production that can help meet societal goals. 

The plan uses an ecosystem management approach that, for the 
first time, considers all the Federal land, despite jurisdictional 
boundaries across the range of the Northern Spotted Owl. 

It also contains the contribution of private lands toward meeting 
diversity goals, without impeding private property rights. An im­
portant point to note is that even-aged management is prescribed 
as an important part of the plan-a management tool which H.R. 
1164 would prohibit. 

It is the current BLM policy to use clearcutting as a method of 
last resort. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize "a method of last re­
sort." 

Over the last 20 years, BLM use of clearcutting has ranged from 
29 percent to 76 ~ercent of acres harvested. You did mention the 
fact that you didn t have statistics from us, and I do have a set that 
I will be happy to share with you. 

From 1986 to 1991, approximately fifty percent of the acres har­
vested were clearcut. The high in 1986 was sixty-seven percent. 
The low, in 1991, was thirty-nine percent. Half that over that time 
period in reduction of acres clearcut, and with today's policy of 
using it as a last resort, I am sure that-well, we don't have those 
figures yet. I am sure you would find a dramatic reduction between 
1991 and today, as it was between 1986 and 1991. 

Mr. VENTO. If you would submit those, Mr. Conn, for the record, 
we will include those. We obviously have a question on that. Maybe 
we will start out with that question with Dr. Sesco in terms of the 
differences in information we had before. 

[The information follows:] 
Listed below are the acres of timber sold, and the acres to be harvested by 

clearcutting, by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for Fiscal Years (FY) 1991, 
1992, and 1993. This is the most reliable data under our current recordkeeping sys­
tem. 
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ACRES OF TIMBER SOLD BY BLM FOR FISCAL YEAR 1991-93 

Orttoofllashintfon (WJPI)) 
Fiscal year 

Total Clearcut 

1991 .......................................................................................................................... . 21.372 9,234(46%) 
1992 ........................................................................................................................... .. 23,089 1,041(5%) 

5,448 13,374(62%) 1993 ............................................................................................................................. ___ _;_ __ ___.;._;__ 

Totals ............................................................................................................ .. 49,909 2 13,649(27%) 

Public domain 
Fiscal year 

Total Clearcut 

1991 ...................................................................................................... .. 5,491 608(11%) 
1992.. ........................................................................................................................ . 4,520 701(16%) 

5,156 3 1,633(32%) 1993 ............................................................................................................................. ______ ___.;._;__ 

Totals ............................................................................................................. . 15,167 • 2,942(19%) 

All BlM 

Total Clearcut 

1991 ........................................................................................................................... .. 26,863 9,842(37%) 
1992 ............................................................................................................................ . 27,609 1,142(6%) 
1993 ........................................................................................................................... .. 10,604 5 5,007(47%) ------------------Totals ............................................................................................................. . 65,076 616,591(26%) 

1 Of the total acres cut in 1993 in Oreaon and Washinefoo, 97 percent (3,273) wm fr1lm opetatiMs salvap lire or insect killed stands. 
'T-ty-four pen:eot of total acres clearcut in last 3 yea!$ is salvaae 11lated. 
3 01 the total ae11s clearcut in FY 1993 on Public Oomain lands, excludin1 Oreaon and Washington. 90 percent U.41U were from oper· 

ations salvagina fire 0< insect killed stands. 
•Nineteen percent of total acres clearcut in last 3 years in Public Oomain lands, Washington, is salvap relateG. 
'Of the total acres ctearcut on all BlM lands, 95 pen:eot ((.744) 111111 fflllll operatioo• or in.ect killed stands. 
• T-ty..ej&ht percent Ill total acres clearcut in last 3 years from all BUI lands is salvaee 

Mr. CoNN. Clearcutting will only be used when our silvi­
culturists, our biologists, and our managers find that it is the most 
effective management method and meets specific environmental or 
silviculture objectives. 

Where logical clearcutting acreages based on current best science 
might be the best method include diseased or insect infested areas, 
wildlife habitant enhancement projects, where large openings are 
needed to provide forage, and the areas damaged by fires, wind­
storms, or other natural disasters where restoration and rehabilita­
tion are necessary. 

Species of trees that require sunlight to regenerate and grow are 
the best managed under even-aged silvicultural systems. And this 
does not mean clearcut in the strict sense of the term, where all 
the trees are removed. 

Biodiversity should include trees that are both tolerant and intol­
erant to shade. Our specific reasons for not supporting enactment 
of H.R. 1164 are detailed for the record in my testimony, and I will 
not repeat them. They closely parallel those of Dr. Sesco. 

In closing, I reiterate that the Bureau of Land Management and 
the Department of the Interior are committed to the conservation 
of biological diversity. We believe that ecosystem management, ap­
plied across landscapes, is the best method of achieving the diver­
sity of species and ecosystems that we are charged to manage. 

Because of the many variables, our on-the-ground managers need 
the flexibility to use all the scientifically based land m~agement 
methods and tools. 
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This concludes my prepared remarks, and I will be pleased to an­
swer any questions. 

Mr. VENTO. Thanks for your testimony. 
[Prepared statement of Mr. Conn follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF KEMP CONN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LAND AND 
RENEWABLE RESOURCES, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL 
PARKS, FORESTS, AND PUBLIC LANDS, COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, ON H.R. 1164 1 THE "FOREST 
BIODIVERSITY AND CLEARCUTTING PROHIBITION ACT OF 1993 11 • 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to present the 

Department of the Interior's views on H.R. 1164, the "Forest 

Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 1993". I am 

accompanied by Mel Berg, Chief, Division of Forestry. 

H.R. 1164 has as its purpose the conservation of native 

biodiversity and the protection of all native ecosystems against 

losses resulting from even-aged logging on federally owned 

timberlands where logging is permitted. The bill does this by 

amending several statutes that authorize the activities of 

Federal land management agencies. For the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM), the bill would amend Section 202 of the 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) to 

require that land use plans provide for conservation of 

biodiversity of forestlands managed for timber purposes. This 

would be accomplished by prohibiting the use of even-aged forest 

management and requiring a shift to uneven-aged management on 

areas currently managed under an even-aged regime, or by ceasing 

management of these lands for timber purposes. It would further 

provide for enforcement of the provisions through citizen suits. 
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The Administration, though committed to the conservation of 

biodiversity, cannot support enactment of H.R. 1164 for a variety 

of reasons which I will describe in a moment. 

It is important to note that the Department of the Interior (DOI) 

and the BLM are strongly committed to ecosystem management the 

integration of ecological, economic, and social principles to 

manage biological and physical systems in a manner that 

safeguards the long term ecological sustainability of natural 

diversity, and productivity of the landscape. 

We agree with the goals of the legislation -- management for 

biological diversity. However, knowledge about managing for 

biodiversity across the biological range from individual species 

to regional communities is only now emerging. We do not now have 

the information needed to proscribe, as H.R. 1164 seeks to do, 

specific scientifically acceptable management tools. The science 

is advancing rapidly. To lock certain actions into law at this 

time would not allow agencies needed flexibility to shift 

management as new knowledge or techniques develop. We currently 

have authority through FLPMA to manage our lands for biodiversity 

and are seeking to ensure such diversity through projects 

authorized under that Act. 

Globally, species of plants and animals are in danger of 

extinction at an alarming rate. The BLM, as the administrator 
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of nearly half of the Nation's Federal lands, is in a unique 

position to provide for biological diversity within the 

ecosystems we manage. 

3 

The influence of humans in the environment has been largely 

responsible for the rapid increase in the loss of species. 

However, humans are a part of the diversity of species and derive 

food and shelter from land. The only way that humans 

can sustain themselves as a species is to carefully, and 

purposefully, manage the land to provide the resources that we 

need to survive, while maintaining the habitats of other forms of 

life. As our knowledge of ecosystem expands, we must incorporate 

this knowledge into our management. 

President Clinton's Forest Plan became final within the last few 

weeks. This plan incorporates our current scientific knowledge 

of species and ecosystem conservation and at the same time 

provides a level of timber production to help meet societal 

goals. The plan uses an ecosystem management approach that, for 

the first time, considers all of the Federal land, despite 

jurisdictional boundaries, across the range of the northern 

spotted owl. It also considers the contribution of private lands 

toward meeting diversity goals, without impeding private property 

rights. An important point to note is that even-aged management 

is prescribed as an important part of this plan -- a management 

tool which H.R. 1164 would prohibit. 
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Other areas of the country are using processes similar to those 

used in the President's Forest Plan to develop ecosystem-based 

approaches for land use plans. However, the land management 

prescriptions will not necessarily be the same, but will reflect 

the species, landform, and conditions experienced in each region. 

It is important that land managers have the flexibility to meet 

those needs. 

Beyond the actions described in the Forest Plan, the BLM has been 

pursuing a number of initiatives over the past several years to 

provide for biodiversity in its forest management activities. I 

will briefly describe a few. 

In 1989, BLM adopted a Forest Policy Statement for the Public 

Domain Forestry Program incorporating the management of the 

commercial forestlands with the Woodlands Program and directed a 

more holistic ecosystem approach in the management of the lands. 

Starting in 1990, the BLM forestry staff developed an outreach 

program entitled Forests: Our Growing Legacy. This program 

began with interviews of over 300 members of the public to find 

out how they thought the BLM's forests should be managed. The 

results of these interviews, along with the experience of our 

own employees, indicated that we needed to change the way we 

approached forest management in order to meet the needs of the 
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other resources. We developed a strategic plan which provides 

for looking at the forests for multiple objectives including 

timber, wildlife habitat, clean water and recreational use. It 

was completed and signed in October 1993. 

Although not fully implemented, the program in Forests: our 
A 

Growing Legacy has alr~~dy resulted in actions on the ground. 

The BLM has entered into partnerships with the American Forests' 

"Global ReLEAF" program, with the National Fish and Wildlife 

5 

Foundation, and many local\conservation groups. As a result, and 

with the help of hundreds of volunteers, we have projects under 

way to restore riparian
1 
areas, to reforest burned over bald eagle 

habitat, and to enhance elk and deer winter range, with the 

resulting firewood being sold at a profit for the Government. 

It is current BLM policy to use clearcutting as the method of 

last resort. Over the past 20 years, BLM use of clearcutting has 

ranged from 29 percent to 76 percent of acres harvested. Based 

on 1986-1991 data, BLM used clearcutting on 50-60 percent of the 

acres receiving regeneration harvest. This percentage has been 

reduced and will be reduced more as new sales, developed under 

new plans, come on line. 

Clearcutting will only be used when our silviculturists, 

biologists, and managers find that it is the most effective 

method to meet specific environmental or silvicultural 
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objectives. Areas where clearcutting might be the best method 

include diseased or insect infested areas, wildlife habitat 

enhancement projects where large openings are needed to provide 

forage, and the areas damaged by fires, windstorms, or other 

natural disasters where restoration and rehabilitation are 

necessary. 

Even-aged management, which includes clearcutting, seed tree, 

and shelterwood regeneration methods, is a sound silvicultural 

tool for managing many forested areas. Silvicultural systems 

6 

are prescribed to produce the stand and landscape level 

conditions desired to meet the land use objectives set for a 

given area. Even-aged management, when prescribed in combination 

with other silvicultural practices -- such as no-cut areas and 

riparian buffers -- can add to species diversity. 

Species of trees that require sunlight to generate are best 

managed under the even-aged silvicultural system. Species such 

as Douglas-fir, aspen and lodgepole pine have low to moderate 

shade tolerance and we will continue to manage them using 

even-aged regeneration methods. Stands that are infected with 

diseases such as dwarf mistletoe will have to be clearcut to 

reduce the disease in the replacement stand. Areas infested with 

root diseases should also be clearcut and the stand replaced with 

species resistant to the disease. 
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We cannot support enactment of H.R. 1164 for several reasons: 

o the bill would lock in specific management restrictions 

that are not feasible under many forest conditions, 

such as stands of trees that require full sunlight, or 

stands that are infested with certain insects or 

diseases; 

o it would prevent our resource professionals from using 

sound silvicultural techniques to meet specific land 

use objectives, including the goal of conserving 

biodiversity as intended by this bill, by limiting 

their flexibility to utilize scientifically proven 

methods across large landscapes; and 

o it would provide for enforcement of the provisions of 

the bill by citizen suits thereby reducing the 

willingness of managers and professional resource 

specialists to undertake actions that are considered 

controversial for fear of personal financial liability, 

or having to defend themselves from perceived 

violations. 

Further, H.R. 1164 has several technical deficiencies. Some of 

the definitions are ambiguous or misuse terms commonly used in 

forest science. To use these terms, as H.R. 1164 defines them, 
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would cause confusion. Examples of technical problems are: 

o The term "group selection" is restricted to openings 

no larger than the height of the tallest tree "within 

10 feet of the edge of the group cut." It also limits 

the entry to no more than 30 percent of a stand being 

felled within 30 years. This definition does not take 

into account the silvicultural requirements of the 

species of tree being managed or the objectives for 

which the stand is being managed. 

8 

o "Stand" is limited to 100 acres. This is an arbitrary 

limitation. Silviculturally a stand is defined as a 

homogeneous and distinguishable unit of the forest, 

sufficiently uniform in species composition, 

arrangement of age classes, and condition. It could be 

much larger than 100 acres. 

In closing, I reiterate that the BLM and the DOI are committed to 

the conservation of biological diversity. We believe that 

ecosystem management, applied across large landscapes, is the 

best method of achieving the diversity of species and ecosystem 

that we are charged to manage. our on-the-ground managers need 

the flexibility to use all scientifically based land management 

methods to meet their prescribed objectives. They need the 
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ability to rapidly change management techniques as our knowledge 

of ecosystem improves, and conditions change. 

This concludes my prepared remarks. I will be pleased to answer 

questions. 

9 
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Mr. VENTO. We have the numbers question, Dr. Sesco. I see that 
we had some numbers that we had received from-I think it was 
CRS that was taking your data, and we have those numbers 
through 1991 which, of course, were tempered by the remarks in 
the previous panel by a witness pointing out that they are at least 
five years behind, where the sales have been made, the forest plans 
are in place, so what we are reading in 1991 actually occurred as 
recently as 1987 or as old as 1984. SO, that was a good insight, and 
you concur with that? 

Dr. SEsco. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Conn, your comments or your statement that 

you made about the percentages-of course we are actually dealing 
with numbers in the Forest Service, the number of acres that were 
included. 

Your numbers were dealing with percentages, but your numbers 
would also be tempered by the fact that those sales were made dur­
ing the five-year implementation schedule, or not? 

Mr. CoNN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. So, it also has that problem. Some would be more re­

cent. When we are reading something in 1991 or 1992 or 1993, it 
is generally going to be reflecting plans, forest plans and sales that 
were made in the late 1980s, at this point, is that correct? 

Mr. CONN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. Dr. Sesco. 
Dr. SESCO. Yes, Mr. Chairman. A better way to look at this, per­

haps, would be to look at the number of acres sold as opposed to 
the number of acres harvested, and I will provide these numbers 
for the record. 

If you go back to 1986, for example, in the Forest Service, the 
number of clearcut acres sold was about 330,000, but in 1993 it 
was just a little over 84,000. 

So, that is a better measure, because of this lag. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Conn, would you agree generally with that par­

ticular statement being a better index in terms of if we want to 
look at this as to where we are in 1994 as opposed to just looking 
at the number of acres that are sold versus harvested? 

Mr. CONN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. VENTO. And all those sales have the specific prescriptions on 

them as to what will and will not occur, is that correct, Dr. Sesco? 
Dr. SESCO. I would presume so, Mr. Chairman. Yes, that is cor­

rect. 
Mr. VENTO. The concern, of course, then is you know is this a 

distinction without a difference here in terms of even-aged manage­
ment and/or clearcutting. 

Would you comment on that for the benefit of the record and for 
me? 

Dr. SESCO. In terms of even-aged management, which it doesn't 
necessarily translate to clearcutting, in 1989 about sixty percent of 
the Forest Service land was under even-aged management. 

In 1993 that is down to forty percent. So, you can see that we 
have shifted from even-aged management down to more uneven­
aged management, which is reflected---

Mr. VENTO. What we call either selective or seed, or some other 
thing. 
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Dr. SESCO. Shelter wood, seed tree, even-aged, but it is not strict­
ly the classical clearcutting even-aged management. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Conn, would you have any comments on that, 
my question of the distinction without a difference? 

Dr. CoNN. I would just merely say that percentages I gave you 
have acres behind them. They refer to clearcutting in the true 
sense of all the trees being removed. 

I would agree with Dr. Sesco that-! am probably beating around 
the bush a little bit-but today clearcutting is the last resort, and 
that is removing all the trees. Uneven-aged or even-aged harvest 
does include a variety of silvicultural practices, from seed tree to 
shelter wood, to group selection. 

Mr. VENTO. I think the consequence, if the effect is the same, I 
guess it gets to be a really big concern about it in terms of whether 
we are, really, having the same impact. 

That would be the concern, and your argument here I guess from 
the standpoint of a sale, is that it has a different impact eco­
logically? 

Mr. CoNN. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. That would be substantive then if it has the same 

effect ecologically or on the environment. That is a concern. So, 
that is what I am really getting at in terms of what happens here. 

One of the other questions occurred to me. Of course, the Bryant 
Bill deals with land the armed services have, the native American 
lands, BLM, Fish and Wildlife service. I didn't know we did that 
much harvesting in Fish and Wildlife service areas, but I guess we 
much do some, and Forest Service. 

What is the correlation between the different plans today? That 
would actually put in place consistent plans for each of those agen­
cies in terms of following this prescription? Can you comment on 
that today? 

Obviously, that is not necessarily the case today, is it? Or maybe 
you are not prepared to ~swer it, because who knows what the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs does? 

I just was interested in that question. The thought occurred to 
me. But he does have all three in here, and maybe he can talk 
what you do know? 

Dr. SESCO. Your point is well taken, Mr. Chairman. I would as­
sume that different agencies have different practices. 

Mr. VENTO. You certainly have. You don't follow anything that 
BLM does. 

Dr. SESCO. We certainly coordinate with BLM, but I would ven­
ture to say that our practices and guidelines are not exactly the 
same, no. 

Mr. VENTO. Do you see any advantage in that? 
Dr. SESCO. Any advantage in that? 
Mr. VENTO. I think that probably those that are the customers, 

or folks that you are working with, probably say that having some 
consistency here would make some sense? Mr. Conn? 

Mr. CoNN. Mr. Chairman, I think there is something that is very 
exciting that is beginning to happen in the Pacific Northwest, 
where we have inter-agency, multi-disciplinary teams, that go out 
and look at watersheds based on a priority rating. 
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Where we have individuals from agencies because we don't dis­
tinguish boundaries between BLM and the Forest Service, we look 
at what is best for the watershed, and if we have a healthy eco­
system, then we can-and we define the goals for that ecosystem 
or that watershed, then we practice the harvesting of timber more 
consistently between us, because we are working so closely to­
gether, and we have those inter-agency, multi-disciplinary teams. 

So, I think particularly the Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management are very close together. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I understand that certainly in Region 6 there 
is a necessity there because of the challenges that exist, and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is supposed to be in there in their role 
in the Endangered Species Act, at least with regards to that nar­
row-but it would seem that there is-having at least a similar 
practice. 

One of the concerns that I have about the forest health bill, the 
clearcut bill, is that we seem to be in a period of time when infor­
mation about forests and ecosystems seems to be growing rather 
dramatically. One of the things that has frustrated me is we are 
trying to deal with the interagency scientific committee, the com­
mittee in Region 6, and then we have another report and then we 
have another report. 

And, the numbers keep changing. And, people begin to think that 
we are not really able to operate in good faith. 

You know, we have a bill here that deals with clearcut and all 
of a sudden my colleague is fearful that on public lands it's going 
to be in private lands, you know. So, I don t know. I think it's a 
little bit of suspicion that may not be justified necessarily. 

But, one of the problems is you have just got this growth, this 
explosion of information that we are finding out and we have to 
react very quickly in terms of forest management policies or BLM 
or the other agencies that have some responsibilities here. Do you 
want to comment on that, Dr. Sesco? 

Dr. SESCO. Mr. Chairman, let me ask Dr. Szaro. He has got some 
comments on the interagency coordination. 

Mr. VENTO. Ye&. 
Dr. SESCO. I think one of the things that has been really exciting 

over the last few years is the recognition of all the agencies that 
we just can't do it alone, that we need a lot of partners and we 
need to get together in our approach and how we look at ecosystem 
management and manage the land. And, there are several efforts 
that I would like to just bring to your attention. 

One is that we have established an interagency ecosystem man­
agement coordination team that meets regularly on a monthly 
basis to talk about issues surround the ecosystem management and 
some of the planning problems that we have going on. The.re is also 
an interagency task force, which is composed of the relevant Assist­
ant Secretarys from at least 12 different departments that are look­
ing at, under the auspices of the Office of Environmental Policy, 
ecosystem management in the federal government and how we can 
coordinate better. 

And, one of the efforts that we intend to do there is to look at 
some of these ongoing efforts like in the Pacific Northwest and 
elsewhere to see what we can learn from those experiences and 
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where we can make changes and how we can foster better efforts 
and better interagency coordination. Tjlere are several sub-issue 
work groups that are working together to look at these very issues 
on institutional barriers, policy development, science and informa­
tion needs. 

We also have a committee of environment and natural resources 
under the Office of Science and Technology Policy that is looking 
at ecosystem management, resource use in management, 
biodiversity and ecosystem dynamics and trying to coordinate re­
search efforts government-wide as well. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think it's important. That really relates to the 
question, Doctor, about the similarity and obviously not just of tim­
ber management but of other agencies like the Park Service that 
has a relationship of land management responsibility in relation­
ship with both the Forest Service and the BLM and the others that 
are maybe doing some harvesting. 

In fact, I was surprised when I went into, I think it was, Glacier 
where they had to do a lot of harvesting around roads. They have 
a pretty good timber program growing right there in the park be­
cause of the safety problems with the blacktop roads that were 
present there. 

So, I don't know how many board feet they got out of that. But, 
it was done commercially. 

But, I was really talking about this explosion knowledge. And, 
one of the problems, what about the contract that is put out? 

You talked about this five year delay. But, if we are writing con­
tracts today and we expect that in 1997 or something they will go 
to utilize it, what option do we have, or what caveats are in those 
contracts to, in fact, adjust to what might be a new circumstance 
in 1997 or 1998 when the actual action takes place? 

Is there any opportunity at that point to engage new informa­
tion? Dr. Sesco, do you have any comment? 

Dr. SESCO. I am just told that any changes are already in our 
contract today, that we don't have much leeway. In other words, if 
we enter into a contract today, we don't have much leeway. 

Mr. VENTO. Sort of a life a1·1d death situation but not necessarily 
an opportunity to tweak it-

Dr. SESCO. Right. 
Mr. VENTO [continuing]. concerning some new ecosystem prob­

lems or endangered species problems. I think this is one of the 
areas that we need to look at. 

You know, obviously it would affect the value of the contract. Ob­
viously, you can always agree by reopening it with an agreement. 

But that tends to put the onus on the government in terms of 
what the value of the contract is. Then, we eat whatever the cost 
is, I guess. 

And, of course, there may be an economic factor involved in it. 
But, money obviously makes people come to the table and do 

things that you want them to do. But, it may, in essence, cause 
some problems. 

But, I was interested in that as a possibility as we look at the 
sort of dynamic of what takes place and what tools you have avail­
able to lend to the problems at hand. Mr. Conn, do you have any 
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comment on the question about that in terms of leeway once a con­
tract is set out? 

Do you have flexibility to revisit that before the execution of that 
contract takes place? 

Mr. CoNN. I think Mr. Berg has a word on that. 
Mr. VENTO. Yes, Mr. Berg. 
Mr. BERG. We have provisions in our contract. As a matter of 

fact, we have stopped some active contracts that were issued prior 
to the listing of the spotted owl and more specifically the listing of 
the Marble mullet. 

We have stopped operations on contracts until such time as we 
could make evaluations of the impacts of that logging activity on 
the Marble mullet. And, some of those contracts are still held up. 

So, we have provisions built in there for new information based 
on the Endangered Species Act or other things that we didn't know 
about when the contract was put together. But, the specifics of the 
contract as far as logging type locations or roads, you know, those 
types of things are usually pretty well nailed down. 

Mr. VENTO. So, you don't have any flexibility there, but you have 
some for the endangered species? 

Mr. BERG. Some of the other things we have. 
Mr. VENTO. Dr. Sesco, that's the same question or answer you 

were going to make, I guess? 
Dr. SESCO. Yes. I was going to say that we are proposing some 

changes in the National Forest Management Act that would give 
us the leeway to look at things on more of an ecosystem approach, 
which would then be folded into our future contracts. 

Mr. VENTO. Or the execution, I guess, really. 
Dr. SESCO. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. If we are signing things up now or if we are going 

to get into a lot of signing of contracts in Region 6, we obviously 
have to have some provisions where we can take new information, 
positive or negative, and-you know, of course, that doesn't exactly 
give certainty and predictability as much as somebody wants, but 
it might be better than not being able to write a contract at all 
today, to be on the safe side, I guess. So, that is a concern that oc­
curs. 

There are quite a few papers here that deal with selective log­
ging. And, how would you describe or differentiate the amount? 

Do you see now when we are talking about this policy path 
change that there is more basic selective logging, as defined by the 
proponents of this legislation, that is taking place within your 
agencies? Dr. Sesco? 

Dr. SESCO. Yes. As we reduce the number of acres of clearcut 
harvest, obviously we are going to reduce the logging techniques re­
lated to that. 

As we move more to uneven-age management, obviously we will 
be using different logging techniques which perhaps would be more 
amenable to the environment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Berg or Mr. Conn, did you have any comment 
on that? I didn't want t<r--

Mr. BERG. You are right, I am not a Doctor. 
Mr. VENTO. Okay. Pardon me. I don't want to get you in too 

much trouble. [Laughter.] 
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Mr. BERG. No, don't. You don't want to give me too many de-
grees. I don't need anymore. [Laughter.] 

Mr. VENTO. Okay. 
Mr. BERG. We--
Mr. VENTO. The selective logging application increase. 
Mr. BERG. If you were to look at the amount of clearcutting that 

we have done in the past, as you can see in the trends there, it 
has jumped all over the board. But, as we start getting into imple­
menting the forest plan that came out of the Pacific Northwest 
here recently, there is going to be considerably less of clearcutting 
going on, much more selective logging because of the adaptive man­
agement areas. We are going to try different techniques in harvest­
ing out there in the Pacific Northwest to see if, in fact, we can still 
get some of the volumes that we need to sustain some of those com­
munities and still won't impact the environment out there. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I think if the BLM is having such a mosaic of 
land where there is more public/private ownership mixture in some 
of these blocks that, you know, it would be more likely that you 
would be doing it. But, obviously with the new regime, both agen­
cies will be doing that. 

One of the points that I wanted to make, and then I've got to 
leave, is that with the ecosystem management, there has, of course, 
been these adaptive management strategies, which you are both 
very familiar with, I assume, in the Pacific Northwest. But, the key 
component is, of course, to have more of an on-the-ground local 
community and scientists and so forth control. 

This legislation, of course, sets up new requirements, new pa­
rameters, that would be a reference point in terms of what happens 
on the ground in a specific watershed or an adaptive management 
area to use the landscape like it is being used by your agencies 
now. Is there some contradiction between me sitting here passing 
judgment in terms of a bench mark, you know, no clearcutting or 
even-age management or selective? 

You know, how do you relate the laws, the policies, the rules that 
you might have? It may be us. 

It may be the Forest Service or the BLM itself doing it and then 
having an adaptive management strategy on the ground that, say, 
deal with forest health or deal with that forest as an ecosystem or 
that watershed. Is there a contradiction here or not? 

And, how do we deal with that, my last impossible question for 
the day? 

Dr. SEsco. Well, no, I think there would be a contradiction as we 
implement adaptive management, which is learning by experience 
or managing to learn, where we involve a wide variety of our cus­
tomers. And, by removing the tool of clearcutting, we are removing 
one option that might play a mf\jor role in developing that mosaic 
of uses in a particular adaptive management area. 

We do believe that in implementing ecosystem management that 
there is a place for even-age management and perhaps a place for 
clearcutting. And, so just by statute, to remove that tool I don't 
think, Mr. Chairman, is wise. 

Mr. VENTO. I was just wondering about this contradiction just in 
any type, let's say, forest health or anything. So, I just want you 
to think about it. 
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You know, one of the other options--and I want to make certain 
I emphasize that we have got a couple of things in here. One is to 
clear everything, you know, a lot of areas in the inland west, as an 
example, wilderness, because there is a lack of confidence, either 
justified or unjustified in the agency in terms of what is happening. 

And, so I hope you heard me say that in terms of-because, you 
know, that is one idea, is, you know, put it in the wilderness. Now, 
another is maybe to conserve it, and they will preserve it in a dif­
ferent way by abandoning clearcutting and trying to, you know, 
hone things in a different way. Of course, forest health. 

So all of this is all part of the same, sort of idea. But, these bills 
had 100 sponsors on them in the House, you know. 

So, just as sort of an editorial comment on my part or an infor-
mation point, I should say, with regards to it. 

Let me get to Mr. Conn. Did you understand my question-­
Mr. CONN. Yes, sir, I did. 
Mr. VENTO [continuing]. On the adaptive management and the 

relationship between any of these bills? Obviously, we know it's a 
wilderness declaration. 

That's one thing. But, it could be LaRocco's forest health. It could 
be Bryant's clearcut bill, if I can characterize it that way. 

Mr. CONN. I believe you used an excellent example of maintain­
ing flexibility for adaptive management when you used the exam­
ple of harvesting trees in the national park along side the road be­
cause of safety. I believe that all lands are going to need intensive 
management, even wilderness areas, because of the numbers of 
people that are out there and want to use them. 

So, as things change, as we learn new science, I believe that on­
the-ground managers need the flexibility to take that good science 
and put it into good management practices. I do believe, however, 
that we need all parties to work together so that they can keep us 
honest and make sure that we are doing what the greatest amount 
of people need, and ecosystem management takes a look at all the 
biota, along with looking at the social and economic impacts. 

And, I think we all need to work together to do that. And, we 
need to maintain flexibility to do that. 

Mr. VENTO. Well, I just think that as we are going down this 
road in terms of watersheds and ecosystems, as difficult as they are 
to defin~and I agree with my colleague about that-but, in any 
case, we need to look at how we are going to do that and what the 
impact of policies are here and what guidance is appropriate if we 
are to remove it from the table by saying it's wilderness or remove 
it from the table by saying no clearcutting as a tool. I think it's im­
portant that even-age management doesn't translate into the same 
sort of problem. 

In any case, gentlemen, your testimony was very good. I wish 
other colleagues had been here to hear it. 

But, it will be available with the record. And, hopefully we will 
all benefit from it. 

We are going to close down now at this point. And, I am going 
to go plant my tree. I think a willow oak. .. 
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It must be an oak. I'm trying to figure out whether it's a willow 
or an oak. 

We will stand adjourned. 
LWhereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 1:00 p.m., Thursday, 

May 5, 1994.] 
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MAY 5, 1994 

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD 

April 9, 1992 

Dear Colleague: 

The U.S. Forest Service is helping to destroy a one billion dollar per year 
industry in the Pacific Northwest. 

60,000 JOBS ARE ON THE LINE. 

Does this sound like the timber industry? It's not. It's the ftshing industry. The debate over how 
logging affects the Northwest's economy must look at fishing as well as timber. 

Over 60,000 jobs In the Pacific Northwest depend on recreational and commercial fishing of trout, 
salmon and steelhead. But these jobs are seriously threatened by logging pract:ces that are destroying 
fish habitat across the region. 

214 different stocks of trout, salmon and steelhead are at risk of extinction--and over one hundred of 
those are in imminent danger of extinction. At least ninety of these fish stocks are directly at risk due 
to Forest Service management practices on the west side of the Cascades alone. 

t.ledia attention has focused on the dams in the Columbia River Basin. In fact, two-thirds of the 
threatened [ISh stocks reside outside of the Columbia River Basin. 

For many of the coastal rivers, no significant dams stand as barriers to salmon spawning grounds. 
Something else--more insidious-is happening. The consistent factor in the loss of these fisheries is loss 
of habitat. 

Salmon travel hundreds of miles upstream from the ocean to spawn in the rivers of their birth. If a 
ckan gravel stream bed is not available when they arrive, the salmon cannot reproduce. In just a few 
years, the salmon stock genetically adapted to that stream will die out. 

The Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have contributed to the loss of these salmon 
stocks by permitting logging practices that destroy gravel stream beds and clog salmon streams with silt. 
When logging is permitted too dose to river banks or on steep slopes, silt and sediment. fill the rivers 
and choke off spawning areas. Logging roads are a large contributor to the problem. 

The ancient forest groves and riparian areas that support most of our remaining salmon habitat will 
soon be logged off if current logging practices continue. The salmon fishing industry will be destroyed 
at the same time that the timber industry is forced to cut back because all the large trees are gone. 

Legislation will be introduced soon to improve the management of our remaining national forests, 
including the protection of ancient forests and essential watersheds that support these priceless fish 
'C'our~es. I hope you will jo!n us in tJ·,;, •.!:·c;·; .. 

5 GEORG~ 
Member of Congress 

(219) 
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«:on~rttss of tf)e ltniteb 6tatts 
auving~~m. »l' 2os ts 

You've heard of the spotted owl? 

Now meet the spotted forest! 
April 7, 1992 

Dear Colleague: 

For the past twenty yean the management practices of the Forest 
Service have led to the decline or the spotted owl and the creation or the 
spotted l'orest. 

In the anached photo of the Gifford Pinchot National Forest In 
southwestern Washington state, the while blotches that mar tbe landscape are 
clear-cuts •• areas where hillsides have been stripped of all trees. 

The Forest Service is supposed to manage onr national forests to 
produce a sustained yield of various resources, Including timber. But it is 
cutting timber beyond what the forests can sustain, and faster than the forests 
can regenerate. 

Rather than rely on the Forest Service's own reports and promises, I 
ask you to look at this photo. Is this sustainable manaeement of the foresiS? 

Instead of logging the forest at a rate that can be matched with 
reforestation, it is obvious from this photo that the Forest Service has been 
stripping the forest much faster than II can be regrown. 

Unfortunately, this is not an isolated problem. A sateUite photo shows 
that much or the Gilford Pinchot forest is similarly 'spotted.' And other 
forests in the Pacillc Northwest are also covered with these ugly blotches. 
Incredibly, the Forest Service bas proposed that two-thirds of the 1m timber 
sales in this forest will be In the remaining signilicant old-growth reserves. 

The issues or mismanagement or the forests dearly go much deeper 
than the survival or the northern spotted owl. The Forest Service's 
mismanagement across the national forest system has led to widespread 
destruction of our nation's forest resources. 

Please help me to bring the Forest Service into an age of sustainable 
management of the Nation~tl Forests, and stop the spread of the spotted forest. 

Legislation will be introduced soon to improve the management of our 
remaining national forests, including the protection of ancient l'orests. I hope 
you will join us in this elrort. 

~ 
~ 

Member of Congress 
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\tongrts.& of tbt iHnittb &tattf 
Rlalbinglon, II( 20515 

MINING THE FOREST 

May 7, 1992 

Dror Colleague: 

Tbe timber industry likes to refer In our Notional 
Forests as a renewable resource. Of course, they're not 
talking about renewing the ancient forests, but renewing 
trees that can be harvested for pulp or timber. 

Tbls works only when trees ore regrown aner 
cutting. When dcnrcut nrens arc not reforested, however, 
there can be no dnim of rcnewnl. Rather than harvesting 
a renewable resource, the Forest Service is mining the 
forest. 

Unfortunately, the Forest Service keeps terrible 
records on reforestation. It's computer prnjections 
anticipate tree growth without any systematic review of tree 
growth on the ground. No one knows how many acres 
actually grow into hnrvestable stands of mat .. re limber. 

But some hard evidence is now available. 

On the Wallnwn-Whitnmn Nalinnnl Fnrcsl in 
Oregon, one district, the Pine Ranger District, recently 
conducted a systematic review of replanted clear.cuts. 
Whnt they found was shucking. 

Less than four percent of the replanted acres were 
'satisfactorily stocked and free to grow" .. Forest Service 
language for no nren thnt !J!lU mature into a harvestable 
tree farm. Almost one-fiftlt of tile replanted areas had been 
completely written off for forest regeneratioJJ, and m·er one­
quarter needed replanting. 

What does this mean? The tree harvest projected in 
the Forest Service's e<1m11Uier programs cannot be 
sustained. If less than 4% of the the cut areas nrc 
renewed, the Forest Service is mining the forests, rather 
than harvesting a renewable resource. 

Yet the Forest Service goes on relying on the 
reforestation projections in the forest plans--a renewable 
resource in the Forest Service's computers, but not on the 
ground. 

II.R. 4899 was introduced lo improve the management of our remaining national 
forests, including the protection of ancient forests. Both the Agricuture and Interior 
Committees hnve scheduled markups on this bill. It is our hope to bring this bill to the 
Door so that Members will have an opportunity to bel!> save America's remaining 
ancient forest. 
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€ongrtss of tbt 1tnttrb &tatrs 
Masbm!llon. l!l£ 205lo 

MIRACLE TREES 
April 28, 1992 

Dear Colleague: 

The Guinness Book of World Records says the 
tallest tree in the world is a California sequoia measuring 
387.8 feet. But the U.S. Forest Service has promised us 
Douglas firs averaging an unheard-of 658 feet taU in the 
year 2047. 

New math? Miracle growth hormones? 

No, it's just one of the odd results you get when you 
trust a computer model called FORPI.AN, used l>y the 
Forest Service to justiiY destruction of ancient forests by 
predicting future growth. 

As with any computer program, the quality nf what 
goes in determines the quality of what comes out. In the 
case of the forest plan for the Clearwater National Forest, 
the prediction of one stand of 650-foot trees to be grown in 
the rocky, dry mountains of Idaho drove the forest 
production ligures up by 60%. (Just think or all the 
lumber you could get from each tree!) 

Admittedly, the 6SO-foot tree prediction is an 
anomaly. But the "yield tables• used to predict timber 
production in our national forests are full of similar, 
smaller distortions-all driving the timber yields up, not 
down. 

The Forest Service has for too long asked us to 
trust their numbers. 

For too long, they've asked us to look the other way 
while faulty calculations have led to overcutting of some of 
the biggest trees in the world. 

It's time to change all that. H.R.. 48!19 was 
introduced to Improve the management or our remaining 
national forests, including the protection or ancient forests. 
Both tbe Agricuture and lntc:rior Committees have 

scheduled markups on this bill. It is our hope to bring this bill to the noor so that 
Members will have an opportunity to help save America's remaining ancient forest. 



Congress of tbe tHnittb i>tzites 
li!lubmiJlcn. ~C 2C515 

KEEPING OUR PROMISES 
June 15, 1992 

Do:.~~r Collea:;uo:: 

The promise of sustained yield from our national forests is a promise to our children 
and to tbe generotions following them. It is 1'. promise that cnnnot be met unless we nre 
honest .,.,ith ourselves about how much timber is available and how fast we c:Jn gro,..· it 
back once it's cut. 

linfo"unately, the Forest Service and the Bureau or Land Management have not been 
honest with themselves or with the people or the United States regarding the timber 
available from the forests of the Pacific No"hwest. In the attached New York Times 
a:-ticl~, a deputy regional forester claims "99'7c success· in forest regenerntion. Sadly, 
this is not accurate. 

Over the last several months, the sta!T of the Committee on Interior and Insular A!Tairs 
has researched many accounts of how the Forest Service and the BLM have 
overestimated timber inventories and overstated reforestation success. After veri~·ing 
and documenting these accounts, the sta!T collected them in the attached repo", 
"Management of Federal Timber R"sources: the Loss of Accountabilit)·." 

I urge you to read this repor-- The litany of specific reforestation failures and in,·entory 
erro::s is disturbing. Look at the pictures of 20-year-old clearcuts "itb no trees gro"ing 
in them~ Consider the dismal results of the few on-the-ground surve)'S that have been 
completed. 

''~-'e must in .~ist thnt our forests are managed in a sustainable fashion, and that these 
valuable ecosystems are maintained for the future. Please join me in repo"ing H.R. 
4899 to ensuno that our remaining ancient forests will be sustained and to keep our 
promi~ to the fntare. 

~M~~~-
ember of Congress 
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Committee on Interior & Insular Affair.. 

News George Miller, CHAIRMA~ 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

RELEASE: 
Monday, June 15, 1992 CONTACT: Daniel Weiss, 202/2:!5-2095 

REPORT BLASTS FOREST SERVICE REFORESTATION FAlLl:JRES, 

LACK OF INFORMATION ON TIMBER 11'\'VE .... 'TORY 

WASHINGTON D.C. - Two key federal agencies have overstated the amount of timber left 
on federal lands, panicularly iii areas where forests have been logged but trees have not 
grown back, according to a new report released today by the chairman of the House Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee. 

The report cites dozens of examples of forests where logged areas have not regrown and 
timber inventories have been overstated. The report shows there is no evidence to suppon 
Forest Service claims - made as recently as last week - of a 99% reforestation success r.ue 
in clear-;:ut areas. To the contrary, the report shows that many of the areas that were 
claimed successful by the Forest Service were in fact failures. 

Tne ~rt comes just days before the House Interior Committee and the House Agriculture 
Committee are scheduled to vote on legislation to preserve ancient forests in the Pacific 
Northwest and develop a sUS'..ainable yield policy for those ar-...as. The report was prepared 
by Interior Committee staff at the request of Congressman George Miller, D-Calif., the 
Comminee chairman. Miller distributed the report to his Committee colleagues and urged 
them to "keep [their] promises• to future generations by passing an ancient forest prote-.'iion 
bill. 

H.R. 4899 was approved in May by the National Parks and Public Lands subcommittee. 
The measure would proteCt 8 million acres of ancient forest from logging and would order a 
study of Jogging practices. The measure also would establish a reforestation and resto:-ation 
program for areas hard hit by clear-;:utting. 

Mismanagement of Pacific northwest forests is considered a chief culprit in endanger'.ng the 
northern spotted owl and hundreds of species of fish, including pacific salmon. 

"TI<.!s report shows that in spite of repeated assurances by the Forest Service, the forests 
w~'v<: cut down are not growing back, • said Miller. "The Forest Service does not check 
whether new saplings are growing after they are three years old, they do not check forest 

(over) 
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inventories against actual on-the-ground surveys, and they have not stopped cutting in fon:st 
areas that they know will not grow back. 

"By exaggerating forest regeneration and forest inventories, the Forest Sef\·ice and the 
Bureau of Land l\ianagemem ,iustify cutting more timber than the forests can ~ustain. . 
Without more accumte information about the su..-us of the forests, the agencies ;:;;n 't bcg:n :o 
set appropriate cutting levels." Miller said. 

The staff repon includes satellite studies showing that 10% of the commercial land base in 
the Olympic National Forest in Washington is hare din, and on-the-ground surveys that 
conclude that up to one half of the clean:ut areas in the Sequoia National Forest in California 
are empty of replanted trees. The repon also shows that 20 acres of land owned by the 
Bureau of Land Management in Oregon have been replanted eight times since 1960, withoul 
success. 

These pro~iems are compounded by over-optimistic Forest Service proje;;tions of forest 
regrowth. For example, growth projections for the Siskiyou National Forest in Oregon 
predict that rep lamed trees will produce twice the ti..Ttber volume of the original forest. i ...... "1d 
in the Clearwater National Forest the Forest Service set its cut level based on the assumption 
that replanted Douglas Firs in.one area of the forest would grow to 658 feet tall -- nearly 
t'<t'iCe as tall a!~ the taBes~ sequoia~ whkh is about 387 feet high. 

"I just returned from the Earth Summit to fmd a .NASA repon that our Paciftc Nor'.hwes: 
fares:.: 2...-e in far worse shape than the tropical nrlrrl'orests of Brazil. The lesson from those 
sa:el;_j;e picture.< is not just for other nations to see. It is for this country - where only 10 
percent of the country's ancient forests remain. Our forest policy has already done great 
hann. We cannot afford to lose what remains. 

"The mismanagement of these forests has been devastating. We have to stop the overcutting 
and stan requiring careful stewardship of forest resources. This is our responsibility to 
furore generations," Miller said. 

A limited number of copies are available in room 2228 Rayburn. 

It## 
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Summary: 

Controversy over federal forest management has prompted 
investigations by Congressional committees, the General Accounting Office, 
and most recently by the Office of Technology Assessment. These inquiries 
reveal that the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management (ELM) 
lack adequate or up-to-date inventories and monitoring programs. . Without 
such programs, the agencies cannot assess the success of replanted tree 
farms on the public's commercial forest lands or the quantity of mature 
timber available. Lacking such information, neither the Congress nor the 
public can determine whether ongoing federal timber sale programs meet 
legal standards for sustainable timber management This report describes 
how the lack of monitoring and outdated inventories in the Pacific 
Northwest have prevented accurate determination of timber cutting levels, 
to the detrim":nt of /unerica's forest heritage. 

Background: 

Existing laws require that the public forests be managed on a 
"sustained vield" basis: use should be limited to the level that can be 
maintained. in perpetuity. Accumulated data indicates that the Forest 
Service and BLM timber programs have not fulfilled this mandate. These 
reveal that overcutting in the last thirty years has liquidated much of the 
forests. 3.4 million acres, or 57% of the native, old-growth forests on Forest 
Service land in Oregon and Washington, have been cut down since 1955 
[U.S. Fisli and Wildlife SerVice, 1990 and 1992],- Without proper monitoring 
and attention to the "sustained yield" mandate, the cutting programs have 
turned the Nation's i..'Teplaceable forest ecosystems into a fragmented 
patchwork of forests dotted with single-species, even-aged tree farms. 

Tw-o-thirds of the prime commercial timber on Forest Service iands in 
the Pacific Northwest has been cut do~n over the last forty years. 
However, the amount of this-cumulative decline was never. reponed until 
t..,.e listing of the northern spotted owl under the Endangered Species Act 
required such accounting:· The decline was not reported "directly by the 
:t:'~fe;s_t Se~ce; but mste._ad appeared in the .1990 Status Review of the owl 
by.the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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This graph shows the loss of old-gro,.~h forest meeting spotted owl habitat requirements from commercial 
timberland. Extrapolating the curve. all old-growth would be gone by the year 2010. yet Forest Set\ ice 
second-growth tree farms will not be old enough to cut for many years thercnfter. 

In the ApriL28, 1992 hearing on the Forest Service budget, Forest 
Service Chief Dale Robertson stated that the forests "have always been 
managed on a sustainable basis," but recent Forest Service data show 
otherwise for the Pacific Northwest. An analvsis of Forest Service statistics 
shews that -:urreat forest regrowth is only 64% ur ih'"' vu!Gn,-: 1-)..:.iug cut 
[WolfJ. 

2 



233 

This report identifies specific problems of faulty on-the-ground 
monitoring and unrealistic assumptions in Forest Service and BLM 
computer models, explaining how these problems result in inflated timber 
cuts that violate the legal requirement that timber be cut only at sustainable 
levels. The three categories of errors are: 

(a) reforestation failures and slow regrowth. on tree farms; 
(b) over-optimistic projections of future tree farm growth; and 
(c) inaccurate inventories of the standing timber volume. 

This report analyzes the lack of accountability in sustaining timber resources; 
the more difficult question of accountability in maintaining other resources, 
like fish and wildlife or water quality, must await further inquiry. 

The report starts with an overview of the agencies' monitoring failures. 
followed by specific examples described by agency personnel and citizens. A 
summary of the documented problems, by National Forest and BLM 
District, is provided to illustrate the scope of the abuse. 

The Failure to Monitor: 

Various laws require the agencies to moniror the performance of 
forestry investments according to certain standards, in order to ensure that 
timber harvest can be sustained. In particular, the National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) requires: 

1. "All national forest lands treated from year to year shall be 
examined after the first and third growing seasons and certified ... 
as to stocking rate, growth rate in relation to potential and other 
pertinent measures" [16 U.S.C. § 160l(d)(l)]. 

2. The Forest Service shall "insure that timber will be harvested 
... only where ... there is assurance that such lands can be 
adequately restocked within five years" [16 U.S.C. § 
1604(g)(3)(E)J. 

3 
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The NFMA also specifically directs that clearcutting not be used unless it is 
determined to be the "optimum method" [16 U.S.C. § 1604 (g)(3)(F)(i)J. 

The Forest Service and the BLM have simply not complied with 
monitoring requirements. For example, the Forest Service's annual 
"Reforestation and Timber Stand Improvement Report" is the agency's only 
official report on tree farm survival, and it only measures success based on 
seedling survival in the first three years of a plantation's life. Measurements 
of "growth rate in relation to potential," as required by NFMA are reponed 
from only a small sample of trees after the first growing season. 

Tree farms stocked with a target number of seedlings are "cenified 
reforested" after three years. The agencies replant problem sites that cannot 
be cenified, but agencv records don't account for acres that have 
consistently failed -and. been replanted. Thus, the required assurance of 
restocking within five years is not met. Delayed regrowth ("regeneration lag 
rime") of repeated piamings deiays the actu:::l date that the trees will be 
ready to cut again, but the computer model used to generate cut levels still 
assumes that the first planting was successful. Robert Rogers, Forest 
Silviculturist on the Sequoia National Forest, reported in 1988 that "less 
than 10% of the reforestation records were complete in all respects, and in 
most cases there was no measure of the reliability of the data." [Rogers]. 

Tne most saiient evidence of the lack of monitoring data may be the 
fact that none of the national forests or BLM districts produced a tree farm 
inventory for their new Forest Plans; only older timber stands were 
inventoried. Vague claims of tree farm success were not supported by 
documentation. On the Siskivou National Forest, a belated tree farm 
performance analysis [Green~p] falsely claimed "99% success" by using a 
biased, incomplete sample that ignored high-elevation failures in the Illinois 
Valley Ranger District [Headwaters]. 

A March 1992 Office of Technology Assessment report on the Forest 
Service noted that the agency has a distinct disincentive to monitor 
implementation because degenerating conditions reflect poorly on the 
agency and its managers [Office of Technology Assessment]. Since citizens 
and agency personnel have pressed for better monitoring of tree farms, 
however, some national forests have begun to collect growth data. On the 

4 
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Umpqua National Forest, a "100% young-growth inventory on all lands 
clearcut before 1969" is underv;ay [Fierst). Results should be available soon 
on average tree diameter, stand density (trees per acre), and average growth 
rate. Such inventories are necessary for all aur public forests. 

Examples or the Lack or Accountability: 

This table summarizes results of in-house and outside monitoring 
projects on the public forests of the Pacific Northwest and California. 
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A. Reforestation Failures and Slow Regrowth on Tree Farms 

Many factors may cause reforestation failures and slow regro'Wth: 
drought, frost, unsuitable soils, soil compaction from heavy equipment, use 
of non-native species, poor seedling stock, steep slopes, gopher damage, 
deer damage, porcupine damage, and root.-rot diseases. Except for areas 
with high rainfall and deep soils, reforestation h:::.s not been as easy or 
successful as the agencies imply. The worst problems occur south of the 
Rogue/Umpqua divide in southern Oregon and at high elevations. 

Reforestation success is crucial, because the agencies use predicted 
tree farm growth in the future to justify cutting more old-grov.th today. 
Here are some examples of concern. 

1. California · Seauoia National Forest 

Three-thousand-year-old Giant Sequoias make this one of Anerica's 
premier national forests, yet clearcut logging around and within these 
ancient groves has produced serious reforestation failures. Charlene Little 
of the Sequoia Forest AJ!iance, foresters Gordon Robinson and Roy Keene. 
and the members of the California Native Plant Society charge that half of 
the c!earcuts are seriously understocked and below Forest Service standards. 
even though over Sl.OOO per acre is being spent. 

Gordon Robinson, formerly chief forester of the huge Southern 
Pacific timber holdings, estimates from his own surveys that clearcuts are 
only 50-75% stocked with planted trees. This lack of success is caused by 
clearcutting on dry, steep (100%) s;opes, followed by poor planting of pine 
seedlings in areas to which only fir trees are adapted [Robinson, 1988]. Roy 
Keene, former logger from Oregon, independently confmned Robinson's 
findings. He reports that over two thirds of the tree farms on south-facing, 
steep slopes are failures [Keene J. 
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20-year-<>ld pine plantation following clearcut on steep slope in Sequoia National ForesL Reforestation 
problems frequently result from clearcutting in such steep areas. 

These failures are officially denied by Sequoia National Forest 
managers, who have taken various steps to cover up the problem. They 
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lowered stocking standards in 1991 (from 200 trees per acre to 100 trees per 
acre) without reducing their cut level, and averaged survey data to conceal 
problem zones. However, the Forest's own Silviculturist, Robert Rogers, 
reported in 1988 that "accumulated volume growth in the Sequoia National 
Forest is lagging by 80% in its reforestation effort," based on his own survey 
of a random sample of older cuts, measuring height and diameter [Rogers). 

The Sequoia National Forest's "Annual Reforestation and Timber 
Stand Improvement Needs Report" for a 6-year period showed steady 
increases in replanting needs: from 4,614 acres in 1983 to 12.106 acres in 
1989. Many of these units had been planted as many as four times. After 
visiting 101 stands described in the Forest Service's Reforestation Report, 
the Native Plant Society estimated that 24% of the stands failed after one 
year [California Native Plant Society]. The higher failure rates reported by 
Robinson and Keene indicate that first year survival is no guarantee of 
successful regeneration. 

Oregon - Medford District BLM and Ro!iue River National Forest 

C!earcutting in the high-elevation Indian Plateau has been practiced 
extensively by Forest Service, BLM, and private timber companies despite 
well documented research [Min ore J showing that most replanting after. 
clearcutting in this area is doomed to failure. High ridges surrounding the 
plateau concentrate coid air from eariy summer frosts in the openings 
(:!";!ated by c!earcuts, a~d ne\vly planted seedlings are therefore severely 
damaged or killed. 

Of the 1,700 acres clearcut on BLM lands between 1958 and 1970, 
over 500 acres are still understocked and an additional 500 acres meet only 
minimum stocking standards, despite replanting an average of four times. In 
spite of these serious problems, the BLM has clearcut an additional 1.500 
acres in this area since 1970 [Brock]. In 1991 the BLM acknowledged that 
clearcutting here was a mistake. 

8 
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Unit #i::2..'lS6, 10 acres clearcut in 1960. The high points in the graph show the number of trees planted 
;n eight attempts since 1960, including two oonsecutive years. The number of suniving trees drops 
.:iramaticaliy until replanting, one lO sevon years later. Source: dlua from USDI Bureau of Land 
Management, gra?h by Headwaters. 

Encountering similar problems, the Rogue River National Forest 
published a "Recovery Plan" for the same high-elevation area in 1989, listing 
1,600 acres in need of replanting due to earlier failures. Nonetheless, 
clearcutting continued into 1990 with two more timber sales [Brock]. While 
some foresters are no longer clearcutting, neither the BLM nor the Forest 
Service has adequately acknowledged these historic failures in their growth 
projections, their tree farm inventories, or their annual cut levels. 
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An example of failed. Bureau of Land Management reforestation on the bigh.eit\-ation Indian Plateau m 
southwest Oregon. The site bas turned to grassland. which brings in gophers that eat the coni(er seedlings. 

3. Oreron - Siskivou National Forest 

In the High Siskiyou Mountains. the District Siiviculturist on the 
Illinois Valley Ranger District, Alan W. Wolfson, analyzed tree farm records 
for 14,000 acres of high-elevation cuts in 1973. He concluded that "above 
4,000 feet clearcutting is questionable from a solar radiation standpoint, and 
above 5,000 feet it is out of the question." He found that 4,700 acres (34%) 
of the cuts in the Illinois Valley District were poorly stocked [Wolfson]. 

Follo'Wing up on Wolfson's research 16 years later, volunteer 
researchers surveyed 37 clearcuts on 706 acres at elevations greater than 
4,000 feet and found 400 acres that had degraded to grassland due to 
destruction of the soil community that supports conifers. Only 4 of 25 failed 
cuts had been reported as failures on the Siskiyou National Forest's 1988 
Reforestation Status Report. Citizen researchers reviewed the agency's 
Total Resdu;-ce Inventorv computer print-outs for the Grayback and Sucker 
Creek watersheds where many of the high-elevation failures occurred. They 
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found significant delays in restocking, from 6 to 25 years, on 2,396 acres of 
old clearcuts--in violation of the statutory 5-year restocking standard. 

Unfortunately, these repeated failures do not appear to be 
exceptional. Dr. David PeiTy of Oregon State University did intensive 
research on one of these sites in the Siskiyou National Forest, and reported, 
"We do not believe that Cedar Camp is an anomaly. At the very least, it 
probably represents many other unreforested clearcuts at high elevation 
throughout the 'western United States." [Perry, et al.]. This expert opinion is 
shared by John Beuter, the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, who in 1990 
said of high elevation old growth, "Frankly, I think we ought to leave it 
alone until we understand more about how to grow it back." [Peterson]. 

4. Oregon - UmpQua National Forest 

James Kaupilla, Umpqua Valley Audubon Society, obtained digitized 
Forest Service tree farm records in 1990 and found that 3,282 acres of old 
dearcuts in the Diamond Lake Ranger District had not been successfully 
restocked "'ithin five years. The average "regeneration lag time" for this 
group of cuts, located in "problem land types" was 14 years, but the 
computer model assumed a lag time of 7 years. Audubon volunteers 
surveyed fourteen high-elevation clearcuts that were recorded as adequately 
stocked, which were almost completely devoid of trees upon inspection. 
Meanwhile, the Forest claimed near 100% stocking [O'Toole, 1992}. 

The Forest Silviculturist, Jim Fierst, echoed these findings in his April 
1991 report. He found slow growth and mortality related to high elevation 
stress, overstocked stands in need of thinning, use of non-native seedling 
species, and frost [Fierst]. 

5. Washington - Olvmpic National Forest 

By comparing satellite reconnaissance photos from 1962 and 1988, 
graduate student Stephen. Greenway from the University of Washington 
analyzed significant bare areas in old and new clearcuts; 51,784 acres of bare 
soil were found in cut over areas, in patches of 4.8 acres or larger. This 
represents 10% of the commercial land base. Taking into account smaller 
patches, Grcen·.;·ay fc:una 65,784 acres of bare soil [Grcenw<Jyj. 
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In this area of the Olympic National Forest, almost all trees have been cut eJ:cept those left ln narrow 
bands along waterways. 

1:! 
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6. California - Sierra National Forest 

Terry Thompson, a former Forest Service employee, found that the 
Sierra National Forest is falling behind on the 5-year minimum stocking 
requirement, and that tree farms are far below minimum stocking standards. 
"I have personally observed many failures which have been planted more 
than 2 times and are still not able to regenerate." .[Thompson J. 

Three-year-old trees showed increased mortality, with survival rates as 
low as 25% for white and red fir [USDA Forest Service, 1991}. The Sierra 
National Forest summary certification report for the years 1981 to 1988 
showed that less than 45% of reforestation areas had been certified as 
reforested. Twenty percent of the acreage was classified as reforestation 
failures and 26% had not reached the age for certification. 

7. California - Six Rivers National Forest 

In 1986 Tim McKav, a member of a Forest Service silvicultural review 
team, visited 22 sites that had been site-prepared, replanted, or thinned 
between 1980 and 1984;'13% percent of these sites were complete failures, 
31% were not fully stocked, and 12% had marginal success. Only 44% were 
fully restocked. Unit C of the Black Rock timber sale on the Lower Trinity 
Ranger District was clearcut in 1972; photographs taken 14 years later show 
that replanted conifers have not survived [McKay]. 

The photo on the next t>a2e shows a 197:! clearcut site in the Six Rivers National Forest dominated b;· 
brush. with a few small·tr.;,. The photo was taken in 1986. fauneen years after clearcutting. · 
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B. Over-Optimistic Projections of Tree Fann Growth 

The Forest Service and BLM use computer simulation models to 
project growth on tree farms over time. These calculated tree farm yields 
(timber volume per acre) are projected for different types of tree farms 
according to the productivity of the land, the species of trees, and various 
intensities of management. Computerized growth models (DF-Sim, 
Prognosis, and Organon) estimate growth over time given certain 
assumptions, including (a) 100% stocking to target levels and (b) increased 
growth from "intensive management practices" (genetically superior 
seedlings, fertilization, herbicide use, and thinning). 

The agencies use these assumptions to rationalize increasing the cut 
ievels now. without waiting for increased growth to actually occur 
[Robinson, 1971 ]. These "allowable cut effect" credits were institutionalized 
in the agency computer models in the 1970s and contribute substantially to 
the cutting ieveis now included in the Forest Plans. 

Unfortunately, the agencies have not matched the sophistication 
shown by developers of these computer models in validating their 
projections. The Jack of on-the-ground groVith data cripples their ability to 
verify the gro\Vth projections. Validation is crucial since no tree farm has 
yet grown to merchantable age (85 to 120 years old)--the oldest tree farms 
in the Pacific Northwest were planted by Weyerhaeuser in 1942, and most 
federal t:-ee farms are less than 35 years old. The timber cutting levels 
generated by FORPLAN, the computer model that serves as the agencies' 
chief tool for setting timber harvests, rely heavily on the gro\Vth projections 
coming true. 

Also, expected increases in growth stand on shak-y ground because the 
intensive management practices incorporated into the projections are 
expensive and underfunded, and have yet to be proven effective. For 
example, the claim that "genetically improved seedlings" will increase gro\Vth 
10 to 15% is questionable, because it is unproven and dependent upon a 
successful thinning program that· may or may not be completed by the 
agencies [Sil_enJ. 
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Forester Gordon Robinson states, "I have had a lot of experience with 
the Forest Service, and can attest that it is their common practice to make 
repeated computer runs, varying the input data until they come up 
with ... yield tables to justify the quota coming down from Washington D.C. 
for their ASQ." [Robinson, 1992]. Complaints about over-optimistic growth 
projections in the forest yield tables abound, because they assume the best 
case and inflate logging levels. Here are some examples. 

1. Idaho - Clearwater National Forest 

The dry, rock]' mountains of Idaho are known more for their beauty 
than for the productivity of their forest soils. Yet the "yield tables" used by 
forest planners for the Cleaf\l.·ater National Forest tree farms predict some 
Douglas fir trees will grow to 658 feet tall [McQuillan]. Such an awesome 
growth rate (over ten feet per year for 60 years) will make the tallest tree in 
the Guinness Book of World Records,look puny ... a giant sequoia that 
towers a full 387.8 feet high. The Forest Service corrected this obvious 
mistake when it was discovered, but other less dramatic errors remain. 
According to an internal Forest Service memo from 1985, "Most of [the 
Clearwater] timber yield tables would appear to be biologically 
unreasonable." [Field]. 

2. Oregon - Siskivou National Forest 

High-intensity tree farms in this steep, rugged area of southwest 
Oregon are projected to produce tv.tice the per-acre volume of the original 
forest, according to the growth projections in the FORPLAN "yield tables" 
[USDA Forest Service, 1984}. A Draft Planning Document from 1982 
shows the increments that were added to the growth projection$: 36% for 
commercial thinning, 2% for genetics, 27% for herbicide treatments, 21% 
for pre-commercial thinning, and 2% for fertilization [USDA Forest Service, 
1982]. None of these factors has been proven through-actual 
implementation. In reality, drought, high-elevation stress, deer damage and 
wildfire damage seriously reduce reforestation growth. These problems are 
not acknowledged by Siskiyou man~gers or the Forest Plan. 

16 



247 

GROWTH OF WOOD VOLUME 

vs. 

OldGmwth 
For::m 

······~·~··~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ 
AJ::. clirccr 

This figure shows proJected tree growth from a computor model for the Sisk.iyou National Forest. The 
projection anticipates trees will grow rwice as big in half as much time. Projected tree size will not 
actually be taller than old g~owth, but per-acre density " predic1ed to double original timber volume. 

Oreg-on - Medford District BLM 

This BLM district contains forests that are drier and less oroductive 
than many commercial timberlands. 1\onetheless, the draft gro..rth tables for 
the new Resource Management Plan say that tree farms will produce three 
times as much wood (volume per acre) as exists in the natural old-grmvth 
forests. This increase is attributed to a variety of unlikely hypothetical 
factors including the complete elimination of "competing" native hardwood 
tree species in the tree farms :'JSDI Bureau of Land Management] . 

4. California -Klamath National Forest 

The Klamath "National Forest is one of the few national fore;ts to 
actuaily .survey groV."th in their existing tree farms; and .Forest Planner Jim 
Benson found that planted trees in the mixed conifer, true fir, and 
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ponderosa pine zones were not meeting expected. growth rates. New 
predictions based on these on-the-ground surveys conclude that trees will 
reach merchantable size as much as two decades later .than originally 
projected, because tree diameter growth was lower than projected. 
Fonunarely the Klamath National Forest has incorporated this new 
information into the yield tables for its long-delayed Forest Plan. Also, 
17,000 acres of tree farms have been destroyed by wildfire, and the 
likelihood of more wildlife damage is high due to long-term drought [Pace]. 

California - Seauoia National Forest 

As described above, Forester Gordon Robinson reports clearcuts in 
the Seguoia National Forest are not growing on schedule because of serious 
shortfalls in stocking leve!s · ( ~;ees per acre) and damage to site productivity 
[Robinson, 1988). 

6. Oregon - "'W"i1iame!te z.nd !\1t. Hood Nationa! For-ests 

Forest Service silviculturists recommended that yield projections be 
reduced by 30% to compensate for low seedling survival, wood defects, 
steep slopes, narural non-foresr ope<~ings, root-rot, road right-of-ways, 
disease. roci-·y sites. and animal dar:1age. but the Regional Office only 
approved a 10% decrec.se [OToole . Jar.u:: ry :!992] 

0;-egon 3:ld C:aiifnmi~ - 1 i SF<:: Re {Tion 5 :>nd f'.. and BT M 

All the existing gro.,;,th projections for Oregon and California include 
G.Sc c:::-:~':ions of i.'"lcreased gro.,."th from the active elimination of "competing" 
hardwoods and brush in the conifer tree farms throue:h the use of herbicides 
o; ;:-; anual brush cutting. Whether or not this growth could actually be 
<:chJeved, litigation in 1983 baill"Jed herbicides, so little brush control was 
a :·~-:;~ 1?iished. But the "credit" for use of herbicides was still added to the 
grov.th projections. 
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C. Injlared!lnDccuraxe /nvemories of Standing TIIT!ber Volume 

In many national forests, the commercial timber inventory assumptions 
used in the forest planning process are not accurate. Randal O'Toole, a 
forest economist who has analvzed 66 Forest Plans, found that over half of 
the forests did not compile ne~ inventory statistics for their Forest Plans. 
Typically the acreage and timber volumes used in the planning process 
inflate the remaining inventories to justify larger timber cuts and continued 
overcutting [O'Toole, February 1992.]. 

Regional Forester Jeff Sirmon directed Oregon and Washington 
Forest Supervisors to adjust inventories to account for timber volume that 
was sold between 1983 and the date the Plans were adopted (1989 and 
1990) (Sirmon]. Sirmon officially recommended that the cutting levels be 
adjusted do,..-nward for this overcounting, but it never happened because he 
was transferred. 

l. California - Plumas National Forest 

In September 1991 the Plumas National Forest managers reponed to 
the Regional Office that they could only offer 115 million board feet of 
timber rather than 253 million board feet in the President's budget, in pan 
because of over-estimated timber inventorv volumes that did not exist on the 
ground, especially in the remaining, more difficult terrain (Palmer] . Total 
timber volume was exaggerated by 44% when the FORPLA;'\1 analysis w<:s 
compared with on-the-ground inventory data from the ranger districts. 

1 Idaho - Oean>~ater National Forest 

Timber inventory contracror Leroy Lee compiled Forest Service data 
to determine that the Forest Plan calculations for timber harvest were based 
on timber volumes that were exaggerated by 36% in the Palouse Ranger 
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District. Instead of relying on the 'Timber Stand Inventory" developed by 
the Ranger District, 75,000 acres were arbitrarily designated as mature 
timber (with the greatest volume per acre). In fact, only 5,000 acres of 
prime, original forest remains in the Palouse [Lee]. 

Forest Service analyst Richard Field reponed that Clearwater planners 
had ignored the inventory impacts from dead and dying white pine [Field). 

3. Montana - Kootenai National Forest 

Timber inventory contractor Leroy Lee reports that 32,105 acres of 
cut-over lands were falsely reported as mature timber in the Upper Yaak 
Decision area. Although this commercial area has a full range of age classes 
(seedlings, poles, mature), fores t planners assumed the area was largely 
mature timber [Lee J. . 

4. Oregon - Deschutes Natjona! Forest 

Randal O'Toole's analvsis of a new Deschutes National Forest timber 
inventory revealed that the old inventory used in their Forest Plan 
exaggerated the ponderosa pine volume by one-third (O~Toole, January 
1992]: 

5. California - Seauoia National Forest 

Forester Gordon Robinson reports that 86,000 ac~es of mixed conifer 
forest and 20,000 acres of red fir forest were reclassified as commercially 
"suitable" in the Forest Plan, a!thour:h these marcinal areas cannot sustain 
commercial logging [Robinson, 1988]. -
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~:;, ~his photo from the Sequoia National Forest. tht light~colored trees in the foreground are dead, v.'ith 
paie brown nt:.edlt:!i ag"'insl the dark background. 

6. Montana - Lalo National Forest 

The Lola Forest Plan erroneously assumed that 280.000 acres that 
burned in wildfires earlier this cenrurv 'contained merchan~able timber 
[Daniels]. · 

Conclusions: 
Responsible Forest Stewardship or a Sylvan Savings and Loan Crisis? 

The public forests are a national inheritance passed on to generations 
of Americans. 1.8ws established by Congress have placed this inheritance in 
a trust, appointing the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management as 
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the trustees and guardians of the trust. Existing forest ecosystems and the 
land's future productivity represent the principal or assets of our national 
forest trust. The American public and future generations are beneficiaries 
of the trust, legally entitled to benefit from the income produced from the 
assets • growth. 

Congress mandated that the Forest Service and BLM maintain the 
underlying principal of forest productivity and not. allow the aggregate value 
of the trust assets to diminish. In the terminology of the law, the forests 
must be managed to insure "sustained yield" of all resources on the public's 
forest trust. The Multiple Use--Sustained Yield Act of 1960 echoes the two 
requirements for the administration of the trust, tO provide a regular income 
from for the beneficiaries without diminishing the original capital: 

sustained yield of the sev.;ral products and services means the 
achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of high-level annual 
or regular periodic output of the various renewable resoun::es of 
the national forests without impairment of the productivity of 
the land. [16 U.S.C. § 531] 

Since this law was passed in 1960, over 3 million acres of commercial 
old-grov."th timber have been clearcut and extracted from the public forests 
of the Pacific Northwest and Caiifo:-nia. The recent srudv bv the Office of 
Technologv Assessment on Forest Service planning found that the Forest 
Service h~ sold this timber with no means. of ens~ring that the fundamental 
requirements of the forest trust have been met, because it does not have 
auditing systems adequate to verizy that cut levels can be sustained or that 
the use of clearcurting has not damaged the productivity of the land. 

The parallel with the savings and loan crisis is clear. Managers of 
sa\ings and loan institutions, the trustees of people's savings, substituted 
junk bonds and poorly-secured loans for reliable long-term home mortgages 
which had been the traditional assets of savings and loan institutions. Junk 
bond speculation furthered the quest to maximize short-term profits, even 
though such speculation pla.ced accumulated capital as. well as income. at 
risk. Inadequate auditing or monitoring of the S&L's allowed this mistake 
to reach tragic proportions before it was detected by the ~mblic and the 
federal government. 
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Likewise, the trustees for the public's forest trust, the Forest Service 
and BLM, have failed to adequately audit the consequences of their actions 
and their investments. Thousands of acres of original forests have been 
cashed in by dearcuning. The basic productivity of the land has been 
reinvested (loaned out) in a speculative system of clearcuts and monoculture 
tree farms. 

The Forest Service and BLM chose one type of re-investment program 
( clearcutting!tn;:e farming) and used their assumptions of success to justify 
the continued conversion of the original forest assets. Agency computer 
models pronounced, without on-the-ground proof, that clearcut tree farms 
would double the amount of timber volume per acre found in the original 
oid-groMh forest--definitely a speculative investment strategy. Just like the 
S&L man:::r;:ers, the Fo:-est Service a:Jd the BLM have failed to evaluate the 
quality and-stability of their investment strategies. The original investment 
decision ~o switch from intact forests to clear.cut tree farms was never 
seriouslv reconsidered. although such re-evaluation was mandated bv the 
C'..Jation~l Forest Management ~A..ct of 1976 (NF\L\). In their rush to sell 
timber, the federal agencies failed to diversify their forest management 
portfoiio, ignoring other cutting methods that better protect soil, 
biodiversiry. and long-term site productivity. 

Now the Pacific Northwest is living with the consequences of the 
a:2:encies' failure to audit this speculative management strategv~ Because 
;:hey have not audited the resu.lts. the Forest Sen·ice and BL~1 have been 
continuing their investment strategy without realizing that their investment 
rerums--high yield tree farms--have in many cases not been growing as 
anticipated. Lower yields have resulted from both the agencies' inability to 
get trees ro m-ow at all in some areas and the unrealisticallv inflated vields 
projected in ~the agencies' computer-generated tree growth-chans. · 
Furthermore, the agencies' failure to audit their assets on hand has lead to 
continuing reliance -on overstated timber inventories. Rather than 
monitoring the forest assets held in trust for future generations, the agencies 
have engaged in specularive investment that can only be described as 
liquidation of the trust assets--the public's forest heritage. 
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OPENING STATEMENT 
of 

THE HONORABLE JAY DICKEY 
Fourth District - Arkansas 

National Parks, Forests and Public Lands Subcommittee 
Hearing on H.R. 1164, the Forest Biodiversity and 

Clearcutting Prohibition Act. 

May 5, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, thanks for holding this hearing on H.R. 
1164. My hope is the hearing, along with a similar hearing 
held last October in the Agriculture Specialty Crops and 
Natural Resources Subcommittee, will help develop the 
record as to the folly of this legislation. 

In essence, the bill proposes to almost end 
responsible, professional, healthy forest management on 
National forest Lands, Bureau of Land Management forest 
lands and Indian forest lands. It mischaracterizes effective 
forest management tools such as modified shelterwood 
and modified seed tree timber management as equivalent 
to clearcutting. 

The Ouachita National Forest, in my Congressional 
District in southern Arkansas, ended essentially all 
clearcutting back in 1991 -- a pioneering management 
initiative in the national move toward forest ecosystem 
management. The forest does use as management tools, 
non-traditional shelterwood and non-traditional seed tree 
management, to include a variety of timber and plant 
species of varied ages and heights, and to promote 
favorable habitat for wildlife. Varied forest management 
options are needed to provide a variety of plants and 
wildlife that evolve, live and prosper in different types of 
ecosystems and forest stands. 
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The ecosystem management policy subsequently 
begun in 1992 by then-Chief Dale Robertson, and further 
promoted by the current Chief, Jack Ward Thomas, has also 
resulted in a significant reduction of clearcutting in the 
National Forests across the country. This bill is not 
needed. 

We should allow these new direction policies to 
mature and be evaluated as to how they are working over a 
longer term, before embarking on a massive change in 
policy proposed in this bill -- essentially a policy of one 
management (or non-management) prescription fits all 
forests. Obviously, that is not realistic or rational given 
the varying geography, climates, land characteristics and 
other resource variables attendant to each National Forest 
across America. 

My hope is we will not move further with this 
legislation. 

Thank you. 

### 
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in brief: 

what are the problem~? 
what can we do to solve them? 

SaveArnerlca'sFo...U 
4LibnnyCourt, SE 

Weshlngton, DC 20003 
202-644-8.2111 

The Nlf!lonwtde Campaign to Protect & Restore AmerlCII'• Wild •nd N•turel Fore•t• 
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A\IERIC\ 's Fo1<1 s rs b C1<1SIS 

Ameriga's Ma&mfDceot Forests 

When Columbus arrived on the North American continent nearly 500 years ago, it was 
covered with pristine ancient, virgin, and native forests. A squirrel could travel from the 
Atlantic coast to the Mississippi River without touch­
ing the ground. In the East, White Pine, Oak, Hemlock, 
Maple, Chestnut and many other species of trees stood 
tall, the framework of some of the most diverse and 
complex forests on Earth. Magnificent ancient forests 
of Giant Sequoia. Redwood, Douglas Fir, Spruce, and 
Cedar were an unbroken band of temperate rainforest 
from California to Alaska. 

Naturalforestecosystemsarethefoundationof 
our planet's land-based web oflife; they are diversity in 
harmony, habitat for the many plant and animal won­
ders of nature. Natural forests also create clean air, 
clean water, and many other essentials for the continu­
ation of all life on Earth. 

SinceColumbus,civilizationhaswagedwaron 
America's forest ecosystems. 95% of our original 
forests have been destroyed, and the last 5% reside 
almost entirely on public lands that are owned com­
monly by all Americans. The past 40 years have seen 
heartbreaking losses on America's public lands. The 
rate of destruction increased when the National Forest 
Management Act legalized clearcutting in 1976. Now, 
our National Forests across the country are falling to 
the chainsaw and bulldozer faster than at any time in America's history,logged by private 
timber companies with the help of Congress, the U.S. Forest Service, and at the yearly cost 
of hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars. 

End of BloJogica] D!yerslty Coast to Coast 

A founding purpose of the U.S. Forest Service was to reclaim lands laid to waste by 
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SAVE AMERicA's PoREs 
4 Library Court, SE 

Washington, DC 20000 
202-544-9219 

INFORMATION SHEET AND PLATFORM 

WHAT 1s SAVE AMERicA's FoRESTS? 

Save America's Forests is a nationwide coalition oflocal, regional; and national environmental 
groups, public interest groups, responsible businesses, and individuals working together to pass 

. strong. comprehensive nationwide laws to proleCt our forest ecosystems. 1be wasting of America· s 
forests adds to other environmental and economic problems of air and water pollution, overflowing 
landfills, and loss of taxpayer dollars and American jobs. Therefore, our coalition includes people and 
groups from a broad spectrum of society. representing related environmental and economic issues, 
and both rural and urban communities. Currently, we represent over 500 member groups and 
businesses with a combined membership of more than 3 million people. We have grown to this size 
since our inception in May 1990, and continue to expand at a rapid pace. 

We are working to create comprehensive solutions to the systemic problems of waste, 
destruction, and pollution that dominate our entire forest products economy. Our goals are to pass 
federal laws which will proleCt our forest ecosystems, improve the fmancial security of forest­
dependent communities, and convert the forest products industry into a balanced, sustainable 
economic system based on ecologically healthy, perpetual natural forests. 

THE PROBLEMS: 

There is a crisis of worldwide deforestation and ecosystem destruction. The U.S. must set an 
example of conservation by not clearcutting and wasting our own country's forest resources. 
However, current federal policies and subsidies favor the extraction and waste of virgin materials over 
the development and use of recycled and alternative fiber materials. This has caused problems at 
several levels of society. 

Our nation is engaged in the rapid liquidation of our natural forest treasures: huge ancient 
trees-Redwood, Douglas frr, oak, hemlock-and all the plants and animals living in our forests. Two 
square miles of public, virgin forests are clearcut every week in the Pacific Northwest alone. 

Environmental Destruction: Clearcutting and even-age management of our public lands has 
caused species extinction, damage to water and air quality, increased flooding and drought 
cycles, destruction of sport and commercial fisheries, erosion and Joss of soil fertility. It is 
estimated that as much as 66% of the woody biomass is wasted in logging operations on our 
National Forests. Two-thirds of the native ecosystems in Florida's National Forests have been 
lost, converted into monoculture tree plantations. In the Shawnee National Forest of Southern 
lllinois, the U.S. Forest Service is cutting down the last areas of contiguous native forest, 
critical habitat for declining populations of migratory songbirds. Global deforestation is now 
seen as a signifiCant contributor to the greenhouse effect and global warming. 

Subsidies to the Timber Industry are driving this destruction. Most of the Forest Service's 
$2 billion annual budget is spentto clearcut our National Forests. Forest Service figures show 
that over 80% of their timber sales lose money for the nation's taxpayers. The destruction is 
not limited to the forests of the Pacific NorthwesL The incentives created and maintained by 
the Northwest congressional delegation have wreaked havoc on public forests across the 
country. 
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cut-and-run logging operations during the 19th century and to insure that the same type of 
destruction would not happen to the remaining virgin forests of the West Mter almost 100 years 
ofnaturalregrowth.manyofthesecondgrowtbfurestsareregainingsomeoftheiroriginalnative 
biodiversity. We call these "native forests." Along with the fragments of ancient forests sllll in 
existence, native forests are the last repositories of the original biological diveiSity of the United 
States. Biodiversity is the complex web of interconnected and interdependent species­
microorganisms, fungi, flowers, plants, and animals--that thrive in a natural forest. the result of 
millions of years of evolution. The loss of even a single species contributes to the unraveling of 
this delicate web of life that forms the forest ecosystem. Henry David Thoreau recognized the 
importance of natural biodiversity when he said, "In Wildness is the Preservation of the World." 

Yet now, with marching ordeiS planned by the timber lobby and handed down by past 
CongressesandPresidents,theForestServicehasbeendestroyingthesamelandsitwasoriginally 

thousands of endangered plant and animal species. 

Now or Neyer 

mandated to protect In the last 
25 years, with the use of clearcut· 
ling, slash burning, bulldozing, 
and pesticide and herbicide appli­
cation, most of our ancient and 
nativeforestshavebeenconverted 
into single species tree farms. Few 
other plants or animals can sur­
viveinthese'inonocultures." The 
poisoned topsoil pollutes our 
streams, rivers, and oceans. kill· 
ing fiSh and wildlife. 

Extinction of species is 
occurring faster than at any time 
in history. Protection of our last 
biologicallydiveiSeforestsiscriti· 
cal to insure the survival of 

Because of intense public outcry and improved media coverage, Congress is fmally 
beginning to address this issoe. The timber industry, however, is pulling out all the stops in an 
effort to hold on to their bonanza of subsidized logging on public lands. Without a poweiful 
political coalition to lead the fight for protection, our forests don't stand a chance. 

Now is the time for all concerned citizeos to come to the defense of our country's natural 
heritage. We are down to the wire. Without strong forest protection legislation from Congress 
soon, we will Jose the chance to save and restore our native forest ecosystems. It is imperative 
that we win a political victory for our forests which will usher in a new era of environmental 
responsibility. 
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Loss of Jobs: The timber industry disregards the welfare of their workers by overcutting and 
depleting the forests, degrading both the local and global environment, and undermining the 
econom,ic security of forest-dependent communities. Technologically advanced machinery 
replaces the labor of sldlled workers. Overseas exports of unprocessed timber products have 
cost thousands of workers their jobs. Timber booms have exhausted the forests. In the 
following busts, companies move on to otber forested regions, leaving the workers, their 
communities, and the environment literally in tbe dust. 

Economic Conflict: 'These subsidies to large timber companies put the federal government in direct 
competition with small mill owners and non-industrial woodlot owners. They also prevent the 
implementation of positive programs to reduce waste and save our resources. 

Municipal Waste Problems: Over 40% of our nation's solid waste stream consists of paper and 
wood products. This huge volume of waste has been used as economic justification for 
incinerators which pump toxic wastes into the air and our backyards, creating a toxic waste 
disposal nightmare, and poisoning local communities. By recycling most paper and wood 
products waste, we will not only save trees, but we will reduce the need to build hundreds of 
new incinerators and landfills. Waste reduction must be a primary national goal. Subsidies for 
logging and for using virgin pulp encourage waste, and are at the root of our current waste 
problems. These subsidies must be ended. 

Destruction at the Paper Mill: Manufacturing paper from wood requires much more energy 
and chemicals than the processing of recycled or alternative fiber paper. The process results 
in toxic discharges, incltJding cancer-causing dioxins, which pollute our rivers, poison fisheries, 
and make their way into human drinking wster supplies. Making paper from alternative fibers 
like kenaf causes almost no pollution, and helps to boost farm economies. 

THE §owuoNs: 

In order to protect ourforestecosystems, wemustcreate comprehensive solutions that address 
the problems at all stages of the forest products cycle-from destruction of the living forests to 
pollution at paper mills and garbage dumps. Save America's Forests proposes the following 
Comprehensive Platform as a guide for writing laws in the U.S. Congress to save and restore our 
natural forest ecosystems, and lead to a non-polluting, sustainable timber and paper economy. 

1. Complete protection for ancient and virgin forest ecosystems, nationwide. 
' No legislation yet. 

2. Complete protection for fragile, recovering native forests, nationwide. 
-preserve our last fragments of biodiversity 
·help abate the greenhouse effect 
-protect watersheds, fiSheries, soil, and air 
No legislatWn yet.(Proposal$ to ban logging entirely on midwest National Forests such as 
the Shawnee NF, the Hoosier NF and the Wayne NF have not yet been introduced in 
Congress) 

3. Ban dearcuttlng and require selection management on all federal lands nationwide where 
logging is pennitted. 
The Forest Biodivenity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act (H.R.1164) 

4. Convert monoculwre tree plantations on federal lands to native diversity In order to: 
-provide ecological !inks to existing ancient and native forests to reestablish large natural furest 
ecosystems 
The Forest Biodiversity and CltltJI'Cutting Prohibition Act (H.R 1164) 

S. Implement integrated bloregional proposals to recreate ecosystems, ecological corridors, and 
evolutionary preserves. 
The Northem Rocldu Ecosystem ProtectWnAct(HR 2638), Ancient ForesiProlectionAct 
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6. Add to existing fragmented forest ecosystems financed from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, and other sources. Priority for acquisition should go to the remaining Redwood forests 
and for the New England "Northern Kingdom" region. 
e.g. The Giant SequoitJ Presen>ation Act (HR 2153), The Headwaters Forest Act (HR 2866) 

7. Restrict lbe international trade in primary forest Umber, and help lbe remalnlng Indigenous 
forest peoples of lbe world sustain lbemselves and revllallze lbelr cultures. 
No legislatisn yeL 

8. Ban lbe export of unprocessed Umber from lbe U.S., and reform tax laws to encourage 
maximum employment in value-added wood products manufacturing. 
No legislation yeL 

9. Create a Conununlty Economic Transition program to sustain workers and communities which 
are now dependent on federally subsidized logging. Create a federal trust for stable payments 

· to counties and schools. Create natural forest non-timber based economies based on alternate 
forest products such as herbs, boughs, pine cones, mushrooms, and other perpetual forest 
products. 
Abercrombie·Save America's Forests "Save America's Jobs" Amendment to H.R. 4899 
(102nd Congress) 

10. Shift federal funding priorities from road building and timber management to forest 
ecosystem restoration such as native fish habitat improvement, logging road closures, and 
revegetation of damaged logged areas. This will help maintain jobs in forest dependent 
communities. 
The Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act (H.R.ll64) 

11. End ''money-losing" timber sales. 
The National Forest Timber Cost ReCtJvery Act (102nd Congress H.R. 2501, S. 1334) 

12. Improve tax code for non-industrial· private forests to 
-eliminate incentives for liquidation of standing timber 
-encourage selection management for lands that are managed for timber production 
No legislation yet. 

13. Mandate the U.S. Government to procure 100% post-eonsumerrecycledoralteroatlvefiber 
paper {such as Kenaf) for use in all agencies and omces. 
No legislatisn yet. 

14. Set targets for recycled content in newspapers and for conununlty paper recycling. Offer 
federal incentives to meet these goals, such as · 
-tax breaks to newspapers who use recycled paper 
-funding for community park restoration or urban tree-planting 
No legislation yeL 

15. Create economic Incentives for alternative fiber (such as Kenaf) use and wood and paper 
recycling, and disincentives to virgin pulp and virgin wood use. Create incentives for: 
-new recycling mills and alternative fiber mills 
.-mill coo version from virgin to recycled pulp and alternative fiber processing 

Help balance the fede:ral budget and create disincentives by: 
-taxing the outputs of virgin paper mills and adding duties to imported virgin paper. 
-taxing wasteful onetime use of wood pallets and other lumber constuction materials 
No kgislation yeL 

16. Place a moratorium on construction of new waste Incinerators. 
The Pollll.tisn Preventisn and Incinerator Alternatives Act of 1993 (HR 2488) 103rd 
Congrest 

FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT: Save America's Forests, 4 Ubrary Court, SE, 
•~ .............. w._~._~_.D •. C •.• ~._ •.• Ph._:.(~--)-~---~-~-9_._. ...... ~...-

st•'rn 
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SAVE AMERICA's FoREsTs 

Executive Summary 

4 Ubrary Court, SE 
Washington, DC 20003 

202-544-9219 

H.R. ll<i<t= The Forest Biodiversity and Clearcuttine Prohibition Act 

\Vbat are the problems? 

1. Clearcutting was illegal on Federal lands until 1976. Now clearcuttlng and other fonns of even-age management are llle primary 
melllod oflogging on all Federal lands where logging is pursued. Clearcutting and lllereplacemem of natural forests willltree farms 
destroys llle native biodiversity of llle natural forests, timber quality ,the alternate forest products, warersbeds. air quality, wildlife 
habitat. recreation value~ and natural amenities values for commWiities. 

2. Subsidized clearcu!ting dumps excessive amounts of artificially low priced virgin wood and paper on the matlcel. encouraging 
wasteful overuse and making recycled products uncompetitive. Our fandfllls are overllowing willl virgin paper and wood was!e. 

3. Logging roads cause severe damage to forest ecosystems and cos! more than logging operations produce. 1bere are 8 times as many 
rrtiles of logging roads in llle National ForesiS than rrtiles of roads in llle entire infersUlte highway system. Roadbuilding must be 
banned in our few precious roadless areas. 

4. Timber industry funded programsatourW>iversities have creaceda "timber first" cadre of forescers--publicfands managers who move 
freely between industry and government--who are philosophically opposed to Jelling oatureexist unmanaged hy bumansanywbere 
on Eanh. Sham "grassrooiS" organizations funded by the timber industry lohby Congress fo< greater logging on public lands. 

Wby does the timber Industry push Cooe;ress to mandate clearcutt!ne on pub!!< lands? 

BylobbyingCongresstosubsidizetheaddedexpensesof~(roadbuilding,handrepfanting,peslicideapplicalion),tlmber 

companies an able to extract public timber at a fraction of the true cost. In fact, over 80% ofllle timber sales on federal lands l!!a 
money for the taxpayers and add to llle national debL This lost money equals big profiiS for timber companies. On llleir 2El fands, 
however, timber companies often usese!ection lor vine (llleremoval of selected individual trees whilemainUlining an intactforestcanopy) 
because il costs them leM and provides more and higher quality timber oo a. given site. 

What does H.R. 1164 do? 

1. Protects and Restores Native Biological Diversity- This means lllat, by law. maintaining NATIVE forest diversity will be the 
main priority of federal forest management agencies. 1be US Forest Service will be required to restore all llle native pfants and 
animals lhatoriginally existed on lllat forest site before human intervention, eilller by active restoration projects or by letting natural 
succession take its course. 

Z. The bUI pnvents the construction oflogglng roads In approximately 60 million acres of presently roadless areas as defined 
In RARE II, saving American taxpayers millions of dollars. This provision comes in recognition of the fact lllatroads cause severe 
damage to forest ecosystems and cost more than logging operations produce. This seclion of the bUI would fur1her President 
Clinton's agenda to cut waste out ofthefedero/ budget. 

3. Bans clearcuttlng and "even age" logging, and artificial tree fanns on ALL federal lands: Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, Bureau of Indian AffairS Forest Lands, Fish & Wildlife Refuges (yes,llley are clearculling in wildlife refuges), and 
MlliWy Bases (some of the fmest remairting native foresiS). Allows selettio:~ ~on all federally designaled timber lands, 
except those that have a higher level of protection. such as National Parks, Wilderness Areas, National Monuments. Selection 
logging has been shown to produce more timher,higber quality timber, and more jobs than clearculling, even inDouglasFir forests. 

4. Creates dispersed citizen enforcement-'Ibe federal !and management agencies have proven lllat they have no regard for !he law 
(e.g., the decision hy federal Judge Dwyer). Unfommately, pub lie recourse against timber management agencies Is very lim iced. 



269 

Otber environmental laws such as ilie Clean Atr Act and tht:- Clean Water Act provide compensation for cittzens who successfully 
sue lhe federal govemrnent for violation of federal law. which allows for greater enforcement and results m less violation of law. H.R. 
1164 would provide similar enforcement measures, ensuring lh.at lhe good provisions in the bill will become reality on lhe ground. 

5. The bill reacllvates the Committee ofSdentisls-to provide scientific advice to lhe SeaeWy of Agriculture on forest biodiversity 
and on logging systems. The members of lhe committee sball be appointed from lbe private sector, but not lhe timber industry. 

6. The bill repeals Section 701 (b) in tbe Federal Laud Polley and Manage.._t Act or 1976 that made remedies of tbal Act 
subordinate to lhe looser provisions of prior acts, particularly tbose governing Oregon and California Railroad Revested Grnnt 
Lands. 

7. The bill makes technical clarifications to lhe defrnitions of "native biodivemty", "witbin-community" diversity, "even-age 
management", and "salvage logging" wbich helps to close possible future loopboles. 

The forest Biodi•mjty and Clwclllljng Prphibilion Act fH R 1164)/s the stroffgtsl ttalionwide forest protection bUJ in Congress 
lbday, and as <Mch, Is a rallying flag for tile enlin fore<~ protectism mqvem•lll fr- coast 10 coast. It would solve bash: problems 
faced by A l..L foretl proteclitm activist., gi•ilfg IMm gr•arer slnn111h and r•sources to protecl/ocol, regioiUd and illlernaliona/ 
forests. 

Write your members of Congress today. Ask your Reprosentalive to~ H.R. 1164. Ask 'our Senalon to Introduce 
a companion bill to H.R. 1164. 

R~. ----------------- Sen. --------------------
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. Senate 
Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20510 

To get a free copy of H.R. 1164, call the House ofRep......,ntallves Do<:ument Office-lfl2-:%25-3456. 

The Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutfing Prohiblfion Act of 1993, H.R. 1164 
John Bryant (D-5-TX) Cosponsor List as of April12, 1994 

SME ACKERMAN, GARY L. D - FRAif(,llAANEY 1M A ex. 'lEA, JOHN W. 
a'TX ANDREW$, !IJCHAEL A. D 7NJ FRANKS, ROBERT 0. 10NJ PAYNE, OON.\LO M. 
INJ ANDREWS, ROBERT D 24TX FROST. MARTIN 10!L PORTER, JOHN EDWARD 
15Ft. GACCHUS,JIM D 121'X GEREN, PRESTON ~. 11!1'. POSHARD, GLENN 
SWI BAARffi, THOMAS D 1M!) GlOHREST, WAYNE R 15NY RANGEl, CHARLES B. 
JOCA GECERAA, XAViER 0 2'IT)( GREEN, GENE 1SC RAVENEl., .A11!WR, JA 
24CA BEltENSOO, ANTHONY C. D 41L GUTIERREZ, LUIS V. 21L REYNOlDS, MEl 
26CA SEAMAN, HOWARD L D 1CA HAMBURG, DAN PA ROMERo-aARCElO, CARLOS 
!NV Bll.BRAY, JAMES D 2NE HOAGLAND. PETER 33CA ROYBAL·N.l.ARD, WCIU.E 
2PA BLACKWELL, LUCIEN E. D 38CA HORN. STEVE <lilY SCHUMER, CIWILES E. 
23/>IY 80EHLERT, SHERWOOD 10lN JACOBS, AHO!lEW, JR 16NY SERRANO, JOSE E. 
3PA 80R!ll<l. ROE!ERT A .• JR. 0 lii.A JEFFERSON, WI.LIAM 4CT SHAY$, CHRISTOPHER 
42CA BRCNIN, GEORGE 0 30TX JOHNSON. EOOIE BERNICE 2\IT SHEPHERD, KAREN 
11VA BYRNE, LESliE L 0 IOFL JOHNSTON, HARRY II 2KS SLATTERY, JIM 
31.10 CARDIN, BENJAMIN L 0 1CT KEmElt Y, BAABA!!A B. 28NY SLAUGHTER, LOUISE 
1MO CLAY. WlliAM 0 1AR I.AMBERT, 8LAHOHE 21TX SMIJH. J.»AAR s. 
'6TX COlEMAN, RONALD 0. 0 6GA LEWIS,JOON 13CA STARK, FORTNEY PETE 
!5MI COLUIS, BARBARA-ROSE 0 t!INY LOWEY, NITA M. 34CA TORRES, ESTEBAN E. 
14MI CONYERS, JOHN JR. D 1RI MACHTl.EY, RONALD IINJ TOARICELLI, ROBERT 
t2!L COSTEUO. JERRY D 14NY IIALONEY, CAROLYN B. 0 1<11Y TOWNS, EOOLPHUS 
:lCT OELAURO, ROSA 0 !SPA IAARGOLIES-MEZ'/1NSKY, M 0 12NY VB.AZOUEZ, NYDIA 
20fL DEUTSCH, PETER 0 7W. MARKEY, EDWARD M. 0 2511'1 WALSH, JAMES T. 
~A OEltUMS. RONALD V. D .SCA MATSUI, ROBI:RT 0 18TX WASHINGTON, CIWG A. D 
32CA OlXON, JULIAN 0 SIN MCCLOSKEY, FRANK 0 35CA WATERS, MAXINE D 
16CA EDWARDS. DON 0 - MEEHAN, MARTY D 12NC WATT,MELVIh 0 
1/NY ENGEL, ELLIOT L. D 13Fl MLLER, DAN 29CA WA'1Wil,HENRYA. D 
I>ICA ESHCO.ANNA 0 16CA MINETA,NORMANY. 0 6CA WOOlSEY, lYNN D 
1711. EVANS, LANE AI.I.AN 0 &VA ~.JIIMESP. 0 <MO WYNN,A1.l!ERT 0 
17CA FARR, SAM D BMD MCJREI.LA. CONSTANCE 91L YATES, SIDNEY 0 
3CA FAZIO, VIC D !INY NADLER, JERRY 12NJ ZJMMER, RICHARD 
SOCA FlNER.BOB 0 - NEAL, RICHARD E. 
190H FINGERHUT, ERIC 0 AUlC NORlON, ELEANOR HOLMES TOTAL M 
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Bats and 

OLD~GROVVThl 
F~ORESTS: 

Are Both Vanishing? 

A/tbougb spotted ml'ls Ill tO' be more 

u'e/1-knoum, they are not the onlJ• animals that 

re(y on tbe dwindling old-grotl'fb forests 

of the Pacific Nortbtl'est. 

BY DONALD w. Tt!OMAS 

W
nAr!IPit,,t.._,,,,lfil.lrth~._·rn 

~puth.'l.i ov.· ls IMV~o· tH<-\111\· 

nwn? Uu!h .m: no\,'tllnMI 
,llu.i :wuL·th'{' .m.J l'lt1th 

dt.:pcnd on (lld-gn1wth fc~n.ost:< ~~)rtht·ir 
:-.urvivill in tht..• Pru.·iti~..· Northw~':'<L B,1t..; 
o1nd ~?-lttcd owhHlrt.• in ~ouoJ nmlp,\ny. 
Atlt.>flst t4specit."St)fva:-;cul.1rp1Jnts, In 
~po.ocit'S nf hir{t:->, to spt"\'i~-s of n~tn·b.H 
mammals, <1:1d 11 ilmphibi.;\n:> t•ltlwr 
depend Upon (lf fC'i!:Ch tht.•if pt.\lk. olbUilM 

dan(t.'S in old·gruwth fc1n-st~ 111· llil· 

Wt.':"lt.\l,bL 

Ydokf·!{rmvthft•rt'Sis,tr!.:~ii~•p;~'<ll'­
in~" Pl,hv your..;elf 1>11 jt!Sl .thmt t .m:w 
lll\lUillain tnp twm C1lifunH<l to Brittsh 
Colmnhi!l ,md look out ov~.·rtlw t.Kin~ 
~i\•; ';.>. : l:~'lldJ.t~ ,; • ,. ~;i,li ,11 •y lilfl': .t you 
~1.'\.'WillbJ.•,l ptltchworknft.:k<Ut.'Lit~.lnJ 
n.•r;:wwth ~~~:-- th,H\ 100 Y'-'>lN old. Tlw 
ori~in.ll sl,wds ol m,l!"!-<i\'"-' '.!OH-yt•,\r­
~~ld Dou;.;l.ls lir. ='to Ill ft..'1.'1 in di.unekr 
.mJ stn•khiHg up ttV\'f l!;(i ft·~·t .• m.· 
mostly ;.;o1l\'. l lnt• hundn'\i ~·~·.u·~ ,I).;( I 

tht.·rl· 1n•n._· .1bout JH nuUion .ll'r~':'< ,,f 
, lld~;.;r~~~xth itlft':'t in( ·.thfomi,l, t 1n•gt 111, 

.wd W<~:>hinhhlll . TPt.l.w,tmly ,1{~1t1i 17 
f'l'f~'l'llt rt.·m.lin:;., ,\ud ,\lmu!"t ,l!l1d it i:;. 
on ptth!i .. · !.ln .. h t'~>ntwlk•d by tht· U.S. 
Fon•st~·r\'ill' 

ln th ... · t.\ldy JLJHOs \Tii.l-growth w.ls 
dbappt.•arin).; so t,lpit.ilv lh,Jt binln~isls 
prt'1.ii<.'h>t,i it wpuld he ~Pitt' hv the !um 
of thJ.• ~·~.·ntury" M.u1y "llU.'slioll\s W<..'n.: 
r.lbl•tl Wht1t would h.1p~len lt ~)1,1. 
grnw!h _ ... implv ;,'t'.ts;.•d lt> l'~i ... t? W.1s 



old-growth a specific wildlife habitat 
or simply an age category of forest? 
How many spt.>des dcpt:ond un old­
growth as critical habitat in the rich 
plant and animal communities of the 
western slopes of the Cascades, Coast 
Ranges, and Sierra Nevadas? Would 
we witness widespread extinctions with 
the removal of old-growth? At that 
time, no one could be sure. 

Given our lack of any fundamental 
knowledge about the relationships~ 
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tween plants and animals and their 
forest habitats, the answers would only 
come from ~ardul study. Lobbying by 
concerned biologists stimulated the 
Forest Service to propose, and Con­
gress to fuJ'I·.~. a study specifically fo­
cusing on old-growth habitat. Begin­
ning in 1983, the Old-Growth Forest 
Wildlife Habitat Program (OGFWHP) 
was faced with the daunting task of 
determining just how plants and ani­
mals made use of Douglas-fir forests of 

In Ongon. sih~W-bairrd billS, " lrH­
dWII/tng SfWCIU. 1Hrr diSCUI~ In /H 10 
Umws morw ubrmdant In old-gmu•tb ' 

Jor.lilS tbtm '" furnts tbul bud bftn 
JuflMw.l Tlw cruc:Ju. boJ/ows. and scaling 
burlt of aging or thud lrffS providl itkal 
nHJSlS for many sf»des uf tn!'Hiutrlling 
... IS. 

different ages and whether they re­
quired undisturbed old-growth to en­
sure their long-term survival. Fortu­
nately, far-sighted planners included 
bats in the study. 

When I was called in to run the 
OCFVVHP bat study in 1984, I was 
struck by how little we knew about bats 
in natural habitats. Bats are widespread 
and often seen, but along with most bat 
biologists I would first it}()k fort hem in 
buildings. Virtually nothing was known 
about the types of roosts that bats typi­
cally use in undevelopt:'d fort:'st habi­
tats.as opposed to rurallandscilpes. For 
the common and widt:'spread little 
brown bat (Myotis lucifrtgu:;), only two 
descriptions of natural roosts had t>ver 
been published. And even less was 
known about most of the 11 other spe­
cies thilt we wt.·re likely to t:'ncounter. · 

My HR.'-iTC"Ili\l.LE~(;E 1'¥1\S todt>veJop a 

sampling method that would al­
low us to observe and identify the vari­
ous bat species in forest stands, regard­
less of their roosting preferences or the 
age ilnd structure of the forest. Se<~rch­
ing for roosts would be difficult <~nd it 
seem~ indficient. Direct obSt>TViltions 
were obviously out. Clpturing b.1ts ei­
ther with specialized harp or Tuttle 
traps or with fine nylon bird nets• was 
also fraught with problems. What if the 
bats flew in or above the forest canopy? 
With their sophisticatt..>d ~holocation 

'"Tw~1 m~·thuJs an.• commonly ust.-.:1 tu captur~ 
;u1d study bats. thl' harp or Tuttle trap ;md mist 
n~t5. The trap, ~rf~t~ by Merlin Tutti~, re­
sembles an upright bed!ipnng strung vf'rtlcally 
withmunufilaml..'l1t tishing lin~. When bat!> strike 
the line, they fall intospecialcollectingbag below 
from which they cannot ~pe. Mist nets made 
of extremely fine nylon mesh have long been 
used tu capture tlying birds, but they are also 
excellent to capture b.lts. Both methods allow 
biologists to c.Jpture. study. and release bats 
without hanning them. 



Stands of uld·gmu·tb j!Jrest can be 200 ur 
more )<ears aid bt tbtt Pt~cific Nortbu'nl 
(left}, But mday feu• of the$.: giunts 
rttmuin and ttwy too are diwppeuring 
rapidly, spelling tnmbJe for tbe muny 
$f)~des, incluclin~ fmls. tbat need these 
undent ftuvsts for llN.tir1Hm1eS. 

~· rnr,;mit." of d("(lf;:lll;;; is uou•a fttmilior 
sigbl tbrt>ugluutt tbe Pm:ific Nortbwvst 
(tight). Tbc frii}!.ffh!rrtf!liJurests diU/ 

relath>ely young regmu•tb SC'l•erely limits 
use by the animals tbat tnulilionully 
u•wkv lhtt old fnr,st llwfr bume. Forestn• 
mana~ment mUSI em;uno that mt • 
adeqJUUe mtx of oh:J lint/ ymmger jure$! IS 
trn2intained if u>ildiijff is to sun•ire 
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system, wouJd all bats beequaHy prone 
to capture? Would feeding bats pay 
more attention and be less likely to be 
caught? lf so, we could possibly over­
look important feeding habitats. 

A possible means of detecting and 
even identifying bats wastoeav~rop 
on their t?Cholocation calk Most bats 
continually betray their presence by 
emitting relatively loud echolocation 
cans as they navigate through forests 
or hunt for small insects. If moths and 
certain other nocturnal insects can use 
their specialized ears to dek>ct bats at 
greatdistances{and thus avoid be\:om­
ing a meal), why couldn't we? With 
microphones sensitive to the high~ fre­
quency calls of bats, and electronic cir-

:~:;;[:~:hc: ~~=~c:::o!~e~~~f~ 
simply listen in on bats as they went 
abou.t their normal activities. 

The passive detecting system of a bat 
detector had several features that lent 
itself to the type of habitat·use survey 
that theOCFWHPstudy required. First, 
most insectivorous bats echolocatecon-

tinuously as they commute or hunt, so 
if they are present they will be heard. 
Bat detectors sample a volume of a it 30 
or more feet in radius and are likely to 
pick up the sounds of far more bats 
than traps or nets would ever catc-h_ 

Microphones can aiso be raised high 
above the ground to Usten deep into, 
und even above, the forest canopy 
where nets or traps could never be 
hoisted. And unlike nets or traps, de-­
tectors do not rely on bats making navi­
gational errors and so are less affected 
by the bats' attentiveness or agility. 
Finally, bat detectors can provide in~ 
formation not only on the presence of a 
bat, but also on its identity and what it 
is doing. 

Many species have their c,wn spe-­
cific patterns of echolocation calls that 
allow us to identify them much as bird~ 
watt:hersdowithbirdcalls[BIITS,Sum­
mer 1991 I. For example, little brown 
bats sweep from over 70 kHz (70,000 
cycles per second) down to almost ex­
actly 40 kHz and they do. so in S-7 
mlliiseconds. Big brown bats (f.ptcsicus 

8Af5. Vu1 tu,/!&1. 1,S......,...l'Jitl 
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Bats were far more common in old-growth forests than they were in forests 
that bad been disturbed either try Jogging or try fires. 

fuscus) sweep from about 40 kHz to 25 
kHz, stretching this low~ frequency part 
of the call out over 8-10 milliseconds. 

By caphlring bats, recording their 
calls. and then analyzing the calls in the 
laboratory we found that we could ear 
ily recognize the echolocation signa­
turesofsomebats, but that others could 
not be separated. For instance, the Cali~ 
fornia. northern long-eared, western 
long-eared, and western sma!l~foott.>d 
bats CM.yctis californicus, M. cr.lfJtis. M. 
ciliolabrum) had similar echolocation 
calls. Despite these limitations, we were 
able to assign the 12 species of bats 
present in the Pacific Northwest to one 
of seven groups. • 

When bats are simply commuting, 
say from their day roost to a feeding 
site, they send out calls at a relatively 
Iowrateofabout 1~2 pulses per~ond 
'l1tis allows them to emit their signals, 
receive the echo, and have sufficient 
information to allow them lo navigate 
down paths or through forests, avoid~ 
ing large obstacles. 

When bats are huf'\ting. however, 

they require ronsiderab1y more infor~ 
mation. They must be- able to capture 
small insects when the combined speed 
of both hunter and prey covers a dis~ 
tance 6-11 yards per second, Once an 
insect is detKte\:t most bats dramati­
cally increase their pulse repetition rate 
to over 100 per second in order to get Cl 
more precise bearing on the insect and 
determine its position, relative speed, 
direction. and maybe even size and 
surface features. This high repetition 
rate "feeding buzz" may last less than a 
half second, but when we hear it over a 
bat detector. it is a solid indkation that 
a bat is finding insects and trying to 
capture them. 

So, by ""v.sdropping on bat echolo­
cation calls t rould determine not only 
that a bat was present, but alro what 
kind it was and wh~ther or not it was 
trying to feed. This was all the infotma­
tion that I needt>d to determine whether 
old-growth fort..>sts were important for 
bats. To get the answer$ my first step 
was to build a series of automated bat 
detectors that would tum on in the 

Abovt': &It detec:tors belpc!tl tbtl rewurch 
team tiUTfWI!T btiU' and U'Ot'l't. bats US£> 

old-;:.·rou•th forests. nHy /,•am~td that bats 
quickly left tbrir day ro-x:>ls in the forest 
10 fttt>d m>el' rt<'ll.rb)' strf'.ant$ #mi ponds 
u+Hre t~ dwructeristic 'jeetii11g buzzes~ 
of bunting halt. such PS tbi$ siil-er·baired 
txJt ft'('f'e romnumly heartL 

evening, record both bat calls and the 
time on a small cassette recorder, and 
then turn off in the morning to save 
battery power. 

0 VEk'l't-!F.SUMMERSC»' 1984and 19S5, 
we sampled bat activity in 90 dif~ 

ferent Douglas-fir forest stands in the 
Cascadt! Mountains and Coast Ranges 
of Washington and Oregon. From the 
3,000 bats we detected in Washington 
and the 6,000 that we detected in Or~ 
egon, severai irnfiOrtant trends became 
dear. 

Bats w~rc fnr more \:Ommon in old· 
growth Jurests than they were in for~ 
ests that bad been disturbed either by 
logging or by fires. In Washington, aU 
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Without old-growth forests, I believe that we 
would witness a dramatic decline in populations 
of not just one species of bat, but of almost 
all of the species currently found in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Allbougb link brDU!ft. tHII$ (ktt) and 
western kJng-N~d bat$ (right) 41'f to4ay 
mon often em:outtwrrd Itt buildings. 
eMir natural borlns I~ 41Y in oJd. 
growth foNJtl$. 1bf' tnuiy Jndicaltlf l~t all 
sewn Myoti.1 :species found in t~ Pacific 
NI)Tt})west are far morr abundant in aid 

growtb. 

seven Myotis species were three to sU 
times more iibundant in. ot, ·~growth 
than they were in disturb· forests. 
The same pattern held in Oreg Jn where 
the Myotis species were three to four 
times and silver-haired bats (Lasio--

10timesmore 
forests. 
bat species we 

commonly encountered showed a dear 
association with old~growth forests in 
Oregon or Washington is a strong indi­
cation that old-growth is important 
habitat for bats. But what does old­
growth offer that disturbed and 
younger forest can't? When I examined 
the data carefully I found that most 
batsdidn'tremaiflintheforeststof~. 

There was a peak of activity for 15 
minutes as bats left their day ~ts, but 
through the rest of the night the stands 
were almost qui~t. Feeding buzzes were 
concentrated elsewhere; they were over 
10 times more common above streams 
and ponds than they were in forests. 
This made sense because in a parallel 
study we showed that the smaU insects 
that most bats hunt were far more abun­
dant over water than they were inside 
forest stands. 

The pattern that we observed indi­
cates thatold~growth forestsoffercritiM 
cal roosting habitat for most of the bat 
species that inhal>it the Pacific North­
west. We know that apart from the 
impressive si2:eof the trees, old-growth 
forests are characterized by an abun­
dance of old or dead trees that have had 
the time to develop the broken tops, 
cracks, hollows, and scaling bark that 
canserveasroostingsitesforbats. With­
out old-growth forests, I believe thet 
we would witness a dramatic: decline 
in populations ol not just one species of 
bat, but of almost aU of the species 
currently found in the Paclfic North­
west. 

There is reason for both pessimism 
and optimism when considering the 

llo\TS.VuLlO.No.l.~i9'n 



future of old-growth forests and bats 
on the West Coast. On the pessimistic 
side, old-growth harvesting continues .. 
albeit at a reduced pace. Harvesting in 
the National Forests and on land con­
trolled by the Bureau. of Land Manage-

of the old-growth patches are 30 acres 
or ~ess. Wtnd penetrates to the center of 
patches this sman and, over time, wiU 
blow down the majority of damaged 
and dead '"""" lle<:ause these are pre­
cisely the trees that bats are likely to use 
as roosting sites. this fragmentation of 
old-growth fo....,. may dramatically 
reduce the value of remaining old­
growth .. bat habitat. 

Ort the optimistiC side, the rate of 
old-growth harvest has dropped dra­
matically over the past few years. One 
of the reasons is that the Forest ~rvice 
and Bureau of Land Management, who 
rontrolapproximately80percentofthe 
remaining old-growth, are obliged by 
:aw to ensure thal adequate habitat 
remains for the conservation of aU plant 
and animal species. 

Although batsstiU may not be able to 
a...TS. 'hoi. Nl. ,_l. s.-r l'l'f.l. "" 
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stimulate the public pressure required 
to $e{ aside large tracts of valuable old­
growth,concemfortheronservationof 
the northern spotted owl has done just 
that. Pressure from environmental 
groups and good government planning 
has resulted in the protection of size-­
able tracts of old-growth Douglas-fir 
forests throughout Washington and 
Oregon to ensure adequate breeding 
habitat for spotted owls. 

While bats and other forest species 
can undoubtedly benefit from efforts 
to ensure the survival of the spotted 
owl~ it is unfortunate that our percep-­
tion of conservation issues is so often 
limited to protection of single high­
visibility species. It is tempting to be­
lieve that low-visibility species, such as 
bats,. can ride on the coat-tails of highw 
profile conservation movements. 

There are two problems~ however, 
with this thinking. When we focus our 
attention on a single species like the 
northern spotted.owl. we risk becom­
ing complacent. If future studies show 
owl populations to be stable and 
healthy, what arguments will we use to 
push for continued monitoring of the 
low-visibilityspecieslik.ebats?Wemust 

also remember that bats are not owb 
and they almost certainly have differ­
ent requirements. 5etting aside tncts 
of forest that have been identified as 
good owl habitat does not nec .... rily 
mean that we have acted wisely to en~ 
sure the well-being of bat populations 
into the 21st century. 

The Old-Growth Forest Wildlife 
Habitat Program is an example of good 
management planning.. but it is just the 
beginning. We showed that old-growth 
forestsarecriticalhabitatforma.nyother 
species of animals in the Pacific North­
west, but we know little about why this 
is so. It will be up to future studies to 
answer the remaining questions and 
provide a sound fout>dation lor long­
term planning and management. 

Do1Uild7'iwm4Sisdlm:wrofliu:Group<de 
R.echtrclr.e en Ecologi~, Nutritio,.,, tt 
Energititju< and Profr:ss<ur Agrigi in liu: 
Dipart<ment de Biologi<, Universiti de 
Sht'rbrooke in Quib<c. His r<S<t~rch on lltzt 
and bird trol"8Y and mergttics has taken 
him to Cffltraland South Amnia!, Afri<JJ, 
Po/yn.,ia, and th< miny Pacific North­
wt>l. 
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Do Appalachian Herbaceous 
Understories Ever Recover 
fr?m Clearcutting? 
DAVID CAMERON DUFFY 
Institute of Ecology 
Cnivtr5iry of Georgia 
Athens., GA 30602. l'"S.A 

ALBERT J. MEIER 
lnstitute of Ecology 
l'ni,·erstty of Georgi~ 
Athens, GA 30602, USA 

Abstract: life history,• charactE"rtstics of many herbaceous 
undersuny plants suggest thai sucb species recover slowly 
from majOr perturbations such as clear cutting. W' e exam· 
ined herbaceous cotw and richness tn tbe undcrstories of 
mne primary (''old-groutih") forests tn t~ southern Appala· 
cbian Mountains and of nine compar(.lb/e S«<ndar)' forests. 
ranging in age from 45 to 8': year:s since clear ~tttng. Nei­
ther cover nor rlcbness increased with age in the secondary 
forests.. This suggests tbree possibilities: (I) tbat recovery is so 
slow or variable among sites that 87 years is insufficient 
lime to detect it; (2) that such forests wilt never recover to 
match remnant primary.• forests bt!Cause cb.'matic conditions 
at? different today than when tbe jo'l'f!Sts became established; 
or ( 3) that herbaceous plants colonize pit and mound mi­
erowpograpby cau.sed t,r the death of trees, so that recovery 
must await the growth, dcatb, and decomposition of thi?' trees 
ojll:xt serondm::r forest Whatever tbe met;banism, berbauous 
understory communiti6 in the mt:r:ed.mesopbytic joretts of 
tbt- Appalacbians appear unlikel]• to recover witbin the 
present planned logging cycles of 40-150 )"t'tl~ suggesting a 
future loss of diversity of understory berl:>aceom plants. 
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Reuarr:b ~l, Bcx 1019, Sbel~ Jstarwl, New York I 1964, US.A. 
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Resume!n: La5 caracteristicas del periado de t'ida de nu­
mcrosas plantas berl>dceas, sugiere que esta.s especies sere· 
cupcran ltmtamenle de grandes pertu.rbaciones como Ia tala 
debosques. NosotrOs e.xaminamos Ia cubierta herbdcea y 
aburuiancia en el sototx>sque de nueve bo$ques primarios 
( anliguo crecimiento) en los Montes Apalacbes del Sur, y los 
comparamos con nu.eve bosques secundarios que no ban 
sido talados por periodos que van de 45 a 87 alios. J.a rrqu· 
e:a y /Q abundancia no ban aumentado con e/ tiempo en el 
bosque secundario. £!ito sugtere tres poslbiUdades: (I) que Ia 
rec:uperaci6n es tan lenta o variable entre sitios, que 87 anos 
resultan insuficientes para detecrarta. (2) que este tipo de 
bosques nunaJ se recuperard a/ nivel de I& bruques pnma· 
rlos orig#!Ul;es. ya que las condicicm.rs o::U;;~:tc.:s actua!c:: 
son. dijerenta a las existentes cuando los bosques jueron 
or£gintirlamente establecidos, o (3) que plantas berbticeas 
colonizan Ia microtopografia del suelo que ba sido remo­
vido a causa de Ia descompasic:JQn de los drbotes muertos;. .Y 
por consigui~nte Ia recuperaci6n debe esperar el 
crf!cimitmto, muerte y deswmposici6n de los bosques se· 
curui.arios. Cualquin¥1 sea el m:ecantsmo. Ia cubierta berbd· 
cea de las comunida4es de lx:J$que& mesofiticQS mixtos en los 
Apalacbtn, no parece estar recuperdTidese denrro del ciclo 
previsto para Ia talA eht arlx:Jtes que es d~ 40 ~ !50 atios. Esto 
sugiere una pi:rdida jutura en Ia diversidad de las plantas 
que conforman Ia cubterta be'rbacea. 
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Introduction 

"Old gtOV¥-'th," "virgin," or prim~· for-ests m the' l:nited 
States ha,·c auracrcd scientific and cultur-.U imc:r~t as 
examples of communities with hi~ biologi.al divc:rsiry 
( \l:'hitney 1987 ), These forests luve been much rt· 
duced in extent through clc::aring for wood productS, 
farming. and urbanization: thr fate: of lhc remainder has 
generated considerable contro\·ersy ( ~orsc:: t 989; 
Williams 1989). 

Prescrvattonists argue Uut once primary forests are 
harvested the rc~uttinF ~ccondary forests ~ack the bio· 
dt\C:rstn of pnman !OrC$ts. "''hilc:: ban esters argue tfiat 
sustaJnable yields of timber arc compatible with main· 
tcnance of btodiversltJ and that sufficient MCa5 of pn· 
mary forot will remain foUowing o:ploiration (Norse ct 
at 1986; !.;ybctg e:t .d" 1987). 

Most research on the cfkcts of the exploitation of 
forests has focused on trees and wildlife ( \l'ildcrnc:ss 
Soctery 1986; jackson 1989). but herbaceous under­
story plants of primal)' forests may be among the forest 
organisms most sensitive to clear~cutting or other forms 
of massive disturbance. 

Recolonization of secondary fores1s by herbaceous 
species is likely to be slow (Thompson 1980 ). Sexual 
reproduction is often limited by small crops of seeds 
With poor dispersal by gravity or ants (Handel 1976; 
Beanie & Culver t 981 ) and lo\\r germination (Stroik 
1965 ). Herbaceous plants of primary forests rypio..U~· 
have vegetative extension growth rates of less than 1.0 
meter per decade (\l:'hitford 1951: Sobey & Barkhouse 
19'77). GrO\.'\'"!h t.o fica repro.<.tction c2n take up to a 
decade (Bie:rzychud: ;.;- 1982} A1so, at least in the irutial 
s~gcs of forest regroWl, browsing by herbivores such 
liS white-tailed deer ( O<tocoileus vitginianus) may pre­
vem seedling ""Ublishment (Alverson et aL 19118 ), 

Studit::s of individual forests in(li(:;J.t~ slow recovery by 
herbaceous species. Hardwood forests in N~ Bruns­
wick showed little evidence of rc:cov~ry of late:~ 
successional herbaceous species several decades ancr 
disturbance (MacLean & Wdn 1977), Following llmd­
slides in the White Mountains of Nevr Hampshire, 72· 
year-old herbaceous communities had only 78% species 
ovc:rlap with communili"" in adjacent lOO-plus-ycar-old 
forest (Aaccus 1959), An herbaceous community in 
Michigan was still recovering frocn a major disturbance 
event that had occurred 150 years earlier (Bre-wer 
1980). 

These studies sugg""t that the 40-150 year harvesting 
cycles used in southeastc:m deciduous forests (U.S. De­
partment of Agrlculture!Forcst Service [li.S.D.iv r.S. j 
1986) may not allow sufficient time for "'"recovery of 
hcrb2ceous communities. If recovery is occurring. we: 
predict that herbaceous communities in secondary for· 
c:sts should show increasing species rlchnc:ss and cover 
with age, becoming more simll2r to primary communi-

ttes. '\l"e t~ted tht5 predict10n by cxanuning om:-.!t>quarc­
meter plots of hcrbac-~ous understory plants at nme pri· 
mary forest sites m the: southern Appalachian Mountains 
and comparing them with plot5 in mne secondary· 
successional shes with similar latitudes, tlevatlons. ex· 
posures, sl~. soil rypes. and geologies. \X'c- presem 
several scenarios for forest recovery, suggested by our 
fmdings. 

Methods 

T•nnlnology 

Numerous terms have been uM:d to describe forests 
such~ unctent, old, old-growth, Ot'(>Y-mature. original. 
primary~ primeval, and t.<lrgin, on the one hand. and 
recent secondary and secnncl-growth, on th~ oth~r 
Older -oecondarj• forests have: been caHcd mature. (;a~· 
rnatur·•, and even old-grou·tb. Unfortunately. several of 
these ~·rms have opposite: meanings when used by sci· 
enHSt'- <Jf different di~iphnes or regions (see Rukham 
1980; Norse 1989 ), Here, we use primary to describe 
forests that have never been clear cut and that have 
little or no C\'idence of past human activiry. Such fot'eSt$ 

may have been grazed. they may have experienced lim· 
ited exploitation of valuable tree species, and thc;ir 
floors may have been burned by Amerinds and Euro· 
pcan pioneers. Primary forests contain abundant 
downed timber In varying states of decay. standtng dead 
trees, and live trees in a r:mge of sizes. Secoru1aty forests 
arc those that have developed after the previou$ forest 
was cxtemivei}' togged or clear cut. '\X: c use mature ro 
refer to secondan· forests that h:ii!vc: existed lone-~ rhan 
the normal han-·e~ting rotation practice:.! by fore· on 
that pa.'"'tic:ul.ar forest type. A matur :t!condar, ::st 
may have the large trees of a primary : ~st but dt 10t 

nccess.arily have the same s~cies composition. ag~ .J.js­
tribution, or community processes. 

Study Sates 

We examined nine sets of primary and matching sec· 
ondacy mixc:d-mesophytic forest. an ecosysre.m de· 
scribed by Braun ( 1950) liS strucrur:illy complex. with a 
highly diverse species composition. The characteristic 
trees are Llrioderulron tulipifera, Tsuga canadensis. 
Fagus grandifolia, Quercus alba, Q. velutina, and Q. 
prinus ln the overstory, with Camus florida, Tllia be· 
terophylla. Fra.xtnw americana, Ostrya virginiana, 
:md Aesculus octandra in the understory. The sites 
were as foUows: 

I. joyce Kilrrui7'-Slickrocll Wilderness Area, Gnc ., 
County, North Carolina. The wilderness .area 10.• 

eludes a primary stand, the Joyce Kilmer Memorial 
Forest on Unle Santeetlah Creek, and a secondary 
forest on adjacent Horse Creek, dating from 1938 



(U.S. forest Scrvocc. unpublished dau ). Both are.,. 
ue on moist. north-facing slopes at approximately 
1000 m elevation. Kilmer has apparently never been 
cut and there is no evidence of f.t:re scars on trees or 
of charcoal In the soil 9.-·ithin the cove (Lorimer 
1980). 

2. Porter's Flat, Greenbriar Cove area, Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park (GSM!':P). Tennc:ssee. The 
primary forest, at approximately 750 m elevation on 
a southwest-facing s)ope. has never been logged. but 
grazing may have occurred prior to the mid- I 930s 
(Hicks 1980 ). The forest h.. been described bv 
\li'hlltaker ( 1956, 1966) and the herbaceous coO:. 
munity by Bratton ( 1976) and Hicks ( 1980 ). The 
secondary forest site, on the east bank of the liule 
River near Elkmont. GSMNP, at BOO m dc\'ation, 
was established after 1926 (II. S. Lamben 1958. 
GSMNP, unpublished report). 

]. Upper Porter's Creek, Greenbriar Cove area, 
GSMNP, Tennessee. The primary forest site is lo· 
cated on a southwes£·facing slope at 1000 m eleva· 
tion along Poner's Creek. The: secondary forest site 
is located on Sweet Ridge:. at one thousand meters 
elevation. on the e:astern bank: of the Uttlc River 
near Elkmont, GSMNP; it was established after 1926 
(Lambert report). 

4. Ramsey Cascade, Greenbriu Cove area. GSMNP, 
Tennessee. A primary forest on a north-facing ;lope 
at 950 m eiO\'ation, this may be one of the least 
anthropogenically disturbed areas in the eotire park 
( S. P. Branon, personal communication), and the 
stand falls within the region described by Pyle 
( 1986) as "high in virgin forest attributes." The sec· 
ondary forest site is located at Timber Ridge, at 950 
m, on the Middle Prong of the Uttle River. After 
dear cutting in the 1930s, the forest began to re· 
grow in 1939 (Wilbert report). 

5. Sosebee Cove Scenic Area, Union County, Georgia. A 
primary forest of only 10 hil. the stand was "sani· 
tized" in the 1950. by removal of snags and downed 
or poorly·formed uees (U.S. Forest Service records, 
Bl2irsville, Georgia). The secondary forest site is im· 
mediately adjacent to the primary forest and """' 
established after 1903 (U.S. Forest Service, unpub­
lished data). 

6. Lilley Cornett Wood$, Letcller County, Kentucky. 
This site is located in the eastern portion of the 
Cumberland Plateau in the center of the mixed· 
mesopbytie forest <lc:saibed by Bntw ( 1950). The 
primary forest site, Big Everidge Hollow, S~ ha, is 
described as "ncar·vlrgin," with some rem0V21 of 
dead trees and grazing of eattle but without logging 
of live trees (Martin 1975). An adjacent cove, Poll­
branch Hollow, 89 ha, wu harvested in I94S (Mull­
er 1982). 

7. Walker Ccve, Buncombe County, North Carolina. 
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This is an upper cove site .at 1300 m wtth numerous 
large sugar maples (A.cN" saccbarum) and some: 
buckeyes ( Aesculus octandra ). The date of dear 

.cutting of the .adjacent second·gtOwth site was 1932 
(t.:.S. Forest Service, unpublished dat>.). This date 
wa.s confirmcd by coring a sugar maple of about 55 

1 years of age. 
8. Ramp Cotre, Townes County. Georgia. This is abo 

an upper cove ( l 000 m) wi_t.h large. old-growth 
buckeyes: It IS named for its population of ramps 
(Allium tricoccurn ). The seco-nd-gcov.'th stte in Dis· 
mal Cove became reestablished during 191 s-2.2 
(Brasstown Ranger District, FS.D.AJF.S., unpub· 
lishcd data). 

9. Tbumpin · Dick Cove, University of the South. 
s~wanee, Franklin County. Tennessee. At 460-500 
m elevation, thts 40 ha co'"·c is locaxe.d on the west" 
ern slope of the Cumberland Plateau (Cameron & 
MacCrady 196- ;. There is no evidence of logging, 
and the only ;1pparent disturbance is a dirt road 
constructed through the forest in 1965 ( ~tcGee 
1986 ). The secondary site, Bennett Cove, appears, 
based on tree diameters, w be a rwo.aged stand 
with curling around 1920 and 1980. Since we were 
unable to determtnc the chronologr of c:xpioitauun. 
we excluded this site from analyses involving time. 

Sampling Me!hods 

Primary and matching secondary sites ( 100 m x 1 QO m, 
except Upper Porter's Creek. which v.£5 100m x 50 m) 
were sampled within thirty hours of each other at each 
location. We used random samples consisting of 10 to 
24 one·m1 quadrats in each of the primary and second· 
ary Sites, ba.ed on the Size of the sample area (Table I). 
we also avoided sampling in areas with Rhododendron 
maximum understories. as they have little groundcover 
and verge on the impenetrable. A modification of the 
Daubcnmire cover·scale that separates the 0%-5% 
coverclassinto0%-1% md 1%-5% coverclas;es(Bai· 
ley & Poulton 1968) \'\"aS used to estimate cover for 
each species within the quadrats. We excluded woody 
shrubs from our cover measurements because many 
woody species still had only bare stems at the time of 
sampling. 

Ages of secondary succession sites ranged from 4 5 to 
87 years. We used number of species per I m2 plot as an 
index of the species richness at each site, and total her· 
b2ceous cover as an index of abundance. 

Cover and number of species per quadrat for each pair 
of matching sites were: compared using one~tailed. un· 
paired t-tesu. We plotted mean cover and species rich· 
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!iite Prlmmy __,., 
DF 

.-\j!l'Of 
p s.uond ,gmu·tb 

Thumpin • Dk::k Cove 11.20"'0.67 ';,2:, 
Ullt:'Cot"nfit 9.00.tO.H • 3' 
JWnsay Usca<k 9.9~:0.:\0 s·~ 
Kilmer !\1emorial l-i.lS3 =.0.6'7 6.04 
\'faJ.ker Covr: 10 . ..0 ::t 0.5-3 "'.;\(} 
Poner's Flat IL60:!:0.-i3 4 94 
l'pper Porter·~ Creek 11..\6:!: 1.12 2"i0 
Ramp Cove 10.6, "0.39 '"' . ..fS 
Sosebee Co'·e 9.4i~±0.41 -:-_llj~ 

• SC¥ rut for lktails. 

ness per quadrat against stand age of the ~condary sues 
in an effort to detect any trends toward pnma.ry forest 
,·alues. 'X"hen comparin~ Jver2gc cova and species­
richness values. we used' J.lt:·t.:liled paired t-tests. 

The second-growth cove sires occurred :n different 
latitudes, elevations. exposures. and slopes. so that the 
spring flo'Qi"ering season occurred earlier at some sites 
than at others. EMUer-flov.·ering sites might appear more 
diverse than later~flowering sues samp)cd at the s::·:ce 
tune. Simil:arly, sites mea.~urcd late in the se2..wn W{ , ~d 

appear to have greater cover values than 5ites sampkd 
earlier, before full emergence of leaves. To adfust for 
these problems. we developed a similarity ratio where 
the cover and species--richness values for each second~ 
growth site '\'1\."ert- divided by the matching values for r.he 
corresponding primary site. 

Results 

Mean species richness in prim:uy forest ranged from 9.0 
to 14.5 Sl"'Cic:s per m1, all significantly greater than in 
secondary sites with a r:ange of2.5-8.75 species per m 2 

(Table I). The average in prim2ry forest was 10.9 sp<:· 
ctes ~r m2

• and in secondary forest 6.6 spttic.s per m 2 

(P = 0.0011, Df ~ 8, one·t.aii<Od paired Hcst), Tot:ll 
cover values in primary f~t · raFgcd from 22.5% to 
87%, whereas in secondary forests cover ranged from 
10.5% to 42.5% (Table 2). Av=ge cover in primary 
foresi. '-'"aS 53% but only 21% in secondary sites (P • 
0.000 I; DF = 8; one·t.aile<l paired t·tcst ). Arcos of ex· 
tens!ve cover in sccondary forests <ended to be rc· 
suicted to more mesic sites. Secondary furc:st also ap· 
pared to b2Vc: more: woody brush than primary sites. 

We found a negative:. but not significant rd2tionship 
{ r> • 0.314; p = 0.148) between the age of secondary 
forest sl2tlds and tot:ll herbaceous cover. In part, this 
was ,;:r-tlluenced by the high cover vaiue of the youngest 
second-growth stand, Pollbnnclt HoUow, the match for 
Lilley Cornett Woods, wbicb was measured late in the 
growing seoson. Species ricltness ( r' = 0.009) and the 
ntiosforcover(r" = O.OB)andricltness(r' 0.002) 

O.<t9 38 <00001 w.-u· 
0.42 3":" 0004"' ., 
Q6~ 38 0.04'7~ " Q.S9 3" <0.0001 " 0.~0 38 <0.0001 '6 
0.,1 ~ <OOOOl (H 

0.67 19 <0.0001 b4 
0 31 38 <0.0001 (>8 

0 .. '>6 .'8 0.0003 H" 

~howed no trend toward recovery with age. These data 
provide no support at all for the hypothesi~ that cover 
and species richness of herbaceou~ cornmumties in sec­
ondary wrests incr~.:ase with ilge. 

Discussion 

Our results suggest that even 50 to 85 \'ears following 
deforestation. succession of herbaceous unders.tory 
plants in secondary mixed-mesophytic forests of the 
southern Appalachian Mountains resulted in onJy half 
the species richness .and one·third the total cover mea· 
sured ln pnmary forests, Neither community character­
istic showed any trend coward n:covery ~·ith age; i.f :my· 
thing, both richness and cover appeared Io be 
decreasing. Such d~creases might be caused by me ~-3t1· 
ua.l loss of early-succession herbs as the tree canopy 
closes. reducing available light (Hom 1974 ). 

W'hile our data are sufficient to discount any rapid, 
isotonic return of secondary herbaceous communities 
to primary-like conditions. the period of successional 
time sampled (up to 87 ya.rs after penurbation) may 
simply be too short to distinguish bel"9Vcen three longer 
term scenanos. 

Table l. Means and 5Wldard trTOr5 for cover of prinw'y ;and 
IJI:Ilc:biaJaec:OniW'y sites. • 

Prl""'ry Seoondary f' 

Thumpl.n' Dick Cove 38.0 ± ~.2 10.5 ± 1.7 <0.0001 
Lilley Cornett 66.6: ~.8 42.5: 2.9 <0.0001 
Ramsay c..cadc 66.0:3.9 23.0 ± 3.1 <0.0001 
Kilmer Memorial 53.0"' 4.2 15.7 = 2.6 <0.0001 
Wlllkcr CO\'e 42.5 = 3.5 12.25 ± 3.5 <0.0001 
Porter's Flat 87.0:< 1.9 27.6: 5.0 <0.0001 
Uprcr Pon:.er's Creek 62.0.::: 7.8 21.5 == 7.7 0.0008 
Ramp Cove 42.5 ± 2.9 21.3 ± 2.4 ..... c: .• : • .:::ci 
So"'bce Cove 22.5:!: 1.9 11.7:!: 1.2 <0.0001 

"SUI$ tmt Q1Tt'l.ng«$ by incrttlfing ag« of tb~ tecondary silti (Tn· 
bl# J), 



Firot. the rate of recovtry may depend ~ on the 
t}'"J)C and SC\'Crit)' or initial disturbance and on rhe ceo­
logical cha.ractaistics of each site than on time since 
disturbance, Our rune sires. despite aU being in mixed 
mcsophytic forest, may simplr have: too disparate histo· 
ries to allo\\: analysis of temporal trends. 

Second. herbaceous CO\'er and species richn~ may 
continue to decline with time umil trees become large 
and oJd enough to die, fall. and decay. The resulting pit 
and mound micro·mpography of fallen tree trunks and 
bare soH would provide a continual source of unvegc­
tated areas for colonization. Gaps and pit and mound 
effects maintain herb diversity in primary forest (Struilc. 
& Curtis 1962; Falinski !978; lle>tty 1984: Moore & 
Vankat 1986); they may also initiate it. This pattern 
~:ould be similar to that already proposed for trees in 
secondary-succe~ston forests (Bormann & likens 1979; 
Peel & Christe~n 1980) only on a much longer time 
scale: an initial increase in species richness and CO\'er 

during early succession, a decrease during mid· 
succession, followed by an lncreax once again during 
iate succession w a mature secondary equilibrium, 

Finally, there is the possibility that secondary herba· 
ceous communities in mature secondary Appalachtan 
forests will never return to primary condntons. This ap· 
pears to be the case in British mature secondarY wood· 
lands originating 2S early .s 1600 B.P. (Pct~rkcn & 
G>me 1984 ). The original Appal>chi>n forests may have 
become established under cooler and moister condi· 
tions than occur at present ( Dekourt & Dc::lcourt 
1987 ), In addition, conditions during future dimate 
change, even several centuries into the future. might 
become sufficiently unfavorable to prevent complete 
secondary succession following present -day clear cut w 

ting (Solomon 1986 ). 

Conclusion 

\Xiltalever the long term dynamics of herbaceous under~ 
story communities in mixed-mes.ophytic forests follow· 
ing logging or other massive disturbances. the data pre· 
sented here strongly suggest that recovery requires at 
least several centuries, longer than the pre.sc:nt logging 
cycles of 4o-!50 years for Appal>chian cove hard· 
woods. M>nagtmtnt o( fully-functioning forest herba· 
ceous communities to maintain biological diversity 2.s 

mandated by the 1976 National forest Ma.nagcment Act 
may require greatly lengthened tree harvest cycles, exw 
traction methods less damaging to herbs, intensive mm· 
agernent :and planting of herbaceous species to speed up 
secondary succession. and the maintenance of sufficient 
primary forest to sustain intact herbaceous communities 
and to serve as sources for recolonization, Research is 
needtd to address the re:lative ecological and economic 
dfidencies of these three strategies. 
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Forest health is a 
condition of' for·est 

ecosystems that 
~ 

sustaitls tht1,i1· 
complexity while 

pt·oviding fm· 
human needs. 
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T; is paper presents an ovetvie>v of the con­
fusions developed by 35 participating sci­
ntists and land managers at a scientific 

workslwp held in Stm Valley, Idaho, November 
14-20, 1993. The conclusions presented here are 
those of the authors, but reflect discussions of the 
entire group, and are based on conclusiom reached 
by those participants in working groups. 

There is widespread poor health in the forests of 
the Inland West. Restorative, remedial, or preven­
tative treatment and management is urgently 
needed-particularly on the federal lands. A brief 
window of opportunity of perhaps 15-30 years 
exists. Without timely management inten>ention, 
the region is threatened by major ecological set­

backs-pest epidemics and uncmltrollable wildfires-that will damage re.source 
values and Wtlvert large areas into new even-aged fi>rests, setting the stage for a 
repeat of the wrrent problems far into the 21st century. The scientific tools to 
understand these problems and mitigate them do exist today but are not being 
applied on federal forests rapidly enough to meet tlte urgency o( the situation. The 
current legal and procedural requirements faced by federal land-management 
agencies impose time delays that, when combined with public opposition to timber 
lwtvesting, prevent timely management, doom major forest areas to needless loss 
and damage, and impose lar;v,e (and, perhaps, preventable) cost.> on botflloca/ and 
national economies. 

R. Neil Sampson is executive vice president, AMERICAN FoRESTS, Washington, 
DC. David L. Adams is professor of forest resources, College of Forestry, 
Wildli(e, mul Range Sciences, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID. Stanley 
Hamilton is director and state fiJrester, lda/10 Department of Lands, Boise, ID. 
Stephen P. Mealey is (orest supervisor, Boise National Forest, U.S. Forest 
Service, Boise, !D. Robert Steele is forest ecologist, Intermountain Research 
Station, U.S. Forest Setvice, Boise, lD. Dave Van De Graaffis regional timber­
lands manager, Boise Cascade, Emmett, JD. 

Tile cwtlwr.~ acknowledge the participation and contributions of all tlw partici­
pants in the workshop, particularly Lance Clark, A,l4t:RICAN FORESTS; Robin 
Hartmann, Office of' Congressman Larry LaRocco of Idaho; Herb Mal any, Boise 
Cascade; Lyn More/an, U.S. Forest Setvice, Boise National Forest; and Leon 
Nwenschwandcr, University of Idaho, in tf1e dismssiom that produced this 
overview paper. 
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lntrodu~tion 

In many forested areas of the inland western United States, trees across 
wide landscapes are dying faster than they are growing or being replaced. In 
other areas, conditions exist that virtually guarantee an onset of serious for­
est health problems, which may lead to large wildfires, reburning, erosion, 
and loss of habitat and property. In those areas, it is not just trees and their 
values that are at risk. Where terrestrial ecosystems are adversely impacted, 
the entire range of aquatic resources, wildlife, and other values are affected 
as welL The current conditions-many of which are unprecedented in 
recent times-demand urgent response. Forest managers on both public 
and private lands, even though they manage for a different combination of 
objectives, face a common forest health challenge when the forests in their 
care are deteriorating. 

Within the region there are also forest areas that, either through manage­
ment efforts or natural controls, represent excellent examples of healthy, 
thriving forest ecosystems. In places, examples of healthy forests exist adjacent 
to lands with serious health problems. In all 
forests, managers are challenged to design forest 
health strategies that focus on: 

a) the prevention of sodally undesirable forest 
conditions by protecting the forest from 
insects, diseases, and fire within an 
ecological framework. 

b) the restoration of socially desired forest 
conditions where needed. 

This management needs to reflect a strong 
commitment to maintaining healthy conditions 
for many values, as well as to the study and 
understanding of the current variability in forest 
ecosystems. 

Forest health is defined in this context as a 
condition of forest ecosystems that sustains their 
complexity while providing for human needs, 
and it is clear that many of the forests in the 

The nriTent 
comlitions. man,r 

ol' whidt a1·e 
unpr·twedentt~d in 

l'efent times, 
dPmand m·gent 

•·esponst~. 

Inland West fail the test. In areas where insects, disease, and wildfire are caus­
ing total or near-total tree mortality, the evidence of forest health problems is 
visual and stark. In other areas, the visual evidence and widespread mortality 
may be lacking, but the onset of major ecosystem setbacks are assured by the 
existence of conditions that inevitably lead to large, stand-replacing wildfires. 
Managers are challenged to take rapid preventative action to restore these 
forests to conditions more similar to their historical range of variability or, 
where that is judged not possible or desirable, to strive for another sustainable 
condition. 

Without the application of needed silvicultural and other treatments consis-

s 
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tent with ecosystem management within a fairly short period of time-15 to 
30 years-a very great danger exist3 that the region's forest legacy over the 
next century wi ll be a series of large, uniform landscapes recovering from wi ld­
fires and other ecosystem setbacks on a scale unprecedented in recent evolu­
tionary time. These landsca pes will present futu re societies with a set of limit­
ed options and needlessly high costs that, in many ways, will mirror today's 
unstable situation. Both now and in the future, the preferred situation is a 
more diverse, heterogeneous landscape that is more consistent with the his­
toric range of variability, less susceptible to wide-area disturbances, and thus 
more easily sustainable. 

~'orests at llisk 
The fo rests at greatest risk are composed of an unsustainable combination 

of tree species, densities, and age structures that are susceptible to the fire 
and drought regimes common to. the region. Although the situation differs 
significantly from place to place, the forest areas under th e most stress con­
tain too many trees, or too many of the wrong kind of trees, to con tinue to 
thrive. As the trees get older and larger, the competition intensifies, stress 
increases, and the likelihood of catastrophic change goes up accordingly. 

This is a particular problem in forests where the species mix has shifted 
away from ponderosa and other long-needled pines and toward firs . This 
species sh ift, attributable to a combination of logging, grazing, fire suppres­
sion, and related activities over the past century, has been well document­
ed. In a review of Idaho forest data fo r the period 1952 to 1987, for exa m­
ple, jay O'Laughlin of the University of Idaho found that western wh ite 
pine and ponderosa pine components had declined 60 percen t and 40 per-

Boise Cascade forester Herb Malany cores a ponderosa pine in an open, healthy, 
park-like stand within the Boise Basin Experimental Forest, Boise Na tional Forest. 
Through prescribed buming and thirmirrgs, researchers have tried to maintain 
species composition and density at pre-settlement levels. Because of aggressive fire 

suppression, a neariJy stand (riglrt) has become crowded with firs and Douglas-fir, 
representing a severe fire hazard. 

6 



cent respectively, while true 
firs, lodgepole pine, and 
Douglas-fir had increased 60, 
39, and 15 percent. 

There are also problems 
where the species mix is still 
heavily dominated by pines, 
but where the lack of fire has 
contributed to a dense, over­
crowded forest . In a study 
area in Arizona's Coconino 
National Forest, for example, 
Northern Arizona 
University's Wallace 
Covington and Margaret 
Moore estimated that stem 
counts on basalt-derived soils 
had shifted from a pre-settle­
ment average of 23 trees per 
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Conversion of long-needled pines in Idaho to 
selected species 1952-87. Replacement of pon-
derosa pine and western white pine with spedes 

such as lodgepole pine, true firs, and Douglas-fir 
(shown on graph) has set the stage for more cat-

acre to a current count of 851. astrophic wildfires in the future. 
In a study area in the Kaibab 
National Forest, pre-settlement tree densities on limestone soils averaged 
56 per acre, compared to 276 today. 

The l'orest ar·eas 
undt~r· the most 

stt·ess mntain too 
many tr·ees. m· too 
man,r ot· the wr·ong 

kind ot· ti·t~es. to , 
nmlinue to tln·ive. 

Under these altered conditions, competition 
for moisture and nutrients creates stress, which 
exacts a significant toll in reduced growth, while 
opening the way for catastrophic outbreaks of 
insects, disease, and wildfire. Wildfires in these 
ecosystems have gone from a high-frequency, 
low-intensity regime which sustained the sys­
tem, to numerous high-intensity fires that 
require costly suppression attempts, which 
often prove futile in the face of overpowering 
fire intensity. High fuel loads resulting from the 
long-time absence of fire, and the abundance of 
dead and dying trees, result in fire intensities 
that cause enormous damage to soils, water­
sheds, fisheries, and other ecosystem 
components. 

Wildfir·e Threats Have Changed 
Change agents and processes such as drought, pests, and wildfires are nor­

mal components of forest environments. Unfortunately, the conditions today 
in many Inland West forests allow normal processes to become catastrophic 
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events. Unless the land conditions themselves can be improved, these cata­
strophic changes seem certain to continue. On the Boise National Forest, for 
example, wildfire consumed an average of 3,000 acres per year from 1955 to 
1985. From 1985 to 1992, the average annual wildfire acreage jumped to 
56,000. These include large-area, intense, stand-replacing wildfires in pon­
derosa pine forests, indicating a major shift away from the type of fire regime 
these forests experi-
enced in the pre-set­
tlement era. 

The 1992 Foothills 
Fire is a prime exam­
ple of the type of 
events that seem cer-
tain to continue. 
This wildfire, which 
started on public 
rangelands east of 
Boise, Idaho, on 
August 19, 1992, 
burned more than 
257,000 acres, includ­
ing about 140,000 
acres of national for­
est land. Virtually 
every tree, including 
isolated pines and 
small timbered pock­

Million dollars 
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Wildfire acres in 11 Western states versus federal outlays 

for fire suppression. While U.S. acres burned have declined 
from 40-50 million acres/year in the 1930s to around 5 mil-
lion acres/year in the '70s and '80s, acres burned in the West 

have been on the increase since the 1970s. This accounts for 
most of the increase in federal suppression costs. 

ets, was killed throughout the fire's area. The largest ponderosa pine in 
Idaho-a veteran of dozens of previous fires over its centuries of life-was 
killed, indicating that this was the most intense wildfire the tree had ever 
experienced. Trees containing an estimated 300 million board-feet of mer­
chantable timber were killed, along with young tree growth across the fire's 
area. One population of rare bull trout was wiped out and another seriously 
threatened as intense heat denuded the riparian-zone vegetation and heated 
small streams beyond the fishes' tolerance. The intense heat altered watershed 
functions through vegetative change and the creation of water-repellent soils 
by the intense heat. 

Federal costs for fire suppression and emergency restoration work on the 
national forest totaled $24 million. The need for further management is far 
from over; the young ponderosa pine regeneration must be thinned and pro­
tected from future fires that could kill the seedlings before they mature suffi­
ciently to produce new seed sources. An intense reburn in the next few years 
could change areas that have been forested for many decades, if not centuries, 
to grassland and shrub fields. 

Situations similar to what existed on the land impacted by the Foothills Fire 
are common in many regions of the Inland West. Because these situations 

8 
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reflect conditions outside the historical range of 
variability characteristic of these sites, the 
authors believe natural forces are unlikely to 
correct them in ways that satisfy the public's 
expectations for healthy forests. Change will 
continue, that is certain, but the result of that 
change is far from known. The changed forest 
may be what people consider to be healthy and 
productive, or it may not. The choice we face is 
whether to leave the outcome to chance, or to 
try to guide it toward desirable conditions 
through what Aldo Leopold described as "intel­
ligent tinkering" with forest ecosystems. 

Inaction Poses Increased Risk 
Though it is readily recognized that scientific 

knowledge is incomplete, modem ecosystem 
theory provides a basis for corrective actions 
that can mitigate current levels of risk and 
potential damage, and facilitate improved forest 
health. Through corrective actions and ecosys­
tem management, we can balance forest struc­

tures across landscapes, increasing the opportunity for maintaining biological 
diversity and reducing the impact and scale of inevitable disturbances. 

The question of risk is at the heart of the options facing society in the inland 
western forests. Any management action-including the option of taking no 
action at all-has certain costs and uncertain outcomes. It takes courage and 
leadership in the face of uncertainty and public cynicism to take actions that 
may be inconsistent with past practices. That is, however, what is demanded 
in the current situation facing Inland West forests and forest managers. 

The authors conclude that in many Inland West 
forests, the costs and risks of inaction are greater 
than the costs and risks of remedial action. 
Inaction in the face of current forest conditions 
will likely prove to be the most costly and envi­
ronmentally destructive option. The judicious con­
trol of tree density and species composition 
through prescribed fire, thinning, and other silvi­
cultural methods is critical to reducing risk and 
restoring and maintaining forest health. These 
conclusions may be inconsistent with what citi­
zens, scientists, and policymakers have learned in 
other forest regions where better ecosystem man­
agement is perceived to require less intensive 

9 
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human intervention in the forest. 
The current ecological conditions in the forests of the Inland West, however, 

lead to the conclusion that ecosystem management will demand increased 
management. This new management will be more intense and cover wider 
areas of the forest, but it will be different in impact and appearance from what 
has historically been done, particularly on the federal forests. In most cases it 
will be a more adaptive form of management, more responsive to local condi­
tions and needs, with results more closely monitored to study effects and con­
tinuing changes. The challenge to managers on these threatened forests is to 
provide preventative treatment as a means both of protecting valuable 
resources and reducing the effort and cost of such current management activi­
ties as fire suppression and emergency restoration. 

Ueterrents to 11imely Response 

It is imtlel'atiw 
for nai.ional 

policymakm·s to 
l'twogllize tlw 

unique and 
nitiml situation 
thr·lmtmtin~ t.ht• 
fm·ests ot· tht' 
Inland West 

A concern remains about the capacity of feder­
alland-managing agencies to respond rapidly 
and adaptively to take necessary action in high­
risk situations. Federal forest management and 
environmental laws charge the land-managing 
agencies (primarily the Forest Service and Bureau 
of Land Management) with assuring continued 
ecosystem health and sustainability. 
Unfortunately, the procedural, regulatory, and 
judicial framework that has developed in 
response to that complex array of federal laws 
imposes time delays that, in many cases, prevent 
the agency from taking timely action to address 
fast-changing situations in the forests. This is 
compounded by a lack of public trust that 
results in appeals and litigation in most pro­
posed actions involving tree removal or logging. 
The public is also generally unaware of the 
extreme risks to the forest and adjacent private 
property inherent in the current situation, so 
they often fail to see the potential price that will 
be paid for "doing nothing." 

Public understanding, acceptance, and support for management interven­
tion in unhealthy forest situations is unlikely to result from attempts simply to 
"educate" people or by arguing that "the experts know best." Instead, research 
needs to provide analytic and illustrative tools that will help concerned citi­
zens and agencies understand forest conditions and related risks. People will 
need to see the forest with their own eyes, and be able to see how risk ratings 
and other decision tools have been calculated. They will need to understand 
not only the likelihood of undesirable changes in forests that are left alone, 

10 
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but what those changes will mean in terms of altered values such as visual 
quality, wildlife habitat and numbers, fisheries, water quantity and quality, 
and recreational opportunity. They will have to come to a personal acceptance 
of the fact that while all ecosystems undergo constant change, there are eco­
logically sound methods by which human intervention can guide change in 
ways that are ecologically, economically, and socially sound. 

As scientists, land managers, and concerned conservationists, the authors 
believe it is imperative for national policymakers to recognize the unique and 
critical situation threatening the forests of the Inland West. Immediate action 
is needed to encourage and support forest-management programs that main­
tain healthy forest areas, treat unsustainable conditions, restore forest health 
where needed, and prevent widespread ecological setbacks to protect the pub­
lic and private values that are currently at risk. 

Convlusious of the Working Groups 
The Sun Valley workshop produced five papers representing the consen­

sus of small working groups focusing on specific subjects. The following 
represents an overview of their conclusions. 

Defining and Measuring Forest Health (Jay O'Laughlin, R. Ladd 
Livingston, Lyn Morelan, Ralph Thier, John Thornton, Dale E. Toweill) 

+ Forest health is a condition of forest ecosystems that sustains their 
complexity while providing for human needs. It is a useful communications 
device to help people understand the current condition of the forest. 
+ Forest scientists and managers, working with their customers, can 

identify, define, and determine ranges for a set of measurable characteris­
tics in each forest ecosystem. These can be useful in evaluating the condi­
tion of the forest at any time in relation to desired conditions. 

+ Objective indicators of forest ecosystem condition can be specified 
and measured, but forest health assessments contain subjective value 
judgments that must be clearly recognized. 
+ Comprehensive and intensive inventories of a short list of indicators 

reprt;s,enting commodity and noncommodity values will improve forest 
health assessments, as well as forest planning and management decisions, 
by erlabling an understanding of ecosystem characteristics of stands, habi­
tats, streams, and landscapes. 
+ As is true in other "health"contexts, it may be easier to identify when 

a forest is experiencing an "unhealthy" condition in one or more aspects 
than it is to define exactly what "healthy" means. 

The Ciuulging Forest Ecosystems of the Inland West (W. Wallace 
Covington, Richard Everett, Robert W. Steele, Larry L. Irwin, Tom A. Daer, and 
Allan N.D. Auclair) 

+ The evolutionary history of the organisms that constitute today's Inland 

11 



Fire exclusion in fire-dependent 
forests creates heavy fuel loads 

such as this stand in the 
Wallowa Whitman NF in east­

ern Oregon. Fire weather and 
an ignition source in such fuels 

leads to a catastrophic fire, 
such as the 1989 Lowman fire 

in the Boise NF (below). This 
fire site burned mucl1 hotter 

than fires have in this area his­
torically, and will take several 

decades or longer to recover. 

West ecosystems is character­
ized by natural disturbance 
regimes (e.g., fires, preda­
tion, defoliation), which 
have varied in kind, frequen­
cy, intensity, and extent. 

+ Exclusion of natural 
fires in the forests and 
woodlands of the Inland 
West has led to tree popu­
lation explosions, dead fuel 
accumulations, and contin­
uous landscape-level fuels 
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to such an extent that the niches of some species of plants, animals, and 
microbes have become rare. A parallel decline in resource conditions for 
humans has occurred to a greater or lesser extent in all forest types. 

+ The natural functioning of these ecosystems has in many cases been 
severely impaired (e.g., successional processes altered, recycling processes 
disrupted). 

+ As a result of increased tree densities in the ponderosa pine forest cli­
max type, the increase in late successional species in the mixed conifer cli­
max type, and the increasing landscape homogeneity in all types, cata­
strophic resetting of these systems by either large crown fires, either alone 
or in combination with large insect and disease epidemics, is certain. 

+ Global changes in both climate and C02 concentrations are likely to 
exacerbate these problems. 

+ A fairly narrow window of opportunity-perhaps 15-30 years-exists 
for land managers to implement ecosystem-management treatments 
designed to restore more nearly natural and robust ecosystem structures 
and processes. 

+ Although a continuing concern of both natural resource profession­
als and the general public is the loss of old-growth trees due to logging, 

12 
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there is an increasing consensus that disruption of fire regimes and the 
ensuing tree population irruptions, in conjunction with resultant cata­
strophic crown fires and insect and disease attacks, are a far greater 
threat to biological diversity and ecosystem sustainability than the gener­
al public realizes. 

Human Dimensions of Forest Health Choices (Charley McKetta, Keith 

Blatner, Russell Graham, fohn Erickson, and Stan Hamilton) 
+Major forest-management trends are currently centered around com­

modity production (market and nonmarket) and single-use noncommodity 
production (preservation). 

+ Dedsionmaker risk adversity will lead to fewer decisions in which con­
troversial trade-offs must be faced and more use of initiatives such as "forest 
health" under which preferred managerial options may be achieved with less 
controversy. 

+Resource managers will be confronted with a wide array of added/new 
pressures-both known and unknown-that will tax their ability to respond. 
These will include both biological/physical and social/economic factors. 

+ Ecosystem management rose out of internal pressures, external pres­
sures, and as a solution to forest health problems and growing resource con­
flicts. 

+Among three stylized future forest-management strategies, total protec­
tion, continued commodity production management, and ecosystem man-
agement each have their own risk profiles. · 

+ Management tools exist or can be modified to assess both biological and 
sodal/economic risks in evaluating forest-management strategies. 

+ Commodity forest management that adjusts stand structure can be both 
financtally and biologically complementary to a wide range of jointly pro­
duced nontimber objectives, including forest health conditions. 

+There is a need to develop an accounting system that more accurately 
reflects the true costs of producing both commodity and noncommodity 
goods from the forest, instead of the timber-based single resource account­
ing/budgeting approach currently in place. 

+ Managers should strive to prevent forest health declines because they 
impose four costs: commodity and noncommodity production losses 
(although timber salvage may temporarily rise), dissipation of the forest asset 
itself, increased annual protection costs, and rapidly escalating restoration 
costs. 

+ Planning in the context of ecosystem management introduced a pletho­
ra of complex questions regarding interactions among and between the bio­
logical/physical resources, economics, and sociology. Accommodating this 
complexity will require that the planning methodologies and tools used be 
more flexible and evolve to a further degree. These techniques should also 
be a means of developing a more collaborative relationship with the public. 

+ Resource planning should seek to develop agreements on such funda­
mental issues as the nature of the problems, what will constitute an 

13 
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Prescribed fire, shown here being ignited, is one tool managers can use to reduce fu els 

and reintroduce fire into fire-dependent ecosystems. Although smoke is an unwant­

ed by-product of this technique, careful burning, unlike wildfire, can control smoke 

levels and minimize negative human health effects. 

improvement, and the technologies and techniques to be used for problem 
solving. 

+The major barriers to initiating public forest-ecosystem management 
targeted to forest health appears to be institutional, technical , social, and 
economic. 

Managing Ecosystems for Forest Health (Chadwick D. Oli ver, Dennis 

Ferguson, A lan E. Hmvey, Herbert Malany, John M. Mandzak, and R. W . M utch) 
+ Change is the norm; management is the art of human intervention in 

the process as a way of increasing the amount or du rat ion of conditions 
people desire. 

+ Some natural change processes, while normal, can occur at sca les or 
in tensities that people today wish to avoid. While seeking to eliminate or sup­
press such change is probably illogica l, managing the landscape in ways that 
affect their size, intensity, and duration is a feas ible way of allowing normal 
change to occur within tolerable bounds. 

+ Management ca n attempt to achieve and maintain asynchronous 
flu ctuation pattern s of ecosystem structures, process, and populations 
across the landsca pe, as a mea ns of ass urin g tha t at least minimal 
amounts of all ecosystem components are maintained , and no co m po­
nent becomes grossly overrepresented at any one tim e. 

+ Management that tries to improve conditions favoring fo rest hea lth , 
in combination with actions taken to produce other desired commodity 

14 
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and noncommodity outputs, will be more effective than managing for 
forest health alone. 

+Adaptive management seeks to apply what is known in relation to the 
existing condition on each site, in comparison with the desired reference range 
of conditions that have been identified. Such management is inconsistent with 
central planning, application of uniform standards across landscapes or sys­
tems, and management by regulation. 

+We have the knowledge, tools, and people to begin the job of maintaining 
and restoring forest health to the ecosystems of the Inland West, particularly if 
we utilize adaptive management techniques and monitoring that systematical­
ly seeks the knowledge currently lacking. 

Historical Range of Variability (Penelope Morgan, Gregory H. Aplet, 

Jonathan B. Haufler, Hope C. Humphries, Margaret 1\f. Moore and W. Dale 
Wilson) 

+ The concept of historical range of variability in ecosystem stnu:ture or 
process is valuable in helping to understand and illustrate the dynamic 
nature of ecosystems; the processes that sustain or change ecosystems, espe­
cially disturbances; and the current state of the system in relation to the 
past. Thus, the historical range of variability is useful in evaluating the sus­
tainability of ecosystem conditions. 

+ The historical range of variability can become a reference for determin­
ing a range of desired future conditions. Where the range of desired future 
conditions is defined relative to it, the historical range of variability is use­
ful as a baseline for monitoring. 

+ The historical range of variability can be used as a reference in estab­
lishing the limits of acceptable change in key ecosystem patterns and 
processes. Determining the departure of current conditions from the histori­
cal range of variability can be helpful in assessing and communicating the 
risk and probability of change and the action required to resist that change. 
Alternative future conditions can also be evaluated relative to the historical 
range of variability in ecosystem components and processes. 

+ Because ecosystems are structured hierarchically, historical range of 
variability must be characterized at multiple spatial scales appropriate to 
ecosystem processes. We endorse the implementation of a hierarchical eco­
logical classification system such as ECOMAP (1993), which will help orga­
nize existing knowledge into a useful framework. In addition, we must char­
acterize the historical range of variability at time scales that are relevant 
both to ecosystem dynamics and management goals. 

+ A variety of methods exist to describe the historical range of variability, 
such as reconstruction of past forest structure and composition from tree 
rings, pollen in sediment, and historical photographs. 

+ Some limitations to the approach include the lack of historical data, dif­
ficulties of interpreting the historical record, and societal values. The histor­
ical range of variability will be of limited use as an alternative future model 
in ecosystems drastically affected by the invasion of exotic species, air pol-

15 
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Historic Range of Variability 

,-··- JHRV 
./ 

/ 
/ 
------

1724 1814 1904 1994 2084 
conceptual time line (for reference only) 

----------· Expected range of future conditions 
with management for HRV 

Expected range of conditions 
without Intervention 

Increasingly in forest literature, the terms "historical range of variability," 
"current range of variability," and "desired range of variability" appear. A 
word of explanation and an example seem in order. 

Ecologists have noted that forest systems seldom, if ever, reach a "steady 
state," whether they are managed by people or affected primarily by natural 
forces. What is constant is that forests are in a constant state of change. It 
appears, in fact, that many species have developed or adapted in response to 
these changes, and that slowing or halting the change process (for example, by 
excluding fire) can threaten them. 

The term "historical range of variability" is an attempt to explain the kinds, 
amounts, and speed of the changes that tended to occur on the forest before 
European settlement. Obviously, the history may be fairly obscure, or, for 
that matter, fairlY brief. In contrast, many forests have a fairly long history, 
written in fire scars, old trees, tree remains, bogs, and fossils. 

For each forest, then, forest ecologists today seek to understand what kinds 
of fluctuations seemed to be normal (a range) for the site. These historical 
variations can then be compared to today's conditions, as one guideline on 
the health and well-being of today's forests. For managers looking to the 
future, the concept of "range of variability" offers the chance to set a realistic, 
achievable range of targets toward which their current management can aim. 

In the example above, managers can look at how many acres of old-growth 
ponderosa pine could be found historically in a certain area. It is assumed 
that decline in forest health is linked to conversion of forest type, significantly 
reducing old growth. Another possible assumption is that managing for old 
growth will lead to Improved forest health, as was inferred from the past. 

16 



303 

lution, climate change, or the extinction or near elimination of some native 
species. However, even in these situations, the historical range of variability 
is a useful tool for understanding ecosystem function, which is essential to 
predicting the behavior of altered as well as natural ecosystems. 

We must identify and maintain reference areas from which we can draw 
data to substitute for historical information. Where particular ecosystems 
are not well-represented within research natural areas, wilderness, or other 
appropriate reference areas, additional sections should be identified and 
managed as reference areas. The few parcels that remain relatively unaltered 
by human activity are of unquestionable value as a window to the past. 
Even so, many designated reserves have been affected by air pollution, fire 
exclusion, grazing, mining, and other human activities both within and 
adjacent to them. 

+ Many important sources of information- including old trees, old 
records, and old people-are succumbing to the pressures of time. There is 
an urgent need to ascertain historical ranges of variability for many ecosys­
tems before these records are irretrievably lost. 

This workshop was convened in Sun Valley, Idaho, November 14-19, 
1993, through a partnership involving AMERICAN.FoRESTS, Boise Cascade 
Corporation, Idaho Department of Lands, the Boise National Forest and the 
Intermountain Forest and Range Research Station of the U.S. Forest Service, 
and the University of Idaho College of Forestry, Wildlife, and Range 
Sciences. The workshop brought together a diverse group of scientists and 
forest managers to assess the current state of scientific knowledge about the 
health of the forests in the Inland West. The goal was to produce a current, 
accurate, credible synthesis of information, from across disciplines, about 
forest health in the Inland West. 

The full publication contains this overview paper, five synthesis papers, 
and 16 individual scientific papers. The manuscript is not merely a compi­
lation of papers; it reflects a combination of processes that made this scien­
tific workshop unique. The sponsors of the workshop defined five basic 
questions that related to the spectrum of issues surrounding forest health in 
the Inland West, and formed five groups to address these questions. Each 
group was instructed to draw upon the diverse expertise of their members, 
as well as the knowledge of all the scientists, managers, academics, and field 
people participating in the workshop. The working group papers represent 
the combined expertise of the authors and the synergy of their collective 
knowledge. These papers, along with the individual ones, provide a thor­
ough reference on current conditions and their historical origins, assess 
available management tools, and lay out analyses of biophysical, economic, 
and social ramifications of the various choices available to policymakers. 
Their conclusions are listed in brief form in the previous section. 
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Omission of scientific references and footnotes from this version are 
meant to facilitate general reading. The complete manuscript will appear 
as Volume 2 of the Tournai of Sustainable Forestry OSF). Information on 
subscribing to the Journal is available by writing to: JSF, 10 Alice St., 
Binghamton, NY 13904-9981, or calling 800/342-9678. In addition, a hard­
cover book is being produced by Haworth Press, to be available in mid-
1994. For prices and availability, inquire to AMERICAN FORESTS, P.O. Box 
2000, Washington, DC 20013 or call (202) 667-3300. 
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The Ruffed Grouse Society 
DEDICATED TO IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT 

FOR RUFFED GROUSE, WOODCOCK, 
AND OTHER FOREST WILDLIFE 

P.O. Box 2 • Rice Lake, WI 54868 
(715) 234·8302 

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF 
DANIEL R. DESSECKER 

FOREST BIOLOGIST 
RUFFED GROUSE SOCIETY 

Submitted to: 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 

Committee on Natural Resources 
United States House of Representatives 

H.R. 1164 
Concerning: 

"Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting 
Prohibition Act of 1993" 

5 May 1994 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the future 
management direction of our nation's federally-ownea 
forest lands. These comments are generated by my concerns 
regarding the substantial, negative impact that H.R. 1164 
would have on the ability of natural resource 
professionals to employ an ecosystems approach in the 
management of our nation's forest communities. 

Our nation's federally-owned forest lands encompass 
approximately 285 million acres (Darr 1989). Resource 
management on these lands is of critical importance to the 
people of the United States. 

An ecosystems approach to forest management of 
federally-owned lands demands that all native forest 
communities be represented on the landscape. This may 
require drastic shifts from current land-use policy in 
certain locales. aowever, the maintenance of viable 
ecosystems necessitates that all appropriate means of 
forest stand manipulation, including clearcut harvests, be 
available to resource management professionals. 
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Forest ecosystems across the North American continent have 
evolved with, and adapted to periodic and oftentimes 
drastic disturbance (Allen 1962, Curtis 1971, DeGraaf 
1993). Today, resource managers have two options if they 
are to ensure that these forest systems are managed in a 
manner consistent with natural ecosystem processes: 

1. Reintroduce fire to the forest landscape. 
2. Utilize mechanical means to remove existing 

vegetation. 

The former is unlikely given current social and political 
constraints. The latter is called a timber sale. 

The Ruffed Grouse Society understands only too well the 
negative connotation normally associated with timber sales 
and, specifically clearcut regeneration harvests. 
Clearcut harvests are often inappropriately portrayed as 
the rape or destruction of the forest. Purveyors of this 
wholly inappropriate characterization are either ignorant 
of the basic concepts of forest ecology, or choose to 
ignore the facts in their desire to promote a specific 
objective. Even-age management prescriptions, such as 
clearcut harvest operations, are essential to the 
regeneration of shade-intolerant forest stands-rD North 
America. 

Shade-intolerant forest communities, those forests that 
require full sunlight for regeneration and development, 
owe their very existence to periodic disturbance. 
Historically, this disturbance was caused by wildfires 
that, in some instances, raced across vast portions of the 
forested landscape (Leyburn 1962, Komarek 1965 and 1974, 
Keel 1976, Aschmann 1978, Van Lear and Waldrop 1989). 
Since the initiation of fire detection and suppression 
measures in the early 1930's, man has, to a large degree, 
precluded this type of natural disturbance from reshaping 
our forests, particularly in the eastern United States. 
Today, carefully planned and implemented clearcut timber 
harvest operations best mimic the effects of past fires by 
creating a mosaic of forest stands of varying ages, yet on 
a much smaller scale than historic conflagrations. 
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Despite periodic man-made disturbance, today's hardwood 
forests are maturing at a dramatic rate. The following 
table illustrates this disturbing trend in states located 
throughout the Appalachians. 

TRENDS IN FOREST LAND ACREAGE CLASSIFIED AS HARDWOOD 
--- SEE'i5'LfNG/SAPLING, ~ 20 YEARS OLD) • 

State Trend Interval 
Connect1 cut - 43% 1972 - 1985 

(Dickson and McAfee 1988c) 
Kentucky - 46% 1975 - 1988 

(Alerich 1990) 
Maine - 42% 1971 - 1982 

(Powell and Dickson 1984) 
Massachusetts - 68% 1972 - 1985 

(Dickson and McAfee 1988b) 
New Hampshire - 58% 1973 - 1983 

(Frieswyk and Malley 1985) 
Pennsylvania - 24% 1965 - 1989 

(Alerich 1993) 
Rhode Island - 80% 1972 - 1985 

(Dickson and McAfee 1988a) 
South Carolina - 24% 1978 - 1986 

(Tansey and Hutchins 1988) 
Tennessee - 40% 1971 - 1980 

(Birdsey 1983) 
Vermont - 28% 1973 - 1983 

(Frieswy~ and Malley 1985) 
Virginia - 17% 1977 - 1986 

(Bechtold et al. 1987) 
West Virginia - 61% 1975 - 1989 

(DiGiovanni 1990) 

This rapid rate of decline of the seedling/sapling age 
class within the various hardwood forest types of the 
eastern United States is detrimental to the many species 
of forest wildlife that prefer dense, recently disturbed 
habitats. The ruffed grouse is one such species. 
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However, ruffed grouse are not alone in their preference 
for young, newly-regenerated habitats. Numerous species 
of songbirds breed almost exclusively in young forest 
stands. These species include numerous neotropical 
migrant landbirds that are at present experiencing 
significant population declines. The following table 
illustrates these trends. 

POPULATION CHANGE SINCE 1980 FOR VARIOUS NEOTROPICAL 
MIGRANT LANDBIRDS IN THE EASTERN UNITED STATES 

(US Fish & Wildlife Service-= Breeding Bird Survey Data) 

Species 

field sparrow 
mourning warbler 
brown thrasher 
rufous-sided towhee 
white-throated sparrow 
chestnut-sided warbler 

Trend 

- 24% 
- 18% 
- 16% 
- 16% 
- 15% 
- 12% 

4 

Evidence to support the importance of early-successional 
(young) forest habitats comes from research conducted in 
New Hampshire (Welsh and Healy 1993) and Missouri 
(Thompson et al. 1992). These studies documented the 
species composition of avifaunal communities within large, 
contiguous forested landscapes that exhibited a great 
variety of stand age classes due to extensive 
silvicultural treatment over time, including clearcutting, 
and other contiguous forest landscapes that were 
relatively homogeneous with regard to vegetation structure 
due to a lack of either natural or man-made disturbance. 

~s one would expect, the managed landscape supported 
species that required young forests, these species were 
not found on the unmanaged, homogeneous landscape. Yet, 
this disturbed landscape also supported densities similar 
to those encountered on the undisturbed landscape for 
those species of neotropical migrant landbirds commonly 
characterized as "forest interior species", those ~pecies 
that ostensibly require large blocks of unbroken, mature 
forest. 

Clearly, the presence of early-successional habitats on a 
landscape that is predominantly forested does not 
automatically preclude the presence of species that 
require mature forests. Quite the contrary, a vegetative 
matrix comprised of both early- and late-successional 
forest stands increases both the local and regional 
diversity of breeding avifauna. The complete absence of 
either component, young or mature stands, will negatively 
impact local and regional biodiversity. 
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We can't, as some have suggested, expect that these 
important, early-successional habitats will be produced on 
privately-owned forest lands. Nonindustrial private 
forest landowners are, as a general rule, far less apt to 
harvest forest products (Hodge 1991) and, thereby, 
set-back succession, than are public resource management 
agencies. Data from the Great Lakes area clearly show 
that shade intolerant forest types on nonindustrial 
private forest lands, those forest types that absolutely 
require clearcutting if they are to be regenerated in a 
manner consistent with ecosystem processes, are 
experiencing significant declines (Raile 1985). It is, 
therefore, imperative that our federally-owned forests be 
actively managed to promote the development of dense, 
young forest stands to ensure the continued viability of 
wildlife species that require these habitats. 

The ephemeral nature of early-successional habitats 
necessitates the identification and implementation of a 
program of sound forest management, including 
clearcutting, that will ensure the appropriate spatial and 
temporal distribution of this important habitat component. 
The development of these habitats is a direct and a 
positive benefit of a timber management program designed 
with multi-disciplinary involvement. 

On-the-ground management decisions must be prompted not by 
administrative "targets", but by a demonstrated resource 
need. Much of the current debate regarding "below-cost" 
timber sale programs on our National Forests stems from 
mandates that specific levels of harvest be attained by 
each Region, Forest and District, regardless of the cost 
to ecosystem integrity. ~ very vocal portion of the 
public is convinced that these mandated harvest levels are 
proof that resource management on our National Forests is 
driven far more by commodity production than by ecosystem 
enhancement. 

This perception must be altered. The public must be 
confident that a timber sale is not an end unto itself, 
rather, it is ~-means to an end =-that end being the 
management of critical ecosystem components through the 
manipulation of existing vegetation. 
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Public confidence could be engendered if the costs 
associated with the enhancement of non-timber resources, 
via a timber sale, were assigned to appropriate program 
budgets within the Forest Service, rather than the timber 
sale program budget as is currently the case. Wildlife 
habitat development should be charged to the wildlife 
program budget, the establishment of recreational access 
should be charged against the recreation program budget, 
and so on. This would allow for a more realistic 
appraisal of timber sale programs than is currently 
possible. 

Obviously, appropriate program budgets would have to be 
increased to cover these costs. However, this would 
necessitate no net increase in Forest Service 
appropriations because these funds could simply be 
•reassigned• from what would become a greatly reduced 
budget for the timber sale program. 
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A balanced approach to the future of resource management 
on our nation's federally-owned forests demands that all 
biologically-sound silvicultural options, including 
clearcutting, be available for use by agency 
professionals, as they deem appropriate, to meet specific 
resource objectives. The elimination of even-aged 
silvicultural practices and, specifically clearcutting, as 
management options would eventually ensure that our 
federally-owned forests become nothing more than small, 
isolated fragments of young forest surrounded by a vast 
expanse of mature forest, a scenario equally as 
unacceptable as would be the converse. 

The Ruffed Grouse Society is extremely concerned about the 
impact that the elimination of even-age management would 
have on ruffed grouse populations. However, in that the 
ruffed grouse is an excellent indicator of 
early-successional habitat conditions, these concerns are 
rightly extended to the well-being of local populations of 
numerous species of forest wildlife. 

Despite it's intentions, H.R. 1164 would unquestionably 
lead to a reduction in the ability of resource managers to 
maintain important components of local and regional 
biodiversity. For this reason, the Ruffed Grouse Society 
is adamantly opposed to this ill-founded, broad-brush 
approach to forest resource management as the course along 
which our federal lands will navigate well into the 21st 
century. 
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The Honorable Bruce Vento, Olairman 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 
Committee on Natural Resources 
House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Vento: 

The Wildlife Management Institute appreciates the opportunity to express serious reserva­
tions about H.R. 1164. 

As professional wildlife ecologists, we believe firmly that any legislation which ejects three 
of the four primary silvicultural systems from public lands is patently threatening to forest resource 
management Such restrictions totally ignore the great variance in situations and resource needs nation­
wide. This bill is directly confrontational to wildlife management, including habitat enhancement for 
endangered species such as the red-cockaded woodpecker and Kirtland's warbler. 

No one should defend the historical misuse of clearcutting that has taken place on public 
lands. Conversely, all should defend rational use of that technique against over-zealous attacks, such as 
embodied in H.R. 1164. 

The subcommiuee has been told ad nauseant about the good, bad and ugly of clearcutting. 
And inherently, it is none of these. The result is a function of application. Sensitively applied, clear­
cutting is a valuable tooL Irreverently administered, it can be devastating. 

Aside from eliminating important management options, H.R. 1164 is replete with misleading 
and even untrue claims. Among the bill's findings, for example, are: "Even-age logging kills immobile 
species and the very young of mobile species of wildlife and depletes the habitat of deep-forest species of 
animals, including endangered species." And, "Even-age logging decreases the capability of the soil to 
retain carbon and, during the critical periods of felling and site preparation, reduces capacity of the 
biomass to process and to store carbon, with a result of loss of carbon to the atmosphere, thereby 
aggravating global warming." And, "Even-age logging causes a substantial reduction in native bio­
diversity .... " 

These statements are misleading to the point of being humorous. Neither a box turtle nor a 
nest of young thrusbes is less smashed when hit by a tree cut selectively as opposed to one clearcut. 
Also, it is widely held that an aere of grasses and forbes (which naturally follows clearcutting) processes 
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more carbon dioxide than an acre of trees, because the process is a function of surface area rather than 
immensity. And, the knowledge abounds among ecologists that clearcutting in hardwoods produces more 
diverse forests than selective cutting, simply because most tree species are shade intolerant H.R. 1164 
seems embarrassingly unaffected by these facts. 

Consequently, the subcommittee should reject H.R. 1164, if for no other reason than it is bad 
for wildlife and forest management. 'The Institute would support strongly any committee efforts to prevent 
the misuse of clearcutting, or any other silvicultural teclmique, on public land. 

We request that these comments be part of the hearing record. 

LLW 
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May 11, 1994 

The Honorable Bruce Vento, Chairman 
National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 
of the Natural Resources committee 
u.s. House of Representatives, 
Room 812-0'Neill Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

FOREST 
TRUST 

Subcommittee 

STATEMENT OF HENRY CAREY; DIRECTOR OF FOREST TRUST 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

NATURAL RESOURCES, PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 
IN THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

CONCERNING HR 1164 
FOREST BIODIVERSITY AND CLEARCUTTING PROHIBITION ACT OF 1994 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my support of HR 1164, 
the Forest Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 1993. 
As a forester and the director of an environmental organization 
working to protect our national forests, I strongly support this 
bill. 

This bill would restrict even-aged management as a silvicultural 
alternative. I feel this is appropriate, in light of two 
factors: (1) too much emphasis has been placed on this 
silvicultural method; and (2) incorrect application of this 
method increases the hazard of environmental degradation. 
Evidence for this has been widely provided through past failures 
of applied even-aged management throughout the country. In 
addition, restrictions on even-aged logging would provide greater 
stability for forest-based rural communities over the long term. 

In sum, this bill would serve to protect both native ecosystems 
and the communities dependent upon them. 

sincerely, 

~//· ,;~ /_/ 4 
I ff//o 1/' /7 f,l'f:/;/

7
.< 

Henry< Carey 
Director 

A Division of the Tides Foundation 

recycled Paper 

RO. Box 519 
Santo Fe. NM 87504 
(505) 983-8992 
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Intertribal Timber Council 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

President Ja1me A Pinkham, Nez Perce. V1ce President Louis Adams. Confederated Sahsh & Kootenai Tr~bes: Secretary 
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May 19, 1994 

The Honorable Bruce Vento, Chairman 
Natural Resources Subcommittee on National 

Parks, Forests and Public Lands 
812 O'Neill House Office Building 
U.S. House of Representatives 
washington, DC 20215 

Dear Chairman Vento: 

I am writing to covey the comments of the Intertribal 
Timber Council regarding H.R. 1164, the Forestry 
Biodiversity and Clearcutting Prohibition Act of 
1993, on which your Subcommittee held a hearing May 
5, 1994. I request that this letter be made a part 
of the Subcommittee's hearing record on H.R. 1164. 

The Intertribal Timber council 

The Intertribal Timber Council (ITC) is a seventeen 
year old organization of sixty-four Indian Tribes and 
Alaska Native organizations with substantial forest 
lands. Collectively, the ITC member Tribes hold more 
than 90% of the 5.7 million commercial forest acres, 
and a substantial portion of the 8.7 million woodland 
acres, that are under trust management for tribes by 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs in the u.s. Department 
of the Interior. 

H.R. 1164 1 s application to Tribes 

Mr. Chairman, the Intertribal Timber Council requests 
that Section 6 of H.R. 1164 be deleted from that 
legislation on the grounds that Indian trust lands 
are not U.S. public lands and that restriction of 
tribal rights and interests on !:-:dian l"nds ill order 
to confer benefits 011 the u.s. public-at-large is 
improper. Section 6 would apply restrictive Federal 
forest management policies intended for U.S. public 
lands to Indian lands held in trust for the tribes by 
the U.S. government. Section 6 would amend the 
National Indian Forest Resources Management Act (PL 
101-630, Title III) to restrict the mdnagement of 
Indian trust forest lands by imposing requirements to 

4370 N.E. H"lsey Street • Portl,md, OR ~7213 • (503) 2R2-4296 • FAX (503) 2H2-1274 
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conserve and restore biodiversity and prohibit even-aged 
practices. section 6 could also authorize any u.s. eitizen to 
sue an Indian tribe for alleged violations of the Act. 

xapact of H.R. 1164 on Tribes 

The application of H.R. 1164's restrictions to Indian trust 
forests would be devastating to Indian tribes. The restrictions 
would diminish the tribal governments• sovereign authority to 
determine, within the bounds of the trust, the use of their land, 
and would infringe on the tribal governments• sovereign immunity 
from suit. H.R. 1164 would interfere with the Federal 
government's legal obligations as trustee to manage the land for 
its Indian beneficiaries. The bill would violate the long­
established Federal policy of self-Determination for Indian 
tribal governments, and would impose financial hardship on many 
already impoverished Indian communities, depriving the tribes and 
their members of needed employment and other economic benefits of 
the forest. And H.R. 1164's restrictions could expose the 
Federal government to liability for the conversion of private 
property to public purposes. 

We hope that the application of H.R. 1164's restrictions to 
Indian forest is mistaken, due to an unfamiliarity with the 
unique nature of Indian trust lands and the historic, treaty­
based relationship between tribes the Unites States. 

Indian truet land 

Indian trust lands, including their forests, are DQt u.s. public 
property. They are held in trust by the u.s. for the exclusive 
use and benefit of the Indian people thereon. The great majority 
of these trust lands are Indian reservations specifically 
retained for the tribes in treaties with the u.s. that ceded vast 
amounts of aboriginal tribal territory. To preserve and protect 
these reservations and other Indian land for the Indian people, 
the United States takes the land's title into trust. As trustee, 
the u.s. has a fiduciary obligation to manage the land for the 
benefit of the Indians for whom it is held in trust, not the u.s. 
public. The rights to the land, including rights to determine 
its use, enjoy its benefits, restrict entry and to receive 
compensation for 5th Amendment conversion to public use, are 
retained by the tribe or its individual Indian owner. This trust 
relationship is unique; the holding of title to trust lands by 
the Federal government should not be construed as meaning Indian 
trust lands are u.s. public lands that are subject to management 
for public benefit. 
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Tribal sovereignty 

Within Indian reservations, tribal governments exercise inherent 
sovereign powers, including jurisdiction over Indian people, 
sovereign immunity from law suits, and authority over the use of 
their lands. The preservation of these powers is essential to 
continued tribal governmental existence, and we resist any effort 
to diminish or infringe on these powers. It is inappropriate for 
the u.s. Congress, in an effort to convey some benefit to the 
u.s. public at large, or to offset some mismanagement of u.s. 
public lands, to impose restrictions on tribal lands, diminishing 
both the tribes• sovereign rights to administer their own land 
and their ability to enjoy its benefits. These Federal 
restrictions are particularly inappropriate when the very purpose 
of the Federal government assuming title to Indian land is to 
protect it for the tribes• exclusive use and benefit. 

Tribal governments must determine the management practices most 
appropriate to apply to their lands. Tribal governments are 
keenly aware of their limited land bases, their community's 
needs, and their obligations to future generations. They have 
been living with their land and its resources for a very long 
time, and fully recognize that the decisions how best to address 
all these issues are not easy. But, the decisions are the 
tribes• to make, and must not be imposed upon the tribes in 
response to some outside concern. 

Accordingly, we ask that Section 6 be deleted from H.R. 1164. 

We hope that, in any Subcommittee or committee consideration of 
H.R. 1164, you will accommodate our request. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

sincerely, 

Jaime A. Pinkham 
President 

cc: ITC Executive Board 
Senator Daniel Inouye 
Senator John McCain 
M. Phillips 

Original will be sent Federal Express 
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A STATEMENT FOR 1HE RECORD SUBMI'ITED TO 
1HE HOUSE NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS & PUBUC LANDS SUBCOMMITI'EE 

ON H.R. 1164, THE "FOREST BIODIVERSITY AND CLEARCUTTING 
PROHmmON ACT OF tm• 

by Gary J. Taylor, Leaislative Counsel 
InternaUonal Association ot Fish and Wildlife Apmcles 

May'· 1!194 

The Association appreciates the opportunity to submit a statement for the record on H.R. 
1164. While the Association does not endorse the universal application of even-aged 
management or any other specific silvicultural system for fish and wildlife conservation, we 
conversely do not support a prohibition against even-age management on public lands. The 
Association advocates that this or any other technique should remain available for use, where 
appropriate, by the professionally trained natural resource managers based on their professional 
judgment using sound resource management science. The Association thus must oppose the 
passage of H.R. 1164. 

The International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, founded in 1902, is a quasi­
governmental organization of public agencies charged with the protection and management of 
North America • s fish and wildlife resources. The Association's goveromental members include 
fish and wildlife agencies of the states, provinces, and federal governments of the U.S., Canada, 
and Mexico. All 50 states are members. The Association has been a key organization in 
promoting sound resource management and strengthening federal, state, and private cooperation 
in protecting and managing fish and wildlife and their habitats in the public interest. 

The State fish and wildlife agencies have a vital and vested interest in forest habitat 
management on Federal public lands. During the last 20 years, a number of Congressional 
enactments have expanded federal jurisdiction over certain species of fish and wildlife 
traditionally managed by the States. However, except for certain species of marine mammals, 
under these Congressional enactments, state jurisdiction remains concurrent with federal 
authority for endangered and threatened species, migratory birds, and anadromous fish. State 
authority for fish and resident wildlife remains the comprehensive backdrop applicable in the 
absence of specific, overriding Federal law. This authority applies in most cases to Federal 
public lands. 

On national forests and BLM-administered lands, authority with respect to fish and 
wildlife resources is shared, with land management and habitat authority residing in the federal 
administrators, while direct authority relating to surveys, inventories and the regulation of taking 
of fish and wildlife being reserved explicitly by Congress to the States. Jurisdiction is also 
concurrent on units of the National Wildlife Refuge System and of the National Recreation Area 
System. I refer you to the provisions of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960; the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976; Sikes Act; National Wildlife Refuge 
Administration Act of 1966; the Endangered Species Act of 1973; and the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act as references for these statutory provisions. 
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Concurrent jurisdiction with respect to fish and wildlife, and its application to U.S. 
Department of Interior administered lands, is also discussed generally in the Department of 
Interior Fish and Wildlife Policy: State-Federal Relationships, 43 CFR Part 24. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture policy (Secretary Memorandum at 9500-3) and regulation regarding 
management of the National Forests and Grasslands recognize that States have broad trustee and 
stewardship responsibility over fish and wildlife conservation and the regulation of their use, 
even on Federal lands. We establish this long and successful history of Federal-State partnership 
in managing fish and wildlife on Federal public lands to share with the subcommittee our 
member agencies' standing on the subject of the bill before the subcommittee. 

The Association also certainly embraces many of the concepts and application of uneven­
aged forestry as a legitimate, useful and appropriate technique for balanced forest conservation 
in certain habitats. Modifications of harvest rotation length and schedules using selection 
harvest, amending guidelines for forest stand composition and age regimes, and different 
silviculture systems including varying harvest.> metho.!s are valid ru:d useful techniques for the 
conservation of forest habitats and the biota that they support, and to provide for sustained fiber 
production. We see this as the appropriate role of the professionally trained foresters, fisheries 
and wildlife biologists, and other disciplines to apply these techniques on a local basis as a result 
of scientifically conducted surveys and inventories of both the forest stand and the fauna and 
flora that it supports, while integrating the multiple resource objectives into the forest 
management plans. 

However, the Association has serious concerns about a Congressional mandate to apply 
specific silvicultural and management techniques as a mandate for management of Federal forest 
lands. In our opinion, Congress should not be dictating specific management techniques such 
as the prohibition against even-aged logging as outlined in H.R. 1164. Rather, Congress should 
establish and promote policy and general guidelines and frameworks within which professional 
managers employ their expertise and a consideration of the local conditions to carry out specific 
management for forest ecosystems. We are concerned with what appears to be increasing 
interest by Congress in preempting, through legislative fiat, the application of scientific 
management by resource professionals. Natural resource professionals in forestry, fisheries and 
wildlife, and other related fields of conservation biology, have extensive academic and field 
training which enables them to make the many detailed land management decisions including 
reconciling a number of different resource conservation and production objectives. Congress 
should not, in our opinion, seek to micro-manage our public lands. 

Without belaboring the point, the Association also respectfully suggests that • one size fits 
all" policy solutions are generally both inappropriate and unsuccessful at resolving an issue. The 
great abundance and benefit of the natural resources of the United States derive, in part, from 
the diversity represented in the many ecosystems of this country. It is simplistic to suggest that 
a prohibition on even-aged forest management would universally benefit the many habitats and 
ecosystems represented in the U.S. The Association again strongly urges that the application 

2 
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of the appropriate silvicultural techniques for the conservation of the different forest ecosystems 
remain at the direction of the professionally trained natural resource managers. It would not be 
prudent, in our opinion, to remove even-aged management as a tool from these professionals. 

As you are aware, even-aged management (including clearcutting) is a necessary and 
appropriate technique in some forest ecosystems to promote the health, vitaiity and regeneration 
of those habitats, and the fish and wildlife that are supported by those habitats. Early 
successional habitat, such as that created by even-aged management, occurred historically 
through fn'e, disease and other natural events, creating a diverse landscape of vegetative types. 
Today, we attempt to control these natural events as much as possible, to minimize their harmful 
effects. In the absence of these natural factors, properly planned even-aged management through 
clearcutting can be an important and financially efficient management tool to achieve the 
stroctural and biological diversity on the forest once created by natural events. Where 
appropriate, and as applied by professionally trained resource managers, this practice can create 
and maintain a mosaic of vegetative species al!d age classes on Federal forest land for wildlife 
species requiring these types of habitat for ail or part of their life needs. 

Forest openings created by even-aged management are necessary habitat components for 
several species. For example, wild turkey utilize these as feeding areas for sources of required 
insect protein for young birds. The fruits and berries produced by these habitats are beneficial 
to black bears, white tailed deer and many songbirds. Small raptors, such as the kestrel, and 
the Eastern bluebird require cavities found in snag trees left in clearcuts for nesting. Ruffed 
grouse find food and cover in the habitat created by clearcuts, and even-aged management is 
necessary to ensure the regeneration of the appropriate stand composition and age and size class 
for this species. Without even-aged management on southwestern forests, objectives for grazing 
habitat for deer, antelope and other large ungulates may not be met. Many raptors which nest 
in forest ecosystems need open areas in which to hunt and secure prey. These few examples 
illustrate the need to maintain even-aged management, as applied by professionally trained 
resource managers, as a technique for wildlife management. 

In summary, the Association must oppose the specific Congressional mandate against 
even-aged forest management on Federal public lands, which would be imposed by H.R. 1164. 
Even-aged harvest as a silvicultural tool is beneficial, under the appropriate circumstances in 
certain habitat, for maintaining the habitat required by various wildlife species. The use of this 
tool should rem:~in in the hands of the profe~sionally trainee nahw.J resource manager, and 
applied using their best judgment based on the principles of sound resource management science. 

3 
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Staumenl of 
Stewal't M. lhvlltdbOI'I 

bi/Orl 1M 
Ht~ust Subcommlltet on Notkmal Para an4 Public I..anda 

In lup!J(Jrl of H.R. 1164 
May 6,1994 

1 am SUwtm M. BI'IIIUiborg, a reslbnt qft'M Biltfmot Valle1, MonttuuJ, Urlng 
111«1' Darby, MollllllltJ. 

It II a 1Pfclal prlviletl' /or me to P'""'' trstlnwltJ to thll Commiltee 011 H.R. 
1164, l#glslllllon thllt will piVJrtde MW dlrfcdon /Dr the U.S. Forfst Servicl m 
illliUUit~geRUIII an4 piVJtletion of till NilllomJl Foreats. Tltls Is SONly 111edlll Ill 
thl (lbHIICt of tllsumllhlltmpr9,.,1111 ln/Dnst IIUIIUifl1lmtl prtltti.ell wltlltlt 
t1a1 u,tctatlom that IHII.Y o/us haH htld/Or the .,.. Fonst St1mce IHdfrrhlp. 
n.11 changes for llltliUifemelll rtform "'' been r~pet:lledl} sought lit the 
requesll tznd demallds of tlliun co~U~ntltitmlst11 over tht notion. 

For over 50 yettrl 1 ha1111 been pftJ/e&slonally lnvt~Jved In forest, wi141U'e OIUI 
puiJlk lM4 RUU1ag1mtnt. In my early caner I worked for the Forest Sewtce 01 
a lbouut-ftt~ma and In range an4 illllber sunf1 work. A/fer grtulu4ttng frorn 
1111 Vnlrerllty of Montana I went 011 to receiH my MliSter of ScitiiCe Dtgm tn 
Forestry t:11 ·the Unl~~enliy of Idaho. In the pei'Wd 1941 through 1953 I 
conducted Varl~>us wildlife and range studtts In NDtional Forests of the North1rn 
Rocldts and Oreton: the Lolo, Lewis and Cl4rk, Galllllln and BUterroot In 
MolltQIJa; the &dmon, Net. P1rce1 Clea,.r, St. Joe, C:O.ur D Ale11e and_ 
Ktmlksu In 1141w; an4 tlu Umatilla In Oreaon. I ave re•tslled aU qf these .. 
except for tilt Umatilla • since my return to MDnttUUI tight yetrJ'S ago. 

Public land, wildlife a1UI wUderness p111ervadon concerns dominated my 
profess/4n.al IUe over a 32 yeM prrit~d In Washington D.C. wlure 1 stnedfor 
somt ZO yelln with '111• Wlltlemesa StJClei.J, twelve years as Executive Dlr1ctor, 
Jour yelln as Assistat Conse11ltllltJn Dlrfctor fJ/ the Natlontd WUdJUe 
Ji'edtrtlliolt, tut4 Jour years tu a SPfckt.l Assistant to the Directorate of the 
NIIIWnal Park Senlce and the Assistant SecT~tttry of Interior for Fish, Wildli/1 
and Parks. 
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711• •l~Midng lntpfltU D./ clftu'CUilontng, ucet$1~1 roadlng with thw re•ullbtg 
tllsttudon o/ wll4U/e, ./llhlrlll, recreallonal aiUI sce11lc ""'"n:" D/ ,.,, 
NalloiUil FtJrests, mtlkl, In mJ ]Hnpectlrl, o jlrn prlorlt1 the JHUBf161 of H.R. 
1164 tm4 tmplemenlollon of mqjor rl}'orms In Fonn Slwlce forest IIUIIUJfltlllltl 
pollms. 71., trtlglc conllt}UIIICIB of o~tr cullblg wltll thl applkatkJn o/ groulJ 
~~ Nllli.tmlll For~st Pia allowable still quii1Ultl11 41'1 In . svldsnce 
nerywhlre throurhout the Northw11t. In lit,v lflellme 1 have wtmu~ed lhl 
lran4formllllo11 .from lltpllllslve old growth forests to l'IJSt orea of de11ruled 
mounttdm rlt/Jkd with fOIJds and logging guiUes. 

The losst~ l.l't many: Commun#l,s tmd local people who ha" had thelt 
II11Uiwod sMr(flced by the "cut-out and get out" praetlces oflargeiJ out--of-sttJte 
owned multJ.natlrmlll lofllng corporadotiS. Tht tosr 0/ wfller qullllty "'1~ 
tpUIIItlty for /arms and wmch lands as wfllenheda wert cleiJI'CUI, e%aclrb.., 
spring runoffs and crilkol dly months of JuiJ, August and Septtmber whn 
stream flows w~re reduced by llS much as 40 percent. Sacr(flce and dllruptlon 
oflncompardly rich wildlife and ./Ish hflbtlau havt seriously redwed crllkoJzy 
Important rDnfiS 0/ ellllangered species • the gr1W1 bear, wtJV, bull trout, natltll 
cut throlll and Columbia River salmon and steelhead trout, Perlwp1 the grelllesi 
kniCIS are mtMul'ld In mountain streams where slltolion from logging htu 
de~troyed the spawning beds and biota of the dreams so essllltietllo the survtvlll 
of our flsherles. ManJ In the Northern Rocl:ks would point to the ~~~ere loJBtl 
ln,/ticted upon natutallulbllats of huntable wUdlife popullllions: elk, mult deer 
and bllu:k bear popukdlons M weU M smaller mammals • martin, wolverine, 
bobcot, ~Jnx, ttc.. All suffer impacts of clear-cuttin8 tmd roiUllng. Grouse and 
btrd populatlons have su./Jered direct losses from destruction of the forest$ ott 
which they (lepend, 

/tis apparent, ln my personal perspective, that we have lost nearly all of our 
lower elmlllon old growthforestlln the 1960-1994 period of excessive cutting. 
Few are managed wllh lhe pre~clearcut tra selectivt cutting practtces that proved 
themselves so successful and so important In suppqrtlng our local economies with 
sustained yltlds of tlmbtr whUe protecting scenic, r.creatlonlll, ji.Jh, wiJdlUe and 
wlllershed values. H.R. 1164 provides the mandate for major change, chanp 
thlll will not come about through Internal reform measures that many had hoped 
for with the new letulershlp of the Forest Sewite. 7Jzere are many PorfSt 
Sewlce 1mployees • both in managtment tmd resetll'ch areas • who wUl welcome 
the ltgol mandates of H.R. 1164. These will strengthtn them in their desire to 
11UUIIIII thl Natio1Ull Forests wllhtn the diclllles of careful eco-S!slem protectltm. 
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Tlu~ hiJnds wtu b1 rel,.,orced lit ov~:rcomlng the prtsiUI'fl ond iknu»&ds oJ lh• 
~~tulli-nallonal corportlllons and lho11 in ag1ncy leadership posii/Jms who, over 
1M past thirty ;yean, lu.v1 ltifllcted such dlrtUitlllon upo11 our pub/Jcly owned 
fonsts. 

Spec(ffcally~ thll btu astures protection against ev1n-age managtment tUUI its 
Ultructive llllpacts on natural and plant commun11Je1. Ill lpeciJiclt;y tn 
dellnellllng bltNilverllty requltfmln/8 gtv11 &tmutory aupport to tho11 wlthl" our 
publlc 111114 age,cles who wish to adJure to the prl11clple of canful ICD-flltlm 
protectum. It tllso grtaJl;y str1ngthenslhos1 cltlz.en organlrJUions and tntllvldua& 
who have fought, at f1'tal expense through appeal~ and In the couru, for the 
pro~etloll tJII4 more inuulve numagement of felkrally lldmlnlstend .(onsts. 
D1 bill's uttJ/IUshmfnl of a comml#te to pro11de guldllnee tmd dlnctlDn for 
se11sltlve tct)logical management Is allo an lmporttrnt step In strtnglhenlng 
scllntfftc managenunt and the restoralion of nadve blo-tlivsrsUy. 

Prtecrlptlons In the bill for selective harvest are tslllltlal In gtlinlng new 
dirtcllon for the protection of our forests. Selective cutting ill forestl oj tlu 
Northwest, Including higher elt'Vadolllodgepole pine stands, must be written Into 
law 1/ compllance of the agencies Is to be trohieved • 

. Vitally lmportnnt are H.R. 1164's pro-visions that strengthen legal procfduns and 
cltlun rtC6une tn gaining e"'orctmelll of this llglslillWn and other laws 
perlalnlllg to RUJJ~aglmtnt oJ ftdsml forest latuls. Also of prlorll;y ll#pol't4Mf 
II th1 prohlbldon In the bill of new road t/llly Into nmtllltl•g rotulleSBitwll lit 
our National Forests. Language of H.R. 1164 should be broatltmd to explicitly 
protect tJ1 l'tnJillnlJ18 roatll11s llznds, some of whkh wen not lnv1ntorled Ill lhe 
RoadUss Area Revitw ond E'llalulllion or which are not defined In currentfotest 
managemml plans. 

It Is with deep appreciatlon of tile work of this blU's sponsors that 1 offer 17fJ1 
strong support and tndorsem1nt of H.R. 1164. I have bien witness ltJ thB mls­
tnanllfntUnt of the11 pubUcly owned ltlnds, mis-management thlll has llejUcted 
terrlblt . IIJSits upo11 our forest heritage. We mU# gtJilf e11actment of this 
llglsldtio11 ff we lire to stop these ilbuses and beghl the •low procest of nstoring 
mlllWn1 oj tll:teS to their hlghtrt levels of productlvllJ arul elf}o;yllftlll for the 
American people. 

llle1J much appreclllk tf11 opportunU, to present this tBStlmon;y. 
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Supplement to the Statement of 
BtQWart M. Rrandbora 

before the 
House Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands 

ln support of H.R. 1164 
Hay 8, 1994 

Queet1ona have arisen conoernina the applicability of 
selection manaaoment to certain types of ecoayetema. 

I have personally . observed the employment of 
selection manaaament in .'J>ou1laa fir and lodaepole pine 
atcanchs. Thie praot1oe is beins used more widely in 
reoent years and with auoceaa. 

We find that careful control of cutt1n8 leaves needed 
cover for wildlife aa well ae protection of soil end 
watershed values. 



Matthew Htller. Ph.D. 
P.O. Box 8121 
St. Paul, HN 55108 

Mb\;4,1994 

Honorible John 8r'!S'tt 
Cor on House OffiCE: B u llding 
IJnlted States Congr~ 
W~hlrj~Jtor• D.C. 

OW Mr. Bry&nt. 
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I am wrlt1ng to vou becauSe llltn "erv concerned &boot the health of our tlatlOO&l Forests. lr. 
Minne50ta. mll'!t of the loggino Is done Dy even-eQI!d. clwcutttno methods. Cleercutttng h8s 
s1QI'tlficant neQIItlve coo~ on thi: soils. biOdiversity. erd subseQUent regrowth of w forest. 

Wt.il& researcMng forest sons In northern Hinnesot&. I become aware o1 the Cllltneoe to tt.e son aroel 
the IOOQ-term forest productivity by clweutt!ng of aspen. Unfortunately, mllt'htnes Ltled for 
harvesting are tlble to worlc. even when the soil condltlons ere too wet and th-erefore not able to 
support tne mochinery. The result¥~t rutting ond compectlon of the 10il promotas anwocic 
oonditioM In the root zorJe or. soils lower In the landSCaPe. leei!tr.o to poorer rfl!l806fattor,, ar.d 
lower productivity. · · 

Because 89J)el'l SUCkers after cutting It is lld:ed upon es D fworable tree spectes since less effort Is 
necessary to reveoetate en area. Continually hervestlnq &Spen wer Iaroe areas bV cleercutttng, 
creates a monoculture. This sets bOCic. the natural succe~1on tllat would oa:ur tithe for~t were 
net harvestac1 Our n&tior.al ex~riar.~ with monocutura1 proOvction techniques in 6gl'icu1ture has 
sttOWn u~ tt>.at simplistic plant communities re more sw.oepttble to dlseose er.d Insect orgenisms. 

Ttte best example of ~taillllble forestry pr~tces in the Ni~t Is on the lands of the Menominee 
lndit:r. Reservation in WiSC6rtSir.. t1ost of their forest is htlr·.,.esta:l bv ~lective cutting, only whel'l 
~I! cooditlons ere optima!. and the result hilS been 11 sustained yield of timber for tne i~t 135 
yeer sl Unllka tt.e surrounding forasts that were liquid!! too and hlgt.-grUldet Ule bEQlnnlno of 
t.~1s century up to the present r»v. the Menominee have removed only the oldest and disetJSed trees. 
Their forest is M&lthler todtrv than In the p&St «~d it contains more merchantable t1moar tt.ar1 
when tne Menominee Reservation WI2S est.Dblished. Selective rotting of 11n ell-aged meneged forest 
.:nsures a forest thZtl is more m~ture ~r.d diverse. yieldirtQ hi!tter-auality ar.d higt.er-value iorest 
product!. 

Most strikinq Is the reeli:tat10n ttlDt if sustaineble methods ofiorest management h&.:l been used. 
tt•er;~ would not lie ttte r.urn;;rous scar; ui)On the 1~. r.or the current forest o!Clllc.Qical tll'td 
economTccrises that coniront us tuoa')•. 

1 stronqly urge ell members of Congr~ to end:lrse H.R. 1164. Implementation oi H.R. ll64 
would improv10 the profltDOilitv cf our National Forests and set e positive e~ompleof stewardship 
fur state ent1 county iorest m¥~~ent egenc:ies. 

MattheW Miller. Ph.D .. Soil Science 



.SIERRA 
-c~uB 

Jlay 19,.1994 . 

829 

BetoN tlle Houae Natural R•ource. CciJQiittae, 
sul:looauaitt .. on Hational Parka~ Poreata and Public:! l'.Mda, 
em li.R. 1164, tbe For:eat Biocliveraity and Cleroutting 
P~ibition Act Of 1993 

~- . 
Pl.,..• inclwk the following teat.i.aony in the record of. the Hay !S, 

1994, hearing on H.R. 1164 before thia· aubcaa.1ttaa. 

on ~ehalf of our more than half a mi1lion.aaabara nation-vide, I would 
like to axpreH t)\e Sierra Club'• atrong aupport for thia bill vh;l.ob 
addraaaaa two of the aoat ·aarioua •nd u~ant prob~ on our national 
forests and other pui>lic land• .mwe l01J9in9 ia al.1ova4--vi4aap%'ea4 
alt&J:eticm. of tha native biodivaraity of our :foreata and the uaa of logginq 
methoc!a vhiob are the aost d.Uiaginq to tile forest ecoaysto. suob 
activities are not appropriate on our public lands--lands vbare aanager:a 
shoUld qive priority to forest ecosyato sustainability and benefits not 
auppliad on private land. Thiel bill will halp wan public land llllln&gara 
away tro. managing the public's forest lands as tillher cropa first and 
foraata second. 

Monocultura tree farming has left our public l~ a patch-work ot 
areaa where native foresta have .bacoaa ai111plified tilllber crops. lihat wan 
once riChly diverse co~ities of many interdependant plant and aniaal 
~paoiea have ottan been tr&neforae4 into mostly aingle-epeciee crops of 
commercially preferable trees. Logved-over areas ara often replanted with 
so-called •genetically i•proved pine seedlings" (GIPS) intended to grow 
fast and out-compete other spooies. strangely enough, the •genetically 
improvea• trees need the assistance of massive amounts of "manaqeaent• 
annually costing tens of millions of dollars to out.-COIIIPete the nativ• 
vegetation. Non-favored hardwood and other species Which compete with the 
GIPS or other favored species are suppressed .by various methods including 
burning, herbiciding, qirdlinq and other manipulation techniques. 

such tree farming increases our forests• susceptibility to insecta and 
disease. It robs citizana of their natural heritage and associated 
recreation opportunities. In parts of thOIJ South, for ex&lllple, fo.reats 
containing commercially-favored pina traea also contain a majorit¥ of or 
siqnificant perce~taq- or hardwoods--til• qlorioua c>aka, beeches, biclc:ory, 
redbuds, service ~•rry, aaples, ~aaawood, vild plum, ae;nolia and doqwooda 
that ARI!! the aoutharn woodlands. .Paseaqe of this bill will help to enaura 
that ~hat ia left of the sich living co.-unlti .. of America•• native 
ecoayste.a will reaein intact for future gan•raticna. 
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It ia urgent that congress paaa tba biodiversity protections in this 
bill. Already, in many toraata, b-ua• of "aod~" IIIOlloc:ulture traa 
farainq by even•aqe loqqin; and associated vidaapraad burninq, herbiciding, 
aita preparation, eta,, we estimate that federal land manaqara have 
drastically altered our native wooda ~n a aajority of lands (in aany caaea 
no accurate recorda were kept ot wbara burning and herbioiding was uaed), 
In tha next decade, in aany to~ta, if currant manaqeaent plana ara 
followed, tha burning, herbio141nq, and evan-aqa logvinq could complete the 
drastic alteration of native eooaystaaa on virtually all ot the forests 
exeapt those areas that are designated vildarneas or otherwise not 
attractive enough from a timber standpoint to warrant alteration. our 
natural heritage on millions of acr .. of public lands will have bean 
raleqatad aoatly to high elevation ridge tops, atraam bottoms and (etten 
nutrient-poor) . wildarneaa areas. 

A second serious and urgent problem that ~s bill addreaaaa ia the 
public land aanagera• choice ~r loqqing method, Public values aucb as 
raoreation, wildlife, biological diversity and vatarshad protection sutter 
Qndar the tiabar-doainated attitude and the even-age logging mathOda 
chosen. Evan-aga management ia a praacription ror disaster. that arodea 
topsoil, wastes soil nutrients, silts atreama, hurts fish and wildlife 
habitat, and diminishes recreation and tourism opportunities. It is also a 
qreat detriment to private inholdara within ~d adjacent to public toreata 
whose property values, water quality and other amenitiea autter trom tha 
government's choice ot loqqing method. 

In moat public toreata in the country, even-age logginq ia the rule 
rather than the exception . The leas environmentally damaging alternative 
ot selection management that is allowed under thia bill better holda tha 
soil, maintains more ground cover, a mora continuous foraat canopy, and 
better preserves tha native ecosystem. It is practiced on more than two 
million acres of private timberland& in the South alone. 

Selection managenent uses our tax dol l ars more wisely than even-aqe 
management. Per dollar of coat, it brinqs us both more Wood and more 
Oollars of return because of its traadom from plantation setup costs and 
its qreater sawtimber production. 

Another important provision of this bill would prevent road 
construction or reconctruction in any inventoried roadless areas . Timb~r 
aalea in these areas habitually cost the u.s. Treasury money because of 
their high road construction costs due to rugged terrain and their low 
timber values. This provis:ion ia one of the quickeat and surest ways to 
prevent money-losing timber sales vhile fulfilling other multiple-use 
objectives of federal lands--recreation, watershed protection, biological 
diversity and wildlife. However, there are many roadless area• that exist 
that ware not documented in inventories and we feel that they ahould also 
be included in this bill. We would racoumend that the bill be amended to 
prohibit new road construction and reconstruction in any roadl••• area 
regardless of whether they were included in inventorie• or datinad in 
management plans. 

In aum, the two major ratoraa found in this bill--requiring management 
for the native ecosystem and proh_ibitinq even-age logginq--are two or the 
moat important and urgent reforms needed in public land aanagemant . we 
would like to mention, howaver, that this bill is not a cure tor all our 
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public foreat illa, ~nd we would ancour~;a this ooamittae to keep in aind 
otbar badly n.aded refora8. These reform• include dr~atioelly reducing the 
deaand for wood and fiber by eliminating w~ateful uses, increasing 
recycling of wood ~nd paper product., dsvalopin; alte~tive m~tari~ls, 
~ltinq the construction of new and reconstructed ro~da, permanently 
praaerving ancient forest ~reaa baaed on solid science, permanently 
protecting froa lo;;ing other ecologically important and large ro~dl .. s 
are~s, setting the annu~l allowable timber sals quantity on pUb~ic l~d• ~t 
environmen~ll{ responsible l.vela, haltinq aoney•loaing timber sales, 
protectinq tra la and streams, and monitoring and maintaining pana~ent 
records of the ~ctual effects of logging ~nd other activities .on forest 
eoosyatams. 

Two particular existing laws need to be addressed: 

•The 1930 Knutsen-Vandenbur; Act, a well-intentioned attempt by 
Con;reaa to encourage reforestation (but whiQb now encourages clearoutting 
~d other forma of .ven-age management, as well as massive burning ~d 
cutting of ~:tdwoods) , should be repealed end ~uthorhation and 
appropriation powers for these funds should be returned to Con;rasa. Under 
thia Act, un~ppropriated federal aoney becomes ovailable for the large 
amount of site preparation, pl~nting andfor thinning that clearcutting and 
other forma of even-age management requires. 

•Payments to Counties-in-Lieu-ot-Taxas and Turnback Funds, an attempt 
to compensate local counties tor federal land ownership, but which 
perversely promotes logging (including money-losing logging) rather than 
lon;er-range forest health and biodiversity. The formula needs to be 
changed to guarantee local counties and schools a reasonable ~nd reliable 
base rate regardless of timber or other commodities sold from federal 
lands. Thia will allow the schools ~d counties to do some long term 
budgeting, which they now find almost impossible to do, and will free them 
from the financial boom and bust cycles of the timber markets. 

H.R. 1164 obviously will not accomplish these reforms, but it does 
addreas two very important and urgent problems. We otter the attached 
suggested language changes, with brief explanation as follows (all 
suggestions should be applied to all pertinent sections of the bill): 

LANGUAGe CaANGES PROPOSED FOR H.R. 1164 

J.. p. 2, line 7. Delete "in all timberland owned or operated by the 
United States where logging is permitted," and substitute •on all federal 
public lands,• [to clarify that biodiversity requirements in the bill. apply 
to lands where no logging is permitted as well as those where logging is 
parmi tted. J 

2. p. 2, lines 20-21. Delete "reduction" and substitute "alterations. •• 
[to guard against repeat of currant ecologically-detrimental interpretation 
ot existing law in which the Forest Service perceives a permission or 
mandata to •increase• the kinds of plants or trees or the number of age 
classes of trees that currently occupy an ecosystem.] 

J. p. 4, linea 20•24. Delete subsection (9) in its entirety and renumber 
subsequent sections accordingly. [Although.the subsection accurately 
describes oneof the negative effects of even-age loggingo this effect can 
also be the rasult of selection logging. In many areas of the foreat, the 
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most ecologically sound approach to beet avoid tho harmful efteote· 
mentioned ia to avoid ell logging. Deletion of. the discussion makes 
clearer to tho pertinent agency that the bill's biodiversity requirements 
must be aet independently ot choice of logging method and that choosing 
selection loqging in no way legitimizes logging it sound biological science 
indicates· that logging prohibition is the appropriate course.] 

4. P• 5 1 linea 1~2. Delete "diversity,• substitute •values,•. [The 
aubetitution removes possible agency confusion of. the biological definition 
ot "diversity• in the bill with diversity of recreational experiences 
mentioned in the findings.) 

5. p. 5, line 14. Delete "Reduction in" and substitute ·~lteration ot•. 
(same reamon as t3.J 

6. p. 5, line 18. Delete "Reduction• and substitute "Alteration•. [same 
reaeon aa f3,] 

7. p, 6, linea 4-5. Add a comma after •selection management• and delete 
•and native bicdivereity protection,•. Lines 8-10, delate •or eliminate•, 
the comma after •environment•, and •would maintain vital native ecosystems· 
in Federal forests,•. Add a separate eubeection numbered aooordingly: "By 
protecting native biodiversity, as prescribed in this Act, federal agenciea 
would maintain vital native ecosystems and would improve the quality of 
life of the American people." Renumber Bubaequent aubsectiona accordingly. 
[to make clear that any logging poses potential devastation to the 
anvironment, and to clarify (by separating completely) that the two reforms 
in this bill are two distinct requirements, i.e. that practicing selection 
logging in no way presumes that the bill's diversity requirements have been 
mat.] 

a. p. 7, lines s-9. Delete "that is managed or operated for timber 
purposes". Also delete identical phrase• in pertinent aections of the bill 
directing agencies other than the Forest service. Clarify in lines 13-18 
of p. 8 (and other pertinent sections of the bill repeating this provision 
for other agencies) that the requirements of sec. 3(a) of this Act override 
any permissive language in this section, i.e. that use o! selection logging 
per se does not comply with the diversity requirements in this Act. [Since 
the bill sUbstitutes diversity requirements in existing law that apply to 
both logging and non-logging areas of the forest, this language must apply 
to both, lest the agency foel free to alter native ecosystems on 11non­
logging• parts of the forest (there are many examples where this has been 
done).] 

9. p. 8, line 25. Delete the line and substituta a Section entitled 
"Definitions". Follow suit on comparable subsequent sections referring to 
agencies other than Forest service. (Renumber subsequent sections 
accordingly.) (to clarify that these do~initions apply to terms used 
throughout this Act as it amenas· existing law, not just to terrts used in 
new subsection (n).) 

10, p. 10, line 19. oaleto ":forest", substitute "biological". Follow 
suit on pertinent definitions in othe~ sections. (cl4rification.) 

11. p. 9, lina 15. Ad4 "and passive"· between "active" and "measures". 
Follow suit on pertinent datinitions in other sootions. [clarification that 
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"passi~e•measures ~y also be used to maintain native biological 
dlvenity.] 

12. p. 10, lin&' 18. Add at the end "The foregoing limitation shall not be 
d&amad to es~ablish a lOO-year projected felling age as the standard at 
which individual trees in a stand ~r• to be cut, nor shall "native 
biodiv.rsity" be limit~ to that which occurs within the context of a lOO• 
yasr projected felling age. (another clarification that native biodiversity 
requiruaents in the bill 11Ust be lllet and tbat no ,logqinq per se, or 
partiaular kind of logging, is oonsidere4 to automatically meat the 
diversity requirements.} , 

We appreciate this sUbcommittaa•s attention to public forest 
manags••nt issues and urqe speedy paasaqe of H.R.l164. 

siJ.t~ 
Bill 'l'boaas 
Cbair 
Forest Refo~ Working Group 
sierra Club 

(Bill 'l'bomas 
P.O. Box 2'12 
Ce~ar Mountain, NC 28718) 
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U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington D.C. 

Dear Representative Vento: 
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Northwoods Citizens for a Sustainable Forest 

Bemidji, MN 56601 

Thank you for scheduling the recent hearing of H.R. 1164 Forest BiodiPenily and 
Clearcutting Prohibition Act before the subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public 
Lands. I understand it now has 94 co-sponsors but sadly, not one from Minnesota. Why?? 
Are not our two national forests (Chippewa and Superior) worthy of protection? 

I'd also like to thank you for attending the recent town meeting held in St. Paul on re­
inventing the U.S. Forest Service with Chief Jack Ward Thomas. No other U.S. House 
Representative from Minnesota was in attendance. What does that imply? I have spent two 
years of my life and $10,000 to date on the forest issue in an effort to make a difference. So 
far, it seems I have not been able to make a difference with my political representatives. I 
am forwarding the comments from the citizen participants (150) of the St. Paul Town 
Meeting and it is quite clear I am not alone in my sentiments. 

Lastly, I lament an era my Finnish Grandfather knew of North Central Minnesota (Chippewa 
National Forest) Once covered with pine. My father, a sawmill owner from 1922-1962 
knew the area less of what was Once covered with pine and tnday, I risk passing to my 
children and grandchildren a heritage of what was Once covered with pine only a memory. 
So, at this late date, a 100 years later, I ask your help in seeking a moratorium on the 
cutting of all red and white pine in both the Chippewa and Superior National Forests that 
are 100 yeon of age and older. The two forests contain only a small percentage (Chippewa 
less than l %) of the original white and red pine. These relic stands are all we have left of 
our virgin forests. Surely, their historic and ecological values out-weigh value to the saw-log 
timber industry. I have alshtsolicited support from Chief Jack Ward Thomas. 
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In closing, I'd like to quote Winston Churchill "You con always rei, on America to do the 
right thing-after they hove exhausted 'all the possibilities!" It is with recognition thot our 
National Forests have betn exhausted and it is now lime to do the right thing. It must be 
realized that decisions made today will impoct future generations wha ha11e the most to gain 
or lose. Minnesota forests ha111 only recently began to IIUlke a healthy reco111ry after the 
deforestation (White Pin1 Era) of the tum of the c1ntur.1. It would be a tragedy to have not 
learned from our own history. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

Judy Johnson 

CC: Representative James Oberstar 
Representative Collin Peterson 
Representative David Minge 
Representative Martin Sabo 
Representative Tim Penny . 

Small is the number of them that see with their own eyes and feel with their own hearts. All of us 
who are concerned for peace, triumph of reason and justice must he keenly aware how small an 
inlluence reason and honest giJOd will exert upon events in the political world - Albert Einstein. 

At some point we must draw ·a line across the ground of our home and our being, drive a spear Into 
the land, and say to the bulldozers, government and corporations, ~thus' for 41Ul no farther." If we 
do not, we shall later feel, instead of pride, the regret of Thoreau, that good but overly bookish man, 
who wrote, near the end of this life, ~If I npent of anything il is likely to 1H my good /Hha~lor" -
Edward Abbey. 
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Declaration of Robert F. Mueller. Ph.D., October 20. 1993 

I, Robert F. Mueller, Ph.D., of Route l, Box 250, Staunton VIrginia 24401·9617, do 
declare as follows under penalty of petjury: 

For more than a decade I have observed and closely monitored Central Appalachian 
ecosystems and actions by the U.S. Forest Service therein. Monitoring has Included not 
only the period before and immediately after timber cutting but also the type and quallty 
of regeneration In older cuts. VIrtually Without exception I have found that even age 
timbenng - cleareut, shelterwood, seedtree etc. - In these forests has been highly 
destructive of ecosystems In terms of the forest floor. loss of topsoil, soli compaction, 
siltation of streams, and most serious of all, the faJiure to regenerate not only the desired 
timber species but also the host of herbaceous understory species that count for most of 
the vegetative diversity. Thts Is In close agreement wtth recent studies of Duffy and 
Meier ( 1992) (attachment II I). I have also seen signs of detrimental effects on 
amphibians as documented by Raymond and Hardy (1991) and Petranka et al (1993) 
(attachment Ill). Frequently, also, I have found that regenerated tree species are not 
those desired and predicted by the Forest Service. namely chiefly oaks, but undesirable 
species such as Red and Stt1ped Maples. Gum. etc. (Mueller, 1992a) (attachment 112). In 
some cases the Forest Service has gone to pains to roncea1 this result and has Issued 
falsified reports (Mueller, l992b) (attachment #3). Many of the negative aspects of even 
age Umber management have been summariZed by Robinson (1988) (Attachment Ill). 

Contrasting wtth the generally destructive character of even age management 
selective cutting --single tree. group selection- has far less Impact. especially wtth 
respect to the soli and forest lloor plant communities. A stipulation here. however. is 
that selective cutting must not be unduly dependent on new road construction and must 
be confined to timber stands mature enough to yield a profit. The so-called group 
selection- really patch clearcutttng - and management In general by the U.S. Forest 
Service has resulted In excessive roadlng and cutting much immature timber which has 
been sold at a loss for pulpwood. The result has been degradation of ecosystems and 
losses to the U.S. Treasury. I belleve that wtth stipulations against excessive roadtng. 
wtth preservation of extsttng roadless areas, and avoidance of frequent entries to retain 
solitude and achieve tree maturity. H. R 1164 could provide a far greater degree of 
protection to Centra! Appalachian forests than extsts at present. 

Recently the U.S. Forest Service has attempted to answer critics of their even age 
management and other abuses. One tack they have employed ts a continuing change In 
rhetoric. New names for even-age cutting methods have multiplied. In the Monongahela 
National Forest for example "Two age• cuts have recently been Introduced. Recently 
also •ecosystem management• has become a buzzword but little more. In the analysts of 
the High Knob Opportunity Area of the Jefferson's Clinch River Dtstrlct the now "old 
hat" "New Perspectives' ts said to be "In transition to Ecosystem Management" On May 
7, 1992, Supervisors of the George Washington and Jefferson National Forests Invited 
forest activists "to become Involved wtth our sctenttsts In the development.. .of specific 
old growth forest descnptlons." However when a splendid stand of old growth was 
called to their attention In the proposed St!llhouse Timber Sale they rejected all appeals 
and decided to cut this stand anyway. So much for "Ecosystem Management." 

. ..., signed, 

~4-P-A'<!~<#-
Robert F. Mueller, Ph.D. 
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Vitce of R. F. Mueller, Ph.D. 
Route 1, Box 250, Staunton, Virginia 24401-9617 

Ph.D. geology, University of Chicago, 1959; Research associate and adjunct 
professor, University of California, San Otego, 1960-1962; Assistant Prof, University of 
Chicago, 1962-1967; Senior Scientist, Goddard Space Flight Center, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 1967-1976: While at NASA did planetary 
{chiefly Venus) and enVIronmental research. Authored numerous publications In geology. 
planetology and envtronmental science. Since retirement In 1976 has been a student of 
Central Appalachian ecosystems and has monitored them and the actiVIties of the U.S. 
Forest Service. 
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Attachment # 1 
Declaration of Robert F. Mueller. Ph.D. 
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Appalachian 
Clearcutters Flunk Silviculture 
by R.F. Mueller 

To bear the U.S. f(l't;St Service iell il, our 
~itive App:llacbian fOR:Sts in all their virgin 
splendor, weR:' really impoo.sibly dccaden!, 
scarcely Wive. And to hear lhese: ~ucrats. 
the ancient trees lacked oo1y ooe lngw:iient to 
.,_tl>eirilll:clearcu!ting. ASI!!Iploremcdy! 

To~ this message across to an imtlaily 
guUihle bu1 ~y skeplical public, thcoe 
industrial foresters usc a wtlJ..OOned rhetoric 
and l:xioon of ..,.ranging litlmeup!lcmisloc 
to>Oll}'. 'flrustilepresentf<mil,wilh<rees 
far younger than those of tile primary fORS, 
<Joting mostly to the tumoflhe century or lol<r 
when it ai"CCSC from the hok:w:aust of logging 
and fi~ is said to be .. aging." This charac· 
tenzatioo is 4lmoll invariably UICd fl>r 8().90 
year old ttees in environmental aYCSSments or 
timber sales despite tbc fUCISl Semce'sown 
literntun: (~ural- No. 271, 
USDA-Se!viee, 196S)wlli::l!showstbot 
some major tree species add their p.atest 
yearly growth inaement at 100 yeara of age 
aod that some specie$ INc SOO years a: men. 
Stands oft""" tlO yeats of age '"'"'"'ll<liaa 
said to lle "falling apan." ana"""....,.... od· 
mooishe<lckilonsata publit:lu::ariotl tbot "it's 
a dying tb""' OUI there." Obviously then: is 
oo appm::ialion hen:: for the dead trees and 
dowrlwoodcbamderistic of Old growlh. trails 
essential for the bcoltb of the l'ooost. Sud> a 
fot<St doesn't "age" but exhibits dynamic ..,.. __ all_of_indudlng 

the <lead and dying. 
We frequently hear or read thai 

clean:Uiting is required to revilalize "51agoant 
Slall<lsoflimber"whicbthen"regeeleraoo"as 
"vigun:UI" and "!hrifly" 5pl<lU<Il. The f~ 
ts said to be lD oeed of .. opening up .. or 
"dayl;ghting." implying that- intoletant 
bUI commer<:ially desimble species such as 
oaks and tulipttec could noc grow but fa- the 
a>dofchaimaw.landbuUdazors. Todisa<do 
ll'!'<iermel~rflos&ingimlolviog ..... ioo 
<>fl.,..qrsmall8fOUI"'of"- they raise!be 
- tbat the f"""'l in tile dry oak·rich 
George 'Mishing!oo aod Jefferson N•tional 
F<nstsmight """"""'"" bysllede ,.,,,,.,.,,and 

a:mmen::iaiJy infetiorspcciessuchas Beech. 
R<d Maple and Blael: Gum. Th;s argument 
has also been madco in Ule Monongahela Na­
lioool Ftns~ wh= shade tolcr.wn speciCssuch 
as Sugar Maple and Beech are common and 
where oaks are not as common because o( 
moisl conditions.. How" puzzling then that both 
shade loterant and intoleranl species ~ 
abundant in tbe tlriginal virgin mixed ttlC:$(). 

phy1e fon:ots of the moisl Cumbetland and 
Allegheny Mountain&, while intolerant oaks 
thrived without management in the dtytr fa~ 
ests elsew!tm (Lucy Braun. Deciduous Fer· 
ests of F..lStem Nctth America, Macmillan. 
1950)! Aopcmledwt by lll< prominenleco­
logiall -Dr. lconMindderinmrnetOOS 
J"blicat..,. (e.g.JCW'TIIU of 1'..-.suy vol. 72, 
I '114), the lotge ~ings of clean:UIS""' 1101 
required to generate intolerarn species. In the 
old-growth pnmary I"""" this was simply 
accomplisbe<l by""" fall gap; and other dis­
tulbance$ lha! generaUy !ell openings far 
smoller lhao cleart:uts. Ot by r ... whooe role 
in mo5l Appolachian foo:st lypes is llllli 1101 
weUurx::Scntood. 

When we carefuUy enminc clean:ut ar~ 
..... thepioon tbel- ioqui!e .. variance 
wob l'lln!5l Se!vit:e pn:>pagaoda. Since moot 
-done-!'!ln!51Se!vicemanage· """"dolO-"" fllrtber""'" the 1960s, ill 
siMcllllurilu haven't...., !heir handiw<rt 
mature. However, """" privaoo lands have 
oltlota>1Sofasimilolr!IOIU!'Cand!!OI11Cofthcoe 
.,. inbma!M:. Even fl>r the l'lln!5l Sct\'ice 
tllo-ndioquietlrlc.•reflocled inlheir 
tqxrtl. -spoc:leo-•Norlbem&d 
Oak, Wbi!C Oat and- Ook""' frequtntly 
"'Plaoed by less valuable Scutet Oolt, Blacll: 
Gum qr a plague of Rod and Striped Maples. 
A strilcing example is""""""" in a 12 April 
1990 ""'''ing notice 011 11mbor Stand lm· 
-in--lttlld6ofthel..ce 
Ranger District of the George -ington 
National fares<. OriginalSIIIIldl<:alliltingof 
45% Northern Rod and Blad< OoD of"good 
quaioy" were rq:>1a<o;1 (in dosccndi!g onk:t of 
abundance) by Red Maple, Wbite Pine 
(planl<d), Scadet Oak, Wbit< Oak, Vuginia 
Pine.andam«tweofscwn<Xhubardwoocls 
a:ndVirginiaJunipet. AHnU8rexampicmay 
be obse~ in a 10 ~ oJd clcarcut neat the 

popular Nonb I!.M:t Campground of lile Oty 
River R.D. in the GWNF'. Here ttl¢ ~,UtCUt 

forest surrounding the ciearcut consists 
dominantly of upland oats with little Red 
Maple. -· Rl!d Maple has pr!IC!ically 
taken over the clearcut. 

Also. in many ~ i.n whkm the Fotest 
Service """tried 10 \ISO clearculling to eoov<rt 
-oods oo poor siles to pine, this fight 
against nature bas proved expensive and 
f1ustmting lor the ioduolrial mindsel. Thus in 
a 16 May 1990 leiter from the J...,.l!.iver 
Ranger 0ia1rit:t of the OWNF tOtative to a 
"While Pi~~< II£""""" E.A. we """""from 
elqlOrienco we can say that tile majority of 
SlemSwhicb .... ~thepines""'Rild 
Mapie,ScariclOai:and-lyp:sof-y 
spoc:leo."ldtbeeCIIIIISthefli-bert>icid<s. 
odding to the""""" degradallon of the ..,.. 
tmhed. In a VUJiniarls fl>r Wlldernoss CJt· 

aminatianofmanycialrl:uls.t-appe.ar!O 
be oommoa-. O:nainly this challenges 
the ""'""' -....,that Rl!d Maple and 
- .. lalMiy shade !Oieranl "~"""" !'<"" • 
thrut mly in small sc1ccttc.t ana and clear~ 
ings. 

We are told that one advantage of 
c~oa<:utsstbeltheypn:wide...,...,..Sprl)UIS 

whicb. sino: Iiley utilize the .,.. sys1em0 of 
the large u- they "'Place. tiP" fasler than 
seedlings. at least inilially. However this 

I'l"'iferaliooof --hasdisadvanlages. 
ThespnlUISareU&UIIIIycrowdedoottllda.>llCI 
!he Slumpl. The Slnlightesl of-""""" 
..... the ,_ of the clump aod uoually 
originate oo the SlUmp, sometimes hi,gh up . 
--.thifot:l<l"""'lhemiOiaalrotASthe 
Sl\ll'np undctdeath fOtl; away. Sprouta tbat 
originate oo tbe ltlOCli around the stump an: 
....-t>uttcndtohebowedoul1•aroand,., 
may yield aooked limber. Allbaugh \'ijtllnluS, 
--maync~be!hrifly. oc-. 
cloa<:utsresull in """"""""-ooly if the 
1100Sat ... -and$llliclenllytrmall. 
since large haJdwoods seldom iipiOUI much, 
aodoooifemalmostiiCYr:rdoso. MOIIofthe 
GislingclearoulsintheCeo!ral~ 
wr:ro-invetyimmalure-iea!harl 
$0 yc:ano in •JIC. hence 1110 spr<lUiing succeso. 
._,the IIOOScleaiCU! were by and large 
&rived from seedlinp !hal """'!ted from 
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cullinll the ori&inal primor)' f"""' or IIIJO 
t.-. Jnvirwatbc __ or...,... 
as previously dillcllslc<l, una bela&-.,.probably S!Biallterand __ _ 

now dc:veloputg from tbcse sprouts in -Tho many smanuom Clll in-
have""'-l-tcdilleober~­
ll'lOIM of the: nutrients. m the uee. exc~ ci 
.those tn leave$, limtli and roots. mWde in the 
inner bark or cambium. and since small trees 
(X;fllain a larger JX'OPOI1ion of cambium than 
do large ones, their removal depletes the soil 
disprop<lniooalely when romponid w~h the 
r<m<>~al or large n•es. b is likely that this 
effed contributes to the disproportionate 
growth inclear<:ut5ofRed Maple and Scarlet 
Oak, species adapted to poor soil. Abo an 

analogous """""' affects the caJIIOIIJA of 
c~uing. Tht;;polntisdi.samedinGoltb1 
Robinson's book 111~ For~$t an4 tM Trus 
(Island Press, 1988h with tables srowingthat 
smoii....,CC61 Cllltiidetably more to cut. Hmb, 
buck. sl:id, lt:rad and tran>ptX1 than do large 
...... Thisbetpoexplainthchelow<ailtirnl'cr 
sWcs assoclaled wilh dcan:utting. 

Proponerus or dearcutting usually say 
ll"!l op<plll\ttlts tlbje<IIO the m<tiJod be<:aus< 
its results~ unsightly aOO then patrooaingly 
assure them that nai~wm :so:t1 hcalthe!C81S. 
Yet no informed aitics of ckarcuning mse 
thcirai1icismt.., me~ appc:arance$. To many 

people. Gre scaJSand hi<'"'""'""' would...., 
as unsightly as cltan:uts. 1--lowever, natum.1 
distul!lollces havoli:w if any of the noptivos 
oflimberexttaaion. Nw.ricmsaref)(Xhat.tlcd 
away with wood produc15. \~ion of 
soils and destructial of tbl: fares! floa' 00 not 
rxx;ur unJ.ess. !he' fin: bums very bot-usually 
as a resuJt or human-induced fvcl kllds. Morit 
ir:rqxx'tant, unless human intervention via r-.re 
sup~ion and salvage logging occur. natu· 
rally disturbed an:as have litde contaa with 
the ootside human-modifoed worid. Conse­
quently there an: feweravenuesof"""Y (I.e., 
roods) ror alion species--g humano. 
Still.---doOOWll ror,.,.,.thing.and 
the ugliness of dearcuts a11o iodaes !heir 
deslructiveneu. SlrW:inJ examples !bowing 
grogs """"" """"-acnsoC tlolm! jptlUild. and 
p,:o- regeneration are fwnd in the ec:::oklgiCaUy 
disltnctive Hidden Valley Special Manago­
menl Ami in the Warm Springs Rongtf Diltricl 
of the GWNF. HetO, ood!y low site index land 
west of the Jadtson River, a- oflargo!y 
Scarlet. Wbil<andOxsi .... Oak ..... lcssthan 
10 inc.bts irt diameter was cJean.:ut with cfi. 
sastr!lWI results. Bare sandy eroding ""'! is 
exp<Ud ovet wide areas. while regeneration 
is confined to widely spaced clumps of 
atM'ded and inferior sprouts. Tbetle c­
.,. in gmss violal ion of the forest plan l!ld 
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.....edale detpilcdli:rlenobjeaionL Paicies 
o( rape and run can:uttin, eonlinue on aU 
Appllat:hian Nationall'i:Jmls. 

Hc:re we ba¥C <..'Oftfined our discu:l&ia:l 
largdy tu si!Yicultunleffeas of c-.;utting 
oo National fooosls. Tho same atguments 

apply"' State and privllle -"""""'that in 
thecaseofpnvat<_,....,..,...suboidics 
are lacking or smaller. unrortunately, 
dearcultingoo State fa.nds. where it is JUSUflied 
as wildlife habiLal irnprtWemcnt (35 11 is on 
National fu'est$), Is as yet liult challengecJ. 
We have barely touched upon the many 

r»eplivc ecotosical ctreas. or clearcunms. 
Many of u,... havo been documertled in cur 
widely distributed Dier "Clear<:Utl: Wby 
Thoy'retbe-." 

T/U$ {I<JPtt U DComriiJulionof~ 
for H-1/demcu tQAit<nt<ltiw Fons: P/lw fot' 
the Georg~ Wasltingion. Jefferson. and 
M-akla Nati....J Eon.!"' TN: mthu· 
siastiC" assistance of Mike Jones. Steve 
Krichbt1Jlltl and Gtu Mueitv is appr-tcta:ed. 
lttrginUvu for Wtlderneu can be reached at 
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pleasure, I might add, are those 
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Forest Service an 'Outlaw Agency' 
The U.S. Forest Service Is an outlaw agency that continuously 

uses duplicity to accomplish Its ends, to perpetuate its bureaucra­
cy. In doing so it loses mllllons of taxpayer dollars on timber sales 
and for needless and destructive projects that jeopardize 
ecooyatems; · . . · 

One recent example ts the !Ue~ clearcuttlng of ecologicallv Im­
portant dwarf forest habitat of tlie rare Cow Knob Salamancfer so 
that a few yuppy hang-gilder enthusiasts might benefit. 

·• This tnstance, on Reddish Knob of the George Washlnglon · Na­
tional Forest, was perpetrated without authorization and review tn 
a scoptng notice and environmental assessment as required by 
regulation. , 

Of more widespread occurrence are Forest Service cover-ups of 
their sUvlcultural failures. In a recent discovery by VIrginians for 
Wilderness they were caught falsifYing reports on regenemtlon tn 
the Deerfield District of the GWNF. . . . : · 

According to the FS, major species growing In a 10-year-old 
clearcut and a shelter:wood cut on Signal Corps Knob are Slack Lo-
custs and Oaks. ' 

However, tn extensive surveys, VIrginians for Wlldemess deter­
mined that red and striped maples are dominant species In these 
cuts and form up to 60 percent of the clearcut. .Yet their records 
obtained throulth the Freedom of Information Act don't mention 
the word •mapfe. • 

Indeed. maples, pariall species tn their view, are common un­
welcome guesls In many of their clearcuts, a circumstance that 
runs contnuy to their sUvlcultural theories and wishful thinking. 

Apparently the results were so negative on Signal Corps Knob 
that they decided to hide them. However, Vtrglnlans for Wlldemess 
stands ready to suppo~:t these assertions with documents (signed 
by the forest supervisor) and In the field. · 

The U.S. Forest Service and the GWNF In parllcular need re­
form. especially with the revision of the Forest Plan now under 
way. 

111ey must be forced to practice ecologically based management 
and fundanlental honesty. 

Robert F. Mueller, 
Vlrgtnlans for WUdemess. 

Route 1. Box ;21?'). 
Sllauntbn. 
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