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Finding Common Ground ~ Postponing the Day of Reckoning

Yesterday the Secretary of
Commerce announced a $30 million
package for the fishermen of New
England. But, it’s too late for the
crashed fisheries of the Gulf of Maine;
disaster relief will not buy back van-
ished fish populations.

The inability to address a problem
until after calamity strikes is the hall-
mark of a collapsing society. The
release of the Northern Forest Lands
Council’s Draft Recommendations
“Finding Common Ground” early in
March signals that something similar is
about to happen in the Northern Forests.
In place of an intellectually honest
assessment of the very real problems
afflicting the Northern Forest region, the
Council offers platitudes, more subsi-
dies to the absentee landowners and
corporations responsible for much of
the region’s crisis, and, worst of all, this
regional Council’s Draft
Recommendations (DRs) promise to
abort the emerging regional identity that
may be our only hope for establishing
sustainable natural and human commu-
nities in the Northern Forests.

-In the last issue of the Forum 1
wrote: “The story of the century for the
Northern Forests is a marvelously posi-
tive, life-affirming story, a story of
rebirth...” After two weeks of living
with the DRs in preparation for this spe-
cial issue, I have sadly concluded that
the NFLC has missed the story of the
century.

Because past generations failed to
protect the options of our generation,
the Northern Forest region is in crisis:
degradation of habitat has caused
species decline and even local extinc-
tions; massive clearcuts have degraded
forest and river ecosystems; paper mills
have poisoned fish and lobsters with
dioxin; weak rural economies, con-
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trolled by absentee corporations face an
increasingly bleak future; jobs are dis-
appearing due to mechanization in the
woods, automation and shutdowns in
the mills and the export of raw logs.
Democracy no longer works here
because we—the citizens of the
region—have scant control over deci-
sions that affect our destiny.

Our generation has a rare opportu-
nity to break this vicious cycle of short-
changing the options of future genera-
tions. The dominant paper industry is
gradually abandoning this region; large
tracts of land are for sale. The public
supports large-scale land acquisition
and the establishment of a network of
ecological reserves large enough to
meet the needs of wolves, cougars, and
wolverines. The public is ahead of the
state legislatures in rejecting massive
clearcutting and whole-tree harvesting.
We had high hopes that the regional
NFLC would assess these fundamental
problems and chart a sound future
course of action.

In the Pacific Northwest, unrestrict-
ed clearcutting of old growth on indus-
try and public lands and massive raw
log exports have provoked a crisis:
species and ecosystems hover on the
brink of extinction; mills are closing
down. Meanwhile, industry propagan-
da—with the willing assistance of the
region’s politicians, including the noto-
rious Senator Packwood—has polarized
the communities into an insane “jobs vs.
owls” battle in which everyone loses
except the transnational corporations
and their friendly politicians. While
there was still a chance to address the
problems of the region, government and
industry studies evaded the root causes
of the problem; now the region is at war
with itself.

So, how does the Council propose
to avoid this sort of polarization? By
ignoring the needs of the biotic commu-
nity and refusing to address unsustain-
able forest practices (lip service is not
enough); by refusing to examine the
root causes of the region’s economic
crisis; and by permitting industry repre-
sentatives to exercise veto power over a
whole range of issues. Chief among its
failures, the Council has abandoned
regionalism and has turned protection of
the environment back to the very states
that have refused to stop the massive
clearcutting or to establish reserves
large enough to protect the full compli-
ment of native species and communi-
ties.

Sadly, the DRs have not found
common ground. Since the Council
placed the welfare of the industry ahead
of the welfare of the natural and human
communities of the Northern Forests,
the DRs are a prescription for the sort of
polarization we have worked hard to
avoid.

skokok

The Northern Forest is a region.
It is the last remaining, relatively unde-
veloped forested area in the northeast-
ern U.S. It is dominated by the same
large landowners, and its economy is
dominated by reliance on a declining
timber industry and a growing tourism
economy. Logging trucks cross state
and national borders all the time. Much
of the region is owned by transnational
corporations. State and local govern-
ments are no match for these huge enti-
ties. We need a regional approach that
involves the Federal government con-
structively.

The NFLS (from 1988-1990) estab-

lished that the Northern Forest is a

region of national significance. The
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Council’s DRs undo this in a particular-
ly distasteful way. The ideological bias
against the Federal government which
funded this Council, is extraordinary.
The simplistic faith in the purity of the
state governments is equally bizarre.

We do not suggest that the Feds can
solve our problems. Rather, we believe
the communities of this four-state
region must stand together and work
with the Federal government to cre-
atively address crises the states can-
not—or will not—address alone.

The NFLS had many flaws, but it
did not promote an idedlogical hostility
to public lands and the Federal govern-
ment. The NFLS was a product of the

, collaboration between the representa-

tives of the four states (the “Governers’
Task Force”) and representatives of the
Federal government. '
There was a lot of conflict, but in
the end, the NFLS demonstrated the
importance of the dynamic tension that
can result from a state-regional-Federal
collaboration. :

Unfortunately, the US Forest
Service representative to the NFLC,
Mike Rains, abdicated his role and left
the state representatives to their own
devices. Without a strong federal pres-
ence to provide checks and balances,
the most narrow, parochial elements of
the Council asserted themselves.

This “States’ Rights” document is
as unacceptable as was the behavior of
the states’ rights champions of the
South during the Civil Rights move-
ment. Leaving the regulation of
clearcutting to the governor of Maine
and the Maine Legislature is about the
same as leaving the integration of
Alabama schools to Bull Conner and
Governor Wallace.

Ironically, there is a perverse silver
lining to this sad story. When Congress
reads this anti-Federal document, and
then discovers that the Council and
industry want more tax breaks for
industry and more federal money for the
states to spend without strings attached,
the report will be shelved. After insult-
ing Congress, the Council is naive to
expect that Congress will be particularly
interested in doing its bidding.

We who remain in the region after
the Council dissolves on September 30
must find new ways to protect our com-
munities and our children’s options. The
Council’s DRs demonstrate anew that
reliance on a “top-down” government
study subject to corrupt political forces
does not serve the region well. We must
come together as a community; we must
lead our elected “leaders,” and we must
understand that our own personal needs
are best protected if we work with gen-
erosity of spirit on behalf of those with-
out a voice in our society, including the
unborn generations of all species.

Or, we can wait another ten years
and then ask the Feds to bail the
Northern Forest out, just as it “bailed”
out the New England fishermen yester-
day.

Too late.

—Jamie Sayen
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A Guide to Forum Special Issue on Council’s “Draft Recommendations”

This special issue of The Northern
Forest Forum presents an in-depth
analysis of the Northern Forest Lands
Council’s Draft Recommendations
“Finding Common Ground.” Regular
Forum contributors have analyzed the
Council’s recommendations for: pro-
tecting the biotic integrity of the region;
forest practices; land acquisition strate-
gies; the crisis in the region’s economy;
taxation policies; development; and life
after the Council. We also debunk some
of the favorite myths of the anti-envi-
ronmentalists.

Along the way we have sprinkled
in a liberal sampling of comments
received by the Council in September-
October 1993 in response to its
“Findings & Options.” Paramount
among the concerns of most letter writ-
ers were the need to: nourish an emerg-
ing regional identity; protect the envi-
ronment; purchase vast tracts of mostly
paper company lands and establish
large ecological reserves; end the abu-
sive, unsustainable forestry that domi-
nates most of the region; and promote
healthy economies that provide for the
needs of the citizens of the region with-
out compromising options of future
generations. Many letter-writers criti-
cized the Council’s pro-timber industry
bias; its slanted tax studies; its shallow
economic studies; and the appalling
anti-Federal bias that pervaded the
Findings & Options. Approximately
260 of the 406 letter-writers to the
Council raised one or more of the above

concerns. region work together we can chart a bet-

The letters are eloquent testimony
to the talent, dedication, and generosity
of spirit of folks who live in the region,
or who live outside it but care deeply
about its fate. They stand in stark con-
trast to the narrow, parochial, selfish
views expressed in many of the letters
of the “property rights” zealots and
many of the representatives of the tim-
ber industry.

These letters to the Council inspire
me to believe that if the people of this

ter future—before ecosystems and
economies collapse, as has happened
with the New England fisheries.

But these letters also depress me:
they are filled with hope, generosity and
a genuine love of the region. But, alas,
to judge by the Council’s Draft
Recommendations, they fell largely on
deaf ears.

Since the Council has failed to pro-
pose a meaningful strategy to protect
the region, it’s up to us; we’ll still be

here after September 30. It’s past time
for us to get to work.

To get a copy of the Draft
Recommendations & dates and times of

Council “Listening Sessions”, contact:
NFLC, 54 Portsmouth St., Concord, NH
03301. Tel. 603 224-6590.

Attend Listening Sessions

The Council is sponsoring 20 “Listening Sessions” from New York
City to Presque Isle, Maine between March 23-May 5. DPlease attend
and support large-scale land acquisition, the establishment of ecological
reserves, stringent regional forest practices regulations, and an on-going
regional initiative.

Letter Writers to Council

‘Protect Northern Forest Region for Future Generations’

Timothy J. DiChiara, Durham, NC
As someone who has traveled all around the world, let me assure you that some
of the most awe-inspiring sites I've ever seen are in the Northern Forest specifically,
parts of the White Mountains, Green Mountains, and Baxter State Park. As citizens
of planet Earth above all else, we must not take lightly the tremendous responsibility
_conferred on us by living in these areas. Future generations will not forgive us if we
prostrate ourselves, once again, before the altar of ‘economics’ and make only token
"concessions to biological diversity and long term ecosystem sustainability.

Roger Beneitone, Southwich, ME

My sons and I have hiked the Whit¢ Mountain National Forest for the past three
years. My son Justin at age eight wants to climb Mt. Washington next year and
already talks about hiking through the Appalachian Trail.

I hope the Northern Forest will be there for my grandchildren and their grand-
children.

James Wilson, South Glens Falls, NY

Once again, if we look at the environment as a source of income, pleasure and a
home for wildlife and treat it as such, all will be able to survive into the future. I
would hate to think that future generations would not be able to enjoy and use what
we have been fortunate to have.

Jeff Ramsey, Upton, MA

Our Northern Forests are the Northeast’s most valuable natural resources and
shguld be protected and preserved for all to enjoy. I personally have been to the
Northern Forests of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and New York and there 1
have found some of the most beautiful wild areas in this country. Its hard to describe
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the awesome beauty and tranquillity to anyone who has not experienced it. The sight
of a moose as it tramples off into the brush; the eerie call of a loon on a starlit night;
the incredible beauty of lakes and rivers uncluttered by vacation homes and-unpollut-
ed by motor boats—this is true wilderness (a shrinking wilderness).

These irreplaceable treasures must be protected and managed properly in order
that they remain for future generations to enjoy. So I ask the NFLC to do everything
in its power to prevent the needless destruction and development of these forests.
Once they are gone, they can never be replaced.

Rudy Engholm, Brunswick, ME

As a pilot, I fly over the Northern Forest in a small plane quite extensively. My
wish is that every resident of the region could have the benefit of this special “Big
Picture” perspective. It helps turn an abstraction into a very personal reality. Some
days I look down and swell with pride and gratitude to live in such a place. Other
days, I find myself grieving for the land and for those who will come after us. Please
do the right thing for future generations.

(No Name, Just Address) Hudson, NH o

As a resident of New Hampshire for over 82 years, I have enjoyed these forests
of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and even some in New York state. Climbed 100
mountains, and downhill skied for over 40 years, and as a boy scout leader realize
these natural resources and importance of the ecosystem that must be preserved. I
realize the economic pressure that threatens the forest for our young people to enjoy
and the simple and natural nature of the wildlife that is also threatened.

I pray that Congress can be prevailed to protect and preserve a great part of the
forests for the younger generation of our United States citizens and their friends.
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The Council’s Recommendations: Are they Justified?

by Mitch Lansky

The Northern Forest Lands
Council, after years of intensive effort,
research, and public comments, has
come up with its draft recommenda-
tions. Many of these recommendations,
taken in isolation, seem reasonable and
helpful. Most of them will cost money.
In a world with limited funds, we will
have to assess whether these recom-
mendations are important enough to
merit action. We therefore are justified
to ask why we should favor these rec-
ommendations over other competing
recommendations concerning other
pressing problems—all of which also
require public expenditures.

What is the problem that the
Northern Forest Lands Council is solv-
ing? After 4 years of congressional
funding at a cost of $4.5 million we
ought to know. In its introduction to its
draft recommendations, Finding
Common Ground, the Council sets forth
its argument as to why we should- pay
heed .to its advice. Unfortunately, some
of the premises are weak and the logic
flawed. We therefore have reason to
suspect the validity of the conclusions.

Public Advises Council

Rachel O’Meara, Fairfield, VT

ing traditional use?

meaningful jobs, less local control.

Promote Sustainable, Not

In Fairfield, the mix works fairly well—people work the woods are healthy,
it works because so much of the land is owned locally. People care: they live here. In other places “tradition” may meanE
absentee corporate ownership, poor forest practices leading to environmental degradation; increased mechanization, loss of!

The Land and People

In its introduction, the Council
argues for the importance of the
Northern Forest Lands: it -is big; a mil-
lion people live there and depend on it;
and it provides lots of ecological and
economic benefits to the local people
and to the region.

The Council also lets us know that
85% of the land is privately owned and
that, “the economic viability of these
private land ownerships is integral to
community strength and the overall
economic health.” (pg. 9) When talking
about private property (and accompany-
ing property rights), the Council rarely
distinguishes between the property of
local owners and the property of large,
absentee owners. Indeed, the Council
seems to deliberately fuzz the distinc-
tion.

Despite the fact that the majority of
the private land in the Northern Forest
is owned in big blocks by absentee
landowners (indeed, these big blocks of
ownership are what distinguish the
Northern Forest from what lies to the
south), the document highlights “some
families” that have taken care of their

Your mission statement to reinforce the traditional patterns of land ownership and use of large Forest areas at first made
me think of my community, Fairfield—a traditional agricultural/forest economy with more working farms and more maple
syrup production than anywhere in Vermont. Then I thought about different
about Native Americans. Then about corporate land-use in Maine. A lot of different traditions! Should we always be uphold-

I feel that, although your findings and options have some positive aspects, you haven’t questioned the Status Quo enough.

Abusive ‘Traditions”

land use traditions in the Adirondack Park. Then

there are protected areas for wildlife. Perhaps|

forests for generations. These families
“have seen storms, droughts, great fires,
and hard times.” (pg. 9) Despite many
difficulties, the people of the Northern
Forest, we are informed, “are proud of
their endurance, their heritage, and a
way of life...” (pg. 9)

The document does not mention
that some of the hardships people
endure are not just due to the weather,
but to a political and economic system
dominated by the forest industry. People
have had to endure rural poverty,
restricted economic diversity, leveraged
prices for wood, unsafe working condi-
tions, polluted air and water around
paper mills, and threats of job black-
mail. I do not know too many people in
my region who are proud of this type of
heritage.

Changing Times

Having asserted the first two
premises—that the Northern Forest is a
great and wonderful place and that its
well being depends on the economic
viability of the large private landown-
ers—the document then informs us of
the threat to “public and private values
of the forest.” (pg. 10) In 1988, one mil-

There was too little discussion of forest practice—how it can be destructive-to both the wild and human communities it touch-

es. There was too little acknowledgment that wilderness is important in its own right—and that we should have a lot of it if

the Northern Forest is to continue to exist as any kind of ecological entity. Not everything needs to be “managed” for,
“resources.” I think you should explore the option of public funding for large land acquisition much more thoroughly. Not all

the old traditions work anymore. We need to start anew.

Susan Allen, Adirondack Fairness Coalition, N. Hudson, NY

The Mission Statement proclaims that we have to “reinforce traditional patterns of land ownership and use which have
characterized the land for decades.” The poor economy of the region, which is too dependent on low-wage jobs in forestry
and tourism, along with a declining population, show that this “traditional pattern” has not served the region very well, and
the NFLC should not proceed on the assumption that it has.

Tom Linell, Hanover, NH

While purporting to be “only a menu of options”™ the Findings constitute one of the most biased ideological papers I have
ever read. You wish to keep the federal government out of the northern forest study area. You wish to continue the status quo
of a narrow economic base, small potential profits, low wages, and job insecurity. You wish to foster the illusion that the
northern forest economy is somehow under “local control” rather than subject to world economic pressures. You offer a host
of unworkable options, which would rip off the taxpayer and betray the northern forest landowner, if these options had a
chance of ever being enacted. )

Timothy DiChiara, Durham, NH i

In general, the number one priority of the Council—by far—must be to promote long-term ecosystem health and diversi-
ty. To focus on “forest-based economics,” “property rights and taxes,” or “state and federal taxes” is to only rehash the status
quo, the same tired old platitudes that caused the problems in the first place. What the forest desperately needs, after so many
years of abuse, is not hypocrisy, not greed, not arrogance, not myopia, not “management,” not the knee-jerk mantra of “all
economic growth is good economic growth.” It needs to be left alone. But, alas, we live in a time when the only universally
revered value is profit. : 1
Rudy Engholm, Brunswick, ME

It is necessary to give economic criteria due weight. However, economic value is not the ultimate measure of all things.
For example, we all recognize that the value of tourism or the replacement of cost is an incomplete way to value the Statue of
Liberty. It also has non-economic value as a national and personal symbol, as an historical monument, and as an artifact of our
culture. Similarly, the Northern Forest is more than the aggregate stumpage value or the total dollars spent by hunters and
tourists. Wilderness areas have incalculable biodiversity value and spiritual value as places of occasional solitude, awe and
relief from the stresses of our culture. They remind us of something greater than ourselves. Please do not be driven solely by
economic arguments that devalue non-economic benefits. Enjoyment of the outdoors is still one of the most democratic pur-
suits left in our society!
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lion acres of former Diamond
International lands went on sale, some
of it to developers. The threat of mas-
sive land conversion 'in the region led to
the Northern Forest Lands Study whose
guiding principle, enunciated by
Senators Leahy and Rudman was that:

“The current land ownership and
management patterns have served the
people and forests of the region well.
We are seeking reinforcement rather
than replacement of the patterns of
ownership and use that have character-
ized these lands for decades.”

The status quo of industrial domi-
nation, according to the senators, has
been benign. The role of the NFLS was
to find strategies to protect this status
quo.

The massive land conversions of
the Diamond lands feared by many did
not, however, occur. The Council has
discovered that “the final disposition of
the bulk of these lands was, ultimately,
not much different than in the past...”
(pg. 10) This maintenance of the status
quo happened despite all the threats
identified by the Council and despite the
absence of the Council’s current solu-
tions. The government and various
interest groups continue to promote the
work of the Council because they per-
ceive a risk that massive land conver-
sions are still possible and preventive
actions are still needed.

The Council

Although the majority of Council
members are Northern Forest land own-
ers or represent (or used to represent)
large landowners, the Council believes
that it represents “many constituencies
in all four states.” (pg. 11) The Council
is careful “not to present or represent
extreme views.” (pg. 12) Instead, the
Council is searching for “common
ground.” (pg. 12)

Given the dominant interests on the
Council, to clearcut most of a township
is not “extreme,” but to criticize such a

practice is. ki :
Although it is admirable that the

Council is trying to find common
ground, this may lead to a situation
where members can agree on how to
arrange the deck chairs on the prover-
bial Titanic, but they cannot agree on
which direction to steer the ship.

A Way to the Future

Despite several thousand square
miles of clearcuts in Maine over the last
decade and a half, and despite a declin-
ing forest inventory, the Council
believes that the conditions that “up to
now have conserved the Northern
Forest can no longer insure its perpetua-
tion.” (my emphasis. pg. 15) The
Council identifies “forces for change
and current problems” that threaten the
current happy status quo, none of which
include the serious flaws of the status
quo itself—unless one takes “incom-
plete knowledge of land management
techniques to maintain or enhance bio-
logical diversity” (a knowledge that is
incomplete for literally everyone) to be
a serious flaw.

While the list includes “rising
taxes,” it does not identify the problems
resulting from the unbelievably low
taxes paid by the forest industry for for-
est land in Maine, the bulk of the
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Nor,them Forest. While the list includes

“loss. of respect for the traditions-of .pr‘i-h
vate ownership and uses of private -

land,” it does net include the abuses of
large, absentee landowners over hun-
dreds of thousands of acres, demonstrat-
ing a disrespect for the forest and for
the public.

In case we did not get the message
that the status quo is acceptable, if not
desirable; the Council (pg. 16) gives us
its vision for the future: “We see a north
country much as it is today...” (my
emphasis) It is a world with rich
resources, successful businesses, stable
jobs, unpolluted waters, hospitable
communities, and vast tracts of forest
managed to sustain biodiversity. The
Council “sees traditional ways of life
and patterns of ownership continuing...”

The Council, intoxicated by its
happy vision, appears to have forgotten
the findings of the NFLS that the
Northern Forest region has had a dis-
proportionate share of rural poverty,
unemployment, brain drain, low educa-
tion status, poor health care and other
problems and that the “economy and
availability of jobs in the northern forest
is heavily influenced by the use of for-
est resources and the industry it has
spawned.” (NFLS, pgs. 34-36) The
Council has also not paid attention to
fights over dams, water quality (color,
odor and foam), and pollution (such as
dioxins) problems in our rivers. And the
Council, apparently, has not heard of
declines in jobs, forest inventory, and
timber quality in Maine or the threat of
mill shortfalls. 4

The Council’s recommendations,
the document tells us (pg. 16), “are not
a response to an imminent crisis.” But
they are also not “business as usual.”
What kind of business do they recom-
mend? In the next sentence I will delib-
erately delete the words “and people, in
the states and region,” to make this
more clear. “Today, corporations [...]
need to investigate tools for taking the
future into their own hands. No longer
should they simply be subject to eco-
nomic forces beyond their control.”

The role of the Council is to ensure
that states “should have sufficient
resources to protect public values in
ways that are fair to private landown-
ers.” This fuzzy mission will be accom-
plished (pg. 17) by “new, imaginative
thinking and doing.” Governments, the
document tells us will have to “put
aside long-stan'ding views and under-
stand a greater good.”

For such a message we paid $4.5
million?

Fundamental Principles

The Council asserts that its work
rests on certain “fundamental princi-
ples” that it states with the use of the
words “must” and “should.” Some of
these principles, if followed, would lead
to a very different approach to the
issues. The Council, for example states
that “people have a right to participate
in decisions that affect them.” (pg. 19)
This implies that local citizens should
be able to have a voice in industry man-
agement plans in their towns. The
Council, alas, neglected to include this
amongst its recommendations.

The Council also asserts that “nat-
ural systems must be sustained over the
long-term.” Unfortunately, like many of

these principles, the statement is written .

in the passive voice, so it is not clear
who is supposed to sustain the natural
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Given the dominant interests on the Council, to clearcur most qf a township is not ‘extreme,” but to criticize such a practice is.
These clearcuts are the sort of tradition” the Draft Recommendatonswill safeguard. Photo by Alex MacLean—Landslides.

systems. One would think that, based on
this principle, the Council would rec-
ommend an end to whole-tree clearcuts
on short rotations. Such a practice does
not sustain soil nutrients and organic
matter... but the Council has deferred all
forestry issues to the states.

The Council has one principle that
asks for fiscal conservatism: “Public
funds are scare; the greatest public ben-
efit must be secured for the invest-
ment.” Since some of the more impor-
tant recommendations are for various
tax breaks or “incentives,” we can cer-
tainly demand to know how much these
changes would cost and what benefits
the Council can guarantee for these
expenditures. How much, for example,
would a capital gains tax break for
every forest-landowner in the United
States cost, and would this prevent
unwanted conversions (if this is the
problem the tax break is supposed to
address) of high-amenity value land in
the Northern Forest better than some
other remedy (such as zoning, a land-
gains tax, or purchase)?1

Guiding Concepts
The introduction ends with what
the Council calls “guiding concepts”
that help them to “adopt policies that
move ahead of events.” (pg. 21) In this
section the Council reveals to us the

“ astounding message that the “potential

for undesired change still exists today.”
Perhaps I am a pessimist, but I tend to
believe that the potential for undesired
change will always exist. I do not,
therefore, find the statement to be an
adequate call to action.

The Council asserts that rising
property and estate taxes are still a
major threat towards massive land con-
versions. Besides its research on con-
version, the bulk of the Council’s
research contracts went to study these
tax issues. The conversion research,
however, failed to prove that tax issues
were the major spur to massive land
conversion. Indeed, it failed to show
that massive land conversion occurred.
And if some of these large landowner-

ships are broken up, is this necessarily
bad? Is it the duty of the Council to pro-
mote the undiminished transfer of
inherited wealth?

Ironically, there are former
Diamond lands in Maine that are right
now being liquidated of commercial
timber and will soon be subdivided and
sold. They are under the Tree Growth
Tax Law and thus have very low prop-
erty taxes. Low property taxes neither
ensure that land will stay undeveloped,
nor that it will be well managed.

The Council also notes the pres-
sures of national and global competition
on regional forest products industries.
But it does not mention that some of
this competition is coming from differ-
ent divisions of the same multinational
corporations that currently dominate
this region (and are represented on the
Council).

The Council asserts that “it is
entirely possible to conserve the forest
and sustain towns and villages...” (pg.
22) This, however, is not always hap-
pening. Where cutting is exploitive for
the benefit of the short-term at the
expense of the long term, it is not true,
as the council asserts, that the connec-
tions of the people earning their living
from the land is, “just as irreplaceable
as those of plants and animals of the
forest to soils and waterways.”

The Council makes an observation
in this section that deserves a great deal
more discussion. It notes (pg. 23) that
“our society consumes the greatest per-
centage of the world’s natural
resources,” and thus “we have a moral
and ethical responsibility” to be effi-
cient and to conserve for the future. “In
doing so, we should not be asking other,
perhaps more environmentally sensi-
tive, regions of the world to supply our
needs.” “We must,” the Council urges,
“set the example.”

The State of Maine is the most
heavily forested in the Nation, yet, it is
a net importer of raw wood products.
The cut has been greater than growth
for many tree species and the inventory
has declined. The quality of hardwoods
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has also steadily declined. And timber
and mill jobs have declined. If we are
going to tackle this major moral and
ethical issue that the Council is raising,
we will have to take a close look at
what is happening to the woods, rather
than (as the Council did in its previous
“concept”) merely state how much the
wood-product industry is currently
worth.

Unfortunately, the Council has
resisted doing a serious analysis of for-
est trends and forest policy. In this doc-
ument, it leaves such an analysis up to

“the states. Instead, the Council has

sought to pursue issues, such as tax
reduction for landowners, for which, it
believes, there is “common ground.”
Apparently, those of us who have ques-
tioned the need to reduce taxes for the
big landowners have been dismissed as
“extremists,” otherwise this issue would
not have “common ground.”

Much of the public wanted the
Council to do as serious an analysis of
forest policy as it did to tax policy.
People assumed that a discussion of the
Northern Forest Lands should obviously
include a discussion of the status of the
Northern Forest. How can we possibly
talk about expanding forest products
industries, promoting recreation and
tourism, or preserving biodiversity
without finding out if the forest can sus-
tainably support such activities in the
long run, given current forest practices?

Because industry interests did not
welcome such an inquiry, however, .
there was no “common ground” and
thus no serious analysis. Based on past
performance of Maine (where the paper
industry has a major veto power), it is
doubtful that we will get such a good-
faith analysis in the near future. By
staying in the middle of the road, the
Council is keeping company with dead
woodchucks.
1Although the Northern Forest Lands Study listed zoning
as an option, and although the Council’s Findings and
Options listed a land-gains tax, the Council has chosen
exclude these tools from its recommendations because
industrial landowners don’t like them. There is no “com-

mon ground.”
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Council’s Draft Recommendations Will Not Sustain Biological Diversity

by David Publicover, Ph.D.

The Northern Forest Lands Council has recog-
nized the importance of protecting the biological
resources of the Northern Forest. It clearly state as a
fundamental principle that “Natural systems must be
sustained over the long term” (emphasis added).
Maintaining the biological health and diversity of our
forest ecosystems is the foundation of everything that
people value in the region. As stated by the Biological
Resources Subcommittee, “The social and economic
conditions which make up the region’s quality of life
are inextricably linked to the biological resources of
the region.” Given the importance of this issue, how
well has it been addressed by the Council’s “Draft
Recommendations™?

Helpful Recommendations

The recommendations provide a valuable starting
point for addressing issues related to biological conser-
vation. Among the positive statements and recommen-
dations are:

1) A recognition of the need for action.
Recommendation 13 says that “States should develop a
process to conserve biodiversity across the landscape.”
The Council has acknowledged that a do-nothing
approach (that is, simply preserving the status quo) is
not acceptable.

2) A recognition of the “importance and appro-
priateness” of public land acquisition in preserving
important values (including ecologically valuable
areas) of the region. The Council has also made con-
structive specific recommendations about how to pay
for these actions, such as increases in funding to the
Land and Water Conservation Fund and the Forest
Legacy program.

3) A recognition of the importance of sound
management of private land in conserving biodiver-
sity. Given the existing land ownership patterns,
actions taken on private land will be critical in main-
taining healthy forest ecosystems across the region.
The Council states that “Proposals to conserve values
of the forest must include a wide range of measures to
encourage the careful long-term stewardship of private
land.” The need to respect landowners’ rights is a
thread that runs throughout the document; the ethical
connotations of “‘stewardship” indicate that these rights
carry with them a responsibility on the part of
landowners toward both the land itself and toward
future generations. Many of the recommendations of
the Council are aimed toward removing financial
impediments to sound management of private land. In
some (but not all) recommendations, the Council has
recognized the need to tie incentives and tax breaks to
specific management requirements.

4) A recognition of the fact that biological con-
servation issues must be addressed at the landscape
scale. While some natural communities can be con-
served as isolated individual units, many conservation
issues, such as the regional distribution of forest age
classes and habitat for wide-ranging mammals, will
extend across state boundaries and involve both public
and private lands. A willingness to view management
actions on private land through this landscape perspec-
tive is an important component of “stewardship.”

5) The recognition that there is legitimate con-
cern over forest practices across the region and their
effect on forest health and biodiversity.

Disappointing Recommendations

Despite these positive steps, the Council’s recom-
mendations regarding the conservation of biological
resources are disappointing on many fronts. In both the
tone and the specifics of their recommendations, the
Council has fallen far short of what is necessary to
ensure the long-term maintenance of the region’s bio-
diversity. Among the concerns are:

1) The lack of a clear and unambiguous state-
ment regarding the necessity for reserve areas. To
quote just a few scientists on this issue: “More scien-
tists believe that unmanaged land is critical to the pro-
tection of biological diversity than almost any other

concept”1 (Dr. Stephen Trombulak, biology professor,
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Middlebury College). The single most useful recom-
mendation the NFLC could make to enhance biological
resource diversity is to “protect a representative array
of ecosystems broadly distributed to represent the

region’s geographic divcrsity.”2 Current reserves “do
not adequately represent the region’s ecological diver-

sity”3 (Dr. Malcolm Hunter, professor of wildlife biol-
ogy, University of Maine). “The concept of an ecologi-
cal reserves system. . . has broad scientific and profes-

sional support”4 (Dr. Robert Seymour, professor of
forestry, University of Maine). “[P]reserving habitats
that contain biological communities is the most effec-
tive way to preserve biological diversity. One could

even argue that it is the only way. . 23 (Dr. Richard
Primack, professor of conservation biology, Boston
University). “Systems of interlinked wilderness areas
and other large nature reserves. . . offer the best hope
for protecting sensitive species and intact

ecosystems”6 (Dr. Reed Noss, (Editor, Conservation
Biology, Society for Conservation Biology). “Large,
continuous blocks of public land with minimal penetra-

Wolf pup grooming adult. Photo courtesy of Joni
Soffron—Wolf Hollow

tion of development or roads. . . are critically impor-

tant for the survival of large predators”7 (Dr. Rainer
Brocke, professor of wildlife ecology, SUNY,
Syracuse). Drs. Trombulak, Hunter and Brocke were
members of the expert panel at the Council’s
Biological Resources Diversity Forum in Manchester,
NH, December 9, 1992.

These quotes are representative of the information
that has been presented to the Council. As stated by Dr.
Trombulak, “Of all the information that has been pre-
sented to the [Biological Resources] Subcommittee,
the critical importance of unmanaged land is the one
statement of fact that no dissenting opinion was offered

from the scientific community.”8 The Council’s state-
ment that “some members of the scientific community
advocate creation of ecological reserves” is not repre-
sentative of the testimony that was presented. The
Council’s recommendation 13(d) that ecological
reserves be established “where necessary” is clearly
inadequate—the Council has received unambiguous
testimony from those most knowledgeable about the
subject that additional reserves are necessary.

2) The statement that reserves should be a
“limited” component of public land acquisition pro-
grams (Recommendation 13(d)). The Council gives no
indication of why or how reserves should be limited. If
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this refers to the need to balance ecological concerns
with other public values (recreation, scenic, etc.) dur-
ing public land purchase, or to financial or social con-
straints involved in the creation of a reserve system,
the modifier is inappropriate—the Council has delegat-
ed to the states the responsibility for reserve design and
planning, and they should be the ones to decide if and
how reserves should be “limited.” If it refers to reserve
size, the modifier is wrong: “The desirability of large
reserves, all else being equal, is one of the few almost
universally accepted principles of conservation biolo-

gy”9 (Dr. Reed Noss). In either case, the inclusion of
“limited” is unacceptable—it must be removed in the
final recommendations.

3) Inconsistent levels of certainty and proof
required of actions designed to preserve biological
resources versus those designed to enhance economic
viability of landownership. The language in the
Biological Resources section (as well as that in the
Forest Practices section, which also has strong implica-
tions for biological resources) are couched in uncer-
tainty: “The Council recognizes that there is concern. .
.” or “The Council has heard considerable concern. . .”
or “some members of the scientific community advo-
cate. . .” or “the scientific community has not reached
consensus.”

Conversely, sections referring to financial con-
cerns of landowners are stated with certainty: “Rising
property taxes have severe impacts on the ability of
landowners to own and manage forest land.” (This
statement is made in the face of evidence that
landowners in Maine—with about two-thirds of the
private land in the state—"“do not see property taxes as
being a significant issue,” and that the level of concern
in Vermont and New Hampshire is only slightly

higher.lo) Or: “Certain tax policies work against long-
term ownership and management of forest land. . .”
Nowhere are there qualifying statements such as “some
economists believe. . .” or “economists have not
reached consensus”, though economists are certainly as
prone to uncertainty and disagreement as are biolo-
gists.

This inconsistency is reflected in the recommenda-
tions. Actions to promote the economic viability of
owning forest land are specific and intended to be
implemented immediately, whereas actions to protect

" biological resources and improve forest practices are

recommended for further assessment and review lead-
ing to uncertain actions in the future. Furthermore, the
recommendation for ecological reserves includes
requirements for “rigorous scientific justification” and
“external peer review” that are not included in any of
the other recommendations.

I do not deny the need for economic reforms—cer-
tainly full implementation of current use programs and
reform of estate taxes are necessary steps. However, a
more balanced tone needs to be taken regarding eco-
nomic and biological issues. Both of these disciplines
contain uncertainty. It is inappropriate to hold one type
of recommendation to a higher standard than another.
We know enough to act now in both these areas.

4) The lack of emphasis on ecological restora-
tion. The Council’s stated intent to maintain “present
diversity” is too limiting. “Present diversity” includes a
number of species (such as cougar, lynx and Atlantic
salmon) in serious danger of regional or total extinc-
tion; the recommendations should recognize the need
to increase, not maintain, existing populations of these
species. It also reflects a condition in which much of
the forest has become overly dominated by young
stands, small trees and early successional species.
Certainly forest landscapes are dynamic and change
over time. However, the focus on the present as the ref-
erence point against which future changes will be mea-
sured obscures the need to allow some large areas to
return to an unmanaged state dominated by older
forests and natural disturbance patterns.

5) The lack of a recommendation concerning
the need for increased research regarding the main-
tenance of biodiversity on managed lands. The
Council has stated that private managed lands are an
important component of the region’s biological future.
Continued on Next Page
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The “Its Easy Department”

Debunking the Myths Promoted by Opponents to Ecological Reserves

by Dr. Stephen Trombulak, Ph. D.

I’m depressed. I just read many of
the comments submitted to the Northern
Forest Lands Council with respect to
the issue of biological integrity in our
region. Far too many of the comments
are based on an apparent lack of under-
standing of the issue—either through
absence of effort or willful ignorance—
and it bothers me that these people
would pretend that they have anything
constructive to offer to the Council on
this subject. Several themes emerge in
an attempt to destroy rational discussion
of the issue of the preservation of biotic
integrity in the Northern Forest.

Objection #1: “We should oppose
the concept of reserves.”

Why? The authors never offer any
reason for this commonly expressed
opinion other than (a) they don’t like it,
(b) it might cost somebody somie
money, and (c) they don’t like the gov-
ernment. These opinions conveniently
ignore the fact that the purpose of an
ecological reserve system is to protect -
biotic integrity. Are there any objections
to that as a goal? Are there any scientif-
ic arguments that a reserve system is not
an important, if not central, component
of a conservation strategy? Not accord-
ing to the expert testimony given at the
Biological Diversity Forum sponsored

only be threatened by current forest
practices, which proves the point that
unmanaged reserves are vital to the
maintenance of bioti¢ integrity. Besides,
the working forest isn’t a natural
ecosystem and arguing for its preserva-
tion on ecological grounds makes about
as much sense as arguing for the preser-
vation of landfills because they provide
important habitat for gulls, rats, and
cockroaches.

Council Swayed by Ill-Informed
: Objections

When you get right down to it,
nobody argues with supporting data that
the statements made in the Findings and
Options are wrong. Nobody argues that
the testimony given at the Biological
Diversity Forum is in error. What they
do is simply ignore the information and
then argue that the recommendations
should just go away. Why is this? Did
they not read the proceedings of the
Forum? Did they not understand them?
Do they have personal biases that make
them wish the information were simply
not true? Whatever it is, it is clear that
they are exercising their right to offer an
opinion without meeting their responsi-
bility of learning about the subject.

Sadly, the Council seems to have
been swayed by these ill-informed opin-
ions. I don’t mean that the Council has
altered their statements of finding with
regard to the importance of biotic

by the Council. Not according to any of
the Findings produced by the Council.
In short, the statement that reserves
should be opposed comes from people
who offer no refutation of the scientific
information presented to the Council,
and offer no scientific information of
their own.

Objection #2: “We don’t have a
definition of biodiversity, and there-
fore we can’t be expected to de any-
thing about it.”

Do we really have to go through
this again? The first finding in the
Findings and Options is a definition of
biological diversity. It’s there. Read it.

If you find fault with it, think of it as a

working definition that is better than
nothing. If you think that nothing
should be done unless there is a perfect
definition that everyone agrees with and
can be accurately and unambiguously
measured, then you better be prepared

to have everything in this country grind
to a halt because we can’t define eco-
nomic health, job security, or traditional
values either.

Objection #3: “Conservation
biology isn’t a scientific concept.”

What does this mean? Does it mean
that it doesn’t generate predictions that
can be tested? Wrong. It predicts that
more species are found in larger areas,
which has been shown to be true. It pre-
dicts that habitat fragmentation leads to
the decline in populations, which has
been shown to be true. It predicts that
ecosystems that have had their natural
patterns of species interactions
altered—for example through selective
removal of species or habitat modifica-
tion—require human energy to keep
functioning, which has been shown to-
be true. The principles of conservation
biology lead to testable predictions, and
can be modified in the face of new and

better data. That makes it a science.
Period. What these people offer is
unsubstantiated opinion. Everyone is
entitled to an opinion, but it isn’t much
good to society unless the opinion can
be defended with facts.

Objection #4: “Ecological
reserves will lock up all the land and
nobody will be able to make a living.”

This is nothing but a straw dog
argument. Nobody has suggested mak-
ing the entire Northern Forest a reserve.
The dominant model for large-scale
conservation calls for a system of con-
nected reserves. Humans live in the rest
of the space.

Objection #5: “The working for-
est is a threatened ecosystem.”

If the working forest is threatened,
it isn’t because of environmental restric-
tions or reserves. There aren’t much of
those now. The working forest could

integrity or the critical components nec-
essary to maintain it. Rather, the
Council appears to have responded to
the objections raised by these people by
ducking the issue. The only recommen-
dation made by the Council concerning
biological diversity is that each state
should treat the issue as important and
promote assessment, education, and
incentives. Who can argue with those?

They also call for ecological reserves as
a limited component of public land

acquisition and management programs.
Their own findings tell them that this is
insufficient to achieve the goal of biotic
integrity. This can only mean that the
unsupported, politically-motivated
objections to a meaningful conservation
strategy held sway over scientific evi-
dence. I’'m depressed, but not surprised.

Dr. Stephen Trombulak is professor
of biology at Middlebury College.

Sustaining Biodiversity

Continued from Preceding Page

It has also clearly stated that there is a lack of knowl-
edge regarding appropriate management techniques for
maintaining or enhancing biodiversity. Given that the
Council has placed an emphasis on promoting sound
stewardship of private lands, it should also include a
research component to ensure that private landowners
are provided with the most accurate possible informa-
tion. This recommendation could be accomplished by
adjusting existing programs (such as the USDA’s
Competitive Grants Program) that provide funds to
researchers at Forest Service research stations and land
grant universities to promote an increase in silviculture
research aimed at biodiversity issues.

The Council has taken the first steps toward assur-
ing that the biological integrity of the Northern Forest
is conserved in the face of the pressures and changes
affecting the region. Addressing the concerns outlined
above will be an important next step. in creating a final
recommendation package that is worthy of support
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from those concerned about these issues. The Council
needs to increase the attention it has given to this issue.
To quote Dr. Seymour again:

[The] fear of reserve proponents, including myself,
is very real. The momentum of old forestry will soon
(within a decade) extend roads and harvesting to the
remaining long-undisturbed tracts, rendering them
much less valuable for future scientific inquiry. I find it
tragic that the most magnificent forests that ever stood
in Maine and elsewhere now live largely in pho-
tographs. The few remaining examples are both inspi-
rational and incredibly valuable for foresters and ecol-
ogists who are working to enhance the ecological sus-
tainability of managed forests. We will all leave a
shameful record if we collectively fail to reverse the
momentum behind old forestry, pre-empting perhaps
forever the feasibility of a reserve system that could
benefit Maine citizens in ways we can now only imag-
ine.11

1 Stephen C. Trombulak, “We Must Establish a System of Ecological
Reserves”, The Northern Forest Forum, Vol. 2, No. 1, page 6.

2 NFLC Biological Resources Diversity Forum, Manchester, NH, December
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9, 1992.

Robert S. Seymour and Malcolm L Hunter, New Forestry in Eastern
Spruce-Fir Forests: Principles and Applications to Maine, Maine
Agricultural Experiment Station Miscellaneous Publication 716, University of
Maine, Orono, 1992, page 8.

4 Robert Seymour, “Triage for Triad,” Maine Times, March 4, 1994, page 15.

5 Richard B. Primack, Essentials of Conservation Biology, Sinauer
Associates, Sunderland MA, page 301.

6 Reed F. Noss, “The Wildlands Project: Land Conservation Strategy,” Wild
Earth (special issue), 1992, page 10.

7 Rainer Brocke et al., “Restoration of Large Predators: Potentials and
Problems,” in Challenges in the Conservation of Biological Resources, a
Practitioner’s Guide (D. J. Decker et al., eds.) Westview Press, San Francisco,
1991, page 314.

8 Trombulak, op. cit., page 6.
9 Noss, op. cit., page 18.

10 yames W. Sewell Company, James W. Sewell Company, Northern Forest
Lands Council Land Conversion Study, 1993, page 47.

1 Seymour, op. cit., page 15.

David Publicover is a forest ecologist who works
Jor the Appalachian Mountain Club. He is author of
“Unmanaged Land is Necessary to Maintain
Biodiversity” (Forum, Autumn Equinox 1993, pages

8-9).
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Public Supports Establishment of Large Ecological Reserves

[Ed. Note: The comments on pages 8-10 come from letters written by the public to
the Council in October 1993 in response to the Findings & Options.]

Clarence Petty, Canton, NY

Long term economic sustainability is based upon a high quality natural environ-
ment of which the forests of the Northeast are a component.

An approximate equal percentage of private and government owned forest land
is desirable to ensure the retention of old growth forests on public lands which pro-
vides habitat for wildlife not found on “tree farms” or commercial timber production
forests.

The highest priority should be given to retaining what remains of the Northern
Forest because such land without human habitat provides the above mentioned val-
ues without the demand for taxes that ‘growth and development’ areas require.

After over 63 years as a forester in private, state and federal employ, I am con-
vinced that in establishing policy, decisions should be made to avoid those that
results in irrevocable consequences. Unlike annual farm crops where a mistake in
decisions may be corrected in relatively short time, trees require centuries.

I hope that your recommendations reflect the kind of vision and wisdom that the
voters of New York State exhibited in 1885 when the Forest Preserves of this state
were established.

Conservation Botany Group, Field Naturalist Program, University of Vermont

We are heartened that the principles of conservation biology have found their
way into discussions of the Northern Forest. We believe that healthy, functional
ecosystems, with full representation of native biological diversity and natural
processes, are a prerequisite for sustainable human communities. Protection of biodi-
versity is not merely an amenity for human society: it is equally important to recog-
nize the value of biodiversity for its own sake, not just for the benefits and services
provided for people.

The present condition of the Northern Forest is not the desired condition.
Human actions have had a wide range of impacts in the region, including species
extirpation, reduction of species abundance, reduction of genetic diversity, forest
simplification, habitat fragmentation and loss, and disruption of natural processes. It
is clear that our present conservation system protects too little land in parcels that are

SOs.
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too small.

We encourage a ‘landscape-scale’ approach to conservation of biodiversity in
the Northern Forest. Conservation efforts should include the establishment of large,
interconnected ecological reserves exempt from commodity extraction. Because
human impact has been severe in many areas, large areas with’'minimal human
impact are critical for the protection of biodiversity. :

Yet excluding people from the landscape is not the desired long term solution.
We believe that people can and should be an integral part of healthy ecosystems. We
support additional initiatives in the Findings and Options aimed at promoting local
economies and sustainable human communities. While we have chosen to focus our
response to the protection of biodiversity, concerns about taxation, local control, and
property rights must be carefully addressed. We suggest, however, that the health of
the community and the health of the environment are appropriate measures of
wealth.

1.) Option #5—Landscape Scale Approach

We are in favor of this option as an over arching philosophy, rather than a single
option. We believe that a landscape scale approach which considers the context and
impact of actions provides the best hope for sustainable communities and ecosys-
tems. We suggest the type of landscape model presented by Dr. Reed Noss.

11.) Option #4—Ecological Reserve System

We are in favor of many of the individual segments of this option, particularly
4c—*‘The establishment of a reserve system that protects habitat for the full range of
native biota. Unit size would be relatively large.” This is the way to apply conserva-
tion biology principles: buffers, connections, large reserves. The desirability of large
reserves is a universally accepted principle of conservation biology. We see the sub-
sections a,b,c, as a nested set. Priority should be on large interconnected landscape
units which capture islands of richness.

We also feel it is important to allow for recovery, not just the maintenance of the
status quo. Areas where recovery of large mammals such as wolf, lynx, wolverine
could occur should be identified and protected.

V.) Option #6—Education

We support education of landowners, land managers, and the general public on
the principles of conservation biology, the importance of biodiversity, and the devel-
opment of local economies and the sustainable communities.

VI1.) Options #1 and #2—Research and Classification

Certainly more research is needed in a great many areas. However, sufficient

information exists on which to base recommendations and actions. We should not

wait to act until our knowledge is complete, because our knowledge will never be
complete. Research should continue, but should not replace immediate action.

1V.) Option #7a—Regulation: enacting or revising regulations to assure that pub-
lic land management agencies, both federal and state, plan for biodiversity at the
landscape scale.

We feel that conservation of biodiversity should be a priority on public land.
Presently the majority of public land is utilized for resource extraction, with very lit-
tle maintained in a natural condition. We support the designation of a higher per-
centage of public lands as ecological reserves where management is restricted to the
minimum required for restoration and recovery.

V1.) Option #3—Incentives for Voluntary Landowner Cooperation.

We support the creation of incentives for the protection of biodiversity. We feel
that incentives are more desirable than mandatory regulations and coercion. In par-
ticular, a Biodiversity Plan or a ‘Leave Alone Plan’ should qualify landowners for
current use tax status.

Rudy Engholm, Brunswick, ME

If we do not understand the long term impacts of human activities on natural
processes in the forest ecosystem (finding #13), it follows that NFLC should eagerly
recommend establishment of significant ecological reserve systems to preserve exist-
ing biodiversity. Otherwise, we are essentially doing a massive ‘experiment’ upon
the Northern Forest with modern forestry practices... with no way to retrace our steps
should we later discover that we critically miscalculated the biological effects of our
activities. £ :

Naney B. Chandler, Sebasco Estates, ME : :

I would like to see a large contiguous block of public forest land running from
Baxter State Park Southwest along the Appalachian Trail corridor, including
Debsconeag Lakes, Jo-Mary Lakes, and connecting the Bigelow Range to Rangely,
Mooselookmeguntic, Richardson and Umbagog lakes, South through Grafton Notch
to the White Mountain National Forest. This corridor would have to be at least 15
miles wide and in many places from 20 to 30 miles. Ideally if the area were thirty
miles, such as South of Baxter State Park and including the park, there could be con-
centric circles of increasing human activity. The central core should be managed as
wilderness with no forest harvesting, roads or buildings. The middle circle could
have selective forest harvesting and roads, low density seasonal residences, recre-
ational facilities, and selected services. Near the perimeter of the public forests
denser and more intense human activities including motels, condominiums, stores,
but excluding activities such as mining, smelting, incinerators, or golf courses.
Management objectives should maximize sustainable forest resource, increase local
jobs, and increase public access to forest recreation while maintaining water and air
quality, aesthetic values and avoiding traffic congestion or excessive noise.

Grey Angell, Twin Mountain, NH

Ecological restoration should be pursued for degraded areas. Investigate the
reintroduction of wolf, wolverine, cougar, and lynx. What are the impacts of river
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damming and dioxins from paper mills? Regional (not local or federal) management
_of public lands is best.

Jerry Gillespie, Hatboro, PA i

An overlooked option here is the cataloging and restoration, if absent, of indige-
nous flora and fauna to the Northern Forest. This should include everything from
microscopic soil organisms to wolves and wildflowers. An undertaking of this sort
would encourage the study of the ecosystems of the Northeast. Whether federal

_money is available for this kind of activity is not known to me, but with notable ecol-

ogists such as E.O. Wilson tenured at nearby Harvard, I feel that some interest in an
inventory and evaluation of those specific ecosystems endemic to the Northeast, and
more look toward understanding our relationship to these systems, could be of
tremendous value to both academic and economic interests in the region.

I also think that an ecological reserve system is a viable solution as it is my
belief that the entire planet should be treated as an “ecological reserve system.”

Dennis Skillman, Ipswich, MA

A second goal should be the creation of a buffer zone around Baxter State Park.
This park is one of a kind. Even in Yellowstone National Park, the feeling of true
wilderness is not as strong as it is in Baxter. Like Yellowstone, there is a ‘Greater
Baxter Ecosystem’ that needs to be protected. connecting the Nature Conservancy
reserves (Big Reed Pond to the North, and the Rainbow Lake area to the South, and
Maine Public Land Reserve with Baxter and the Alagash Wilderness Waterway
would create a reservoir of wild lands and recreational riches unrivaled in the conti-
nental U.S.. The outdoor recreational industry is already strong in this region, further
protection and national recognition would strengthen this vital part of the local econ-
omy. :
I found the report to be thoughtful and thorough and well grounded in facts.
What was missing for me was a clear and simple rallying point that was specific
enough to generate interest and action. What I propose above is my attempt to pro-
vide that.

David H. Gibson, Association for the Protection of the Adirondacks,
Schenectady, NY

As several speakers have told the NFLC, society needs places set aside as
reserves because we do not, and maybe can not, know enough about ecosystem func-
tion to manage them as we have managed the Northern Forest for the past two cen-
turies. For example, we do not yet know what the minimum acreages are needed to
maintain plant and animal associations in the wake of major disturbances such as
hurricanes. We have managed Eastern forests as if we could expect to accomplish all
our predictions or desires on every acre, over each and every decade—a false expec-
tation. :

Some of these reserve areas may be best based on watershed boundaries, to
include vital riparian habitats. Some private land reserves may be very deserving of
tax benefit packages. And these areas are very appropriate for kinds of wild land
recreation which can play a role in securing a regional identity and economic growth
for tourism and visitation.

Erik G. Sohlberg, E. Corinth, VT

Option #4c should be pursued in priority over 4b or 4a. Not only do the Nature
Conservancy and existing state programs have ongoing projects to protect sensitive,
fragile, and representative naturai communities, programs that deserve greater sup-
port and inclusion in the Council’s recommendations, nevertheless, it is the work of
restoring the wilderness heritage of the Maine Woods that represents the major
opportunity. The wilderness heritage coexists with the working forest as defining
characteristics of the Northern Forest Region. Dismissing or ignoring this heritage
when our ability to restore it is far greater, simpler, and less complicated politically
than for most U.S. ecosystems amounts to a huge sacrifice and foregone benefit to
society.

While there are some lost tax revenue and timber output opportunities involved
in establishing a reserve system dedicated to protecting the full range of native biota,
this system can be created with few or no conflicts with local communities, govern-
ments, and property owners because of the fact that most of the area where such
reserves would be established (primarily in Maine) local communities and govern-
ments do not exist, population is extremely sparse, and nearly all of the land is
owned in large tracts by persons or companies with strictly commercial intent and is
thus available at the right price. The real value of the sacrificed timber output is
questionable considering the wasteful use of packaging and print advertising our
society practices, and the jobs and tax revenues could be made up for in part through
tax measures that improve the economics of recycling and through the implementa-
tion of agreements that assure the degree of labor equity in the international com-
merce of wood.

Creation of a substantially public ecological reserve system would avoid some
problems and conflicts involved with creating such a system mostly on private land,
as it would avoid the problem of trying to get forest landowners to manage (voluntar-
ily) a large part of their lands in ways that are fundamentally incompatible with fiber
production (which would be necessary if a reserve system is faithfully implemented).
It would be better to do the job right by creating public spaces for species needing
wilderness and leaving private timber owners to practice sustainable forestry on
other lands of the ecological reserve system where wilderness is not necessary.

At the Council-sponsored Biological Resources Diversity Forum biologist
Charles Cogbill pointed out that this region lacks any old growth obligate species.
While this may be technically true, it does not follow that the manner of forestry
practiced today particularly on industry land, is compatible with maintaining healthy,
viable species of all animals. It is likely that lynx and woodland caribou, among oth-
ers need something approximating a spruce fir old growth\decaying very overmature\
mature matrix over a fairly large area in order to thrive. Such a matrix cannot be
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Moose and beaver dam on stream near Chamberlain Lake in northern Maine.
Both moose and beaver were once extirpated from much of their native range n the
Northern Forests. Their return symbalizes the remarkable resiliency of this region,
and inspires hope that other extirpated species can again Jflourish if we establish a
network of large ecological reserves in the region. Photo by Alex MacLean—
Landslides

recreated without removing areas from active forestry. The more immediate threat to
species diversity in the region, seeing that old growth today is extremely rare, is type
conversion from spruce -fir to hardwoods due to clearcutting (or conversion to sterile
plantation forests) and degradation of spruce-fir stands from selection forestry.
Softwood volume has declined substantially in recent decades in Northern
Vermont, according to the VNRC, and Maine faces a spruce-fir log shortfall soon,
indicating that there is a low supply of stands with that type with sufficient tree size
or density to warrant cutting. This decline in the conifer component directly threatens
such species as pine marten, bog lemming, spruce grouse, and lynx and places a
number of others at risk. Winter habitat effectiveness for deer is reduced by selection
logging practices in pure spruce-fir stands, according to biologist Jeffrey C. Elliott,

as the opened spaces tend to regenerate to hardwoods, thus reducing cover, and for-

age diversity is reduced due to mechanical disturbances of soils.

In spruce-fir-cedar swamps stable semi-aquatic communities of salamanders,
zooplankton, and snails do not regenerate if the forest is logged off, Elliott also
claims, as clearcutting causes such sites to degenerate to successional wetlands, then
dry land red maple forests, before succeeding again to spruce-fir and cedar. Due to
the unsuitability of the intervening successional communities to these semi-aquatic
species and due to the fact that spruce-fir swamps are at best patchily distributed over
the landscape (today heavily disturbed by logging) mere successional to the original
cover type does not restore the swamp community. Thus, biological resource protec-
tion will require placing substantial areas off-limits to logging and putting in place a
plan to halt the decline of the conifer component in the Northern Forest. Both of
these steps will necessitate substantial public acquisition.

The value of Option 7a lies in the fact that by planning for biological diversity at
the landscape scale, plants and animals are more likely to maintain viable popula-
tions and thus stay off the threatened or endangered list.

Ronald Mallette, Babcock Ultrapower, Old Town ME :

... one indisputable fact in dealing with the Northern Forest is that the forest is
dynamic and ever changing. Specifically, in the possible setting up of a particular
reserve, it should be recognized that the forest is a dynamic, ever changing commu-
nity of flora and fauna. It is entirely possible and probable that once a reserve is set
up for a particular reason, within a matter of a few years that area will change into a
new community with a completely new and different set of values. Nothing is static
and that should be recognized. I see nothing taking this into account.

Timothy Rowe, Lovell, ME

The lands in question are the last vestiges of our wilderness heritage in the East;
they are historically valuable. Moreover, from a natural- historical perspective, much
of their timber is as close to first-and old- growth as we have remaining East of the
Rockies. We must preserve it, respect it and replace it as needed.

Gregory Frux, Brooklyn, NY

There are aspects of the philosophical underpinnings of the report, which I wish
to question. We are biological beings wholly dependent for existence on the bios-
phere in which we live. The Northern Forests of New England make up a significant
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tile in the mosaic of life. With the worldwide erosion of the health of the biosphere
and especially of the forests, our priority task must be to preserve the Northern
Forests. Elements of the draft report equate the value of a healthy environment with
property rights and corporate profits. This is an inappropriate hierarchy. Arguments
that environmental problems can be solved with free market economics are not sup-
ported by facts. Look at the massive damage to old growth forests in the Pacific
Northwest by out of control timber companies. Or for that matter look to the genesis
of the White Mountain National Forest—land taken over early this century only after
clearcutting and forest fires. :

I would argue that number one must be to preserve the Northern Forest ecosys-
tem‘intact. You have failed to consider the options for new National Parks, National
Monuments or National Forest designations. Frankly, the complex, patch-work
approach in the draft proposal may not succeed and the region is too valuable to
experiment with and lose.

Laurence Mason, Greenville, ME

The importance of older forest stands in preserving biodiversity should be
emphasized. For example, Steve Selva of UM Fort Kent has found twice as many
lichen species in Big Reed preserve as are in cut over forests.

Jennie Brown, Gorham, NH

Need emphasis on habitat needs for creatures that control pests, as well as the
more aesthetic ones that people enjoy seeing, such as butterflies. Also need to
emphasize the need for habitat for pollinators.

Karen and Kevin Coffey, Irasburg, VT

Another unanswered research question is the roles that extirpated animals, from
large mobile mammals to small sedentary amphibians had in the Northern Forest
Lands, and whether it would be feasible and ecologically beneficial to the forest as a
whole to restore species. :

. Research add the following:

Support the preparation of an EIS (environmental impact statement) by the
Division of Endangered Species of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the feasibil-
ity of the restoration of the Eastern Timber Wolf. This should be the logical next step
since the 1978 (updated 1992) Recovery plan for the Eastern Timber Wolf.

Support the investigation by the Division of Endangered Species of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service of the reintroduction of other extirpated animals into the
Northern Forest Lands including the wolverine, the Mountain Lion, the Osprey, the
Bald and Golden Eagles, and other animals.

Since research is expensive and the
amount of research in areas like the
Northeast Kingdom has been quite lim-
ited in the past, recommend strategies
that make use of volunteers, and high
school cooperative programs in collect-
ing data and monitoring conditions in
the forest. A good model is the New
Hampshire program that hires high
school science teachers in the summer
to do research such as fisheries surveys
with the idea that the knowledge gained
by the teachers will be used in the
classrooms. Likewise, teachers carrying
out other studies in the Northern Forest
Lands could continue these studies with
their classes, providing the needed
manpower and an educational experi-
ence at the same time.

Encourage internships at colleges
and universities in research on the
Northern Forest Lands by recommending federal dollars to support such a program.

P.C: Nowell, Champion International Corporation, Deferiet, NY

Since the private landowners are a major key to the success of any effort to
maintain or enhance biodiversity, acceptance of the responsibility can be encouraged
by making sure that desired actions are rewarded by some means. The favorable tax
treatment approach is one in which owners would have a clear line of sight to bene-
fits. Also, programs to provide management assistance to landowners who want to
manage wisely but do not have the financial means to pay consultants would be of
benefit. Since the biological resources of the Northern Forests have national signifi-
cance, the expertise could be provided by county extension staff but supported by
federal dollars.

Russel Beauchemin, ME Forest Service, Greenville, ME

The biological resources section does not consider the impact of some landown-
ers’ move to favor the growth of softwood over hardwood on their land. The end
result of the treatments to favor softwoods will be large, even aged, high value
(because of pre- commercial treatment investments) stands that are vulnerable to
large and very damaging fires. I will emphasize that this concern is the potential for
large fires.

Peter Richardson & George Moulton, Connecticut River Joint Commissions,
Charlestown, NH

The report mentions water in a few places but it does not address lakes, rivers,
and their tributaries to the extent warranted. The Northern Forest holds the headwa-
ters of the Connecticut River as well as the Androscoggin, the Kennebec, the
Penobscot, the St. John, the St. Lawrence, and the Hudson, all of the greatest river
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If our generation acts now, Sfuture genemtions may again hear the sound of wolves
howling in the Northern Forest. Photo courtesy of Jont Soffron—Wolf Hollow
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systems in the Northeast. These waters are of vital importance to fish and wildlife, to
adjacent landowners, recreationists, farmers, hydroelectric power producers and
users, communities downstream, and the economic vitality of the region. They are
complex ecological communities, interrelated with adjacent lands,\and can be safe-
guarded or imperiled by activities on those lands. The Clean Water Act’s goal of pro-
tecting and restoring the physical, chemical, and biological health of the nation’s
waters is incumbent upon all regions and citizens. 3 '

Geoff Dates, Hartland, VT

The report makes numerous references to the recreational value of the rivers
and streams in the Northern Forest. Yet nowhere does it acknowledge the crucial role
that streamside forests play in preserving the recreational and ecological integrity of
these waters. And nowhere does it list options for protecting them.

Healthy streamside forests are an integral part of the river ecosystem in several
ways.

* The forest canopy shades the stream and helps moderate stream temperatures
during the Summer months. This is the most stressful time for aquatic creatures and
the forest can make the difference between survival and disappearance of sensitive
insects and fish. A2hr>

* Riparian forests also provide a source of food for aquatic life. Leaves, needles,
and twigs falling into the water become food for aquatic insects and these nutrients
are distributed throughout the food web.

* A healthy mix of streamside vegetation acts as a sediment trap. Sediment can
destroy rubble and bottom gravel habitat areas for valuable fish species and the
insects they feed on. If these areas are filled in with sediment they are much less use-
ful as habitat, spawning, nursery, and feeding areas.

* The streamside forest removes, transforms, and stores excess nutrients which
can cause serious problems in streams. These problems include nuisance aquatic
plants, algae blooms, disruption of the food web, and fluctuations in dissolved oxy-
gen levels which can render the stream unfit for certain types of aquatic life.

Michael Kellett, RESTORE: The North Woods, Concord, MA

The Northern Forest land is really made up of numerous watersheds. The land is
inextricably linked with its waters. Forest management can have a tremendous bene-
ficial or negative effects on the forests’ aquatic ecosystem. If we protect streamside
forests then we protect streams. Healthy streams are superior fisheries, better for
swimming, more scenic, and have more intrinsic scientific value. Indeed, some of
our least ecologically impaired streams are in the Northern Forest. As such, they are
more valuable benchmarks against which we can evaluate our cleanup efforts in

: more developed areas.

Another major oversight is the lack
of any meaningful discussion of aquatic
ecosystems. The rivers, lakes, and wet-
lands of the region are integral parts of
the Northern Forest and cannot be sepa-
rated from terrestrial ecosystems. These
aquatic ecosystems have been devastat-
ed by dams, pesticide runoff, soil ero-
sion after logging, pollution by paper
mills and municipalities, and the intro-
duction of alien species. Yet the NFLC
appears to ignore this issue, and offers
no options for addressing these prob-
lems.

Finally, the NFLC is virtually silent
on endangered and extirpated species.
Due to past and present destructive land
and water management practices,
dozens of native species are gone from
the region or in serious decline. We
cannot preserve the natural biological diversity of the Northern Forest without restor-
ing extirpated species where possible, and ensuring the survival of endangered
species that still survive. For example, RESTORE: The North Woods has called for a
federal study of the feasibility of restoring the extirpated eastern timber wolf to the
Northern Forest. We have also petitioned the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to list
the Atlantic salmon, which has been reduced to a dangerously low population level,
as an endangered specie to provide for the restoration and protection of critical habi-
tat. The NFLC should give serious attention to species such as these, which are indi-
cators of the health of entire ecosystems.

Randolph (NH) Conservation Commission

[Finding #15] is an important finding, but it is incomplete. This finding should
include recognition that the Northern Forest is in a severely diminished condition.
Species extirpation, decline in species abundance, habitat fragmentation and destruc-
tion, loss of genetic diversity, and disruption of natural processes are a few of the
existing human impacts. This finding should include recognition that our current land
protection system (aka reserve system) protects t0o little land in parcels that are too
small to be of ecological value. -

This finding has been widely interpreted to mean ‘we don’t know enough, more
study is needed’ and “... decisions with respect to biological diversity are founded in
political persuasion and not in scientific discovery.” We have more than enough evi-
dence to demonstrate the major impact which people have had on the Northern
Forest. We do not fully understand many things (perhaps most), but that does not
prevent us from using common sense to correct obvious mistakes.

It is important to recognize that the discipline of conservation biology is not
new. It has been established for thirty years and draws on disciplines such as biology,
ecology, and conservation that are far older.
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Council Treatment of Forest Practices ~ Too Little Too Late

by Mitch Lansky

I was pleasantly surprised-that the
Council finally raised the issue of forest
practices. Unfortunately, because the
Council waited so long, and because it
did no research on the subject, it put the
responsibility for action on the states.
Maine has had a number of experiences
with state forest practices legislation. In
every case, the forest industry demon-
strated that:

—it can influence studies to be “bal-
anced” enough to not threaten their sta-
tus quo; ’
—it can influence legislation to legit-
imize what industry is already doing;
—it can influence agencies to have
industry membership; and

—it can leverage benefits—such as tax
breaks—as part of the bargain. Indeed
the influence of the industry over the
Northern Forest Lands Study and
Council is similar. :

While the Council’s forestry rec-
ommendations may sound good, in real-
ity they are as useful as the young
mouse’s suggestion to put a bell on the
cat. It is easier said than done.

The Council starts this section off
(pg. 53) with what appear to be contra-
dictory claims. Many people told that
Council that large-scale clearcuts and
herbicides “degrade water quality, aes-
thetics, recreational opportunities, forest
health, and biological resources.”
Because of the number of such com-
ments, the Council “came to believe
that it must deal with forest practices...”

“Others,” the Council states (to bal-
ance out the previous claims), “have
said that current practices have lead
(sic) to greater biodiversity and
“improved forest health.” Now who do
you suppose would assert that removing
most of the volume of a forest in a
township would improve forest health
and biodiversity? The Council does not
tell us. We are left to believe that we are
hearing this latter claim from a random
sampling of concerned citizens rather
than from forest industry spokespeople
with an “axe to grind.”

The Council chastises the public |

because so few people “have suggested
specific strategies for the Council to
recommend.” This is a particularly
insulting bit of rhetoric—not only
because some people did make recom-
mendations that got ignored, but
because the Council did not request
such strategies. Indeed, in its next sen-
tence, the Council insists that from the
beginning it did not see “that it was
specifically charged with addressing”
forest practices as an issue. Why would
anyone give specific suggestions on for-
est practices when the Council was
denying that it was charged to respond
to them? Most public comments on
forestry, therefore, were suggestions
that the Council consider this crucial
issue. Had the Council responded earli-
er, it would have been overwhelmed
with suggestions.

. Recommendation 17
The Council suggests that the states
make objective assessments of a full
range of forest-practices impacts. The
topics are so common-sense and obvi-
ous, one wonders why this hasn’t been
done before. Actually, Maine has had
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The Council’s irresponsible evasion of the issue of ecologically degrading forest practices has suited the absentee owners of the

region’s paper mills just fine. Woods workers, Northern Forest communities, the general public, future generations and—most
importantly—the forest ecosystems themselves, are the big losers. Photo courtesy of the Appalachian Mountain Club.

experiences with similar attempts to
study or change forest practices.l Such
experiences convince me that unless
there is a major change in the political
and economic structure of the state,
these recommendations will result in as
meaningful an “improvement” as previ-
ous attempts.

Recommendation 19

Informing landowners, foresters,
landowners, and the public about sound
forest practices is wonderful. But what
are “sound forest practices”? Who
decides?

a) In Maine, the certified logging
professional program is run by the for-
est products industry. What the industry
thinks is “sound forest practices” is
“sound forest practices.” The idea of
certifying loggers is an excellent one.
But the courses should not just be a
quick formality to bring down insurance
rates. They should really train loggers to
do ecologically sound, economically
viable forest practices. And the loggers

have to demonstrate competence to be -

certified.

Certifying loggers to do sound for-
est practices is of little benefit if the
landowner wants to make a quick buck
and the forester serves the master’s
wants. If the logger is paid on a piece-
rate wage, he will have an incentive to
cut as much high-quality wood as possi-
ble as fast as possible. He will have an
incentive to mine.

Doing more sensitive forestry can
mean periodically cutting out small
quantities of poor-quality wood and
retaining high-quality wood. If loggers
are paid on a piece-rate wage, they will
find such practices to be poor paying.

b) The Society of American
Foresters in Maine is dominated by
industrial foresters, former industrial
foresters, or foresters who have been
paid by industry to do research. The
industry in Maine can, therefore, play a
major role in deciding what practices

are appropriate to maintain biological
diversity. Since the Code of Ethics of
foresters demands allegiance to the
employer, we can expect, at best, only a
moderate reform from this group.

c) The Council does not specify
who should do landowner training.
Perhaps this will come from the state?
Maine’s Forest Service has served its
industrial clients faithfully for years. It
has set up clearcut rules that allow
landowners to cut almost everything
they desire whenever they desire it. If
these rules—which encourage forest
fragmentation and the reduction of
forests to poorly-stocked stands of low
value trees—are a reflection of this
agency’s standards of “sound forest
management,” then we cannot expect
much reform here, either.

d) The Council also does not speci-
fy who should do “public education,”
although Project Learning Tree, an
industry funded education package, is
already in our public schools. PLT
advertises itself as “balanced.” The pub-
lic, in general, is quite ignorant of
forestry issues, and also has limited
interest. The media has educated the
public on forestry issues with “sound
bites.” Industry has its advertisements,
and environmental groups have their
campaigns.

If the state joins in on this “educa-
tional” process, it will take pains to be
“balanced”—i.e., to not offend the
industry, just as the Council does not
want to offend industry. I doubt that
things will improve much.

Recommendations

[Ed. Note: The following are rec-
ommendations the Council should
make.]

*The region and the states need to
adopt a forest policy that is ecologically
sound, socially responsible, economi-
cally viable, and sustainable.2 I suggest
the region, because a timber-dominated
state like Maine is unlikely to set such
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policy or initiate suggested studies on
its own. And if it did, the results would
not be credible.

*If forestry is to be ecologically
sound (i.e., maintain or improve biodi-
versity and ecological stability), then
the logical first choice for forest prac-
tices should be the least disturbing
practice appropriate to a given site.
This means that there should be a state
and regional policy requiring a pre-
sumption against clearcutting.

*Rather than waste time and money
studying whether or not forest practices
laws (such as Maine’s) that allow
landowners to remove 90% of the vol-
ume of the forest in one pass are “work-
ing” or not, the states could jointly
study successful examples of less-dis-
turbing forest practices, such as selec-
tion. The emphasis should be on man-
agement that leads to stand improve-
ment, higher productivity, and better
protection of ecological and aesthetic
qualities of the forest. In other words,
spend money studying what benefits the
forest and what pleases the public.
These studies could start with examples
on experimental forests and public
lands.

*The region can initiate studies on
how to overcome some of the bamiers to
better management such as costs of
roads and labor, and artificially low
prices for wood.

*The result of these studies should
be made available to the regional
forester training licensing agencies and
incorporated into requirements for new
foresters and continuing education for
experienced foresters.

*The management plans foresters
write (and which are required for cur-
rent use taxes) need to mean something.
Foresters should be held accountable if
stocking and quality are degraded, and
if essential wildlife habitat is destroyed.

*Loggers can be trained to do eco-
logically sound management on public
lands or experimental forests. The certi-
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fication should be for both knowledge
and competence. Certification commit-
tees should reflect a balance and level of
expertise that goes beyond the forest
products industry.
*Loggers should be paid to man-
age, not to mine. Their wage should
reflect the level of expertise required,
and the level of quality of performance
rather than simply the number of cords
removed.
*Loggers on industry land should
be industry employees, rather than be
considered “independent contractors.”
They should be subject to industry ben-
efits.
*The Northern Forest region should
establish basic forestry guidelines and
minimum rules to prevent the worst
excesses of speculator/liquidators and to
serve as a basis of policy for regional
community forestry boards.
*The states should encourage the
creation of regional (based on water-
sheds and political or cultural criteria)
community forestry boards that:
—refine the Northern Forest guidelines
and rules to meet local needs but to
ensure that policy goals will be met;

—identify areas of special concern (ice.,
zoning, as does LURC, however,
unlike LURC, these boards would
have authority to regulate the “man-
agement zones”) where there can be
no logging or restricted logging due
to ecological, cultural or other rea-
sons including landscape-scale needs
for wildlife corridors, reserves, deer
yards, and riparian areas; and

—periodically meet with other boards
in the whole region to share successes
and failures, and to set policy for the
region.

The Council suggests that
Recommendations #10 and 20 should
also be considered as addressing forest
practices.

Recommendation 10: Capital Gains
The Council believes that reducing

the tax on capital gains by adjusting for
inflation will improve forest practices.
Up until 1986, there was a major tax
break on capital gains, but this did not

lead to any demonstration of exemplary .

forest practices. Indeed, many of the

township-sized rolling clearcuts in

Maine were done before 1986.

If adjustment for inflation is only
done for timber, but not other long-term
investments, then timber will become a
tax shelter for long-term investors. The
Council gives no guarantee that this tax
break will not be used simply to
increase profits (as it has been used in
the past) rather than to improve forest
management.

The Recommendation would give
this tax break to all timber holders in
the‘entire United States. The Council
gives no estimate as to how much this
would cost the Treasury. If the goal is to
prevent conversion of large forest
blocks in the Northern Forest in high-
value areas around rivers, lakes, moun-
tains, etc., then this seems to be a rather
expensive way to go about it. Indeed,
there is no guarantee that landowners
who receive such a tax break will forgo
development in such areas if they so
desire. The capital gains tax break
before 1986 did not stop landowners
from selling high-value lands when the
market was good.

All businesses can argue that they
are essential and that they deserve tax
breaks. Unless those industries can
show a crucial need, and unless they
can show a clear public benefit,
Congress will be unlikely to grant tax
relief. To the extent that one industry
gets a tax break, other businesses and
individuals must pay more to make up
for lost revenues.

Recommendation: The Council
has repeatedly been challenged to
demonstrate clear public benefits and
to estimate expected costs from this
recommendation. It has failed to ade-
quately respond to these requests.

This item, therefore should be
dropped.

Recommendation 20: Green
Certification

The Council begins its section on
Market Development by mentioning
concerns that the public has expressed
about the problem of exporting raw
products rather than developing local
value added. Its first recommendation
for market development is “green certi-
fication.”

Theoretically, consumer preference
for “environmentally friendly” products
will translate into incentives for
landowners to do better management,
giving them an improved market share
or better prices. “They also,” warns the
Council, “have potential, if not done
well, to harm markets.”

The Council (pg. 58) lists several
criteria that “successful and effective”
certification programs should follow.
Scientific Certification Systems, which
just certified nearly one million acres of
land managed by Seven Islands, would
claim to meet all these criteria. Yet the
result has been controversial, and may,
as the Council warned, harm markets.

I have had some experience with
certification of organic farms. Although
the criteria seem obvious and clear—
i.e., farmers cannot use chemical fertil-
izers or pesticides, they must build up
organic matter with manures, green
manures, compost or other organic
sources etc.—there are many gray areas
and debates on limits are constant.

Certifying “sustainable” forestry is
far more difficult. Whereas farm crops
are annual and one can guarantee that
they have not been sprayed, forest
“crops” can take over one hundred
years to grow. Over that time there may
be many changes in forest practices,
many of which would not qualify as
very “green.” During the last few
decades, for example, Seven Islands has
used chemical pesticides against the
spruce budworm over much of its lands.

Clearcut in northern Maine. The Council claimed that the liquidation of forests was not an issue for it to study because it was a
state issue. Likewise, property tax reform, upon which it lavished enormous sums of money and time, is, according to the
Council, an issue for the states. Such double standards expose the pro-industry bias of the Council. Photo by Stephen Gorman.
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Is it now “sustainable” because it is not
spraying for the budworm (whose popu-
lation crashed nearly a decade ago)?

SCS, in its Executive Summary
observations points out some serious
silvicultural problems such as:
*exceeding allowable.scut levels in the:

past and present;

*conversion of high-quality softwoods
to junk hardwoods and balsam fir due
to heavy cutting;

*overcutting of spruce;

*reliance on diameter-limit cutting;

*lack of formal wildlife plan;

*cutting too close to stream sides.

Yet, the company got certified for
“resource sustainability” and “ecosys-
tem maintenance.”

SCS did not mention that Seven
Islands is a major exporter of sawlogs to
Quebec or that it is a major importer of
Canadian labor. It did, however, give
Seven Islands a very high score for
“socio-economic benefits.”

Even if management over the last
few years has been exemplary (and SCS
did not make such a suggestion), visi-
tors to the land, expecting to see an
impressive forest would be disappointed
in some townships that have been
slammed repeatedly over 150 years of
ownership.

While the Council recommends
that “private sector firms” should carry
out standardization and compliance, it
does not recognize the conflicts that a
for-profit certification system can bring.
There currently is no nationally-recog-
nized standardization of objective crite-
ria.

Recommendation: Green certifi-
cation for forestland, because it has
so many fuzzy areas that are extreme-
ly difficult to objectify, is premature
for this region. The recent certifica-
tion of Seven Islands gives no reason
for me to change this assessment.

Recommendation 21: Market
Development

Although this was not listed as a
recommendation that would benefit for-
est practices, it should have been. It rec-
ommended state and federal assistance
for primary and secondary wood prod-
uct firms by fostering the establishment

_ of marketing cooperatives or networks.

For some reason, the Council did not

consider, even though this was suggest-

ed, the benefits of fostering the develop-
ment of marketing coops for woodlot
owners.

The benefits of woodlot coops-have
been demonstrated in many countries,
and include:

*cooperative purchase of equipment
and forestry services;

*cooperative marketing of logs and pulp
to ensure full truckloads and better
prices;

*cooperative bargaining with mills for
better prices;

*cooperative sharing of information for
improving forest practices.

That the Council would push coop-
erative marketing for mill owners, but
not for woodlots seems rather odd.

lFor-examples, see pages 330 and 359 of Beyond the
Beauty Strip by Mitch Lansky (Tilbury House, Gardiner,
- ME, 1992). A more recent example is LD 1764, which
started out as a bill to reduce clearcutting and ended up as
another “study."
2 See The Northern Forest Forum, Mud Season, 1993
for article—*“Beyond Beauty Strips: Criteria for
Ecologically Sound, Socially Responsible, Economically
Viable, and Sustainable Forestry.”
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by Mitch Lansky

Workers’ compensation, like forest
practices, is a subject for which there is
no subcommittee, no contracted
research, no formal treatment in the
Findings and Options, and little formal
public discussion. It is odd, therefore to
see two recommendations concerning
this issue. e

The Council informs us that work-
ers’ comp rates are high in the region.
These high regional rates favor business
outside the region. Jobs are replaced by
mechanization. Sub-contracted labor,
not covered for workers’ comp, is often
used. Local money goes to distant insur-
ance companies. Therefore, reducing
workers’ comp claims and costs will
improve the business climate and “help
maintain job opportunities for local peo-
ple.” (pg. 65)

While this logical progression, at
first glance, seems sound, a few crucial
questions are neglected. What are the
rates for comparable workers in other
regions? If rates are higher here, what is
the explanation? Why have past
attempts to reduce rates failed? What
new information is the Council offering
the states that will prevent future fail-
ures? The Council has failed to provide
basic facts upon which we can base our
decisions.

Recommendation 25
" The Council recommends that

states help to fund the adoption or
expansion of worker training programs
and cites Maine’s Certified Logging
Professional (CLP) program (which
industry funded) as a “model.” This
approach puts the focus on the worker.
It does not address safety problems
posed by the landowners or employers.

My own research (Beyond the
Beauty Strip, pgs. 70-89) suggests that:

*Logging in the region is a2 diffi-
cult, insecure, low status profession.1

*Logging in Maine has had unac-
ceptably high accident rates.

*Landowners have washed their
hands of responsibility for worker safe-

ty (and for worker benefits) by insisting.

that workers are not employees but are
instead “independent contractors.”

*Cheating on Workers’ comp is
widespread.

*Chainsaw workers are paid with a
piece-rate wage (the more you cut, the
more you make).

*The piece-rate wage neither
encourages good forestry nor safety. It
encourages cutting corners, as well as

Nineteenth Century America romanticized the harsh realities of the liﬁ,‘ of the logger and river driver as a way of evading the
- manner society exploited these men. The Council’s silly rhetoric about an exploited people "proud of its heritage” follows i this
unworthy tradition. Its shallow critique of the workers' comp problems will do little to change this legacy of exploitation of local
workers by absentee capital. Photo courtesy of the Adirondack Museum

arms, legs, and other body parts.

*Workers are intimidated from get-
ting better working conditions and
wages by threats from Canadian labor,
mechanization, and lack of other job
opportunities.

*Where workers are direct
employees of industrial landowners
and where workers are paid a weekly
or other non-piece-rate wage, acci-
dent rates decline significantly.

Lack of training of workers has
been a problem that this recommenda-
tion, to some extent addresses. But it
does not address some of the fundamen-
tal conditions, connected with the status
quo, that have led to higher accident
rates. The Council has repeatedly stated
that it wants to reinforce the status quo,
rather than replace it.

Essential Recommendations

[Ed. Note: The following six rec-
ommendations should have been made
by the Council. ]

*Workers on forest-industry lands
should be industrial employees subject
to industrial benefits.

*Loggers should be paid to manage
a forest, rather than just to remove trees.
They should be paid a wage that reflects
their skills and the hazards of their

work.

*Smaller landowners should estab-
lish long-term “‘Stewardship Contracts”
with contractors. These long-term con-
tracts ensure that contractors benefit
from initial investments in roads and
“low-grading” (cutting the worst and
leaving the best) thinning operations.

*Logger certification should be
based on safe, ecologically sound forest
practices (perhaps on public lands).
New loggers should be required to take
full courses, not just a few days train-
ing. The object should be to make log-
ging, which requires complex skills,
into a higher paid, higher status profes-
sion.

*A regional commission should
study the financing of equipment pur-
chase and maintenance, road building,
and other costs put on workers to see to
what extent these affect timber manage-
ment and worker safety. It should come
up with alternative suggestions.

*This commission should also
study regions in the world where work-
er safety and wages are better, and try to
use these examples to change conditions

-here.

The latter two recommendations
are for studies that the Council should
have contracted years ago.

Recommendation 26

The Council wants the state legisla-
tures to reform workers’ comp to reduce
costs. Unfortunately, the state of Maine
has already tried, repeatedly, to reform
workers’ comp. Governor McKernan
even shut down the state for a few
weeks (in part) to pressure the legisla-
ture to act on this issue.

The focus has been on reducing
workers’ benefits. But studies have
shown that other regions have better
workers’ benefits, but lower costs.
Apparently the problem is not simply
worker fraud. Employers, lawyers, doc-
tors, and insurance companies have
been part of the problem as well.

Why have attempts to reform workers’
comp been so unsatisfactory in the past?
The Council did not do any research on
this, so the state legislatures have no
new information to help them under-

~ stand past failures, or work toward

future success. Until basic research is
done, there is little basis to expect that
new initiatives will succeed where oth-
ers have failed.

1 In the March 12-13 edition of the Bangor Daily News,
a professional logger is quoted (Style pg. 1) saying,
“People always believed that wood choppers aren’t very
intelligent. Well-I’ve been intelligent enough to make
sure that none of my seven children make a living chop-
ping wood.”

Public Demands That Council Address Forest Practices

Since you mention that land conversion (or residential development) accounted for
only .2% of the region during the boom years of the 1980, I am a little amazed
that you didn’t focus on what was happening in the other 99.8% of the region.
—Tom Burke, Lancaster, NH

Christopher C. Hamilton, NVDA, St. Johnsbury, VT

I am writing to convey concerns I have heard from municipal officials in the
Northeast Kingdom about forest practices and clear-cuts. Without a doubt this is the
key issue on people’s minds. Every town I have worked with, with the exception of
Peacham, has asked me to help them deal with and regulate what they see as total
disregard for the natural environment through large clear-cuts and poor logging prac-
tices.

The thing that is most impressive to me is that these officials include a wide
variety of people from a broad range of socio-economic backgrounds. They include
loggers, farmers, teachers, conservatives and liberals alike. The concern comes from
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their heart of knowing it “just isn’t right.” They see the clear-cuts, the muddy brooks,
the slicked off mountains in Essex County. They do not want to put people out of
work, but they know what is going on is wrong.

You know that I actively wor<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>