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Notes from a Season of Drought

Two winters ago, this part of the
world enjoyed a snowy winter; a wet
summer followed. This past winter was
not merely open, but, one memorable
morning near Christmas, actually hot—
and dry overall. A dry summer has fol-
lowed.

Our region sits on the 45th parallel,
at a climatic crossroads of air masses
that create each year the potential for
wetness, coolness, warmth and dryness
in differing proportion. Whereas last
year neighboring farmers hurried all
season to harvest rank growth of grass,
this year fields have been turning
brown since the first cut. No rain. With
floods in the Midwest impacting grain
production, and forage production
crimped here, the situation is ripe for
accelerated hard times for New
England’s farms.

Drought, disease and disaster, in
general, invite superstition and what we

term the irrational. Many of us have

talked about rain dances and reverted to
what the anthropologists term prophy-
lactic magic: leaving fertilizer in the
back of trucks and other such invita-
tions to the “calamity” of a shower. This
is only after a month of rainlessness.
Should we therefore be suspicious
when our minds drift to a consideration
of human impacts on the hydrologic
cycle? Rationalizers of human behavior
may suggest so. However, we have
often felt that there are two classes of
people: one grew up aware of their
water supply. The other waters grass,
brushes teeth and flushes the toilet with
perfect faith and probable ignorance.
The one sometimes carries its regard for

water to religious heights, regarding
every drop of water as sacred. Blind
faith with regard to water seems the less
tenable of these “irrational” states of

mind.

Vermont spent the past winter dis-
cussing water, vis-a-vis the ski indus-
try’s desire to “spend” public water to

make snow. Policymakers and legisla-
tors have largely deferred to the eco-
nomic benefits of the ski industry. What
has failed to emerge frem the debate is
the recognition that we lack watershed
accounting. Water withdrawal, water
quality degradation and logging impacts
on the water budget are compartmental-
ized subjects. Neither the legislature nor
the Dean administration have indicated
a desire to bridge these related subjects.

Ultimately, Nature disposes. That is
the lesson of a season of drought. We
have grown forgetful in years of indul-
gent rainfall. Floods in the Mid-West
have been exacerbated by poor soil
management and outright wetland
destruction. Continentally and globally,
we have assumed that logging off
woodlands will have no impact on
hydrology. Society has rather casually
accepted the notion of rainfall adulterat-
ed not merely by chemical but nuclear
pollutants.

Here in New England, part of local
anecdote is that rivers formerly ran
deeper and colder. Many of us wonder

.if extensive clearcutting has interrupted

secondary evaporation and subsequent
convective precipitation. What are the
cumulative impacts of high elevation
clearcutting and widespread forest soil
degradation?

Whatever climatic trends we face,
whatever their causes, isn’t it only rea-
sonable we show greater reverence for
water and begin to manage it in ways
that reflect the full complexity and
interconnectedness of the hydrologic
cycle?

—Andrew Whittaker
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Lessons in Sustainability from the Collapse of Fisheries

Long time followers of fishery con-
ditions and developments are not sur-
prised by the recent wave of closures
and fish wars which are not merely a
phenomenon of our own Atlantic Coast.
British Columbia, Iceland, Scandinavia,
Britain, Spain, France, coastal Africa,
the California Coast—the list of trouble
spots, which has brought several nations
into rancorous conflict over fish protein,
could go on and on. In this country,
observers have known for several
decades that fishing off the coast of
New England was headed for trouble.
Most frustrating has been the awareness
that until certain fisheries began to col-
lapse, the destructive situation would
not change. What lessons in sustainable
use of natural resources might we draw
from the lesson of the fishery?

Who Controls the

Resource?

Biology has played a secondary
role in setting limits on' catches since
the institution of fisheries management.
Industry representatives on the New
England Fishery Management Council
have traditionally had more to say about
the setting of quotas than biologists.
However, we learn from Canada that
this story is not without subtlety. For
instance, a minority of fishermen, con-
cerned with the long term viability of
fishing, disagreed at times with govern-
ment quotas and intuitively felt they
were too generous, based on overly
optimistic assumptions.

Conclusion: Biology must be bal-
anced and have equal power in resource
decisions. Further, minority views with-
in industry must be heard.

Level of Capitalization
Since World War Two, when major
declines began to characterize the

Atlantic fishery, fishing has become

more technologically and capital inten-
sive. Just as agriculture witnesses the
decline of the small farmer and forestry
the decline of the part-time, lightly capi-
talized harvester, fishing has raised its
financial barriers of entry. Costs and
scarcity overly impact the small opera-
tors while larger operators turn their
attention to whatever species they can

. economically harvest—until that

species runs out.

Conclusion: Appropriate levels of
technology and capital must enter into
management decisions. Government
should not encourage indebtedness of
natural resource operators and should
recognize the benefits of appropriate
scale on a natural resource base.

Boom & Bust

The American faith in boomtime
riches stems from the natural abundance
we used to experience with greater fre-
quency. Changing tastes and increasing
scarcity of traditional commodities
often create mini-booms. Halibut,
which became popular after WW 11, is
one example. Maine’s coast frequently
sees the opening—and exploiting—of
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yet another resource as new, primarily
Asian markets, are discovered. Often
there is no exploration or accounting for
why a species is abundant—as in the
sea urchin, which has increased with the
decline of groundfish. An analogy in the
woods product industry is the sudden
“discovery” of a species like ash or red
maple—often reflecting the economic
extinction of more favored species.

The absence of holistic resource
management is also reflected in the
absence of ties between estuaries,
inland, and off-shore fishing grounds—
while these are related biologically,
competing governmental agencies, con-
flicting public uses and outright igno-
rance create a splintered management.
For instance, bay scallops have ceased
to exist in harvestable numbers from
Long Island Sound to Buzzards Bay;
pesticide use on cranberry bogs and
blueberry barrens is not evaluated for its
impact on ocean biology; organochlo-
rinés in river systems are condoned by
government inaction at state and federal
level.

Conclusion: Resource manage-
ment must promote an approach to
resource harvest based on natural sur-
plus. Natural benchmarks of relative
abundance of related species must play
a role in setting harvest limits where the
relation of species has a definitive role
in ecosystem dynamics. Government
must adopt integrated, holistic
approaches to the overall resource.

Continued on page 3
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The Destruction of the Northern Forests ~ An Abenaki Perspective

by Tomas Obomsawin

I was asked to write a series of arti-
cles for The Northern Forest Forum
about the situation in the Northern
‘Forests from an Abenaki perspective.
Because much of the lands upon which
the Northern Forests are situated are in
the homeland of my people, the
Abenaki, and the continued destruction
of our magnificent forests are of great
concern to myself and many Abenaki
people, Ihave agreed to do this.

First let me introduce myself to
you. I am a descendant of the Abenaki
people: my genealogy traces an unbro-
ken chain of Abenaki ancestors. Unlike
many of my blood relatives, I still
carry on the family name of
Obomsawin. This name traces back to
the early 1700’s. I have been very
active in Abenaki Tribal affairs and
care a great deal about the future of my
people. I have been studying the docu-
mented history of my people for many

years. Most of this documentation,

however, is not found in the history
that was taught to all of us in school.

Our documented history begins in
the 1500’s through to the present day.
‘The few bits and pieces of our history
that do find their way into today’s
common knowledge of history show us
as being “the enemy”. The time. has
come for a better understanding of the
history of this land from the viewpoint
of the people who have inhabited it for
thousands of years.

In this first article I will try and
give you some explanation as to who

Fisheries Collapse
Continued from page 2
Substitutes for Natural Regimes
Fish farming is usually regarded as
a substitute for collapsed stocks; bio-
logical impacts are assessed in human
terms. When The New York Times
looked into the impact of increased har-
vest restrictions on New Bedford Mass.
last year, it compared job losses in the
fishery to IBM layoffs in the region and
asked rhetorically if the economic
impact was all that devastating. To
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the Abenaki people are and why the
great northern forests are so important
to us.

The Abenaki people are part of a
group of indigenous nations, we call
ourselves Wobanakiak. This word bet-
ter describes the region that we inhabit.
The Abenaki word “wdban”, which in
this context means the direction of the
first light of day. “Aki” means land or
earth, and the “ak” on the end of the
word signifies plural or “‘all’ of the
land where the sun rises”. This group
includes the from, east to west, the
Micmac, Maliseet, Passamaquoddy,
Penobscot and the Abenaki.

The traditional territory of the
Abenaki people extends from the
Kennebec river watershed to the Lake
Champlain watershed, including all the
rivers that flow to the south shore of
the St. Lawrence (Quebec) River start-
ing with the Richelieu (Bitawbagok)
River, which flows north to the St.
Lawrence (Quebec) River from
Bitawbagok (Lake Champlain), the
Yamaska River, the St. Francis
(Alsiguntacook) River, the Chaudier
River and continuing along the south
shore of the St. Lawrence (Quebec)
River until it borders the territory of
the Micmacs. The name “Abenaquis”
was used by the French to describe the
indigenous people inhabiting this area.
In English “Abenaki”.

Our territory was traditionally
divided by its many river watersheds.
Groups of families were associated
with each particular watershed. For
example, the families that lived along

those who grew up eating off the ocean
in the Depression and are culturally
accustomed to the abundance of the sea,
such a comparison is as odious as it is
reflective of our economy’s inability to
recognize the value of natural resources
and place them on the same plane as the
human-made micro-chip, automobile or
other inventions.

Further, just as the plantation is not
forest, the fish farm is distorted biology.
The food source of farmed fish are the
species of native fish left in greater rela-
tive and often absolute abundance after

the Kennebec river watershed were
known as the Kennebec, those along
the Amerscoggin (Androscoggin) were
known as the Amerscoggin
(Androscoggin), those who lived at
the northern watershed of the
Kwannitekw (Connecticut) were
known as the Koasaks. This name
comes from the great pine trees that
once covered this area; the Abenaki
word for the great pine tree is koas,
sometimes spelled cods, cowas, or
cohos. The people living along the
Coaticook River were known as the
Coaticooks. Those along the
Alsigunticook (St. Francis River) were
known as the Alsigunticooks (St.
Francis Indians). Those who inhabited
the Missisquoi River were known as
the Missisquois and so on.

After the European invasion of our
territory, a nearly total destruction of
this system occurred. My people were
either massacred or died from diseases
brought by the Europeans and/or were
forced into exile. The surviving
descendants of these people are now
known as the Abenakis. Many of us,
like myself, still inhabit this area and
are keenly aware of the past and pre-
sent destruction of our northern forest
lands.

I have read a number of issues of
the Forum, and I am relieved that peo-
ple are beginning to be concerned
about the wanton destruction of our
forests for profit. It is too bad that this
idea so late in coming.

The northern forests are the life
blood of the existence of our people

more desired species are gone. Often
these “trash” species are subjected to
the “vacuuming” operations mentioned
above. Biology has not had time to
assess the fishery’s dynamics: are these
species abundant because of human dis-
ruption? Can traditional stocks rebound
at all? And, further, what about the doc-
umented potential of farmed fish to
impact ecology directly and negatively?
Escapees can contaminate wild stocks;
sites appropriate to farming are rare and
often occupy public waters. While there
is a place for farmed species, should
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and Nations. We would gladly return to
the subsistence lifestyle of our ances-
tors but have found that the logging
companies have almost completely
destroyed our forests. Fortunately for
all of us our great forests are still
alive—barely, and can grow back, just
as the Abenakis are still alive and are
becoming strong and healthy once
again. The problem is that the econo-
my of the “dominant culture” in the
northern forests has become dependent
on the exploitation of our forests.
When will they stop cutting down our
forests? When it is too late? In
Belgium and other European countries,
laws have been passed forbidding the
cutting of trees, but only after the
European forests are all but extinct.

The answers to these questions are
indeed complex, especially when this
economy provides the jobs that this
society depends on. The solutions are
available, but a better understanding of
the history that led up to this predica-
ment might well lend some insight as
to what to do from here.

Future articles will trace history of
the invasion from an Abenaki view-
point, and expose the effects it has had
upon our people and our forest land.

In closing I would like to thank
The Northern Forest Forum, for
inviting me to speak to you as an
Abenaki person, and the readers and
writers of this paper who show a sin-
cere desire to help protect what is left
of the Great Northern Forests of the
Abenaki people.

they be feeding off the decline of native
stocks and viewed as substitute for
these?

Conclusion: Native ecosystems,
whether forest or ocean, can be
restored—or at least we should act on
that faith. Plantations and fish farms
should not be viewed as substitutes for
destroyed native regimes. Europe has
learned, in the long run, that simplifying
ecosystems impacts productivity. Our
economy should seek to base itself on
right relationship to natural ecosystems.

—Andrew Whittaker
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Woods

Watch

by Jym St. Pierre

You can fool some of the people all
of the time and all of the people some of
the time. Sadly, Maine has a history of
trying to fool all the people on forest
and conservation issues too much of the
time. And the cycle never seems to Stop.
Consider some of the foolishness going
on lately. ‘

e In March, the Commission to
Study the Future of Maine’s Paper
Industry presented its report to the
Legislature. (See Forum, vol. 3 #4,
pages 8-9 for articles by Mitch Lansky
~ and William Butler on this report. ) It
was an upside-down, inside-out,
through-the-looking-glass experience.
The report documented that the industry
is in decline in Maine thanks to lack of
investment by the big paper companies.
Yet the report went on blame that
decline on everyone other than the
industry itself, and concluded the solu-
tion was for the people of Maine to prop
up the industry even more by subsidiz-
ing the industry’s energy cost, giving it

more tax breaks, and rolling back envi-
ronmental standards One of the com-
mission’s recommendations was to
eliminate the personal property tax on
manufacturing machinery. Governor
Angus King made this a keystone of his
legislative program and the Legislature
did create an exemption for new busi-
ness equipment. The $5 million price
tag for the next couple of years is pro-
jected to hit at least $60 million within
12 years. g

o In April, the Maine Forest Service
submitted to the Legislature its report
on effectiveness of the Maine Forest
Practices Act. (See Forum, vol. 3 #4,
page 4 for article by Mitch Lansky on
this report.)” The evaluation confirmed
what critics had been saying for five
years, that the clearcut rules do not meet
the mandate of the law to “provide a
healthy and sustainable forest,” and
“address adverse effects on wildlife.”
Despite this, in June, the Legislature
overwhelmingly rejected a proposal to
modestly improve the Forest Practices
Act by replacing its arbitrary residual
stocking standard with scientifically
based standards. (See page 21 in this
issue.)

e In mid June, the leadership of the
Maine Land Use Regulation
Commission took a sharp right turn sud-
denly. Commission member Jim
Sherburne and staff permitting supervi-
sor Dave Allender resigned due to inter-
ference from Department of
Conservation Commissioner Ron
Lovaglio in the controversial Kenetech
Windpower application. (See pages 15-
18 for articles on the. Kenetech propos-
al.) Then, in a surprise coup, conserva-
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tive Chuck O’Brien defeated centrist
Steve Wight in his bid to continue to
chair the Commission. The same day,
June 15, John Williams, was endorsed
as new staff director. Since most of
Williams’ experience has been disman-
tling state agencies, some LURC watch-
ers are wondering whether the agency
will fly apart from political dissension
or be taken apart under the guise of
environmental streamlining. Revision of
the state’s wildlands comprehensive
plan could suffer heavy collateral dam-
age either way.

e On June 19, the Maine Forest
Products Council and the Paper Industry
Information Office fed legislators lunch,
then fed them baloney about the forest
industry’s  “public  education
program...designed to communicate the
significant impact the forest products
industry has on the Maine economy”
with emphasis on “recycling, sustain-
able forestry and regeneration of
Maine’s Forest.” Another part of the
forest industry’s effort to soften (and
feminize) its public face and brighten its
public smile, this program will use
video and interactive TV to broadcast
the message.

e On June 19, a report was released
on the third conference of the Maine
Forest Biodiversity Project held in May.
Many participants did not recognize the
sanitized report of the meeting which
was virtually co-opted by forest indus-
try interests. At the meeting it was
admitted by Dr. Malcolm Hunter, an
international authority on biodiversity,
that the current activities of the project,
even if fully implemented, would not
achieve the stated goal of protecting
biodiversity in the forests of Maine. Yet
this was overlooked in the conference
report. Meanwhile hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars are being spent on the
Maine Forest Biodiversity Project.

 Maybe some of that money ought
to be spent on recovery of imperiled
species. In late June, state wildlife offi-
cials admitted that a big cat spotted last
spring in Cape Elizabeth was a moun-
tain lion. Lab tests of hair from the site
proved a cougar had been on the prowl.
Hundreds of sightings have been report-
ed in recent years, but the Maine Fish &
Wildlife Department insists they are
either fantasies or feral pets. Maine has
more wildlands than any state in the
eastern U.S., but we don’t have wild
mountain lions. Right.

* On June 20, a report was released
calling for establishment of a new land
trust for Maine’s North Woods. Fine,
except the report revealed that “at least
half of the board would be forest
landowners or individuals representing
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forestry organizations.” This built-in
conflict of interest would ensure that the
new North Woods Land Trust would be
stacked by forest industry interests who
will control the organization.

e Last fall, the American Forest &
Paper Association board approved a
new Sustainable Forestry Initiative. The
culmination of 18 months of focus
groups, telephone surveys and other
public opinion research, the SFI repre-
sents “an ambitious campaign to
improve the forest industry’s credibili-
ty,” according to a straight-faced
account in the Journal of Forestry.
Unfortunately, the SFI is long on PR
and short on substantive benchmarks
that will lead to meaningful forestry
reform. Across the country the forest
industry wants to reform its image, not
its practices. Now, in Maine, one of the
greatest relict bastions of the forest
industry, “sustainable forestry” is
becoming a major subject. Of action?
No, of conversation. For instance...

e In late June, the Maine
Department of Conservation announced
the make-up of a new Maine Council on
Sustainable Forest Management. The
Council, established in April by execu-
tive order, is supposed to “develop prac-
tical, credible benchmarks of sustain-
ability against which forest landowners
can assess their forest management
practices” by October 1996. Sounds
great, except the public membership of
the council is heavily tilted toward for-
est industry people. And the new
Commissioner of Conservation, a for-
mer long-time industry employee,
chairs the council while the new direc-
tor of the state Forest Service, a former
private forestland manager, has a
reserved seat. Not a single representa-
tive of an environmental advocacy
group is on the council. Once again, a
laudable idea (sustainability) is being
taken hostage by the forest industrial-
academic-governmental complex. (See
page 27 for more on this.) \

o By July, when lawmakers finally
went on summer vacation, Maine had
had a belly full of bad legislative ideas
this year. Included were the obligatory
“regulatory takings” bills along with a
variety of proposals to gut many of the
landmark programs that a generation
ago made the state a national environ-
mental leader. One of the highest visi-
bility issues addressed by the Maine
Legislature was a bill to wrench respon-
sibility for designating state-listed
endangered species from the experts.
The Legislature decided to micro-man-
age by itself deciding which species
will get on the list, based, of course,
more on politics than sound science.
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The old system worked fine for years,
but, in this, the year of the drive-by
assault on the environment, that subtly
was lost on most legislators. Even some
of the most conservative newspapers in
the state editorialized against the bill as
a non-solution to a non-problem.

o On July 11, the Baxter State Park
Authority voted 2 to 1 to allow a small
mammal research trapping project with-
in the wildlife sanctuary portion of the
wilderness park. One problem: the pro-
ject appeared to break the Authority’s
own rules, the deeds of trust granting
the land to the people of Maine, and
state law. It was also approved over the
strong objection of park staff and the
Authority’s own advisory committee. In
addition, Authority chair, Bucky Owen
should have abstained from voting
because his affiliations with both agen-
cies proposing the trapping (University
of Maine and Maine Fish & Wildlife
Department) posed probable conflicts of
interest. Immediately after RESTORE:
The North Woods pointed out the irreg-
ularities and hinted at a legal challenge
the trapping was canceled.

« Forestry company of the month is
Boise Cascade. Idaho-based Boise has
distinguished itself by going beneath
and beyond on a variety of fronts
recently. For instance, Boise has taken
the lead to surreptitiously support a
make-believe grassroots group called
the Pulp & Paperworkers Resource
Council. From its facilities in Rumford,
Maine, Boise is reportedly funding a
full-time staffer . to organize
paperworkers in Maine and the rest of
the Northeast against environmental
initiatives, such as the proposed Maine
Woods National Park (even though
Boise has only a tiny fraction of land in
the proposed park area). Boise is also
subsidizing membership for its
employees in the Sportsman’s Alliance
of Maine. In exchange the sporting
group has been aggressively hostile to
the Maine Woods National Park idea
and several endangered species issues.
Finally, at the national level, Boise
lobbyists have been working to disable
the federal Endangered Species Act.

Do you see any trend here? Nah,
can’t be.

There is some encouraging news
from Maine on land protection. The
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries
& Wildlife acquired 144 acres with
frontage on East Grand Lake as well as
Lee’s Island in the lower Kennebec
River. Boise Cascade sold 2,058 acres
of land and water along the Maine-New
Hampshire border at Lake Umbagog
National Wildlife Refuge for just under
Continued on page 13
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Agencies to Propose Salmon Protection for Seven Maine Rivers

by David Carle

After more than two years of work
by RESTORE, the federal government
is on the verge of proposing protection
of Atlantic salmon in seven Maine
rivers under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA). On March 14, 1995, the U.
S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and
the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) announced that salmon popula-
tions in what are known as the
Downeast rivers—the Dennys, Machias,
East Machias, Narraguagus, Pleasant,
Ducktrap, and Sheepscot—will be pro-
posed for ESA protection. Populations
in Maine’s Kennebec, Penobscot, and
St. Croix rivers and Tunk Stream will
be studied further for possible future
protection.

The action comes in response to a
petition filed by RESTORE, the
Biodiversity Legal Foundation, and
Jeffrey Elliott in October 1993. A deci-
sion on the petition was due by October
1994. The two agencies released their
ruling only after RESTORE filed a law-
suit to force the long-overdue action.

The decision comes none too soon.

Fewer than 2,000 salmon returned to the
United States in 1994, a more than 50
percent drop from almost 5,000 in 1993.
Moreover, Maine’s state salmon restora-
tion program has been gutted by budget
cuts and reorganization. Without federal
protection, wild Atlantic salmon could
soon be extinct in the U.S.

After an initial reluctance, most
Atlantic salmon angling groups are now
supporting ESA protection for the
species. This includes the New England
Salmon Association, Maine Chapter of
Trout Unlimited, and a number of
salmon clubs. In its Summer 1995
newsletter—Atlantic Salmon
Journal—, the Atlantic Salmon
Federation “applauded” the action of
the agencies. The magazine Wild
Steelhead and Atlantic Salmon plans

" to make Atlantic salmon protection and

restoration the focus of its summer
issue. ,
RESTORE sees the ruling as a step
forward, but there is still a long way to
go. The original petition called for the
Atlantic salmon to be protected
throughout its historic range—from the
Canadian border to Connecticut. The

ruling, however, claims that wild
salmon populations in the rivers south
of the Kennebec River are extinct. Any
salmon presently in those rivers, which
include the Merrimack and Connecticut,
are considered to be descendants of
reintroduced, captive-bred fish. The rul-
ing maintains that these reintroduced
salmon do not qualify for protection
under the ESA.

This claim is inconsistent with
existing programs for several other
species. For example, the bald eagle,
peregrine falcon, and Florida panther
have all been reintroduced to much of
their range, including captive-bred indi-
viduals. Yet the FWS has protected all
of these species under the ESA. Neither
the FWS nor NMFS has been able to
explain the strange logic that says rein-
troduced, captive-bred peregrine falcons
qualify for ESA protection but reintro-
duced, captive-bred Atlantic salmon do
not. .
Despite the shortcomings of the
recent ruling, there is reason for opti-
mism. The fact that the Atlantic salmon
will receive even partial protection dur-
ing this time of political turmoil is a

tremendous victory for the salmon and
the Endangered Species Act. The act
was originally passed to save species
from extinction. Perhaps it is not too
late to save the Atlantic salmon.

What You Can Do: As of this writing,
the FWS and NMFS have not issued
their final recommendation to protect
the Atlantic salmon. The two agencies
need to know that the public wants
prompt action to save this imperiled
species. Please contact the following
officials, who oversee the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Bruce Babbitt) and
the National Marine Fisheries Service
(Ron Brown):

Bruce Babbitt, Jr.
Secretary of the Interior
Department of the Interior
Interior Building

1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240

Ron Brown

Secretary of Commerce
Herbert Hoover Building

14th Street and E Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20230

Wood Turtle Denied Protection ~Federal Agency Ignores Facts, Experts, Law

by Dawvid Cark

On May 26, 1995 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) announced that it will not consider the
North American wood turtle for protection under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The decision came in
response to a 42-page petition submitted in December
1994 by RESTORE, the Biodiversity Legal
Foundation, and six leading wood turtle experts.
According to the FWS, the petition lacked scientific
“merit.” As a result, the agency refuses to proceed with
a badly needed review of the status of the species.

The wood turtle petition documented major threats
to the species, including predation of nests by raccoons
and skunks, habitat destruction, road kills, water pollu-
tion, and collection for the commercial pet trade.
Because individual turtles can live for 50 to 60 years,
populations may appear to remain stable long after
they are no longer reproducing. Experts are concerned
that at the present rates of nest predation and commer-
cial collection, there will not be enough young wood
turtles to maintain viable populations. The petition
contends that this could mean eventual extinction of
the species unless protective action is taken now.

Based on these significant threats, the petition
called on the FWS to designate the wood turtle as
“threatened” throughout its present range from Maine

Factoids

 The Associated Press reports that the price of
one new B-2 Stealth bomber will be between $570
million and $2 billion—more than the projected
cost of one new 3.2 million acre Maine Woods
National Park.

e In 1990, the Bowater/Great Northern Paper
mill complex in Millinocket, Maine was valued for
property taxes at $292 million. In 1992, the stock
of Bowater, Inc. was trading at $18 per share. In

1995, the company’s Millinocket holdings have
been devalued to $110 million. Meanwhile, the
value of Bowater stock has jumped to about $53
per share.

e Bowater Inc. and International Paper
Company (IP) have announced that they plan to
eliminate a total of 57 salaried positions in Maine.
IP plans to lay off 17 managers at its Jay mill while
Bowater plans to cut 40 salaried positions from its
Great Northern Paper division, based in
Millinocket.
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to Virginia and west to Minnesota. Such a designation
under the ESA would require the preparation of the
first comprehensive recovery plan for the wood turtle,
curtail collection of the species in the wild, lead to
increased funding for turtle programs, stimulate greater
public education efforts, and benefit other endangered
species requiring similar habitats.

Wood turtle experts from across the nation
endorsed the petition. Among the letters of support
sent to the FWS were those of Dr. John Kaufman of
the University of Florida; Dr. Bill Willers of the
University of Wisconsin; David Carroll, New
Hampshire author of the Year of the Turtle, the entire
herpetology department of the University of Kansas
Museum; and the Northern Forest Alliance, a coalition
of more than 20 conservation groups.

There was little opposition to the petition. It was
largely limited to the Maine Forest Products Council, a
lobbying organization for Maine’s timber and paper
industries. The organization offered no facts to refute
the data and conclusions in the petition.

A number of environmentalists and biologists

believe that the decision by the FWS to deny the wood-

turtle petition was not based on a fair and objective
analysis of the facts. Instead, it is consistent with the
failure of the agency to adequately protect other imper-

+ iled turtles, including the bog and Blandings. The peti-

The Northern Forest Forum

tioners are presently reviewing a possible legal chal-
lenge to the FWS decision.

What You Can Do: Speak out for the wood tur-
tle! Urge the FWS to conduct a comprehensive status
review of this imperiled species. Contact:

Mollie H. Beattie

Director

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Interior Building

1849 C Street, N.W.

Maine Wood Turtles Found in Virginia

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has inter-
cepted 54 wood turtles in Virginia that were appar-
ently collected illegally in Maine. The agency was
unwilling to release any information because of
possible pending arrests, but what is known is that
under the federal Lacy Act, it is illegal to transport
wildlife across state lines for commercial profit

without a permit. If the value of the wildlife is more
than $300, the offense is a felony.

This is the first interstate criminal case involv-
ing wood turtles and Maine wildlife in general. It
shows why the wood turtle needs the strongest pos-
sible protection.




Conte National Wildlife Refuge Wins Strong Support Throughout Connecticut River Watershed

by Jamie Sayen

At a packed hearing in Lancaster,
NH on June 29 on the proposed Silvio
0. Conte National Wildlife Refuge for
the Connecticut River Watershed, near-
ly three-quarters of the 52 citizens who
testified strongly supported the estab-
lishment of the Conte. Hearings in
Connecticut, Massachusetts and south-
ern Vermont/New Hampshire earlier in
June also elicited enthusiastic public
support for the Conte. Following the
conclusion of the formal comment peri-
od on July 31, 1995, the US Fish &
Wildlife Service will produce a “Final
Action Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement” on the project.

Although there is broad support
throughout thé 7.2 million acre
Connecticut River Watershed, there are
powerful opponents who can be counted
upon to continue to oppose the creation
of the Conte. Some opponents have
raised thoughtful concerns, many others
have been frightened by a well-orches-
trated disinformation campaign by
“property rights” extremists and some
local elected officials. '

Even before its establishment, the
Conte has begun to have a profoundly
positive impact on Connecticut River
Watershed communities because it has
stimulated an outpouring of public

agement and education program.

shed.

Alternative

Land Acquisition (Total):
Fee Title
Easements
CMAs

Land Protection (in acres)
Wetlands Restored
Uplands Restored
Riparian Habitat Restored
Wetlands Protected
Uplands Protected
Riparian Habitat Protected
Unfragmented Habitat Protected
Aquatic Barriers Removed
Fish Passage Projects Initiated

Total Cost (per year)

Statement, May 1995.
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A Comparison of Alternatives “D” & “E”
Proposed for the Conte Refuge

ALTERNATIVE “D”
Private Lands Work, Education, Partnerships & Land Protection
(The Proposed Action by USFE&WS)

Under this alternative the Fish & Wildlife Service would work with private
landowners, state or local agencies and private organizations through the existing
Partners for Wildlife 8¢ Challenge Cost Share Programs. The Service would also
initiate its own land protection program—using a combination of easements,
cooperative management agreements (CMAEs) and fee title acquisition—with
emphasis on endangered threatened, rare and uncommon species or communi-
ties. This alternative would establish a special watershed-wide cooperative man-

ALTERNATIVE “E”

Private Lands Work, Education & Land Protection

Under this alternative the Fish & Wildlife Service would work with private
landowners, state or local agencies and private organizations through the existing
Partners for Wildlife Program. The Service would also initiate an extensive land
protection effort through the year 2010, using a combination of easements, coop-
erative management agreements, and fee title acquisition. Educational efforts
would focus on developing new programs and facilities on Service lands. This
alternative would establish a more traditional fish & wildlife refuge in the water-

New Environmental Education Centers 2 New Centers

Source: The Silvio O. Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge Draft Action Plan and Environmental Impact

debate and dialogue—at formal and
informal Conte hearings in June, and in
letters to the editor of local newspapers.

Some of the testimony and letters
have been designed to frighten and mis-
inform. A couple of weeks before the
Lancaster hearing one letter-writer rant-
ed against the Endangered Species Act
and “big brother.” “Will you take some-
one’s land by eminent domain when
you find that a ‘3-eyed, 3-eared nincom-
bob’ lives on that property?” he asked.

But, each week a new batch of let-
ters appears on Lancaster’s weekly, The
Coos County Democrat, and the tenor
of some the opposition is growing more
and more constructive. One writer who
railed against unnamed abuses by the
US F&WS in the West, ended his letter
with the excellent suggestion for the
Conte Education Center that will be
opened in Lancaster if the Refuge is
established: “Why not a River Heritage
Center that would give our children and
visitors a true understanding of the con-
tinuing interrelationships of the people
with the land and river. Beginning with
the Abenakis it may go on to early
hunters/trappers and settlers, leading on
to our current recreation, logging and
increasing farm industries.”

Guildhall Massacre
Late in 1991 by a bi-partisan vote,

«p? «pr
25,680 130,420
6,530 41,375

850 5,910
18,300 83,135
3,300 3,300

900 900

1,455 2,545
41,470 41,565
43,820 97,960
3,110 6,150
54,925 106,025

3 barriers None
15 projects None

4 New Centers

$9 Million $13.7 million

Congress passed an act to study the fea-
sibility of establishing a National
wildlife Refuge for the Connecticut
River Watershed. Republican President
George Bush signed the bill into law.
The Refuge was named in honor of
long-time Republican Congressman
Silvio O. Conte of Massachusetts,
author of the bill, who died shortly
before the vote.

Early on, the US Fish & Wildlife
Service discovered that if it tried to

design a traditional National Wildlife

Refuge for the Connecticut River
Watershed, it would run into a buzz-saw
of local opposition. A public informa-
tion hearing in Guildhall in 1993 turned
very ugly when hysterical landowners,
fearing that the USF&WS planned to
confiscate their land by eminent
domain, took over the meeting and did
about everything but tar and feather the
stunned representatives of USF&WS.
Unfortunately, supporters of the Conte
either failed to attend the Guildhall
meeting, or were intimidated into
silence. 2

Because of the Guildhall Massacre,
USF&WS did two things: (1) it
launched a public outreach effort that
may well be unprecedented in its scope
(over 200 public and private meetings
with stakeholders and interested citi-
zens); and (2) it scaled back its land
protection strategies out of fear that
opponents in the Watershed’s
Headwaters would succeed in scuttling
any proposal for land protection. It is
regrettable that intimidation succeeded
(at least partially), but supporters of the

- Conte have only ourselves to blame for

our failure to attend the Guildhall meet-
ing and counter the violent attacks of
the opponents.

Conte Education Center
As word spread this spring of the
Conte hearings scheduled for June, sup-

- porters—ever mindful of the Guildhall

fiasco—began to organize information
sessions and to alert other supporters of
land protection strategies of the hear-
ings. Letters both pro and con on the
Conte began to appear.

And then, there was a welcome sur-
prise. The Democrat carried a story
about efforts initiated by the local ele-
mentary school principal Don LaPlante
to develop a Connecticut River
Education Center that would meet local
needs and would collaborate with the
local school system. LaPlante had
assembled a working group that repre-
sented a broad cross-section of the com-
munity. By June 29, support for the
Education Center was so broad that the
Lancaster Chamber of Commerce
endorsed the idea.

Lancaster Hearing

At the Lancaster hearing, Conte
supporters spoke of their love for the
River and the Watershed. In supporting
the F& WS’ preferred alternative,
«Alternative D,” they enthusiastically
endorsed the proposed education center,
and they saluted the Service for the
effort it has made to design a new kind
of National Wildlife Refuge, one that
relies much more heavily on partner-
ships with landowners and other collab-
orative efforts, instead of the more tra-
ditional centralized bureaucratic

“approach. Several Conte supporters also

defended the federal government from

The N;rtbern Forest Forum

the hate rhetoric of a few Conte oppo-
nents. ;

I testified that self-appointed
defenders of my property rights were’
intent on denying me and many other
landowners our right to sell our land (or
enter into other contractual agreements)
with anyone we wished, including the
US Fish & Wildlife Service. If these
opponents of the Conte wish to have
nothing to do with the Conte, they can
exercise their right not to participate in
voluntary arrangements with the
Service. But, if they succeed in killing
the Conte, they deny others their prop-
erty rights. A

Mary -Stinehour, a riverfront
landowner who supports the Conte, tes-
tified that she feared the consequences
of taking no action: “The only plan I've
ever seen is ‘Alternative A’ [the ‘no’
action’ alternative] over the years I have
lived on the river. I don’t think
Alternative A works very well.
Alternative A, which has no change,
will bring the most change.”

At least one opponent, Leo

_Rideout, Jr., sounded a militia-style

alarm: “The federal government is not
to be trusted. They will take land by
dirty tricks, eminent domain or murder
if that’s what it takes.”

Stronger Land Protection Needed
A third of the Conte proponents at
Lancaster cautioned that Alternative D

- is inadequate in one critical respect—

land protection. “D” proposes only to
acquire 6,530 acres in fee title and
19,150 acres in easements and coopera-
tive management agreements. In con-

trast, “Alternative E” (which offers the

most ambitious land protection strategy,
but without the partnerships offered by
“D") proposes to acquire 41,375 acres
in fee and 89,045 in easements and
cooperative management agreements.
While “D” proposes to protect only
about 26,000 acres, “E” proposes to
protect about 130,000 acres. To put that
in perspective, “D” proposes to protect
less than 0.4 percent of the entire water-
shed; “E” would protect about 1.8 per-
cent.

There are two reasons why the
Conte proposals for land protection are
inadequate: (1) the intimidation of the
opponents probably discouraged
USF&WS from more ambitious propos-
als, and (2) F&WS scientists developed
a protection strategy for endangered
plants animals and rare natural commu-
nities; they did not assess what it would
take to protect ecosystem integrity.

The Forum believes that as scien-
tific research provides us with greater
understanding of the ecology of the
Connecticut River Watershed, and as
public support for the Conte grows,
there will be both ecological and politi-
cal support for a far more ambitious
land protection strategy. We have urged
F&WS to broaden its assessment of
land protection before completing the
Final Action Plan.

Regional Citizens’ Advisory
Committees

Part of the Conte enabling legisla-
tion established a “Citizens’ Advisory
Committee.” Governors of each of.the
four states in the watershed appointed
three members: a representative from
state government, a representative of a
state conservation group and a landown-
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‘er. While we support this idea as far as
it goes, we believe it is inadequate to
promote the sort of citizen participation
and citizen access to the Conte man-
agers that can dispel fears and build
support for the Conte.

Accordingly, many supporters of
the Conte are calling for the creation of

several regional Citizens Advisory.

Committees (CAC) that represent a
broad range of interests. I am confident
that if such regional committees are
established and representation is fair,
both the Conte and the communities
will benefit. Opponents have succeeded
in sowing the seeds of distrust which
will not disappear overnight. A grass-
roots, community-based CAC can
become the sounding board for con-
cerns, and for raising and debating a
wide range of issues pertaining to the
Conte and the Connecticut River
Watershed. They can become vehicles
for building trust between the communi-
ties and the F&WS, and they can help
build trust within our fractured commu-
nities.

One reason. there is so much dis-
trust and anger over proposals such ias
the Conte is that there are so few demo-
cratic vehicles that promote ongoing
debate and dialogue within our commu-
nities. This makes it easier for dema-
gogues to polarize the situation. We
need mechanisms to assure free and
open dialogue among differing con-
stituencies. Conte CACs would be
invaluable tools for promoting and sus-
taining local democracy.

Opposition

Eminent Domain: Opponents to
the Conte focused mainly on the hypo-
thetical threat that the F&WS would
employ eminent domain to seize local
landowners’ 1and. Understandably,
Yandowners were frightened by -this
scare tactic. The truth of the matter is
that F&WS has the power of eminent
domain, but it has not used it in the
Northeastern states in the past eight
years; it promises only to work with
“willing sellers”, and it probably
already has more offers from landown-
ers willing and eager to sell to
USF&WS than it can accommodate.

The threat of eminent domain is a
“property rights” red-herring that
exposes these zealots for what they real-
ly are: anti-environmentalists. If they
were so dedicated to protecting property
rights by thwarting eminent domain,
they would long ago have gone to war
against state and federal departments of
transportation. The interstate highway
system, not northeastern National
Wildlife Refuges, has been the real
abuser of eminent domain. But, to prop-
erty rights zealots, eminent domain only
poses a threat when it might possibly be
used to protect the environment.

Federal Regulations: Opponents
also feared that the Conte Refuge would

impose a whole new layer of regula- .

tions on landowners. Some were satis-
fied with F&WS’s response that the
Service has no regulatory powers; oth-
ers ignored F&WS’s answer and contin-
ued to repeat this non-threat. To clarify
the issue of regulations: if the Conte
passes, there will be no new federal reg-
ulations because the Service does not
have the power to impose them. If the
Conte is killed, states can continue to
develop new regulations that will affect
the Connecticut River Watershed..
Farmers’ Fears: Farmers were
misinformed by Conte opponents that

Mid Summer 1995

the Conte would take their land away
from them, or at least take their land out
of production. The claim that the Conte
would take ag land out of production
was a gross distortion of the plan.
Alternative D calls for developing
agreements with willing landowners to
protect about 3,000 acres of farmland.
In some cases this might mean taking
the land out of production, or altering
current management strategies, but only
with a willing landowner. In return, the
farmer would receive payment for this
arrangement; and this payment might be
the difference between survival or going
out of business. ;

Today, local agriculture is declining
at an alarming rate. The Conte “Action
Plan” states on page 4-56: “Between
1964 and 1992, the watershed lost 65%
of its agricultural land. At an average
expected rate of decline ... about
187,000 acres of farmland would be lost
to agriculture over the next 15 years,
with no additional Service involvement
in the watershed.” While the USFWS
cannot save all the farms likely to go
under, it certainly can play a decisive
role in helping many farms remain
viable.

As the discussion about the Conte
unfolded, the more thoughtful members
of the agricultural commuhity realized
it’s foolish to reject such a valuable tool
for protecting Connecticut River agri-
culture . 3

" Buy the Land Yourself: Chery
Johnson, the brains of the NH
Landowners’ Alliance often attacks
advocates of public land acquisition by

asking why they don’t simply buy the
land. Cheryl knows that individuals and
small groups cannot afford to acquire
sizeable chunks of land for the protec-
tion of public values such as clean air
and water, wildlife habitat and the pro-
tection of ecosystem health. That’s why
she advises us to buy it ourselves. I'd be
more impressed with her argument if
she adopted that attitude toward the
interstate highway system and nuclear
weapons. But, again, her opposition to
public acquisition is not from some
principled, consistent philosophical
aversion to big, centralized government.
Rather, it is a selective outrage motivat-
ed by hostility to efforts to protect our
ife support system.

Ongoing Dialogue
As I cbserved earlier, the Conte is
already paying great dividends to the

SHAD

First showy blossom

of the spring woods,
petals droop

" against grey stems.

Blooming when the shad run

to spawn in Atlantic drainages

once so plentiful

no hook or net was needed

to take all you want,

multitudes / now gone.

From the flower lighting

leafless woods comes

a red button of berry

about the time of strawberries

not often seen or

well known as they are

so favored by birds.

—Stephen Lewandowski
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communities of the Headwaters of the
Connecticut River Watershed. It has
sparked intense debate and discussion
of a whole raft of new ideas. The earlier
nastiness of the opposition, while still
occasionally heard, is increasingly
being supplanted by much more
thoughtful concerns. If we can keep the

discussion going in a manner that
respects all perspectives, I'm confident
that we’ll make a very important contri-
bution to the Conte itself, but, more
importantly, our communities will bene-
fit from a new era of collaboration,
cooperation, respect and trust—not to
mention land protection.

3603 Actes Added 1o Lake Umbagog National Widie Refuge

At the end of June, the US Fish & Wildlife Service completed transactions
with the James River Corporation and the Oxford Paper Company, a subsidiary
of Boise-Cascade that added 3,603 acres to the Lake Umbagog National Wildlife
Refuge that straddles the border of New Hampshire and Maine.

Boise-Cascade sold 2,058 acres for $975,000. The land lies in Magalloway
Plantation and Upton in Maine and Errol and Wentworth Location in New
Hampshire. It includes acreage along the Magalloway, Androscoggin and Dead
Cambridge Rivers and Sturtevant Pond frontage, Route 16 frontage and adjacent
wetlands and uplands forest. Also included is a 260 acre floating bog that is a
designated National Natural Landmark. This land is important habitat for water-

fowl and large mammals.

James River sold 1,545 acres for $1.9 million which includes eight miles of
waterfrontage along Lake Umbagog and the Magalloway River. It contains New
Hampshire’s only bald eagle nest, osprey nests, some of the largest freshwater
marshes in New Hampshire and forested wetlands that are habitat for black duck,
goldeneye, ringnecks and hooded mergansers.

Prior to these transactions, the Lake Umbagog NWR owned only 303 acres.
The US Fish & Wildlife Service still hopes to protect an additional 6,000-7,000

acres when funding permits.

The money for the acquisition came from the Land and Water Conservation

Fund, not from general tax revenues.

In 1992 the State of New Hampshire purchased 446 acres of Umbagog wet-
lands from James River. The State also acquired a conservation easement for
2,258 acres from James River. That same year, Boise sold New Hampshire 603
acres in three parcels of land in Errol. Thus, more than 7,500 acres of land in the
Lake Umbagog area enjoy some degree of protection.

The Northern Forest Ij‘orum
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Toxic Vacationland Politics: Protect the Polluters, Not Maine’s Water Quality

by Jamie Sayen

For ten years there has been a fish
consumption advisory downstream of
chlorine-bleaching pulp and paper mills
which discharge dioxins and other toxic
organochlorines into Maine’s rivers. In
1993 dioxin was detected in Maine lob-
sters, and a 1993 study discovered dan-
gerous levels of mercury in fish in some»
of Maine’s lakes and ponds. This much
we know.

What we don’t know about toxics
in Maine’s waters may be even more
dangerous to the health of humans and
non-humans alike. Unfortunately, the
Maine Legislature, in collusion with
Governor Angus King, bureaucratic
officials, and big business, has gutted
the funding of the “Surface Water
Ambient Toxics Monitoring Program.”
Maine’s toxic politics, hiding behind the
hypocritical call for “good science”,

has—once again—opted to protect the |

polluters, not the citizens and ecosys-
tems of Maine. :

Toxic pollution is usually odorless,

colorless, and tasteless, but it can cause
cancer, reproductive and hormone sys-
tem disruption at, in some cases, unfath-
' omably minute levels.

Easterbrook is Wrong -

Toxics Are Still a Problem

In his recent book entitled A
Moment on the Earth, Gregg
Easterbrook provides a Rush
Limbaugh-esque portrayal of environ-
mental problems as things of the past. It
is true that the quality of lakes, rivers
and coastal waters in Maine and nation-
ally has improved in important respects
over the last few decades. However, sci-
entists continue to point to toxic chemi-
cals—especially those that are persis-
tent and accumulate in the tissues of
fish—as a major problem confronting
the health of our waters (GAO 1991a).
In a 1992 report to Congress, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) found that roughly 40% of U.S.
rivers, lakes, and estuaries still don’t
support fishing or swimming (EPA
1994a). Further, a national survey of
toxic contamination of fish found that of
the 60 toxic chemicals tested, 22 were
present in the tissues of fish at more
than half of the 388 sites monitored
(EPA-1992). In 13 Maine sites included
in this survey, 18 of the 60 chemicals
(including dioxin, mercury, PCBs, and
DDT) were present in fish-at one or
more of the sites (DEP 1993).

There are several sources of toxic
pollution in Maine.

Industries: In 1992 Maine-based
industries, including pulp and paper
mills, textile and woolen mills, and
chemical, plastics and metal product
manufacturers, dumped almost 600,000
pounds of toxic pollutants directly into
surface waters and 660,000 pounds to
publicly owned treatment works (EPA
1994b).

Despite the obvious and long-
standing need to closely regulate indus-
trial sources of toxics, the Maine
Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) only implemented
regulations requiring relatively com-
plete monitoring of toxic chemicals
contained in the wastewaters of Maine
industry in 1994.
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Domestic Wastes: Wastewater
Treatment Plants: In 1992 Maine
industries dumped almost 660,000
pounds of toxic chemicals to in-state
publicly owned treatment works
(POTWs) (EPA 1994b). This input,
combined with toxics originating in
household or commercial discharges
can pass through a POTW facility and
into surface waters (EPA 1991; GAO
1991b). A study by the Ontario Ministry
of the Environment of a group of
POTWs receiving small to large vol-
umes of industrial input detected 86 dif-
ferent organic compounds in the POTW
discharges (OME 1991).

Again, despite the need to control
these sources of toxics, only in 1994 did
DEP initiate regulations that require rel-
atively complete monitoring of toxic
chemicals contained in the wastewaters
of Maine wastewater treatment facili-
ties.

Nonpoint Sources: Roughly 40%
of the nation’s rivers, lakes, and estuar-
ies do not support fishing or swimming;
the most commonly identified problems
in these waters were associated with
“nonpoint source” discharges such as
runoff and siltation arising from farm-
ing, forestry, urbanization, mining, etc.
(EPA 1994a).

In 1989 DEP estimated that 1017
miles of Maine’s rivers and streams, and
35 lakes and ponds (totaling over
37,000 acres) failed to support their des-
ignated uses due to nonpoint source pol-
lution (DEP 1989). DEP reports that
pollutant discharges related to urban
runoff/storm sewers alone have a
“major impact” and a “moderate or
minor impact” on non-attainmant of
water quality standards in 35,105 and
102,663 acres of Maine lakes and
ponds, respectively (DEP 1994).
Collectively, agricultural and silvicul-

e
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Toxie Vacationland
Warning: Maine Can Be Hazardous to Your Health

there is no beauty

in the emptiness of hearts
in the bleakness of those

who are not connected to the earth
their words speak against them

their words betray them

A Response for Jim Longley, Jr.

Crows brought the message:

in the empty spaces there is beauty
in the desert there is beauty

in the wide ocean there is beauty
in the high tundra there is beauty
in the far sky there is beauty

——————————————————————————————
—

their emptiness seeks to destroy

the beauty of a vast world

—Gary Lawless (inspired by Representative Lon gleyfv attack
on Sierra Club activists who he called ‘environmental thugs)

The Northern Forest Forum

tural pollutants are associated with
“moderate or minor impact” on non-
attainment in over 115,000 acres of
lakes and ponds (DEP 1994).

Because nobody’s monitoring for
toxics from “nonpoint” and other
sources—we cannot determine the
degree to which toxic chemicals con-
tribute to non-attainment of water quali-
ty standards. However, the potential for
toxic contamination is clearly estab-
lished. :

Atmospheric Deposition:
Atmospheric deposition of toxic chemi-
cals, although not specifically moni-
tored in Maine, also contributes to cont-
amination of water. It may account for
as much as 50% of the annual input of a
number of toxic chemicals into the
Great Lakes (EPA 1994c).

Unfortunately, specific studies have
not been conducted in Maine. However
the results of fish contamination moni-
toring conducted by EPA and Maine
DEP in the state suggest the important
role that atmospheric deposition plays
in toxic contamination (€.g., mercury,
chlordane, PCBs, DDT).

Welcome to Toxic Vacationland

Clearly there are plenty of “good
science” reasons to suspect that the
image of Maine’s lakes, rivers, and
coastal waters are. not as pristine as pre-
sented in the infamous Angus King’s
inaugural video or in Maine’s tourism
promotions. Maine is currently “cele-
brating” its ten-year anniversary of fish
consumption advisories downstream of
chlorine-bleaching pulp and paper mills.
Today, 236 miles of Maine rivers are
under advisories that instruct women of
childbearing age to eat no fish from
these waters and the general public to
eat no more than a few fish meals per
year (DEP 1994).

In the spring of 1994, similar health
advisories (i.e., no consumption by
women of childbearing age) were issued
for the consumption of lobster -
hepatopancreas (“tomalley”) along the
entire Maine coast after monitoring
revealed dioxin contamination. As a
result of a 1993 DEP study of mercury
contamination of fish in 127 of Maine’s
approximately 1,800 lakes and ponds,
the Bureau of Health recommended that
women of childbearing age and children
under the age of eight should eat no fish
from any of Maine’s lakes or ponds.
The general public is advised to eat no
more than 6 to 22 fish per year from
these waters. Welcome to Toxic
Vacationland.

However, even with these serious
known toxic contamination problems,
there is a general absence of “good sci-
ence” (i.e., scientific data) on the conta-
mination of most of Maine’s surface
waters. As of 1994, the Maine DEP
indicated that only 4% of lake and pond

acreggel, 3% of river miles, and 0.6%
of the square coastal mileage had been
monitored. for toxic chemicals in any
medium (water, sediment, or biota)
(DEP 1994). For that year, DEP also
reported that one percent of lake and
pond acreage, 28% of the river miles,
and 100% of the square coastal miles
that have been monitored for toxics

. have indicated elevated levels (DEP

1994).

Mid Summer 1995



Bad Science Equals Bad Policy

& Vice Versa

In the Beginning: In 1992, a bill
written by the Natural Resources
Council of Maine and sponsored by
Senator Bonnie Titcomb (D-
Cumberland) was introduced to fund—
through increased wastewater discharge
fees—the monitoring of toxic pollutants
in Maine’s waters. Although the bill
was ultimately rejected by the Energy

and Natural Resources CommitteeZ, the
Legislature instead directed the DEP
Commissioner to assess past and current
data on toxic pollutants in the ambient
environment of all surface waters of the
state, and to recommend the necessary
steps to implement an ambient water
toxics monitoring program if this
assessment indicated that such a pro-
gram was warranted. The commission-
er’s final report, issued in 1993, found
what was already obvious: Maine didn’t
have a “comprehensive” water toxics
monitoring program. It stated that:

* “the present ambient toxics monitor-
ing is sparse and insufficient to assess
threats to human health or ecologtcal
health”; and .

* “the present monitoring analyzes for
few of the potential contaminants that
could be of concern to human health
or ecological health” (DEP 1993).

The report also recommended a
five-year, $500,000 annual “ambient
toxics” monitoring program as a “mod-
est” means of filling these important

Why is this man smiling? He's Governor Angus King of Maine, and he’s welcom-
ing you to Toxic Vacationland, the home bf “good science” and toxic waters.

.roost. DEP compounded this when, in
requesting funding for its 1995-96 bien-
nial budget, the Department only
requested $200,000 for the ambient pro-
gram in its “continuing project” budget
(the “Part I Budget”). The remaining
$300,000 was requested in its “‘expand-
ed project” budget (“Part II"”). The
thinking behind this is incomprehensi-
ble, since it was already clear that under
the King administration’s prescription
for putting “Maine.on the Move,”
“expanded budget” requests were
D.O.A,, regardless of their merit.

Once again, NRCM wrote legisla-
tion (sponsored by David Etnier, D-
Harpswell) to fill the $300,000 funding
shortfall, this time through one of the
options offered in 1994: a one cent per
barrel increase in the oil conveyance

fee.3 At the public hearing clammers,
oyster growers, fishermen, Native
Americans, environmentalists, etc.
spoke forcefully in support of the pro-
gram and the need for full funding.
Although claiming that they “sup-
ported” the program, the paper

industry4, Maine Chamber of
Commerce and Industry, Maine
Alliance, Maine Oil Dealers
Association (MODA), and Portland
Pipeline all opposed this funding
approach. DEP also opposed it stating
that when monies were taken ‘from the
Surface Waters Oil Cleanup Fund the
previous year, they had (privately)
“promised” the Pipeline and MODA

data gaps.

1994—Legislature Fails to Assure
Funding of New Toxics Monitoring
Program: Although DEP (probably
bowing to the continued opposition to
the program by the paper industry)
failed to follow the recommendations of
the study and introduce legislation to
establish toxic monitoring the next year
(1994), NRCM once again introduced a
bill (sponsored by Rep. Reed Coles, D-
Harpswell) designed to establish the
water toxics monitoring program. The
bill included several reasonable funding
options to ensure the full $500,000 for
the five-year duration.

Despite objections of the paper
industry and other members of Maine’s

business community, and perhaps even

in response to the outpouring of public
support demonstrated by environmen-
talists, anglers, Native Americans, shell-
fish harvesters, public health representa-

tives, etc. attending the public hearing,
the Legislature eventually adopted the
“Surface Water Ambient Toxics
Monitoring Program.” The law includes
all the “good science” language, specifi-
cally identifying such monitoring as an
essential part of the State’s effort to pro-
tect human and ecological health, and to
provide a scientifically-sound basis for
risk assessment, environmental priority-
setting, and general environmental deci-
sion-making.

While the “conceptual” basis for
toxic monitoring was covered by the
new law, the Legislature failed to
address one small detail—that for the
program to be comprehensive and sci-
entifically-valid, it required an invest-
ment of at least $500,000 annually.
During the debate, the paper industry
and the business community successful-
ly opposed efforts to secure a depend-
able mechanism for continuing full
funding. Instead, $400,000 of funding

was cobbled together for only the first
year—$200,000 from DEP and an allo-
cation of $200,000 from the Research
and Development fund of the Surface
Waters Oil Cleanup Fund; a fund
derived from small fees on oil conveyed
in the state. Essentially, the Legislature
felt strongly enough about “good sci-
ence” to get the program off the ground,
but didn’t seem to want to be bothered
with ensuring that it would remain fly-
ing. -
1995—Toxics Monitoring
Funding Slashed: Although the data
from the first year of the ‘“ambient pro-
gram” have yet to be released, its inau-
gural year constituted an important first
step in collecting comprehensive “good
science” on toxics contamination in
Maine Waters. Unfortunately, earlier
this year, as the time came to kick off
the program’s second year, the failure of
the previous Legislature to provide for
continued, full funding came home to

they would not use oil-fee based fund-
ing mechanisms in the future to fund the
program (more likely, the DEP knuck-
led under to the Governor’s fiat of no
new fees). Opponents called for General
Funding of the funding shortfall, and
eventually, the Natural Resources
Committee unanimously supported a
revised version of the bill asking for
General Funding of the shortfall.

In another world, where govern-
ment sanity reigns, and where environ-
mental protection is important, it would
make sense for general State operating
funds to support efforts to monitor the
health of Maine’s waters and ensure that
public health and the environment are
protected from toxic chemicals.
However, in the real world of Maine
politics—where fundamental State ser-
vices are being cut, not funded—calling
for General Funding was the same as
opposing additional funding.

Good Science? or A Scam for Protecting Polluters?

Because of the importance that the public places
on clean water, as well as the economies that high
quality water supports, the failure of the State of Maine

‘to provide adequate funding for a basic monitoring

program is as ridiculous as it is frustrating. A popular
sport these days—in the halls of the State House, the
Blaine House, and with Maine’s Captains of
Industry—is to bash environmental protection for not
being based on “good science.” It is implied that if
there were better science, the crazy environmentalists
would know that polluters—such as the paper indus-
try—were really environmental good guys, despite
their responsibility for a decade of dioxin-related pro-
hibitions of fish eating by women of childbearing age
with no end of this outrageous situation in sight. If
“good science” were used, the argument goes, we’d
find that gobs of precious industry investment dollars
were being wasted on complying with meaningless
environmental standards.

Yet, when presented with the opportunity to sup-
port the development of “good science”, the
Legislators, the Governor, and Maine’s business com-
munity balk.

. Mid Summer 1995

This behavior may provide insight into what the
“good science” mantra is really all about. It’s not about
protecting the environment at all, it’s a cynical scam to
protect polluters and other environmental despoilers.
Talking about “good science” attempts to raise the bar
of scientific certainty required to a level that is
extremely difficult—if not impossible in most cases—
to surmount prior to taking any action to protect
humans, wildlife, or ecosystems. The effect of this
“burden of proof” scam is that environmental protec-
tions are next to impossible to implement.

These cynics know that unless people are literally
dying in the street (e.g., Union Carbide’s cyanide
release in Bophal) a definitive cause-effect relationship
will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to estab-
lish. By defining “good science” as absolute certainty,
they seek to create a “test” for environmental protec-
tion that can rarely be met.

Either we must reverse the “burden of proof” to

require that developers demonstrate their proposed

project benefits the environment, or we must insist that
the test of “absolute certainty” be applied to every
human endeavor, not just to environmental protection.

The Northern Forest Forum

Think of the impact on logging, paper making, high-
way construction, etc. if the standards of “good sci-
ence” were applied as ruthlessly as the proponents of
“good science” wish to apply them to environmental
protection!

Even if any science could live up to the “good sci-
ence” definition, failure to adequately provide for the
development of such science—as the Maine
Legislature and Governor King have done with the
Surface Water Ambient Toxics Monitoring Program—
makes certain that necessary data will not be available.

The prevailing polluter-friendly politics will con-
tinue to promote the concept of “good science” as the
way to ensure that environmental protection is shack-
led. In this climate, it will be increasingly important for
the public to recognize that in many ways “good sci-
ence” is code for delaying—or even rolling back exist-
ing—protections afforded to the public and environ-
ment. And the public must be ready and willing to
make those in power know that we will hold them
accountable.

= J¢
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True to form, the General Fund
request fell on deaf ears in the
Appropriations Committee, and no
additional money was allocated by the
Legislature for the program. Despite
their ostensible “support” of the pro-
gram, and despite the “good science”
rhetoric, none of these business groups
involved—or the governor—lifted a fin-
ger to pressure the Appropriations
Committee to allocate the $300,000.

A Crippled Monitoring Program:
Without additional funding, all planned
and future monitoring—including
expanded mercury testing—of Maine’s
5,785 lakes will be scrapped. Testing of
the 31,672 miles of rivers, streams and
brooks will be reduced to ten sites per
year. Testing of the 1633 square miles
of coastal waters will be limited to

seven sites.

The intent of the law—to provide a
comprehensive picture of the health of
Maine’s surface waters—has been sub-
verted by toxic Maine politics.

But, while toxic politics can cripple
the Surface Water Ambient Toxics
Monitoring Program, it can’t make the
dangers posed by the toxic pollution of
Vacationland’s surface waters disappear.
The dioxin contamination of fish from
hundreds of miles of Maine rivers and
the tomalley of lobsters along the entire
coastline will continue. Mercury will
continue to put all of Maine’s lakes
essentially off-limits to the simple plea-
sure of eating a fish. Nor will all of the
other toxic water pollution—that
Maine’s Power Elite have chosen to
remain totally ignorant of even though

it may currently be effecting the health
of our state’s people and wildlife—mag-
ically evaporate.

At some point, it will be recognized
that it is sheer lunacy to fail to protect
one of Maine’s greatest assets—the
lakes, rivers and coastal waters.
Meanwhile, we can only hope that the
damage of neglect won’t be too great.
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Footnotes -

1 This figure does not include the results of the 1993
“Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program”
(EMAP) monitoring of Maine lakes or the results of the
first year of the Surface Water Ambient Toxics
Monitoring Program. The EMAP findings of elevated
mercury levels in fish collected from a number of Maine
lakes resulted in the issuance of consumption advisories
for all lakes in the state. Results of organic toxics moni-
toring are expected in 1995.

2 The paper industry was a major opponent, characteriz-
ing the program as “an excuse for a bunch of people to
go fishing.” The paper industry traditionally contributes
generously to the election campaigns of this committee.
See the Forum, Mud Season 1995, page 7 for an
accounting such contributions for the 1994 election.

3 The logic behind this fee was that the fee increase
would be “passed on” to consumers, including the pub-
lic—through heating oil and gasoline purchases, industry
using fuel oil (including paper companies), and
Canadi through i in the price of oil moved
through the Portland Pipeline. For the average consumer,
the fee would have meant eight cents yearly at the gas
pump and 14 cents per year for heating oil.

4 Actually, stating that the paper industry “supported” the
program is an overstatement. While they maintained that
they think monitoring is valuable, they did their best to
portray the DEP as inept and unable to administer such a
program.

What You Can Do

Call or write the Governor Angus-
King, the Maine Legislature,
and Maine’s U.S. Senators and
Representatives.

Gov. Angus King: Office of the
Governor, State House Station #1,
Augusta, ME 04333

Maine Senate: State House Station #3,
Augusta, ME 04333; 1-800-423-
6900;

Maine House: State House Station #3,
Augusta, ME 04333; 1-800-423-
2900; :

Senator William S. Cohen, 322 Hart
Senate Office Building, Washington,
DC. 20510-1901; 202-224-2523.

Senator Olympia J. Snowe, 495 Russell
Office Building, Washington, DC
20510-1902; 202-224-5344.

Representative John E. Baldacci, 1740
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC 20515-1901; 202-
225-6306.

Representative James B. Longley, Jr.,
226 Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC 20515-; 202-225-

6116.

Contact Groups That Work on
Maine Water Quality Issues:

Natural Resources Council of Maine;
271 State St., Augusta, ME 04330;
207-622-3101;

Conservation Law Foundation, 119
Tillson Ave., Rockland, ME 04563;
207-594-8107;

RESTORE: The North Woods, 7 N.

Chestnut St., Augusta, ME 04330;

207-626-5635.
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by John Sheehan

Those who thought the acid rain
problem facing New York’s Adirondack
Park ended with the revision of the
Clean Air Act in 1990 should think
again.

A recent U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency study shows that the
Adirondack Park will never recover
under the current federal acid rain con-
trol program. In fact, the nation’s first
Park devoted to forest conservation will
lose nearly half of its 2,800 lakes and
ponds to airborne acidity within 40
years if the program is not corrected.

The EPA knows and understands
this, and says it has the power to correct
the problem. But EPA also says it won’t
act without a clear message from
Congress and that Congress has not said
how much of the Adirondacks should
be protected or allowed to die.

Twenty years ago, acid rain was
still not well understood. For some rea-
son, trees were dying and lakes and
streams were losing fish populations.”A
test of the waters in western Adirondack
lakes and ponds showed an alarming
result. The waters were acidic—far
more acidic—than anyone expected.
When the watersheds from which the
water in the ponds drained were tested,
they too showed signs of high acidity.

Many people saw this correlation
but/and stopped thinking. They pre-
sumed the acidity in the water must be
coming from the soil around the lakes.
They presumed it had always been that
way. They stopped looking for answers.

But some people, including the
Adirondack Lakes Survey Corporation,
went a little further in their investiga-
tion. If acidity was killing fish, then
why was it happening now, in places
where the fish populations had been
robust just a decade or two before? For
example, people had been taking thirty-
pound lake trout and landlocked salmon
from Big Moose Lake in Herkimer
County.

By the 1970s, such species reached
less than half that size. And other aquat-
ic life was on the decline as well. The

Adirondack ecosystem had been rela-'

tively stable since the last ice age—
about 13,000 years ago. The acidity had
been around just a few decades. More
investigation was needed.

Local scientists began to measure
the pH of rainfall, snow, sleet, fog and
other forms of precipitation hitting the
Adirondack region. They found that the
rainfall in the Adirondacks could be 400
to 500 times as acidic as rainfall in
other parts of the country.

They looked at the prevailing wind
and weather patterns and saw that the
weather systems carrying the tainted
rain were coming from the Midwest.
For the old-timers in the crowd, some
things began to make sense.

They remembered that back in the
1940s and 1950s, cities throughout the
midwest were plagued with terrible air
pollution from burning the high-sulfur
coal that was so easily mined in the
Ohio Valley region. For the financial
interests dependent upon cheap electric-
ity, the coal was too convenient an ener-
gy source to discard—but increases in
respiratory diseases and generally filthy
ambient air forced Midwestern industri-
al concerns to do something. They hit
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Adirondack Lakes such as Windover ‘Lake continue to be vulnerable to acid rain. Unless the EPA sets stringent regional pollu-

tion limits, the problem will worsen. ' Photo© Alan Cederstrom

upon what would be the perfect solution
for the region. :

The owners of the dirtiest power
plants built brand new smokestacks.
These stacks would be 200 feet high
and taller. They would push the smoke
from the coal-fired power plants well
into upper air currents, where they
would no longer harm local air quality.
Prevailing winds would carry the pollu-
tion away, just like magic. It would be
gone and the local air quality problems
would be gone with the winds.
Unfortunately, it worked.

Roughly three decades later, we
would learn the awful truth. The smoke
had not disappeared. It had not dissipat-
ed and drifted harmlessly into the sky,
never to return.

The prevailing winds were carrying
the smoke directly over the Great
Lakes. There, the smoke combined with
water vapor above the lakes. The sulfur
isotopes in the clouds would turn to sul-
furic acid with a little help from sun-
light. As the acidified clouds moved
e?stward, across lakes Erie and Ontario,
they picked up more moisture and

became heavy. As they reached the first

high-elevation land mass, they would
release their acidic payload. That first
high-elevation land mass just happened
to be the western slopes of the
Adirondack mountain range.

Big Moose Lake, in Herkimer
County, was directly under that natural
flight path. But it was not alone. By the
1980s, more than 200 Adirondack lakes
were known to be critically acidified.
More than half of all life within them
had perished. And the lakes were not
the only natural features suffering.
Above them, stands of high-elevation
red spruce were on the decline. Entire
slopes were pocked with gnarled and
stunted trees. Needles were sparse or
non-existent. Dependent wildlife had all
but abandoned them. ‘

In the 1970s and early 1980s, the
Adirondack Council, Natural Resources
Defense Council and a variety of other

organizations began working with local
scientists to bring attention to the grow-
ing acid rain problem. The organiza-
tions put staff people on the road, talk-
ing with civic groups and policy makers
about the damage acid rain was doing.
They sent speakers to debate those who
insisted that acidic lakes were just a

‘function of naturally acidic soils. They

spent years lobbying in Albany and
Washington.

Finally, in 1984, the Adirondack
Park saw its first major victory with the
passage of the New York State’s acid
rain control law—the first in the nation.
We knew that if New York was going to
convince other areas of the country to
cut back on acid rain, it would have to
set an example for the other states.

New York would have to make the
first sacrifice and show that an acid rain
program could make a difference. After
New York, Minnesota, Vermont and

' several other states followed suit—the

last being Maryland in 1989.

The New York program was widely
emulated. It contained two major seg-
ments. The first was a market-based
program of allowance trading that was
designed to keep the cost of compliance
low for utility companies. The second
portion was an environmental safeguard
called a deposition standard, or regional
pollution limit. Utilities upwind of sen-
sitive areas such as the Adirondacks,
Catskills, Hudson Highlands and east-
ern Long Island would be protected
regardless of market forces.

The market-based trading program
was unique. It presented each utility
company with a pollution cap,
expressed in the number of tons of sul-
fur dioxide each company was allowed
to emit each year. Those companies that
cleaned up their emissions beyond what
the law required—or more quickly than
the law required—could sell their left-
over pollution credits to other compa-
nies that wanted to avoid or delay
cleanup. ¢

Of course, it would only take one
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company refusing to clean up near a
sensitive area to cause prolonged dam-
age downwind. So, the regional pollu-
tion limits were enacted to prevent pol-
lution hot-spots from developing
upwind of the state’s most sensitive
areas. Those plants were then limited in
the total number of allowances they
could use. The Commissioner of the
Department of Environmental
Conservation and the Public Service
Commission were given the right to
review pollution allowance trades and
alter or cancel those that could cause
damage in the Adirondacks and other
designated sensitive areas.

That safeguard has not only pro-
tected the Catskills and eastern Long
Island from continued dainage since the
mid-1980s, but has also caused some
companies upwind of the Adirondacks
to reach for creative solutions, rather
than excuses.

In a recent example, the
Adirondack Council helped the New
York State Electric & Gas Company
obtain a federal grant for a new scrub-
ber system on its smokestack at
Milliken Station, in the Finger Lakes.
The Milliken plant had been a contribu-
tor to acid rain in the Adirondacks.

The company used technology cre-
ated at Stebbins Engineering in
Watertown, N.Y. that not only removed
more than 95 percent of the sulfur diox-
ide created at the coal-burning plant, but
also creates gypsum rather than toxic.
ash. The gypsum can be used to make
sheet rock (dry wall) for construction.
In the end, the company benefited finan-
cially and reputationally from what
started as a strictly environmental pro-
gram.

In fact, the New York acid rain con-
trol program has worked so well, it was
copied by the other states that adopted
acid rain control laws. The combination
of financial incentives and environmen-
tal safeguards helped stem a quickly ris-
ing tide of sulfuric air pollution.

However—and this is a big howev-
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er—the EPA only copied half of the
New York program after the Clean Air
Act was amended in 1990. When EPA
unveiled its program in 1992, EPA offi-
cials boasted that it would end acidity in
Adirondack lakes and streams. That was
not true.

The program adopted by EPA in

response to Congress’ actions was a

grave disappointment. As one might
guess, EPA adopted the financial incen-
tive program, but not the environmental
safeguard of a regional pollution limit.

As a result, the Adirondack Park
and its 2,800 lakes and ponds and 2.4
million acres of public forest preserve
are granted no better protection under
the program than Newark, New Jersey,
or downtown Los Angeles.

With undeniable handwriting
already on the wall, the Adirondack
Council wrote to EPA and noted that a
regional pollution limit was not only
needed, but EPA had been required by
Congress to investigate establishing a
deposition standard as part of the Clean
Air Act amendments.

In March 1993, the Adirondack’
Council and NRDC sued EPA in U.S.
District Court, Washington, D.C. ¥

The Council and NRDC argued that
EPA had provided utilities with too
many pollution allowances. In 1994, the
court agreed with the environmental
organizations and removed more than
800,000 allowances per year (for five
years) from the market, each represent-
ing the right to emit one ton of sulfur
dioxide pollution. Overnight, roughly 4
million tons of sulfur dioxide was off-
limits to polluters.

But it was not enough.

The Council, the NYS Dept. of
Environmental Conservation and
NRDC also argued that EPA had not
done what Congress required when it

5 Adk Lakes Given Fish
Advisories for Mercur cfy
fica-

As a result of constant aci
tion of certain watersheds in the
Adirondack Park from acid precipita-
tion, heavy metals have been leaching
into the water of lakes and ponds from
naturally occurring places in soil, rock
and plant matter.

When aluminum breaks free, it
can attach itself to the gills of fish and
other water-breathers, slowly suffocat-
ing its victims. The upper left photo
shows normal fish gills; the lower left
shows fish gills damaged by acid
waters. (Photos by Dr. Carl Schofield)

In the case of mercury, the New
York State Health Department has
taken action to warn people about the
hazards of poisoning as well. Five
Adirondack lakes were added to the
NYS Fishing Regulations health advi-
sory this year. In each case, mercury
has become so prevalent in certain
species (usually the yellow perch that
are the only fish hearty enough to
withstand the acidity) that no more
than one meal per month is recom-
mended for healthy adults. Children
and women of child-bearing age are
asked to avoid eating fish from those
lakes altogether.

The lakes include Big Moose
Lake, Moshier Reservoir and Sunday
Lake in Herkimer County; and Francis
Lake and Halfmoon Lake in Lewis

County.
—John Sheehan

told EPA to investigate and report back
on the need for a regional pollution
limit to protect the Adirondack Park and
other sensitive areas.

They enlisted the help of
Watertown Congressman John M.
McHugh, a first-term Republican, who
wrote a letter in 1993 demanding an
explanation from EPA regarding its
inability to produce the information
Congress had required. EPA also
received letters from several other
members of the New York
Congressional delegation.

Following the letters, EPA agreed
to complete the study by January of
1995 and report back to Congress.

In late February of this year, a draft
of the study was finally ready for
review. Out of nearly 400 pages of
financial arguments against protecting
places such as the Adirondacks, several
salient ideas were expressed. It took a
very fine toothed comb to find them.

Essentially, EPA now grudgingly.
agrees with the Adirondack Council’s
and NRDC’s assessment that the
Adirondacks will continue to lose lakes
to acid rain under the current program.
Of the 350-plus lakes and ponds now
known to be critically acidified, not one
is expected to get better.

In fact, if the current federal pro-
gram is not altered, roughly 1,200 lakes
or more could be virtually lifeless with-
in 40 years, according to EPA’s own
estimate.

The EPA report explains: because
there are so many other states polluting
the Adirondacks, it is now expected to
receive only a 39 percent reduction in
sulfur-dioxide pollution as a result of
the EPA program. The rest of the coun-
try is expecting a 50 percent reduction,
which should be enough to prevent fur-
ther damage and allow many places to

recover.

EPA estimates that it would taken
an additional 40 to 50 percent reduction
(a total of 79 to 89 percent) from elec-
tric utility companies in Michigan,
Indiana, Ohio, Illinois, Kentucky,
Virginia, West Virginia and North
Carolina—just to keep any more lakes
from dying.

Even under that scenario, the Ad-
irondacks still would not get any better.

It will take similar reductions from
all industry in the Ohio Valley area—
not just utilities—for the Adirondack
Park to see any improvement.

Ironically, EPA notes in the report
that it already has the power to require
all of the pollution reductions needed to
protect the Adirondacks from further
harm. Today, or tomorrow, it could
require the pollution reductions needed
to halt the destruction.

But EPA has refused to exercise its
authority without further guidance from
Congress. Meanwhile, it is unclear what
Congress intends to do about the contin-
uing problem in the Adirondacks. Will
Midwestern representatives risk their
artificially low electric rates to help the
Adirondack Park?

However, the acid rain issue has
ignited a maelstrom of angst from even
the most conservative of New York’s
lawmakers. The continued damage to
the Adirondack environment and econo-
my has been a topic of heated discus-
sion for the past several months.

Earlier this year, both the
Republican-controlled NYS Senate and
Democrat-controlled Assembly passed
resolutions calling on Congress and the
EPA to better protect the Adirondacks
through a regional pollution limit. Some
went even further, with Sen. William
Sears, R-Forestport, calling for an end
to all pollution allowance trading. He

noted that the low price of the
allowances was causing the Midwest to
buy them, not sell them, as EPA had
predicted. If used, they would continue
the barrage of pollution in the
Adirondacks, he said.

Assembly EnCon Committee
Chairman Richard "Brodsky, D-
Scarsdale, sponsored a bill that would
give New York environmental officials
the right to alter or block out-of-state
trades by New York’s utilities to regions
that cause acid rain in the Adirondacks
since those trades could cause more pol-
lution here.

In July, U.S. Rep. Gerald Solomon,
R-Glens Falls, Chairman of the House
Rules Committee, spearheaded a letter
from 32 of 33 members of the New
York Congressional delegation calling
on EPA to take action to protect the
Adirondacks. Solomon does not
embrace many environmental causes.
And, no one could remember another
instance of the delegation writing a
nearly unanimous letter on an environ-
mental issue. Only Republican Bill
Paxon of Williamsville refused to sign.

Between now and November, when
EPA is expected to issue its final report

to Congress, much must be done to con-

vince policy-makers in Washington to
take responsibility for the acid rain
problem in the Adirondack Park.

" Environmentalists from all points
of the political spectrum must show
them that acid rain presents an econom-
ic hardship as well as an environmental
one. The hotels and resorts that once
beckoned fishing enthusiasts to Big
Moose Lake are struggling for survival
now. So are countless others around the
Park. Acid rain hurts tourism, depletes
farm fields of nutrients, scars public
Continued on next page

6th Grade Students

Fight Acid Rain

Adversity sometimes brings out
the best in people, and children are
no exception.

At the Glens Falls Middle
School, just south of the Adirondack
Park, sixth-grade students became
alarmed when they measured the pH
of rainfall in their town and found it
was highly acidic. As part of a class
project on acid rain, they decided to
help in the effort to curb pollution.

Through their teachers, the stu-
dents learned that there is a federal
program that allows utility compa-
nies to buy and sell the rights to sul-
fur-dioxide pollution, which is the
primary cause of acid rain. Because
the price was so low, they decided to
try to buy up some of the allowances
and keep them off the market, so
they could never be used.

The class of 11- and 12-year-
olds raised more than $3,100 and
sent a representative to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
auction at the Chicago board of
Trade in March. There, the students
purchased the rights to 21 tons of
sulfur dioxide.

Their purchase ranked twelfth
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