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grassroots activists dedicated to restoring sustainable
natural and human communities across the
Northern Forest Region of northern New England,

New York, and adjoining regions.

For more information about NARP and individual

projects, please write to:

NARP
P.O.Box 6
Lancaster, NH 03584

Editorial Policy
Views expressed herein are those of the writer and not
necessarily those of other contributors or other NARP
projects. We welcome diverse submissions on the
Northern forest and related topics. Please send all materi-
al to the address above.
Please address letters for publication specifically to the
editor.

e-mail: nff@sover.net
We Like Letters!
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The People Get It; Why Can't

the Politicians?

“You can’t fool all of the people all of the time.”
—A. Lincoln

ﬂr almost six years Maine’s astoundingly popular gov-
ernor, Angus King, has ridiculed the proposal to create a
3.2 million acre Maine Woods National Park (MWNP).
In view of the Governor’s witticisms (“The worst idea
since the Red Sox sold Babe Ruth.”), his fearmongering
(the economy will collapse; there will be no jobs; fishing
and hunting will be prohibited), and the near universal
hostility of Maine’s powerbrokers to the Park (Maine’s
two US Senators, the Executive Director of Maine’s

“*largest hunting group, and the large absentee landown-

ers, to name just a few), one would think support for the
Park among Maine citizens is virtually non-existent. The
state’s leading environmental groups have publicly taken
no position on this political hot potato and have sought
to distance themselves from the idea.

In late July the Sierra Club released results of a sur-
vey of 500 Maine voters conducted in April. The find-
ings suggest that in spite of the opposition to the Park by
the political and economic elites of Maine, the skimpily
funded campaign for the Park led by RESTORE: the
North Woods is succeeding. Citizens of Maine believe
that a 3.2 million acre National Park is a much better
idea than continued industrial liquidation logging
accompanied by a cosmetic conservation policy of con-
servation easements, green certification, and acquisition
of strips of shorefront land. Mainers prefer the real thing:
big chunks of wildlands that will permit the eventual
recovery of dynamic maturing forests and the wildlife
that thrived for millennia in them.

According to the survey 63% of Maine voters sup-
port the Park and only 22% oppose the idea.

In response to the release of the Sierra Club poll,
Governor King alleged that as people learn more about
the park, support will fade. I hope some hardbitten news
reporter presses him to explain. Does he mean that sup-
port for the Park was closer to 100% before he began his
remorseless campaign to discredit it? How does he
explain such strong support for an idea promoted by an
organization that has been shunned as a pariah by almost
everyone in Maine’s political and conservation establish-
ment? How many more years will it take for Governor
King and his allies to “educate” Maine voters that the
best way to preserve the essence of the Maine Woods is
through continued industrial liquidation logging and
herbicide spraying, further erosion of logging and mill
jobs, and greater restrictions on access to these lands?

“What we're talking about here is ownership, man-
agement control of 15% of the state of Maine...” he
warned ominously after the Sierra Club poll was
released, “...not managed by elected officials, not man-
aged by anyone accountable to you or me...” (Portland
Press Herald , July 25, 2000, page 1.) Now, Angus was
attacking Federal ownership and Washington bureau-
crats, but he unwittingly described the current state of
affairs in Maine — except that the absentee corporations
own closer to 50% of Maine, and they have systematical-
ly degraded the Maine woods for decades.* Mainers,
unlike their governor, apparently reason that if they can't
own the land, then at least some of it should be owned
by all the people — you, me, even Governor King — and
it should be managed to protect ecosystem integrity, not
plundered for the benefit of absentee investors.

Weirder still, the Governor of “Vacationland”
ridicules the Park idea as coming from out-of-staters
who want a “play land” where they can “contemplate
nature.” Horrors! Allowing the Prols an opportunity to
rest, relax, and reconnect a little with the natural world!
They ought to be out there hacking down the forest,
making money for the global economy Governor King
promotes so aggressively. Nearly three-quarters of
Mainers believe the state’s forests are at risk, that the
large landowners are cutting softwood twice as fast as it
is growing, and that this trend will grow worse as more
and more blockbuster land sales occur.

The Sierra Club poll has put the lie to claims of Park
opponents who would set rural Mainers (62% of whom
favor the Park) against urbanites (65% support);
Northern Mainers (55% support) against Southern
Mainers (66% support); native Mainers (62% support)
against those —like Governor King — who were born
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out of state (64% support). The poll showed stereotyping
and clever sound bites don’t always work.

Faced with the greatest political crisis in America’s
history, Abraham Lincoln preached a message of recon-
ciliation with the South in his Second Inaugural Address
in 1865. He knew demagogic, divisive rhetoric could
only produce more killing, more suffering, more evil,
more tragedy. He also knew you can't fool all the people
all the time. We hope Angus King learns these lessons in
the remaining two and a half years of his lame duck
tenure.

* % ok

Qj‘/[aine’s Jfractured conservation community has once
again provided cover for anti wilderness politicians. The
state’s mainstream conservation groups have declined to
support the Park idea. Instead, they have opted for polit-
ical solutions to ecological problems. In 1996 they col-
laborated with the large landowners and Governor King
to devise the Forest Compact as an alternative to the Ban
Clearcutting Referendum. Despite the overwhelming
support from Maine’s political elites, the Compact vras
twice rejected by the voters.

More recently, Maine Audubon Society and the
Natural Resources Council of Maine have enthusiasti-
cally supported “Green Certification” of J. D. Irving,
(see pages 6-8 for analysis of the recent certification of
Irving) one of Maine’s largest clearcutters and raw log
exporters, as well as importers of Canadian loggers who
are willing to work for rock-bottom wages. These
groups also support the Governor’s policy of “conserva-
tion easements” (that permit clearcuts and herbicide
spraying).

The Sierra Club poll found that when the Park
proposal is contrasted with the current conservation
policy of the Governor and the state’s leading environ-
mental organizations—acquiring development rights on
timberlands while permitting logging, clearcutting, and
herbicide spraying to continue, Mainers prefer the Park
54% to 25%.

Until now, the mainstream groups have believed
that it is politically “realistic” to support such half-
measures instead of risking political capital on a bold
plan such as the Maine Woods National Park. That
reasoning is much less tenable in light of the findings of
the Sierra Club survey.

For too long, conservationists have been trapped by
a false dichotomy: political pragmatism versus ecologi-
cal pragmatism. So long as we continue to divide and
conquer ourselves, the wishes of the 22% who support
Governor King and Maine’s political elites, the interests
of the absentee landowners who have liquidated north-
ern Maine’s forests will prevail over the 63% who
understand that the Maine Woods National Park pro-
posal is a more responsible ecological policy.

Political and ecological conservationists need not
resolve all our differences. Indeed, dynamic tension
nurtures creativity in the movement. But we need to
realize we need each other. Ecological pragmatists need
political assistance and political pragmatists need to
back an ecologically-based program that captures the
hearts and minds of Maine citizens. The Sierra Club
poll tells us it is pragmatic politics to support a bold
ecological proposal — such as the proposed Maine
Woods National Park — and that the public does not
support cosmetic conservation strategies.

Just as Lincoln sought to heal the wounds of North
and South, growing numbers of Americans want to
heal the breach between Euro-American culture and
North American ecosystems. The Maine Woods
National Park affords us a wonderful opportunity to
begin that healing process in the Northern
Appalachians. The ecological and political stars are
aligned in favor of the MWNP. Let there be no further
delay.

—Jamie Sayen

*King’s unedited statement was: “What we're talk-
ing about here is ownership, management control of 15
percent of the state of Maine in Washington, D.C. —
not managed by elected officials, not managed by any-
one accountable to you or me, but by the federal
bureaucracy.”
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Efforts to Acquire
Easement on
Connecticut Lakes
Lands Put on Fast

Track

Will Easement Permit Clearcuts,
Herbicides & Prohibit Forever Wild

Protection?

THE AUGUST 2 ISSUE of the Cods County
Democrat reported that International
Paper, the new owner of the 171,000
acres of the Connecticut Lakes region in
northern New Hampshire (formerly
owned by the late, lamented Champion
International) is accelerating efforts to
sell a conservation easement on these
lands. (See Forum, volume 8, number 3,
Summer Solstice 2000, p. 6.)

IP has appointed the Society for the
Protection of New Hampshire Forests
(SPNHEF) and the Alexandria, Virginia-
based Conservation Fund to help it
work out a deal, which is estimated will
cost between $13-$25 million ($75-150
an acre) for development and subdivi-
sion rights. The deal makers hope to
siphon off scarce public conservation
funds to acquire development rights that
would permit IP to continue to clearcut
and overcut, spray herbicides, and (pos-
sibly) restrict public recreational access.
On April 5, at a public meeting in
Pittsburg, NH, supporters of acquiring
the development rights on the
Connecticut Lakes tract stated that
clearcuts and herbicide spraying would
be permitted under terms contemplated
for this easement.

Although only a small fraction of
these lands is under any threat of devel-
opment (but all are threatened by con-
tinued unsustainable logging and herbi-
cide spraying), the dealmakers have the
enthusiastic support of most of the NH
Forest Legacy Board and State Forester
Phil Bryce. They hope to secure most of
the funding for this expensive, cosmetic
conservation plan from the Legacy pro-
gram. At its May 31 meeting, the

Legacy Board considered adopting a
provision that would prohibit lands
under “working forest” Legacy ease-
ments from subsequent protection via a
“Forever Wild” covenant.

Patrick Noonan, President of the
Conservation Fund, also sits on the
Board of Directors of IP. Whose inter-
ests will his organization represent dur-
ing negotiations to spend public money
to help prop up a failed industrial
forestry operation?

The Conservation Fund was one of
the parties involved in concocting the
Forever Logging covenant in Vermont
that requires cutting 50% of growth after
2040 on the 84,000 acre “working for-
est” portion of the former Champion
lands in the Northeast Kingdom.

/' Easements have proven to be defec-
tive conservation tools in NH. While
preventing development, many have
done little or nothing to prevent unsus-
tainable, industrial-style liquidation log-
ging. The Forest Society holds an ease-
ment on 1300 acres in Stratford. The
easements imposes no meaningful
restrictions on logging. The landowner
has clobbered the land and SPNHF
failed to monitor the logging. Recently,
the state cited the landowner for viola-
tions of state laws regarding erosion
control and water quality. What guaran-
tees will the public have that its $13-25
million will not be used to underwrite
similar unmonitored abuses?

Please contact Paul Doscher at
SPNHF and tell him not one red cent of
public money for clearcuts, overcutting,
herbicide spraying, no forever logging
covenants or anti-Forever Wild
covenants. All future “conservation
easements” must require that a substan-
tial percentage of the forest be allowed
to recover tree age classes greater than
150 years and that cut is less than
growth. And the easement holder must
aggressively monitor all management
activities. Paul Doscher’s address is
SPNHE, 54 Portsmouth St, Concord,
NH 03301. Tel. (603) 224-9945.

—/Jamie Sayen

tract.)

rance and presumptuousness.

—Jamie Sayen

APOLOGIES TO FOREST SOCIETY
IN THE LAST ISSUE of the Forum, I mistakenly reported that the Society for the
Protection of New Hampshire Forests was promoting a “Forever Logging”
covenant for an easement it is trying to negotiate with Champion International
for its Connecticut Lakes lands, approximately 171,000 acres. (International
Paper has since swallowed up Champion and now owns the Connecticut Lakes

The Forever Logging covenant was hatched up during negotiations between
the Vermont Land Trust, the Conservation Fund, Governor Howard Dean, and
some members of the Vermont Legislature to acquire the Champion lands in
Vermont’s Northeast Kingdom. It was applied to the 84,000 acres subsequently

“sold to the Essex Timber Company and it mandates that at least 50 percent of
annual growth (in a given 10 year period) must be cut after the year 2040. This
misguided covenant has zero basis in science and is indeed the height of igno-

Several groups in New Hampshire and throughout the region have expressed
strong opposition the Forever Logging covenant. I misunderstood something I
was told, and made an incorrect presumption that SPNHF was promoting
Forever Logging on the Connecticut Lakes deal. While not yet publicly oppos-
ing the Forever Logging covenant, SPNHF is not currently promoting it on the
Connecticut Lakes negotiations. I have apologized to Paul Doscher of SPNHF
for my mistake. I hope that SPNHF will join other opponents of Forever
Logging and publicly repudiate this irresponsible concept now and forever.
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EXPERIMENTAL
PROSPECTIVE ZONING
THREATENS INTEGRITY
OF ANDROSCOGGIN
HEADWATERS
WILDLAND

By Pamela Prodan

FOR OVER A YEAR, the Maine Land Use
Regulation Commission (LURC) has been
working on the Rangeley Regional
Prospective Zoning Project. The project is
intended to direct development to a large
stretch of unorganized towns from
Saddleback Mountain to the New
Hampshire border. Despite the word
Rangeley in its name, Rangeley is an organ-
ized town and will not be subject to the plan.
Ten townships and plantations are affected
by the proposed zoning, a couple of which
(Township C and Magalloway Plantation)
are not even accessible by road from the
Rangeley area:

Adamstown Township

Dallas Plantation

C Township

D Township

E Township

Magalloway Plantation

Rangeley Plantation

Richardsontown Township

Sandy River Plantation

The townships and plantations in the
western part of the project area surround
Mooselookmeguntic, Aziscohos and Upper
and Lower Richardson Lakes. They are also
in the heart of the Androscoggin
Headwaters Wildland, a region designated
for conservation by the Northern Forest
Alliance. Apparently, the impetus for rezon-
ing the Lower Richardson and Aziscohos
Lakes regions, neither of which ase proxi-
mate to the Rangeley area, is the desire by
Seven Islands and Mead Corporation to cre-
ate major developments there. Seven Islands
excluded a significant percentage of its land
from a large conservation easement it
recently conveyed, leaving many to wonder
what it intends to do with those lands not
protected from development. Seven Islands
is well known for its image-building adver-
tising on Maine public radio. LURC held a
public hearing on the prospective zoning
project in July and the deadline for written
comments was August 9.

The regional prospective zoning
project proposes a 20-year plan and the zon-
ing of areas appropriate for development
using existing and new development subdis-
tricts. Standards for development within the
new subdistricts are also proposed. It trades
the current zoning system, where develop-
ment is allowed only in certain zones, with a
standards-based system where development
is allowed without permits. For example,
under the current system, a subdivision
would typically require rezoning of the land
to a subdistrict where development is
allowed, as well as building permits. Under
the proposed system, no permit whatsoever
would be required for a subdivision that
meets the new standards, and no review of
the proposal would take place by LURC.
There would also be no opportunity for the
public to comment on the development.

The prospective zoning project was
originally proposed because some townships
adjoining the town of Rangeley, like Sandy
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River Plantation, have been experiencing
growth at a faster rate than other parts of
LURC jurisdiction, and there was a need to
provide appropriate zones to accommodate
that new development. The project is now
considered an experiment that may be
extended to the gest of LURC jurisdiction,
although the Commissioners are not quite
ready to do that yet. At their May 17, 2000
meeting, when the Rangeley proposal was
discussed, they asked the staff to remove lan-
guage in each of the proposed new subdis-
tricts that would allow these zones to be
applied in areas beyond the Rangeley region
by petition to the Commission.

Land use planner Holly Dominie
has headed up the prospective zoning proj-
ect, under the supervision of John Williams,
LURC Director. The approach of lowering
protection by eliminating permits for uses
that conform to certain standards was also
initiated under Williams’ watch in a revision
of Chapter 10 of LURC’s rules. In those
revisions, boat launches, recreational gold
mining in streams, gravel pits and driveways
are among the uses proposed to be allowed
without a permit. There has been no discus-
sion about increasing compliance monitor-
ing to see whether people actually follow the
standards for these uses. Boat launches are
expected to proliferate once the revisions to
Chapter 10 take effect. Action to adopt
these changes is expected later this summer.

The Rangeley prospective zoning
proposal has the serious potential to create
sprawling development in what is now pri-
marily a Wildland region, especially by
allowing subdivisions without permits or
opportunity for public hearing. Another
controversial provision of the project would
allow minor home occupations without a
permit, in all subdistricts, even in protection
subdistricts, whose zoning purpose is not
development, but protection of natural
resources, wildlife or geology. The loosening
of the rules in existing zones and creation of
new subdistricts where development is
encouraged will facilitate permanent home
construction in remote and sensitive areas,
since people can telecommute to work or
start businesses there. In addition, as the
timber resource base is subdivided and sold
off to people not necessarily interested in
managing a woodlot, less wood will be avail-
able for harvest and use in forest products
industries. Property taxes will rise for local
people as prices paid for land escalate and
more expensive homes are built. Just as
important for local people, access to the land
for traditional uses will be lost forever as the
forest is fragmented and parts of it are
turned into subdivisions.

I recently spoke to Cathy Johnson,
staft attorney for the Natural Resources
Council of Maine, who emphasized that the
whole point of this type of prospective zon-
ing is to guide development but also address
protection.

Johnson believes that LURCs failure to
provide for additional resource protection
anywhere at this time to compensate for the
loss to development violates LURC’s legal
mandate to balance development with pro-
tection. Considering the scope of the pro-
posal as it now stands, it is a serious threat to
the integrity of the wild mountains, lakes,
forests and rivers of the Androscoggin
Headwaters region that may make it impos-
sible for the Northern Forest Alliance or any
other entity, public or private, ever to accom-
plish meaningful protection of the region.
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All We Are Saying is Give Trees a Chance

By a margin of 3:1,
New Englanders Voice
their Support for
Setting Aside Roadless
Areas on our National

Forests from Logging
and Road Building

by Julie Wormser and Mary Krueger

“People are often put into
categories—either the timber
logging group or the extreme
environmentalists,” began
Evelyn MacKinnon in her
testimony before the Forest
Service "at a hearing in
Gorham last month. “I was
born and raised in Berlin.
My father worked in the mill.
My brother has always been
and still is in the logging
business here. And most
importantly, 'm married to a
logger and our only income is
from the logging he does.

“So I certainly recognize the need for
logging and wood products,” she contin-
ued. “But even more importantly, I rec-
ognize the need to protect special places
in the White Mountain National Forest
and all national forests...That’s why I'm
here today to say that I'm in favor of
[ending logging and road building in
roadless areas on our national forests] and
I'd like to see the Tongass National Forest
included.”

In June, the Forest Service held pub-
lic hearings in Concord and Gorham,
NH and Rutland, VT on the
Administration’s efforts to protect road-
less areas across the National Forest
System. These hearings were part of a
massive agency effort to find out how the
American public wants them to manage
the wildest places left in our national
forests.

Roadless areas are defined by the
Forest Service as “public lands typically
exceeding 5,000 acres or more that met
the minimum criteria for wilderness con-
sideration under the Wilderness Act of
1964.” In the east, the FEastern
Wilderness Act of 1975 governs what can
be called a roadless area. Recognizing
that virtually all of our forests have been
cut over, the Eastern Wilderness Act
allows up to one half mile of road length
per 1,000 acres to be present in a roadless
area. Remnants of old roads or skid trails
no longer in use are not considered roads
at all. This has clearly caused some confu-
sion.

Why do roadless areas matter? For
one thing, many New Hampshire and
Vermont residents drink water that runs
off the White Mountain and Green
Mountain National Forests, and scientists
have learned that road building and log-
ging significantly pollute streams and
rivers. Similarly, fish and other aquatic
organisms suffer when these activities are
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permitted. Roadless areas in New
England’s national forests provide some
of the best opportunities around to enjoy
camping, hiking, hunting, and related
activities. Finally, large, roadless areas
afford unsurpassed habitat for rare species
that require mature, remote forest habi-
tats, including pine martens, Canada
lynx, spruce grouse and black-backed
woodpeckers. Set aside from logging,
road building, and other development
activities, these areas will grow back to
old growth cenditions similar to those
found by the first European settlers.

Last October, President Clinton
announced what he called “one of the
largest land preservation efforts in
America’s history to protect these price-
less, back-country lands...[They] repre-
sent some of the last, best, unprotected
wildland anywhere in our nation.” He
directed the Forest Service to draft regu-
lations to protect large roadless areas
from “activities that would degrade the
land.”

The Forest Service followed up on
President Clinton’s announcement with a
two-month public comment period to
gauge the level of public support for pro-
tecting these areas. The response was
tremendous: out of 541,000 comments
received, over 87 percent were strongly in
favor of letting some of the wildest places
left in the United States remain wild.

In May, the Forest Service produced
draft regulations proposing only to ban
road building in 43 million of these 52
million acres, and excluding the Tongass
National Forest in Alaska, the largest
intact temperate rainforest in North
America. A collective groan came out of
the environmental community at how far
short the draft fell from the promise of
the initial announcement. The comment
period that followed included nearly 400
meetings across the country, ending on

July 17. Julie was in Salt Lake City that
day, along with activists from all over the
country, to help hand-deliver an estimat-
ed 750,000 letters and postcards to the
Forest Service urging them to make the
final regulations far stronger than the
draft.

This sentiment was expressed as well
across New England. At each of six pub-
lic hearings in Vermont and New
Hampshire, the audience was over-
whelmingly in support of protecting
roadless areas in our national forests, with
a much smaller minority concerned with
the potential loss of motorized access or
timber harvesting.

In fact, there was no middle ground
to the testimony given at the hearings.
The vast majority of speakers—by a 3:1
margin—wanted far stronger protection
than proposed in the draft regulations—
no logging, no off road vehicles, nothing
that harmed their wild character. And
they thought that all national forests
should be included—the Tongass in
Alaska, and our own White Mountains,
which Senator Gregg is trying to exempt
using a controversial rider.

The outpouring of support came as
no surprise. Poll after poll in New
England shows that New Englanders
support strong protection for roadless
areas in our national forests. A 1998
Forest Service survey showed that 91 per-
cent of New Englanders supported pro-
tecting these areas in New Hampshire’s
White Mountain National Forest. A poll
by Lake and Associates taken last
October showed that 72 percent of NH
voters favor a proposal that permanently
prohibits road building on all roadless
areas of 1,000 acres and larger on all
national forest lands. What’s more, 78
percent favored prohibiting comrhercial
logging in these areas.

And these numbers are repeated over

forest health.

you can go to get away from it all.

—JW & MK

On the Other Hand...

Why are some people opposed to roadless area protection? A healthy minority
of participants at recent Forest Service hearings expressed a number of concerns.
Some of the people testifying argued that to remain healthy, forests need to be
actively managed. But as Dave Publicover, forest ecologist for AMC put it, “Forest
Management is not medicine, nad a natural forest is not something that needs to be
cured.” In fact, forests allowed to reach old growth conditions are among the most
structurally complex and support a range of species that contribute substantially to

Others expressed concern that protection of roadless areas will result in the loss
of jobs in the timber industry. The Forest Service’s own study estimated a loss of 7-
14 timber jobs if roadless areas on the White Mountain National Forest are closed
to logging. In fact, there is no direct correlation between acreage logged and num-
ber of timber jobs. Over the last 30 years in Maine, harvest levels have gone up
while the number of industry jobs have decreased, largely due to mechanization. In
addition, the potential increase in jobs such as guiding and outfitting have been
largely ignored in discussions of the effects of this policy.

Finally the issue of local access was raised as a concern. Many believe that pro-
tection of roadless areas will lock them out of the forest, particularly if they enjoy
motorized recreation. However, on the White Mountain National Forest alone
there are over 500 miles of maintained roads, 300 miles of snowmobile trails and
hundreds of more hiking trails. What is missing are the places without roads where

The roadless policy is not about closing roads; it’s about maintaining the few
areas left that contain no roads. We too care a great deal about the issues of forest
health, jobs and access. We feel that this policy protects these values.
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and over across the country. Men and
women; east to west; Democrats,
Republicans, Independents. It’s part of
the American psyche—people over-
whelmingly want some places to remain
truly wild and they think these are the
right places to protect.

Those who were at the roadless hear-
ings in Northern New England heard the
heartfelt testimony ordinary citizens gave
hour after hour, on why they wanted
these places given as much protection as
possible.

Like the bus driver from Burlington,
Vermont, who stood up (still in his uni-
form) to say, “I'm a bus driver. I know
roads. I want to be able to get out of my
bus and off a road and go hiking in the
woods where there are no roads and I
can't hear any motors. Look at us—we’re
in the middle of a town [Rutland] with
lots of roads. Where is the wildlife?
When you build roads, you chase the ani-
mals away.”

Or the Latino woman from southern
Massachusetts who said, “I had to drive
four hours to come to this hearing
[Gorham] today because there are no
hearings in Massachusetts. Our forests
are gone. Do you know what it’s like not
to be able to walk a quarter mile through
the woods without hitting another road
or hearing cars?”

Or Fred Lavigne, Evelyn
MacKinnon’s husband, who said “For the
last few years, it’s like I'm thinking about
nothing but roads. Mostly, I'm thinking
of the impacts roads have on our natural
world. Yesterday a calf moose was caught
in an open culvert on Sandwich Notch
Road, its leg broken off. We plugged the
hole in the road, but the cries from that
moose will be with me forever.”

These and literally hundreds of
thousands of other Americans across the
country have spoken out in support of the
strongest possible protection for all road-
less areas in our national forests. We urge
the Forest Service to act on this over-
whelming mandate.

At this point, the initiative is in the
hands of the Clinton Administration; the
final regulations are due out this fall.
Over a 1.5 million people have spoken,
the vast majority in support of strong reg-
ulations. The Forest Service will now take
these comments and use them to craft
their final policy. Please contact President
Clinton and Vice President Gore and let
them know you support the strongest
possible regulations to protect roadless
areas in all of our national forests, includ-
ing the Tongass in Alaska and the Whites
here in New Hampshire. The address is:

Office of the President (or Vice

President)

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20500.

Or call 202/456-1414 for the
President and 202/456-2326 for the Vice
President.

Julie Wormser is the Northeast Regional

Director and Mary Krueger is Northeast
Regional Associate of The Wilderness Society
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Conservation Groups Idenz‘ify Additional
150,000 Acres of Roadless Areas in WIMINF

In the Roadless Area Review

& Evaluation II process of the US
Forest Service in the late 1970s,
326,000 “roadless” acres were
identified in the White Mountain
National Forest. Previously desig-
nated wilderness areas (Great Gulf
and the Presidential Range-Dry
River) bring that total to about

WMNF proclamation boundary
Inventoried (RARE ll) roadless areas*
"Mountain Treasures” roadless areas
WMNF management areas (general)
Timber management areas
B Non-timber management areas

*includes Great Gulf and Presidential-Dry River

Wilderness Areas and Pinkham Notch Scenic Area,
which were not included in RARE Il inventory

357,000 acres. These acreages are
shown on the above map as
- “Inventoried (RARE II) Roadless
Areas.”

The Appalachian Mountain
Club, The Wilderness Society, and

the Conservation Law Foundation Pemigewasset
conducted a review of roadless Kinsman Mountain/
Gordon Pond

areas in the WMNTF over the past
couple of years. They identified
approximately 506,000 roadless
acres, which they propose for pro-
tection under the revised White
Mountain National Forest Plan.
The Clinton Roadless Plan relies
on the RAREII inventory. The
three conservation groups call the
506,000 roadless acres “Mountain
Treasures”.

Although there are a few dif-
ferences, nearly all the RAREII
roadless acres (about 340,000
acres) are included in the
Mountain Treasures Inventory.
(Crosshatched areas on map indicate

Dartmouth Range

Cherry Mountain

Joblidunkad

Kllkenny

Kearsarge

Presidential Range/
Dry River

Moat
Mountain

Map prepared by
Appalachian Mountain Club
Research Department

areas included in both RARE II and
Mountain Treasures.)

About 165,000 acres are
included in Mountain Treasures
areas but not RARE II. Most of
this difference is due to the fact
that the conservation groups
extended the boundaries of the

roadless areas farther than the
Forest Service did during RARE
II. Significant additional roadless
areas are noticeable around the
edges of the Wild River,
Pemigewassett and Sandwich
Range areas. It appears that the
RARETII process was extremely

conservative in designating road-
less areas.

No -satisfactory explanation
has been offered regarding how
RARE II lands were designated.
Perhaps political and management
considerations (such as the desire
not to have large parts of the for-

est open for wilderness considera-
tion) played a significant role in
the smaller roadless designations.

Map courtesy of Appalachian
Mountain Club Research
Department.

‘The New Hampshire Way”’

The following letter to the editor appeared in the Coos
County Democrat, July 12, 2000.

To the Editor:

The words and actions of U.S. Senator Judd Gregg
concerning the protection of roadless areas in the White
Mountain National Forest (WMNF) is an excellent
example of revisionist history and someone who is out
of touch with public involvement in the management of
the WMNE.

If one were to believe Senator Gregg, the WMNF
would be better managed if the “New Hampshire way
of doing things” would be followed. Let’s take a look at
the way New Hampshire has managed the area known
as the White Mountains.

The State of New Hampshire once owned most of
the land that makes up the White Mountain region.
Starting in the mid-to late 1800s, the State began sell-
ing the land for about 15 cents per acre, bringing about
$28,000 to the state coffers. Much of the land made its
way into the hands of businessmen known as timber
barons. These businessmen stripped the mountains of
trees, leaving the area ravaged by erosion and fire.

The destruction and resulting devastation was not
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lost on the public. People started calling for the protec-
tion of the White Mountains and urged the State to
buy the land back. Instead of being proactive, the State
urged the federal government to buy the land and create
a national forest.

Despite the urging, the New Hampshire state and
federal political leaders failed to protect the area. It took
a U.S. Congressman from Massachusetts, John Weeks
[ed. note: who had strong ties with Lancaster, NH] to
sponsor legislation that allowed the federal government
the right to purchase land within the White Mountains
and create the WMNEF.

Senator Gregg moved to exempt the WMNF from
the roadless protection process by attaching a “rider” to
a piece of legislation. Riders are usually not subject to
public hearings or committee debates. In fact, Sen. Bob
Smith, the senior U.S. Senator from New Hampshire
has stated that he will “oppose most environmental rid-
ers” because of the lack of scrutiny. Why did Senator
Gregg resort to a “back-door” political maneuver to
push his point?

Senator Gregg and other opinion leaders claim that
the protection of roadless areas in the WMNEF should
be decided by local people as part of the forest manage-
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ment plan revision process. Input to the revision process
is not just limited to local people. Any citizen of the
United States, including citizens living in Kansas,
Idaho, Florida, and Massachusetts can participate. And
the final decision of accepting the revised plan will be
made by a Forest Service official based in Milwaukee,
not Laconia. The bottom line—local people will not be
making the final decision as to the management of the
WMNEF.

The history of “the New Hampshire way” of man-
aging the White Mountains is the reason why the
National Forest Service and not New Hampshire man-
ages the area. If Senator Gregg had challenged the
entire national roadless area protection process instead
of just the WMNPE, his effort would deserve a hearing.
But for him to attempt to exempt just one national for-
est through a legislative maneuver that does not include
public hearings, his actions have less legitimacy than the
process he is challenging. Indeed, his actions further
erode the public trust in Congress and the political
process.

David Carle, Executive Director, Conservation

Action Project, Nashua, NH.

Page 5



Green Practices or Promises?

A Review of the Public
- Summary of the
Certification of the

Allagash Timberlands
of J.D. Irving

by Mitch Lansky

One would think that a forest certi-
fied “green” by a third party audit under
the Forest Stewardship Council’s (FSC)
guidelines would be desirable to live near.
Certification should be an official stamp
of approval for what environmentalists,
workers, and communities already recog-
nize as a well managed forest that bene-
fits those who live around it. But this is
not always the case.

A review of Forest Stewardship
Council certification world - wide by
Simon Counsell (a founding member of
FSC) for the Rainforest Foundation con-
cluded that:

“There is evidence of a generally lax
approach on the part of most FSC-
accredited certifiers to ensuring that log-
ging operations comply with the FSC’s
Principles and Criteria. Most worryingly,
many certificates appear to be awarded on
the basis of hoped-for improvement in
the management of logging operations,
rather than actual good quality at the
time of assessment. This has resulted in
the certification of forestry operations
with major failures of compliance with
the Principles and Criteria.” (Counsell,
Intro)

It appears this is also the case with
the recent FSC certification of 569,520
acres of the Maine Allagash Timberland
holdings of J.D. Irving (JDI or Irving) by
Scientific Certification Systems (SCS).

This certification comes at a time of
industry instability and regulatory uncer-
tainty. At a time when industrial
landowners have been selling off heavily
cut lands, JDI, however, is buying. With
more than 1.5 million acres, Irving is now
the largest landowner in Maine. The
company seems to be in for the long haul.
It also, however, has a legacy of industrial
management and labor relations that
don't quite fit the image of a “well-man-
aged forest.”

The certification summary docu-
ment shows many past and even present
problems, but the certifiers gave Irving
high grades (mostly in the 90s) based on
recent policy changes and future plans.
In some cases, the certifiers minimized
the problems by comparing them to even
worse practices by other landowners.

The following are just a sampling of
problems noted (or in a few cases, bla-
tantly ignored) by the certifiers:

Sustainability. The most basic
requirement for certified forest lands is
that cutting 1s sustainable. Yet Irving,
through much of the 90s, based on a
computer model and management plan
was doing some serious overcutting. The
summary document stated that the for-
mer strategy, “would, if continued, have
depleted the growing stock to sub-opti-
mal levels and threatened future sustain-
ability.” (PS, pg. 15).

Certification is based on a new man-
agement plan, but it is so new that certi-
fiers could not assess whether the plan
“was an effective internal document.”
(PS, pg. 19). Cut of spruce-fir, based on
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the new plan, will go down 43% from
peak harvesting during the 1990s. (PS,
pg. 12).

The level of cut at the time of certi-
fication was still above Irving’s estimate
of sustainable levels under its new plan.
“The harvest reduction will be phased in
over a two-year period, to ease the transi-
tion for all impacted parties.” (PS, pg. 12).

The new plan still has cut 63%
greater than would be sustainable under
“no management.” (PS, pg. 13). Irving
justifies the high level of cut with its

‘computer projection of higher future

growth resulting from management.
Cutting more than growth based on
expected future growth is called the
“allowable cut effect” (or ACE). For it to
work, herbicides, thinning, and planta-
tion have to lead to predicted yields with
no failures due to insects, disease, or
weather. The certifiers praised Irving’s
“sincere attempt at realism” (pg. 15) in its
projections, yet it noted that “Irving did
not conduct a sensitivity analysis to esti-
mate potential impacts of future spruce
budworm outbreaks...” (PS. pg. 14).
When the budworm comes, Irving plans
to deal with it through salvage and insec-
ticide spraying. Even this strategy will
not prevent a lowering of growth. Irving
will deal with the problems as they arise.

Existing landscape. Visitors to the
Allagash Timberlands will see a land-
scape that is the result of many decades of
past management. Much of this land-
scape does not look very well managed. .
“The legacy of past management prac-
tices lies heavily on portions of the land-
scape...” (PS, pg. 24).

“Older clearcuts, many of which pre-
date Irving’s ownership, were often very
large and resulted in a complete loss of
structural diversity.” (PS, pg. 26)

“..in the past Irving removed or
crushed downed woody debris, further
reducing the structural diversity of the
future stand.” (PS, pg. 25). Irving now
retains some trees (live and dead) in its
clearcuts.

“In addition, many acres that were
clearcut and planted resulted in substan-
tial areas of stand conversion.” (PS, pg.
25).

According to SCS, “a goal of certifi-
cation,(...), is restoring heavily managed
forests to more natural conditions.” (PS,
pg- 23). The Irving plan will have mixed
results towards this goal.

Intensive management. So far,
around 2% of the Allagash Timberlands
landscape has been planted, with only a
small amount of this in Norway spruce,
an exotic species. FSC discourages plant-
ing of exotics. The SCS document
referred to Norway spruce as a “closely
related species” and reasoned that it’s use
was “prudent” (PS, pg. 27), but they did
not recommend its use.

Irving claims that it will be planting
in the future to fill in natural regeneration
gaps. Yet, over the next 25 years, Irving
plans to increase plantations by 350% to
7% of the landscape (PS, pg. 5), which
means that 20% of softwood stands will
have been planted. Apparently, Irving is
anticipating a lot of gaps. Irving has been
doing around twice as much pre-com-
mercial thinning (PCT) as planting. If
this ratio continues, in 25 years 40 per-

cent of softwoods (assuming all PCT is in
softwood stands) will have been pre-
commercially thinned. This combined
with plantations would mean that 60 % of
softwoods will have received early stand
intensive management.

This implies two things—that much
of Irving’s spruce-fir management is
even-aged, and that planned rotations
will be relatively short. Neither of these
moves the forest towards “more natural
conditions.”

Clearcutting (as defined by state) has
been reduced to 8% of acres cut annually.
The certifiers “did, however, encounter
situations where it was questionable
whether clearcutting was the only alter-
native” (PS, pg. 26). The certifiers did not
say what proportion of the cut was in
overstory removals, which the state classi-
fies as “shelterwood.”

During the 90s, Irving was spraying
1,600 to 6,000 acres per year with herbi-
cides in the Allagash district (PS, pg. 5).
The SCS team frowns on the “use of
chemicals as an expediency or an indis-
pensable facet of broadly-applied silvicul-

tural prescriptions” (PS, pg. 33). They

claim that from now on, Irving will only
“use herbicides when necessary” (PS, pg.
33). The certifiers believe, apparently,
that Irving’s plan for “an annual spray rate
of approximately 1,750-3,000 acres in the
coming years” is necessary (PS, pg. 33).

Yet, the certifiers “visited planted
areas where herbicide treatments were
considered unnecessary” (PS, pg. 34).
The certifiers noticed the “initial degra-
dation of plant community” following
clearcut and spray, an impact that can be
measured for years (PS, pg. 35).

SCS also certified nearly a half-mil-
lion acres of JDI's operations at Black
Brook in New Brunswick. The certifiers
never asked JDI for a list of the chemicals
used or checked chemicals used with
FSC’s guidelines. Some of these chemi-
cals, the certifiers now acknowledge,
“could be interpreted as meeting the
characteristics of FSC banned chemicals”
(PS, pg. 33). At least one of these chem-
icals, Garlon 4, was used by JDI on its
Allagash Timberlands in 1999.

Partial cuts. Clearcutting is not
Irving’s primary silvicultural tool in its
Allagash Timberlands. According to the
summary document, 77% of cuts are
“selection” or other partial cuts (PS, pg.
15). The document did not break this fig-
ure down as to what proportion of these
partial cuts are true “selection” (to create
uneven-aged stands) and what are thin-
nings in even-aged stands.

Irving foresters, apparently, “are more
experienced with implementing final
regeneration cuts than they are with man-
aging multi-cohort stands” (PS, pg. 25).

The foresters have 2-4 times the load
of acres than other certified operations
(PS, pg. 16). They do not have time to
mark stands, instead leaving decisions of
what trees to cut up to loggers, who have
to interpret Irving prescriptions. Loggers
do not get extra pay to be forest techni-
cians.

The certifiers “observed a number of
prescription outcomes that were less than
optimal.” The team, however, “is not
charging that many outcomes were ‘poor’
to the point of being uncertifiable; just
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that many could have been much better.”
As an example, they found examples of
“somewhat subtle highgrading”—where
the biggest and best trees were removed
in ways that “compromised the stand’s
future growth potential or ability to
regenerate to an improved species mix”
(PS, pg. 16).

The certifiers believe that at least 40-
60% of certified harvested stands ought
to be marked, especially those that cannot
be cut based on simple rules (PS, pg. 17).
Foresters for Baxter State Park Scientific
Forest Management Area (BSPSFMA),
for example, mark most of the wood to be
cut because mechanical operators can not
see crown conditions well from inside the
machines. Because cutting decisions at
the BSPSFMA are made by foresters,
and loggers are paid based on weight
(regardless of tree value), this removes the
incentive for highgrading, subtle or oth-
erwise.

Forest structure. Forest structure on
both a stand and landscape base was a
problem area for the certification team.

Irving foresters were inconsistent
when dealing with woody debris. “It was
apparent to the team that most foresters
have more to learn to properly recognize
high quality downed woody debris or
cavity trees.” (PS, pg. 25).

The Allagash Timberlands have seri-
ous problems with age structure, which is
currently “not well balanced for the pur-
poses of providing a continuous flow of
mature timber” (PS, pg. 22). Historically,
spruce-fir has been overcut and hard-
woods have been undercut. During the
70s, 80s, and 90s, there were a lot of
clearcuts in spruce-fir and mixedwood
stands, supposedly to deal with the bud-
worm (which went away in 1985).
Inadequate markets for low-grade hard-
woods help explain the highgraded con-
dition of the hardwood resource. The cer-
tifiers noted (PS, pg. 14) that even with
Irving's new forest plan, there is still a
concern over a continued “serious imbal-
ance.”

Age structure is important not only
for timber sustainability, but for biodiver-
sity. Key is to assure that there is ade-
quate representation of older age classes
in the landscape. With Irving’s latest
plan, older spruce-fir forests would
decrease over the next 25 years (PS, pg.
25).

JDI has specific policies to ensure
older stand representation. Within each
broad forest type, Irving will maintain at
least 10% in “old” and 3% as “very old.”
Irving did not pass the straight-face test
with these standards as it defined “old” as
over 70 years and “very old” as over 100
years (PS, pg. 23). The certifiers suggest-
ed that at a minimum, 100 for old and
180 for very old would be more appropri-
ate thresholds (PS, pg. 24). SCS gave
Irving its lowest grade (75) for Forest
Community Structure and Composition
(PS, pg. 21). Since this is below passing
grade (80) certification could only be
awarded with conditions attached to rem-
edy the problem. In the future.

Roads. Irving imposes a gridwork of
roads on the landscape. “A standard crit-
icism of Irving’s road network,” write the
SCS team, “is its straightness and rigid
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geometric patterns, regardless of the ter-
rain or landscape. We encountered one
instance where a minor relocation up
slope would have avoided constructing a
right-of-way through an enriched old-
growth cedar habitat.” (PS, pg. 18).

“We also observed site specific
instances where putting a slight curve in
an otherwise straight road would have
avoided a wetland completely...” (PS, pg.
38)

Irving has a mile of roads for every
300 acres (2.1 miles of road per square
mile of forest). In contrast, the Fundy
Model Forest in New Brunswick (where
Irving owns some land) has a guideline to
keep road distribution to less than a mile
for every square mile of forest to mini-
mize impacts on biodiversity.

Logging. Sixty-five percent of JDI's
cutting on the Allagash Timberlands is
with feller bunchers and grapple skidders
(whole tree harvesting or WTH) (PS, pg.
18). Some certifiers (such as the Silva
Forest Foundation in British Columbia)
won't certify timberlands that rely on
whole tree harvesting, not because they
ban the machines, but because it is so dif-
ficult to meet guidelines for trail width
and distribution, soil disturbance, residual
damage, and slash management with
feller bunchers and grapple skidders
(Vasbinder).

WTH requires wide, frequently dis-
tributed trails, leading to excessive areas
taken in trails, unavoidable damage (as
bunches of trees with tops and branches
are pulled down the trails), and much
more removal of nutrients than with
bole-only harvesting. WTH also requires
large yarding areas to process trees—tops,
branches and all. While SCS certifiers
were pleased that harvesters took slash
back into the woods and left it along the
trails, they noted that this does not leave
the slash well distributed (PS, pg. 28).

The certifiers did not say how wide
or how far apart the trails were. They
gave no indication of what distribution of
roads, yards, and trails would be accept-
able. The certifiers gave no figures for
average residual damage per acre, nor
what an acceptable level of damage
should be. These criteria can easily be
measured in the field.

SCS certifiers compared Irving’s cut-
ting to other industrial landowners in the
region—the “all-too-common practice of
simply minimizing short-term operating
costs” (PS, pg. 19). Based on such a com-
parison, the certifiers found the job of
implementing harvest prescriptions to be
“adequate,” “given the time and attention
devoted to the process” (PS, pg. 16).
Wihile this is a less-than-subtle put-down
of typical cutting in area, it is not an ade-
quate unit of comparison for certified
harvesting.

Forest soil and forest wetlands.
According to the summary document,
Irving foresters do not adequately not
consider soil type when developing har-
vest  prescriptions. The  certifiers
expressed concern because, “this can lead,
in some instances, to soil compaction or
desiccation and reduced site productivity,
and can specifically influence the success
or failure of establishing regeneration of
some species.” (PS, pg. 28). This concern
was not just academic: “We observed
some sites with relatively thin soils that
had been compacted during harvesting.”
(PS, pg. 28). \

The certifiers were not too happy
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with some cutting in wet areas, such as
cedar or spruce-fir flats. They found “des-
iccation of the sphagnum moss ground
layer” on some sites (PS, pg. 25).

“...at several sites, we observed har-
vest trails going through very wet areas
when there were alternatives that were
clearly more benign.” (PS, pg. 28).

“...in some instances wood harvested
from the wetter sites (...) is of relatively
low quality, which is in sharp contrast to
the high ecological value of the wetland
system.” (PS, pg. 28). These types of sites
sometimes have such features as vernal
pools or rare plant species.

“We did.encounter several cases
where excessive rutting had occurred...”
(PS, pg. 28).

! “.in isolated instances, excessive
rutting has compromised productivity on
a small scale.” (PS, pg. 28).

“We did notice a few site-specific
examples of erosion, but these were the
exception...” (PS, pg. 32). (One would be
really concerned if erosion were the rule,
I suppose).

Social benefits. When it came to
social aspects of certification, the report

strains credibility. Principle #4 of FSC'

criteria states that “Forest management
operations shall maintain or enhance the
long-term social and economic well-
being of forest workers and local commu-
nities.” While the SCS team cites evi-
dence that this has not been the case, it
gave Irving high scores nonetheless.

The SCS team did a dozen commu-
nity interviews and concluded, “We
found no indication of poor community
relationships in these interviews” (PS, pg.
29). As to employees, the document
states that, “In our observation, the
employees are motivated and enthusias-

tic” (PS, pg. 42).

Branta canadensis goslings. Photo © Roger Irwin.

During the 1980s, the towns of New
Sweden, Stockholm and Westmanland
passed local ordinances to curb Irving’s
aggressive clearcut and spray activities in
the area. The town of Allagash lost the
majority of its population over the last
few decades in part due to raw log
exports, mechanization, and Canadian
labor imports—trends to which Irving
contributed. At the time of certification,
loggers set up blockades of the border to
Canada to protest export of raw sawlogs
and import of Canadian labor. Truckers
set up an unrelated blockade of the bor-
der at Fort Kent, complaining of Irving’s
payment policies. Irving pays truckers by
weight and by the mile. To break even,
truckers felt forced to drive overloaded
trucks.

In a recent Maine Times article about
Irving’s labor practices, a spokesman for
the truckers said that workers “are fearful”
of the changes Irving is forcing on them
and scared of reprisal if they speak out.
“That’s what happens when a company is
the only ballgame in town.” (Austin)

The summary document admits that
margins in logging have fallen and there
are fewer people who want to work in the
woods. Irving requires contractors to
work their equipment on double shifts
(80-100 hours), which means that some
loggers work their equipment in the
woods at night. Irving suggests that con-
tractors “get used to two shift opera-
tions...” (PS, pg. 42).

The summary document admits that
“there are many stories of contractor dis-
content with this management approach.
It is easy to see these methods as a form
of squeezing against suppliers with little
or no bargaining power” (PS, pg. 43).

The SCS team interviewed six cur-
rent contractors working on the Irving
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lands. “We found what we would expect
to find, in a relationship where some ten-
sion is normal...” (PS, pg. 43).

“,,,many contractors have only a lim-
ited choice of where to work and they feel
boxed in.” 3

“Statements that Irving pays the
‘lowest rates’ in the industry were com-
mon, along with statements that other
owners are cutting rates to follow suit.”

“Mechanical contractors, once hav-
ing made the decision to invest, often feel
pressured to accept whatever terms they
can negotiate.” (PS, pg. 43).

The certifiers did not mention that
rates paid to mechanical operators in
other states are double what is paid by
Irving in Maine.

The certifiers said the migrant work-
ers (mostly from Mexico) doing thinning
and planting are “happy” with their pay—
pay so low for work so hard that “the use
of migrant workers does not result in any
American workers losing employment
opportunities” (PS, pg. 44).

Hiring these migrants, according to
SCS, results in community benefits. The
money these workers make “contributes
to the local economies...” (PS, pg. 44) in
their Central American towns (where
much of the money is sent). The certi-
fiers have distorted the intent of FSC
guidelines to support local economies if
they use Mexico as “local” for the
Allagash region of Maine.

The SCS certifiers gave Irving a “92”
for contractor/employee relations despite
their statement that “we have noted the
frequent expression of discontent” (PS,
pg- 45). The SCS document suggested
that “there’s always another side to the
story” (PS, pg. 43). This statement hardly
justifies the SCS rating, given problems
already noted, and given that we are not
told a convincing other side.

The document does try to take
blame off of Irving and instead put it on
“market pressures” (PS, pg. 45). That too
is an insufficient justification for the 92
rating, given the nature of logger labor
markets in northern Maine.

Lloyd Irland, who wrote the socio-
economic section, was also a part author
of a Department of Labor study on bond-
ed Canadian woods labor. That study,
done at the same time as certification,
concluded that the labor market in the
north woods is not a free market, but an
oligopsony. The landowners dominate the
market and can set the terms, take-it-or-
leave-it. Over the last few decades, infla-
tion-adjusted wages for loggers have gone
down by 32% while stumpage profits for
landowners have gone up by 169%. The
wages are low because the landowners
don’t want to pay any more than they
have to. So they have squeezed the con-
tractors who have squeezed workers.

Irving is getting rid of large contrac-
tors and is ‘instead hiring smaller “inde-
pendent” contractors. These workers are
not considered “employees” and are not
subject to OSHA protection, worker’s
compensation, health plans, or withhold-
ing for FICA or Medicare. The DOL
study said that “from the standpoint of
U.S. Labor law, these workers do not
exist.” (PAC, pg. 64)

Irving is not forced by the market to
treat workers this way. This is the compa-
ny’s choice.

Conclusions. The certification of
Irving undermines forestry activists con-

Continued Next Page
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cerned with overcutting, clearcuts, or her-

- bicides by legitimizing those practices. It
also undermines labor struggling for bet-
ter wages or working conditions because
it gives high grades to the status quo.

Although, the governor, -editorial
writers, and some environmental groups
in Maine have claimed that certification
is an alternative to regulation, this is not
the case. Regulation is a way to prevent
worst abuses. Those who do the worst
highgrading and liquidation do so
because it is profitable and legal. They are
interested in short-term returns, and can

“make more money this way than manag-
ing for certified markets.

Certification, theoretically, is an
incentive for best forestry, not a deterrent
for worst. With' the certification of
Irving, the role of certification as a high
bar, seems to have been neglected.

Perhaps forestry in.Maine has been down 3

so long it is starting to look like it is,up to
SCS certifiers.

The certification of Irving will send
confusing signals to the market. To the
extent that members of the public see
Allagash forests that look very unnatural
or hear of woods workers and truckers
protesting Irving’s labor policies, they will
wonder what certification represents.

While it is commendable that JDI
has some practices that are better than
the typical industrial operations in the
area, or that it has intentions for improv-
ing its practices, these are not sufficient
standards for certification. The standards
should be based on desirable outcomes,
not comparisons with undesirable out-
comes. Some outcomes, (such as land-
scape structure) take many decades to
achieve, but should be a clear target in
management plans. Other outcomes,
such as minimizing residual logging
‘damage, minimizing size and distribu-
tion of roads, yards and trails, or manag-
ing without biocides (except for emer-
/gencies) should only be certified when
they are actual practices, not promises.
This applies to labor relations as well.

The rush to certify large areas as
soon as possible may backfire for FSC.
Controversies over JDI's certifications in
Maine and New Brunswick are hurting
the credibility of forest certification.

In New Brunswick, SCS certified
Irving’s Black Brook holdings without
trying to ensure that Irving met the
regional standards that were being devel-
oped by the Maritimes Committee.
When these standards passed, Irving,
which had a representative on that com-
mittee, appealed those standards and
waged a public-relations campaign to
discredit the committee. When FSC
upheld the standards, Irving withdrew its
Black Brook certification (until it can get
the committee to be restructured and
back down from the unwanted stan-
dards). In the meantime, Sierra Club
Canada’s appeal of the certification was
rejected by FSC on a technicality related
to the time of filing.

With such controversies swirling
around, the Maine Low-Impact Forestry
Project, which was preparing to have
thousands of acres of woodlots certified
in the Hancock County area, has with-
drawn from such efforts until FSC takes
actions to make forestry certification
more transparent.
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A young Odocoileus virginianu&.

Simon Counsell, in his critique of
FSC world wide, raised a key question
regarding the goal of certification: “Is its
object to try and reward the highest qual-
ity forest management, or should it
reward those that are not necessarily the
highest quality, but are trying to
improve.” (Counsell, pg. 8).

After reviewing controversial certifi-
cations world wide, Counsell concluded:
“the actual label on the products resulting
from such certification does not necessar-
ily indicate to the consumer the actual
high quality of the forest management,
but rather the intended quality of the
management.” And he added, “..there
has sometimes been a very large gap
between the intention and the reality...”
(Counsell, pg. 68).

Sources:

(Austin) “ Lean and mean: Irving
says global pressures tighten pay rates,”
Phyllis Austin, Maine Times, May 30,
2000.

(Counsell) Trickery or Truth? An
Examination of the Effectiveness of the
Forest  Stewardship  Council, Simon
Counsell, the Rainforest Foundation,
UK, June, 1999

(PAC) Maine Logging Industry and
the Bonded Labor Program: An Economic
Analysis, Pan Atlantic Consultants/The
Irland Group, Maine Department of
Labor, November, 1999.

(PS)  Public Summary of the
Certification Report, Michael Thompson,
Woodlot  Alternatives, Inc. SCS
Northeast, Topsham, Maine, May 2000.

(Vasbindér) Wendy Vasbinder,
Certification Program Co-Manager Silva
Forest Foundation, personal communica-
tion, 7/4/00

The Northern Forest Forum

© Rogér Irwin

Pond of Safety Forest
Protection Sought by
Towns of Randolph (5

Jefferson, NH

(The following is excerpted from a four
page flyer on The Pond of Safety Forest.
It was prepared by The Randolph
Foundation, POB 283, Gorham NH.
Inquiries about the project may be direct-
ed to John Mudge, 374 Dogford Road,
Etna, NH 03750. telephone 603-643-
6640 or PondofSafety@aol.com).

The Opportunity: The devastating ice-
storm of 1998 has created an opportuni-
ty for the Town of Randolph, by itself or
in conjunction with the Town of
Jefferson, to acquire and manage a tract
of 10,00+ acres of woodlands which are
currently owned by the Hancock Timber -
Resource Group (Hancock). ;

Why is the land important? This land is
an important ecological corridor con-
necting the Presidential Range of the
"WMNF with the Kilkenny region to the
north, the Nash Stream Forest north of
that and other areas of the Northern
Forest. Many people and organizations
have long recognized the strategic
importance of the undeveloped water-
shed of the Pond of Safety. It is an
important timber resource, and it is rich
in ecological value, and it has long pro-
vided the public with many forms of out-
door recreation and has even greater
recreational potential in the future.

[Role of Forest Legacy]: In 1997, the
Randolph Planning Board learned that
Hancock had submitted an application in
1995 to place 10,00+ acres of its lands in
Randolph and Jefferson into the Forest
Legacy Program. This is a federal pro-
gram which buys conservation easements
on forest land at fair market value from
willing sellers The aim of the program,
and the associated easements, is to pre-
vent forest land from being lost to hous-
ing and other forms of development and
at the same time to permit traditional
uses such as timber harvesting and recre-
ation to continue.

[...] Meanwhile, as Hancock came to
appreciate the full effect of the 1998 ice-
storm on these woodlands, it decided
that it would prefer to sell outright all of
its holdings, including the land behind
the Proclamation Boundary of the
WMNEF that includes the Pond of
Safety. [Land and Water Conservation
Funds enabled the US Forest Service to
purchase the Pond of Safety lands within
the Proclamation Boundary. Forest
Legacy funds have been earmarked for
the remainder. ]

As legislation was being passed in
Washington, TPL [The Trust for Public
Land] was negotiating with Hancock on
behalf of the Towns. TPL obtained an
option to purchase the property which
will remain in force through the end of
2000, allowing time for details to be
worked out. TPL is committed to the
creation of a conservation easement on
this land and will use the allocated feder-
al funds for this purchase. That, together
with the inclusion of the Pond of Safety
into the WMNE, means that the Town
will never again need to worry about the
effects of any large development on this

land.

Mid Summer 2000
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Shhhh.l want to tell you a secret. Ready?

by Jym St. Pierre

The eastern United States is a
vast megalopolis surrounded by
endless suburbs, right? Even the
rural areas are nothing but towns,
woodlots and farmlands tamed by
centuries of development and
domestication, right? There are no
big wildlands left here, right.
Wrong.

Imagine a place which rivals the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area with
hundreds of remote lakes and thou-
sands of miles of rivers and streams.
Imagine a place which encompasses
the most rugged stretches of the
most famous hiking route in
America, the Appalachian Trail.
Imagine a place with more wild
trout ponds and more majestic
moose per square mile than any
other spot in the United States.
Imagine a place harboring the last
elusive lynx in the eastern U.S.
Imagine a place where native peo-
ple have lived for more than a hun-
dred centuries, but which has no
cities or towns even today. Imagine
a place so alluringly big and wild
that it attracted Henry David

RESTORE: The North Woods
is a non-profit conservation
organization working to restore,
preserve, and defend the natural
intégrity of the North Woods of
the United States and Canada
through advocacy, public aware-
ness, and citizen activism.

PO. Box 1099

Concord Massachusetts 01742
Tel: (978) 287-0320

Fax: (978) 287-5771

restore@restore.org

9 Union Street
Hallowell, Maine 04347
Tel: (207) 626-5635
Fax: (207) 626-7944

mainewoods@restore.org

RESTORE website:

WWW.I'GStOl‘C.OI'g

Cover Drawing & Map
© Jon Luoma

A special thank you to Jamie Sayen,

Andrew Whittaker and the Northern
Forest Forum for assisting with the pro-

duction of this publication.

© RESTORE: The North Woods
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“From this elevation, just on the skirts of the clouds,
we could overlook the country, west and south, for a
hundred miles. There it was, the State of Maine...
Immeasurable forest for the sun to shine on...Countless
lakes....and mountains...”

— Henry David Thoreau

Thoreau, Teddy Roosevelt, Justice
William O. Douglas and untold
numbers of less well known wilder-
ness adventurers.

Is this place for real? Yes. Is it
one of our great national parks?
Sadly, no. Not yet, but it could be.
The place is the Maine Woods, the
largest surviving part of the great
North Woods that once stretched
unbroken from the Maritimes to
Minnesota.

For many generations, the
Maine Woods was owned by those
who knew and cared about Maine.
However, as the global economy
has grown, most of the land has
been sold to timber corporations
and investment companies driven
more by short-term profit than by
local concerns or long-term forest
health. In one short generation, an
area larger than the state of
Delaware has been clearcut, tens of
thousands of miles of private log-
ging roads have been built, and mil-
lions of acres have been sprayed
with toxic pesticides.

At the same time, key tracts
have been subdivided and thou-

sands of houses have been built or
expanded, especially along remote,
unspoiled lakeshores. Meanwhile,
pressures continue to mount for
new powerlines, pipelines, dams,
energy plants, waste dumps, mines,
and other industrial developments.

Yet, the crisis in the Maine
Woods also offers
opportunity. Expansive tracts of
land have been changing owner-
ship. Five million acres have been
sold in the last few years. For $250
an acre or less, the heart of these
forest lands, 3.2 million acres, could
be purchased and preserved as a
new Maine Woods National Park
& Preserve. Protecting the wilder-
ness character of this region would
be one of the most rewarding and
affordable investments the people
of America could make.

A keen observer once said that
national parks represent the best
idea America ever had. Maine

an historic

Woods National Park would be the
largest national park in the East,
the second largest (after Death
Valley) in the lower 48 states. It
would be a chance to restore lands

that have endured years of overcut-
ting. We could preserve wildlife
habitat, ensure public access for
recreation and protect water quality
in the headwaters of five legendary
rivers. And we could nurture a
healthier, more diverse economy
throughout Maine and help com-
munities supplement the struggling
forest and paper industry.

Establishing a Maine Woods
National Park would safeguard a
national treasure where the haunt-
ing yodel of loons echoes through
the warm, blue summer air off sur-
rounding green hills. It would give
us an opportunity to restore to the
legendary wilderness of Maine the
song of the wolf, the splash of the
Atlantic salmon, and the magic of
caribou gliding through wild woods
like massive, mysterious shadows. It
would be a magnificent people’s
park for the twenty-first century
and a fitting millennial memorial
for future generations of all species.

I hope you keep this our little
secret. But it’s OK if you tell every-
one you know.

Jym St. Pierre is Maine Director
of RESTORE: The North Woods. He
was formerly senior staff in Maine for
The Wilderness Society, Sierra Club,
and  Maine  Department  of

Conservation.

Lazy Tom Bog and Big Spencer Mountain. © Jym St. Pierre.

Proposed Maine Woods National Park & Preserve



The Maine Woods - A Wilderness Under Siege

by Jym St. Pierre

I remember. Growing up in Maine
hiking, skiing, snowshoeing, driving, fish-
ing, hunting and flying in the Maine
Woods, the memories are too vivid to for-
get.

I remember an early camping trip
with my family, in the summer -of 1960.
We swam where trout and salmon thrived
in the cold lake water. We splashed for
hours; we shivered; we didn’t care. We got
sun burned; we didn’t care. Our borrowed
canvas tent had no floor and one night a
skunk paid a visit. My mother climbed
onto the picnic table. My father shooed it.
The skunk nosed under one side of our
tent and, after 2 moment, ambled out the
other. My sister and brother, asleep inside,
never awoke. On that trip I climbed my
first big hill, Bald Mountain, giddy with
the birds-eye view of endless forest.

There are memories of excursions up
other Maine mountains, too. Memories of
impossibly green partridgeberry vines
snaking over feathery clumps of sphagnum
moss on Aziscohos Mountain; of a pre-
dawn peek into a mysterious, dank rock
slide cave on Peaked Mountain; of blue-
berries sanguinely lining an autumn trail
on Speckled Mountain; of a foggy scram-
ble up a glacial scattering of lichen-
encrusted boulders on  Deboullie
Mountain; of a winter whiteout at the cli-
max of a snowshoe trek to the top of Little
Jackson Mountain; of twilight shadows
outlining gold-tinted hills that rippled to
the horizon from the summit of Old
Speck.

I remember running spring freshets
on the St. John and Sandy Rivers and
Seboeis Steam, racing the current down
the Penobscot, Allagash and Kennebec
rivers, and floating with the summer sun
on Moosehead Lake. I remember teasing
landlocked salmon in Pierce Pond with
wet fliess and brook trout in
Nesowadnehunk Lake with dry ones. 1
remember stalking grouse in Madrid. 1
remember, at Big Reed Reserve, being
awe-struck by trees growing larger than I
thought possible in this part of the world.

G =

I remember standing alone deep into a
February night, as far from city lights as
you can get around here, watching a per-
formance of the northern lights from a
front row rock on a frozen wilderness
pond. I remember sharing a thermal with a
bald eagle near Grand Lake Matagamon
one breathtakingly clear summer after-
noon.

Sadly, many of my bright memories of
the Maine Woods have become crowded
with dark images in recent years. I have
witnessed wild forests being transformed
into intensively managed fiber factories. I
have watched unbroken shorelands be
advertised for development with headlines
that scream, “Maine Land Liquidation.” I
have felt profound loss as suburbia has dis-
placed wooded hillsides because they had a
marketable view. I have listened to the
whine of overpowered outboards slashing
across lakes where quiet used to prevail. I
have been shocked to fly to favorite remote
spots and find the wilderness impaled by
new roads. I have been numbed by the
huge number of workers tossed out by
mechanization and “downsizing” in the
forest products industry.

Almost without our realizing it, a
massive shift has been underway over the
past few decades that could permanently
alter the traditional character of the Maine
Woods. Poor forest practices, creeping
development, and economic decline have
become the norm. (See Maine Woods
Besieged.)

Current protection efforts fall far
short of what is needed to save the Maine
Woods. State and federal politicians and
bureaucrats lack the vision to initiate bold
action. They have proposed a variety of
pale green projects which are intended to
shore up the so-called working forest more
than to protect the public interest at risk
from the assault of changes buffeting the
Maine Woods. Tens of millions of dollars
are being paid to large landowners to buy
easements on the wrong lands, lands that
are under little pressure. Each of these
easement deals is touted as a win-win, but
most of them offer no guarantee of public
recreational access, no assurance of sus-

Proposed Maine Woods National Park &S Preserve

A clearcut within the proposed Maine Woods National Park. © Jym St. Pierre

tainable forestry, no promise that biodiver-
sity will be preserved. They are great for
public relations, but not necessarily for the
woods.

Conservation organizations are advo-
cating positive steps, such as restricting
clearcut logging, modestly expanding state
land acquisition, and strengthening land
use regulations in northern Maine. Yet
these are only a beginning. The proposed

5 n

Maine Woods National Park would repre-
sent a major step toward conservation,
preservation and restoration — what well-
known conservationist David Brower calls
an essential CPR program — in the heart
of this unique, endangered region. The
need is urgent. The opportunity is now.

Jym St. Pierre, a Maine native, is Maine
Director of RESTORE: The North Woods.
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America’s Next Great National Park

By Kristin A. DeBoer

Maine has something that few
places in this country have left—a
big wild place. At the beginning of
the 21st century, the Maine Woods
stands alone as the largest remain-
ing wildland east of the Rockies. In
the American mind, it is still the
wilderness frontier made famous by
Henry David Thoreau. The Maine
Woods remains a place that extends
far into the northern reaches of our
imagination. Indeed, this forest
seems so big and so wild that many
people believe it must already be
permanently protected. Sadly,
except for a few islands of green, it
is not. Not yet. But there is an idea
for preserving a magnificent part of
this wildland which is gaining
national attention—the creation of
a new Maine Woods National Park.

All types of people care about
the Maine Woods. There is the
fifth generation Mainer, who dili-
gently tends to his hundred-acres in
the “old-way,” while cursing those
blasted new clearcuts. The animal
lover who wakes at dawn to watch
moose feeding in the river. The
backpacker who treks each season
to her favorite remote pond. The
“Maine expatriate,” who left home
for a job in a city, but whose heart is
still in the forest. The couple “from
away” who moved north for a better
life. The scientist who knows this
region is the best hope for recover-
ing endangered wildlife. The entre-
preneur who is building a successful
business by selling the Maine mys-
tique. The family from Main Street
USA who cherishes remote places

“I know Maine well and respect its people and history.
In 1994, I flew over the magnificent area proposed as a
" national park, and give my whole-hearted support to
this bold, timely effort. Preserving these wildlands 1s a
gift to future generations of Maine and the nation.”
— Christopher Reeve

to find refuge. And, the ecological
types, like me, who care deeply
about the Maine Woods for the
same reasons that the all the Earth’s
forests, oceans, and deserts just
matter.

An Historic Opportunity

Giant  corporations  have
acquired nearly all of the millions
of acres which remain in Maine’s
big woods. No other state in the
country has such an intense con-
centration of industrial and institu-
tional ownership. Companies are
liquidating much of the forest for
quick profit. In the process, jobs
and economic stability are cut short
as well. But a change is underway
that could put some of the land
back into the hands of the public.
These corporations are unloading
millions of acres.

The fact that such enormous
areas of the Maine Woods are avail-
able presents an amazing possibili-
ty. If we act to purchase some of
these lands, happily it would mean
the end of clearcutting, herbicides,
and fiber farms for a vast portion of
the forest. It would be the begin-
ning of a concerted effort to restore
an entire landscape and revitalize

troubled local economies.

However, to purchase and pro-
tect such a magnificent wildland, it
is clear that we will need to bring
greater resources to bear than
Maine alone can muster—the pub-
lic support, financial capability, and
political leadership that only the
nation can offer. That is why a
growing number of people realize
that creating a new Maine Woods
National Park would be a wonder-
ful way to generate national support
and take advantage of this major
economic transition.

Protecting Maine’s Wildland
Heritage

In 1994, when RESTORE:
The North Woods proposed a 3.2
million acre Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve, to some
the idea smacked of federal intru-
sion. Now, it is increasingly seen as
a practical and permanent solution.
Indeed, a new national park would
not mean giving the land away to
the feds. It would mean returning it
to the people, to the wildlife, and to
the inheritance of our children.

In few, if any, other places in the
country does the public have the
option to buy millions of acres of

“ Endangered Maine Woods

Wildlife: Canada Lynx

The reclusive nature of the Canada lynx
(Lynx canadensis) has long kept the presence
of this species somewhat of a mystery. Lynx
have been spotted in the Maine Woods for cen-
turies, but most people go a lifetime without
ever seeing one. This 1s why the recent sitings
of female Canada lynx and kittens in north-
ern Maine are so exciting. Many people take
this as a sign that populations of lynx can
recover and. thrive in Maine, the last vestige

in the eastern U.S. of their historic range.
RESTORE continues to fight for greater protection of the lynx under the national Endangered
Species Act and for permanently protected habitat through a Maine Woods National Park &3

Preserwe.

Drawing © Melissa Belanger
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wildland from willing sellers at bar-
gain prices. At $250 an acre or less,
the entire park could be purchased
for less than what we spend on
Doritos in the United States each
year. As it has done for hundreds of
other areas, Congress could author-
ize a Maine Woods National Park.
Then funds could come from the
Land and Water Conservation
Fund and countless individuals and
foundations across the nation to
purchase this priceless area.

Creating a national park in
northern Maine would preserve
one of Maine’s greatest assets, its
wilderness heritage. It would pro-
vide a permanent home for imper-
iled wildlife. It would protect the
headwaters of virtually all of
Maine’s major rivers. It would pro-
vide world-class opportunities for
recreation. And, just as important, a
national park would be the founda-
tion of a healthier economy.
Indeed, 10 billion dollars are gener- .
ated each year in the U.S. thanks to
national parks.

Our Next Great National Park

The people of America love
national parks. Anyone who has
ever really explored them knows
why they are America’s crown jew-
els. I will never forget the golden
spires of Bryce Canyon at sunset,
the awesome Redwoods reaching
toward the clouds, searching out
signs of wolves on Isle Royale, or
the desert wildflower bloom in
Joshua Tree. But the best part about
those national park experiences is
that I know they will last, not only
in my memory, but also for future
generations.

The experiences the Maine
Woods has to offer can endure too.
Thoreau came to the Maine Woods
a century and a half ago and discov-
ered that “in wildness is the preser-
vation of the world.” By chance,
parts of the wildness Thoreau expe-
rienced survive today. However,
unless we acquire these lands for
the public trust, the wildlands of
Maine may not withstand the
storm winds of change. Now, more
than ever before, we need to rally
the people of Maine and America,
and our state and national elected
representatives to permanently pro-
tect the heart of the Maine Woods.
We have an historic opportunity to
create America’s next great national
park, and in so doing preserve an
irreplaceable part of the natural and

~ cultural heritage not only of Maine,

but the nation.

Kristin A. DeBoer 1s Program
Coordinator for RESTORE: The
North Woods. i
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PRESERVING A WORKING ECOSYSTEM

by George Wuerthner

The boundaries of the proposed
Maine Woods National Park & Preserve
would encompass 3.2 million acres of
some of the most geologically and sceni-
cally significant landscapes in the United
States. However, the proposed park would
be much more than an array of beautiful
landscapes. It would be a key link in the
ecological restoration of the North Woods
ecoregion and the northeastern foundation
of a system of natural reserves, buffer areas
and wildlife corridors throughout North
America.

The United States has protected 200
million acres of wilderness areas and parks,
yet at the same time the rate of species
extinction and ecological degradation is
increasing. How is this possible? Some sci-
entists believe that it is because many
national parks and wilderness areas have
been created based on their scenic beauty
and recreational values, rather than ecolog-
ical principles.

The proposed Maine Woods National
Park & Preserve is critical because it would
restore biological diversity and ecological
integrity, as well as aesthetic and recre-
ational values. To accomplish this goal the
proposed park was designed with the prin-
ciples of conservation biology in mind.
Conservation biologists have come to real-
ize that we cannot just protect small areas
piece by piece, or save species one at a
time. We need to preserve whole, working
ecosystems which actually maintain the
evolutionary processes that generate bio-
logical diversity. Biologist, Michael Soulé,
translates the scientific criteria for creating
natural preserves which accomplish this
into these simple principles:

* Bigger areas are better than small
ones.

e Connected areas are better than dis-
connected ones;

*  Natural habitats are better than artifi-
cially disturbed ones.

*  Some large predators are better than
none.
Here are a few examples of how these

principles would operate in the proposed

Maine Woods National Park & Preserve.

BIGGER IS BETTER THAN SMALL

Protected areas must be big enough
for plants and wildlife to respond to and
recover from large-scale change.
Ecosystems are not static. They transform
over time due to long-term global climate
change and natural disturbances. If a pro-
tected natural reserve is too small, it could
be completely wiped out by one major nat-
ural disaster. The Maine Woods National
Park & Preserve would include most
ecosystem types found in northern New
England, including northern hardwood,
boreal, and Laurentian forest types. Plants
and wildlife would literally have the room
to move to other areas, if one area is
impacted by a wildfire or hurricane, for
example.

With more than 3 million acres, it is
likely that the proposed national park and
preserve would be large enough to ensure
that nearly all native species can maintain
self-sustaining populations, especially if it
is eventually connected to a system of

once again.

Photo © Lynn Rogers

Enddngered Maine Woods Wildhfe: Wolves "

Wolves were eradicated from the Maine Woods by hunters by
the beginning of the twentieth century. Today, there is a great
opportunity to welcome wolves back. RESTORE has been
working toward this goal since 1993. For wolves to successfully
recover in this region, they need large expanses of wildland
unbroken by development and with limited human disturbance.
A 1998 study identified suitable habitat in northern Maine
encompassing the proposed Maine Woods National Park. A
national park would restore and protect much of this land, pro-
viding a safe haven for wolves to run free in the Maine Woods

regional reserves. Relatively abundant
populations of animals like the black bear,
whitetail deer, moose, beaver, porcupine,
snowshoe hare, red squirrel and brook
trout would be guaranteed survival if their
habitat is protected. For many sensitive
and rare species like the lynx, northern bog
lemming, bald eagle, marten, and blueback
trout, a large protected area would help
restore their populations to more stable
levels. This area would also be large
enough to include the headwaters of
Maine’s major rivers. By sustaining clean
and free flowing rivers the park would
facilitate the restoration of the imperiled
Atlantic salmon since water quality is crit-
ical to their spawning habitat.

CONNECTED IS BETTER THAN
DISCONNECTED

Clearcutting and road building frag-
ment or eliminate habitat for many differ-
ent kinds of wildlife. For example, the cari-
bou, wolverine, cougar and wolf, now gone
from the Maine Woods, require territories

Proposed Maine Woods National Park & Preserve

of hundreds of square miles to survive. By
setting aside large enough areas with lim-
ited human disturbance, it is possible that
many of these species would have the space
to thrive in Maine once again. Neotropical
songbirds, like the hermit thrush, black-
throated green warbler and cerulean war-
bler need dense interior forest to survive. If
these birds are forced to breed near forest
edges, next to clearcuts or roads, their eggs
are often eaten by crows, skunks and rac-
coons. The proposed park would be a large
contiguous forested area, protecting the
interior forest these birds need.

NATURAL HABITAT IS
BETTER THAN
ARTIFICIALLY DISTURBED

The proposed Maine Woods National
Park would allow the forest, a diverse com-
munity of trees, shrubs, flowers, animals,
birds and insects, to follow its own natural
processes without overt human interven-
tion. One example of a natural process is
death and decay. The logic of industrial

forestry says that if trees are dead or dying
they are worthless and should be cut and
removed. But ecological science has shown
that dead trees are actually the reason
many Species survive.

A natural, mature forest in the Maine
Woods is typically dominated by large, old,
shade-tolerant trees, with an abundance of
dead tree snags, and small forest gaps
caused by natural tree falls. Downed logs
or standing snags provide natural habitat
for numerous species. Many cavity-nesting
birds rely upon fire, disease or insect-killed
snags for breeding. Mammals such as the
marten are known to burrow into the large
pulpy interiors of logs to conserve heat
during cold snaps in winter. A forest floor
thick with leaves, twigs, branches and
decaying logs provides lots of different
habitat structures for all kinds of life.
Decaying trees and debris also supply crit-
ical nutrients to the soil, allowing new
trees to grow and thrive.

LARGE NATIVE PREDATORS
ARE BETTER THAN NONE
Many top-predators native to the

Maine Woods, such as the wolf and
cougar, have been driven out. These
species may never be able to recover unless
large areas of wildland habitat are protect-
ed, as in the proposed Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve. Large carnivo-
rous predators perform a key function in
the health of an ecosystem. They influence
the distribution, numbers and age struc-
ture of moose, deer and other prey species.
To quote the poet Robinson Jeffers, “What
but the wolf’s tooth whittled so fine the
fleet limbs of the antelope?” The protec-
tion of large predators would further
ecosystem recovery in the North Woods.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of the proposed Maine
Woods National Park & Preserve is not to
straight-jacket ecological processes. We
cannot predetermine exactly how many
acres of mature forest are needed for a
functioning ecosystem. Nor can we pin
down the correct number of moose or
wolves. Instead, the proposed park would
protect the self-determining processes of a
healthy, diverse ecosystem that generates
biological diversity and ecological integri-
ty. Protecting 3.2 million acres of contigu-
ous natural forest and entire watersheds
would go a long way toward protecting a
major component of the northern forest
ecosystem and provide a core region where
genuine wildlife recovery and ecological
restoration can become a reality. The
Maine Woods can be much more than a
fiber factory operated under the rubric of
the “working forest.” It presents one of the
best opportunities in North America to
preserve and restore a working ecosystem.

George Wuerthner is a member of
RESTORE?Y board of directors. He is a
writer, photographer, and ecologist. He has
published a book on the Maine Coast and has
extensively explored the Maine Woods.
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Preserving

Public Access

by Michael Kellett

A national park can guarantee
access to a true Maine Woods
wilderness experience. Instead of a
national park, the Maine Woods is
becoming an industrial park. The
present timberland owners consider
public recreation a nuisance to be tol-
erated. When they do come, visitors
see a landscape scarred by clearcuts,
roads, logging yards, and gravel pits.
They are never far from the sights,
smells, and noises of logging trucks,
cars and pickup trucks, snowmobiles,
motorboats, and airplanes.

The tradition of free public
access is dying. Now, a visitor must
pass through a tollgate to reach much
of the region. Moreover, it often costs
more to visit Maine’s “working for-
est” industrial park than to visit a
protected national park.

The big wilderness of the tradi-
tional Maine Woods stretched from
horizon to horizon with no sign of
human development. Today, there is
no big wilderness in the Maine
Woods. The Appalachian Trail and
Allagash Wilderness Waterway are
only narrow corridors, with massive
clearcuts and roads just beyond a thin
“beauty strip” of trees. Baxter State
Park is a spectacular place, but it is
too small—filled to capacity in the
summer and increasingly surrounded
by clearcuts and roads. No other
public and private lands in the state
can offer a real Maine Woods wilder-
ness experience.

The proposed Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve would
restore big wilderness to the Maine
Woods. This vast new park would be
more like the great Alaskan parks
than those in the lower 48 states.
Much, perhaps most, of the area
would be designated as a national
park with a large core of wilderness.
The backcountry recreational possi-
bilities would be endless. The rest of
the area would be a national preserve,
which could accommodate snowmo-
biling and hunting. These uses would
be carefully managed to avoid con-
flicts and ecological degradation.

The Maine Woods National
Park & Preserve would be one of our
least crowded national parks.
Contrary to the popular myth that
national parks are “loved to death,”
this would be a place for solitude and
wilderness recreation. Unlike often-
crowded Acadia, which is one of our
smallest national parks (only 40,000
acres in size), Maine Woods would
be one of our largest, encompassing
an area the size of Connecticut. The
new park would need 200 million
annual visitors to be as crowded as

I Acadia. A more likely estimate is

three million visitors per year, a den-
sity similar to wild and uncrowded
parks such as Canyonlands, Great
Basin, and Voyageurs.

Michael Kellett 1is Executive
Director of RESTORE: The North
Woaods.
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Whitewater kayaking on the West Branch of the Penobscot. © Jym St. Pierre

Adventuring in the Maine Woods

by Jon Luoma

Skiing one winter near Moosehead
Lake, we set out each day from the cabin
in a different direction. Yet whichever way
we skied, the trail quickly and unavoidably
emerged from the woods into a clearcut.
We were forced to snake through mazes of
stumps and over heaps of abandoned slash,
or to struggle dispiritedly along muddy
skidder tracks and logging roads, search-
ing for a side trail that would lead into the
“real” woods. (Surely the “real” woods were
somewhere just around the corner.) But,
the real woods were not to be found: only
mile after mile of puckerbrush and
clearcuts; or strips of trees along brooks or
pond shores, 75 or 100 feet wide at most;
or high-graded scrub with occasional
lonely sentinel trees to remind us of the
forest that once stood there, unbroken
from ridge to ridge and across valleys and
hills.

The proposed Maine Woods National
Park & Preserve seeks to restore these
degraded remnants to health, and to pro-
tect permanently the scattered tracts of
“real woods” that still survive. This would
have tremendous benefits for recreation-
ists. Yet to focus only on such a park’s
recreational potential is to miss the larger
purpose. Most campers, hikers and fishers
know this: that their pleasures and hobbies
take their deepest satisfactions precisely
from a dependence on the larger, non-
human universe—from the bedrock and
groundwater below to the starlight
descending from above, from the air cur-
rents and weather to the mysterious
processes of evolution and change.

Still, the possibilities for “recre-
ation”—or let’s say: re-creation, spiritual, or
psychological renewal—in a big national
park are enough to cause an involuntary
lifting of the heart in even a halfway
enthusiastic hiker, angler, backpacker,
camper, hunter, canoeist, skier, snowshoer,
snowmobiler, kayaker, rafter, birder, pho-
tographer, ambler, dawdler, layabout, do-

nothing, peruser, and anticipator of the
infinite, the unexpected, the unpredictable,
the rare, the beautiful, the wild. The
“recreational” potential of such a park is
akin to the “recreational” potential of a
great museum: so rich and unlimited that
a lifetime’s exploration and return would
not exhaust them.

The proposed 3.2 million acre Maine
Woods National Park would "preserve
intact a good chunk of the last large unde-
veloped forest of the East. It would con-
nect existing parks, preserves, public lands,
traditional canoe routes, and trails into a
larger whole. Those who have explored
Baxter State Park (surrounded by the pro-
posed national park but continuing under
its own management), the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway, the Appalachian
Trail, the West and East Branches of the
Penobscot River, or Moosehead Lake and
hundreds of other remote ponds and
streams, can imagine and appreciate the
potential for multiplying opportunities.
Not only could hundreds of miles of new
land and water trails be created, but the
national park would preserve public access
to such places as well as providing buffer
zones around existing public lands and—
of course—permanent protection to areas
now without it.

To take one example, the national
park and preserve would make the south-
ern portion of the Allagash Wilderness
Waterway what it should have been from
the beginning: connected and undevel-
oped lakes set in an expanse of real, wild
forest. A Wilderness Waterway requires a
bit of real wilderness to wend within. In
fact, the single greatest recreational benefit
of the Maine Woods National Park might
well be its protection of unique and dis-
tinct lake and river country—from
Moosehead to  Chesuncook, the
Debsconeags, and the Allagash—which
Baxter State Park, for all its spectacular
features, does not, for the most part, pro-
vide.

These long-distance water routes are
some of the finest and most beautiful in
the country, and are an irreplaceable part
of Maine’s heritage. Likewise, the park
would place the Appalachian Trail’s
famous “100 mile wilderness” into a simi-
lar context, and would amplify it in an
extended network of hiking and other
trails leading to the north and west. Such
longer routes—including long-distance ski
trails—would be the beneficiaries of
restored forests, improved wildlife habitat,
and permanent protection.

Those who suggest that such recre-
ational opportunities already exist in
Maine, are not looking far enough ahead.
Without public protection, these resources
over time will be inevitably degraded,
diminished, and lost. Larger undeveloped
tracts—recreationally speaking, the longer
routes—are especially vulnerable. Anyone
who has traveled off-road outside of
Baxter State Park and the few other exist-
ing reserves knows that year by year, sea-
son by season, the Great North Woods—
other than scrub, clearcut, and pucker-
brush—is increasingly hard to find. The
skier or snowmobiler finds herself crossing
from clearcut to clearcut, weaving through
stumps and slash; the canoeist or angler
finds his favorite campsite newly occupied
by a cabin or house or roadhead: a public
resource changed forever from a secluded
spot in the wilds available to anyone, into
one person’s private, posted backyard.

Today we take for granted Baxter
State Park, the largest wilderness area in
New England, as a priceless part of our
heritage. Fifty years from now—or maybe
only 10 or 20—the Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve will surely seem
similarly inevitable, if we act on our best
instincts now.

Jon Luoma is an artist, wrifer and
wilderness adventurer who lives and works
in Mazine.
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The Economic Value of Protecting Wildlands

For centuries people have cherished
the Maine Woods as a home for a rich mix
of wildlife, as a resource for timber and
paper, and as a place to enjoy canoeing,
camping, hiking, hunting, and other recre-
ational activities. Yet, an over-reliance on a
declining forest products industry has
made the economy of Maine vulnerable,
especially in an increasingly competitive
global market. There are opportunities for
the public to purchase and protect large
areas as the foundation of a more diversi-
fied economy for Maine and the
Northeast. Creating a new Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve could be one of
the most beneficial economic development
initiatives for northern Maine in decades.

An Economic Problem: Over-
reliance on a Declining Forest

Products Industry

Numerous studies have found that
forest industry jobs have declined dramat-
ically in Maine, despite increased logging.
Opverall employment in forestry jobs may
stabilize if smaller businesses prosper in
niche markets, but more jobs are expected
to be lost in the dominant pulp and paper
sector whether or not the mills and woods
operations are modernized. Indeed,
expanding mechanization and automation
will leave fewer traditional forestry jobs for
Maine workers.

* Even though total timber cutting in
Maine increased by 67% between 1960-
1994, total employment in Maine’s lumber
and paper industries decreased by 27%
during that period. In 1960, the cutting of
1,000 cords of timber supported 9.6 jobs in
Maine. In 1994, cutting the same amount
of timber supported fewer than half (4.2)
as many lumber and paper jobs. Similarly,
in 1960, 1 in 11 people were employed in
the forest industry in Maine. Now it is
fewer than 1 in 23.

¢ Employment in the Katahdin-
Moosehead region is especially vulnerable
to shifts in the forest industry. In that
region, about 13% of total employment is
in the forest products industry, compared
to less than 5% in the rest of Maine. From
1984-94, 3,500 forest industry jobs were
lost there, a 44% decline. Logging jobs
alone fell even farther, dropping 54%.

* The U.S. General Accounting Office
projects that forest products industry
employment will decrease by at least 27%
over the next 50 years, even if timber cut-
ting across the nation increases by 55%.
The Maine Department of Labor forecasts
that employment in Maine’s lumber and
paper industries will decline at least anoth-
er 4 and 7 percent respectively by 2005.

* Not only jobs are at risk. A legislative
Commission on the Future of the Paper
Industry found that sales and income taxes
from paper manufacturing in Maine plum-
meted from $39 million in 1988 to less
than $12 million in 1992.

Part of the Solution: Expanding

Public Lands

The healthy forests, unspoiled moun-
tains, pristine waters, clean air and diverse
wildlife of the traditional Maine Woods

“The nation behaves well if it treats the natural
resources as assets which it must turn over to the next

genemtion increased and not impaired in value.”
— Theodore Roosevelt

have long made northern Maine an
extraordinary place to live, work and recre-
ate. This unique wildland heritage is the
foundation of the region’s quality of life
and its economy. If these special qualities
of the Maine Woods are permanently pro-
tected, they could provide an economic
advantage over other regions. Maine has a
tremendous opportunity to capitalize on
the most distinctive natural asset of the
Katahdin-Moosehead region, its legendary
reputation as one of America’s great
wilderness areas. The proposed Maine
Woods National Park & Preserve offers

enormous economic value to the public.

* Wildlands have important ecological val-
ues, such as water and air filtration, biodi-
versity protection, recreation and scenic
beauty. Only recently have economists
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been able to measure the economic value
of these “ecosystem services.” Based on the
estimated ecosystem services values calcu-
lated in one recent study, the nearly 5 mil-
lion acres of forest land sold in Maine in
1998-2000 would have been worth more
than $500 million per year if protected in
public ownership.

* Protecting more public wildlands will
attract clean businesses to Maine. The
number of new high tech and service jobs
created in Maine between 1986-1994 was
16 times greater than the number of lum-
ber and paper industry jobs lost during the
same period. However, most of the new
jobs were in southern Maine. We will
attract well-paying service and profession-
al jobs (such as trade, transportation,
finance, business, health care, legal servic-

es and education) to northern Maine if we
protect and restore*the natural environ-
ment in key areas through public owner-
ship.

* At the same time, we should not under-
estimate the economic potential of
tourism. Already tourism has become at
least a $3 billion industry in Maine.
Tourism employs over 78,000 people,
making it the state’s single largest employ-
ment sector. But the vast majority of those
jobs are in southern Maine. Similarly,
lodging in northern Maine generates only
one-tenth as much as along the coast. A
Maine Woods National Park & Preserve
in northern Maine would attract tourists
who want to visit beautiful forests. Such
permanently protected public areas are a
magnet for new bed and breakfasts, inns,
motels, and resorts.

* The potential particularly for ecotourism
businesses in the wild Maine Woods is
enormous. The growth in non-consump-
tive activities, such as wildlife watching,
kayaking, canoeing and backpacking, has
been explosive. Birders alone spend over
$5 billion a year on goods and services in
the United States and birding is one of the
fastest growing recreational activities.
Wildlife recreation contributes in excess of
$1 billion to the economy of Maine every
year.

* There are economic advantages to keep-
ing wildlands undeveloped since open
space costs much less to service than devel-
oped land. Studies from the Northeast
show that open space costs government an
average of $0.34 for each $1.00 in revenue
generated by those lands. In contrast, resi-
dential land costs $1.15 for each $1.00 in

revenue.

* Properties near protected lands are worth
more than otherwise similar properties.
The value of land in the New Jersey
Pinelands National Reserve rose by an
average of 35% after the reserve plan went
into effect there. Near the Green
Mountain National Forest in Vermont
land is approximately 8% more valuable in
towns with federal Wilderness Areas than
in towns without.

* The economies of rural counties with
national parks, such as Rocky Mountain in
Colorado and Yosemite in California, sup-
port higher incomes, lower unemploy-
ment, less poverty, a higher level of educa-
tion, and more employees in professional
jobs than the forest products-dependent
economies of Maine. For example, the
average household income is almost
$9,000 higher in counties with national
parks, than in Maine’s Piscataquis County.

* A study of the proposed Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve shows that it
could generate between $109 million and
$435 million in annual retail sales, it could
bring in payments-in-lieu-of-taxes that
would exceed current property taxes, and it
could support 5,000 to 20,000 jobs in
Maine. Yet, at 3.2 million acres, it would
be eighty times as large as Acadia National
Park. So there would be plenty of room for

visitors to spread out.
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MAINE WOODS NATIONAL

A century and a half ago, Henry David
Thoreau envisioned the creation of a
“national preserve” in the heart of the Maine
Woods. Today, Thoreau’s dream could
become reality. As we enter the new millen-
nium, we have an extraordinary opportunity
to save, for all time, the largest remaining
wilderness east of the Rockies.

We all know it is too late for many areas.
Open space is being devoured at a breathless
pace. Yet there are a few special places in
America where it is still possible to create
magnificent national parks; parks which can
join Yellowstone, Denali, and Grand

Canyon as world-class protected landscapes.
The Maine Woods is such a place.

The Maine Woods is a land of super-
latives. It is the largest surviving part of the
great North Woods wilderness. It is a' land
with unsurpassed natural values—deep
forests, rugged mountains, clear waters, and
abundant wildlife. It is a land with rich cul-
tural values—spectacular scenery, challeng-
ing recreation, colorful history, and time-
honored traditions. Most of all, the Maine
Woods is a BIG land, encompassing jaw-
dropping, horizon-to-horizon, seemingly
endless expanses of rolling forest that are
more like Alaska than the rest of the lower
48 states.

The need to protect this national treas-
ure grows more urgent with each day. These
wildlands are in jeopardy and can vanish if
we do not muster the will and the funds to
save them. Quite simply it is up to the peo-
ple of Maine and America to seize this
opportunity, for it will not come again. Our
children and their children and their chil-
dren will thank us for having the wisdom
and resolve to restore the heart of the leg-
endary Maine Woods to the public domain
as America’s next great national park. May
they never look back and marvel that we did
not.

Choosing Our Future

For many generations, the Maine
Woods was owned by those who knew and
cared about Maine. This is why much of the
region’s wild grandeur survives to-day. But
change is inevitable. As the global economy
has expanded, most of the forest has been
sold to timber and paper corporations. Today
those companies are driven more by short-
term profit than by local concerns or long-
term forest health.

Indeed, clearcutting and other unsus-
tainable logging practices have diminished
vast acreages in the Maine Woods. In one
short generation, an area larger than the
state of Delaware has been clearcut, tens of
thousands of miles of logging roads have
been built, and millions of acres have been
sprayed with toxic pesticides. Key tracts have
been subdivided and thousands of houses
have been built or expanded, especially along
remote, unspoiled lakeshores. Pressures con-
tinue to mount for new powerlines,
pipelines, dams, energy plants, waste dumps,
mines, and more.

At the same time, more than half of the
lands in the Maine Woods have changed
ownership in the last two decades, exacer-
bating the instability of the region. In two

brief years, from 1998 to 2000, nearly five
million acres were sold in a handful of large

transactions.

The crisis in the Maine Woods also
offers an historic opportunity. For a price
of $250 an acre or less, some of these
industrial forest lands could be purchased
and preserved as a new Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve—returning this
irreplaceable - part of our heritage to the
people of this and future generations. Such
a national treasure may never be as afford-
able again. ‘

We can no longer depend on the ways
of the past to preserve the forest for the
future. As millions of acres of forestland

are put up for sale, we are presented with a
clear choice—try to patch together a fail-
ing status quo or purchase some of the
most important lands and restore them as a

great Maine Woods National Park.

Protecting Our Natural
Treasures
The proposed Maine Wood National
Park & Preserve would protect one of the
most important concentrations of ecologi-
cal, recreational, and cultural features in the
United States. This majestic park would

encompass:

* 3.2 million acres of wildlands, an area
larger than Yellowstone and Yosemite
combined, making it the second

biggest national park in the contigu-
ous U.S;

* thousands of miles of clear-running rivers
and streams, including the headwaters
of five of America’s legendary rivers—
Allagash, Aroostook, Kennebec,
Penobscot, and St. John;

* a wide variety of natural wonders, includ-
ing some of New England’s last old-
growth forests; scenic landscapes of
lush, green woods punctuated by steep
mountains; powerful waterfalls and
rapids; scores of remote lakes and
ponds; and deep canyons and gorges;

* critical habitat for endangered and sensi-
tive wildlife, and the rare opportunity
to restore a healthy ecosystem that
includes the full range of native
species;

* wilderness recreation on an Alaskan scale,
featuring more than 1,250 miles of
hiking trails, including the famed 100
Mile Wilderness section of the
Appalachian Trail; the lake portion of
the legendary Allagash Wilderness
Waterway; hundreds of miles of wild
streams; and world-class angling and
hunting opportunities;

* a hundred centuries of human history,
including Native American sites, places
explored by Henry David Thoreau and
other adventurers, and important early
logging-era artifacts.

Providing a Sanctuary for
ildlife

Not so long ago the Maine Woods was
covered with old-growth forests of spruce,
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PROPOSED PARK
BOUNDARY
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MAP SHOWS ONLY SELECTED
ROADS, TRAILS, WATERS
AND OTHER FEATURES

fir, pine, maple, oak, birch and other north-
ern hardwoods and evergreens. These, along
with innumerable rivers, lakes, wetlands,

mountains, and meadows, provided habitats
for a rich diversity of wildlife.

Most native wildlife species still live
here. The black bear, moose, beaver, loon,
broad-winged hawk, and blue-spotted sala-
mander are common. But overhunting, over-
fishing, and industrial logging have dimin-
ished the populations of many species. The
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spruce grouse, Canada lynx, American
marten, and wild Atlantic salmon are rare or
threatened. The wolf, cougar, wolverine, and
caribou have been driven out altogether.

Maine Woods National Park &
Preserve would be a vast sanctuary for
wildlife, safe from logging and industrial
development. This new park would provide
critical habitat for all the native creatures
which today call this region home. It would
allow for the eventual recovery of species
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that are now endangered or missing from the
Maine Woods. Finally, the park could be the
foundation of an even larger system of inter-
connected public parks and reserves stretch-
ing across the North Woods from Maine to
the Adirondacks, and across the border to
the wildlands of Canada.

Preserving World-Class
Recreation
The possibilities for recreation in the
proposed Maine Woods National Park are
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enough to lift the spirits of any hiker, angler,
backpacker, camper, hunter, canoeist, snow-
shoer, snowmobiler, cross-country skier, nat-
uralist, kayaker, rafter, birder, photographer,
ambler, peruser, and anticipator of the infi-
nite, the unexpected, the rare, the beautiful,
the wild. In fact, the recreational opportuni-
ties are so rich and numerous that a lifetime
of exploration may not exhaust them.

Those who suggest that such recre-
ational opportunities already exist in Maine,

are not looking far enough ahead. Without
public protection, over time these resources
inevitably will be degraded, diminished, and
lost to public access. Already, over two mil-
lion acres of private lands in Maine are post-
ed against trespassing. As additional lands
are developed and posted, the public can
expect to lose access to more areas. The
Maine Woods National Park could preserve
public access to more than three million
acres to ensure people’s right to enjoy them
forevermore.

Fueling a Healthy Economy
The economy of northern Maine is in
serious trouble. The forest products industry,
traditionally the economic backbone of the
state, is declining. Thousands of jobs have
been cut due to mechanization, phasing out
of inefficient mills, and overcutting of the
forest. In the past few decades, half of the
logging jobs and a quarter of the mill jobs
have been lost. Unemployment in Maine’s
northern counties typically runs several
times higher than the national average.

National parks offer economic opportu-
nity to local communities. Each year Acadia
National Park helps to bring over $100 mil-
lion to the economy of coastal Maine. One
study found that a Maine Woods National
Park could generate several times that
amount in annual retail sales, and support up
to 20,000 new jobs. Clean service industries
are drawn to national parks because of the
high quality of life they offer to employees.
New jobs could include education, trade,
information, finance, business, health care,
legal services, transportation, and other well-
paying professions. Meanwhile, 80 percent
of the commercial forestland in Maine
would remain available to support timber
jobs.

A new Maine Woods National Park
would add enormously to the economic
potential of tourism, also. Indeed, tourism
already employs more people in Maine than
any other business, including forestry. Most
tourists want to visit big, beautiful, natural
places, not industrial landscapes. Protecting
the wilderness character of the heart of the
Maine Woods would be one of the most
rewarding investments that the people of

Maine and America could make.

Moving from Vision to Reality
The Maine Woods National Park &
Preserve (MWNP) proposal is the result of
years of careful planning. The full range of
possible options was considered before
reaching the conclusion that a national park
could be the best way to preserve the region’s
outstanding features and crucial values.

* The creation of MWNP will take an act of
Congress. This will require the support
of people in Maine and across America.

* Virtually all of the lands in the proposed
MWNP are in “unorganized territories”
where there are no towns. The small
number of people living within the pro-
posed park area could retain their homes
or camps.

* Maine has the largest concentration of
industrial ownership and one of the
lowest proportions of public land (under

6%) of any staté. Creation of a national
park would help restore the balance of
public and private ownership. Outside
of the park, four-fifths of Maine’s com-
mercial timberlands would remain unaf-
fected. State-owned lands within
MWNP, such as Baxter State Park,

would stay under state management.

* The proposed MWNP would be a combi-
nation of national park and national
preserve, guaranteeing public access for
the full range of recreational uses.
Fishing would be allowed throughout.
Hunting and snowmobiling would con-
tinue in the preserve portion. Other tra-
ditional recreational uses would contin-
ue in both the park and preserve.

* The MWNP proposal takes into account
the needs of local people. It allows pub-
lic access in accordance with longtime
Maine Woods tradition; provides for
assistance to the state and nearby com-
munities to help them manage opportu-
nities for tourism and economic devel-
opment; calls for the establishment of a
citizen advisory commission to provide
public oversight of management deci-
sions; and requires federal payments in-
lieu-of-taxes (which are estimated to be
higher than current property taxes).

As with many of our greatest public
reserves—such as  Great Smoky
Mountains and Shenandoah National
Parks, White Mountain National
Forest, Adirondack Park, and Maine’s
Baxter State Park—much of Maine
Woods National Park would need to
recover from past industrial damage. As
lands come under public ownership,
logging and other resource extraction
would be phased out. Core areas would
be restored to a wild condition.
Appropriate road access would continue
in other areas.

What You Can Do

Maine Woods National Park &
Preserve is not only a bold vision. It is a
practical solution. Over the last decade, con-
servationists have tried virtually every strate-
gy available to save the forests of Maine—
except the creation of a new national park.
Unfortunately, none of the other strategies
has worked. Meanwhile, time continues to
run out.

Now, more and more people are coming
to believe that our last best chance to pre-
serve and restore the glory of the Maine
Woods is to return the heart of the region to
public ownership as a magnificent national
park. A small state like Maine alone does not
have the money to acquire and protect these
immense forest lands. It will take the sup-
port of the American people and the
resources of our national government to
meet this challenge.

Please join us in creating
America’s next great
national park!




To Restore the Wildness of the Legendéry Maine Woods

by Beth Wheatley

Many people have heard the
call of wildness. This is the call that
lures us to our special places, often
places we grew up with as children
like a backyard forest of eastern
white pine or a stream in which we
first paddled through thrilling
rapids. Years later, our return to
these special places can bring a
sense of loss rather than fulfillment
when the wildness we once knew is
gone. But out of this loss, many of
us are motivated to do something.
This something is restoration. And
people in Maine are doing some-
thing.

Think of the removal of
Edwards Dam. People grabbed this
opportunity for restoration, and
now the Kennebec is coming alive
again as a healthy, free-flowing
river. People are also working to
rescue the Atlantic salmon from
extinction in the U.S., revealing
possibilities for the future restora-
tion of other native wildlife species.

Through efforts such as these,
the hope of restoration flows into
the minds and hearts of people
across the country. And these peo-
ple are beginning to think beyond
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“Only within the moment of time represented by the
present century has our species...acquired significant
power to alter the nature of [this] world.”

— Rachel Carson

one species and beyond one river to
the restoration of an entire land-
scape, the landscape of the heart of
the legendary Maine Woods.

/It is in these woods that many
of us first discovered our special
places. It is here that many of us
first discovered that, without
action, these special places will not
stay wild forever. Now it is in these
woods that we are gaining hope for
restoration through the creation of
a new Maine Woods National
Park.

The proposed Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve would
encompass 3.2-million acres —
from Moosehead Lake in the south
to the mighty Allagash River in the
north, from the Seboeis River in
the east to the Canadian border in
the west. People from Maine and
across the country have found spe-
cial places here, whether it be
through a journey by foot or
through the words of another

adventurer’s long ago paddle down
the Penobscot River.
Unfortunately, many of us have also
found these special places to be dis-
appearing. They are disappearing
for reasons: unsustainable logging,
fragmentation by thousands of
miles of logging roads, the spraying
of toxic herbicides, and misplaced
development.

As if these threats are not
enough to shake things up, millions
of acres within the Maine Woods
have changed hands since the late
1990s, including more than half
the lands in the proposed park.
Large ownerships are being broken
up, leaving many people to worry
about the future of their jobs and
the loss of public access to private
lands used for generations.

The Maine Woods National
Park & Preserve proposal is a path
leading away from these threats
toward restoration. Like the efforts
to restore the Atlantic salmon and

the Kennebec River, this effort is
bringing hope beyond the proposed
park boundaries and into the minds
and hearts of people in Maine and
throughout the nation. The vision
of a new national park is growing
stronger. People are beginning to
see a world-class portion of the
Maine Woods owned by the public,
miles of unbroken forest and
unspoiled waters, signs welcoming
recreationists in rather than push-
ing them out, educational centers
celebrating the rich cultural her-
itage of northern Maine, and clean
businesses bringing new, well-pay-
ing jobs.

Listen. Do you hear it? It is the
song of the wolf. It is the yodel of
the loon. It is the call of wildness. It
is luring us to our special places.
Let’s do something. Together we
can create America’s next great
national park and these calls will
flow from the Maine Woods far
into the future.

Beth Wheatley is Maine Woods
Coordinator for RESTORE: The
North Woods.

Proposed Maine Woods National Park & Preserve
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Questions & Answers

In 1994, RESTORE: The North Woods proposed
the idea of creating a 3.2-million-acre Maine
Woods National Park & Preserve (MWNP). As a
Sarst step, we have called for a feasibility study of the
park idea. Here are some of the questions we are
most commonly asked and our answers.

1. What makes this place so special?

The proposed Maine Woods National Park & Preserve
would lie in the heart of the largest remaining wildland in
the eastern United States. This new park would encom-
pass (1) the headwaters of Maine’s major rivers, including
the Allagash, Penobscot, and St. John; (2) most of
Moosehead Lake and hundreds of remote ponds; (3) crit-
ical habitat habitat for lynx, bald eagle, salmon and other
sensitive wildlife; (4) 100 miles of the Appalachian Trail
and other spectacular recreation opportunities; and (5)
unique historical sites important to Native Americans,
loggers, and wilderness adventurers such as Henry David
Thoreau. This is a place that stands alongside
Yellowstone, Grand Canyon and other existing national
parks as one of America’s greatest natural treasures.

2. Isn’t the Maine Woods already being
well cared for?

Most of the region is now owned by a few large corpora-
tions and investment companies based far from Maine.
Driven by global pressures to maximize short-term prof-
its, they have been over-cutting the forest, spraying toxic
pesticides, building new logging roads, and subdividing
pristine shorelands. To cut costs, they have sought tax
breaks and eliminated thousands of jobs. Without protec-
tive action the Maine Woods—and a valued way of life for
Mainers—may soon be lost.

3. Why a national park?

The world-class values of the Maine Woods face global
threats. The State of Maine alone cannot protect such a
large area. But a Maine Woods National Park would make
it possible to safeguard the land for the public benefit. It
would protect the forests, watersheds, and wildlife while
restoring past damage; ensure public access for backcoun-
try recreation; and bring new economic benefits to the
region. And the strong widespread public support for
existing national parks makes it likely that we can gain
support for a new one.

4. How would the Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve affect the

economy?

It would help by revitalizing and stabilizing the troubled

economy of the region. Studies show that over-reliance on
the forest products industry has seriously weakened the
economy of Maine and that the number of forest industry
jobs will continue to decline even if logging increases.
While woods and paper industry jobs dwindle, service
sector jobs in Maine are growing, especially where envi-
ronmental values are protected. By contrast, the rapid
industrialization of the Maine Woods is putting Maine at
a comparative economic disadvantage by damaging the
wildland values that can be the basis of a healthy econo-
my. Under existing programs the MWNP could also pay
more to state and local governments than property taxes
now provide. The park would help diversity the economy,
while leaving four-fifths of Maine’s commercial timber-
land unaffected.

5. How would the Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve affect

recreation?

It would help by protecting habitat and securing public
access. The MWNP would be a combination park and
preserve. Fishing and other traditional uses would contin-
ue in both portions. Hunting, trapping and snowmobiling
would continue in designated preserve areas without the
worry that access might suddenly be cut off by changes in
private land ownership. MWNP would reduce conflicts by
separating incompatible uses. The public would decide the
size and location of park and preserve areas.

6. How would the park affect existing

sporting camps and private camps?
It would help camp owners by providing longer term sta-
bility. Camps on lease lots could continue within the
MWNP, but they would probably be eligible for long-
term leases, rather than the increasingly expensive short-
term leases common now. On owned lots, if camp owners
wanted to sell, there could be a willing buyer. If they just
wanted to keep their camps and pass them on, they could.
Moreover, camp owners would not have to worry about
the forest around them being ruined by industrial forest
practices. They would have much more assurance than
they have now of being in a high quality natural environ-
ment.

people have heard this tale.

Justice William O. Douglas.

by exploring the vast wilderness on their own.

Preserving Our Cultural Legacy

by Michael Kellett

The Maine Woods has one of the most compelling stories to tell of any wild place in the country—but few

Native Americans lived in the Maine Woods for millennia, leaving behind ancient flint quarries, trails, and "
evocative place names such as Allagash, Munsungan, and Umsaskis. Europeans came to cut the great forest, estab-
lish the timber and paper industries, and build the railroads. Adventurous people have come as well, including
Benedict Arnold, Henry David Thoreau, Frederic Church, Theodore Roosevelt, Percival Baxter, Myron Avery, and

The proposed Maine Woods National Park is the only initiative that would safeguard and tell the full story of
the cultural heritage of the Maine Woods. The new national park would restore and protect the wild, open land-
scape that has drawn people to the region and the sites, artifacts, and traditions that they left behind. The proposed
park would invite people to learn about the Maine Woods through visitor centers, guidebooks and maps, displays,
self-guided trails, and ranger talks. Finally, the park would encourage people to experience the Maine Woods story

The National Park Service is well prepared for the challenge. The Park Service cares for some of the world’s
most important cultural sites, such as Mesa Verde, Gettysburg, Independence Hall, and the Washington
Monument. The National Park System comprises one of our country’s major educational institutions, making pro-
grams of research, interpretation, and education available to tens of millions of people each year. The Park Service’s
vast skill and experience would ensure that the Maine Woods story is finally heard by the American people.

Proposed Maine Woods National Park & Preserve

7. Would private or state lands be taken

to create the new park?

No! Under this proposal, park land would be acquired by
the public from willing sellers at fair market value only.
The focus would be on the large timber and real estate
company holdings, which have been changing ownership
frequently in recent years. Owners of smaller parcels could
keep or sell their property as they choose. Towns and year-
round homes would not be part of the park. Baxter State
Park would stay under its current state ownership and
management.

8. Would crowds and over-development

be a problem?

Wildland values would be protected on park lands. New
commercial development would not be allowed in the
park. MWNP would provide vast open space for people to
spread out and restored wilderness for those seeking soli-
tude. Meanwhile, nearby towns could take advantage of
new economic opportunities. Working together with park
staff, the towns could guide growth, prevent unwise devel-
opment, and protect their quality of life. The proposed
feasibility study would assess these important issues.

9. Who will decide whether or not to cre-

ate the park?

The public will decide. The proposed study would assess
the feasibility of the park idea, consider alternatives,
cooperate with landowners and state officials, and ensure
public participation. The study would give people the
information they need and the opportunity to give their
viewpoints. If the study showed strong public support, this
could lead to a new law to authorize the park.

10. Is creating a Maine Woods National

Park feasible?

Early in the twentieth century, protecting the White
Mountains, Acadia, and Katahdin were called “politically
unrealistic.” Yet today these areas are magnificent public
reserves. Similarly the vision of a new Maine Woods
National Park could bring together the public support and
financial resources needed to make it a reality. Vast tracts
of land could be acquired from willing sellers. The total
price tag: less than the cost of one B-2 Stealth bomber.
Now is the time to act for this and future generations.
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MAINE WOODS NATIONAL PARK
COALITION LAUNCHED!

More state, regional and national nonprofit organizations are joining the
Maine Woods National Park Coalition each month. The groups listed here are
charter members. They believe that the proposal to create a new Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve deserves serious public consideration. You can help by

Contact RESTORE to sign-up

adding onee R e 1iss new member orgamzatlons as part

ORGANIZATION

Alaska Center for the Environment
American Lands Alliance

American Land Conservancy
American Littoral Society

American Wildlands

Animal Protection Institute
Appalachian Restoration Campaign
Aspen Wilderness Workshop
Association for the Preservation of Cape Cod
Avena Institute

Barnstable Land Trust

Biodiversity Associates

Biodiversity Legal Foundation
Bluewater Network

Buckeye Forest Council

California Wilderness Coalition
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
Center for International Environmental Law
Center for Marine Conservation
Center for Wildlife

Central Highlands Audubon Society
Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Citizens for Better Forestry

Coalition for Buzzards Bay

The Conservation Alliance of the Great Plains
Dogwood Alliance

Earth Island Institute

Earth Restoration Alliance
EarthWorks Projects

The Ecology Center

Endangered Species Coalition
Environmental Protection Information Center
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs
Forest Ecology Network

Forest Guardians

Forest Reform Network

Forest Watch

Friends of Animals, Inc.

Friends of the Earth

Grand Canyon Wildlands Council
Grassroots Environmental Effectiveness Network
Great Old Broads for Wilderness
Great South Bay Audubon Society
Greater Laurentian Wildlands Project
Greater Yellowstone Coalition

Gulf of Maine Native Forest Network
Heartwood

Hells Canyon Preservation Council
Hoosier Environmental Council

A Hunter’s Voice

Indiana Forest Alliance

Institute for Environmental Learning
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Anchorage, Alaska
Washington, DC

San Francisco, California
Highlands, New Jersey
Bozeman, Montana
Sacramento, California
Charlottesville, Virginia
Aspen, Colorado
Orleans, Massachusetts
West Rockport, Maine
Cotuit, Massachusetts
Laramie, Wyoming
Boulder, Colorado

San Francisco, California
Athens, Ohio

Davis, California
Toronto, Ontario
Washington, DC
Washington, DC

Cape Neddick, Maine
Greenville, Maine
Annapolis, Maryland
Trinity Center, California
New Bedford, Massachusetts
Lincoln, Nebraska
Brevard, North Carolina
San Francisco, California
Englewood, Colorado
Jamaica Plain, Massachusetts
Missoula, Montana
Washington, DC
Garberville, California
Seattle, Washington
Augusta, Maine

Santa Fe, New Mexico
Dallas, Texas
Montpelier, Vermont
Darien, Connecticut
Washington, DC
Flagstaff, Arizona
Washington, DC

Salt Lake City, Utah
East Islip, New York
South Burlington, Vermont
Bozeman, Montana
Verona Island, Maine
Bloomington, Indiana
LaGrande, Oregon
Indianapolis, Indiana
Eugene, Oregon
Bloomington, Indiana
Lyndonville, New York

Kalmiopsis Audubon Society

Kettle Range Conservation Group

The Lands Council

LightHawk

Loki Clan Wolf Refuge

Maine Friends of Animals

Maine Woods Conservancy

New York Rivers United

North Carolina Coastal Federation
Northcoast Environmental Center
Northeast Ecological Recovery Society, Inc.
Northern Appalachian Restoration Project
Orca Quest

Oregon Natural Resources Council
Predator Conservation Alliance

Rainforest Action Network

RESTORE: The North Woods

Rising Wolf International

Safe Alternatives for Our Forest Environment
San Diego Baykeeper

Save America’s Forests

Save San Francisco Bay Association

Save Our Shores

Save The Bay, Inc.

Save-the-Redwoods League

Shenandoah Ecosystems Defense Group
Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
Superior Wilderness Action Network
Thoreau Institute

Tidewater Appalachian Trail Club

Toxics Action Center

Trees Foundation

The Walden Woods Project

Western Maine Audubon Society
Western Nebraska Resources Council v
Western North Carolina Alliance
Wetlands Social Justice & Environmental Activism Center
Wild Alabama

Wilderness Inquiry

Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads
Wild Earth

Yggdrasil Institute

Port Orford, Oregon
Republic, Washington
Spokane, Washington
Seattle, Washington
Conway, New Hampshire
Falmouth, Maine
Dover-Foxcroft, Maine
Rome, New York
Newport, North Carolina
Arcata, California
Mineola, New York
Lancaster, New Hampshire
Redmond, Washington
Bend, Oregon

Bozeman, Montana

San Francisco, California
Hallowell, Maine
Englewood, Colorado
Hayfork, California

San Diego, California
Washington, DC
Oakland, California
Santa Cruz, California
Providence, Rhode Island
San Francisco, California
Charlottesville, Virginia
Asheville, North Carolina
Salt Lake City, Utah

St. Paul, Minnesota
Lincoln, Massachusetts
Norfolk, Virginia
Portland, Maine

Redway, California
Lincoln,Massachusetts
Farmington, Maine
Chadron, Nebraska
Asheville, North Carolina
New York City, New York
Moulton, Alabama
Minneapolis, Minnesota
Missoula, Montana
Richmond, Vermont
Georgetown, Kentucky

Preserve.”

—Sierra Club

ic boon to northern Maine.”

—Friends of the Earth

National support is growing for the proposed
Maine Woods National Park & Preserve!

“The Maine Woods—the wild rivers, majestic mountains, abundant
wildlife and vast forests—are a national treasure. But distant multina-
tional paper companies and the whims of Wall Street increasingly
control the destiny of our North Woods. Please help...preserve this
national treasure and revitalize the economy of northern Maine:
Support a Park Service study for a Maine Woods National Park and

“There is a crisis in the woods and we have a unique opportunity to
do something of national significance to solve it that could have an
immense and lasting impact on future generations of Mainers and
Americans. The creation of a Maine Woods National Park and
Preserve would double the public recreation lands in New England,
restore the ecological integrity of the region, and also be an econom-

“NPCA supports the protection of Maine Woods resources and her-
itage values. Specifically, the organization believes the area warrants
consideration as a national park unit.”

~ —National Parks & Conservation Association

Praposed Maine Woods National Park &S Preserve



Announcing Maine Woods National Park Business Partners!

Hundreds of businesses in Maine and across the country ~ Burt’s Bees, Inc.
have joined in support of creating a new Maine Woods ~ EcoPhotography
National Park & Preserve and more are joining every
week. Listed below is a small sample of the Business

Partners to illustrate the incredible diversity of support. InThe WO‘:SS _
Many are local, family-owned businesses, while others iy St
Kelty Pack, Inc.

are large companies that provia'e goods and services
worldwide. Some business partners are in rural areas

: : x 3% Liberty Crafts
wbz{e others are located in major c-mes. T/.)e,’[r]z" .ar; Maite Spadt OitSisess
Business Partners to represent efu.ery region of the Unite My inets
States and beyond. These businesses come together to WA B i

make a strong statement that economiq’ prosperity and
conservation go hand-in-hand.

Once in a Blue Moon

Patagonia, Inc.

Rivers Electric Co., Inc.

SUPPORTING BUSINESS LOCATION

Allagash Brewing Company Portland, Maine Weathervane Tack Shop
Amazon.com Associate Program  Seattle, Washington Wild Things, Inc.
American Retro Bangor, Maine WildWaters Nature Tours -
Blackboards Restaurant Bar Harbor, Maine Wolf People

Gregory Mountain Products

Harmony (Seventh Generation)

Kirwin Communications

Vermont Energy Investment Corp. Burlington, Vermont

Raleigh, North Carolina
Portsmouth, New Hampshire
Temecula, California
Broomfield, Colorado
Edgartown, Massachusetts
Medina, Ohio

St. Louis, Missouri

Park City, Utah

Nyack, New York
Rockport, Maine

Putnam, Connecticut
Thomaston, Maine
Barrington, Illinois
Freeport, Maine

Sullivan, New Hampshire

Tiverton, Rhode Island
Gainesville, Florida
Armstrong, Ontario
Cocolalla, Idaho

the Business Voice

You can help to strengthen the voice
of the Maine Woods National Park
Business Partners by thanking them
for their support and by recruiting
new Business Partners.

Contact RESTORE to

Woods National Park

Strengthen

for the Park!

sign—up new Maine

Business Partners.

Drawing © Heron Dance

Poll Shows Strong Support
for National Park in Maine

Numerous statewide and national polls in recent years have documented that
Mainers and people across the United States favor strong forest conservation and
environmental protection. One poll conducted in the spring of 2000, for instance,
demonstrated powerful public support for the idea of creating a national park in the
Maine Woods. Abacus Associates, a professional polling firm, was commisioned by
the Sierra Club to complete an independent, statistically valid, statewide survey of
Maine residents. The results were great news!

The poll showed that public support for the Maine Woods National Park idea
is very high. A majority of every demographic group favored the park: residents of
northern Maine and southern Maine; urban and rural; women and men; rich and

poor, young and old, native Mainers and newcomers. Here are a few highlights from
the poll:

* Statewide 63% of respondents favored the park. In an election, winning by 63%
would be called a landslide.

* 80% believed that only a national park can insure the protection of animals that are
important to Maine’s heritage such as eagles, salmon, and moose.

* 82% believed that Maine’s North Woods would be more accessible to the public as
a national park than it would be if owned by multinational corporations.

* A majority statewide favored the park over simply buying development rights and
letting landowners continue to log.

Proposed Maine Woods National Park & Preserve

A Restoration Park

by Michael Kellett

A national park can restore and pro-
tect the ecology of the Maine Woods.
Thoreau described the Maine Woods—
much of which was still public land when
he wvisited in the mid-1800s—as
“primeval, untamed, forever untamable
Nature.” Today, the region is largely
undeveloped, but biologically impovef—
ished by decades of unsustainable log-
ging. The majestic, primeval forest has
become a private “managed- forest”—
analogous to a farm—dedicated to com-
mercial crops of timber and fiber.
Industrial exploitation has already driven
out several native wildlife species and
endangers a number of others.

Conservation biologists agree that to
sustain native biological diversity, we
need an extensive network of large
wilderness preserves, habitat linkages,
and sustainably managed buffers. Maine
does not now have any major pieces of
such a network. Less than six percent of
Maine is publicly owned—one of the
smallest proportions of any state—and
most of this is open to logging and other
industrial uses. Just one percent of the
state is protected wilderness. Most exist-
ing private preserves are small and inade-
quate for preserving biodiversity.
Industrial forest owners are driven by
short-term profits, not ecosystem health.

The proposed Maine Woods
National Park & Preserve is the only cur-
rent initiative that could restore and per-
manently protect the full range of native
wildlife and ecosystems in the Maine
Woods. The national park would be an
ecologically viable unit, surrounding the
state’s largest wilderness (Baxter State
Park), embracing the headwaters of five
major rivers, including enough habitat for
wide-ranging predators, and containing a
broad variety of ecosystems. Eventually,

the park could be an anchor for a vast
ecological reserve network that reaches
west to Adirondack Park, north into
Canada, and -south along the
Appalachian Mountains.

Maine Woods National Park would
be a restoration park, like<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>