November 16, 1998





More thoughts on Clearwater old growth.





IÕve had a look at the latest Clearwater old-growth report.  The figures for OG (see below) are pretty similar to the Nov. 1997 lists that we had been considering to be the most current.  In this new list, the Pierce and Powell have increased a few hundred acres, the North Fork is the same, the Palouse is reporting a few thousand less than we figured they might, and the Lochsa is up a few thousand for some reason.  A few hundred acres have been subtracted from the Wilderness because of fires.  This brings the total to 9.6% - about where we thought it was.  





From ÒOld Growth on the Clearwater National Forest, A Status Report, October, 1998.Ó:





District		Dist. Acres	Tentative  OG	   Field Verified OG	Total OG	%





Pierce		270,223		2,751			6,789		9,540		3.5


Palouse		143,136		8,446			888		9,334		6.5


North Fork	574,739		16,207			17,989		34,196		5.9	


Lochsa		221,533		10,750			5,609		16,359		7.4


Powell		341,847		60,092			7,057		67,149		19.6


Wilderness	262,906		37,000			0		37,000		14


TSMRS stands	1,814,384	26,022			0		26,022		1.4


Forest Total	1,814,384	161,268			38,332		199,600		11.0





The big new news is that the Clearwater has added in a new bullshit category called ÒTSMRS stands.Ó  TSMRS stands for Timber Stand Master Record System.  This is the database system of timber stands that the Forest Service uses to keep track of all information derived from stands exams, aerial photo interpretation, timber cutting prescriptions and a whole bunch of other data. The initial determination of tentative old growth done in 1992 was done with this same database using queries of stand age and structure.  Remember, the TSMRS database contains loads of stands (probably about 75%) that have only aerial interpreted data available.  The stands that were fished out of the TSMRS database in 1992, and that still havenÕt been looked at in the field, make up about half of the old growth listed for the Forest.





WhatÕs new is that the Clearwater ran another query of the TSMRS for Òminimum age, diameter, trees/acre, and total basal area from ÔOld Growth Forest Types of the Northern Region.ÕÓ  This exercise found some more stands that go into the tentative column based upon the minimum suggested requirements for some parameters, but ignored requirements for snags, down woody material, multi-canopy characteristics, and presence of disease and insects.  This kind of exercise only pulls out stands that need to be examined in the field, and does not make the stands old growth according to the North Idaho Guidelines.





The latest Clearwater report also presents some drivel about there being another 11.2% of the Forest in stands that come ÒcloseÓ to meeting, but do not meet one or more parts of the North Idaho Guidelines for old growth, based upon highly speculative nearest neighbor analysis.  This means that characteristics for stands that had no field data were derived by looking at the nearest stand that had some kind of field exam.  None of this discussion has direct relevance to the question of whether the Clearwater is meeting Forest Plan standards.





I think that this latest report only strengthens our arguments that the only way the Clearwater can claim it is meeting the standard is if it includes in its total a large amount of stands that cannot be counted on to have Appendix H or North Idaho old-growth characteristics.  Also notice that the Clearwater is still counting 6.5 percent of the Palouse as OG, even though Jageman has stated flatly that 2-3% is probably all there is.





The tired old Clearwater argument will probably be that the Forest finds OG when it does NEPA reviews (this may be why the Lochsa total has increased from the Nov. 97 total), that thereÕs plenty of OG out there, etc., etc.  What this latest report shows is that in fact, the Clearwater is still struggling to meet the 10% standard, that it continues to rely upon large amounts of tentative OG that have not been examined for conformance to many of the Appendix H and/or North Idaho Guidelines, and that it must now include even more stands of tentative old growth to make up for stands lost from the list due to field exams.
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