									February 3, 1999





James Caswell


Clearwater National Forest Supervisor


12730 Highway 12


Orofino, ID  83544





Supervisor Caswell:





We are in receipt of your letter, dated July 28, 1998, in reply to our letter of June 30, 1998.  There are numerous factual errors and distortions in your reply.  





One of the greatest problems with citizen trust in management of the Clearwater National Forest is the lack of forthrightness.  Answers to public inquiries seem to be ever changing, depending on the nature of the request. These concerns are detailed below.  





You criticize our concerns as not being site-specific when our concerns directly address items in your monitoring reports.  There is a lack of site-specificity as well as data in those reports and we have asked why that is so.  We are merely demanding accountability.  





Alternative Fibers





On page one you state that "alternative wood fibers are produced from exotic crops grown in monocultures which do not provide wildlife habitat, carbon sequestration, clean water, recreation opportunities, or any of the resource values and functions that forests do."





No, monocrops do not provide the aforementioned "recreation opportunities", but intact forests do, and the less we allow those alternative fibers to be explored and used, due to fear of "exotic" plants, lack of funding and legislation, the fewer forests we are going to have left to enjoy our "recreation opportunities".  Tree farms are not forests.  





Timber may be a "renewable resource", but a slow growing one to be sure.  For example kenaf, a hardy native to Asia and Africa, grows very rapidly, 12-18 feet in just 5 months.  Hemp, another fiber alternative native to Asia,  matures at 6-16 feet in just 70-110 days! Compare these with southern plantation pines ( the industry standard) at 20-25 years to harvest stage, I'd say that alternative fibers are a better investment of our government subsidies to provide the U.S. with paper and pulp. In fact, when growing hemp, only 1% of the nations farmlands would be required to achieve paper self-sufficiency. (info from "rethink Paper" a project of Earth Island Institute) 





While grown in monocrops, hemp and kenaf both work well with crop rotations, such as legumes, corn, and sorghum, improving the soils they are grown in.  Combine this with the use of 280 million tons of excess agricultural fiber suitable for papermaking, and we would have more than we needed for our paper needs in the U.S. (Worldwatch Institute, State of the World  , "Reforming Forestry", 1991) These crops need fewer chemicals, less water and less energy to produce into paper than wood.


	


Alternative crops would ensure both jobs and recreation opportunities, as the communities create small mills, farmers make money on residues that are otherwise burned or sent to the land fill, and we could leave our forests alone.  They are after all our National Forests, not our National Tree Farms!





Touching again on the idea that you consider yourself a steward for our national forests, then I think you should listen to your own information. "Most Americans do not realize their national forests are logged. When they find out they want it stopped". (USFS, 'Forest Service values poll Questions, Results and analysis", Bruce Hammond,1994 see also poll information at the end of this letter).





Roads





The National Forest Management Act of 1976 and the Multiple Use-sustained Yield Act of 1970 require management of the national forests for a range of uses, which include wood, clean water, livestock rangeland, wildlife habitat, recreation opportunities and wilderness. Looking at the final Expenditures from the general fund of the U.S treasury in 1996( Fiscal Year 1988 Budget, Explanatory notes to the Committee on appropriations, USFS) one can see that while all the requirements of the NFMA are touched on, two of the requirements far exceed the others in how much funding they receive. Timber sale program:791 million, Fire managemant:485 million, Recreation: 164 million, law enforcement:59.6 million, wilderness 33 million.  We wonder why these figures exist when in "1996 the Forest service issued a report that predicts that by the year 2000, recreation, hunting, and fishing on National Forests will contribute more than 30 times more to the national economy than the timber sale program."  The millions of dollars currently subsidizing the logging of public lands could instead employ tens of thousands of people to restore native biodiversity rather than destroy it. If you want to make money, do it on private lands which are more suitable to timber production. According to the USFS, Forest resources of the United States, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range experiment station, 1992, which states that National Forest land is on average of lower productivity and on steeper, higher elevation terrain than are private forestlands.


	


On page 2 you state "An obvious benefit of a timber program is that commercial timber sales make money that benefits the society as a whole in addition to the direct jobs that are created."  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Covered Employment and Wages Program(ES-202), November 1997, the states with the most federal commercial timberland, logging and wood products employment represents a minor share of overall jobs. in Idaho, for example, only 3% of all jobs are related to wood products. And this is counting logging and manufacturing of all paper and wood products, regardless of whether these products originated from public land timber sales or not. It is not the duty of the Forest Service to provide jobs, its duty is to protect and manage our National Forests. 





In regard to roads, you state on page 2:


"In fact the Forest Plan EIS assumed that we would construct 69 miles of new roads per year for the first decade of Plan implementation..  In fact we have averaged 22.4 miles/year, and most of that was in the early years of the decade."





Your own statistics in the forest plan and subsequent monitoring reports do not reflect these numbers.  Page II-86 of the forest plan FEIS (1987) notes that "4,275" roads are found on the forest.  Page 55 of the 1997 monitoring report notes that 5,083 miles of road exist on the forest.  That equals 808 miles of additional road for the first decade (1987 to 1997) or an average of 80.8 miles of road per year, more than the 22.4 miles per year you report or even the 69 miles per year analyzed in the plan. 





Page 5 of your letter employs sophistry to explain away this problem by noting:





"You are correct that the road system inventory shows an increase of 36 miles between the 1993 and the 1996 reports.  However, this does not necessarily mean that new roads were built.  Most likely, the change is due to old (existing) non-system roads being added to the inventory.  In fact, our records indicate that during that four year period, 15.7 miles of new road was constructed while 28 miles was removed, for a cumulative reduction of 12.3 miles."





There are three serious errors/problems with your statement.  First, is the equivocation by using words like necessarily or likely.  You equivocate, for good reason, because you don't know. 





Second, you state that your records show 15.7 miles of new roads were constructed while 28 were removed during the 4 year period.  However, the 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996 monitoring report states 34.9 miles of roads were obliterated.  The report does not indicate numbers of new miles of road constructed.  Which data are correct, if any?





Third, the fact that this "new" information--regarding non-system roads being added to the inventory--was not presented earlier does call into question its legitimacy.  It appears it is nothing more than an after-the-fact excuse.  If the road inventory was so atrocious from 1987 when the forest plan was completed to 1997, as to miss old (existing) roads,  then all the assumptions about roads in the plan are flawed.  Thus, sediment yield models,  elk habitat effectiveness predictions, and the like are wrong.  Furthermore, your EISs. EAs, and other documents evaluating road impacts are wrong. What sets of shifting, contradictory road data from the agency are we supposed to consider as definitive?  





Your defense of WATBAL is disingenuous.  On one hand you state it includes "mass wasting."  On the other hand, you note that it was not designed for the "rare, worse case event."  (see also Hickey, Robert, 1997.  ÒEvaluating the WATBAL Sediment Loading Model, Clearwater National Forest, Idaho.  Northwest Science, Vol. 71, No. 3.)   The frequency of mass wasting and the proven inability of WATBAL to accurately predict sediment prove that these events are, unfortunately, not, "rare, worse case" but are common where there are roads on the Clearwater National Forest.  WATBAL predictions have been shown to be wrong.  Hickey notes, Ò...the WATBAL model consistently underestimates the amount of sediment reaching the stream.Ó





We also find it disappointing for you to imply events like the 96 floods are "rare, worse case" when later in the letter you refer to them as pulse events which normally occur.





Water Quality Fisheries





We have asked the your NEPA analysis show how the various alternatives would comply with the Clean Water Act and state water quality standards.  Those issues have been pointed out in appeals and are a matter of current litigation.





With regard to BMP monitoring, we find it very specious.  Your BMP audit reports were done on areas selected by the Forest Service personnel.  They were not done on areas selected at random.  Thus, your results have no scientific or statistical credibility.





Monitoring





Item 7.  You ignore our concern.  There was nothing presented in the 1993 monitoring report regarding this "wide variety" of habitat types, their relative abundance, or their trend.  The monitoring report is written to lead one to believe all is well--a wide variety of habitat types exist and thrive on the forest--without presenting any data to explain or substantiate that assumption.





Item 8.  Again, you ignore the issue.  Cobble embeddedness is one of the best ways the Forest has of determining water quality.  The monitoring report for 1996 says cobble embeddedness is still a problem from past activities, implying that water quality problems are solved and ongoing activities cause no problems.  Nowhere in the monitoring report is this assumption proven.  





Item 11.  You do admit not reporting this item during 1993, which is when the Forest Plan required it to be reported.





Item 21.  The 1993 monitoring report has no management recommendations about western balsam fir beetles, balsam woolly aphids, and Lophodermella concolor.  The monitoring report failed to differentiate between various root diseases, lumping them all into one.  The report is unclear whether wetter and cooler climatic conditions or management efforts (salvage sanitation, again with no specific silvicultural prescriptions) reduced fir engraver and Douglas fir bark beetles.





Item 29.  Again, you ignore the issue.  The lack of information in the monitoring report about goshawks and pileated woodpeckers is the concern. 





Item 32.  Pages 19 and 20 do report on inland fish, but unlike the report for anadromous fish (pages 17, 18 and 19), no populations, trends, densities, or other quantifiable data for inland fish (MIS Species) are reported as required by 36 CFR 219.12.  The 1993 monitoring report only listed fisheries under the heading of monitoring item 8.  No mention was made of other fisheries monitoring items, specifically item 32 regarding inland fish. 





Item 18.  NFMA requires successful stocking of trees after 5 years, not 87 to 95 percent success.  





Wildlife





We currently have the drafts  of the conservation studies done on a state-wide or national forest system-wide basis.  We are looking for an actual conservation plan  .  For example, the most current draft we have for lynx is, "Lynx Conservation Strategy--A Proposal" dated April 21, 1998.  That document does not include specific management guidelines nor is it specific to the Clearwater National Forest.  





Friends of the Clearwater specifically asked for conservation plans from the Clearwater National Forest for lynx, wolverine, and fisher on April 15, 1998 in a FOIA request.  Friends of the Clearwater did receive the aforementioned draft documents in your May 14, 1998 reply.  However, no document was specific to the forest except a draft of a lynx reintroduction/augmentation plan on the Clearwater prepared by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game and the Clearwater National Forest.     





We are puzzled by your statement that we stated, "natural disturbance factors resulted in opening (patch sizes) that were much larger than current harvest units."  In any case, timber cutting does not mimic fire.  





Fire Ecology





The enclosed reports on fire ecology in the Northern Rockies refutes your mantra about increased fuel loading leading to unnatural catastrophic fires.  The myth you are spreading is that all forests-types in the Clearwater were open, park-like stands with frequent, low intensity fires.  Even ponderosa pine stands, the poster-child for the agency's preferred fire regime, were historically affected by stand-replacing fires. (Arno, 1995).  The Clearwater is mostly in moderate to high intensity fire regimes due to elevation and climatic factors (see ICBEMP).  Short of removing every single tree, stand-replacing fires are the norm.  Fuel loading is a natural process that occurs between the long fire intervals.  





In fact, the historical stands in much of the Clearwater were quite dense.  The Lewis and Clark expedition had a hard time finding big game once they crossed Lolo pass, reportedly due to the dense forests and lack of foraging areas.





Catastrophic fires shaped the ecology of the Clearwater prior to industrial civilization.  It is disingenuous to cite small and meaningless fuel buildups and an increase in the size of fires during the past 20 years when you know the biggest fires--far larger than anything on the Boise or the Payette in 1994 and far bigger than the conflagrations in Yellowstone in 1988--occurred well before fire suppression of industrial society became effective.  The fires of 1889, 1910 (especially),  and 1919 disprove all the sham and lies about forest health, fuel loading, and open, park-like stands being the only natural state.     





Roadless





Your obvious spite of wild and roadless areas is evident in your reply.  Regardless of the rate of deterioration, roadless areas are becoming rarer on the Clearwater National Forest.  You admit yourself that some 15,000 acres have been lost since the forest plan.  It is no exaggeration that there is an increasing scarcity of roadless land.  It is true and not misleading at all.  You have admitted it yourself.





Your lack of understanding of this crucial issue, and the role Clearwater National Forest plays in the larger picture, is appalling.  Less than 10% of the LOWER 48 states is in a roadless condition.  Leading authorities like Dr. John Craighead notes all of the roadless land on our national forests in the Northern Rockies must be preserved intact, and even more areas restored, if we are to retain biological diversity.  Dr. Reed Noss has studied the importance of roadless areas and notes more core areas (roadless areas) are needed than we currently have to retain biological diversity.  Scientific citations are given in our earlier letter. 





Your failure is in refusing to see the simple fact that trees are grown and cut outside the Clearwater National Forest and public lands, that people recreate in all sorts of places like bowling alleys and theme parks, and that cattle graze on private rangelands and in pastures.  It is only on public lands like the Clearwater National Forest where wildlands exist.  There is no equivalent of the Mallard Larkins, the Great Burn, Weitas Creek, or the Selway-Bitterroot on private land.





Finally, the roadless area development that has recently taken place on the Clearwater is in the rarest of places, relatively low elevation forests.  The lower North Fork, roaded and logged by the Lower Salmon and Dworshak Blowdown sales (formerly part of the Mallard-Larkins roadless area) is one example.





Conclusion





We were not surprised by your disappointment in our opposition to commercial logging on national forests.  You and the agency are driven by timber dollars.  Have you ever expressed disappointment, in writing, to the Clearwater Resources Coalition for opposing wilderness, one of the multiple-uses of public lands?  





We bring to your attention another poll which indicates 69% of the American public wants no commercial logging on national forest lands.  Here are some details on that survey:





National Survey conducted by Market Strategies, Inc.* and Lake, Sosin, Snell, Perry and Associates. Inc.  	N=800 Registered Voters	 June 22-25, 1998





Q.  There has been a national debate about whether the U.S. Forest Service should continue to sell timber from our national forests.  Do you favor or oppose continuing to allow timber companies to log in our national forests? (IF Favor/Oppose ASK:)  And do you STRONGLY (favor/oppose) this or just SOMEWHAT (favor/oppose) this?





Strongly favor	7%


Somewhat favor	17%


Neither [VOL] 	2%


Somewhat oppose	19%


Strongly oppose 	50%


DonÕt know	5%





Collapsed:         	Total	          GOP     	    IND     	DEM


Favor                 	24%	33%      	25%    	16%


Oppose               	69%	59%        	70%     	79%


Neither/DK/Ref    	7%	 8%          	5%         5%





Note: Even voters in the West, by a two-to-one margin (62%-31%), oppose continuing to allow timber companies to log in national forests.  Opposition is 70% or more in other regions of the country.





(* Market Strategies, Inc. has conducted polls for Newt Gingrich, Bob Dole, George Bush, and Gerald Ford.)








The recent listing of the bull trout,  listing of the steelhead, and proposed listing of the lynx, all species found (or formerly found) on the Clearwater National Forest are proof of the agency's past and current inability to properly manage the national forests.  Until the agency rejects its cult of resourcism which masquerades as science, until the incentives for healthy ecosystems are as real as KV dollars, until extractive special interests are removed from operating on public land, until public lands are managed for public rather than private uses, the real truth of multiple-use will hold sway: all resources are equal, but some are more equal than others (apologies to Orwell). 





Sincerely,











Gary Macfarlane			Jeff Juel			Bill Haskins


Friends of the Clearwater		The Lands Council		The Ecology Center


PO Box 9241				801 Sherwood, Suite B	801 Sherwood Suite B


Moscow, ID  83843			Missoula, MT  59802	Missoula,  MT  59802





cc: Clearwater National Forest District Rangers


