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Foreword

AROUND THE CAMPFIRE

In Confessions of an Eco-Warrior, I discuss the events and ideas that sparked the
Earth First! flame in 1980, what I believe the resulting movement accomplished during
the decade of the 1980s, and the circumstances that led to its breakup in 1990. But
what about the Farth. First! Journal, as opposed to the Earth First! movement? How
did it begin? What did it do? Where has it gone? That’s the cigar I'd like to chew on
around this campfire. And maybe the smoke rings I blow into the night will carry an
understanding of the distinction between the sprawling, sometimes unfocused Earth
First! movement and the more tightly drawn publication entitled the FEarth First!
Journal, from which the pieces in this anthology are drawn.

A newspaper bearing the name FEarth First! did not come into being until nearly
two years after the formation of the movement with the same name, but its direct an-
tecedents stretch back to the first announcement of Earth First! Following the decision
by myself and four others in March 1980 to establish an uncompromising wing of the
wilderness preservation movement, Howie Wolke circulated a memo to a select group of
conservation activists. Following the original Round River Rendezvous at Wyoming’s
T-Cross Ranch that July, I mailed out a short, photocopied newsletter entitled “Nature
More” (from Byron’s poetic line, “I love not man the less, but nature more”) to over five
hundred conservationists culled from my Rolodex and various other lists of activists.

The response was encouraging enough to launch a regular newsletter. Still photo-
copied, that fall, 1 entitled it simply “Earth First” (the exclamation point came later)
and gave Vol. 1, No. 1 the date November 1, 1980 (Samhain), proposing to issue it
eight times a year on pagan Europe’s nature holidays. Susan Morgan, the former edu-
cation director for The Wilderness Society, accepted editorship and published it from
her home in Breckenridge, Colorado, until she moved to Seattle in 1981, where she
continued publication of the newsletter.

At the second Round River Rendezvous in Moab, Utah, I met a local journalist and
photographer, Pete Dustrud, who suggested transforming the photocopied newsletter
into a tabloid newspaper with headlines, photographs, and all the trimmings. Ken
Sanders, owner of Dream Garden Press in Salt Lake City, offered to hire Pete as his
shipping clerk and give him a place to live and office facilities for the Earth First!
tabloid. Pete produced the first issue of the newspaperstyle Earth First! Newsletter in
the winter of 81-82. This issue was filled with Pete’s powerful black-and-white photos
of Earth First! activities and activists, and headlined the coast-to-coast Road Show
that Johnny Sagebrush and I had just completed. Pete also assumed the business
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management duties that Susan had been handling from Seattle, and expanded our line
of T-shirts and bumper stickers.

After the third Round River Rendezvous at Little Granite Creek, Wyoming, Pete
resigned as editor in a dispute over the “Dear Ned Ludd” column, which I edited. He
feared the publication of monkeywrenching tips, particularly an installment on spiking
roads. With Pete’s resignation, Bart Koehler and I became co-editors of Earth First!.
We were living in Ely, Nevada, at the time with Bart’s partner, Wildcat Annie (whose
government job pretty much supported us and our Earth First! organizing in those
days). We commuted to Salt Lake City for paste-up in the Dream Garden office and
to have our tabloid printed. In 1983, I moved to Chico, California, along with the
publication and growing T-shirt business. Nancy Morton, a cardiac care nurse who
later married me, inherited the task of supporting the FEarth First! Journal. A year
later Nancy and I moved the whole operation to Tucson, Arizona, where she planned
to attend graduate school.

Soon after moving to Tucson, I received a letter from a Midwest college student
named John Davis, who was graduating and wanted to volunteer for the newspaper. 1
tried to put him off, but he was insistent. He wrote me that he was moving to Tucson
and would find a place to live, a part-time job to support himself, and would do
whatever I wanted him to do for the paper. John proved himself such a priceless asset
to the newspaper, and such a rich source of gossip thanks to his expertise in urban
hunting and gathering, that I offered him a full-time job as managing editor. I yet don’t
know how someone of John’s generation (he’s still not 30) managed to learn grammar
so well. I have grown so dependent on his editing that I feel uncomfortable sending
out anything without his careful review. The serious writers who contributed to the
Earth First! Journal, many of whom are represented in this anthology, overwhelmingly
agreed with my trust in John’s editing.

In Ely, 1 had begun a regular editorial and gossip column “Around the Campfire.” In
its first appearance, I suggested that the Earth First! Newsletter was now a full-fledged
newspaper. 1 also outlined the role I conceived for the FEarth First! newspaper—as
distinguished from the Earth First! movement.

I offered three areas of concentration:

1) To offer a forum for internal discussion within the conservation movement about
strategy, organization, and the like, and to criticize specific environmental groups for
compromise and co-optation when necessary;

2) To offer a forum for discussion of biocentric philosophy—Deep Ecology—in a
non-technical way for grassroots wilderness activists; and

3) To present ambitious, ecological wilderness proposals and discussion of conserva-
tion issues from an uncompromising standpoint.

A fourth emphasis soon developed from the third as the Earth First! movement
stepped into the physical defense of the natural world. News coverage of environmental
direct action regularly occupied our front page. Over the next couple of years, this
slowly initiated a division in the movement as some began to feel that the sole role of
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the Farth First! Journal was to publicize their direct action campaigns and to channel
support to them to continue such efforts.

When we formed Earth First! in 1980, we decided not to establish a formal organi-
zation. We wanted a looser structure—without formal officers and the administrative
overhead that goes with an organization. It quickly became obvious, however, as Pete
Dustrud cranked out a real newspaper and as subscriptions mushroomed, that some
formal organization was necessary to cash checks, acquire a bulk mailing permit, and
carry on the other necessary business activities associated with a regular publication.
Our solution was for Pete to set up a sole proprietorship in his name for the news-
paper as a separate entity within the Earth First! movement, which would remain
without any encompassing formal structure. After he left, the sole proprietorship was
transferred to my name and I maintained it as an entity distinct from the growing
Earth First! movement until December 1988, when 1 transferred ownership to a non-
profit corporation composed of the newspaper’s staff of four people—John Davis, Kris
Sommerville, Nancy Zierenberg, and Dale Turner. They continued this policy.

The Earth First! Journal ceased publication in December 1990, an early casualty of
the breakup of the Earth First! movement. A newspaper with the name “Earth First!”
that bears a superficial resemblance to the Earth First! Journal is now being published
out of Missoula, Montana, but it is not a continuation of the Farth First! Journal. It
is an entirely new and separate publication, as is the U ild Earth magazine that John
Davis and I are now publishing.

The separation between the Earth First! Journal and the Earth First! movement was
difficult for some to grasp. Nonetheless, I always felt that it was vital to maintain that
separation. Running a two-hundred- thousand’dollar-a-year business (which the Farth
First! Journal became) requires good management and careful accounting, but the
nature of the Earth First! movement made it just as important that such a centralized
administration never be established over everything that was contained under the
name “Earth First!” Moreover, I felt that Earth First! would remain better focused on
its initial goals of wilderness preservation if editorial control was retained by a small
group of people who held a common vision of what Earth First! meant and who were
committed to a fair exchange of ideas within those parameters, than if such editorial
oversight was diffused to a wider, but less responsible, community.

There, in the smoking of our stogies, is a sketch of the history and the set-up of the
Earth First! Journal.

But what did the Earth First! Journal (and its newsletter precursor) accomplish
during its decade-long lifespan? Did it live up to the role I assigned it back in September
19827 That is not for me to judge. In the last chapter of Confessions of an EcO’Warrior,
I offer my analysis of what the Earth First! movement overall achieved during the 1980s.
1 could argue that much of that legacy was supported by the Farth First! Journal
and that the best ideas, most courageous actions, and most expansive vision within
the entire environmental movement were given eloquent voice by the writers, artists,
supporters, and staff of the Farth First! Journal.
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But I say that to you only around this wilderness campfire that is quickly burning
down to embers, as we listen to hunting owls and scampering rodents, as we finish our
cigars and drain the last of the Kahlua. I leave the public judgment of the Earth First!
Journal, 1980-1990 RIP, to others.

But here—before I leave you—here you hold in your hands the essence of the heart
and the mind of a remarkable publication and of an extraordinary movement. It is
with fond recollection that 1 review these selections from now-yellowing copies of the
Earth First! Journal. There is magic here. Vision. And boldness.

Happy Trails,

Dave Foreman,

Pico Pinacate, March 1991
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Introduction

This book is an attempt to encapsulate a significant part of the Earth First! move-
ment, as represented over the past decade by Farth First! Journal. 1t is, of necessity, a
representative, rather than a comprehensive, anthology of Earth First! Journal articles.
It includes articles from the earliest issues printed on newsprint in 1982 through the
journal’s last year, 1990. (Previous issues, dating back to 1980, were xeroxed, stapled
pages.)

We have striven to choose writings that best fulfill several criteria: continuing time-
liness, informativeness, lucidity, and lasting value to the conservation movement. We
have included neither Dave Foreman’s nor Chim Blea’s essays, because they comprise,
in part, a new book by Dave entitled Confessions of an EcO’Warrior (Crown Books,
1991). Nor have we included EF! Wilderness proposals. These are so fundamental, and
lengthy, that we hope to expand and consolidate them into a comprehensive North
American Wilderness Recovery Strategy, after activists have completed the additional
mapping and research needed to finish this project.

Lack of space (and the editor’s admitted ineptness at judging poetry) prevented us
from placing in this book more than a few poetic writings, book reviews or letters,
despite the importance of each of these types of writing in FF! Journal. Readers who
find this book rewarding would do well to read the periodicals that have arisen to
replace the journal: Wild Farth (POB 492, Canton, NY 13617) and Earth First! (POB
5176, Missoula, MT 59806). We have also omitted from the book most of the “WHAT
YOU CAN DO” sections that generally accompanied news articles in EF.’J. Though
these sections are important for helping readers involve themselves in the issues, readers
can peruse the new journals for information on where letters and blockades are now
needed.

We have somewhat arbitrarily divided the book into seven chapters. Within these
chapters, articles are placed in chronological order.

You’ll notice what may seem to you bizarre edition names above each article along
with the year of publication: Brigid for February, Eostar for March, Beltane for May,
Litha for June, Lughnasadh for August, Mabon for September, Samhain for November,
and Yule for December. These are the names of the old Pagan holidays and correspond
to major seasonal events (e.g., Eostar = Spring Equinox). We finally dropped the names
in 1990, since they were hard to spell and harder to pronounce.

Before beginning this anthology, it is necessary to mention the expiration of Farth
First! Journal and what is arising in its stead. As discussed in the last chapter of this
book, the Earth First! movement has undergone a division of sorts, and the original FF.’
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Journal has ended. Or, to use Dave Foreman’s apt analogy, Earth First! has undergone
speciation. The movement and the journal have evolved into multiple species.

To carry Dave’s biological analogy a little farther, it is fair to add that this anthology
displays something of a founder effect. The book represents strains of thought common
to Earth First I’s founders and early protagonists, which prevailed in Earth First! until
the last couple of years; and it does not give much space to the views of the more
socially-oriented elements that now seem to be gaining strength in EF!.

The reasons for the split in EF! are many and complex and discussed elsewhere.
Here suffice it to say that as the Earth First! movement grew in size and effectiveness,
it attracted an increasing diversity of people, including FBI agents and informers, and
social change activists who wanted EF! to expand its focus. Many of us who still want
to focus on wilderness and biodiversity issues, and to leave social issues to other groups,
have therefore decided to let the EF! movement go where it will and continue our work
under different banners.

Nonetheless, uncompromising coverage of wilderness issues will continue. Dave Fore-
man and 1 have started a new journal, Wild Earth, concentrating on wilderness and
wildlife. Most of the writers in this book will be writing for Wild Earth. A new Earth
First! publication, Farth First!, is coming out of Missoula, Montana. It reflects the
expanded EF! movement. (Addresses above.)

That this book is more representative of the “old guard” of the Earth First! move-
ment than it is of the newer elements is not to denigrate the new efforts. Diversity will
ensure lasting strength for the broader ecology movement. This book is an attempt to
preserve for future environmentalists some of the thoughts of a small but dispropor-
tionately strong part of that movement, and, more importantly, to help preserve the
planet’s remaining wildlands.

John Davis

January 1991
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Chapter 1: Earth First! Actions



Earth first.” as a movement and a tribe, defined itself through its actions as well as
its philosophy. Indeed, Dave Foreman, Earth First! co- founder, once said, “Let your
actions set the finer points of your philosophy.”

Given that action articles tend to become dated quite quickly, however, we cannot
do justice in this anthology to Earth First!’s tradition of exciting action coverage. We
merely include here articles on four of Farth First!’s many dramatic campaigns.

The campaigns chosen represent some of the finest in overt EF! activity. The Bald
Mountain blockades at least temporarily saved Bald Mountain from destruction, made
old-growth a national issue, and thrust Farth First! into the forefront of the environ-
mental movement. The Four Notch battles publicized the decadence, deceptiveness, and
destructiveness of the US Forest Service. The sinking of Iceland’s whaling boats by
activists from the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society—"Earth First!’s Davy,” in the
words of Sea Shepherd founder Paul Watson—dealt a devastating blow to Iceland’s whal-
ing industry. Sea Shepherd’s recent encounter with the Japanese drift-net fleet slowed
and exposed the largest slaughter of wildlife in the world today—drift-net fishing.

We chose these campaigns not only because of their significance in the history of
environmental activism, but also because the issues remain hot. Oregon’s old-growth is
still being cut; the Texas National Forests are still being cleared; commercial whalers
are threatening to rear their ugly heads again; and drift-net fishers are erpanding to
heretofore relatively unexploited parts of the seas.
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Kalmiopsis campaign

Kalmiopsis/Bald Mountain Background

Beltane 1983

by Chant Thomas

Bald Mountain has become the focus and symbol of the continuing battle to save
the intact old growth forest ecosystems of the Pacific Northwest. The Illinois River
flows through one of the wildest and most inaccessible canyons in the Northwest as it
makes a 20-mile detour around Bald Mountain before turning north toward the Rogue
River. The present official Kalmiopsis Wilderness boundary runs along the crest of
Bald Mountain. To the south, brushy slopes drop into the protected area; to the north,
lushly forested slopes drop into the unprotected North Kalmiopsis country, over 160,000
acres of wilderness in jeopardy, the largest unprotected wildland on the West Coast.

The North Kalmiopsis needs Wilderness protection. It is home to Black Bear,
Cougar, Wolverine, Bald Eagle, and Osprey, and to rare trees and flowers. Here are
the clearest, coldest tributaries of the Illinois River, essential habitat and spawning
grounds of the salmon and steelhead which make the lower Illinois and Rogue Rivers
a mecca for anglers. The canyons of Silver and Indigo Creeks may be the wildest in
Oregon.

It is along the Illinois River Trail on Bald Mountain that the US Forest Service
is building the Bald Mountain Road. If the road is built, other roads on the drawing
boards will soon become reality and the North Kalmiopsis will be severed from the
rest of the wilderness.

Blockade Begins

Beltane 1983

“The Forest Service is an outlaw agency. If we don’t stop them in the Kalmiopsis,
there won’t be any old growth forest left on the Pacific Coast outside of currently
designated Wilderness and parks.”

So said Marcy Willow of Eugene as Oregon Earth First! launched a nonviolent
blockade of construction of the Bald Mountain Road along the northern boundary of
the Kalmiopsis Wilderness Area in southwest Oregon’s Siskiyou National Forest.

The controversial Forest Service road is designed to snake along the high ridge
from Flat Top out to Bald Mountain between the Illinois River and Silver Creek and
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“open up” 160,000 acres of rugged country for clearcutting. The road will wipe out
portions of the popular Illinois River Trail and come within six inches of the Kalmiopsis
Wilderness boundary. The Silver Creek country to the north of Bald Mountain has long
been proposed for addition to the Kalmiopsis Wilderness, but opposition from Senator
Mark Hatfield has prevented its protection

The vast Kalmiopsis country has been under Forest Service attack for several
decades. Despite the diversity and lushness of the forest, much of the area is poorly
forested due to highly mineralized soils, and the soils are highly susceptible to destruc-
tion if disturbed.

The blockade to halt this destruction was organized by Earth First! affinity groups
from Grants Pass, Medford, Eugene and Corvallis, with help from the Bigfoot Preser-
vation Society. “We’re in this for the long run,” said Mike Roselle. “If necessary, we’ll
be here ‘til snow flies in the fall.”

Blockaders Assaulted by Bulldozer

Litha 1983

Foreman Run Down by Truck

“If you don’t get out of the way, I'm going to kill you!” screamed Plumley Company
bulldozer operator Fred Brown to five Earth Firstiers blocking his path at the end of
the remote road in the Siskiyou National Forest near Grants Pass, Oregon. But the
five stood firm even as Brown charged them time and again with his machine. Finally,
he buried them with dirt from the blade. The fight for the North Kalmiopsis was, in
Mike Roselle’s words, “getting gnarly.”

The fight to save 160,000 acres of primeval forest had begun two weeks earlier on
April 25 when Mike Roselle, Steve Marsden, Pedro Tama and Kevin Everhart shut
down operations on the Bald Mountain Road for over three hours until Josephine
County sheriff’s deputies arrived to arrest them. They were charged with disorderly
conduct and spent the night in jail.

Nine days later, seven Oregonians blockaded construction at the same site—but
with a twist. They handcuffed and chained themselves to the bulldozer when the police
arrived. They thus shut down operations for four hours. They were released from jail
that day on their own recognizance.

Then on May 12, Dave Willis and Dave Foreman set up a roadblock on the access
road 10 miles from the construction area to stop the Plumley workers on their way
to work. With their support team, they pulled a downed tree into the road in front
of themselves because, as Foreman said, “I don’t want to be a hood ornament on a
Plumley truck.”

At 6 AM, a sheriff’s deputy arrived and asked them to move. They refused. The
deputy then winched the log out of the way and parked 50 feet in front of them. Wdlis,
missing both hands and feet from frostbite, was in his wheelchair. At 6:15, the Plumley
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sixpac pickup carrying five workers arrived and drove around the deputy’s vehicle. The
workers tried to pass Willis on the inside of the road cut but Foreman stepped over
and blocked their path. They then drove to the outside of the road bend. Foreman
stepped back in place.

For a moment the blockaders faced off the truck. Then it shot forward, hitting
Foreman in the chest and knocking him back five feet. Again truck and man faced off.
The truck pushed against Foreman. He pushed back. Les Moore, the driver, accelerated.
Foreman had to backpedal to keep from being run over. He finally lost his balance and
went down. He held on to the bumper for a few seconds and the truck finally stopped

. . after having pushed him a distance later measured at 103 yards.

The five construction workers piled out of the truck and surrounded Foreman, who
was lying half under it. “You dirty communist bastard,” yelled Les Moore, “Why don’t
you go back to Russia where you came from?”

“But, Les,” Foreman replied, “I’'m a registered Republican.”

The deputy then dashed up, handcuffed Foreman and dragged him away, under
arrest for disorderly conduct. The construction workers heaped abuse on the media
people present, warning them not to take further photographs “or else.”

Foreman was bailed out of jail that afternoon. The Sheriff’s Department told the
media that there had been no assault, that Foreman had stepped in front of a moving
vehicle and had been knocked down and that the truck had immediately stopped.
However, a UPI reporter had witnessed the entire incident and two TV stations had
filmed it. The Forest Service and Sheriff’s Department were caught in their cover-up
when the TV news aired that evening. The question remaining was: had the authorities
encouraged the construction workers to intimidate the blockaders?

Due to the negative publicity from the assaults, the Plumley Company on May 13
ordered its employees to refrain from further violence. Accepting that in good faith,
the blockaders decided not to press assault charges unless further violence took place.
Arraignment also took place on May 13. Foreman pled not guilty and was released
on his own recognizance until his trial, with the bizarre order that he not set foot in
National Forest. The judge was not moved by his protestations that there were 180
million acres of National Forest in the US. The previous blockaders pled not guilty and
were ordered not to enter National Forest land in Josephine County until their trial.

Undaunted, Earth First! and the Kalmiopsis Action Alliance were planning larger
blockades for the near future.

Bald Mountain Road Stopped!

Lughnasadh 1983

On July 1, US District Judge James Redden of Eugene, Oregon, ordered the US
Forest Service to immediately halt construction of the Bald Mountain timber road
slicing through wilderness of the North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area in southwestern
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Oregon. Judge Redden was responding to a request for a temporary restraining order
(TRO) as part of a suit filed June 30 by Roseburg attorney Neal Kagan for Earth
First!, the Oregon Natural Resources Council and nine southern Oregon residents.

The historic suit is the first filed by environmental groups against the Forest Ser-
vice’s second Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II). Earlier this year, the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco ruled that the Forest Service’s 1979
final environmental impact statement on RARE II was inadequate in considering the
environmental impact of development on roadless areas not selected by the Forest Ser-
vice (FS) for Wilderness recommendation. The court ordered the FS not to undertake
development activities in such areas until they had fully complied with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Managers of many National Forests immediately
suspended development plans but the Siskiyou National Forest management insou-
ciantly proceeded to grant a construction contract for the Bald Mountain timber road
in the 160,000-acre North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area.

Ric Bailey of Oregon EF! said that Judge Redden’s decision should be grounds
for overturning Oregon State Judge O’Neill’s decisions in ordering blockaders to pay
restitution to Plumley Construction Company for downtime caused by the blockade
(no one has yet paid restitution) and prohibiting them from entering National Forests
for a year. (In a clearly unconstitutional ruling, Judge O’Neill prohibited Dave Foreman
from setting foot on any National Forest land in the US and has ordered several other
blockaders to stay off all National Forest land in Oregon.)

Dave Foreman suggested that, given Judge Redden’s ruling, Siskiyou Forest Super-
visor Bill Covey should be the one in jail and the Forest Service should be required to
pay restitution to the blockaders for all their expenses in fighting the criminal acts of
the Forest Service. He said Earth First! would be happy to bid on a FS contract to
reclaim the illegal road.

On July 6, Judge Redden heard testimony from Plumley Company on why the TRO
should not be continued. He continued the TRO until July 13. On that day, he issued
an injunction against construe- tion of the Bald Mountain Road.

Return to Bald Mountain

Eostar 1987

by Chant Thomas

The Second Battle for the Kalmiopsis

The vast old growth forest of the Kalmiopsis is once again being viciously attacked.
The Siskiyou National Forest has reneged on an agreement to postpone logging within
the North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area until the Forest Plan is completed. Now a full
scale federal blitzkrieg is under way with 24 timber sales active, imminent, or planned
in this world-class natural treasure.
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Important chapters in the history of citizen resistance to federal forest destruction
have been written here in the past, and the newest chapters in the continuing saga have
now begun. It took a place as incredibly wild, as amazingly unique, and as severely
threatened as the Kalmiopsis to lure the still-embryonic Earth First! movement out
of the Rocky Mountains and over to the continent’s western edge in early 1983. The
local Sierra Club had lost its appeals and lawsuits attempting to stop the nefarious
Bald Mountain Road. A handful of Oregon’s original Earth Firstlers realized that
the direct actions of “Mother Nature’s Army” were the last hope. The second EF!
Road Show came to southwestern Oregon. Radical activists from the peace movement
provided non-violent direct action training sessions. People were inspired. The result
was a precedent-setting series of seven direct actions. Violence unveiled its ugly visage
in the third action when protesters were pushed by a bulldozer and the fourth action
where Dave Foreman was run over by a logger’s crummy before being arrested.

A total of 44 brave folks were arrested in the historic Bald Mountain Road Blockades
in 1983. Those actions not only served as models and inspirations for later actions in
the Pacific Northwest Coastal Rainforest (at Millennium Grove, the Sinkyone, and
Breitenbush), but also generated a greater awareness of the US government’s forest
destruction programs. Furthermore, the blockades led to a successful lawsuit by Earth
First! and the Oregon Natural Resources Council (EF! and ONRC v. Block), in which
the Siskiyou National Forest road-building activities were declared illegal.

However, in 1984 Oregon’s Senator Mark “timber pimp” Hatfield rammed his Oregon
Wilderness (Destruction) bill through Congress. Hatfield’s motto is “Not one more acre”
of Kalmiopsis Wilderness, and his bill’s language released the West’s largest and most
diverse old growth conifer forest to the timber beasts. Once again Siskiyou Earth First!
is rising to meet the challenge.

The Kalmiopsis is a spur range of the Siskiyou Mountains in far southwestern Ore-
gon and northwestern California. Although relatively low in elevation (from a few hun-
dred feet in the canyons to 5000 feet on the highest peaks), the area is extremely rugged
and is the least explored major mountain region in the lower 48. Running through the
area are the Rogue and Illinois Rivers, both in the National Wild and Scenic River
System; smaller rivers and creeks called Indigo, Silver, Chetco, and North Fork of the
Smith are nominees. Most river canyons are too rugged to accommodate even a trail;
vast areas of the Kalmiopsis region are trailless.

In the center of the Kalmiopsis region is the Pacific Coast’s largest wilderness,
covering 640 square miles: 180,000 acres of protected Wilderness and 230,000 acres of
unprotected roadless area, with Bald Mountain Ridge straddling the boundary between.
Only a few logging roads separate this wild core from other roadless areas, including
the Wild Rogue Wilderness to the north, and the North Fork Smith Roadless Area to
the south.

Annual rainfall in the Kalmiopsis is up to 200 inches, and its complex geology creates
extremely varied vegetative communities. It is one of the oldest continuously vegetated
regions in western North America. The plant communities have evolved for many
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millions of years without catastrophic interruptions such as submersion, glaciation, or
volcanic devastation. Many of its plants, including Kalmiopsis leachiana, are plentiful
here, but rare or nonexistent elsewhere.

The southern Kalmiopsis is predominantly sparsely-vegetated redrock barrens—the
largest peridotite deposit (a red form of serpentine) in North America. The central
Kalmiopsis, especially the Chetco watershed, is rocky with tire-induced deciduous veg-
etation. The northern Kalmiopsis is richly endowed with a vast old growth forest,
where streams of pure water provide the base for the fabled fisheries of the Illinois and
Rogue Rivers.

Forest ecologists believe conifer forests have grown here for many millennia, undis-
turbed by the great glaciations of higher and more northern regions. Some ecologists
believe this area to be one of the places where modern conifer forests first evolved and
then migrated across the continent and the world. Most of this vast old growth forest
grows unprotected in the 110,000-acre North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area, and it is here
where the non-violent Mother Nature’s Army will fight the blitzkrieg of federal logging
roads and clearcuts.

Preparations have begun. It will take an extended series of direct actions to slow the
devastating progress of Reagan’s Raiders, and to generate the public awareness and
money to make the Kalmiopsis a national issue. Siskiyou EF! is planning several events
to culminate in direct actions, including logging road blockades, old growth tree sit-
ins, logging site occupations, plus sit-ins and demos at Siskiyou NF headquarters in
Grants Pass, Region 6 headquarters in Portland, and in Washington, DC! Meanwhile,
the Kalmiopsis is included in a proposal for a Siskiyou National Park.

Winter Demonstrations Kick off Earth First! Kalmiopsis Campaign

On November 20, Earth Firstlers from the Williams, Applegate, and Ashland areas
of southwestern Oregon descended from the sunny Siskiyou Mountains into the frozen
fog of the Rogue Valley to initiate this year’s Kalmiopsis Campaign. About 50 folks,
half of them children, demonstrated in front of BLM district headquarters in Medford,
where several timber sales were being auctioned, including the Rum Creek and Hewitt
Creek Sales adjacent to the Wild and Scenic Rogue River corridor.

Timber company buyers had to walk the gauntlet of children clutching large helium
balloons, painted with slogans such as “Would you cut down your grandmother?” and
“Little kids love big trees.” Bald Mountain Blockade veterans Mary Beth Nearing and
Steve Marsden (disguised as the Kalmiopsis premier resident, Bigfoot) described the
issues to the media. Some of the children were interviewed for TV, explaining why
they hate clearcuts.

The demonstration ended with a moving song by the Siskiyou Earth First! Chil-
dren’s Choir to the tune of “Old McDonald Had a Farm™:

BLM had a tree farm eeieei oh

and on this farm they had some clearcuts ee i ee i oh

with a clearcut here and a clearcut there

here a cut, there a cut, everywhere a clearcut
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BLM had a tree farm ee i ee i oh

After more verses about slash burns and bulldozers, the choir ended with:

And on this farm they had no animals ee i ee i oh

with no deer here and no bear there

no owls flying anywhere

BLM had a tree farm eeieei NO!

After the choral performance, several demonstrators entered the timber sale auction
room with their banners and balloons, to witness the selling of millions of board feet
of our precious forest.

The BLM demonstration whetted the appetites of many who’d never participated
in an Earth First! activity before. So, three weeks later, over 100 folks, including
students and staff of Horizon School, staged a rally at the entrance to the Siskiyou
NF headquarters in Grants Pass. After an unemployed timber faller stopped by (in
his 1987 Corvette!) to complain about “environmentalists,” the mob paraded behind
Santa Claus (llama-outfitter Chant Thomas) up to the headquarters, singing songs
such as “ITree Reggae” and a reworded “Jingle Bells,” accompanied by drums, flutes,
and bagpipes.

The throng assembled around the American flagpole, and Santa narrated a skit in
which a logger cut down an old growth tree and handed the Forest Service “timber
revenues’ to Ronald Ray-gun, who sneakily passed the tree-dollars on to our own
bearded Khomeini character, who laundered the money into weapons and handed
them to a Contra!

This drama was followed by more singing and then a tree-planting ceremony on
the Freddie lawn amidst pomp and ceremony. Overcome at last by the message of the
children and the power of life, Ray-gun promised to change his ways and ripped his
money in half.

This demonstration was extensively covered by the media throughout western Ore-
gon, as was a simultaneous demo in Portland, led by Bald Mountain sage Lou Gold.
The media was also interested in a letter sent to the Siskiyou NF headquarters from
Denver. The letter was signed “Sierra Clubbers who aren’t whimps” and claimed that
trees in the Hobson Hom Timber Sale had been spiked with 1.5- inch diameter hardrock
drill cores. The Freddie PR men commented that the spikers “had to eat a lot of Chee-
rios to drill 1 fo inch holes into big old trees.” We wonder where Sierra Clubbers would
get such an idea. . . .

Meanwhile, more demonstrations are planned for the Siskiyou- Kalmiopsis area.
Siskiyou Earth First! has learned that such events attract much media attention when
composed of many children, mothers, and famous personalities such as Santa Claus,
Ronnie Raygun, Bigfoot, Spotted Owl, and Smokey the Bear. The children were won-
derfully effective. Can you picture a cop or Freddie trying to snatch a helium balloon
adorned with anti-govemment slogans away from a 4-year old kid?

Kalmiopsis-Wild Rogue Region Proposed for a Siskiyou National Park
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The vast wild areas of southwestern Oregon in and around the Kalmiopsis and
Wild Rogue Wilderness Areas are included in a proposal for a 750,000-acre Siskiyou
National Park, being spearheaded by David Atkin and the Oregon Natural Resources
Council.

Establishment of the Park would continue the regional change of focus from timber
and mining to fisheries, tourism, and recreation. The Park idea is gaining popularity
in southwestern Oregon and northwestern California, the West Coast’s most depressed
area, which is in dire need of economic diversification.

The Park study area contains 280,459 roadless acres which would be protected as
de facto wilderness with National Park status. Also included within the Park would
be 200,000 acres of roaded and partially clearcut forests located between the Roadless
Areas and Wilderness Areas. Some present roads would be upgraded, but no new roads
would be built. Park status would create more stringent management requirements
for environmental and scenic quality on federal lands adjacent to the Park. However,
Siskiyou Earth First! would prefer a National Park of millions of acres.

Editor’s update: In 1991, the struggle over the Kalmiopsis has not yet been resolved.
The Forest Service still wants to cut the unprotected Kalmiopsis wild’ lands. Through
direct actions and legal challenges, wilderness proponents have thus far been able to stop
most of the cutting. However, after forest fires burned part of the Kalmiopsis in 1988,
Senator Mark Hatfield (R-OR) placed on the 1989 Senate Interior Appropriations Bill
a rider that barred court challenges to “salvage” timber sales in the Silver Fire burn
area of Oregon’s North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area. Subsequently, forest that should have
been added to the Kalmiopsis Wilderness was logged.

This cutting, and attempts to renew construction of the Bald Mountain road, met
renewed Farth First! resistance, resulting in numerous arrests, cutting delays, and
a lawsuit by the timber firm against six blockaders (the Sapphire Sixz). The lawsuit
signaled a growing trend among land exploiters to use SLAPPs—strategic lawsuits
against public participation—as a means to intimi’ date activists, who are generally
impecunious and cannot afford court costs.
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Texas earth first’

FIGHTS FREDDIE GODZILLA

Samhain 1986

by Barbara Dugelby

East Texas once was a land rich in woods and wildlife, with contiguous miles of
upland forests, prairies, grassy glades, and fertile bottomlands. Beneath the shade of
magnolias, white oaks and towering pines, the woods came to life with foxes, deer,
raccoons, gray squirrels, wild turkeys. But these days of unspoiled wilderness are gone.
In their stead are neat rows of slash and loblolly pines, planted to fill a society’s ever
growing need for lurm her. Among these trees the squirrels no longer play, and where
are the wolves and bears? They’ve vanished from the land. (From the introduction to
Land of Bears and Honey, by Daniel Lay.)

Lay was right. East Texas is no longer the “Land of Bears and Honey.” The little
remaining wilderness is being chewed apart by the United States Forest Service (FS)
in unsuccessful efforts to protect pine plantations. While the F'S claims to have turned
a “barren East Texas land into one of the ‘national treasures’ of our country,” actually
for 50 years these “stewards” have raped, scraped, sawed, and mauled some of the most
biologically rich lands of North America.

In 1984 the Forest Service was caught cutting hundreds of acres of newly estab-
lished Wilderness, for the sake of protecting from the Southern Pine Beetle the pine
plantations that surround these tiny islands of diversity. A lawsuit was filed, and the
FS was shaken by the outcry. But in the end the agency only got its hand slapped.
We are still losing pieces of our Wilderness Areas in the name of “pine beetle control.”

Recently, the Farced Circus chose the Four Notch Area of the Sam Houston National
Forest, once part of a Wilderness proposal, to try (again unsuccessfully) to stop a beetle
infestation. Over 3600 acres have been cut in the Four Notch area, with more falling
every day.

The FS’s latest maneuver in the Four Notch area has been to “crush,” with a machine
as big as a house, what hardwoods and other vegetation survive. There still remain
many undamaged hardwoods, among them 70-90 year old White Oaks, sweetgums,
hickory, and holly. To the FS this is trash, however, and thus they have crushed over
1000 acres, on their way to ravaging over 2500 acres. They have not attempted to
market the hardwoods or protect wildlife in the area.

So, what will the Forest Service do with thousands of acres of crushed debris?
NAPALM it! T Helicopters equipped with torches and a petroleum product called
Alumagel, a napalm-like substance, are the FS’s newest toys for sculpting National
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Forest into a toilet paper pulp farm! The napalm contract, the cover of which iron-
ically features a picture of Smokey the Bear leaning on a sign saying “Help Prevent
Forest Fires,” will be awarded October 22 and the torching may occur shortly there-
after, depending on weather conditions and moisture content of the wood. The FS has
admitted that “animals will die as a result of the fire,” as they burn the areas from the
outside inward in concentric circles. But they don’t feel that it is “much of a problem.”

This is GENE-OCIDE! As scientists around the world proclaim the need to preserve
biological diversity in the tropics, we destroy it in our own backyard. Texas Earth First!
intends to stop this sterilizing of our National Forests on October 21. We plan to greet
the giant tree crusher at dawn, chained to trees in its path. If necessary, EFiers will
enter the NAPALM FIRE ZONE to protect the remnants of diversity in the Sam
Houston National Forest.

Acre after acre, the F'S invites the very infestation that it is combating by replacing
biological diversity with monoculture pine plantations. They operate at a deficit to the
government and thus to the taxpayer, and to the environment . . . because they are
pawns of the timber industry.

The Biological Crossroads of North America are not doomed yet, however. There
remain wild areas—hardwood bottomlands, old growth pine stands and bogs that the
F'S has not reached with its greasy chainsaws. The battle will not end when they put
us in jail.

Late Texas News

Samhain 1986

by Leon Czolgosz

After most of this issue of Farth First! had already gone to the typesetter, Barbara
Dugelby called us from Austin with the stunning announcement that the Forest Service
had just agreed to a 7-day moratorium on crushing and burning in the Four Notch.
The moratorium came in response to pressure from the Texas State EPA and the office
of the Attorney General of Texas.

As a direct result of the bold action of Texas Earth First! in exposing Forest Service
practices in the Four Notch to public scrutiny, Nancy Lynch, Chief Attorney for the
EPA, notified the Sam Houston National Forest of the EPA’s intention to file suit
to halt the crushing and burning. Shortly thereafter, Attorney General Jim Mattox
suggested to the Forest Service an alternative to an immediate lawsuit; namely, that
the FS voluntarily halt their activities while the Attorney General’s office made an
on-site investigation to determine if further action was warranted.

In response, Forest Supervisor Mike Lannan announced the 7-day moratorium, to
run from October 31 to November 7. During this period a team from the EPA and
Mattox’s office will tour the Four Notch, accompanied by both Forest Service officials
and representatives of the Texas environmental community. We can only hope that
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the state officials resist the pious blandishments of the Freddies and listen to the voice
of reason. But whatever the ultimate outcome, the moratorium is clear proof of what
can be accomplished by courgeous direct action, after all other means of appeal to the
bureaucracy have failed.

Editor’s update: Through deceit and treachery, the Forest Service eventually managed
to destroy Four Notch. During FEarth First!’s campaign to save Texas National Forest
land, several activists were physically abused; but the FS’s nefarious deeds were exposed
to the nation, and the agency has since had to show more restraint in Texas.
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Raid on Reykjavik

Yule 1986

by Captain Paul Watson

Hold it right there. Before you begin to read the narrative that follows, let’s get
something straight. If you are a self-righteous tight-ass who gets morally indignant
about correct tactics, then do yourself and us a favour and read T%ime or the Greenpeace
Ezaminer instead. This article does not contain scenes of excessive violence nor does
it contain sexually explicit material (unfortunately). It does, however, advocate the
destruction of property because I believe that respect for life takes precedence over
respect for property which is used to take lives.

Let’s get something else straight. The killing of whales in 1986 is a crime. It is
a violation of international law, but more importantly it is a crime against nature
and against future generations of humanity. So, I don’t want any crappy letters about
tradition, livelihood or Icelandic rights.

With that said, we can begin the story.

August 1985: The Sea Shepherd stops in Reykjavik while on route to the Faroe
Islands. We berth directly behind the Greenpeace ship Sirius. Across the harbour, we
see the Icelandic whaling fleet tied together. Our plan is to take on provisions before
heading to the Faroes. While there, pictures are taken, port facilities surveyed, security
measures observed and a few crew tour the site of a whale processing plant 50 miles
from the city.

Our arrival did not go unnoticed. The Icelandic police post a 24 hour guard at our
gangway and police divers investigate the hulls of the whalers every few hours. Some
of this activity is the fault of our reputation and some of it results from a Greenpeace
conference where we were accused of being terrorists. Greenpeace made it clear that
they were not associated with us in any way. We hold our own press conference to say
that we are not associated with the wimps on the Sirius in any way. A bunch like that
can give us a bad name. At the same time, we deliver a warning to Iceland through
the media: We have not come to interfere with Icelandic whaling at the moment; but if
Iceland intends to violate the moratorium on commercial whaling set to begin in 1986,
then Iceland can expect to see the enforcement of International Whaling Commission
(IWC) regulations.

We then left Iceland and Greenpeace. Greenpeace workers were relieved to see
us leave. They were “networking” with the whalers-— giving tours of their ship and
sharing beer with whale-killers. My crew were not allowed on their ship. When we left,
Greenpeace warned us to stay out of Icelandic waters. Quaking in our deck-boots, we
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scurried away from Iceland in mortal fear and proceeded to the Faroe Islands to save
a few whales.

June 1986; Malmo, Sweden: The Sea Shepherd sails from Plymouth, England, to
Sweden. We berth a few blocks from where the meeting of the IWC is taking place.
Ben White is our official observer at the meeting. He is not happy. “The whalers intend
to keep whaling. They say that Icelandic and Norwegian whaling is not commercial
and must continue for scientific purposes.”

The objective for continuation of scientific whaling would be almost funny were
it not so tragic. The Icelanders requested a scientific permit to kill whales so as to
determine the reasons for a decline in Fin and Sei Whale populations in the North At-
lantic. The scientific committee rejected the proposal. One committee member stated,
“Iceland is seeking to prostitute science in an attempt to mask a commercial venture.”

Iceland left the meeting vowing to kill whales despite IWC disapproval. The estab-
lished approach had failed. A decade of work to bring about a moratorium was all for
nothing. With the moratorium in effect, whales continued to be slaughtered by the
Soviet Union, Japan, Iceland, Norway, and South Korea. We were ready to act against
these pirates; but, still, the forces of moderation screamed, “We still have an ace in the
hole, the Packwood-Magnuson Amendment.”

The Packwood-Magnuson Amendment is a wonderful piece of legislation designed
to protect whales through economic sanctions against nations that do not comply with
IWC regulations. This meant that Iceland, Norway, Japan and South Korea would have
to stop whaling or face the ire of the US. To keep whaling would be to lose fishing rights
in US waters and to lose the right to market fish in the US. Sounds too good to be true,
and it was. President Reagan announced that the US would not impose sanctions on
a NATO ally. By choosing to discriminate in the application of the Amendment, the
President made a mockery of the law and sacrificed whales on the altar of NATO. To
add insult to injury, the President then struck a deal with the Icelanders that would
allow them to sell 49% of their whale meat to Japan without US interference. The
price-—permission to use Iceland as a staging platform for the Soviet- US summit.

July 1986; the North Atlantic: On route back to Britain after our second summer of
interfering with Pilot Whale killing in the Faroe Islands, the kid approaches me. You
might remember the kid from the last article 1 wrote for Earth First!. Rod Coronado
is a young Californian, an articulate, dedicated whale warrior. He is not satisfied with
being jailed and shot at in the Faroe Islands. He has a plan and a damn good one to
boot—a commando raid of Reykjavik.

We don’t discuss details or strategy. If the kid has an idea, that’s all the detail I
want to know. We do review, however, the Sea Shepherd Society guidelines for direct
action in the field. We have five rules: 1) No explosives. 2) No utilization of weapons. 3)
No action taken that has even a remote possibility of causing injury to a living thing.
Respect for life must always be our primary consideration. 4) If apprehended, do not
resist arrest in a violent manner. 5) Be prepared to accept full responsibility and suffer
the possible consequences for your actions. Could he operate within the guidelines?
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Yes. End of discussion. He and David Howitt were now on their own as Sea Shepherd
field operatives.

15 October 1986: Rod and David arrive in Reykjavik and book into the Salvation
Army Youth hostel. Hey, our guys travel first class.

They find jobs in the local fish processing plant. There are more jobs than citizens
in Iceland, so securing employment as a non-citizen is relatively easy.

They spend three weeks scouting the sites and determining the schedule of the
security watches. They wait for an opportunity.

November 8: A stormy day and night in Iceland. Rod and David drive the 50 miles
to the whale processing plant. It is Saturday night and the watchman has gone home,
leaving the station abandoned.

The two Sea Shepherd agents break into the plant. The tools are there—sledge
hammers, acid and, ah yes, two monkey wrenches. The objective is to inflict as much
economic destruction as possible.

The refrigeration machinery is destroyed, after which six diesel engines are disman-
tled and the plant’s pumps destroyed. Engine parts are tossed into the deep waters
of the fjord along with flensing knives and tools. The laboratory is demolished. The
computers are trashed thoroughly and cyanic acid poured into the diskette files and
filing cabinets. After eight hours, the plant looks as if it suffered a bomb blast. Damage
was later estimated at 1.8 million US dollars.

Our two merry eco-commandos then drive back to Reykjavik in the early morning.
They go directly to the three whaling ships tied in the harbour. A fourth is in dry
dock. Both men go through all the cabins on board the ships. On the third ship, they
locate a sleeping watchman. They decide to spare the third ship so as to avoid possible
injury to the watchman. The wind is howling and the water is choppy and the noise
provided by nature covers the activities of the two men below decks. They spend nearly
two hours in preparation. The removal of 14 bolts from the salt water sea valve flange
results in a massive volume of water spewing into the engine compartment of the ship.
The other ship is dealt with in a similar manner a few moments later. The third ship
is cut adrift so as not to be dragged down with the two now mortally wounded killer
boats.

The crew then calmly walks down the dock and drives to the airport at Kleflavik 30
miles away. The ships sink within 40 minutes. The police discover the results at 0600
hours.

At about the same time, our crew is stopped by a routine roadblock on route to
the airport. Both men are questioned and given a breath analyzer test to determine if
they have been drinking. They have not and are allowed to proceed. They board an
Icelandic airlines flight to Luxembourg and leave at 0745 hours.

Back in Vancouver, early Sunday morning: My phone rings. It is Sarah Hambley,
our director for the United Kingdom. Calmly she says, “Paul, we have two on the
bottom.”
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The raid on Reykjavik had been a success. Rod and David had brought the Ice-
landic whaling industry to its knees and then kicked it in the teeth. The damage to
the ships was later estimated at $2.8 million, to add to the $1.8 million of damage to
the plant. The Hvalur of Hvalfjordur whaling company received a reprimand to their
pirate whaling activities which has cost them $4.6 million, in addition to canceling
their insurance, and increasing their future security costs. The destruction of the re-
frigeration unit spoiled the stockpile of whale meat. The Japanese were not happy to
discover that the Icelanders had refrozen the thawed meat and were attempting to sell
it.

The news of the raid on Reykjavik was greeted enthusiastically throughout most
of the world. Of course, we had our critics. The ever dependable Greenpeace crowd
condemned the act as terroristic, foolish, simplistic ... nd nauseum. I understand their
position. After all, there are more anti-whalers employed in the world than there are
whalers; and shucks, actually ending whaling might lead to, shudder, no more work
for anti-whalers. One has to feel sorry for all the Greenpeace Fuller Brush men who
would suffer. They have a good thing going—hundreds of salesmen knocking on doors
throughout North America, peddling eco-business for 35% of the take. I say, throw the
bums out. A more realistic reaction came from Dr. Roger Payne, one of the world’s
leading whale researchers. Speaking a week after the incident, Dr. Payne said, “I have
given up thinking it (whaling) can be handled through international agreements. These
whaling nations are willing to cheat, lie, use the name of science—whatever is necessary’
They’re completely unethical.”

Another positive result of Sea Shepherd activities is that people have been aroused
from their complacency and apathy over whaling. Most people thought whaling was a
thing of the past. After all, we have a moratorium in effect. Our actions shook the world
awake on this issue and delivered a message: Whaling continues despite international
regulations. The whaling nations Iceland, Norway, South Korea, Japan, and the Soviet
Union are in contempt of international regulations.

Norway responded to the raid in Iceland by throwing a fit of paranoia. Believing that
Sea Shepherd hit squads were poised for attack, the country increased their security
budget, thus increasing their costs and cutting into illegal whaling profits. The security
won’t help. When the first opportunity arises, the whaling ships of Norway will be
converted to submersibles by Sea Shepherd agents.

Rod has returned to the US. David is back in merry old England. Iceland has
issued warrants for their arrest through Interpol but extradition is not possible due
to the illegality of Iceland’s whaling operation. I am being investigated by Canadian
authorities for possible conspiracy charges, but I'm not losing any sleep over the noise
from Ottawa. Our legal ass is covered.

We have important things to do, including further enforcement of international
regulations against offending whaling nations. We are also preparing an expedition to
the North Pacific in the summer of 1987 to confront the drift-net fishermen of Japan,
Korea and Taiwan. Each summer, they send about 2000 ships to the North Pacific
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to set monofilament nets that range from 8 to 35 miles in length. The incidental kills
in these nets include approximately 150,000 marine mammals and one to two million
sea birds each year; plus they have a severe impact on populations of salmon, billfish,
squid and other finny types.

Editor’s update: Through the above and subsequent actions, Sea Shepherd essentially
killed the Icelandic whaling industry. Unfortunately, however, Icelandic whalers hope

to restart whaling operations soon. If they do, we can expect more daring Sea Shepherd
exploits at their expense.
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Tora! Tora! Tora!

November 1990

by Captain Paul Watson

Editor’s note: On 18 August 1990, Paul Watson and Kis crew of 23 on the Sea
Shepherd I1 rammed two Japanese drift-net fishing boats and chased the fleet of siz out
of the North Pacific fishing grounds. Here the Captain tells the story.

On December 7, 1941, the Imperial Japanese First Naval Air fleet launched a sur-
prise attack against the US Naval base at Pearl Harbor on the Hawaiian island of
Oahu.

As the Japanese planes swooped in low, their wing commander gave his orders. The
Japanese words “tora, tora, tora” crackled through the cockpits of the torpedo bombers.

“Attack, attack, attack.” Such was the battle cry of a people who had mastered the
martial strategies of Asia. The attack was swift, surprising, ruthless, and effective.

As an ecological strategist, I have faced the Japanese as adversaries on numerous
occasions. For this reason, I have studied Japanese martial strategy, especially the
classic work entitled A Book of Five Rings written by Miyamoto Musashi in 1648.
Musashi advocated the “twofold way of pen and sword,” which I interpret to mean
that one’s actions must be both effective and educational.

In March 1982, the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society successfully negotiated a
halt to the slaughter of dolphins at Iki Island in Japan. Contributing to this success
was our ability to quote Musashi and talk to the Japanese fishermen in a language
they could understand—the language of no compromise confrontation.

During our discussion, a fisherman asked me, “What is of more value, the life of a
dolphin or the life of a human?”

I answered that, in my opinion, the life of a dolphin was equal in value to the life
of a human.

The fisherman then asked, “If a Japanese fisherman and a dolphin were both caught
in a net and you could save the life of one, which would you save?”

All the fishermen in the room smirked. They had me pegged a liberal and felt
confident that I would say that 1 would save the fisherman, thus making a mockery of
my declaration that humans and dolphins are equal.

1 looked about the room and smiled. “I did not come to Japan to save fishermen; I
am here to save dolphins.”

They were surprised but not shocked by my answer. All the fishermen treated me
with respect thereafter.
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Why? Because the Japanese understand duty and responsibility. Saving dolphins
was both my chosen duty and my responsibility.

Sea Shepherd had already established a reputation in Japan as the “Samurai pro-
tector of whales.” This came in an editorial that appeared in the Tokyo daily Asahi
Shimbun in July 1979, a few days after we rammed and disabled a Japanese owned
pirate whaler, the Sierra, off the coast of Portugal.

That incident ended the career of the most notorious outlaw whaler. In February
of 1980, we had the Sierra sunk in Lisbon harbor. A few months later, in April, our
agents sunk two outlaw Spanish registered whalers, the Isba I and the Isba II, in Vigo
Harbor in north- ern Spain.

We then gave attention to two other Japanese pirate whalers, the Susan and the
Theresa. Given the controversy of the Sierra, and the fact that the Susan and the
Theresa were owned by the same Japanese interests, South Africa, which had just
publicly denounced whaling, did not want the stigma of harboring illegal whaling
ships. The South African Navy confiscated and sunk the Susan and Theresa for target
practise after we publicly appealed to them to do so, in 1980.

The last of the Atlantic pirate whalers, the Astrid was shut down after I sent an
agent to the Spanish Canary Islands with a reward offer of 25,000 US dollars to any
person who would sink her. The owners saw the writing on the wall and voluntarily
retired the whaler.

Because of these actions many have labeled us pirates ourselves. Yet we have never
been convicted of a criminal charge, and we have never caused injury or death to a
human. Nor have we attempted to avoid charges. On the contrary, we have always
invited our enemies to continue the fight in the courts. Most times they have refused
and the few times they complied, they lost.

Vigilante buccaneers we may well be, but we are policing the seas where no policing
authority exists. We are protecting whales, dolphins, seals, birds, and fish by enforcing
existing regulations, treaties and laws that heretofore have had no enforcement.

In November 1986, when two Sea Shepherd agents, Rod Coronado and David Howitt,
attacked the Icelandic whaling industry, they were enforcing the law. The International
Whaling Commission (IWC) had banned commercial whaling, yet Iceland continued
to whale without a permit. We did not wish to debate the issue of legality with the
Icelanders. We acted instead. Coronado and Howitt destroyed the whaling station and
scuttled half the Icelandic whaling fleet.

Iceland refused to press charges. I traveled to Reykjavik to insist that they press
charges. They refused and deported me without a hearing. The only legal case to result
from the incident is my suit against Iceland for illegal deportation.

Sea Shepherd campaigns have protected many other species as well. In March of
1983, the crew of the Sea Shepherd Il were arrested under the Canadian Seal Protection
Regulations, an Orwellian set of rules which actually protected the sealing industry.
The only way to challenge these unjust rules was to break them. We did and at the
same time we chased the sealing fleet out of the nursery grounds of the Harp Seals.
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We beat the charges and in the process helped the Supreme Court of Canada in its
decision to dismiss the Seal Protection Act as unconstitutional

In the years since, we have intervened against the Danish Faeroese fishermen in the
North Atlantic to save the Pilot Whales they kill for sport. We have shut down seal
hunts in Scotland, England and Ireland. We have confronted Central American tuna
seiners off the coast of Costa Rica in an effort to rescue dolphins.

In 1987, we launched our first campaign to expose drift-net operations in the North
Pacific. Our ship the Divine Wind voyaged along the Aleutian chain documenting the
damage of the drift nets and ghost nets (abandoned nets). We helped convince Canada
to abandon plans to build a drift-net industry.

For new supporters who do not know what drift nets are, I will briefly explain.
Drift nets are to the Pacific Ocean what clearcuts are to the Amazon Rainforest or the
Pacific Northwest Temperate Rainforest. Drift-netting is strip-mine fishing.

From May until late October, some 1800 ships each set a net measuring from 10
to 40 miles in length! These monofilament nylon gill nets drift freely on the surface
of the sea, hanging like curtains of death to a depth of 26 or 34 feet. Each night, the
combined fleet sets 28,000 to 35,000 miles of nets. The nets radiate across the breadth
of the North Pacific like fences marking off property The nets are efficient. Few squid
and fish escape the perilous clutches of the nylon. Whales and dolphins, seals and sea
lions, sea turtles, and sea birds are routinely entangled. The death is an agonizing
ordeal of strangulation and suffocation.

Drift nets take an annual incidental kill of more than one million sea birds and a
quarter of a million marine mammals, plus hundreds of millions of fish and squid. A
few short years ago, the North Pacific fairly teemed with dolphins, turtles, fur seals, sea
lions, dozens of species of birds and uncountable schools of fish. Today it is a biological
wasteland.

The Japanese say their nets are taking fewer incidental kills now than a few years
ago. This is true, but the reason the kills are down is simply that there are now fewer
animals to kill.

For many years, governments and environmental groups have talked about the
problem. Nobody actually did anything about it. Sick of talk, the Sea Shepherd Con-
servation Society decided to take action.

The Sea Shepherd II moved to Seattle, Washington, in September 1989 to prepare
for an expedition to intercept the Japanese North Pacific drift net fleet. We set our
departure date for June 1990. Overhauls and refitting were completed by May to meet
the targeted date.

We were unable to leave Seattle. One of our crew was a paid infiltrator working,
we believe, for the Japanese fishing industry. He successfully sabotaged our engine
by pouring crushed glass into our oil, destroying our turbo-charger, and destroying
electrical motors. Although we discovered the damage and identified the saboteur, we
faced extensive repairs.
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The saboteur fled to Britain. We asked Scotland Yard to track him down and
investigate the incident. However, the damage was done and we were hardly in a
position to cry foul. After all, we had already been responsible for destroying six
whaling ships ourselves. The enemy had succeeded in striking a blow—it was as simple
as that. We were down, but not for long.

We immediately set to work to repair the damage. Thanks to an appeal to Sea
Shepherd Society members, funds were raised to purchase a replacement turbo-charger

The Sea Shepherd II was prepared for departure again on August 5. We left Seattle
and stopped briefly in Port Angeles on the Olympic Peninsula. Port Angeles resident
and Sea Shepherd veteran David Howitt stopped by to visit us. He could not bring
himself to leave. The ship departed with David on board. He had left his job and an
understanding wife on the spur of the moment. We needed him and he knew it and that
was reason enough to return to the eco-battles. He took the position of 1st Engineer.

It was with confidence that I took the helm of our ship and headed out the Strait of
Juan de Fuca for the open Pacific beyond. I had a good crew, including many veterans.

Myra Finkelstein was 2nd Engineer. A graduate zoologist, Myra had worked for
weeks in the bowels of the engine room to repair the damage to the engine. She was
a veteran of the 1987 drift-net campaign and the 1989 tuna dolphin campaign. In
addition she had been a leader of the Friends of the Wolf campaign in northern British
Columbia where she had parachuted into the frigid and remote wilderness to interfere
with a government sponsored wolf kill.

Sea Shepherd Director Peter Brown was on board with the camera gear to document
the voyage. Peter was also helmsman and my deputy coordinator for the expedition.

Marc Gaede, who had sailed with us a year ago on the campaign off the coast of
Costa Rica, returned as our photographer. Trevor Van Der Gulik, my nephew, a lad
of only 15 from Toronto, Canada, became—Dby virtue of his skills—our 3rd Engineer.
Trevor had helped to deliver the Sea Shepherd from Holland to Florida in 1989.

Also sailing with us this summer was Robert Hunter. Bob and 1 had both been
founders of Greenpeace and he had been the first President of the Greenpeace Foun-
dation. Bob had been the dynamic force behind the organization and ultimate success
of Greenpeace. Like myself, he had been forced out of Greenpeace by the marauding
bureaucrats who in the late 1970s ousted the original activists and replaced us with
fund-raisers and public relations people.

With Bob on board, I felt a little of the old spirit which got us moving in the early
70s. We had no doubts: we would find the driftnet fleets.

Five days out to sea, we saw a military ship on the horizon, moving rapidly toward
us. We identified her as a large Soviet frigate. The frigate hailed us and asked us what
we were about. I replied that we were searching for the Japanese drift-net fleet and
asked if they had seen any Japanese fishing vessels.

The Russians said they thought the Japanese were a few days to the west. Then,
surprisingly, the Soviet officer, who spoke impeccable English, said, “Good luck, it is a
noble cause that you follow. We are with you in spirit.”
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Eco-glasnost? Only a few years ago we battled the Russian whalers. In 1975 Bob
Hunter and I had survived a Russian harpoon fired over our heads by a Soviet whaler
we had confronted. In 1981, we had invaded Siberia to capture evidence on illegal
whaling by the Russians. We had narrowly escaped capture. Now, here we were being
hailed by the Soviets with a statement of support. We have indeed made progress.

In fact, the Soviets were allies in more than just words. On 29 May 1990, the
Russians had seized a fleet of North Korean fishing boats with drift nets in Soviet
waters. Japan was diplomatically embarrassed when it was discovered that the 140
supposedly North Korean fishermen in Soviet custody were in fact Japanese.

On the eighth day out from Seattle, I put the Sea Shepherd II on a course of due
west and decided not to correct the drift. I felt that the drift would take us to the
outlaws. Slowly we began to drift north of the course line. Forty-eight hours later, my
intuition proved itself right. The sea herself had taken us directly to a drift-net fleet.

At 2030 Hours on August 12, we sailed into the midst of six Japanese drift netters.
The fleet had just completed laying their nets— more than 200 miles of net in the
water. The Japanese ships were each about 200 feet long, equal in size to our own.

As we approached, the Japanese fishermen warned us off, angrily telling us to avoid
their nets. Our ship is a large 657 ton North Atlantic trawler with an ice strengthened
bow and a fully enclosed protected prop. We were able to cruise harmlessly over the
lines of floating nets. We made close runs on the vessels to inspect them closely.

With darkness rapidly closing in, we decided to wait until morning before taking
action against the ships. The Japanese vessels had shut down for the night. They
drifted quietly. We waited out the night with them.

An hour before dawn they began to move. We moved with them. For three hours,
we filmed the hauling in of mile after mile of net from the vessel Shunyo Maru #S8.
We watched the catch of two-foot-long squids being hauled into the boat along with
incidental kills of sharks, sea birds and dolphins. The catching of the sea birds violated
the Convention for the Protection of Migratory Birds, a treaty signed between the US
and Japan in 1972. The nets impact more than 22 species of birds, 13 of which are
protected by the treaty. It was to enforce this treaty that our ship and crew had made
this voyage.

The fishing boats were brilliantly illuminated and the work on the deck could be
adequately filmed. As the power blocks pulled in the nets, the bodies of squid, fish and
birds fell from the nets to the deck or back into the sea.

We had the evidence we needed. We had seen the bodies of protected species in the
net. For the next step we needed more light. It was painful to continue watching but it
was imperative that we wait for dawn and the light we needed to properly film events.

At 0540 Hours, there was enough light. We prepared the deck and the engine room
for confrontation. We positioned our cameramen and photographers. I took the wheel.
We brought the engine up to full power and charged across the swells toward the
Shunyo Maru #8 whose crew was still hauling in nets. Our objective was to destroy
the net retrieval gear. To do so, we had to hit her on an angle on her port mid-side.
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We sounded a blast on our horn to warn the Japanese crew that we were coming
in. I piloted the Sea Shepherd II into position. We struck where intended. The ships
ground their hulls together in a fountain of sparks amidst a screeching cacophony of
tearing and crushing steel. The net was severed, the power blocks smashed. We broke
away as the Japanese stood dumbfounded on their decks.

One fisherman, however, hurled his knife at photographer Marc Gaede. The knife
missed Marc and hit the sea. The same fisherman grabbed a second knife and sent it
flying at cameraman Peter Brown. Peter’s camera followed it as it came toward the
lens. It fell at his feet.

As we pulled away, I looked with satisfaction on the damage we had inflicted. One
ship down for the season. On board our own ship, a damage control party reported
back that we had suffered minimal injury. The Japanese ships were no match for our
steel reinforced hull.

We immediately targeted a second ship, the Ryoun Maru #6. The Japanese were
attempting to cut a large shark out of the net. Looking up, they saw us bearing down
at full speed upon them. Eyes wide, they ran for the far deck.

We struck where intended. Again to the roaring crescendo of tortured metal, the
power blocks and gear were crushed; the deck and gunnels buckled Tire net was severed.

We broke off and immediately set out for the third ship. By now, the Japanese
realized what was happening. The first and second ships had been successfully Pearl
Harbored. The third was not to be surprised. As we approached, she dropped her net
and fled. We pursued.

We then turned and targeted a fourth ship. She also fled, dropping her net in panic.
We stopped and pulled up alongside the radio beacon marking the abandoned net. We
confiscated the beacon. We then grappled the net, secured a ton of weight to one end
and dropped it, sending the killer net to the bottom, two miles beneath us. We watched
the cork line drop beneath the surface, the floats disappearing in lines radiating out
from our ship toward the horizon.

On the bottom the net would be rendered harmless. Small benthic creatures would
literally cement it to the ocean floor over a short period of time.

We cleaned up the remaining nets and then returned to the chase. For the next
twenty hours, we chased the six ships completely out of the fishing area.

The next morning, we could look at what we had achieved with pleasure. Two
ships completely disabled from further fishing, a million dollars worth of net sunk and
destroyed and all six ships prevented from continued fishing and running scared.

We had delivered our message to the Japanese fishing industry. Our tactics had been
both effective and educational. Effective in that we directly saved lives by shutting
down a fleet, and educational in that we informed the Japanese fishing industry that
their greed will no longer be tolerated.

Our ship was only slightly damaged. Most importantly, there were no injuries on
any of the ships involved.
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I turned the bow of our ship southward to Honolulu to deliver the documentation
to the media and to begin again the tedious task of fund-raising which will allow us
to mount further attacks against these mindless thugs slaughtering our oceans.

As we headed south, we stopped repeatedly to retrieve drifting remnants of nets. In
one we found 54 rotting fish. In another a large dead mahi-mahi. In another a dead
albatross. These “ghost nets” present an additional problem for life in the sea. Each day
the large fleets lose an average of six miles of net. At present an estimated 10,000 plus
miles of ghost nets are floating the seas. These non- biodegradable nets kill millions of
fish and sea creatures each year. Decaying fish attract more fish and birds ... a vicious
cycle of death and waste ensues.

Arriving in Honolulu, we berthed at pier eleven, ironically just in front of two fishery
patrol vessels, one from Japan, the other from Taiwan. The crew of each scowled at
us.

We were prepared for the Japanese to attempt to lay charges against us or failing
that to publicly denounce us. Instead, they refused to even recognize that an incident
took place.

We contacted the Japanese Consulate and declared that we had attacked their ships
and had destroyed Japanese property. We informed the Consulate that we were ready
to contest charges, be they in the International Court at the Hague or in Tokyo itself.
The Consulate told us he had no idea what we were talking about.

The Japanese realize they have nothing to gain by taking us to court and much to
lose. Which means that we must return to the oceans and must escalate the battle.

The Taiwanese drift netters are beginning to move into the Caribbean Sea. We must
head them off. We must continue to confront the Japanese fleets, and we must take on
the Koreans.

Each net we sink will cost the industry a million dollars. Each vessel we damage
will buy time for the sea animals. Each confrontation we mount will embarrass the
drift-net industry.

This summer, we won a battle. However, the war to end high seas drift-netting
continues.

The Japanese, Taiwanese, and Korean drift-net fleets can be driven from the oceans.
We need only the will, the courage, and the financial support to do so.

Editor’s update: Sea Shepherd is seeking crew for upcoming cam’ paigns. Crew
members are needed for both the Sea Shepherd Il and the Society’s new craft, the
Edward Abbey. FEspecially needed are experienced navigators, engineers, mechanics,
welders, electricians, cooks and medics. If interested, write for a crew application. To
help end driftmetting, con- tribute to Sea Shepherd Conservation Society, POB 7000-S,
Redondo Beach, CA 90277.
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Chapter 2: Land Use Conflicts



The federal land management agencies of this country—the United States Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, and Fish. & Wildlife
Service—were frequently the subject of attacks in EF! Journal. These agencies
manage—nay, mismanage—uast acreages: Forest Service, 190 million acres; BLM,
340 million (almost half of it in Alaska); NPS, 90 million; and FWS, 90 million
(mostly in Alaska). The Defense Department controls another 25 million acres, mostly
wn the West, and s still seeking more.

None of these agencies has adequately protected the land; all are beholden to pri-
vate exploitive interests. The Forest Service serves timber companies and ranchers.
The BLM serves ranchers and miners. The Park Service serves concessionaires and
motorized tourists. The Fish € Wildlife Service serves hunting and fishing interests
(including the National Rifle Association). All these agencies allow, on at least some
of their lands, off-road vehicle driving, trapping, mining, and other land abuses. The
Defense Department, of course, serves its own exploitive ends, using countless natural
areas across the West for bombing ranges and war games.

Not surprisingly, then, conservationists often find themselves at odds with these
agencies, as the articles in this chapter show. However, conservationists generally favor
continued federal control of these lands; we simply want them protected as Wilderness.
Indeed, as Jamie Sayen explains in this chapter, in northern New England, environmen-
talists are working for federal acquisition of private timber lands. So our relationship
with public land agencies has been somewhat ambivalent

The threats discussed here remain at least as serious today as when the articles were
written. The corporations and agencies are as errant in their behavior as ever, but they
are facing increasing opposition from a growing grassroots conservation movement.
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The BLM

Samhain 1982

by Clive Kincaid

The Bureau of Land Management’s wilderness inventory of 22 million acres of public
land in Utah handed “Corporate America” a virtual carte blanche to the most scenic
and mysterious landscape in North America.

This wild public land that was once yours has been “sold down the river” to Exxon,
Gulf, AMAX, Phillips, Chevron, Getty, Kaiser, Texaco, Tenneco, Cotter, Plateau, and
other industrial giants by the BLM’s indefensible inventory decisions. The future of
Utah wilderness could be forever crippled by this arrogant government deception. Why
did it happen?

AN ANSWER: Thousands of pieces of corroborating evidence now point conclu-
sively to what really occurred in Utah. The BLM orchestrated a systematic prostitution
of the wilderness inventory, basing its subjective determination of wilderness character
on countless bits of extrane’ ous nomuwilderness data. Wherever BLM managers were
apprised of another resource value or private company interest that might conflict with
a roadless area, either that area was re-defined in such a way as to eliminate the errant
parcels or it was dropped entirely from further review. The BLM has defended its innu-
merable inconsistent boundary adjustments with the notion of purported flexibility or
“gray areas” built into the inventory procedures themselves, and has spent thousands
of man-hours developing detailed explanations to counter public challenges. As one
Utah BLM staff professional explained privately, “The Manager’s deliberate scheme is
to bury the public record in so much bureaucratic bullshit that no one will ever figure
it all out.”

At this writing, at least 60 instances have been discovered where otherwise arbi-
trary and inexplicable BLM boundaries mysteriously coincide with the presence of
documented resources. Potential conflicts now rest conveniently outside the roadless
area and no significant conflict remains inside the roadless area—yet the true roadless
area encompasses both.

No, there is no single paper trail evincing illegal actions on the part of the BLM.
There is no “smoking gun.” Yet the preponderance of evidence points to a deliberate
systematic exclusion of wilderness lands.

Not unlike other types of legal construction, absenting the ability to prove literal
intent, it may well be possible to prove effect. And there is one fatal flaw in the Utah
inventory that comes close to proving both. The Utah BLM decided that the very
government procedures that they bent so well in scores of cases were not “flexible”
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enough for their tawdry manipulations. There were a few large roadless areas so much
in the public eye that the BLM could not safely play fast and loose with the inventory
procedures. The Bureau couldn’t bear not to clear away those unwanted troubles and
maybe feather a few nests besides.

So the BLM in Utah asked Washington feds for an “exception” to the process. Not
one of the other 10 western states needed “exceptional” treatment. Every other BLM
office managed to work within the procedural framework imposed by government pol-
icy.

The State Director of the BLM in Utah wrote two memoranda to Washington, DC,
which said, “We request that an exception be granted to adjust boundaries . . . due
to the lack of outstanding characteristics in part of the unit. Each of these inventory
units exhibit a high degree of character change ...” The DC office made the allowance,
admonishing the state office to take great care in utilizing this “variation from the
general policy.” BLM then proceeded to butcher seven large roadless areas, justifying
an average reduction of 35,000 acres on the basis of this exception. In each case where
BLM wielded this criminal “exception” scalpel, it simultaneously removed significant
jeopardizing private interests.

WILD LANDS SLASHED: Mt. Ellen was a 156,000-acre area in the Henry Moun-
tains. BLM field notes suggested that over 140,000 acres were roadless, but BLM only
identified a 24,600-acre Wilderness Study Area (WSA). A major part of the deleted
roadless area contains recoverable coal, and is controlled by AM AX Corporation (BLM
was just beginning its coal suitability study). Public furor forced a reinstatement of
33,800 acres of the Blue Hills badlands; but BLM cited the new “exception” for the
deletion of the remaining 55,000 acres (actually 80,000 acres—BLM never has cited
accurate acreage figures). The boundaries of the now 54,480-acre Study Area coincide
precisely with the geological formation bounding the known recoverable coal reserves.
This parsimonious reinstatement eliminated 16,000 acres of the roadless area claimed
by Schauss Exploration; 11,000 acres claimed (in May 1980, just six months prior to
BLM'’s decision) by Exxon; and 2000 acres claimed by Homestake Mining. In the fi-
nal BLM study area, only a few hundred acres with some 30-year-old non- corporate
claims remained.

Mt. Pennell is the sister peak in the Henry Mountains and a 159,650-acre inven-
tory unit. BLM could not acknowledge the wilderness character in Mt. Ellen without
also acknowledging Mt. Pennell. This area contained the magnificent Swap Mesa ad-
jacent to the Capitol Reef proposed wilderness, and has long been coveted by the Na-
tional Park Service. So BLM capriciously inventoried one nonexistent road, refused to
“cherry-stem” another, and illegally divided the area—dismissing 70,000 roadless acres
including Swap Mesa. Then BLM applied the new “exception” to delete the remaining
20,000 offending acres (actually over 30,000 acres) and reduced the true 130,000-acre
roadless area to a 27,300-acre WSA. The final boundary approximated the geologi-
cal formation containing the known strippable coal reserves. This administrative line
eliminated 11,000 acres claimed by Plateau Resources; 23,000 acres claimed by Ranch-
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ers Exploration and Development Corporation; and 33,000 acres claimed by Exxon
Corporation.

Fiddler Butte was a 101,310-acre area adjacent to NPS proposed wilderness on the
Dirty Devil in Glen Canyon. Again illegally, and this time without even an offending
road as an excuse, BLM divided the roadless area in two and dismissed the eastern
45,000 acres as non- wilderness. Of the 56,000 acres to the west, BLM identified a
27,000-acre Study Area and eliminated 20,000 acres based on the “exception.” BLM
removed from the western half 13,000 acres of Cotter Corporation claims, 3000 acres
of Fischer-Watt claims, and 5000 acres of Buttes Resources claims. The entire eastern
deletion resided within a geologic formation containing the hottest deposit of tar sands
in Utah, called the “Desert Tar Sands Triangle.”

Desolation Canyon was originally the largest BLM roadless area in the state (over
475,000 acres). The devious tricks used to fragment it included nicking off 82,000
acres by calling a pack-trail a road; identifying impassable boulder-strewn dry washes
as roads; establishing a 40,000-acre roadless zone-of-influence around the magnificent
Book Cliffs escarpment; and using the “exception” to eliminate 50,000 acres, including
lands claimed by the BLM to be too flat and open and other lands claimed to be
too rugged and steep to merit Wilderness designation. Along the edge of the roadless
area was a Getty Corporation oil and gas field. The geological formation defining the
potential for further hydrocarbon discovery (the Thompson-Jack’s Canyon deposit)
corresponded with BLM’s special exception/character change/too steep-flat deletion.

7 he Paria-Hackberry roadless area was originally 196,431 acres. BLM identified
148,584 acres as roadless. But again that was too big an area to avoid trouble spots.
BLM needed a 12,726-acre “exception.” The area of the headwaters of the Paria River
consists of slickrock/sandstone formations, and ridges and canyons with sparse pine
forests eventually rising in 1000O-foot cliff faces to the surrounding mesa tops thickly
covered in pinyon and juniper. The forested mesa tops are an obvious character change.
But why eliminate eight separate surrounding mesas from the roadless areas? An
answer can be found in BLM’s draft Kanab-Escalante grazing environmental impact
statement, which shows a 100-percent coincidence between the “exceptional mesas” and
mesas previously targeted by the same BLM office for chaining and seeding.

The 750,000-acre Kaiparowits is an area conservation groups have successfully
fought to protect for decades. Yet BLM identified there only two Wilderness Study
Areas, and finally added a third after a storm of public protest. It is clear that King
Coal caused the demise of the Plateau. From close review of the Development of Coal
Resources in Southern Utah EIS emerges a clear picture of proposed coal development.

If one overlays the boundaries of all the Kaiparowits inventory units on this map,
it is apparent that there is significant conflict with all 10 units. But BLM could not
eliminate the entire Kaiparowits. To do so might discredit their wilderness inventory.

The largest unit, Fifty-Mile Mountain, had historically been protected by BLM for
its recreational values. To make it a WSA, BLM would have to “lock up” some existing
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coal leases. But luckily none of these leases were actual proposed mining areas with
mining plans. So Fifty-Mile Mountain was not a serious problem.

The second problem inventory unit was Mud Springs Canyon. These colorful bad-
lands were adjacent to Kodachrome Basin State Park, named by Melville Grosvenor on
a National Geographic expedi- tion in the unexplored region in the 1920s. BLM would
have an equally difficult time dropping Mud Springs Canyon. This roadless area was
10 miles from the nearest proposed coal mining area. The only actual conflict was with
the proposed location of a new Denver & Rio Grande railroad line to carry coal trains
north to Sevier. Because of the difficult grade, that rail would have to loop through
the southeast third of the Mud Springs Canyon unit. Well, Mud Springs Canyon did
become a WSA. According to BLM, 56,150 acres were roadless—yet only 38,075 are
under study. Listen to BLM: “The solitude and primitive recreation characteristics are
not present on 18,065 acres in the southeastern portion of the inventory unit. . . .”

BLM conceded the wilderness values in Fifty-Mile Mountain and in a castrated Mud
Springs Canyon, once there were no longer conflicts with proposed coal development.
But the rest of the plateau had to go so as not to jeopardize the future of King Coal.

BLATANT DECEPTION: What has emerged from a thorough investigation of
all of the types of information easily available to the BLM but virtually invisible to
the general public is a shockingly clear picture of what must have taken place: a
total manipulation of the inventory to illegally protect all the major, and innumerable
minor, private interests. To be sure, coincidences do occur. But coincidence repeated
ad nauseum ceases to be coincidence. It becomes instead correlative. It is doubly
dubious when coincidence regularly occurs within the realm of an “exception to the
general policy”—indeed a delicate exception that is ultimately explained away by the
government as a subjective interpretation not readily debatable by the public.

There is no debating a concrete fact such as a corporate leasehold. And it is precisely
such facts that this “special exception” systematic cally, rather than coincidentally,
represents. This is the fatal flaw. Exactly where BLM required the use of some vague
“exception” to the Bureau’s policies and procedures, it exercised some of its most blatant
deception, allowing it to circumvent public accountability. This suggests a deliberate
intent to prostitute the wilderness program in Utah. As for effect, more than one
million acres of your finest wilderness have thus disappeared and are now in the hands
of corporate America.

It is no wonder that Utah BLM State Directors have had unwavering praise for the
“high professional standards” of their subordinates. The petty gov- eminent officials are
expert prevaricators. They have put forward a masterful, and until now, extraordinarily
successful deception. Utah wilderness be damned, as the Bureau’s wilderness program
marches inexorably forward to Secretarial approval in a hastily advanced September
1984 deadline.

The rest is up to you! It took six years to put Interior Secretary Albert Fall in prison
for the Teapot Dome scandal. One wonders what will happen to those responsible for
this bloody mess.
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Editor’s update: Unfortunately, not much has changed at the Utah BLM. It remains
intransigent”~ opposed to Wilderness. Indeed, the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
(SUWA, FOB 518, Cedar City, UT 84721) fall 1990 newsletter quoted State Director
James Parker as saying, “When I'm asked why northern Utah has all the hazardous
waste sites and southern Utah has all the wilderness, 1 reply that northern Utah had
first choice.”

Since the above article was written, BLM roadless areas have continued to be marred
by mining companies, off-road vehicles, and ranchers. The BLM has recommended less
than 2 million of its 22 million acres in Utah as Wilderness. In 1986 FEarth First!
released a proposal that would protect over 16 million acres in the Great Basin and
Canyon Country of Utah as Wilderness. The Utah Wilderness Coalition, in which
SUWA is a key player, is supporting a bill (HR 1500) introduced by Representative
Wayne Owens (D-UT) that would protect over 5 million acres as Wilderness. Unfor-
tunately, some mainstream Utah environmentalists have refused to support even this
moderate bill, and are asking for less than 4 million acres of Wilderness. Congress will
probably determine the fate of these lands within the next few years.

The only state BLM wilderness bill to have passed by the end of the 101 st Congress
is for Arizona. Some mainstream environmentalists are hailing the Arizona Wilderness
Bill as a favorable precedent, even though it will only protect about I million acres of
BLM land, as well as about 1.2 million acres of US Fish € Wildlife Service land. This
bespeaks the low expectations environmentalists have for the BLM wilderness study
process, and does not bode well for Utah.
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Afghanization of the American
West

Brigid 1985

by Leon Czolgosz

In what critics are terming the “Afghanization of the American West,” the United
States Air Force and Navy appear to be escalating their efforts to turn large areas of
several western states into playgrounds for the latest supersonic fighter-bombers and
other high-tech military hardware.

The problem surfaced several years ago, when the Air Force announced its intention
to create two “SOASs,” or supersonic operations areas, in the Southwest. One of these,
the so-called Reserve SO A, covers large portions of Catron County, New Mexico (one
of the most sparsely-populated counties in the lower 48), as well as adjacent portions of
Arizona. The area impacted consists largely of public lands, much of which is National
Forest, and includes much of the nation’s first designated Wilderness, the Gila. The
second proposed SOA was in west Texas, in an equally-sparsely populated area, but
one containing no federal lands. This area was termed the Valentine SOA.

The proposals generated almost 100% opposition among the populations of both
areas. After a series of public hearings and an inadequate environmental impact state-
ment (EIS), the Air Force announced it was proceeding with the Reserve SOA (though
it did agree to restrict flights to above 15,000 feet and to somewhat reduce the total
number of missions). The west Texas area is being designated an “MOA,” or military
operations area, a designation which officially means that only subsonic flights will oc-
cur. In practice, however, sonic booms occur frequently in MOAs, too. Alarmingly, the
military can and does create MOAs at will, without even going through the motions
of notifying the public in advance.

During the fight against the Reserve and Valentine SOAs, local residents got little
more than platitudes from their elected political representatives. Catron County, pop-
ulation 2500, could be safely ignored in favor of Alamogordo, population 25,000, home
of Holloman Air Force Base, from whence the supersonic missions are flown. The New
Mexico Congressional delegation took care not to offend the Air Force, lest the state
lose the dubious boost to the economy bestowed by the air base.

It now appears that the Reserve and Valentine proposals were but the tip of an
iceberg. They were the opening wedge in the military’s campaign to grab large portions
of the public domain (and some private land, too). In April of 1984 it was suddenly
disclosed that the Air Force had seized, without public input or legal process, some
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89,000 acres of Bureau of Land Management lands in the Groom Range of Nevada,
for addition to the already gigantic Nellis Air Force Range and Nevada Test Site.
(A considerably larger chunk of overlapping airspace is currently designated as the
Desert MOA.) The Groom Range, a BLM Wilderness Study Area which is immediately
adjacent to the incomparable 1.5-million acre Desert National Wildlife Range (and
should have been added to it), is now totally closed to public entry.

The Groom Range seizure generated a spate of critical media attention, especially
in Nevada, where bad-mouthing the federal government is popular. Nevertheless, the
Navy soon dropped another bombshell, proposing an extensive SOA centered on the
Dixie Valley, near Fallon, home of the Fallon Naval Air Station. As if this weren’t
enough, the Air Force is proposing a Gandy SOA, a 2800 square-mile area straddling
the Utah-Nevada border between Ely and Wendover (much of which will be over the
Goshute Indian Reservation).

Military operations areas supposedly cannot be created or expanded without ap-
proval from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). However, sometimes the pub-
lic does not learn of the expansion of an MOA until after the fact (as happened recently
with the Desert MOA). Currently, critics of the militarization of the West worry about
expansion at two existing MOAs—the Sells MOA in southern Arizona and the Moun-
tain Home MOA in Idaho. Some fear that expansion is only the first step, and that
these areas, too, will eventually become SO As.

The sudden land grab has received only spotty regional media coverage. The lack
of national media attention is alarming, given the magnitude of the scheme. Accord-
ing to Charles S. Watson Jr., director of the Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association
(NORA) and one of the most active opponents of the militarization of the West, the
SOA proposals, in totality, recall the “Continental Operations Range” (COR) proposed
by the Department of Defense in 1974 but rejected then as too grandiose and politi-
cally unfeasible. But now, with the Reagan Administration’s swollen military services’
budgets, the Air Force and Navy apparently feel that they need more space in which
to play their war games and squander the taxpayers’ money. So they have decided to
implement the once-discredited COR, this time in piecemeal fashion and via the back
door.

At present, the most public attention is focused on the Fallon SOA proposal. The
Fallon Naval Air Station has been around for a long time, and the Dixie Valley has
been part of an MOA. However, not until 1982 did the Navy decide to upgrade the
small facility into one of their major aviation training centers. Last year the Navy
announced their proposal to designate an area of 5600 square miles as the Fallon SOA.
Later it was disclosed that SOA designation was merely the first step: the Navy, it
seems, is also seeking the withdrawal of 181,000 acres of public lands, a process which,
if successful, will make the lands just another military base. The affected area includes,
in addition to the Dixie Valley, portions of the Stillwater Mountains, including 23,000
acres of BLM WSAs (Wilderness Study Areas). The Stillwaters are important wildlife
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habitat; 45 Desert Bighorn Sheep were recently released there, and the BLM hopes to
expand the herd further.

The Navy has already established four small, automated electronic sites within BLM
WSAs—Desatoya Mountains WSA, Clan Alpine Mountains WSA (near the summit
of Augusta Peak), Stillwater Range WSA, and Job Peak WSA. These sites are part
of what the Navy calls the “Tactical Aircrew Combat Training System,” or TACTS,
which is supposed to monitor aircraft during training exercises. In addition to on-base
facilities, TACTS will ultimately include 23 remote sites. Two of these will be large
“Master Relay Stations,” requiring road access. One of these is already operational
(on Fairview Peak). The second is to be built on New Pass Peak, and will require
upgrading an existing primitive road. The remaining 21 sites (ten are already either
installed or being installed) involve remote solar powered transponder units put in
place by helicopter. The Navy plans eventually to place at least two of these units in
the Toiyabe National Forest, south of Austin.

All these developments are scheduled to take place regardless of the outcome of the
land withdrawal proposal. It seems likely that if the Navy actually gains title to the
land, future development will be on a much greater scale. The Navy maintains that a
land withdrawal will not affect existing uses of the area, and that they do not plan to
close the area to public access. (How many military bases do you know of that allow
free public access?)

The Navy has just finished a draft EIS on the Fallon SOA proposal. The Navy will
prepare a separate EIS on the withdrawal proposal.

The most vocal opponents of the SOA proposal are the Dixie Valley’s 60-odd res-
idents, mostly ranchers and retirees. They have already been subjected to over 200
sonic booms, even though the area at present is officially only an MOA.

Another group that has already had problems with Naval aviation in the Fallon
area consists of civilian pilots. One of them, Dr. Richard Bargen, recently shut down
his Morning Star Flying Doctor Service, saying that continued flying in the area was
too risky. Bargen has been rhe medical link to the outside world for scores of patients
from isolated ranches, hamlets and mining camps for the past four years.

Bargen and three others started a lawsuit against the Navy over the SOA proposal
in 1983. After the suit was filed, the FAA suspended Bargen’s pilot’s license for 90
days for allegedly flying too close to a Navy radar installation, a charge he says is
groundless.

Most of the Dixie Valley residents seem willing to be bought out by the Navy,
although the military has made no move to do this yet. This seems to be the approach
favored by Nevada’s senators, Chic Hecht and Paul Laxalt. NORA’s Charles Watson,
however, warns that removing the residents would pave the way for the area to become
the “Northern Nevada Test Site.”

Curiously, the reaction of Nevada politicos, at both the state and federal level, has
been mild, considering their usual anti-federal paranoia. The reaction of State Senator
Alan Glover (D-Carson) is typical. He said that there isn’t much the state can do about
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the situation: “As long as 86% of our land is controlled by the federal government, this
problem is never going to go away.” Clearly, in the land of the “Sagebrush Rebellion”
the military establishment is a less popular target than the BLM and Forest Service.

In their Fallon proposal, the Navy ignores existing data on the effects of sonic booms.
Studies of supersonic test flights taken in the 1960s to determine the impacts of the
proposed American SST on people and structures on the ground found that pressures
of 1.4 to 1.7 pounds per square foot from sonic booms were “intolerable” to most
people. Yet the Navy is admitting that average pressures of 3.9 Ibs./sq. ft. will result
from sO’Called “carpet” sonic booms, and that there will be occasional pressures up to
10.6 Ibs./sq. ft. Pressures of 6 Ibs./sq. ft. will crack plaster and break windows, and
pressures of 10 Ibs./sq. ft. can cause severe physical trauma, presumably for wildlife
as well as people.

The situation regarding the Gandy SOA along the Utah /Nevada border is less clear
at the moment. Presumably, the Air Force will do an EIS . The Gandy SOA will impact
several BLM WSAs, and possibly several Forest Service RARE II areas.

In Arizona, as in Nevada, the military has already started supersonic operations
despite the fact that the Sells area is not officially designated a SOA. Much of the Sells
MOA lies over the Papago Reservation. The impacts of sonic booms over the Papago
Reservation have been even more severe than those over Nevada. According to Watson,
hundreds of windows have been broken and automobiles have reportedly been moved
several feet from sonic boom pressures. Last summer, Watson says, a Papago Indian
was permanently blinded when his horse bolted and trampled him after being startled
by a sonic boom.

The Sells MOA is used by planes flying from Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in
Tucson and Luke AFB near Phoenix, and by Marine aircraft flying from Yuma. Luke
Air Force Base has overall authority for managing the MOA. When contacted, the
Public Information Office at Luke stated that there were no plans to make the Sells
MOA an SOA. However, they said that the Air Force was doing a draft EIS for the
Sells MOA, because of expanded operations.

Persons concerned about the military takeover of the West should ask for infor-
mation from Charles S. Watson, Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association, POB 1245,
Carson City, NV 89702. They would also do well to write their senators and represen-
tatives to protest expanded military operations in the West.

Epilogue: As of late 1988, the militarization described above seems to have inten-
sified, though as with most things military, secrecy is such as to preclude an accurate
assessment of recent developments. The following are a few events and trends that
indicate a worsening of the problem:

Dixie Valley residents have all departed. The Navy is burning the empty houses,
and offering cash compensation—"ten cents on the dollar,” according to one former
resident.

The military is now threatening to expand Ft. Irwin in the California desert. If the
military succeeds, it will damage wild lands now held by the BLM.
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Overflights continue to be a problem throughout the West, and even in some areas
eastward. The Boundary Waters area of Minnesota, for example, has been called the
“Snoopy MOA.”

Pilots routinely violate what limited restrictions have been placed on them. For
instance, planes in the Gila National Forest (Reserve SOA) frequently buzz at tree-top
level, despite a 15,000 foot restriction.

In July 1988, 2 horseback riders were thrown to the ground in the Mt. Hood Wilder-
ness of Oregon when their horses bolted as two air National Guard jets flew low over
them. The couple suffered broken bones and lacerations. The military denied that the
incident involved their jets.

Editor’s update: The militarization of the West has continued since Leon ivrote this
article and epilogue. The Defense Department has attempted to expand its hegemony
by millions of acres, most of it in the West but some in Maine and elsewhere east of the
Mississippi. As of early 1991, the military appears to have retreated from its latest and
biggest land grab effort, but the retreat may only be a way to quiet the intense opposition
it faces from environmentalists and local citizens. In effect, the military canceled plans
to expand many of its landholdings, but left a loophole whereby base commanders can
be exempted from the cancellations if special circumstances require expansion.
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Road Frenzy

Litha 1985

by Howie Wolke

Two hundred years ago, at least a hundred thousand Grizzly Bears roamed the
forests, tundras, prairies, mountains and plains of what is now the western United
States from the Pacific Ocean to the Mississippi River.

By the end of the 1800s, the Grizzly had all but disappeared from rhe Great Plains.
The last reported Grizzly sighting (and killing) in Texas was in 1890; in North Dakota
1897. In California, the Grizzly was last seen in 1924- By 1950, the great bear was re-
stricted in range to the high and remote wilds of Colorado, Wyoming, Idaho, Montana
and northeastern Washington. Today, a mere 600-800 bears remain, dwindling still, pre-
dominantly in the Greater Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide Ecosystems
(the latter includes Glacier National Park and the adjacent Bob Marshall country),
with only a handful of the bears in the mountains of north-central Idaho and extreme
northwestern Montana.

The demise of the Grizzly in the lower 48 states has coincided—by no accident—
with the demise of the American wilderness. The Grizzly is the quintessential wilder-
ness species; for the most part, it cannot coexist with intensive agriculture, forestry,
industrialization, or with civilization in general. Moreover, it is not the only species
dependent upon a predominantly wilderness environment. Gray Wolves, Mountain Li-
ons, Lynx, Black Bear, Bison, Elk, Bighorn Sheep, Jaguars, Cooper’s Hawks, Pileated
Woodpeckers, and scores of other native species all either require or thrive most in an
undisturbed environment. Each road, clearcut, oil rig, uranium mine, subdivision, ski
resort, or range “improvement” puts additional pressure on wild animals, threatening
some with local or regional extinction, and effectively reducing the populations, and
thus limiting the genetic and evolutionary possibilities, of nearly all indigenous species.
Each new road built through wildlife habitat on our public lands further reduces the
biological diversity—often in many ways we cannot even begin to understand—and
therefore the stability and the general health of a portion of the planet.

The United States Forest Service, custodian of roughly 190 million acres of public
lands, is on a road-building binge. Amidst widespread charges of scandal and conspir-
acy, the green-shirted bureaucrats, goose- stepping to the tune of multiple use, calmly
go about their business of destroying the remaining unprotected American wilderness,
largely by means of a massive, publicly financed road-building program. Forest Service
road-building probably poses the greatest single threat to the natural environment of
the United States of America today.
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Forest roads are built for a variety of purposes: to gain access to timber stands,
recreational sites, mines or drilling operations; to provide additional recreational access
to designated Wilderness Areas (honest!); to eliminate roadless areas from Wilderness
consideration; and to meet road mileage quotas and budgetary goals handed down from
the Chief to his Regional Foresters, from Regional Foresters to Forest Supervisors, and
from Supervisors to District Rangers. Most forest roads are built primarily for timber
access.

Although some conservationists believe the Forest Service roadbuilding binge to be
largely the result of a massive Reagan Administration conspiracy, it is actually the
result of three-quarters of a century of bureaucratic growth. It is also the inevitable
result of a mind-boggling array of complex laws and regulations, a flawed intra-agency
promotion policy, a militaristic style and structure within the agency, an almost reli-
gious belief in the anthropocentric idea of “multiple use,” decades of overcutting the
most accessible and productive forest timber stands, and the generally (there are excep-
tions!) low quality individuals who choose to find security and stability in a government
career.

Certainly, Reagan Administration anti-environmentalism has worsened a bad sit-
uation. But the Forest Service road-building mania has been accelerating for some
50 years, and the reasons are as complex as the bureaucracy itself. The destruction
of wildlife habitat, watersheds, and quality recreational opportunities is the common
thread that binds together the Forest Service road-building program of past, present,
and (unless we halt it) future.

As Farth. First! has previously reported, the Freddies are planning to build approx-
imately 33,000 miles of roads between 1985 and 1999 in Montana, Idaho, Wyoming,
Utah, Nevada, Colorado, Arizona and New Mexico Roadless Areas. The figure for
Washington and Oregon alone is roughly 30,000 miles!

Nationally, the agency is planning to crisscross our remaining roadless areas with
well over 75,000 miles of new roads (three times Earth’s circumference) during the next
15 years. The ecological ramifications of this program will be devastating.

On the average, each mile of Forest road constructed obliterates about 5 acres of
natural habitat. Thus, the Forest Service plans to remove from its productive base
approximately 375,000 acres of land during the next 15 years just from inventoried
Roadless Areas. Imagine the socio-political brouhaha if a federal agency or corporation
proposed a 375,000 acre strip mine! The political turkey would be shot dead in its
tracks.

Of course, thus far we’ve only been looking at plans for inventoried Roadless Areas.
By definition (due to the Wilderness Act’s general requirement that a Wilderness be
at least 5000 acres in size), roadless areas under 5000 acres are not included in these
figures. In fact, essentially every new Forest road cuts through previously unroaded
areas, however small. Often the value of even a small piece of roadless wildlife habitat,
if it supplies critical escape cover, important food or water sources, or valuable breeding
or birthing areas, is extremely high. Forest Service plans to further road and degrade
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these areas (about 100,000,000 acres of the National Forests are now classified as
“roaded”) will also have severe ecological consequences.

The specific impacts of Forest roads on the natural environment are complex and
variable, but virtually always negative. In addition to driving sensitive “wilderness
species” out of an area and obliterating productive forest and rangelands, Forest roads
disturb soils and cause increased erosion and stream siltation, thus raising water tem-
perature, altering the physical composition of the stream bed, and reducing the dis-
solved oxygen. The overall water quality and productivity of rivers and streams is often
greatly reduced.

Forest roads also make more of the National Forest vulnerable to littering, off-
road-vehicle abuse, man-caused fire, and poaching. Access also causes crowding of
adjacent backcountry and Wilderness Areas; and each roadless area lost ultimately
represents additional dispersed recreational pressure on remaining roadless areas and
designated Wilderness units. Already, much of the National Wilderness Preservation
System is suffering from overuse, often resulting in water pollution, erosion, local soil
compaction, reduction in wildlife populations, and reduced opportunity for solitude.
As more roadless areas are “developed,”’ the quality of our remaining wilderness lands,
designated and de facto, will decrease.

Furthermore, every constructed road reduces the political opportunity for Wilder-
ness designation or administrative roadless management for adjacent lands, thus ren-
dering large acreages of wild country vulnerable to various forms of multiple abuse,
such as logging, mining, overgrazing, and off-road vehicles. (In 1980, approximately
66% of the National Forest System was open to off-road vehicle use.) Simply stated,
F'S road-building transforms the healthy natural forest into a scarred, eroding, artifi-
cially simplified industrial production zone.

In 1980, the Carter Administration Forest Service built 10,485 miles of road in our
National Forests. Most of these roads (9562 miles) were built by timber purchasers,
with the actual cost of the road being subtracted from the price the purchaser paid for
the standing timber, thus resulting in timber companies paying artificially low prices
for federal timber. In this way (known as the timber “Purchaser Credit Program”), the
American taxpayer directly subsidizes thousands of miles of timber road construction
each year, presenting the timber industry with a massive gift of federal timber. Many,
if not most, of the timber sales in western National Forests would be uneconomical
if timber companies had to pay for these logging roads. This is especially true in the
high altitude slow-growing forests in the Rockies, where much of the remaining timber
inventory is in rugged, roadless terrain, requiring extremely high financial investment
(subsidies) for road access. The taxpayer-subsidized roads are a major reason for the
now widely publicized issue of “below cost timber sales.”

In 1980, taking into account all funding sources (including appropriated funds from
the Federal Treasury and Purchaser Credit dollars subtracted from the stumpage price
of timber), the Forest Service road-building program cost the American taxpayers
approximately 500 million dollars!
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During the Reagan Administration years, the percentage of road construction di-
rectly financed by the Federal Treasury has increased dramatically. In 1980, the vast
majority of new road mileage was financed via the timber Purchaser Credit Program
(9562 out of 10,485 total miles). But in fiscal year 1983, the Freddies built 7748.9
miles of road, with 5732.8 miles being financed by the Purchaser Credit Program,
and a whopping 2016.1 miles directly financed by Congressionally appropriated funds.
(More appropriated fund road miles—344.2—were built in Montana than in any other
state.) The increase in the percentage of roads built via appropriated funds under the
Reagan Administration is evidence of an actual conspiracy to road the last roadless ar-
eas, eliminating them from Wilderness consideration, so that timber can be extracted
in the future when economic conditions (presumably) improve.

Evidence that the Forest Service is intentionally destroying wild country abounds.
In fact, the first priority for Region 1 (Montana, northern Idaho) under its “capital
investment program” as stated in the Forest Service Manual is:

. . . provide new road and bridge access to commercial timber stands in RARE I
and other unroaded areas released or available for development . . . (FSM 7710.33-R-1
Supplement 1981)

Also in fiscal year 1983, the average Forest road cost the American taxpayers about
$120,000 per mile of construction, and the total cost to the American taxpayers was
an astonishing 426 million dollars. In fiscal year 1984, Forest Service road-building
rebounded to pre-recession levels, with 9700 miles of road construction and reconstruc-
tion, at a cost to Uncle Sam of over a half-billion dollars. As the remaining roadless
areas are destroyed, the unit cost of road-building will continue to increase, due to
the remoteness, ruggedness, instability, and correspondingly difficult and expensive
construction techniques required to road these remaining wildlands.

The Forest Service has been building more miles of road each decade since World
War II. The agency averaged 5200 miles of road per year in the 1960s, 8500 miles per
year in the 1970s, and 9400 miles per year thus far in the ‘80s. The upward trend (with
minor variations due primarily to economic conditions) has continued through both
Democratic and Republican administrations and in spite of the passage of the National
Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, and numerous Wilderness bills
since the enactment of the Wilderness Act of 1964- Thus, the “victory” and “progress”
claims of some environmental leaders, due to the passage of Wilderness bills, ring
hollow. The road-building goes on, the destruction continues, and the overall quality
of our National Forest System continues to decline.

The priorities of Max Peterson’s Forest Service can also be illustrated by a look at
the agency’s 1983 accomplishments in comparison to congressional goals for that year,
as expressed by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA):

Activity Percent of RPA

Target Accomplished

Roads (Appropriated Funds).........ccccevviiiniieniiinninnene. 282%

Minerals (Applications Processed).........cccccovvveeennnnnee. 143%



Wilderness MaintenancCe. .......c..eeeeueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeeeenn 63%

Wildlife Habitat Improvement..............ccccccvvvvievennennnnn... 51%
Soil & Water Improvement.............cccoeeeeeeeeeeeiieennnnnnnnne. 30%
TLAILS . eveiiiiee e 19%

In short, the Forest Service road-building binge continues to wipe out America’s
remaining unprotected wild lands, while costing the people of the United States hun-
dreds of millions of dollars each year. This, in order to produce a mere quarter of this
nation’s annual timber supply!

Today, there are 32 million acres of designated Wilderness in our National Forests.
Another 58 million acres remain roadless (in tracts of 5000 acres or more) and un-
protected, while roughly 100 million acres are already laced with roads, clearcuts, ski
resorts, mines, and other manifestations of multiple use forestry. Montana, one of our
wildest states, has an estimated 30,000 miles of existing roads in its 16.7 million acres
of National Forests. Nationally, there are nearly 350,000 miles of F'S roads in our Na-
tional Forests! (This does not include Federal, State and County rights-of-way.) The
United States Forest Service manages more miles of road than any other government
agency in the world.

Furthermore, Forest Service Chief Max Peterson estimates that during the next 15
years, the F'S will wipe out between 1 and 2 million acres of roadless country per year.
Thus by the end of the century, up to one-half of our remaining National Forest de
facto wilderness could be gone.

Currently, about 1 1/2% of the land area of the lower 48 states (32.3 million acres)
is somewhat protected, via Wilderness designation, from road-building, logging, and
other forms of industrialization. If all remaining publicly owned wild lands (Forest
Service, BLM, Park Service, and Fish & Wildlife Service roadless lands) were protected
immediately, less than a tenth the land area of the United States, outside of Alaska,
would remain in a relatively natural condition. There is absolutely no rational excuse
for any more road-building in our National Forests. By hook or crook, utilizing all
available legal and extra-legal means, the Forest Service must be stopped!

What You Can Do

Urge your members of Congress to oppose all Congressional appropriations for
Forest Service road-building. Urge them to support Wilderness designation for all
remaining roadless areas, and urge them to develop and support legislation outlawing
the timber “Purchaser Credit Program.” (Write: House of Representatives, Washington,
DC, 20515; United States Senate, Washington, DC, 20510.)

Also, hike along newly surveyed potential road corridors and proposed timber sale
units after reading Fcodefense.

Sources for this article included Report of the Forest Service, Fiscal Years 1980-83;
telephone conversations with “Deep Root”; “Roads to Ruin” by Jeff Sher in American
Forests Magazine, April 1985; Earth First!; and the author’s files accumulated over the
years.
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Editor’s update: The Forest Service is continuing to build roads and cut trees at
nearly record breaking levels. Legislation has been introduced the last few years to
sharply cut the Forest Service’s road-building budget, but it has been defeated each year
so far. Public outcry against the forest destruction, combined with concerns about the
huge federal budget deficit, appear likely to force the FS to reduce its road-building and
its deficit timber sales soon. This will be a small step in the right direction.
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Carole King on Idaho Wilderness

Samhain 1985

Ezxcerpts from Carole King Sorensen’s testimony to the US Congress on the subject
of wilderness in Idaho and Montana:

Members of Congress: 1 don’t think most Americans are aware of how badly they’re
being taken advantage of by the Forest Service. If people are aware of the Forest Service
at all, they usually think Smokey the Bear is in charge. We’d probably be better off
if he were. Officials in charge of the Forest Service care less about the forest than
they do about the large corporate interests who benefit from abuse of federal lands, as
exemplified by strip mines used by big oil companies for tax write-offs; the continuing
construction of unnecessary roads; and taxpayer-subsidized deficit logging projects.

Forest Service figures show approximately 55,000 miles of existing roads in Idaho’s
National Forests. Although some of the Forest plans have not yet been released to the
public and projections vary, information provided by the FS indicates something like
11,000 additional miles planned for the next decade. (On October 31, 1984, the New
York Times projected a cost of over $2 billion in the next 4 years for 21,000 miles of
log haul roads in roadless areas in Idaho, Montana, and northern Wyoming.) At a cost
of approximately $100,000 per mile, these roads will cost the federal government $1.1
billion in Idaho alone. Timber from those areas may yield Fjo that

amount, at a loss to American taxpayers of over $890 million. That’s without fig-
uring in costs for management, reclamation, and other costs to the taxpayer “lost” in
the FS shuffle.

Considering this Administration’s veneer of concern over the national deficit, this
is unjustifiable. We can’t help family farmers, but the Forest Service is allowed to
squander enormous amounts of money on federally funded corporate welfare, which
they call “management.” What they “manage” is to spend their entire allocation for the
year so they can ask for more the next year, Pentagon-style. Why are we paying the
timber industry to destroy our property?

I recommend the following;:

First, consider the primary interest of Chief Forester Max Peterson. He’s a specialist
in road engineering. He’s also head of an agency whose officials don’t have to answer to
anyone but themselves. Forest Service officials make decisions affecting all Americans
and their property with no personal responsibility. If their actions are challenged by
an individual, the resources of the entire US government are marshalled against that
individual and paid for with her or his own tax money. I recommend Congress make
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these officials personally accountable. They should have to consider the consequences
to themselves personally of any decision they make.

Second, I recommend designation of all remaining roadless areas in Idaho and Mon-
tana as Wilderness. The two states contain one contiguous ecosystem which should be
protected.

Bob Marshall was a forester who worked during the 1920s and 30s to preserve
wilderness. When asked, “How much wilderness do we need?” he replied, “How many
Brahms symphonies do we need?” A similar question put to Ronald Reagan elicited
the response, “When you’ve seen one redwood, you’ve seen ‘em all.”

At the very least, I recommend an immediate moratorium on roads in roadless areas.
Don’t give them the money.

Third: Road-building and trail construction/maintenance are part of the same item
in the Forest Service budget, effectively hiding road costs. It’s not uncommon for the
F'S to list items they want to hide under misleading or ambiguous designations in their
budget. Therefore, I recommend that Congress withhold the allocation for items not
clearly itemized. This could reduce the federal deficit substantially.

In the Forest Service budget for F'Y 1983, resource development items totaled about
$600 million. On the other hand, resource stewardship programs totaled $170 million.
Congress needs to redefine the mandate of the F'S, placing a priority on the responsible
guardianship of our National Forests. I recommend this be accomplished by legislation,
and more immediately, by allocating federal funds only for programs necessary for
stewardship and clearly itemized in the F'S budget.

Fourth: In states like Idaho with much federal land, some elected officials are eas-
ily persuaded to be more responsive to the big oil and welfare timber corporations
who contribute heavily to their campaigns than to the people they are supposed to
represent. Some have deliberately misinformed their constituents about wilderness.
Everyone should be made aware of the negative impact of corporate welfare on all
Americans. City dwellers may not realize how building unnecessary roads in Idaho will
cost them increased federal taxes or decreased federal services where they are actually
needed. 1 recommend members of Congress keep their constituents informed and de-
velop legislation to reorganize the Forest Service so its officials serve the forest and the
American people instead of the highest bidder.

Editor’s update: Idaho and Montana are the last states with sizable roadless acreage
that have not passed Wilderness legislation. Wilderness bills for Idaho and for Mon-
tana have been introduced in Congress each year since the mid’1980s. The bills have
been woefully inadequate, yet they ve all been defeated. Strong conservationists are now
uniting behind the Wild Rockies Land Conservation Act, a bill to protect all of Mon-
tana’s 6 million and Idaho’s 9 million unprotected roadless acres. Characteristically,
main’ stream conservationists are supporting inferior proposals, which would release
to development most of the de facto wilderness in each state.
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Ranchers and refuges:

3 CASE STUDIES

Mabon 1988

by George Wuerthner

In 1987, 460 Coyotes were killed on Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in eastern
Oregon. Eighty percent were gunned down by hunters in airplanes with semi-automatic
shotguns. The rest were trapped or were gassed while in their dens. Refuge personnel
also poisoned 124 Common Ravens and shot 13 others. Their rationale for this control
was that Ravens and Coyotes eat Greater Sandhill Cranes and this is inexcusable
behavior at Malheur.

Malheur is not the only National Wildlife Refuge where “wildlife control actions”
are commonly undertaken by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the agency within the
Department of Interior that manages the Refuges. At Idaho’s Grays Lake National
Wildlife Refuge, aerial gunners have killed Coyote and Red Fox. Grays Lake personnel
also have used M-44 cyanide Coyote getters and trapping to keep the Refuge free of
predators so that ducks and the Whooping Crane, an Endangered Species, would have
higher survival rates. At Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge in Colorado, Beaver are
trapped because their dams slow water on the Illinois River, allowing it to warm—
which Refuge personnel feel threatens the river’s trout fisheries. Although Coyotes are
not on the Arapaho’s present list of undesirable wildlife, adult Black-billed Magpies
are regularly poisoned and shot, and baby magpies are destroyed whenever nests are
found. Magpies eat duck eggs—an unacceptable diet at the Arapaho Refuge.

Besides outright killing of some wildlife species, many Refuges promote water de-
velopment, including dredging and pond-building and the operation of elaborate ditch
and irrigation systems. To keep these waterways free of vegetation, some Refuges use
herbicides to kill marsh vegetation such as cattail and bullrushes. At some Refuges,
Malheur again being an example, Beaver and Muskrats are trapped to prevent them
from damming the canals and irrigation ditches. What place, if any, do poisons, herbi-
cides, trapping, predator control and other ecological tampering have on the National
Wildlife Refuges? This article will address that question, focusing largely on three
particular Refuges—Malheur in eastern Oregon, Charles M. Russell in northeastern
Montana, and Red Rock Lakes in southwestern Montana—but also drawing lessons
from and for other Refuges.

Malheur NWR

Many US Fish and Wildlife Service officials think the purpose of our Refuge system
is to churn out target animals such as ducks and geese. George Constantino, manager
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at Malheur, refers to the wildlife unit in his care as a “duck factory.” To Constantino,
we must manipulate the environment to maximize wildlife production because we have
destroyed prime wildlife habitat elsewhere. In Constantino’s view, if we are to have
surplus ducks for hunting, we need to increase production at our Refuges above natural
recruitment rates.

There is some merit to this argument. Malheur Refuge is only a small remnant
of what was a huge marsh system lying at the base of Steens Mountain in eastern
Oregon. Ranchers have drained wetlands and turned native meadows into hay fields,
and their cattle have trampled the riparian zones, eliminating the most productive
wildlife habitat in this arid region. Continued livestock grazing around and on the
Refuge has further reduced the available habitat for wildlife. (The abuses resulting
from livestock grazing on these public lands have been well documented in Denzel and
Nancy Ferguson’s book Sacred Cows at the Public Trough.)

In short, the area around Malheur may no longer be able to produce as many water-
fowl and cranes as it did in pre-settlement times without intensive habitat manipulation
and control of predation. Sadly, the wildlife habitat degradation at Malheur is minor
compared to that in places along the Pacific flyway, such as the great marshlands that
once covered much of California’s Central Valley, now converted to rice, wheat and
cotton fields.

Despite these habitat losses, we should still question the appropriateness of predator
control at Malheur and other Refuges. Constantino says studies showed low recruit-
ment in the Refuge’s Sandhill Crane population, which, if not reversed, promised to
extirpate the Refuge’s entire breeding population. Many factors have contributed to
crane population decline, including the loss of habitat when Malheur and Harney Lakes
spread over surrounding lowlands several years ago following a number of wet years.
Also adversely affecting the cranes is the antiquated irrigation system which makes it
difficult to control water delivery to the Refuge meadows—crane habitat.

Malheur exemplifies a deep rooted problem with our present approach toward natu-
ral systems. Because of our static view of ecological relationships, we expect areas set
aside as wildlife habitat to remain constant, and to fit neatly within the boundaries
of our survey lines. We expect this land to produce the same number of animals year
after year. We fail to designate areas large enough to sustain ecological change through
time or to allow normal habitat quality fluctuations or changes in wildlife habitat use
and distribution.

For the cranes at Malheur, predation losses were viewed as the only variable that
could be controlled quickly and relatively inexpensively. Yet it is questionable whether
predator control is really an important factor in crane and duck survival rates; and
if it is, whether other management options could reduce crane and duck losses in a
manner more appropriate to a Wildlife Refuge.

A review of past predator control actions gives some insight into this question. In the
early 1970s, the poison 1080 was regularly used to control Coyotes on Malheur Refuge
and surrounding lands. In addition, aerial hunting and trapping were part of normal
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Refuge operations. Despite this intensive predator control, the crane recruitment rate
varied considerably from year to year. In 1970, the recruitment rate was 12.5%, in 1971
8.9%, and in 1972 only 8.3%. In the years 1973 and 1974 only 0.4% of Sandhills were
fledged—even while predator control continued both on and off the Refuge.

Predator control was discontinued on the Refuge between 1977 and 1981. During
this period, the recruitment rate was only slightly lower than during the years of heavy
predator control. In 1977, 5.8 cranes per 100 were recruited, but it improved to 8.9 in
1978, 8.1 in 1979, 7.1 in 1980. In 1987, despite the killing of 460 Coyotes, the fledging
success was 10.6%—only slightly better than years without any control at all! Thus,
while recruitment rate is slightly lower without predator control, statistics indicate
that factors other than predation exert greater influence over recruitment success.

No other experiments have been conducted to determine what these factors might
be and if changes in them might increase Sandhill Crane recruitment without the need
for predator control. One such factor not explored by Refuge personnel is the use of
the Malheur Refuge for domestic livestock production. Ranching is the major economic
use of lands surrounding Malheur. Many of the local ranchers graze their livestock on
Refuge lands or obtain hay grown on the Refuge. In late winter, adjacent private lands
are utilized as calving grounds and the abundance of afterbirth provides a rich food
source for Coyotes and other scavengers which Refuge manager Constantino believes
contributes to high predator populations.

If this theory is correct (it has not been scientifically tested), the Fish and Wildlife
Service policy of allowing cattle grazing and forage production at Malheur may increase
predator populations. Moreover, it is the inexpensive forage provided by public lands
that enables many of these ranchers to survive economically. In short, the Refuge
helps to maintain the cattle, which produce the afterbirth at calving time, which may
contribute to higher predator populations, which may be a contributing factor in a
crane population decline.

Even if it were found that livestock grazing had no influence on predator populations,
there would be other justifications for eliminat’ ing livestock usage of Refuge lands.
Research on the Refuge compared predation impacts between idle fields and those
under livestock forage production (haying or grazing). The research found significantly
higher nesting success in the idle fields, where cover is thick. Thus cranes are more
vulnerable to predation in areas where livestock operations are conducted.

Despite the higher nesting success in the untouched meadows, Constantino asserts
that crane chicks produced in manipulated environments have higher survival rates be-
cause they have more to eat in the mowed fields. Constantino feels livestock operations
are necessary for the maintenance of crane populations

Don Tyron of the Oregon Natural Resources Council believes “it’s more than co-
incidental that the present grazing and haying system happens to be beneficial to
livestock production.” According to Tyron, methods not requiring livestock grazing
for producing wildlife are not seriously considered at the Refuge due to the political
pressure exerted by ranchers. This pressure goes all the way to Washington, D.C.,
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since Oregon’s eastern district Congressman, Bob Smith, is a rancher from Burns, Ore-
gon, just north of the Malheur Refuge. Not surprisingly, then, the Refuge is presently
considering an increase in grazing.

Of course, the political influence of livestock interests is not limited to Malheur.
Nearly all large National Wildlife Refuges in the West are under some kind of grazing
program, and in most of these, livestock grazing has significantly altered the native
vegetative communities. However, this alteration is invisible to the average citizen
except in the worst cases of range abuse. Unlike a clearcut forest, an overgrazed range
may still be covered with a dense vegetative mat. Yet the species present are apt to be
invaders, exotics, and opportunistic weeds. Few people know which plants are supposed
to be present on a particular site, and grasses are particularly difficult to key out. The
expertise is lacking even among Refuge personnel.

Complicating the identification process is the lack of controls. Very few areas of the
West have not been damaged by livestock grazing and by disruption of natural ecolog-
ical processes such as periodic wildfire. Professional range managers cannot properly
assess damage if they have no idea of how undamaged rangelands appear.

In addition, unlike the abrupt change that accompanies the clearcutting of a forest,
the degradation of most rangelands is a longterm gradual reduction in desirable plant
cover. Overgrazing is a process so gradual that even individuals who frequently view
the land, such as ranchers, may not notice the change.

Because of these problems, most Refuge managers, even where Refuges are severely
overgrazed, are under little public pressure to reduce grazing. Some managers defend
grazing as a useful vegetation manipulation tool. Managers at both the Malheur and
Grays Lake National Wildlife Refuges told me that livestock grazing was necessary to
open up dense marsh vegetation to provide foraging areas for ducks and cranes.

Many managers cite the widely held doctrine that unless plants are cropped, they be-
come decadent due to litter build-up which prevents the establishment of new seedlings
and limits effective leaf photosynthetic area on living plants due to shading by dead
stems. But the terms “decadence,” for grasses, and “overmature,” for timber, are mean-
ingful only from an economics perspective. They merely mean that the grasses or trees
are not producing additional plant fiber at maximum efficiency. This is only of con-
cern if one wants to maximize production of livestock or of wood fiber. To an ecologist,
decadence does not exist [except in land management agencies|. Slow biological growth
is natural in some ecosystems.

A healthy grasslands ecosystem is not necessarily one that maximizes grass produc-
tion. The idea that stagnation results from a lack of grazing is firmly entrenched in
range management textbooks and doctrine, yet (conveniently) little research has been
done to document whether grazing is really necessary for the maintenance of healthy
rangelands. Certainly this standard rhetoric is not supported by the high proportion
of ungrazed grasslands where range plants appear to be extremely healthy and robust.
The few unbiased studies conducted suggest that grazing is not essential in the arid
West for maintaining good grass production. The Great Plains adapted to frequent
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and heavy trampling under the hooves of Bison and Pronghorn. In contrast, the arid
West was not frequented by Bison, and Pronghorn were less common there than in the
grasslands eastward.

Research conducted at Nichols Coulee on the Charles M. Russell National Wildlife
Refuge in Montana, where grazing was excluded for 12 years, demonstrated “no range
stagnation from nonuse.” The research report stated, “the Nichols Coulee area had
a higher productivity than similar sites which are grazed by livestock under a rest-
rotation grazing system.”

That grazing is essential to rangeland health is the central principle of the Holistic
Resource Management program of range guru Allan Savory. But Savory and other
researchers who support the idea that range quality declines through non-use by graz-
ing animals do not account for another natural agent—fire. Under natural conditions,
most lower elevation Western grasslands burned at periodic intervals of between 3 and
20 years. Natural fires prevented stagnation from litter build-up, even without grazing.

Unlike livestock, which are selective in the plants they choose to eat and hence
leave the less palatable “weeds” behind, fire makes no distinctions. Thus while a grazed
range can decline due to selective grazing pressure on the more desirable plants, fire is
usually more benign insofar as all plants suffer an equal elimination of above ground
parts. The desirable climax grass species usually rebound immediately after a burn,
preventing weedy species from invading.

A cautionary note should be added here: Cheatgrass, an exotic, highly flammable
annual which is taking over many Western rangelands, may actually increase the fre-
quency of fires to the point that native perennial species cannot survive and cheatgrass
may take over the site. It should also be noted that, even in areas formerly heavily
grazed by large wild herbivores, domestic livestock’s impact on grasses is, at least over
the long-term, more severe than would be the native herbivores’ impact. While both
domestic and native grazers are selective in their eating habits, grazing patterns varied
under natural conditions; plants received frequent respites. In contrast, under domestic
livestock use, grasslands are subjected repeatedly and regularly to heavy grazing.

Fire releases nutrients bound up in dead litter, making them available for plant
growth. Grazing proponents argue that manure left by livestock accomplishes this goal,
but in the arid West, cow-pies remain intact for years, providing little more nutrient
benefit than the unbumed dead grasses.

Furthermore, there is a difference in the amount of time between cropping by fires
and by grazing animals. Rangelands are often grazed while the grass is still growing. If
cropped, the plant attempts to replace the lost photosynthetic surface by channeling
more energy into the production of new leaves and stems. This energy might otherwise
be used in building its root system as insurance against drought, or in seed production
to ensure successive regeneration. Fire under natural conditions usually occurs in the
dry season, after most range plants have become dormant, thus not draining their
energy reserves.
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Even though wildfires may be essential to the ecological health of grassland ecosys-
tems, natural fires are usually controlled on our Refuges and other public lands. Part
of the reason for control stems from present domestic forage use and consequent obli-
gations of the managing agencies. A fire can temporarily reduce the available forage
for livestock grazing, wreaking havoc on the forage allotment system in existing rest-
rotation grazing programs. Ranchers are seldom willing to forego grazing their public
land allotments because fire eliminated the year’s forage production.

Some Refuge managers prefer grazing to fires because it allows specifically targeted
cropping of vegetation. A marsh needing reduction of matted growth can be grazed
without affecting adjacent lands which may not need cropping. Manipulation of fire
is much more difficult and there is always the possibility that fires will bum out of
control and char adjacent privately owned rangelands.

But even if one accepts that grazing can accomplish ecological goals in specific
situations, it does not follow that grazing by domestic livestock is appropriate. Bison,
for example, can fulfill the same ecological role and are aesthetically more appropriate
to Wildlife Refuges.

Yet, for managers, reintroducing Bison would entail problems not presently asso-
ciated with livestock. Refuge manager Barry Reiswig says he would like to see Bison
again grazing at Red Rock Lakes NWR in Montana, but that the use of Bison might
cost the financially strapped Refuge more than the present livestock grazing program.
Several factors seem to suggest that his economic concerns are well-founded. For one,
Buffalo would have to be confined to the Refuge all year, while domestic livestock
only graze there during summer and are moved back to their home ranches during
winter. Furthermore, on small Refuges, personnel would have to move the Bison fre-
quently from pasture to pasture throughout the year to keep them from overgrazing
any portion of the Refuge. On large Refuges a more natural approach would be possible
but this would entail reestablishment of predators such as the Gray Wolf, a creature
unpopular with ranchers.

Since it is unlikely at present that predators would be reintroduced with Buffalo,
Refuge personnel would have to periodically cull excess animals to keep the shaggy
beasts in balance with the finite amount of forage available on the Refuge. Again,
the Refuge would need to artificially manipulate the environment because of past and
current human disruptions of natural processes. Since no grazing receipts would be
received, all Bison management costs would have to come from the Refuge’s operating
budget. Considering the ecological and aesthetic benefits of Buffalo grazing, such costs
would be worthwhile, but in the present political atmosphere, Refuges are not given
the opportunity to weigh the merits of Bison versus livestock.

Studies indicate that many negative impacts on wildlife are associated with high
grazing intensity. For example, a study of passerine birds (perching birds, the largest
order of birds) nesting in willow riparian habitat at Malheur NWR concluded “there was
a significant negative correlation between the frequency of grazing in past years and the
number of breeding passerines.” Another study at Malheur demonstrated that habitat
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utilization by Marsh and Rough-legged Hawks was “disproportionately greater” on
areas deferred from grazing compared to units grazed by livestock. A study of nesting
ducks showed that “densities on plots idle (not grazed or hayed) for one season were
more than 2.5 times greater than plots in other treatments.” This is largely because
livestock grazing reduces cover for the ducks.

Charles M. Russell NWR

In addition to eliminating cover for wildlife, livestock compete for forage with big-
game species. At the Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge (CMR) in Montana,
more of the forage (64%) is presently allotted to livestock than is available for wildlife
(36%). (If a grazing reduction plan is not blocked, this percentage will be reversed
by 1992.) Most Refuges in the West maintain a similarly disproportionate breakdown
of forage allotments. At the CMR in 1987, despite recent livestock grazing permit
reductions, 9842 domestic animals utilized the Refuge, compared to an estimated 9000
big game animals.

In addition to consuming wildlife forage and cover, livestock grazing programs sap
money away from wildlife needs. Though many Refuges break even, the CMR spends
approximately $500,000 from its yearly budget to administer the livestock program,
while collecting only $219,000 in grazing receipts.

Furthermore, Refuge managers are often forced to used funds from their general
operating budgets to protect wildlife habitat from grazing impacts. On the CMR,
cattle grazing has nearly eliminated young cottonwoods in riparian zones. Large old
trees remain, but no young ones survive to replace these “historic” trees established
last century prior to heavy cattle grazing here. The Refuge fenced off some cottonwood
bottoms along the Musselshell River to keep out livestock and then had to drill two
wells to provide cattle with a new water source. This cost the Refuge almost $30,000—
which came from normal operating budgets, not from grazing receipts.

Even though many Refuges spend more money implementing their grazing programs
than they receive in receipts, their managers actually fare better than land managers
with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the US Forest Service (FS) since
they are allowed to charge higher prices per AUM (Animal Unit Month—a measure
of the forage typically consumed by one cow per month) than these other federal
land managers. For example, on the Arapaho Wildlife Refuge in Colorado, the present
grazing fee is $5.40 per AUM, while on identical adjacent BLM land, a rancher would
only pay $1.50 per AUM. (The federal government recently raised the standard fee for
FS and BLM lands from $1.35 to $1.50.) Nonetheless, according to Arapaho manager
FEugene Patton, “there are no complaints” about the higher price on NWRs since it
is still a bargain compared to the price a rancher would pay to graze nearby private
lands.

Unlike the BLM and Forest Service, the Fish & Wildlife Service has no set standard
fee for AUMs on its lands, and the prices vary widely. At Malheur Refuge in Oregon,
the price per AUM is set at $3.70 while at Red Rock Lakes Refuge in Montana, ranchers
pay $6.50 per AUM. Many Refuge managers maintain that the price paid by ranchers
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is a bargain. On the CMR, where the fair market value is estimated at $8.61 per
AUM, and ranchers have been paying $7.61 per AUM, this past year, FWS Director
Frank Dunkle ordered the management to reduce CMR’s grazing fee to $3 per AUM.
Dunkle’s rationale was to provide an “incentive for ranchers to cooperate with refuge
management goals.”

Many Refuges are managed with an eye toward providing forage for domestic an-
imals. Management techniques and range evaluation tools used by Refuge personnel
reflect this goal. One standard measurement technique widely used on public lands
evaluates “range condition.” To assess range condition, the manager looks at the vege-
tation growing within random plots. The plants present are compared to the theoretical
climax for the site.

This method has many problems. It uses key indicator plants and most indicator
species selected are those utilized by livestock (according to Dennis Macomber at
the CMR). Thus some plant species that benefit wildlife are not considered, or are
considered indicators of poor range condition. An abundance of sagebrush may not be
good for cattle production, hence may result in a lower range condition rating, but it
is absolutely necessary for Sage Grouse.

In addition, this method only requires visual estimates of the percentage of plant
species found on each plot; variation occurs between observers. If certain plants are
flowering or prominent, they may be overestimated, while less noticeable plants may
be underestimated.

Worse, built into the range evaluation system is a bias toward acceptance of poor
ecological health. For example, range estimated to be in “fair” condition may have as
little as 26% of the expected plant species for that particular site. Range rated as “fair”
often shows excessive soil erosion and other problems the range condition technique
fails to consider.

Another problem with this system is that it averages the condition of an entire
allotment into one figure. Thus, when a particular allotment is rated as being in “good”
condition, portions, such as steep hillsides or areas far from water, may be untouched;
while other parts, usually the riparian zones, wet meadows, aspen groves and other
important wildlife habitat, may be severely damaged. By averaging together various
areas within an allotment, the rating system can hide the real condition of key habitats.

Even if overall the allotment is in good range condition, it may fail to provide
habitat for some important wildlife species. Dennis Macomber gives an example. Much
of the CMR (74%) is considered to be in “good” range condition because the species
composition is between 51% and 75% of the expected climax. Nevertheless, these same
lands are cropped by cattle sufficiently to eliminate hiding cover for Sharptail Grouse,
which require a minimum of 8-10 inches of residual cover. Over most of the grazed
portions of the CMR, even those areas rated “excellent,” less than 10 inches of residual
grass remain after livestock grazing, hence most areas are of little value to Sharptails
and other species dependent upon grass cover.

Red Rock Lakes NWR
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The overriding presence of livestock on most Western Refuges has been mitigated
somewhat recently by a general trend toward reduction in livestock numbers and use.
The benefits have been substantial. Montana’s Red Rock Lakes National Wildlife
Refuge, where livestock grazing has been reduced 50% since 1974, provides an ex-
ample. Refuge manager Reiswig says, “In the past cattle ate most of the young aspen
and willow, so we had little regeneration, but since we’ve reduced grazing pressure,
we’re finding aspen suckers in groves that haven’t had a sapling survive in 80 years.
We’re also seeing willow in places where they haven’t been since the refuge was first
established in the 1930s.”

Another benefit of livestock reductions at Red Rock Lakes, Reiswig has noted, is the
increased ability of Refuge lands to hold snow. Snow is trapped by the higher, denser
cover of grasses and shrubs now growing on the Refuge, while it still blows away from
the nearby’ heavily cropped private lands. The added snow accumulation results in
greater water infiltration and hence soil moisture, which in turn results in greater
plant productivity. Snow cover also provides insulation allowing higher below-snow
rodent populations, which in turn provide an expanded winter prey base for predators
like weasels, Red Fox and Coyote. In addition, Reiswig notes that recent studies have
indicated that the resulting greater summer plant cover has contributed to a rise in
ground nesting bird and rodent populations on the Refuge. This higher prey base has
likewise led to larger hawk and falcon populations.

These encouraging trends show that in most instances management that most
closely mimics natural ecological processes results in the most cost-effective wildlife
benefits. Despite overwhelming evidence that the elimination of grazing on our west-
ern Wildlife Refuges would vastly improve their ability to sustain all native wildlife
species, including target species like the Sandhill Crane, Refuge managers continue to
accept grazing and its attendant impacts.

Great savings—both economic and ecological—would be won by eliminating live-
stock grazing from our Wildlife Refuges. On those Refuges where vegetation manip-
ulation is essential due to outside or past human influences, managers may have to
learn to utilize natural ecological forces such as fire, or import native grazing animals
like Bison. Any higher costs associated with these methods would be negated by the
aesthetic and ecological benefits of having native wildlife. Plus we could eliminate most
or all range “improvements” such as cattle guards, water troughs, fences, hayfields and
irrigation ditches.

Ultimately, it comes down to a question of why we have set up Refuges. Are they for
cows; or for Elk, deer, ducks, cranes, Meadow Voles, and, yes, Coyotes too? For now, it
may be necessary to occasionally manipulate the wildlife or environment on our Refuges
to compensate for factors beyond their borders. Even if livestock grazing and haying
operations were eliminated from the Malheur Wildlife Refuge, for instance, limited
predator control might still be necessary because of conditions on adjacent private
lands; but first, all other variables and possible impacts should be fully investigated.
[Ideally, of course, the adjacent private lands should be purchased and added to the
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Refuge, thus eliminating the problems associated with livestock grazing. In these days
of budget austerity, however, such purchases are highly unlikely.]

There is something fundamentally wrong with a refuge system when it is politically
easier for the managers to shoot, poison or trap wildlife than it is for them to eliminate
or reduce domestic livestock grazing on the refuges. This is the case for most of our
National Wildlife Refuges in the West. Until this changes, our Wildlife Refuge system
will not realize its potential or its philosophical mandate to provide a sanctuary for
our nation’s wildlife.

Vegetation, Fires, and Grazers at CMR, Malheur, & Red Rock Lakes

The vegetation at the different Refuges discussed in this article varies considerably,
but vegetational patterns on each have been severely disrupted by livestock grazing
and fire suppression. Most of the native species, however, do remain.

Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge in Montana is short’ grass prairie
with cottonwood and Box Elder in the riparian zones. Ponderosa Pine and Limber
Pine inhabit some Missouri River “breaks.” Other common species include Silver Sage,
Big Sagebrush, Greasewood, Shadscale, Douglas-fir, juniper, Buffaloberry, Wild Rose,
Snowberry, and Rabbitbrush. Grasses include Western Wheatgrass, Bluebunch Wheat-
grass, Blue Grama, Needle and Thread Grass, and Little Bluestem.

Plants on the Malheur NWR in Oregon include juniper, willows, Bluebunch Wheat-
grass, Greasewood, cottonwood, bullrush, Shadscale, Big Sagebrush, and Great Basin
Wild Rye. Cheatgrass is invading the area.

Vegetation at Red Rock Lakes NWR in Montana consists of Quaking Aspen,
Douglas-fir, Subalpine Fir, and various grasses. The many shrubs include willow, and
Cinquefoil

Knowledge of natural fire patterns on these Refuges is even more limited than knowl-
edge of pre-disturbance vegetational patterns. What follows is admittedly speculative,
but it is safe to assume that fire played a major role in each of these ecosystems.

The CMR, as a grassland ecosystem, probably had fires quite regularly—Ilikely at
1-10 year intervals. Indians often set them, as did lightning. The rougher land in the
Missouri breaks was covered with Ponderosa Pine and other trees because the bare
rock did not provide fuel to support fires.

At Malheur, fires likely burned periodically through the region. In dry years, even
the bullrushes burned out.

Knowledge of native grazers prior to disturbance is also incomplete. Early explorers’
accounts and current faunal patterns provide many clues, however.

Malheur probably did not have many large grazers prior to the white man and cattle.
A Bison skull was found in the lake during the 1930s drought, which suggests that this
may have been the western edge of the Bison’s distributional range, but they were not
numerous here if they existed here in breeding numbers at all. The only other large
grazers at Malheur were Pronghorn, Mule Deer, and Bighorn Sheep in the mountains
near what is now the Refuge.
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Lewis and Clark came through the CMR [long before CMR] and marveled at the
abundance of wildlife, including Bison, Elk, Bighorn Sheep, Pronghorn, Mule Deer,
Gray Wolves, and Grizzlies. Bison at times overgrazed portions of their range. Terrac-
ing and trailing, such as major trails to the river for water, were noted. However, wolves,
Indians, and hard winters periodically thinned the herds, preventing widespread over-
grazing.

At Red Rock Lakes, Bison, Elk, Mule Deer, and Pronghorn, along with Grizzlies and
Gray Wolves were present. Old Bison trails can still be traced in the valley. Here too,
some local overgrazing did occur, but again vegetation recovered whenever predators,
fire, or Indians reduced Bison numbers.

In areas with heavy grazing, the fuel loading would be reduced, and with it the
ability of the rangeland to carry a fire. But the biological productivity would then
decline, so grazing animals would go elsewhere to graze since no fences confined them.
They probably tended toward areas that had burned several years ago, as the new
growth would be succulent and thick. This would relieve grazing pressure on the heavily
used areas and eventually enough fuel would accumulate so fires could burn these areas.
The grazing pressure would shift back to these areas and the cycle would continue.
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National Wildlife Refuges of the
West: a Primer Mabon 1988

by Mollie Matteson

Teddy Roosevelt set aside the first National Wildlife Refuge by executive order in
1903. During his administration, 52 more Refuges followed Florida’s five acre Pelican
Island, and by the time he left office, Roosevelt had secured the National Wildlife
Refuge System as an American institution. Today it encompasses approximately 90
million acres.

There are approximately 230 National Wildlife Refuges in the western half of the
system (all states west of the Mississippi River, excepting Alaska but including Hawaii
and some Pacific Islands).

Stump Lake Refuge in North Dakota and Wichita Mountains Refuge in Oklahoma
were among the earliest created in the West; both were set aside in 1905. Among the
largest are Montana’s Charles M. Russell (898,250 acres), and Arizona’s Cabeza Prieta
(860,000) and Kofa (660,000). By comparison, the largest Refuge in the eastern US is
Florida’s Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee (145,635 acres). Most of Alaska’s Refuges
are over a million acres in size and the two largest, Arctic and Yukon Delta, both
exceed 19 million acres.

Refuges are still being created. One of the largest NWRs in the West, Buenos Aires
in Arizona (111,506 acfes), was established in 1985, and Midway Atoll (90,097) was
declared in April of this year.

Many Refuges in the West provide forage for livestock, despite this conflicting with
the use of Refuge lands by wildlife. Of 109 Refuges in Region 6 (Montana, Wyoming,
Colorado, Kansas, South Dakota, North Dakota, Nebraska, and Utah), all but six
currently have livestock grazing. Grazing occurs on about half of the 32 Refuges in
Region 2 (Arizona, New Mexico Texas, and Oklahoma), and 37 out of 227 Refuges in
Region 1 (California, Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Washington, and Pacific Islands).

Each Refuge sets its own grazing fees, which usually range between $4 and $8 per
AUM. Buffalo Lake NWR in Texas charges $13 per AUM, probably the highest public
lands grazing fee in the country. Detailed information on whether the costs of grazing
programs are covered by the fees is not readily available, but according to one official in
Region 2, “grazing is used strictly as a management tool,” and is thus seen as bringing
returns beyond the merely monetary.

There are five ways in which a NWR may be established. Teddy Roosevelt used
executive withdrawal during his administration. Refuges created to perpetuate Endan-
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gered Species, and lands acquired for recreation and other purposes, can be financed
by the Land and Water Conservation Fund. ! his money comes from offshore oil and
gas leasing revenues. The Migratory Bird Conservation Account provides monies for
the creation of Refuges for migratory birds. The sale of duck stamps provides the rev-
enues for this fund. Refuges that are not designed primarily to protect migratory birds
or Endangered Species can be established through an act of- Congress. Finally, the
Secretary of Interior may accept donations of land for Refuge purposes.

Editor’s update: The US Fish and Wildlife Service last year reviewed the manage-
ment of the National Wildlife Refuge system and sought comments from the public. A
series of public hearings is scheduled for 1991, but so far there has been little indica-
tion that the FWS will make serious attempts to end the abuses on the Refuges. The
degree and types of exploitation vary from Refuge to Refuge but may include livestock
grazing, off-road vehicle driving, hunting, trapping, mining, and timber cutting. A bill
was introduced in 1990, and will be reintroduced in 1991, that would curtail uses of the
Refuges not compatible with their overall purpose of providing sanctuaries for wildlife.
The “Big 10” environmental groups (Sierra Club, The Wilderness Society, National
Wildlife Federation, etc.) are not publicizing this strong legislation, the Wildlife Refuge
Reform Act, and instead are supporting a much weaker Refuge reform bill.
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Developers Take the Lead in the
Northeast 10 Million

Eostar 1989

by Jamie Sayen

A once in a lifetime opportunity to convert upward of 10 million acres of privately
owned forests in the Northeast to public lands is being squandered. The Diamond land
sale of one million acres (EF1, May 1988) in Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont and
New York, has presented an historic chance to restore vast tracts of the Northeast to
ecological health. Unless defenders of biodiversity act now, business and politics will
squelch this opportunity.

Currently, Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont—an area of 33.5 million acres—
have only a little over one million acres of public land. More than 80% of Maine (a state
with 22 million acres) is privately owned commercial forest. The largest contiguous
tract in the Lower 48 with no year-round inhabitants is in Maine, yet only 110,000
acres in Maine are federally owned.

Last year’s Diamond sale is only the beginning. Even industry supporters acknowl-
edge that the long-term industry strategy is to sell as much as 10 million acres by the
end of the century. Aside from the timber firms themselves, only developers and the
federal government can afford to buy the lands. The story is still unfolding. It could
have a happy ending, if the public demands an appropriate answer to the questions
“what are the needs of the land?” and “how can we restore the biodiversity of the
Northeast?”

Industry Exodus

Why was Diamond International (DI) selling its land? Those familiar with
Maxxam’s takeover of Pacific Lumber, and its liquidation of the remaining fragments
of privately-owned Coast Redwoods in California to pay off junk bonds, will recognize
a pattern here.

In 1982 British corporate raider “Sir” James Goldsmith purchased DI for $240 million
in a leveraged buyout. He probably only had to pay one-tenth of the sale price, while
banks and investment firms loaned the rest.

What made this deal possible was that the book value of DI’s assets was $315 million,
and by selling the assets, Goldsmith was able to pay off his creditors and turn a 200%
profit within two years. After selling DI’s paper mills and corporate headquarters, he
transferred its 1.5 million acres of timberland to a Cayman Islands holding company,
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which General Occidentale, France’s privately owned water utility, purchased in 1987.
Goldsmith then put one million acres in the Northeast on the market.

In the Winter 1989 Amicus Journal, Robert Anderberg writes: “Paper companies
may be avoiding the purchase of timberland since a large investment in a low-yield,
long-term commodity may lower their price/earnings ratio [which determines a stock’s
price| and makes them, too, a more likely candidate for takeover and dismemberment.”

Foreign competition, intense stockholder pressure to have timberlands show a profit,
corporate raids, aging technology of mills in the Northeast, increased competition from
more efficient and modern mills in the South and Midwest, and a corporate view of
land as nothing but an “asset” to be turned into cash are the major pressures on
industry to sell. Another factor is the declining health of the forests after centuries of
abusive logging. Foresters project a shortage of spruce and fir in Maine in the early
21st century.

The development boom of the past decade has caused the price of land to skyrocket
in the region Industry is finding that the value of land for development (especially
in choice spots such as lakefronts) surpasses the land’s value as a timber holding.
Many companies, especially in Maine, are identifying the so-called highest and best
use (HBU) lands and putting them on the market.

In May 1988, the Maine Times reported that 223,000 acres owned by Boise-Cascade,
Georgia-Pacific, and the Penobscot Indian Nation were for sale. Two tracts (of 350,000
and 187,000 acres) belonging to International Paper were available. The J. M. Huber
Company indicated that an offer “well beyond” what it was realizing in timber sales
would induce it to sell 450,000 acres. Champion International was making an inven-
tory of valuable portions of its 760,000 acres in Maine for possible sale to developers.
Meanwhile, Maine’s largest landowner, Great Northern, with 2.1 million acres, was
struggling financially.

In Vermont and New Hampshire, Champion attests that it is “not actively engaged
in land sales.” But you can bet it would sell its 300,000 acres in these two states for
the right price, and already it is peddling 2000 acres in Canaan, Vermont.

NH Diamond Land Sale

Late in February 1988, news of the Diamond land sales shocked the public. In
New Hampshire, 67,000 acres were for sale, including about 40,000 acres in the Nash
Stream Watershed (NSW) which lies in the townships of Stratford, Stark, Odell, and
Northumberland. The NSW is one of the few undeveloped watersheds in the East,
and it contains seven lakes, numerous streams, and the east side of Mt. Sugarloaf (el.
3701’) and the Percy Peaks (3418 and 3200’). The Diamond holding included the
entire drainage. Moose have returned there. Cougars have been spotted. It is ideal
habitat for the rare (or extirpated) Lynx.

Environmentalists, politicians and North Country residents agreed that the Nash
Stream Watershed deserved protection from development. The first step was a meeting
in Concord, NH, on March 10. There Earth First! and Preserve Appalachian Wilderness
(PAW) urged that the federal government buy all Diamond holdings. Federal and state
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politicians told us there was virtually no money in either budget to buy DPs 90,000
acres in NH and VT for $19 million. Later, we were warned that calls for wilderness
would cost us our “credibility.”

On May 23, at a second meeting in Concord, we were chastised by “environmentalist”
Paul Bofinger as “selfish.” Bofinger, president of the Society for the Protection of NH
Forest(er)s, fought to prevent wilderness additions to the White Mountain National
Forest in 1986.

He told us there was no way of getting funding from Congress to create “just another
wilderness.”

Before the week was out, the region was stunned by the news that NH developer
Claude Rancourt had bought Diamond’s New Hampshire and Vermont holdings. Public
outrage was so great that politicians who had told us earlier there was little public
money now jumped into action.

New Hampshire’s US senators Gordon Humphrey and Warren Rudman vowed to
scuttle the deal if the NSW was not protected from development. They asked for federal
money and spoke of using “eminent domain” if necessary.

At the end of July, then-NH governor John Sununu announced that a deal with
Rancourt had been struck to save the NSW and several thousand acres of inholdings
in the White Mountain National Forest (WMNF). Approximately, 45,000 acres would
be purchased for $12.75 million in state and federal funds. The NH Nature Conservancy
agreed to supply a “bridge loan” until federal funding could be arranged. The state of
NH would own the NSW outright.

Many environmentalists now feel that the state, the federal government, the For-
est Society and The Nature Conservancy (TNC) were too anxious to strike a deal.
Rancourt might well have defaulted on its $1 million downpayment had not the state
and federal governments agreed to buy the NSW. Instead, Rancourt was bailed out.
Laughing all the way to the bank, Rancourt sold the NSW for $283 per acre a couple
months after paying only $211. Yet the press has portrayed Rancourt as the White
Knight of the story for selling the NSW to “environmentalists.”

Instead of buying 89,500 acres for $19 million ($211 per acre), 45,000 acres were
purchased for $12.75 million ($283 per acre). Later, the VT Nature Conservancy loaned
the state of Vermont $1.9 million to buy five tracts in the Victory Bog (another 7600
acres). New Hampshire, through its Land Conservation Investment Program (LCIP),
paid $7.65 million and the US government paid another $5.1 million. As of this writing,
$4 million of the federal money has not been released, and TNC, which loaned this
money, will have to start paying interest on the loan in June if it is not released.

Rancourt auctioned off 15,000 acres on September 10; another 15,000 acres are still
for sale. As an example of the skyrocketing price of land, in September Rancourt sold
one 90-acre tract in auction for $322 per acre. At the time Diamond put its lands on
the market, timber land was valued at $150 an acre. The speculator who bought it
then sold it to a southern NH greedhead for $422 an acre. Now the land is heavily
mortgaged and is being clearcut to pay the banks.
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The Sununu deal was finalized in October only after Governor Sununu stepped in
again and negotiated directly with the US Department of Agriculture (the department
with jurisdiction over the Forest Service). The deal was hailed as a great “conservation
victory,” but was it?

The state will recoup much of its investment through the sale of timber rights to
private companies ($3.2 million), and Rancourt retained the mineral rights to the first
five million cubic yards of gravel along the Nash Stream access road. Thereafter, Ran-
court and the state will evenly split the revenue from additional mining on the 100 acre
gravel deposit. Also, Rancourt received significant federal and state tax advantages.

The mining will take place about 100 yards from Nash Stream. Damage to the wa-
tershed will be severe, though Sununu stated that sand and gravel mining “is consistent
with the environmental concerns that we have.”

Sununuke has waged a successful war to keep the Seabrook Nuclear Facility alive.
Now he is George Bush’s Chief of Staff. A powerful man, he has made numerous
enemies along the way. His high-handedness may yet cause the deal to collapse.

Sununu’s Role

Paul Bofinger likes to remind those who don’t share his pro-timber bias that “We
have a history of working together in New Hampshire [on environmental issues|.” This
helps explain why New Hampshire has such an abysmal environmental record: the
only state in New England with no bottle bill; no meaningful regulations for timber
harvesting; opposition to wilderness in the WMNF'; traditional statewide hostility to
public lands; and liquidation clearcutting and whole-tree chipping in the northern
counties.

But Bofinger and the Forest Society didn’t live by this solidarity theme during the
Diamond land negotiations. After the March 10 meeting in Concord, PAW and EF!
were deleted from the mailing list while the old “consensus” line was being peddled to
the media. After Rancourt bought the lands, the Forest Society and TNC excluded
other environmental groups, including the Sierra Club and The Wilderness Society.

When Sununu entered the picture, he made deals directly with Rancourt in July and
the Agriculture Department in October. The NH congressional delegation, the Forest
Society and TNC were kept informed. The public and other environmental groups and
key members of the House of Representatives were not.

Sununu’s arm-twisting got results, but it also polarized the issue. The US Forest
Service feels it got the shaft because the state of New Hampshire will own and manage
the Nash Stream Watershed, while the F'S will have the thankless task of monitoring
the state’s performance. Southern NH feels money set aside in the LCIP fund for
conservation in the southern part of the state was used to keep a working forest in the
north, rather than conserve vanishing undeveloped lands in the south.

But the real blunder was to antagonize Representative Bruce Vento (D-MN), chair-
man of the National Parks and Public Lands Subcommittee of the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee; Harold Volkmer (D-MO), chairman of the Forests, Family Farms
and Energy Subcommittee of the Agriculture Committee; and Sidney Yates (DIL),

75



chairman of the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee. These three represen-
tatives were told that they were appropriating $5.1 million to purchase additions to
the White Mountain National Forest. When they learned that only about 5000 acres
of WMNF inholdings would be owned by the feds, while the other 40,000 acres in the
NSW would be owned by the state, they blew a fuse.

They were not mollified by the explanation that the federal share of the Nash Stream
sale ($4 million) was to purchase an easement (the terms of which have not yet been
made public) from the state. Allegedly, this easement would assure that the state does
not develop or sell the NSW and that public access is maintained.

There is a rule that the federal government cannot buy state lands or interest in
state lands without going back to both House and Senate appropriation committees
for approval. Representative Yates has invoked the rule, so the Forest Service cannot
legally spend the $4 million until it returns to Yates’s subcommittee. It is not clear yet
if Bush and Sununu will order the Forest Service to ignore Yates and pay the money
to the state. If this happens, hell will break loose on Capitol Hill.

Early in December, Representatives Vento and Volkmer released a letter they had
sent to the Secretary of Agriculture on November 22. It said the easement was valueless
because the state had already declared its intent to preserve the land

“The state is attempting to take dollars from the national taxpayer without giving
that taxpayer anything of substance or value in return,” the congressmen wrote. “This
scheme was developed behind closed doors without consulting any of the members of
the House of Representatives who had supported the appropriation.”

Vento and Volkmer feel the agreement violated the intent of Congress, and they
believe the federal government ought to buy as much land as possible and take the
rest by eminent domain, as the law allows. They called for incorporating it into the
White Mountain National Forest because it is adjacent to the Forest and because that
was the intent of the appropriation. Off the record, there is strong feeling that Bofinger
and Sununu deceived the House during the appropriations process.

For the time being, Representatives Vento, Volkmer and Yates would like to see
joint ownership of the Nash Stream Watershed by the state and federal governments.
Once the $4 million is properly spent, they would like to appropriate enough money
to buy out the state so that the NSW could become a part of the WMNF. But until
this “dirty deal” is resolved, there will be no further federal money available to New
England for land purchase.

The time is ripe to buy out the state of New Hampshire. When Sununu left office,
he boasted of a budget surplus of $13 million. His successor is discovering that actually
there is a $24 million dollar deficit.

Of primary concern is whether New Hampshire would manage the Nash Stream
Watershed by US Forest Service or state regulations—the latter of which are a public
joke in the North Woods. The state has neither the ability nor the will to manage a
treasure like the NSW. It can’t even enforce the few toothless forestry regulations it
has on the books.
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Congressmen Vento, Volkmer and Yates smell the same rat PAW and EF! have been
smelling for a year. Efforts to “save” the NSW were really designed to save a cheap
source of wood for local mills. The well-meaning Nature Conservancy was used by the
timber interests, and it was all dressed up as an environmental victory.

PAW and EF! agree with the representatives: The Sununu deal must be defeated.
In its stead, Congress should: 1) appropriate $7.65 million to buy out NH’s interest in
the Nash Stream Watershed; 2) appropriate $1.6 million to buy over 7000 acres in the
Stratford Bog adjacent to the NSW; and 3) prohibit sand and gravel mining in the
watershed.

Informed sources say that TNC and even the Forest Society opposed the mining. But
the Forest Society, being above all else “pragmatic,” gave in to Sununu, who insisted
on the $1 million mining clause as a prerequisite for state participation. TNC, sincere
in its desire to save a few endangered species, also chose not to rock the boat.

The Nature Conservancy does important work, but its limited funding restricts it
to preserving small, often isolated tracts. It simply cannot purchase the millions of
acres we need to begin restoring biodiversity.

The Nature Conservancy’s main failure is its aversion to controversy, which, at
times, seems to take precedence over the defense of biodiversity. On the NSW sale, a
few plots with endangered plant species have been saved, but Cougar and Lynx habitat
has been sacrificed to economic interests.

The Forest Society deserves to be roundly thumped. It is an industry lackey. It has
set the agenda of the NH “environmental community” for too long.

The price for not rocking the boat may be high for The Nature Conservancy. If
federal funding is delayed past June, TNC will have to start paying interest on its loan.
This would be the fruit of pragmatism, compromise, secretiveness, and lack of courage
to stand up for what they believe in. If the Forest Society and TNC had included the
public and other environmental groups with Washington connections and savvy, they
probably would have avoided the wrath of the House leaders.

One of the most dangerous long-term consequences of the Nash Stream sale is the
precedent set by this hodge-podge state/federal/pri- vate transaction. If the Sununu
deal goes through, one of two scenarios is likely. Either it will be very difficult to get
any more emergency funding in the future from the angry House (as is currently the
case), or a new version of pork-barrel politics will emerge.

Of course, the welfare timber industry likes the idea of the federal government paying
the state to buy lands for the benefit of industry. The industry aims sophisticated
disinformation campaigns against “government interference,” even while demanding
greater subsidies. From industry’s vantage point, the Sununu deal saves the forest for
their mills while everyone celebrates an environmental victory. This is a public relations
coup of the highest magnitude. Using “environmentalism” to secure industry subsidies
will also appeal to congresspersons wary of taking heat for overt pork-barreling.

The Maine Woods
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The situation is even more dire in Maine. Development pressures; liquidation cut-
ting; and industry woes tied to aging mills, out of region competition, and centuries
of abusive logging are resulting in land sales and massive overcutting.

The so-called highest and best use lands (HBU) on lake and river fronts are being
sold to developers at a record pace. Maine’s lack of zoning and planning regulations
in the unincorporated townships, which cover 10 million acres, facilitates unregulated
development.

Diamond sold 800,000 acres in Maine last year. Canada’s Fraser Paper Company
bought 207,000 acres in June for $33.5 million. In September, the James River Corpo-
ration (JR) bought a 23% interest in Diamond Occidentale, including 560,000 acres of
Diamond’s Maine holdings, for $223 million. JR cited a need to assure a reliable wood
supply for its north country mills. Of this purchase, 65,000 acres are considered HBU
and will probably be sold to developers.

The JR purchase should not be interpreted to mean that the industry plans to
remain in the Northeast. As one Maine forestereconomist said, “Possibly the price
[about $200/acre| was too good to pass up.”

Well over a million acres of Maine forests remain on the market, including three
miles of shorefront along Mooselookmeguntic Lake in the Rangeley Lakes region. T-M
Corporation, a land speculator and developer in Greenville (on the southern shore of
Moosehead Lake), is purchasing 106,000 acres in western Maine from Boise-Cascade.
That land was recently subjected to “salvage” logging in the wake of the latest spruce
budworm outbreak. Consequently, timber owners did not want it.

The fortunes of the Maine timber industry have declined markedly in recent years,
allegedly due to forces “beyond their control.” One such force is the spruce budworm
epidemic of the 1970s. It is now blamed for an assured shortfall of spnice and fir in the
early 21st century.

The spruce budworm crisis resulted from generations of mismanagement. Budworm
outbreaks are periodic, natural disturbances, which, in the 19th century uneven-aged,
mixed species forests, were infrequent and isolated. But abusive logging practices, with
more and more even-aged monocultures of spruce and fir, created conditions conducive
to widespread budworm outbreaks. Successive outbreaks in 1910, 1940, and 1970 cov-
ered 10, 25, and 55 million hectares respectively in the northeastern US and Canada.
Plantations were especially susceptible to budworm. Nonetheless, industry has accel-
erated the even-aged (clearcut) approach through pesticide applications and “salvage”
and “pre-salvage” clearcuts.

Studies have shown that about 2% of the mortality in tracts managed for uneven-
aged stands with mixed species was due to bud- worm. In even-aged monocultures,
budworm caused 99% of the mortality. The mixed stands also produced 55% higher
yields than the even-aged stands.

Pre-settlement forests of Maine were remarkably stable. Major fire disturbance cy-
cles were probably greater than 800 years. Poplar, an indicator of disturbance, con-
stituted only 2.3% of the presettlement forest. Today it is the second most numerous
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hardwood species in Maine, and is increasing rapidly. This is good only for whole-tree
wood chippers, who now have markets (wood burning electricity generating plants) for
formerly “worthless” species like “popple.”

A 1987 survey showed that Maine will face a shortage of spruce-fir in the early 21st
century because there are not enough young trees growing. Another report revealed
that industry harvests 7.8 million cords of spruce and fir a year despite annual growth of
only 2.7 million cords. Current estimates are that hardwood pulp demand will increase
25%, and biomass demand 75% by the year 2000!

In 1987 about half of the 301,277 acres harvested in Maine were clearcut. A land
use manager with Great Northern says the clearcuts will continue for the next decade:
“We're dealing with a single age forest ranging from 60-90 years. That leaves us with
few harvesting options ...”

On November 8, the Christian Science Monitor reported: “Every lake [in the Maine
woods| is edged by a logging road. Great swaths of woodland . . . have been denuded
by chainsaws.” The reporter noted that nearing Chesuncook Lake (due west of Baxter
State Park) from the air, “hundreds of acres of treeless ‘clear cut’ parcels seem to
outnumber the wooded areas.”

Ten thousand miles of logging roads have been built in Maine since river drives
were halted for environmental reasons in 1974. Great Northern has over 3000 miles of
roads. The Paper Industry Information office boasts that no place is more than two
miles from a road.

Until about a decade ago, 2,4-D and 2,4,5-T, which contain dioxins and are known
carcinogens, were sprayed in Maine to suppress weed species (hardwoods like alder,
maple, birch, cherry and poplar) so that spruce-fir would grow without competition.
The practice continues in New Brunswick. Although alder is economically “worthless,”
this nitrogen-fixer appears to combat acid deposition by increasing the alkalinity of
the soil.

The federal government ought to institute immediate condemnation proceedings
against industrial landowners in Maine. Eminent domain has been used ruthlessly to
build our highway system. It is time to use it to preserve biodiversity.

Sometime this spring, The Wilderness Society (TWS) will unveil plans for a 2.7
million acre Maine Woods Reserve which would contain public and private lands. The
reserve outlines are not yet known, but it will probably encompass the hnal 120 miles
of the Appalachian Trail, all of Moosehead Lake but the overdeveloped southwestern
shore, the West Branch and East Branch Penobscot regions, Baxter State Park, and
the Aroostock River region.

Coming from a mainstream environmental group, the plan deserves support from the
region’s timid environmental community. Unfortunately, well-financed disinformation
campaigns are succeeding in scaring Mainers into thinking creation of the reserve would
drive them from the woods.

Earth First!, however, holds that The Wilderness Society’s plan should be viewed as
only a first step toward a large regional preserve including several million more acres
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in northern and western Maine, northern New Hampshire and Vermont. TWS’s plan
focuses on only a small portion of the entire area in which the large land sales are
occurring. If we follow its strategy, we will lose millions of acres. The use of ecosystems
rather than political lines to define boundaries is important. Due to the random manner
large holdings are entering the market, however, a flexible strategy is needed. All
industrial timberlands should be purchased by the federal government as they come
on the market.

New York

Diamond’s 96,000 acres in New York’s Adirondack region were sold in September to
Lassiter Properties, Inc., a land speculator from Atlanta, for $17 million ($177/acre).
New York state, The Nature Conservancy and the Adirondack Council have purchased
15,000 acres outright and conservation easements for about 40,000 acres from Lassiter
for $10.8 million.

Paper companies still own a million acres within Adirondack Park, and the Park’s
future will be jeopardized if developers are able to profit as middlemen between the tim-
ber companies and the public. The profits of the Lassiter sales, as well as the Rancourt
sales in New Hampshire and Vermont, should be taxed 100% and that money should
be applied to future land purchases. Eminent domain should be used to confiscate land
from developers.

Shifting Attitudes Toward Public Land

A little over a year ago, you risked life and limb if you suggested to North Country
residents that we need more public lands. The traditional hostility has been a product
of Yankee independence from federal government bureaucracy, a fear that public lands
would mean restrictions on land use, and timber industry propaganda. Local govern-
ments preferred that the public view land in this way, as it assured their tax base and
kept open the option of future development.

When PAW and EF! called for the federal purchase of the Diamond lands last year,
we were told by politicians and “environmentalists” alike that there was no support
for public lands in New England. The Forest Society was especially pernicious in this
respect. In April, even as the Society denied that there was support for federal own-
ership, a survey in Vermont’s Northeast Kingdom showed 56% of 48 polled favoring a
Northeast Kingdom National Park.

After Rancourt bought the Diamond lands in NH and VT, the public outcry proved
to the NH congressional delegation that strong support exists for keeping the land wild.
The public now realizes that undeveloped private lands are being fragmented by such
developers as Patten Corporation to satisfy the second home market (in a society
overrun by homeless). People now realize that as long as forests remain in private
hands, they are vulnerable. As state bond issues are incapable of dealing with the
crisis, the federal government is the only hope.

On July 12, the Concord Monitor endorsed George Wuerthner’s proposal (in Wilder-
ness, summer 1988) to create giant National Parks and National Forests in northern
New England. On July 30, the Boston Globe quoted Michael Deland, head of EPA’s
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Boston office: “Buying land is a significant step, but there also are areas that are so
valuable they must be preserved by government fiat.”

In December, the Committee of the Environment of the New England Governor’s
Conference issued a report that stated, “A formal process should be created by which
the Governors can work together with the entire New England congressional delegation
to obtain federal funds for land acquisition in the region.” The report called for the
establishment of “a new federal land preservation program focusing on rivers,” and
proposed an “emergency revolving loan fund” to save endangered land.

The growing support for public land in the Northeast can no longer be excused
by the timber industry and its well-behaved “environmentalists” as the idea of radical
environmentalists. The tide has turned, and the availability of millions of acres of
Northeastern forests is now a national issue.

A Vision of Healthy North Woods

If we wish to free ourselves from the failures of business as usual, we must change
our way of doing business. “Unless we change our direction,” Confucius warns us, “we
will end up where we are headed.” We need a populace and politicians who recognize
that all decisions have a biological component.

The health of an ecosystem is measured by its biodiversity. Coe writes in Conser-
vation Biology (ed. by Soule and Wilcox, p.286), “Any natural habitat will continue
to function only if all the trophic levels from primary producers to decomposers fulfill
their independent and interdependent roles.”

As Euroamericans settled the Northeast, they destroyed massive old-growth forests
and many of the forests’ inhabitants, including Gray Wolves, Cougars, Wolverines,
Lynx and Pine Martens. These species need inviolate tracts of millions of acres of
wilderness. TNC-style fragments will never support viable populations of these natives,
let alone the processes of adaptation and speciation.

In addition to size, several other biological considerations are critical to designing
preserves. Of special concern are the needs of migratory species, species that require a
variety of successional stages during their life cycles, and species patchily distributed.
Preserves should encompass ecosystems representing all vertical (altitudinal) and hor-
izontal (forest, valley, wetlands, etc.) components of the bioregion. The poor soils of
the Northeast require greater areas to support viable populations than do areas with
nutrient-rich soils.

As we confront the consequences of the greenhouse effect and ozone depletion, we
must develop a strategy to deal with shifting climate zones and increased ultraviolet ra-
diation penetration. Shifting climate zones associated with natural glacial-interglacial
cycles must also be considered. Normally, as climate zones shift, the associated biota
also shift. But insular regions [e.g., preserves surrounded by developed lands| typically
do not span a sufficient latitude to provide refugia for species ill-adapted to climatic
shifts, especially shifts accelerated by humans.

If we are to preserve biodiversity, we must preserve all available land, whether or
not it meets TNC’s criteria for ecological uniqueness. Conservation biologist Robin
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Foster writes, “It seems entirely reasonable to take large areas of cheap land that
are currently of no biological significance and set them aside as reserves which, after
succession with some manipulation, will eventually harbor a rough approximation of
the original community” (Soule and Wilcox, p.89).

Presettlement forests of the Northeast, with their rich array of species and com-
munities, enjoyed remarkable stability. Diversity leads to stability; stability leads to
diversity. To restore biodiversity, we must protect the natural disturbance and suc-
cession regimes, and safeguard the adaptive and evolutionary options of species and
communities.

In the Northeast, this means the creation of a biological preserve of at least 10 mil-
lion acres, with large core Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Recovery Areas. Surround-
ing the cores would be buffer zones, with acceptable levels of human reinhabitation
increasing toward the periphery.

The North Woods Preserve should include northern and western Maine, New Hamp-
shire north of Route 110, and the Northeast Kingdom of Vermont. Areas in southern
and central NH and VT should ultimately be incorporated into the network along
the lines advanced by PAW’s vision for the Appalachian Trail (EF/, 5-87). Adiron-
dack Park should be expanded. The preserve needs wild river corridors to the ocean.
The Allagash, St. John, Penobscot, Androscoggin, and Connecticut Rivers and their
watersheds should be restored, along with wetlands, estuaries, and coastal areas.

Only then will Cougars, Gray Wolves, Wolverines, Atlantic Salmon, sturgeon, Pere-
grine Falcons, and healthy soil microbes and mycorrhizal fungi flourish. This vision
requires a national, not merely regional, long-term strategy structured to anticipate
future sales.

The current Northern Forest Lands Study (NFLS) offers a glimmer of hope. Massive
public support for the federal purchase of timberlands could overcome the pro-timber
industry bias of the NFLS.

Senators Rudman and Humphrey demonstrated, belatedly, that federal funding
can be secured on short notice if political leadership is shown. We need a Northeastern
Trust Fund of $3 billion dollars. Even at the inflated price of $300/acre, $3 billion
could buy 10 million acres!

The Land and Water Conservation Fund, with assets of over $6 billion, is being
used not to purchase public lands, but rather to make Reagan’s budget deficit appear
$6 billion smaller. Environmentalists should storm the Capitol and refuse to leave until
that money is liberated.

Eminent domain should be used in a carrot and stick manner. If timber companies
want to sell moderately healthy forests, they should receive a fair market price (frozen
at 1988 regional land prices). If they plan liquidation cuts and selling of HBU lands to
developers, confiscation is appropriate.

A once in a lifetime opportunity is at hand in the Northeast. The choice is ours: Do
we want to perpetuate the loss of biodiversity associated with business as usual? Or
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do we want the progeny of all native species to live in a healthy, biologically diverse
bioregion?

Outlaw Clearcuts

It took several years before the “civilized” world awoke to the Nazi slaughter of
millions of innocent Jews, Gypsies, dissidents and other

“undesirable” members of one unhappy species. It is time “civilized” people wake
up to a more heinous holocaust: the slaughter—for profit—of thousands of innocent
species by the timber industry Nazis. New England EF! groups are working to outlaw
clearcuts on public and private lands. The following facts are from a flier PAW passed
out at a rally in Concord, NH, on February 3:

Today New Hampshire is 89% forested as compared with 15% at the turn of the
century. As the land regenerates, many extirpated species return. Clearcutting ends this
process. The regenerative process after a clearcut is not comparable to the regeneration
of farmland to forest. Abandoned farms provide habitat for weed species like Woodcock,
grouse, deer, fox, and cottontail rabbit. Farms grow back with a variety of plant species
of many age groups, providing niches for many wild species. In contrast, the plants
that reinhabit a clearcut are generally of very few species and of the same age, leaving
very few niches.

Clearcutting severely disturbs the soil. Forest duff is exposed to the sun and baked.
This kills soil microbes and mycorrhizal fungi. The death of these organisms delays
the reconstruction of the healthy soil needed for reforestation.

Deforestation through clearcutting upsets the hydrologic cycle of the forest ecosys-
tem. It eliminates ephemeral streams and ponds, which are important habitat for
amphibians, and disturbs the nutrient distribution in the forest. Clearcutting leads to
increased flooding downstream.

Editor’s update: New Hampshire officials have appointed a committee to develop a
plan for the management of the Nash Stream Watershed. Predictably, they have staffed
the committee with persons averse to habitat preservation. A plan is due out in 1991.

Meanwhile, forest lands in northern New England and northern New York are en-
joying something of a respite from the onslaught of developers due to the economic
downturn in the region. Unfortunately, however, federal officials have shown no incli-
nation to use this opportunity to buy and save lands. New York voters narrowly rejected
a bond measure that would have provided funds to the state to purchase private lands
within Adirondack Park for preservation. Ironically, the recession in the Northeast
seems to be slowing development even as it precludes federal or state purchase and
protection of undeveloped lands.
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Old Growth vs. Old Mindsets

Beltane 1989

by Mitch Freedman

The Pacific Northwest is now embroiled in perhaps the greatest environmental con-
troversy in its history. The rich biological value of old growth (ancient) forest, and
the Northern Spotted Owl’s connection to the forests, were generally not appreciated
until the mid 1970s. Since then, efforts to protect the ancient forests have been largely
unsuccessful.

The Oregon and Washington Wilderness Bills of 1984 failed to protect much ancient
forest. The Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have shown
their intentions by logging some 8 square miles of old growth each month in Oregon
alone. Therefore, the battle has been fought in the woods. Earth First lets, seeing the
futility of timber sale appeals, have put their bodies down in the Kalmiopsis, Middle
Santiam, Swauk Meadow, lllabot Creek, Breitenbush and other threatened areas. At
the same time, tree spiking has become increasingly frequent. Some estimate that as
many as 30 FS timber sales in Washington alone have been spiked in the last two
years.

Meanwhile, the national groups postponed petitioning the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) to list the Spotted Owl as Endangered (a small New England group,
Greenworld, finally petitioned in late 1986), or suing the FS for failure to meet vi-
able population requirements of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). The
groups feared political backlash from Oregon’s powerful and diabolical congressional
delegation.

But now—as the lawsuits have been filed, restraining orders have been granted,
the industry has been embarrassed by its exports of unprocessed logs to Asia amidst
cries of US jobs, and the national media has begun following the whole issue—it seems
something is about to give. For better or for worse, ancient forest legislation will happen
soon.

How Much Remains?

Ironically, even with all the lead time to the present old growth frenzy, we still don’t
know how much remains or where it stands. For years, environmentalists have been
requesting that the Forest Service inventory old growth on National Forests. With their
own interests at heart (what good is an informed public?), the F'S never performed the
inventory.

Admittedly, ‘old growth’ is a troublesome term. Rarely is it clear to what people are
referring when they say “old growth,” or worse, and more recently, “ancient forest.” The
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Forest Service set up an “old growth definition task force” to finally define it. The task
force published its findings in 1986, yet the F'S, even in forest plans released after that
year, failed to use its definition. The F'S instead left each National Forest to provide
its own meaning, generally based on timber inventory data, such as “largesaw timber”
(greater than 21 inch diameter at breast height [dbh]). Moreover, there has been no
formal effort to define ‘old growth’ for forests in the eastern two-thirds of Washington
and Oregon.

This isn’t just a matter of semantics. It’s the difference between millions of acres of
natural growth (never logged, though perhaps otherwise disturbed), and about 350,000
acres of classic old growth (contains several trees over 40” dbh per acre). A recent re-
port published by The Wilderness Society found that the Forest Service had, through
inconsistent definitions and old data (disregarding recent logging), overestimated exist-
ing old growth by as much as 125%. Furthermore, most of what’s left is high elevation
and/or heavily fragmented. The Wilderness Society report estimated a total of 1.2
million acres of old growth on the 6 National Forests in the Pacific Northwest that
contain the bulk of the remaining stands. Most of this is fragmented beyond usefulness
as old growth habitat.

In a 1988 appropriations bill, Congress instructed the Forest Service to find its old
growth. But we won’t have the benefit of that information for a couple years, and our
protection efforts must happen now. To maintain a viable ancient forest ecosystem will
require more than just saving the majestic big trees; we must save all unfragmented
mature stands, and restore those degraded, to achieve a matrix of habitat capable of
supporting populations of old growth dependent species in perpetuity. This will be
difficult, not knowing where the forest stands are.

The Lawyers Take Over

A turning point in the old growth struggle was when the Sierra Club Legal Defense
Fund (SCLDF) opened a Seattle office in 1987. Volumes could be written on recent
effective litigation, but 1’11 describe only those suits now pending.

When the Fish and Wildlife Service refused to list the Spotted Owl as Threatened or
Endangered, two things happened: SCLDF filed suit against the FWS:; and Congress’s
General Accounting Office (GAO), at the request of a House committee, opened an
investigation of the agency.

In November of 1988, Judge Thomas Zilly, a Reagan appointee to the Seattle Circuit
Court, ruled that the FWS had been “arbitrary and capricious” in their decision to not
list the species. No biologist— including the agency’s own experts—had agreed with
the decision to not list. The FWS has until May to reconsider.

In February of this year, the GAO issued its report. It found that high level officials
within the agency and Department of Interior had interfered with the listing process for
the owl. [Ed. note: The FWS is within the Interior Dept.] The GAO also found that, in
conflict with the Endangered Species Act, nonbiological considerations (read “political /
economic”) had factored into the decision to not list. This report contributed to the
removal of Frank Dunkle, Fish & Wildlife Service Director, in March. Ominously, James
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Cason, Bush’s recent appointment to Assistant Secretary of Agriculture (overseeing the
Forest Service), has been fingered by Rolf Wallenstrom—then- Regional Director of
FWS—as one of the high Interior officials who applied pressure to not list the owl.

It is now likely that the Spotted Owl will, come May, be listed at least as Threatened
throughout its range, and Endangered in parts. Unfortunately, an actual recovery plan,
which would protect habitat, is a long way off.

Lawyers Part II: Taking Candy from a Baby

Back in 1984, National Wildlife Federation appealed the Forest Service Regional
Guide for Region 6. The appeal went all the way to then-Assistant Secretary of Agri-
culture Douglas McCleary (timber beast), who decided that the agency would have to
do an environmental impact statement on the Spotted Owl, but that all other points
in the appeal would be dropped. From that day on, the owl has taken all the heat for
the old growth issue.

In December of 1988, the F'S Chief finally signed a Record of Decision on the Spot-
ted Owl EIS. Immediately, everyone and their lawyer appealed the plan. (Appellants
included the state of Washington; but in the political heat after the state’s appeal,
Governor Booth Gardner—a Weyerhaeuser heir—changed his tune to pro-jobs, and
the state never filed suit to follow-up their appeal.)

The Assistant Secretary of Agriculture denied all appeals—in effect, forcing the owl
issue into the courts. So, the industry filed suit in Portland—saying that the plan will
have too big an economic impact and is based on insufficient understanding of the owl’s
biology. SCLDF filed in Seattle, primarily basing its claims on NFMA violations—the
plan would not provide for a viable population of owls. On February 17 in Seattle,
Justice William Dwyer heard motions for injunctions from both sides.

Dwyer rejected the industry’s arguments that the plan should not be put into effect.
The conservationists asked for an injunction against the F'S selling any more sales in
Spotted Owl habitat until the suit could be resolved. Dwyer said he needed site-specific
information, and wouldn’t make a blanket ruling.

Within a week, SCLDF presented the judge with some 140 sales in owl habitat.
Dwyer issued a Temporary Restraining Order removing all these sales from the agency’s
timber program until the case is heard in June.

SCLDF and others also have a suit against the BLM in Oregon, where that agency
is destroying vast amounts of Spotted Owl habitat on revested O&C Railroad grant
lands. This suit is based on restrictions in the Migratory Bird Act under which the
owl is protected.

These legal actions, coupled with the massive log exodus to Asia (discussed below),
have shocked old growth dependent mills—many of which were already fated to suffer
timber shortages sooner than they’ll admit. Timber prices are now being bid up faster
than in the late 1970s market boom. From mid March to mid April, log prices have
nearly doubled.

The State Level
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While all the above is occurring in the federal arena, the states also own and log
forests, partially supporting school construction with the revenue. In Washington this
has led to some interesting political dances.

About 5% of Washington’s owl habitat is on state (Department of Natural Resources
[DNR]) land. A crucial chunk of this amount is on the state’s Hoh-Clearwater Block on
the west side of the Olympic Peninsula. This area, ravaged by past decades of logging,
is a critical habitat link between Olympic National Forest old growth to the north and
south.

The Washington Department of Wildlife has been in a trench war with the DNR over
timber sales in owl habitat in this 270,000-acre fragmented forest. The WDW Nongame
Division is excellent on this issue; but the DNR, with its devious Commissioner, Brian
Boyle, holds the cards. Even though Washington lists the species as endangered, the
state has no endangered species act to give that designation teeth.

Undoubtedly, before the battle is resolved, some politicians on the national level will
pose as old growth champions—and become popular doing so. The state governments
of Washington and Oregon, however, being tied to the industry, will probably remain
against the owl.

Indeed, in March, the Washington Senate considered a bill that would force the
DNR to immediately log all its old growth. This is, of course, logistically impossible,
but a watered-down version of the bill did pass. State representatives sent mailings
to their constituents pitting “owls against kids.” These mailings actually publicized a
demonstration by loggers (which occurred in Olympia, and was countered by EFlers
and others).

The WDNR is dominated by timber beasts. Several DNR employees entered an anti-
owl float in the July 4th parade last summer in Forks, the so-called “logging capital of
the world.” Washington EF! has protested the DNR several times.

In Oregon, the state legislature has passed a ban on all whole log exports from state
land. However, as trade is a constitutional issue, the US Congress must act to give the
state authority to do this. Such an action has been initiated (see below).

Mounting Tension

Amidst this fury, some have taken a pragmatic approach to stopping the logging
holocaust. Spiking is rampant, but what is infuriating the loggers more is the equipment
damage. In Whatcom County (west side of the North Cascades), several hundred
thousand dollars of damage has occurred (several incidents) in recent months. Plum
Creek (Burlington Northern) suffered considerable damage, supposedly near and on
the weekend of the Washington Earth First! spring gathering.

Most of the damage has been at prime target federal timber sales. Yet much has
also occurred on private lands, second growth operations, even gypo log shows. The
latter is the sort of non-strategic “vandalism” that Fcodefense warns against; it comes
with a cost.

Washington loggers are livid. Loggers have begun to organize here, as they had
already in Montana and Oregon. In early April, 300 log trucks and several ranch-
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ers paraded through Omak (near last year’s Round River Rendezvous site) against
a lawsuit that has bound up most of the Okanogan National Forest cut and against
monkeywrenching. The sheriff of Okanogan County, Jim Weed, appears to be using
fear-of-EF'! for his own political ends.

Enforcement efforts have been redoubled, if press statements are to be believed. A
vigilante trend is running through the logging community now. Bald Mountain sage
Lou Gold, in a recent appearance in Gifford Pinchot National Forest country, was
greeted by scores of boisterous men in suspenders!

Loggers attended a recent talk I gave to the Audubon Society in Bellingham. Co-
incidentally, an article about the recent flurry of equipment damage ran in our local
paper the day of my talk. I was quoted therein saying that monkeywrenchers aren’t
born, they are created by situations. The loggers didn’t appreciate me blaming their
forestry practices for the ecotage.

Communication between loggers and environmentalists has broken down in the past
month. Even people like Robert Pyle, author of the excellent book Wintergreen, accus-
tomed to good relations with neighbors in his small logging hometown in southwest
Washington’s Willapa Hills, have lately noticed relationships chilling. The sources of
the tension are concerns about jobs, owls, spiking, and money, and loggers’ fear that
they face hard times.

The timber industry is eagerly aggravating this situation with propaganda cam-
paigns in small communities. By directing their workers’ eyes toward Spotted Owls
and insensitive environmentalists, they’re able to continue sneaking the last logs onto
Asian ships.

On a recent radio broadcast, a logger said, “The people at Hanford (a nuclear plant
now being shut down) are engineers—they can be retrained. Loggers can’t do anything
else.” This is a real problem, and one that the corporations have no interest in resolving.
If we are not sensitive to it, any protection for old growth will be short-lived.

Legislative Threats

Though our eventual hope for saving the remaining ancient forest is through the US
Congress, there also lies our greatest danger. The faster the Northwest pot bods, the
more likely it is that Oregon’s Senator Hatfield will cook up some law to exempt the
Spotted Owl from the ESA, or circumvent NFMA or NEPA (National Environmental
Policy Act).

Even if Hatfield does not enact some such diabolical scheme, and even if favorable
protection legislation passes, areas not contained in the bill will probably be destined
for the mill. Unlike the Wilderness bills, in which we’ve succeeded in getting “soft
release” of areas not included (meaning that these places don’t necessarily get cut;
they must still be considered for wildlife and recreation value), a bill intended to
finally put to rest the ancient forest issue will almost certainly contain “hard release”
(read “clearcut”) language.

The best way to combat both these threats (note that both come from the Northwest
delegation) is to expand support for ancient forests nationally—even internationally.
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Already it’s a national issue, with coverage in Time, the New York Times, TV news,
etc.; but this support must be solidified on the grassroots level. We need a national
network of people ready to demand from their elected representatives the support for
or squashing of ancient forest legislation.

That is the purpose of the Ancient Forest Rescue Expedition. [Ed. note: This ex-
pedition involved speakers and musicians touring the country with a truck bearing
an old-growth log, publicizing the plight of the ancient forests.1 Our networking of
informed grassroots people, coupled with similar work by Lou Gold and others, will
help us control the meddling of hostile politicians.

International Issue

Ancient forest is implicitly an international issue for two reasons. One is that Canada
is destroying its old growth even faster than the US. The other is the exports issue.

In British Columbia, Canada, because of the absence of environmental laws and
the industry bias of the present provincial government (the Forest Minister is from an
industry coalition), the situation is bleak. The issue revolves around “hotspots,” specific
places where environmentalists, such as Western Canada Wilderness Committee, can
focus public education efforts.

Each of these places, including the Stein watershed, Carmanah Creek, Meares Island
and Shelter Inlet (the latter two in Vancouver Island’s Clayoquot Sound), is a story
in itself. Most of them involve native land claims, because the laws relating to Indians
are far stronger than those on environment. Though we can be optimistic about these
specific battles, we're losing the general war in BC.

In that province, 95% of the land is “Crown land”—meaning it is owned by the
provincial government. Those lands that are forested are granted to huge corporations
in open-ended contracts called “tree farm licenses” (TFLs). The corporations, including
MacMillan-Bloedel and New Zealand’s massive Fletcher Challenger, then control the
land, free. They cut the trees, then—in the few areas actually replanted—the province
generally pays for replanting. In BC forests, there is a fine line between subsidization
and corporate ownership of state.

Presently, about 1/5 of the province is in TFLs. The Forest Minister is now trying
to get the balance divided. A recent article in the Financial Times of Canada, the
nation’s largest financial paper, said the industry is finally getting tough with tree
huggers. This means multimillion-dollar ad campaigns, and rampant government graft.
It seems the industry fears changing times and attitudes and is trying to get its take
before the reckoning.

Both Canada and the US export whole (unprocessed) logs, but the Northwest US
exports a far higher proportion of its timber. Having a law limiting timber exports to
surplus—beyond mill capacity—timber, only about 3% of BC’s cut goes abroad; and
in early April the provincial government slapped a 100% tax on any whole log exports.
In contrast, the Northwest US exports some 7 billion board feet annually, much of it
unprocessed. No other country in the world trades this way.
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Washington state is the leader in wood exports. Some 40% of our cut goes to Asia.
Timber exports are now a matter of much debate in Northwest politics.

In 1988, Oregon Representative Peter DeFazio and Washington Representative Don
Bonker introduced legislation in the US House that would have allowed states to regu-
late exports. The bill didn’t even get out of the committee that Bonker himself chaired.
Moreover, Bonker lost a bid for the Senate, and now is gone. Yet between last year
and this, the issue has so intensified that legislation is likely to pass soon.

Such export restrictions, some say, would put more trees into American mills, reduc-
ing the jobs impact of old growth protection. Whether the common ground represented
by export restrictions is real or imagined, it may allow some interesting alliances to
form.

April 10 will be the West Coast-wide day of action against log exports. In Olympia,
Washington, not only are Audubon Society members expected to take to the streets,
but so too are millworkers and construction unions.

A major coalition was being built in Olympia, involving even the Pulp and Paper
Millworkers Union. But last week, apparently, copies of falsified “minutes,” from a
meeting of environmentalists that never happened, were mailed to the industry-type
groups of this coalition. The minutes allegedly mentioned planned sabotage. As of this
writing, some of the groups are withdrawing from the coalition—the industry’s paper
monkeywrenching has worked.

Conclusion

Everything is happening so fast that the outcome remains unclear. It seems certain,
however, that something big will happen by the end of this summer. The economy of
the Northwest will be affected by changes in timber base and export policies, and some
people—probably not the real villains, though—will suffer. In those areas that don’t
gain protection, nifty tricks will be needed to keep the forest standing.

Editor’s update: The fate of the remaining natural forests in the Northwest has
still not been determined. The Northern Spotted Owl was listed as threatened, and an
mter-agency committee produced a report that recommended saving many large tracts
of forest land—much to the consternation of Congress. Whether the agencies will abide
by the recommendations of the committee’s report remains to be seen. Surprisingly, the
Forest Service has shown some willingness to do so.

Federal timber export legislation did finally pass. The economic recession has slowed
the cutting somewhat. Environmentalists managed to defeat the nomination of James
Cason as Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. Instead, a pig farmer was chosen to
oversee the Forest Service.

The “Big 10” environmental groups are supporting the Ancient Forest Protection Act
(AFPA). Less compromising conservationists are supporting the Native Forest Protec-
tion Act (NFPA). AFPA was introduced in Congress in 1990 and gained considerable
support. It will be reintroduced in 1991. NFPA supporters are seeking sponsors in
Congress to introduce that much stronger proposal.
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Of Politics, Extinctions, and
Ecological Collapse

Samhain 1989

by Jasper Carlton

At a time when almost every magazine and TV station in the country is touting a
new “environmental awareness,” our laws and regulations related to the preservation
of natural diversity are being thrown to the wind. America is dying biologically and
we are allowing the “destroyers” to either limit confrontations to debates over small
biotic fragments or to eliminate citizen challenges altogether. While newspapers are
filled with details about the destruction of tropical rainforests, little is said about the
decline of natural diversity in the US.

Over 6000 species are biologically threatened in the United States! This estimate is
of species either critically imperiled because of extreme rarity or very rare as a result
of habitat destruction, and includes native vertebrate, invertebrate, and plant species.
At best, 20% of these species are presently receiving adequate protection.

Rights of Nature and Citizens Under Fire

In October Congress passed a bill, HR 2788, making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Interior and related agencies for fiscal year 1990. Riders on the bill brought
by Oregon’s and Montana’s political leaders allow clearcut logging in the essential
habitats of the Northern Spotted Owl, the Grizzly Bear and several other Threatened
and Endangered species.

Congress and the American public have failed to realize that such legislative ma-
neuvers are a veiled attempt to circumvent the democratic and legal process. They
attach major legislation to an unrelated bill so as to avoid debate or a meaningful vote
on the floor of either house of Congress. They bypass the congressional committees
charged with handling Forest Service matters. As these amendments become law, the
recommendations of field researchers will be thrown aside, management plans ignored,
formal appeals made moot, and decisions by federal judges rendered meaningless.

The mutual favor political tactics of the 60s are back again! Shades of the Tennessee
Valley Authority (TVA) dam building era, but whereas before it was the destruction of
the last free flowing rivers in the Tennessee Valley and the existence of small unknown
fish (Snail Darter), now it is annihilation of this country’s last ancient forests and of
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relic Pleistocene spruce-fir forest. The stakes are even greater now. Bioprostitution and
political trickery are laying waste to North America’s last natural diverse ecosystems.

Congressional maneuvers around US environmental law have aided various economic
interests over the years. Corporations facing project delays or cancellation have on a
number of occasions lobbied Congress for waivers of NEPA (National Environmental
Policy Act). It occurred in 1972 with nuclear power plant licensing after the Calvert
Cliffs decision, in 1973 with the Alaska Pipeline, and in 1975 with a freeway case in the
Northeast. Some senators and representatives, particularly a few from Arizona, Utah,
Wyoming, Idaho and Montana, seem obsessed with flogging NEPA and the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). Their flogging is hastening the extinction of many plant and animal
species. The nation should rebel!

Due to the machinations of Senator Mark Hatfield (R-OR), the ancient forests
of Oregon have taken the worst beating in recent years. Hatfield has attached to
appropriations legislation riders exempting destructive timber harvesting from existing
conservation laws. The 1985 Senate Interior Supplemental Appropriations Bill included
arider that authorized what would otherwise have been illegal timber sales on Oregon’s
Siuslaw National Forest. Timber sales had been enjoined by a federal court for NEPA
violations; the rider, in effect, overrode the court decision. A rider on the 1988 Senate
Interior Appropriations Bill exempted Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service
plans in Oregon from judicial challenge. Despite a heroic effort by grassroots activists,
the 1989 Senate Interior Appropriations

Bill included a rider that barred court challenges to salvage timber sales in the Silver
Fire burn area of Oregon’s North Kalmiopsis Roadless Area. As a result, an area that
should have been added to the Kalmiopsis Wilderness was logged.

Agencies Above the Law

Predating the latest round of exemptions from environmental law, a similar case
demonstrating agency complicity in the subversion of the Endangered Species Act
was the proposal for the Stacy Dam on the Concho River in west Texas—now under
construction. Pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) is charged with the responsibility of issuing a Biological Opinion for projects
that involve federal funds or lands and that may affect a federally listed Threatened or
Endangered species. Under the Act, it is illegal for political or economic considerations
to influence the preparation of a Biological Opinion. Though biological data showed
that the Stacy Dam would destroy essential habitat of the Concho Water Snake, a
Threatened species, FWS released a no jeopardy decision, allowing development to
proceed.

Like the National Park Service (whose negligence is most apparent in its misman-
agement of Grizzly Bears in Yellowstone National Park), the Fish and Wildlife Service
has a better reputation among conservationists than it deserves. The Park Service
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and Fish and Wildlife Service are thwarting environmental regulations almost as egre-
giously as are the notorious Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. What
makes the latest series of exemptions particularly dismaying is to see Congress aiding
these agencies in the subversion of environmental law.

Biological diversity has also been impacted by such political tactics in the Southwest.
In 1988, the University of Arizona engineered a high priced lobbying campaign that
convinced the entire Arizona congressional delegation to support a rider approving an
astrophysical observatory atop the unique Mt. Graham Sky Island Spruce-Fir Ecosys-
tem, within southern Arizona’s Coronado National Forest. Attached to an unrelated
bill [which included some environmentally benign measures, thus making it hard for
environmentalists to effectively oppose|, the rider passed through Congress without
debate. It exempted the project from NEPA and NFMA (National Forest Manage-
ment Act) and seriously weakened already watered down US Fish and Wildlife Service
mitigation measures. The federal agencies that allowed this political contrivance may
have doomed one of the most critically endangered mammals in North America, the
Mt. Graham Red Squirrel.

Whether the Arizona rider functionally exempted the project from all provisions
of the Endangered Species Act is now being decided by the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals, in response to a suit filed by Wayne Woods, the Sierra Club Legal Defend
Fund and other co-plaintiffs. Despite the suit, bulldozers are even now scraping a road
up the mountain.

The Forest Service and University of Arizona knew that an astro- physical develop-
ment on Mt. Graham would probably not be allowed if the issue was resolved in the
federal courts, pursuant to the mandates of the Endangered Species Act, National En-
vironmental Policy Act and National Forest Management Act. To win an exemption
from judicial review in Congress, they needed the support of the Fish and Wildlife
Service—ostensibly the lead federal agency in the conservation of the nation’s Endan-
gered species—and they apparently got it. Ignoring the preponderance of biological
data indicating the squirrel was nearing extinction and its habitat was in decline, the
FWS Southwest Regional Director concocted a series of cosmetic mitigation guide-
lines that allowed the astrophysical development to proceed. The Biological Opinion,
upon which the congressional action (exemption) was based, was skewed by political
considerations, even as the Stacy Dam decision had been.

The Fish & Wildlife Service similarly abrogated its responsibilities under the ESA
in the Upper Yaak Road case in the Kootenai National Forest of northwest Montana.
FWS’s after-the-fact Biological Opinion [necessitated by the presence of the Grizzly,
a Threatened species, and Woodland Caribou, an Endangered species| allowed road
construction and timber harvest to continue. In this case, an Environmental Impact
Statement—as is required under NEPA for all major federal projects— is the main
document of contention.

Montana grassroots activists recently sued under NEPA and won a decision in the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals that has stopped most logging in the Upper Yaak.
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The rider in HR 2788, reopening the Yaak to exploitation, was in response to this legal
action. The timber to be cut in the Upper Yaak area of the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem
would be sold for some of the lowest prices of any standing timber in the country.
Using “pine beetle infestation” as a justification, the Forest Service (FS) is planning
what amounts to a Lodgepole annihilation program, so that they can replant with fast
growing pines for later timber harvests. The sales would lose money; i.e., they would
cost the US taxpayer.

The ultimate cost of the cutting, however, may be the elimination of the area as a
Grizzly Bear, Gray Wolf, and Woodland Caribou recovery area. Combined with the
road-building plan under the Kootenai National Forest Plan and the FS’s and FWS’s
likely approval of two huge new silver mines in the heart of Grizzly Bear habitat, the
cutting may spell the biological death of the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem. Environmental-
ists now plan to sue again, despite the rider, over the agencies’ failure to consider the
cumulative impact of timber and mining development in the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem.
[The agencies are treating timber cutting and mining in separate EISs, and ignoring
overall impacts.]

Meanwhile in the Northwest, the Fish and Wildlife Service failed to propose ESA
listing for the biologically endangered Northern Spotted Owl until it was forced to
do so through the federal courts. This battle, the most widely publicized of the three
main conflicts at present over endangered species and exemptions, also rages on, with
the recently passed riders ensuring further felling of the Ancient Forests of Oregon and
Washington.

To summarize the foregoing, it appears that much of the administrative and legal
system for protecting rare and endangered species has broken down under the Reagan
and Bush administrations. Whenever economics comes into conflict with ecology, eco-
nomics wins. And would the “Environmental President” veto a destructive bill such as
HR 27887 As well ask: does James Watt defecate in a composting toilet?

Congress may have been seriously misled by the US Forest Service into believing
that roads and clearcuts in the Upper Yaak area of Montana would not jeopardize the
Grizzly Bear or that a huge astro- physical development on Mt. Graham would not
harm the Mt. Graham Red Squirrel. Congress trusted FWS conclusions. Again, how-
ever, Congress too is at fault, as is most evident in the Northwest, where timber sales
that threaten listed species are being allowed because of riders approved by Congress.
Moreover, congresspersons from the Northwest, Northern Rockies and Southwest have
applied pressure on the Secretaries of Agriculture (which department has jurisdiction
over the FS) and Interior (which has jurisdiction over FWS, BLM, and NFS) to ensure
that management plans for Endangered species do not stand in the way of economic
development.

Conservationists need to realize that these riders, which preclude judicial review
(citizen legal challenges) of Forest Service and BLM management plans, were not
initiated solely by the timber industry. The agencies themselves requested many of the
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exemptions. Tragically, they come at a time when we should be strengthening NEPA
and ESA.

Loss of Species

Under the present administrative system, there is a major difference between bio-
logically threatened or endangered species, and legislatively Threatened or Endangered
species. In the legislative sense, only those species that are formally listed by state
or federal agencies are Threatened or Endangered. However, thousands of species in
the United States are now at risk but have not been placed on either state or federal
endangered species lists. If they are not cute and cuddly charismatic mammals, they
typically receive little attention and less protection. How many of us are defending
rare plants, bugs and slugs, bats and rats?

The number of species being placed at greater risk by Forest Service management
and the recent legislative moves is disconcerting. In Montana’s Cabinet/Yaak Ecosys-
tem, the Northern Bald Eagle, Peregrine Falcon, Gray Wolf, Grizzly Bear, Western
Big-eared Bat, Wolverine, Coeur d’Alene Salamander, Common Loon, Harlequin Duck,
Boreal Owl, Woodland Caribou, and many sensitive plant and fish species are in serious
trouble or already extirpated.

In Arizona’s Mt. Graham Ecosystem, the Apache Trout, Twin-spotted Rattlesnake,
Mexican Garter Snake, Peregrine Falcon, Mexican Spotted Owl, Apache Goshawk,
Black Bear, Coues’ White-tailed Deer, Mt. Graham Pocket Gopher, Long-tailed Vole,
Mountain Lion, Pinaleno Monkey Grasshopper, Erigeron pringlei, Dodecatheon ellisae,
Corralorhiza maculata, Habemia hyperborea, Primula rusbyi, and Veratrum lanatum
are all in trouble. Some of these are subspecies found nowhere else.

Within the Northwest’s Ancient Forest Ecosystems, the Clouded Salamander,
Foothill Yellow-legged Frog, Northern Flying Squirrel,

Pine Marten, Long-eared Myotis, Northern Spotted Owl, Bald Eagle, Marbled Mur-
relet, and some hawks, ducks, and wrens are threatened by old growth forest destruc-
tion. Scientists are unsure how many plant and animal species are associated with or
dependent upon old growth.

Owls, Squirrels, Bears and the ESA

The legislation surfacing all over the West in the past few years not only exempts
timber sales and other development activities from judicial review, it also preempts
the mandate of the Endangered Species Act, arguably the strongest environmental
legislation ever passed in this country. We should consider how this environmental law
has broken down.
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One factor is that congressional mandates and court precedents, even at the
Supreme Court level, are often ignored by the timber industry, Forest Service and
some congresspersons. The FS, BLM, FWS and the U of A have all conveniently
ignored or forgotten the Supreme Court decision in the infamous Snail Darter Case
(TVA v. Hill). The words of Chief Justice Burger, in his majority opinion for the
Court, still ring beautifully in my ears:

One would be hard pressed to find a statutory provision whose terms were any plainer
than those in Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Its very words affirmatively
command all federal agencies “to insure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out
by them do not jeopardize the continued existence” of an endangered species or “result
i the destruction or modification of habitat of such species . . . “ This language admits
of no exception ... (437 US:174)

The Supreme Court held that Section 7 of the ESA barred the completion of federal
projects in conflict with Endangered species, and that in enacting the ESA, “Congress
intended endangered species to be afforded the highest of priorities,” even over the
“primary missions” of federal agencies. George Bush, Manuel Lujan [Interior Secretary]|,
John Turner [FWS Director|, Dale Robertson [FS Chief] ... are you listening?

In response to the Supreme Court Decision in TVA v. Hill, Congress within a few
months introduced an element of “flexibility into the ESA by passing new amendments,
one of which allowed for possible exemption from the Act for some federal projects.
The exemption process established by this amendment now merits special scrutiny in
light of the plight of the Mt. Graham Red Squirrel, Grizzly Bear, Northern Spotted
Owl, and the recently emergency-listed Desert Tortoise.

One aspect of the new flexibility was the creation of the so-called God Committee (or
“God Squad”), empowered to exempt projects from ESA under special circumstances.
This committee was and is composed of such political appointees as the Secretaries of
Agriculture, Interior, and Commerce. Little has ever been heard of the God Committee
because it has rarely been used.

Indeed, the passage by Congress of an ESA exemption process has not proven as
disastrous as initially it appeared. In only a few cases has the exemption process even
been attempted. Many environmentalists don’t realize that when the Snail Darter
issue reached the God Committee under the new exemption process, its exemption
was denied. It was the US Congress, acting later as an even higher but less moral god,
that exempted the Tellico Dam from the ESA, by passing special legislation. Without
the powerful pork-barrel tactics of Tennessee’s congressional delegation and the fact
that the dam was 90% complete, the project might have been defeated even in the
halls of Congress.

The proper ESA exemption process has not proven as dangerous as feared because it
entails public scrutiny before exemptions may be granted. Now, however, exemptions
from judicial review in the form of riders in agency appropriation bills are function-
ing as de facto ESA exemptions, without full congressional and public scrutiny. The
Forest Service and timber industry and the University of Arizona all realize that they
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risk being perceived as hostile to Endangered species preservation if they request an
exemption through the proper ESA process. They also are cognizant of the complex
procedures they would face in the exemption process itself. Most important, they know
that they would probably fail in that effort since most of the public and members of
Congress support the preservation of Endangered species.

In short, if any federal agency, state governors, or industry permittees affected by
the Endangered Species Act are so inclined, they are entitled to seek an exemption
under existing provisions of the Act. If they are honest enough not to employ the
surreptitious tactics and collusion characteristic of recent ESA de facto exemptions,
they will do so in full public view.

Congress has long recognized the need for citizen monitoring and enforcement of
environmental laws and regulations. Without citizen challenges, enforcement of laws
would be minimal under such administrations as Bush’s. To remove the right of citizens
to challenge illegal and destructive government actions not only undermines the prin-
ciples of our democratic form of government, it invites more radical and revolutionary
intervention strategies.

In the long run, these undemocratic political maneuvers will result in a greater num-
ber of legal actions since their implementation is increasing endangerment of hundreds
of species. The population levels of many less known and little studied species will
drop so low that recovery efforts in the wild will become exceedingly costly. The pro-
grams for the California Condor and Black-footed Ferret [both now apparently extinct
from the wild] should have taught us that habitat protection and restoration measures
must be taken in advance, while species populations are sufficiently healthy to allow
for recovery in the wild.

Local Economic vs. Global Concerns

Perennial critics of the Endangered Species Act, such as the timber, energy, cat-
tle, off-road vehicle, and power boat lobbies, argue that the preservation of “obscure”
species should not stand in the way of economic development. A double standard ex-
ists in this country where enforcement of conservation law is concerned. If enforcement
is popular due to economic benefits derived, or a cute and charismatic mammal is in-
volved, local and regional protection may be possible. Of all rare and endangered plants
and animals, however, 90% do not fit these requirements. Consequently, thousands of
species are falling through the cracks of environmental planning in the US.

Local economic interests argue, in effect, that Las Vegas should be allowed to dev-
astate the Desert Tortoise in order to sustain its housing boom; that the Anastasia
Island Beach Mouse should be sacrificed for more condominiums on Florida’s Anastasia
Island; and that the Forest Service should be allowed to continue promoting logging,
road-building and energy development in the Northern Rockies, to the detriment of the
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Grizzly Bear. These are merely three of many examples of species ostensibly protected
under the ESA but in fact continuing to lose their habitats to development.

Unfortunately, in our society at present, thinking globally and acting locally will
not suffice to prevent extinctions. Many towns throughout the country, if permitted,
will willingly sacrifice native species in the name of economic progress. If it were up to
Libby or Troy, Montana, there would be no Grizzlies in the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem;
if it were up to Bonners Ferry, Idaho, there would be no Woodland Caribou in the
Selkirk Ecosystem; if it were up to Reserve, New Mexico, there would be no Mexican
Spotted Owls in the Gila/Aldo Leopold Wilderness complex; if it were up to Innokalee,
Florida, there would be no Florida Panthers in the Everglades; if it were up to Cedar
Key, Florida, there would be no Manatees in the Suwanee Sound; if it were up to Cheat
Neck, West Virginia, there would be no Flat-spired Three-toothed Land Snails in the
Cheat River Gorge...

As habitat is altered and destroyed, extirpations—Ilocal and regional extinctions—
result. These extirpations are leading to the ecological collapse of this country’s last
natural, diverse ancient forest, wetland hardwood, desert, and tailgrass prairie ecosys-
tems.

In most North American ecosystems now supporting multiple rare and endangered
species, no mitigation measures could render proposed economic developments envi-
ronmentally acceptable. A moratorium on development in biologically sensitive areas
should be imposed, but local governments are unwilling to take such a step.

If we leave decisions to local political and economic planning, thousands of species
will be lost in this country. Local extinctions that society accepts in order to accom-
modate development will eventually result in global extinctions. Yes, education and
organizing are essential, but even if local cooperation cannot be gained, we should not
accept the loss of natural diversity at the local level.

Those who espouse an economic remedy to forest mismanagement may deserve
part of the blame for the economics vs. ecology predicament. By declaring that an
economically well run forest will produce an ecologically sound forest, they encourage
a continuing emphasis on economics and jobs at the expense of natural systems. Jobs
are not the major issue. Loggers can be retrained and reemployed in ecologically benign
jobs.

Dire Implications

Citizens must obey the law or go to prison, but federal agencies that supposedly
operate in the “public interest” are being allowed to violate the law The Forest Service,
to name perhaps the worst offender, not only subsidizes the timber industry, it also
supports the industry through its management plans and its thwarting of environmen-
tal laws. If Congress does not reject these underhanded political tactics, if Congress
does not uphold citizens’ rights to appeal, what will be the next liberties we lose?
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These tactics demonstrate that exploitive industries are unwilling to pay the price
of doing business on the public lands. That price is full compliance with US laws and
regulations. The response of citizens and Congress should be quick and decisive: indi-
viduals and companies that destroy biotic systems should be barred from conducting
business on our public lands!

What to Do with the Forest Service

If the GAO (General Accounting Office) were to publish annual statistics on the
cumulative adverse environmental impact of the projects of the US Forest Service,
Congress and the American people would see that this agency should be dismantled.
The Forest Service cannot be reformed; no amount of economic mumbo-jumbo can
correct its deficiencies.

The present controversies over our last ancient forests, the Grizzly in the Northern
Rockies, and the Mt. Graham Red Squirrel bear stark testimony to the F'S’s abandon-
ment of sound scientific principles. The constant seeking of exemptions from conserva-
tion laws constitutes an admission that even minimal standards of ecological protection
are not being met.

Drastic changes in Forest Service programs would not solve the problem. Court
challenges of FS actions could go on forever while agency mandates are ignored. Our
entire system for protecting landscapes in this country must be overhauled. All bio-
logically sensitive lands in the National Forest System should be removed from Forest
Service jurisdiction and consolidated and protected as part of large, natural biological
preserves under the umbrella of a Native Ecosystems Act.

No More Compromise

Ongoing negotiations in the Northwest and Northern Rockies do not reflect the
severity of the situation. The old growth forests have been reduced to scattered rem-
nants; there is nothing left to compromise. It is disturbing to witness the apparent rush
by some so-called environmental groups to make compromises that further fragment
Northwest Ancient Forest Ecosystems or “mitigate away” the last undisturbed Grizzly
habitat in the Northern Rockies.

We must not limit our battle lines to small remaining groves of old growth trees
or other small biotic fragments in the West. To do so would be to admit defeat. Has
the demise of the Coast Redwoods in northern California and old growth hardwoods
in the East taught us nothing? If lines are to be drawn, then they should be drawn
generously to include entire ecosystems.

No compromise, no mitigation, no Habitat Conservation Plans are appropriate. All
timber sales in Spotted Owl habitat in the Northwest should be stopped; the U of
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A should be banned from Mt. Graham; a permanent moratorium on logging, road-
building and mining should be enacted for the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem.

As this issue goes to press, environmentalists are gathering the details of HR 2788 as
it was finally passed by Congress. President Bush is expected to sign the bill without
delay. According to the October 1 New York Times, the compromise approved by
the House-Senate conference committee, later passed as part of HR 2788, includes
the following provisions: 1) Federal sales of timber in the Northwest region would
be reduced and the federal government could not sell timber from areas identified as
Spotted Owl habitat. 2) Court challenges to individual timber sales would be allowed
but would have to be filed within 15 days of the sale offering and the courts would have
to decide within 45 days. 3) About half the timber now barred from sale by federal
courts would be released. 4) The Senate would no longer insist on a 12 month ban on
federal court orders blocking timber sales.

Details on the final form of the rider exempting projects in the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosys-
tem from the ESA and NEPA are not yet known. In short, HR 2788 compromises away
more of the Northwest Ancient Forest and Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystems.

What You Can Do

Write your senators (US Senate, Washington, DC 20510) and repre- sentative
(House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515) urging them to oppose any fu-
ture legislation that includes “riders” on agency appropriation bills designed to prevent
administrative or judicial review of public land management decisions. Ask them to
initiate oversight hearings on agency subversion of the Endangered Species Act. Urge
them to support the National Biological Diversity Conservation and Environmental
Research Act, which would establish a policy for the conservation of biodiversity in
the US and would require agencies to fully disclose the impact of all their activities
on biodiversity. The EF! Biodiversity Project supports this bill as a good first step
toward preserving ecosystems.

Editor’s update: America has continued to die, subsequent to the above events. The
Northern Spotted Owl was listed as Threatened, yet cutting of old-growth continues.
The Mt. Graham Red Squirrel population dropped sharply, yet clearing of the mountain
top for the scopes proceeds. The Grizzly Bear, Gray Wolf, and Woodland Caribou
survive in perilously low numbers in the Cabinet/Yaak Ecosystem, yet timber harvest
levels on National Forest there remain high. Moreover, the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks—perhaps with the support of federal agencies, certainly with
the support of ranchers—is now trying to delist the Grizzly Bear in the Northern
Continental Divide Fcosystem, which w