Opposing Views

Attachment #19

Clearcutting is a Method of Growing Trees

Efficiently for the Lumber Market used in

Private Industrial Tree Farms

Our National Forests must Never be
Manipulated to Resemble Tree Farms
Clearcutting Opposing View #1 - “The concept that all forests must be silviculturally manipulated (logged) and eventually replaced in order to provide desired goods and services, including the continued health of forest landscapes, is an old and honored tradition among many forestry professionals.  The “fully regulated” forest landscape with its “balanced” distribution of forest age classes, or developmental states, has been a goal and icon of forest management for over a century.  Another traditional view is that forests must be actively replaced, because without human intervention their ability to provide goods and services will decline and fire, storm, insects or disease will eventually destroy them.” (page 1)
“Proposals for widespread logging as the mechanism to create and provide for all forest values are therefore not surprising.  These approaches continue to be advanced by advocates of timber harvesting under such rubrics as “Structure- Based Management” and “High Quality Forestry.”  Indeed, such approaches have been proposed as optimal to achieve forestry goals in the United States (Oliver et al. 1997).  These proposals assert that managed forests, including plantations, are not highly susceptible to destruction by natural disturbances whereas unmanaged forests are.  Therefore, proponents argue that forest reserves are a poor conservation strategy since they will inevitably be destroyed, and that active logging is thus necessary to maintain desired forest values.  A parallel — although often unstated — premise is that foresters know how to grow new forests that will provide desired goods and services.” (page 1)
The proposition that forest values are protected with more, rather than less logging, and that forest reserves are not only unnecessary, but undesirable, has great appeal to many with a vested interest in maximizing timber harvest.  These ideas are particularly attractive to institutions and individuals whose incomes depend upon a forest land base.” (page 2)
“Our interpretation of the scientific literature, combined with our professional experience, leads us to some very different conclusions about appropriate approaches.  Scientifically based strategies for the conservation of forest ecosystems, with a sound theoretical basis in conservation biology—including biodiversity and critical ecological services—have inevitably incorporated reserves along with ecologically sensitive management of unreserved areas (e.g., FEMAT 1993).” (page 2)
“Consequently, we specifically criticize the “simplified structure-based management” approaches derived from simple structural models and traditional silvicultural systems such as clearcutting.”
“In our view, the assumptions underpinning simplified structure-based management (SSBM) are not supported by the published scientific literature on structural development of natural forests, disturbance ecology, landscape ecology and conservation biology, or by the relationships between ecosystem structures and processes. In this report, we review scientific findings associated with each of these areas with particular attention to the over-simplified structural models associated with SSBM and the importance and viability of forest reserves to achieve various ecological goals.” (page 2)
 “We do not believe that the scientific literature or forestry experience support the notions that intensively managed forests can fully duplicate the role of natural forests, or that sufficient knowledge and ability exist to create even an approximation of a natural old-growth forest stand.” (page 3)
Franklin, Jerry Ph.D., David Perry Ph.D., Reed Noss Ph.D., David

Montgomery Ph.D. and Christopher Frissell Ph.D. 2000. "Simplified Forest

Management to Achieve Watershed and Forest Health: A Critique."
A National Wildlife Federation publication sponsored by the Bullitt Foundation
http://www.coastrange.org/documents/forestreport.pdf 
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Clearcutting Opposing View #2 - “Once clear-cutting has occurred, regulation and human silvicultural practices become responsible for the revegetation that follows.  The creation of new forest succession patterns are the result of human control over the growing environment.  Rather than proceeding at a natural pace, humans attempt to speed up the forest succession process to quickly return to a situation where harvesting is again possible.  Reforestation of the disturbed area after clear-cutting also emphasizes maintaining control over the distribution and quality of forest species.

Simplification is a state that results from the forest being harvested before it reaches maturity.  Logging simplifies forest ecosystems (Dudley et al 1995) by narrowing the age range of the stand and suppressing diversification through repeated harvesting, burning to remove slash, and replanting with hybrid seedlings.  Simplification affects the health and productivity of the forest because simplified forests lack the variety found in older stands, including species diversity, vertical structure, and microhabitat.  From an ecological standpoint, a simplified forest of a particular age has less overall bio-mass per acre than a natural forest of the same age, but a simplified forest produces a higher volume of merchantable timber. 

Scott, Mark G.

“Forest Clearing in the Gray’s River Watershed 1905-1996”

A research paper submitted in partial fulfillment of the

requirements for the degree of  MASTER OF SCIENCE in GEOGRAPHY

Portland State University, 2001
http://www.markscott.biz/papers/grays/chapter1.htm 
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Clearcutting Opposing View #3 - “Other research, conducted in New Brunswick and published in 1994, showed that clearcutting, intensive silviculture, and single-species tree plantations, reduced habitat diversity and decreased the density and diversity of breeding birds.
Other types of wildlife are also adversely affected by intensive forest practices. Scientists studying bats in the White Mountain National Forest, for example, published a paper in 1996 in which they hypothesized that prior to European settlement, northeastern bats were inhabitants of extensive tracts of over mature hardwood timber. Bats probably used large dead and dying trees as roosts, and probably fed in small openings created by natural disturbances or over areas of still water. In order to create bat habitat and maintain viable bat populations within the White Mountain National Forest, timber management plans were recommended which created small forest openings, that is group selection cuts and small clearcuts, and retained areas of older hardwoods. Intensive timber harvesting methods would be inappropriate since they would destroy the essential habitat mixture of over mature hardwood and small openings.
Moose are probably Maine's most famous type of wildlife, and they have been thriving by feeding on vegetation found in regenerating clearcut areas, as well as that found on old farm land that has been abandoned.  However, research has shown that moose avoid using herbicide-treated clearcuts, and when they are found within treated areas, they are feeding on vegetation that was inadvertently skipped by the spray plane.
In summary, there is a large body of scientific evidence which shows that intensive forest practices such as whole-tree clearcutting on short rotations, herbicide spraying, and the establishment of tree plantations, have adverse effects on all aspects of the forest ecosystem, and we believe these practices threaten the long term health and productivity of our forestlands.  We support the use of forest practices such as those promoted by the Maine Low Impact Forestry Project, and practiced by veteran woodlot owners like Mel Ames of Atkinson.”
Bandy, LeRoy Ph.D and Bandy, Barbara M.S.2004, “The Case Against Intensive Forest Management in Maine”

http://www.forestecologynetwork.org/BANDY22.htm 
-------------------------------------------
Clearcutting Opposing View #4 - “Let's consider a broad overview of the effect of clearcutting directly on the land.  The high canopy that softened the fall of rain in the heaviest storms are removed by a clearcut.  The intertwined mat of living roots that held the soil together atrophies quickly after the trees are cut.  The degree of erosion increases as slopes steepen.  Streams and rivers, once rich with salmon, cannot support the fishery because salmon are unable to negotiate the silt-laden waterway to their spawning grounds.  In past years abundant salmon was the pride of the Pacific Northwest; in 1992 the commercial salmon fishing season was cut in half along the Oregon and Washington coasts because of the severe decline in the number of salmon.  Today, several species of salmon are listed as endangered.  Clearcutting has contributed significantly–albeit not exclusively–to the decades-long decline of salmon.  This is another cost of clearcutting that is not reflected in the timber industry’s accounting.”

“Consider the loss of recreational values caused by clearcutting.  Tourists flock to old growth forests, and will pay to see them, walk through them, and gain spiritual renewal from them.  Nobody goes to enjoy lands that have been clearcut.  Selective logging can retain the identity, vitality, and spirituality of old growth forests, remaining open to the public at all times except for the several weeks of intermittent cutting and removal activity.  Areas subjected to periodic selective logging can be made compatible with recreational opportunities; areas subjected to clearcutting practices cannot be used in such a manner.”
Barnbaum, Bruce Ph.D., “Understanding Forests and Protecting Timber Jobs”
The paper was written in 1992, and updated in 1998 and 2001.
http://barnbaum.com/images/forestrypaper.html 
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Clearcutting Opposing View #5 - “Clearcutting means the felling and removal of all trees from a given tract of forest. One forestry expert refers to the practice as "an ecological trauma that has no precedent in nature except for a major volcanic eruption."  Clearcutting can destroy an area's ecological integrity in a number of ways, including:

· the destruction of buffer zones which reduce the severity of flooding by absorbing and holding water;

· the immediate removal of forest canopy, which destroys the habitat for many rainforest-dependent insects and bacteria;

· the removal of forest carbon sinks, leading to global warming through the increased human-induced and natural carbon dioxide build-up in the atmosphere;

· the elimination of fish and wildlife species due to soil erosion and habitat loss;

· the removal of underground worms, fungi and bacteria that condition soil and protect plants growing in it from disease;

· the loss of small-scale economic opportunities, such as fruit-picking, sap extraction, and rubber tapping; and

· the destruction of aesthetic values and recreational opportunities.”
“What Is Clearcutting?  This method of logging can destroy an area's ecological integrity.”
An NRDC publication, May 2000
http://www.nrdc.org/land/forests/fcut.asp
-------------------------------------------
Clearcutting Opposing View #6 - “Recently, so called "salvage" logging has increased on national forests in response to a timber industry invented "forest health crisis" which points the finger at normal forest processes of fire, fungi, bacteria, insects and other diseases. In fact the crisis in the national forests is habitat destruction caused by too much clearcutting.”
A statement by Arthur Partridge, Ph.D.
“Ecology—a science that so often demonstrates the "law of unintended consequences"—shows that converting trees to timber on a massive scale through clear-cutting often has severe ecosystem consequences.  Well understood scientific results show that such forestry often leads to serious problems of erosion, damage to streams and rivers, the slow regeneration of forest, and the vulnerability of the even-aged forest that does grow back to diseases and infrequent but catastrophic fires.”
A statement by Stuart Pimm, Ph.D.

“The Act to Save America’s Forests does an excellent job of outlining an approach for long-term, sustainable use of our few remaining ancient forests, roadless areas, and other public lands, while protecting them from continued degradation, misuse, and practices that are obviously unsustainable as judged by any scientific standards.  By replacing clearcutting with selective logging, the bill will allow for continued economic benefits and resource use of these forests while also protecting the wood resources, biological diversity, soil structure and function, general ecosystem function, and aquatic integrity and diversity.”
A statement by Gary Meffe, Ph.D.

“We know that clear cutting leads to decreased root strength and increased rates of landsliding in steep terrain.  Recent fatal landslides from clear cut slopes in Oregon should remind us of the potential human cost of land use that is inconsistent with landscape processes.  Exacerbation of flooding and landsliding is not in the public interest, so why do we manage our National Forests through clear cutting?  Passage of the Act to Save America's Forests will end this practice on public lands.”
“But most importantly, we need to change the paradigm guiding forest management.  The fundamental mission of the US Forest Service should be to protect our forests and the environmental services that they provide so that future generations can share the benefits that we have been blessed with . With such an updated mission, the US Forest Service can, once again, become a world leader in forest stewardship.  Passage of the Act to Save America's Forests will bring principles of conservation biology to management of our national forests by preserving core areas of pristine, high quality habitat, ending the destructive practice of clear cutting and preventing further degradation by road building in potentially unstable terrain.”
A statement by David Montgomery, Ph.D.
“American rivers and streams face destruction by sedimentation. Clearcutting, along with the vast network of logging roads, result in sedimentation and soil erosion into our national forest’s rivers and streams.  Sedimentation degrades the water quality, impairs the habitat for fish and macroinvertebrates, and limits the ecosystem functions and services of streams.”
“Clearcutting is not ecologically equivalent to fire, and it does not mimic the beneficial effects of fire.  We need large tracts of unfragmented forests so that fires can return as a normal part of the overall forest ecosystem.  If fire is unnaturally suppressed, a Southeastern longleaf pine savannah is transformed into an oak-hickory forest.  The most famous fire dependent species of the longleaf pine ecosystem is the Red Cockaded Woodpecker.  In order to nest and reproduce, it needs the tall, old, isolated pines which have survived repeated fires.  Without fire, the Red Cockaded Woodpecker will go extinct.”
A statement by Seth Reice, Ph.D.
“Ecologists have established also that small populations are more likely to go extinct then larger populations, and isolated populations are more prone to extinction than less isolated ones.  Using these established ecological principles as a simple rules of thumb, we have a basis for understanding and predicting the influence of forest fragmentation and clearcutting of large patches of forest on wildlife that is exposed to such kinds of disturbance.  Without our immediate attention, organisms that require relatively large patches of undisturbed land are doomed to extinction.”
A statement by Henry Mushinsky, Ph.D.
All statements above are from a Press Conference with Senator Robert Torricelli, April 28, 1998, U.S. Capitol
http://www.saveamericasforests.org/news/ScientistsStatement.htm 

