Opposing Views

Science Attachment #1

Commercial  Timber Harvest Degrades Forest
Health and Restores nothing in a Forested
Ecosystem Except the Purchaser’s

Financial Bottom Line
Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #1 “We question the validity of thinning as a means both to reduce the threat of wildfire and to restore historic forest structure in the absence of site-specific data collection on past and present landscape conditions.”

Platt, Rutherford V. Ph.D., Thomas T. Veblen Ph.D., and Rosemary L. Sherriff “Are

Wildfire Mitigation and Restoration of Historic Forest Structure Compatible?

A Spatial Modeling Assessment” Published Online: by the by Association

 of American Geographers. Sep. 8, 2006

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/routledg/anna/2006/00000096/00000003/art00001
-----------------------------

Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #2 "Even 'kinder, gentler' commercial logging still inflicts environmental impacts such as eroded topsoil, degraded water quality, destroyed wildlife habitat, and extirpated species that are every bit as much symptoms of forest health problems as large-scale, severe wildfires."
By Ingalsbee, Timothy Ph.D. 
Logging for Firefighting: A Critical Analysis of the Quincy Library Group Fire Protection Plan.
Unpublished research paper. 1997.

http://www.fire-ecology.org/research/logging-for-firefighting_2.htm 

-----------------------------

Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #3 “Fifth, thinning introduces diseases and pests, wounds the trees left behind, and generally disrupts natural processes, including some that regulate forest health, all the more so if road construction is involved.”

Lawrence, Nathaniel, NRDC senior attorney

“Gridlock on the National Forests” Testimony before the U.S. House

of Representatives Subcommittee on Forests and Forest

Health (Committee on Resources) December 4, 2001.

http://www.nrdc.org/land/forests/tnl1201.asp
-----------------------------

Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #3 “Traditionally, the term ‘forest health’ has been used in a limited, utilitarian sense by professional foresters to refer to the growth and vigor of trees (see Kolb et al. 1994).  For example, according to one Forest Service publication, a forest is healthy when "biotic and abiotic influences on forests do not threaten management objectives now or in the future" (USFS 1993).  From this perspective, a forest is healthy if trees are free from insects and pathogens and growing at maximum rates; it is unhealthy if trees are dead or dying.  Anything that decreases or threatens to decrease yield (insects, disease, decaying trees, fire) is something to be controlled or eliminated.  Managers therefore argue for removal and commercial utilization of trees that are perceived to be in danger from such threats.”

“However, many conservationists and forest scientists have expressed concern about such thinking.  This narrow definition of forest health does not consider the health of the entire ecosystem, such as water and soil quality and the diversity and interactions of other life forms.  It does not provide guidance for management of resources other than timber.  It has encouraged foresters to simplistically view insects and other non-timber elements of forest ecosystems as good or bad, based only on how they affect the growth rates of commercial tree species.”

“When viewing forests from an ecosystem health perspective, scientists do not recognize the ‘forest health crisis’ described by the proponents of salvage logging who are concerned about losing economically valuable timber to fire or insects.  To the scientists, insects, disease and fire are normal parts of healthy ecosystems, essential for forest regeneration, cycling of nutrients and maintaining a variety of dead and living trees for wildlife habitat.  Attempts to control or eliminate these agents may lead to unforeseen and undesirable consequences.  For example, widespread removal of dead and dying trees eliminates habitat required by bird species that feed on insects that attack living trees, with the result that outbreaks of pests may increase in size or frequency (Torgersen et al. 1990).”

Peters, Robert L. Ph.D, Evan Frost, and Felice Pace. 1996 “Managing
for Forest Ecosystem Health: A Reassessment of the ‘Forest Health Crisis”

http://www.magicalliance.org/Forests/Forest%20Health%20Evaluated.htm
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Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #4 “It is well established that logging and roadbuilding often increase both fuel loading and fire risk.  For example, the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) Science Team (1996) concluded that “timber harvest…. has increased fire severity more than any other recent human activity” in the Sierra Nevada.  Timber harvest may increase fire hazard by drying of microclimate associated with canopy opening and with roads, by increases in fuel loading by generation of activity fuels, by increases in ignition sources associated with machinery and roads, by changes in species composition due to opening of stands, by the spread of highly flammable non native weeds, insects and disease, and by decreases in forest health associated with damage to soil and residual trees (DellaSala and Frost, 2001; Graham et al., 2001; Weatherspoon et al., 1992; SNEP Science Team, 1996).  Indeed a recent literature review reported that some studies have found a positive correlation between the occurrence of past logging and present fire hazard in some forest types in the Interior Columbia Basin (DellaSala and Frost, 2001).”

Roberson, Emily B. Ph.D., Senior Policy Analyst, California Native Plant Society

Excerpt from a letter to Chief Dale Bosworth and 5 members of congress

http://www.plantsocieties.org/PDFs/Fire%20letter%20CNPS%208.02%20letterhead.pdf
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Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #5 “Forest life spans and cycles continue for centuries, while human lives are measured in decades. It seems a bit precocious for managers and scientists to look at the forest through their narrow window in time and announce that the forest is critically unhealthy because it appears to be temporarily out of balance. Fire, insects, and pathogens at various times and intensities are not a "crisis," but rather vital parts of the normal forest life cycle of Western forests. In the absence of fire (nature's "reset button"), insects and pathogens often work together like "slow fire" to restart forest succession or reduce the density of overstocked stands. The scale of their interaction within the forest ecosystem is affected (but not necessarily controlled) by climate changes, existing forest conditions, local weather patterns, and ongoing human manipulation.

Natural fires, if allowed to burn in the uninhabited realms of our national forests, will not cost taxpayers the hundreds of millions of dollars a year that public logging currently does. In national parks and wilderness areas, fires often burn themselves out without intervention unless they threaten other ownerships or human lives. Fire, like logging, may provide temporary employment, but, unlike logging, does not build roads, remove all the trees from a site, compact soils, or permanently reduce biological diversity. Fire did not eradicate the valuable Western White Pine, logged to remnants and then fatally infected with blister rust from imported and replanted seedlings. Fire has not, over time, methodically decimated forest watersheds. If there is a forest health crisis, a good part of it is due to excessive logging. The most "successful" national forest management might be to retire the Forest Service from an incredibly inefficient career of logging and re-establish our heritage lands to their original status as reserves.

Keene, Roy “Forests, Fires and Logging”

An OP-ED from the May 1, 1997 Oregonian
http://www.subtleenergies.com/ormus/bmnfa/fire&log.htm 
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Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #6 “According to Arthur Partridge (former logger, Forest Service employee, and professor at the University of Idaho), “Claiming harm to forest health is merely an excuse to log.... In terms of disease and insects there has been no difference in true forest health for at least 50 years.”
“National Forest Fact Sheet Myths and Facts of Logging National Forests”
http://www.rso.cornell.edu/snrc/documents/NFPA_MythsFacts.pdf 
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Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #7 “Commercial logging is not a prescription for forest health; it is one of the major causes of unhealthy forest conditions.  Until the forest products industry stops trying to insist that clearcutting our public lands is necessary for the health of those lands, we will make no progress in restoring those lands.  Equating forest health with timber company profits condemns out forests to either the commercial ravages of the past or the management paralysis of the present.  Both are bad for our forests and for those of us who have chosen to live in beautiful, but naturally dangerous, forested landscapes.”

Power, Thomas Ph.D. “The Politics of Forest Fires -- The Abuse of Other People's Hard Times.”
8/15/2000 

Thomas Michael Power is the Professor and Chairman of the Economics Department, University of Montana 

http://www.forwolves.org/ralph/tompower.htm 
-----------------------------

Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #8 “Roads and log yards required for logging operations create gaps in the canopy and change the ecology of the forest.  A healthy forest depends on a wealth of biodiversity, but operating the heavy equipment necessary to remove large trees from the forest destroys many of the smaller plants, animal habitat and microbiotic organisms that live in the soil.

The DNR claims that logging promotes forest health, but even a brief visit to a logging site quickly dispels the truth of this claim.  The DNR typically marks the large, commercially valuable trees for sale, not the sick or overcrowded smaller trees.  Any gardener knows that you do not weed out the largest, healthiest plants for good cultivation.”
ByHaberman, David
End logging in Indiana state forests
Indiana Daily Student, January 9, 2002

http://www.idsnews.com/news/story.aspx?id=19735&comview=1 
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Logging Restores Nothing Science Quote #9 “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.
At a Press Conference with Senator Robert Torricelli, April 28, 1998, U.S. Capitol
http://www.saveamericasforests.org/news/ScientistsStatement.htm 
-----------------------------
Clinton Shuts Out
Loggers/Miners From
2/3 Of Remaining
US Wild Lands
By Catherine Lazaroff

http://ens.lycos.com/ens/oct99/1999L-10-13-06.html
10-14-99

	 

WASHINGTON, DC (ENS) - President Bill Clinton has directed the U.S. Forest Service to develop regulations that will permanently protect some 40 million acres of roadless National Forest lands. The proposal would more than double the wilderness land now protected from development, shutting out loggers and miners from about two-thirds of America,s remaining wild lands by banning the building of new roads.
 

Clinton,s executive order would set aside 20 percent of the total forest land in America's national forests - the largest chunk of land protected by Presidential decree since President Jimmy Carter safeguarded 103 million acres of wilderness in Alaska. In announcing the directive, Clinton said he hoped to continue the legacy of President Theodore Roosevelt, who dedicated 120 million acres to national forests and created five national parks.
 

Roads cut through more than half of National Forest lands, making it harder for some species to survive (All photos courtesy U.S. Forest Service)
 

"Our Nation has not always honored President Roosevelt's vision," Clinton said today from the Reddish Knob Overlook in Virginia's George Washington and Jefferson National Forest. "Too often, we have favored resource extraction over conservation, degrading our forests and the critical natural values they sustain. As the consequences of these actions have become more apparent, the American people have expressed growing concern and have called on us to restore balance to their forests."
 

"With the new effort we launch today, we can feel confident that we have helped to fulfill and extend the conservation legacy of Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot, and to ensure that the 21st century is indeed a new century for America's forests," Clinton concluded. Pinchot was the first U.S. Forest Service (USFS) chief, appointed by President Theodore Roosevelt.
 

Clinton,s directive orders the USFS to "develop, and propose for public comment, regulations to provide appropriate long term protection for most or all of these currently inventoried roadless areas, and to determine whether such protection is warranted for any smaller roadless areas not yet inventoried."
 

About 18 percent of the 192 million acre national forest system is currently off limits to road building and development. The Washington D.C. based Heritage Forest Campaign says another 31 percent has never been logged or mined, but is not currently protected. The Clinton plan would ban road building in about two-thirds of that land, or about 40 million acres.
 

Seeking to deflect attacks from the timber and mining industries, and from Republican Congress members, Clinton emphasized that his plan would include input from "all interested parties."
 

"In the final regulations," Clinton said, "the nature and degree of protections afforded should reflect the best available science and a careful consideration of the full range of ecological, economic, and social values inherent in these lands."
 

Some lawmakers say the president is exceeding his authority. Senator Larry Craig, an Idaho Republican, said in a statement, "These are not the King's lands, they are the serf's lands, they are the people's lands. We think they ought to come to the people's body to form and shape this kind of policy."
 

Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck will be charged with implementing Clinton's proposal
 

Thirty-eight western Republican Congress members sent a letter Tuesday to USFS Chief Mike Dombeck, stating, "We cannot stand by idly and watch our constituents lose the right to travel on the land they own."
 

"While the Forest Service might like this step backward to feudal European policies, it is completely unacceptable to us and those who use our public lands," the letter said.
 

With enough support in Congress, the western Republican coalition could find a way to block Clinton,s executive order.
 

Alaska,s Governor Tony Knowles, a Republican, promised today to take all possible steps to fight the President,s plan if it includes any part of the Tongass National Forest in Alaska. "If the Tongass is included in a national roadless policy, I would consider this to be an outrage and a doublecross on the citizens of Alaska," Knowles said. "As governor, I would be compelled to do everything within my power to protect the families and communities of Southeast Alaska."
 

It is not clear whether or not the Tongass National Forest will be included in the roadless protection as no specific areas have yet been mapped out for inclusion under the plan.
 

"This initiative should have almost no effect on timber supply," Clinton said today. "Only five percent of our country's timber comes from the national forests. Less than five percent of the national forests' timber is now being cut in roadless areas. We can easily adjust our federal timber program to replace five percent of five percent, but we can never replace what we might destroy if we don't protect these 40 million acres."
 

Timber industry officials say the Clinton plan will not protect roadless areas, and may in fact harm some species.
 

View from Big Teseque, Santa Fe National Forest, New Mexico
 

"We think it comes at an unfortunate time for forest health," Michael Klein, a spokesman for the American Forest & Paper Association, told ENS. "We respect his goal of a healthy productive forest. It,s our goal too. We just disagree on how to get there."
 

Klein quoted USFS statistics stating that 65 million acres of national forest lands are at high risk for catastrophic wildfires, disease and insect infestations. Timbering could control those problems, Klein says.
 

"It,s hard to make the jump that logging is healthy for a forest," Klein admits. "However, science just tells us that it is." For example, says Klein, "you,ve got a lot of species, such as moose and elk, that prefer wide open spaces. They prefer areas that have been clearcut. They prefer areas where a forest fire has gone through." Shutting 40 million acres to roads and development will make those areas unsuitable for some species, Klein says. "You don,t plant a garden and then build a wall around it and expect to have a beautiful garden."
 

Clinton intends to order a study of his plan's consequences, followed by a period of public comment, which will delay implementation of the road building ban by several months. But the White House intends to make the order permanent before the end of Clinton's presidency at the end of next year.
 

Environmental groups praised the plan as a crucial step toward protecting all remaining roadless forest areas.
 

"President Clinton is taking a great step to ensure future generations of Americans can enjoy healthy, productive forests," said Sierra Club executive director Carl Pope. "Roadless areas are the remaining remnants of our nation,s forest heritage and deserve permanent protection."
 

Siskiyou National Forest in southern Oregon
 

"This is truly a monumental moment in conservation and American history," said Ken Rait, director of the Heritage Forests Campaign. "President Clinton should be thanked by us all today for his vision to create a natural legacy for future generations of Americans."
 

"President Clinton's announcement means that unprotected forest wilderness in the National Forests could be spared from any more scarring by industrial exploitation, " said Steve Holmer, campaign coordinator for the American Lands Alliance. "For this policy to be credible it must protect roadless areas in all national forests from logging, mining, roadbuilding and other damaging activities. These roadless areas are not only the last best place for wildlife, but also are a source of clean drinking water for tens of millions of Americans in more than 3,400 communities."
 

Roadless Forests May Prevent Extinctions
 

A new study from the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and the Conservation Biology Institute, timed to coincide with Clinton,s announcement, finds that levels of forest protection across the U.S. are "far too low" to maintain many animal and plant species that are at risk of extinction.
 

The nation's first comprehensive assessment of protected areas found that the U.S. has set aside only five percent of its land in strict protection such as national parks, wilderness and monuments. Another five percent is protected as wildlife refuges and state parks, which allow logging and mining.
 

The Klamath River in Klamath National Forest, northern California
 

A key finding of the study is that the few remaining national forest areas without roads are essential to ensuring animal and plant survival. Using some of the most sophisticated mapping technology available, WWF and CBI scientists looked at outstanding forests such as the Klamath-Siskiyou forests of California and Oregon and the Southern Appalachians. They found that these regions contain large tracts of unprotected roadless areas that are threatened by road building and resource extraction.
 

Overall, the study found that forest protection across the nation varies widely from state to state. Most states east of the Mississippi River have protected less than one percent of their land area. The western U.S. has higher concentrations of protected areas, such as Alaska with 35 percent and California with 19 percent. But in these states most protected areas are high elevation rock and ice.


nimal Extinction - The Greatest Threat to Mankind
An Environmental Article from All-Creatures.org
From

Julia Whitty
April 2007

By the end of the century half of all species will be extinct. Does that matter?
In the final stages of dehydration the body shrinks, robbing youth from the young as the skin puckers, eyes recede into orbits, and the tongue swells and cracks. Brain cells shrivel and muscles seize. The kidneys shut down. Blood volume drops, triggering hypovolemic shock, with its attendant respiratory and cardiac failures. These combined assaults disrupt the chemical and electrical pathways of the body until all systems cascade toward death.

Such is also the path of a dying species. Beyond a critical point, the collective body of a unique kind of mammal or bird or amphibian or tree cannot be salvaged, no matter the first aid rendered. Too few individuals spread too far apart, or too genetically weakened, are susceptible to even small natural disasters: a passing thunderstorm; an unexpected freeze; drought. At fewer than 50 members, populations experience increasingly random fluctuations until a kind of fatal arrhythmia takes hold. Eventually, an entire genetic legacy, born in the beginnings of life on earth, is removed from the future.

Scientists recognise that species continually disappear at a background extinction rate estimated at about one species per million per year, with new species replacing the lost in a sustainable fashion. Occasional mass extinctions convulse this orderly norm, followed by excruciatingly slow recoveries as new species emerge from the remaining gene-pool, until the world is once again repopulated by a different catalogue of flora and fauna.

From what we understand so far, five great extinction events have reshaped earth in cataclysmic ways in the past 439 million years, each one wiping out between 50 and 95 per cent of the life of the day, including the dominant life forms; the most recent event killing off the non-avian dinosaurs. Speciations followed, but an analysis published in Nature showed that it takes 10 million years before biological diversity even begins to approach what existed before a die-off.

Today we're living through the sixth great extinction, sometimes known as the Holocene extinction event. We carried its seeds with us 50,000 years ago as we migrated beyond Africa with Stone Age blades, darts, and harpoons, entering pristine Ice Age ecosystems and changing them forever by wiping out at least some of the unique megafauna of the times, including, perhaps, the sabre-toothed cats and woolly mammoths. When the ice retreated, we terminated the long and biologically rich epoch sometimes called the Edenic period with assaults from our newest weapons: hoes, scythes, cattle, goats, and pigs.

But, as harmful as our forebears may have been, nothing compares to what's under way today. Throughout the 20th century the causes of extinction - habitat degradation, overexploitation, agricultural monocultures, human-borne invasive species, human-induced climate-change - increased exponentially, until now in the 21st century the rate is nothing short of explosive. The World Conservation Union's Red List - a database measuring the global status of Earth's 1.5 million scientifically named species - tells a haunting tale of unchecked, unaddressed, and accelerating biocide.

When we hear of extinction, most of us think of the plight of the rhino, tiger, panda or blue whale. But these sad sagas are only small pieces of the extinction puzzle. The overall numbers are terrifying. Of the 40,168 species that the 10,000 scientists in the World Conservation Union have assessed, one in four mammals, one in eight birds, one in three amphibians, one in three conifers and other gymnosperms are at risk of extinction. The peril faced by other classes of organisms is less thoroughly analysed, but fully 40 per cent of the examined species of planet earth are in danger, including perhaps 51 per cent of reptiles, 52 per cent of insects, and 73 per cent of flowering plants.

By the most conservative measure - based on the last century's recorded extinctions - the current rate of extinction is 100 times the background  rate. But the eminent Harvard biologist Edward O Wilson, and other scientists, estimate that the true rate is more like 1,000 to 10,000 times the background rate. The actual annual sum is only an educated guess, because no scientist believes that the tally of life ends at the 1.5 million species already discovered; estimates range as high as 100 million species on earth, with 10 million as the median guess. Bracketed between best- and worst-case scenarios, then, somewhere between 2.7 and 270 species are erased from existence every day. Including today.

We now understand that the majority of life on Earth has never been - and will never be - known to us. In a staggering forecast, Wilson predicts that our present course will lead to the extinction of half of all plant and animal species by 2100.

You probably had no idea. Few do. A poll by the American Museum of Natural History finds that seven in 10 biologists believe that mass extinction poses a colossal threat to human existence, a more serious environmental problem than even its contributor, global warming; and that the dangers of mass extinction are woefully underestimated by almost everyone outside science. In the 200 years since French naturalist Georges Cuvier first floated the concept of extinction, after examining fossil bones and concluding "the existence of a world previous to ours, destroyed by some sort of catastrophe", we have only slowly recognised and attempted to correct our own catastrophic behaviour.

Some nations move more slowly than others. In 1992, an international summit produced a treaty called the Convention on Biological Diversity that was subsequently ratified by 190 nations - all except the unlikely coalition of the United States, Iraq, the Vatican, Somalia, Andorra and Brunei. The European Union later called on the world to arrest the decline of species and ecosystems by 2010. Last year, worried biodiversity experts called for the establishment of a scientific body akin to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to provide a united voice on the extinction crisis and urge governments to action.

Yet, despite these efforts, the Red List, updated every two years, continues to show metastatic growth. There are a few heartening examples of so-called Lazarus species lost and then found: the wollemi pine and the mahogany glider in Australia, the Jerdon's courser in India, the takahe in New Zealand, and, maybe, the ivory-billed woodpecker in the United States. But for virtually all others, the Red List is a dry country with little hope of rain, as species ratchet down the listings from secure to vulnerable, to endangered, to critically endangered, to extinct.

All these disappearing species are part of a fragile membrane of organisms wrapped around the Earth so thinly, writes Wilson, that it "cannot be seen edgewise from a space shuttle, yet so internally complex that most species composing it remain undiscovered". We owe everything to this membrane of life. Literally everything. The air we breathe. The food we eat. The materials of our homes, clothes, books, computers, medicines. Goods and services that we can't even imagine we'll someday need will come from species we have yet to identify. The proverbial cure for cancer. The genetic fountain of youth. Immortality. 

Mortality. The living membrane we so recklessly destroy is existence itself.

Biodiversity is defined as the sum of an area's genes (the building blocks of inheritance), species (organisms that can interbreed), and ecosystems (amalgamations of species in their geological and chemical landscapes). The richer an area's biodiversity, the tougher its immune system, since biodiversity includes not only the number of species but also the number of individuals within that species, and all the inherent genetic variations - life's only army against the diseases of oblivion.

Yet it's a mistake to think that critical genetic pools exist only in the gaudy show of the coral reefs, or the cacophony of the rainforest. Although a hallmark of the desert is the sparseness of its garden, the orderly progression of plants and the understated camouflage of its animals, this is only an illusion. Turn the desert inside out and upside down and you'll discover its true nature. Escaping drought and heat, life goes underground in a tangled overexuberance of roots and burrows reminiscent of a rainforest canopy, competing for moisture, not light. Animal trails criss-cross this subterranean realm in private burrows engineered, inhabited, stolen, shared and fought over by ants, beetles, wasps, cicadas, tarantulas, spiders, lizards, snakes, mice, squirrels, rats, foxes, tortoises, badgers and coyotes.

To survive the heat and drought, desert life pioneers ingenious solutions. Coyotes dig and maintain wells in arroyos, probing deep for water. White-winged doves use their bodies as canteens, drinking enough when the opportunity arises to increase their bodyweight by more than 15 per cent. Black-tailed jack rabbits tolerate internal temperatures of 111F. Western box turtles store water in their oversized bladders and urinate on themselves to stay cool. Mesquite grows taproots more than 160ft deep in search of moisture.

These life-forms and their life strategies compose what we might think of as the "body" of  the desert, with some species the lungs and others the liver, the blood, the skin. The trend in scientific investigation in recent decades has been toward understanding the interconnectedness of the bodily components, i.e. the effect one species has on the others. The loss of even one species irrevocably changes the desert (or the tundra, rainforest, prairie, coastal estuary, coral reef, and so on) as we know it, just as the  loss of each human being changes his or her family forever.

Nowhere is this better proven than in a 12-year study conducted in the Chihuahuan desert by James H Brown and Edward Heske of the University of New Mexico. When a kangaroo-rat guild composed of three closely related species was removed, shrublands quickly converted to grasslands, which supported fewer annual plants, which in turn supported fewer birds. Even humble players mediate stability. So when you and I hear of this year's extinction of the Yangtze river dolphin, and think, "how sad", we're not calculating the deepest cost: that extinctions lead to co-extinctions because most living things on Earth support a few symbionts, while keystone species influence and support myriad plants and animals. Army ants, for example, are known to support 100 known species, from beetles to birds. 

A European study finds steep declines in honeybee diversity in the past 25 years but also significant attendant declines in plants that depend on bees for pollination - a job estimated to be worth �50bn worldwide. Meanwhile, beekeepers in 24 American states report that perhaps 70 per cent of their colonies have recently died off, threatening �7bn in US agriculture. And bees are only a small part of the pollinator crisis.

One of the most alarming developments is the rapid decline not just of species but of higher taxa, such as the class Amphibia, the 300-million-year-old group of frogs, salamanders, newts and toads hardy enough to have preceded and then outlived most dinosaurs. Biologists first noticed die-offs two decades ago, and, since then, have watched as seemingly robust amphibian species vanished in as little as six months. The causes cover the spectrum of human environmental assaults, including rising ultraviolet radiation from a thinning ozone layer, increases in pollutants and pesticides, habitat loss from agriculture and urbanisation, invasions of exotic species, the wildlife trade, light pollution, and fungal diseases. Sometimes stressors merge to form an unwholesome synergy; an African frog brought to the West in the 1950s for use in human pregnancy tests likely introduced a fungus deadly to native frogs. Meanwhile, a recent analysis in Nature estimated that, in the past 20 years, at least 70 species of South American frogs had gone extinct as a result of climate change.

In a 2004 analysis published in Science, Lian Pin Koh and his colleagues predict that an initially modest co-extinction rate will climb alarmingly as host extinctions rise in the near future. Graphed out, the forecast mirrors the rising curve of an infectious disease, with the human species acting all the parts: the pathogen, the vector, the Typhoid Mary who refuses culpability, and, ultimately, one of up to 100 million victims.

"Rewilding" is bigger, broader, and bolder than humans have thought before. Many conservation biologists believe it's our best hope for arresting the sixth great extinction. Wilson calls it "mainstream conservation writ large for future generations". This is because more of what we've done until now - protecting pretty landscapes, attempts at sustainable development, community-based conservation and ecosystem management - will not preserve biodiversity through the critical next century. By then, half of all species will be lost, by Wilson's calculation.

To save Earth's living membrane, we must put its shattered pieces back together. Only "megapreserves" modelled on a deep scientific understanding of continent-wide ecosystem needs hold that promise. "What I have been preparing to say is this," wrote Thoreau more than 150 years ago. "In wildness is the preservation of the world." This, science finally understands.

The Wildlands Project, the conservation group spearheading the drive to rewild North America - by reconnecting remaining wildernesses (parks, refuges, national forests, and local land trust holdings) through corridors - calls for reconnecting wild North America in four broad "megalinkages": along the Rocky Mountain spine of the continent from Alaska to Mexico; across the arctic/boreal from Alaska to Labrador; along the Atlantic via the Appalachians; and along the Pacific via the Sierra Nevada into the Baja peninsula. Within each megalinkage, core protected areas would be connected by mosaics of public and private lands providing safe passage for wildlife to travel freely. Broad, vegetated overpasses would link wilderness areas split by roads. Private landowners would be enticed to either donate land or adopt policies of good stewardship along critical pathways.

It's a radical vision, one the Wildlands Project expects will take 100 years or more to complete, and one that has won the project a special enmity from those who view environmentalists with suspicion. Yet the core brainchild of the Wildlands Project - that true conservation must happen on an ecosystem-wide scale - is now widely accepted. Many conservation organisations are already collaborating on the project, including international players such as Naturalia in Mexico, US national heavyweights like Defenders of Wildlife, and regional experts from the Southern Rockies Ecosystem Project to the Grand Canyon Wildlands Council. Kim Vacariu, the South-west director of the US's Wildlands  Project, reports that ranchers are coming round, one town meeting at a time, and that there is interest, if not yet support, from the insurance industry and others who "face the reality of car-wildlife collisions daily".

At its heart, rewilding is based on living with the monster under the bed, since the big, scary animals that frightened us in childhood, and still do, are the fierce guardians of biodiversity. Without wolves, wolverines, grizzlies, black bears, mountain lions and jaguars, wild populations shift toward the herbivores, who proceed to eat plants into extinction, taking birds, bees, reptiles, amphibians and rodents with them. A tenet of ecology states that the world is green because carnivores eat herbivores. Yet the big carnivores continue to die out because we fear and hunt them and because they need more room than we preserve and connect. Male wolverines, for instance, can  possess home ranges of 600 sq m. Translated, Greater London would have room for only one.

The first campaign out of the Wildlands Project's starting gate is the "spine of the continent", along the mountains from Alaska to Mexico, today fractured by roads, logging, oil and gas development, grazing, ski resorts, motorised back-country recreation and sprawl.

The spine already contains dozens of core wildlands, including wilderness areas, national parks, national monuments, wildlife refuges, and private holdings. On the map, these scattered fragments look like debris falls from meteorite strikes. Some are already partially buffered by surrounding protected areas such as national forests. But all need interconnecting linkages across public and private lands - farms, ranches, suburbia - to facilitate the travels of big carnivores and the net of biodiversity that they tow behind them.

The Wildlands Project has also identified the five most critically endangered wildlife linkages along the spine, each associated with a keystone species. Grizzlies already pinched at Crowsnest Pass on Highway Three, between Alberta and British Columbia, will be entirely cut off from the bigger gene pool to the north if a larger road is built. Greater sage grouse, Canada lynx, black bears and jaguars face their own lethal obstacles further south.

But by far the most endangered wildlife-linkage is the borderland between the US and Mexico. The Sky Islands straddle this boundary, and some of North America's most threatened wildlife - jaguars, bison, Sonoran pronghorn, Mexican wolves - cross, or need to cross, here in the course of their life's travels. Unfortunately for wildlife, Mexican workers cross here too. Men, women, and children, running at night, one-gallon water jugs in hand.

The problem for wildlife is not so much the intrusions of illegal Mexican workers but the 700-mile border fence proposed to keep them out. From an ecological perspective, it will sever the spine at the lumbar, paralysing the lower continent.

Here, in a nutshell, is all that's wrong with our treatment of nature. Amid all the moral, practical, and legal issues with the border fence, the biological catastrophe has barely been noted. It's as if extinction is not contagious and we won't catch it.

If, as some indigenous people believe, the jaguar was sent to the world to test the will and integrity of human beings, then surely we need to reassess. Border fences have terrible consequences. One between India and Pakistan forces starving bears and leopards, which can no longer traverse their feeding territories, to attack villagers.

The truth is that wilderness is more dangerous to us caged than free - and has far more value to us wild than consumed. Wilson suggests the time has come to rename the "environmentalist view" the "real-world view", and to replace the gross national product with the more comprehensive "genuine progress indicator", which estimates the true environmental costs of farming, fishing, grazing, mining, smelting, driving, flying, building, paving, computing, medicating and so on. Until then, it's like keeping a ledger recording income but not expenses. Like us, the Earth has a finite budget.

Reprinted with permission from Mother Jones magazine. � 2007, Foundation for National Progress. The Fragile Edge: Diving and Other Adventures in the South Pacific by Julia Whitty is published by Houghton Mifflin on 7 May
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Introduction
Thank you for the opportunity to testify here on an issue central to management of our National Forests and vital to conserving the many plant and animal species that depend on these lands. I am here as an independent scientist and do not represent any particular interest group. I am trained as an ecologist and work as an academic scientist at the University of Wisconsin – Madison. I have spent much of my professional career over the past 15 years investigating the complex relationships between wildlife and forests trying to understand the mechanisms that threaten small populations with extinction. This research has been supported by the National Science Foundation and the USDA Competitive Grants program. I teach courses in ecology, evolution, & conservation biology and so participate in training the professionals that staff our resource agencies. I am a friend and collaborator with several US Forest Service scientists who share my interest in understanding the ecology of forest landscapes and the processes that now threaten many elements of biodiversity with oblivion. I also co-chaired the Wisconsin Scientific Roundtable on biological diversity issues for the USFS in 1992, an activity for which I and my two co-chairs won an Honor Award from the Eastern Region of USFS. Finally, my coauthors and I summarized much of what we learned about the relevance of conservation biology for public forest management in the book: Wild Forests: Conservation Biology and Public Policy. I attach a chapter (Chap. 5) as an addendum to this testimony for its relevance to today’s topic of wildlife and forest management.

Today, I would like to address the Chair and Committee on an issue that concerns all of us here: how the science in wildlife ecology and conservation biology has progressed in recent decades. In this testimony, I will emphasize how the predominant paradigm in wildlife ecology (that edges are good for wildlife) has shifted greatly in response to our deeper scientific understanding of ecological relationships. This shift has many implications for forest management which I hope will become clear.

Before considering current conditions and opportunities in the National Forests, let us consider several factors influencing the context for national forest management:

1. Threats to wildlife have grown and changed in kind in the last century.

Our ancestors a century ago faced catastrophic losses of many wildlife species due mostly to overhunting. As homesteaders and colonists poured across the continent, they extirpated or severely reduced populations of most large ungulates (moose, caribou, elk, woodland bison, plains bison, white-tailed deer, etc.), large and medium sized carnivores (cougar, gray and red wolf, wolverine, pine marten, etc.), beaver, and many bird species (Carolina parakeet, passenger pigeon, and many waterfowl). Market hunting and trapping, in particular, caused the demise of many of these species. In response, Congress enacted laws at the turn of the century to protect bird, fish and other wildlife populations. In addition, hunter ethics evolved to oppose crass over-exploitation.

Today, our wildlife species face a different and in many ways more difficult set of threats. Habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, the invasion of exotic species, and shifts in ecological relationships and dominant disturbance regimes now collectively act to threaten many species (Noss and Cooperrider 1994; Alverson et al. 1994). These threats are often the indirect, subtle, and unintended consequence of human activities. Thus despite game protection laws and the Endangered Species Act, we see continuing declines in many edge-, area-, and isolation-sensitive species. Our extensive western National Parks have proved to be too small and perhaps too popular to sustain many large mammal species (Newmark 1986, 1987). Since the National Forest Management Act was passed in 1976 and despite its provisions to “maintain and enhance” biological diversity, more than 192 species with much or most of their habitat on National Forest lands have been listed as federally threatened or endangered. This reflects both overall patterns of landscape modification and, in some instances, local patterns and intensities of timber harvest that threaten sensitive species. Fortunately, our scientific understanding of these threats has also increased greatly in recent decades.

2. Concepts of ‘wildlife’ and wildlife-habitat relations have shifted greatly in recent decades.

As our scientific understanding of ecology and conservation biology has grown over the past 30 years, so have concepts of ‘wildlife’ and wildlife-habitat relations in both ecology and wildlife management. While ‘wildlife’ used be a synonym for game bird and mammal species, most wildlife professionals and the general public now take it to refer to a much fuller range of game and non-game animal species. (Some of us, in fact, consider the term broad enough to include plants.) Nevertheless, some still use the term to refer primarily to game bird and mammal species, sometimes creating confusion.

Since Aldo Leopold initially documented and emphasized how several game species thrive near edges between contrasting habitats, wildlife managers often sought to maximize the amount of edge habitat in the lands they oversee. Until the mid-1970’s, this paradigm was hardly questioned. Standard wildlife texts (e.g., Yoakum and Dasmann 1971) advocated creating as much edge as possible. Flaspohler and Temple (1998) note that this created a convenient alliance between intensive forest and intensive ‘wildlife’ managers:

Such a broad interpretation of a very specific phenomenon allowed an alliance to form between wildlife managers and foresters. Intensive forest management generated lots of forest edges, which were viewed coincidentally as enhanced habitat for wildlife. We will call this seemingly “win-win” integration of forestry and wildlife management the “beneficial edge paradigm.” Even though Leopold and others recognized that there were also negative consequences of creating edges, few ecologists and even fewer resource managers questioned the paradigm until the late 1970s. The first rumblings of change came from studies that looked at the effects of forest edges on non-game species, especially birds (Gates and Gysel 1978, Brittingham and Temple 1983). As more research accumulated, it became clear that many organisms were being impacted negatively by the creation of forest edges and the fragmentation of forest habitat. For some bird species, negative edge effects included elevated rates of nest predation and brood parasitism by the Brown-headed cowbird which dramatically reduced avian productivity (Brittingham and Temple 1983, Wilcove 1985, Robinson et al. 1995). . . . The simple prescription of “develop as much edge as possible” and the resulting alliance between game managers and forest managers is no longer tenable. Instead, forest managers must collaborate with wildlife ecologists, conservation biologists, landscape ecologists and ecosystem managers to devise ways to minimize the negative impacts of forest edges on biological diversity by carefully planning the temporal and spatial patterns of forest edges across landscapes.

We also documented this shift in paradigm in the chapter from our book attached to this testimony (Alverson et al. 1994: Ch. 5: “From Hero to Villain: Edge Effects”). Here, we also document that the species that benefit from abundant edge habitat are usually already relatively abundant, ecologically resilient, and hence rarely threatened in terms of shrinking numbers or range. In fact, several of these edge-loving species (e.g., white-tailed deer) have reached such high abundance’s that they represent public nuisances and threats to many other elements of forested ecosystems (Alverson et al. 1988; Waller & Alverson 1997). (At least two books and an issue of the Wildlife Society Bulletin have been devoted to the problem of deer overabundance, including the habitat conditions that foster such high densities.) In contrast, many edge-sensitive species (those that decline in direct or indirect response to nearby edge habitat) are rare and/or declining across much of their range. Because edges threaten far more species than they benefit, they have gained a ‘villain’ reputation among many conservation biologists. While scientists are wary of generalizations, conservation biologists are of one mind when it comes to the pernicious effects of habitat loss and fragmentation.

3. As particular habitats and landscape configurations have become scarce and/or fragmented, species that depend on them have declined.

Conservation biologists place particular emphasis on scarce and declining species, including those on state and federal threatened and endangered lists, as these are the species most at risk. It is obvious that we should concentrate on these species, both because we are at risk of losing them permanently and because jeopardy decisions regarding such species can cause major economic dislocations under the Endangered Species Act (the ‘train wrecks’ we all wish to avoid).

Edge effects and associated habitat fragmentation are major threats for many threatened and endangered species (and even the forest itself in some situations – see references above). Providing appropriate extensive habitats for such species is both economically efficient and ecologically wise. In contrast, those species that benefit from early successional habitats, anthropogenic edges, or areas of high road density or proximity to human settlements rarely require special attention as they continue to thrive across the large parts of our landscape that provide these habitats.

In general, the wildlife that most needs our care and protection will certainly not benefit from, and may be greatly harmed by, the direct and indirect effects of logging, including road construction, edge effects, and forest fragmentation. In contrast, the species that benefit from early successional habitats and abundant edge are already generally abundant, pervasive, and in no risk of extirpation or extinction. Thus, intensive timber harvests (even salvage logging) and the accompanying road-building, stand conversion, and habitat fragmentation they create, can no longer be said to be good for wildlife. Rather, they often tend to threaten just those edge-, area-, and isolation-sensitive species most at risk of decline or extinction. Similarly, proposals to increase logging in order to better serve needs of ‘wildlife’ species are suspect.

4. National Forests play a unique and vital role in providing habitat for a wide set of wildlife species

The National Forests are uniquely situated by virtue of their vast scale, geographic location, and the Congressional mandates laid down for their management to serve as primary habitat for many of this country’s most edge-, area-, and isolation-sensitive species. Thus, our national forests serve as a de facto first line of defense to protect these species from widespread declines or extinction. These species deserve the habitats that remain for them on our National Forests as well as wise and scientifically informed management of these lands to avoid further threats and declines in population densit
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Suit Filed to Protect Endangered Species on
Southern California National Forests;
Forest Plans Disregard Rarest Plants and Animals
SAN FRANCISCO, Calif.– Five environmental groups filed a lawsuit today over the failure of three federal agencies to protect dozens of threatened or endangered species on four Southern California National Forests – the Angeles, Cleveland, Los Padres, and San Bernardino.

According o the lawsuit, overarching land-management plans prepared by the U.S. Forest Service in 2005 and related documents known as “biological opinions” by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service do little to protect federally listed species and critical habitat from many harmful Forest Service activities, including roads, off-road vehicles, power lines, oil and gas, logging, and grazing. The groups’ lawsuit follows a related lawsuit filed last week by the state of California over planned development of wild roadless areas under the forest plans.

“Southern California National Forests provide an increasingly rare wild refuge for imperiled plants and animals in a growing sea of urban development,” said David Hogan, conservation manager at the Center for Biological Diversity. “Yet the Forest Service ignores these values and treats most of this land as if it were worthy only of development for urban infrastructure or other exploitation.”

“The Forest Service admits that its plans will harm endangered species, yet they fail to consider alternatives or impose standards to avoid or mitigate this harm, and fail to require any method for tracking how many individual plants and animals are actually killed,” added Marc Fink, the Center staff attorney who filed the suit.

“The Forest Service cut corners in planning for the protection of Southern California’s national forests, leaving the agency unable to account for how its plans will affect our many native animals and plants threatened with local extinction,” said Bill Corcoran, senior regional representative for the Sierra Club. “Today’s action is intended to ensure that future generations will enjoy a rich natural heritage.”  

"Southern California's four national forests provide some of the last, best protected lands for endangered wildlife in the state, including the iconic California condor,” said Kim Delfino, director of the California program for Defenders of Wildlife. “Unfortunately, the U.S. Forest Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service have all so far failed to ensure that our endangered fish and wildlife, and these national forests themselves, are protected into the future."

“The Los Padres is one of the most biologically rich national forests in the country, and the public here feels strongly that its wildlife and habitat deserve the highest level of protection," said Jeff Kuyper, executive director of Los Padres ForestWatch. “Instead, what we have today are weak standards, political meddling, and empty promises.”

The four southern California National Forests are ecological jewels in need of new and creative conservation attention. Encompassing over 3.5 million acres of coast, foothill, mountain, and high desert terrain, the forests shelter a remarkable total of 3,000 plant and animal species – many of which occur nowhere else on Earth – from metastasizing urban development. From the iconic California condor and steelhead trout to the diminutive Quino checkerspot butterfly and San Diego thornmint, the forests provide a home for at least 480 at risk species. They provide an unprecedented opportunity to preserve a natural remnant of southern California for its own sake and for the benefit of millions of nearby California residents, communities, and visitors.

Today’s lawsuit was filed by the Center for Biological Diversity, California Native Plant Society, Defenders of Wildlife, Los Padres Forest Watch, and Sierra Club.

The Center for Biological Diversity is a nonprofit conservation organization with more than 40,000 members dedicated to the protection of endangered species and wild places.
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Historic Victory For Forests

Congress Says No to Timber Industry Demands for Increased Logging on National Forests

Participants in the nationwide forest protection movement have, for the first time in a long while, great news to cheer about. Members and supporters of Save America’s Forests should be particularly proud. The forest protection movement and their friends in Congress have handed the timber industry a stunning defeat.

After years of overriding environmental laws and accelerating clearcutting in the last old growth and roadless forest areas in the National Forests, the Congress turned back the timber industry’s latest attempt, Rep. Bob Smith’s (R-OR) Forest Recovery and Protection Act, by a vote of 181 to 201.

Contrary to its title, the Smith bill would declare open season on large areas in the National Forests for unlimited clearcutting with little or no environmental protection.

"The Smith bill was truly the ‘Son of Salvage Rider’", said Carl Ross, executive director of Save America’s Forests, a national citizen coalition. "The American people have risen up against the massive destruction and deception of the timber industry. Congress learned an important lesson—Americans want more protection, not more destruction for their national forests. The rejection of the Smith bill is a step forward in Congressional forest policy."

In 1995 Congress passed a law, the timber salvage rider, that accelerated clearcutting and suspended environmental laws using the excuse that it would only affect dead or dying trees and would improve the health of the national forests. Instead, Ancient Forests and healthy forests throughout the country were clearcut and destroyed. Members of Congress who originally voted for the salvage rider saw that they had been misled and chose not to support a similar measure a second time.

The defeat of the Smith bill can be traced in large part to the nationwide Repeal the Rider campaign initiated three years ago by Save America’s Forests. In the summer 1995, even before President Clinton signed the salvage rider into law, Save America’s Forests started to work on a strategy to defeat the timber industry that culminated in today’s great victory against Smith’s "Son of Salvage Rider" bill in Congress.

Save America’s Forests met with Senator Bill Bradley in July of 1995, and requested that he introduce a bill to repeal the rider, which he did. In September of 1995, Save America’s Forests wrote a letter to President Clinton requesting that he repeal the rider, signed by over 300 groups and famous Americans, and this letter began the nationwide repeal the rider campaign. The following month, Save America’s Forests led a delegation of environmental groups to present the letter to President Clinton’s environmental advisor, Katie McGinty. In December of 1995, Representative Furse introduced her repeal the rider bill. Shortly afterwards, all the national environmental groups joined the campaign to repeal the rider. Save America’s Forests had helped unify the environmental movement and set it in the right direction—a continuous barrage against Congress and the Administration focusing on the salvage rider.

Although votes to repeal the rider in both the House and the Senate were close, the rider was never repealed, and it expired at the end of 1996. However, because the forest movement was unified, a new "son-of-salvage rider" would have a harder time passing Congress. Perhaps it would not even succeed at all. That historic test came today, and because of nearly three years of intense organizing and publicity by the entire forest protection movement, the Smith bill lost badly.

"While this is a defeat for the timber industry, the Forest Service and the timber industry are still destroying millions of acres of our last wild and Ancient forests with clearcutting and roadbuilding, which is pushing forest species to extinction. This must stop immediately," said Ross.

Member after member who rose in opposition to the Smith bill today spoke of the need to stop clearcutting on the National Forests, and to stop all logging in Ancient Forests, roadless areas, riparian zones, and watersheds. All of these logging restrictions are contained in a bill in Congress, the Act to Save America’s Forests, that is supported by 90 Representatives and 5 Senators.

Anna Eshoo (D-CA) and Carolyn Maloney (D-NY) are the two chief House sponsors of the Act to Save America’s Forests. Their leadership in fighting against the salvage rider in 1995 and 1996, and building support for the Act to Save America’s Forests over the past year was pivotal in educating Congress against the timber industry destruction on our national forests and forging the majority needed for today’s victory.

Eshoo spoke against the Smith bill, saying "This legislation is reminiscent of the infamous salvage logging rider which suspended all environmental safeguards to increase logging on every national forest…"

Speaking of the Act to Save America’s Forests, Eshoo said, "it would protect native biodiversity in our federal forest lands by abolishing clearcutting in federal forests. It would ban logging and roadbuilding in remaining core areas of biodiversity in federal forests and would protect the less than 10% of original unlogged forests in the United States."

"Instead of [the Smith bill], Congress should be working on a forest restoration bill like the one that my colleague just mentioned, the Act to Save America’s Forests," said Maloney.

Credit and thanks for today’s victory also go to Representatives George Miller (D-CA), Maurice Hinchey (D-NY), Bruce Vento (D-MN), Elizabeth Furse (D-OR), and George Brown (D-CA), for their successful strategy and leadership.

"The defeat of the Smith bill could signal a turnaround toward saving America’s forests. While we can’t bring back the Ancient Forests and 1000 year old trees that have been logged and destroyed under the salvage rider and current Forest Service policies, Congress can pass the Act to Save America’s Forests which is a comprehensive solution that will protect our remaining Ancient Forests, and restore our entire national forest system for future generations," said Ross. "Forests sustain the intricate web of life, and we must save all the pieces, not just a few."

"The timber industry has suffered a major defeat in Congress. With 95 members of the House and Senate sponsoring Act to Save America’s Forests, now is the time for forest advocates everywhere to join together in support of the Act, and put the pressure on Congress to pass it into law, " concluded Ross.

Steve Pearce’s attack on wildlife

By Kevin Bixby | May 11, 2011

[image: image1.jpg]



U.S. Rep. Steve Pearce (Photo by Heath Haussamen)

From pronghorn on the eastern plains to javelina in the Bootheel, New Mexico is truly blessed with a diversity of wildlife. This fact is confirmed by biologists. Of all the states, we rank third in the number of species of mammals found within our borders, third in reptiles and amphibians, and second in birds.

So why is Congressman Steve Pearce so determined to get rid of our wildlife? In recent months he’s been like a hunter on safari, taking aim at one species or habitat after another. Here are some of his targets:

Mexican spotted owls

Pearce introduced a bill (HR 1202) that would relegate endangered Mexican spotted owls to “sanctuaries” while opening up the rest of our national forests to commercial logging. He calls it “common sense;” biologists call it a recipe for extinction.

The idea that spotted owls could survive in a few small preserves ignores biological reality. Spotted owls require healthy forests with big, old trees. Decades of logging have left big timber in short supply on New Mexico’s national forests, and put spotted owls on the endangered list.

Pearce’s bill would give timber companies the green light to cut the last of the big trees and start owls back down a quick path to extinction.

[image: image2.jpg]
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Mexican wolves

With only 50 or so Mexican wolves in the wild, the “lobo” may be the most endangered canid on the planet, but that hasn’t stopped Pearce from trying to send it the way of the dodo. He tried to attach a rider to a stopgap budget bill meant to keep the government from shutting down that would have cut off funding for the Mexican wolf reintroduction program, now in its 13th year.

His amendment failed, but Pearce hasn’t given up. He is cosponsor of another bill (HR 509) that would eliminate protection for all gray wolves under the Endangered Species Act, silencing the lobo’s howl forever.

Gila trout

Pearce rallied opposition to a modest Forest Service proposal to control off-road vehicle use in the Gila National Forest, where it’s currently the Wild West on wheels. People can drive pretty much anywhere they want, on or off a road. Too often the result is soil erosion and pollution of streams inhabited by creatures such as the Gila trout.

Pearce denounced the agency’s proposal as “a war on our lifestyles, quality of life, our history and our culture.” What was this dire threat? The Forest Service would like vehicles to (mostly) stay on designated routes, and wants to reduce the number of roads from the outrageous – 4,600 miles currently – to the merely excessive – 3,300 miles, still enough to drive from California to Maine.

Dunes sagebrush lizard

Lately Pearce has been whipping crowds into a frenzy over a federal proposal to list the dunes sagebrush lizard as endangered. The lizard has been on a downward slide for many years, as its habitat has been chewed up by oil and gas development, off-road vehicles, and conversion to cattle pasture. According to Pearce, listing the lizard would have a “devastating” economic impact, causing “most” jobs in the oil and gas industry in southeastern New Mexico to be lost.

Advertisement

While Pearce’s scapegoating of a tiny reptile may play well with his campaign donors (since 1989, Pearce has taken nearly $1.2 million in contributions from the oil and gas industry), the facts suggest otherwise. The Endangered Species Act allows drilling and other activities to continue, providing safeguards are followed to protect the lizard and its habitat.

Bighorn sheep

Large roadless areas are good for wildlife, especially species that need lots of room and tend to avoid people, such as bighorn sheep. Roads carve up habitat, and bring vehicles, noise and people with guns.

One of the best things we can do to save wildlife over the long run is protect roadless areas wherever they still exist, so it is puzzling that Pearce has cosponsored a bill (HR 1581) that would remove protection for more than 400,000 acres of roadless areas in New Mexico, and millions of similar acres in the West.

Living without wild places and wildlife

Pearce claims to support wildlife conservation, but his actions too often would have the opposite effect. Aldo Leopold wrote that there are two kinds of people in the world: those that can’t live without wild places and wildlife, and those that can.

Unfortunately for New Mexico’s extraordinary natural heritage, it seems like Steve Pearce is one of those who can.

Bixby is executive director of the Southwest Environmental Center
riginally published in EarthTimes
Newsletter of Earth Day Southern Tier, Binghamton, NY USA
March/April 1998, p. 2

Legislation Would Ban Logging On Federal Lands

by Mike Hudak, author of

Western Turf Wars: The Politics of Public Lands Ranching
This past October saw the introduction of the most significant federal land-use legislation since the Wilderness Act of 1964. Known as the “National Forest Protection and Restoration Act of 1997” (H.R. 2789), this bill would fundamentally redefine the purpose of our federal public lands, placing their management on a sound scientific basis, and freeing them from the tyranny of exploitation by government agencies acting as the handmaidens of timber corporations. In short, this legislation would ban all commercial logging on federal public lands. [Note: as of January 2004 this legislation is known simply as the “National Forest Protection and Restoration Act.”]

Let's examine a few arguments for the enactment of this legislation.

•  Almost all timber sales in the national forests actually lose money for taxpayers. In testifying before Congress in 1992, a professional forester on the staff of the Congressional Research Service reported that for twelve straight years, from 1980 to 1991, the Forest Service timber program lost $7.3 billion. More recently, in 1996 Congress appropriated approximately $1 billion for the national forest timber program, including timber sale planning and administration, replanting, logging road construction, and timber productivity research. Yet, gross timber sales receipts amounted to only $597.1 million—and the Forest Service has already put $367.8 million of this back into its timber program, rather than returning the money to taxpayers. Also, by selling the public’s timber at a loss, the Forest Service distorts the market and keeps privately held timber from being harvested and sold.

•  The U.S. economy would be improved. Approximately 30,000 loggers and mill workers are employed as a result of the public lands timber program. Since this program operates at an average annual net loss of over $750 million, this means that taxpayers are losing about $25,000 annually for each timber worker employed logging public forests. The average timber worker wage is about $22,000 per year. If we end all commercial logging of public forests and redirect these current logging subsidies into ecological restoration jobs on national forests, we could employ all of the current public lands timber workers at a salary increase, and still have over $200 million remaining to reduce the deficit of the U.S. Treasury.

•  Timber cutting damages fisheries. In the Pacific Northwest 103 salmon species are already extinct and 214 native salmon stocks at risk of extinction. Research has consistently shown that clearcuts and logging roads have catastrophic consequences for our native fish populations.

•  Studies link logging to flood damage. In recent years there has been record flooding in Oregon and Washington, exacerbated by clearcutting the upper reaches of the watersheds in national forests in the Cascades. Every river in western Washington—except the Nisqually—flooded in the 1990–91 season. Cascadia Times, referring to a 1980s study in the North Cascades by University of Washington hydrologist Dennis Harr, stated, “In conditions similar to the 1996 flood, characterized by heavy rains and warm winds on snowpack, clearcuts produced ten times the runoff of mature forests. And younger forests pumped out 40% more water than older forests.”

•  Logging is linked to increased severity of forest fires. A scientific study of the Sierra Nevada forests, commissioned and funded by Congress, found that “more than any other human activity, logging has increased the risk and severity of fires by removing the cooling shade of trees and leaving flammable debris.” These logging-caused forest fires cost lives, as well as several hundred million dollars of taxpayer money each year in forest fire-fighting expenses.

•  The U.S. doesn’t need the timber cut on federal lands. Less than 5% of our nation’s timber supply comes from national forests, while one out of every two trees cut in this country is wasted through inefficient utilization and lack of recycling. We simply don’t need to log public forests for our timber supply. We need only be less wasteful.

At this time, sixty-eight environmental organizations including the Sierra Club, have endorsed H.R. 2789, yet only fourteen House members have co-sponsored the legislation. Congressman Maurice Hinchey (NY-26th) [currently NY-22nd] is not one of them. I am sure he would appreciate hearing your views about this important legislation. [Note: Congressman Hinchey endorsed the legislation two-and-a-half years after publication of this article, during summer 2000.]

Do not be disheartened by accusations that this monumental legislation is “unrealistic” or “has no chance for passage.” Remember other social movements, the campaigns for woman suffrage and slavery abolition among them, which at their inception appeared to hold little prospect for success. We are still at the beginning of the campaign to redefine the purposes of our national forests, to reclaim them from the timber corporations that manipulate our elected officials and government agencies for their own advantage. Let us have patience and perseverance.
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	The Destruction of America's Last Wild Forests
(1998)

Decades of Rampant Clearcutting in Our National Forests Is Ruining America's Last Wild Forests.

But a new bill in the U.S. Congress, the Act to Save America's Forests, would protect and restore these national treasures.

America was once covered with one billion acres of towering primeval forests.   These forests were teeming with plants and animals, a treasure-trove of evolutionary diversity and biological richness. Giant, centuries-old trees had trunks more than 15 feet wide and soared to the height of 30 story skyscrapers. 

In the past 500 years, aggressive logging and development have destroyed over 95% of these original forests. The last remnants of America's virgin and natural forests, with their unique and irreplaceable life, reside mostly on our national forests. The 155 national forests cover a large portion of our country, an area about the size of California Oregon and Washington combined, and stretch from Alaska to Florida. Most states have at least one national forest. 

Deforestation is occurring on a massive scale in our national forests and is clearly visible from space. Satellite photos show that the rate of clearcutting in places like the Olympic National Forest of Washington state equals or exceeds the destruction in the Brazilian rainforests. Clearcutting describes logging which cuts down all or most of the trees in a forest area, destroying the forest. A World Resources Institute report concluded that the last of the original forests in this country will be lost without immediate action.

In response to the escalating deforestation crisis in the United States, 5 Senators and 90 Representatives now support the Act to Save America's Forests (S. 977, H.R. 1376), the most comprehensive forest protection legislation in U.S. history. This legislation would immediately halt and reverse the deforestation on our public lands. Other efforts to halt the deforestation have not succeeded. It is imperative that all Americans work together to pass this bill, before our nation's natural heritage is lost forever.

For decades, citizens have attempted to stop Forest Service destruction of our public forestlands by using the timber sale appeals process, lawsuits, and participation in national forest planning. Despite all these efforts, the Forest Service continues to allow private timber companies to clearcut old growth and roadless forests throughout our national forest system, destroying critical forest habitat, ruining important recreational areas and violating the public trust.

The costs to the American people in environmental damage and wasted tax dollars are staggering. Increased species extinction, flooding and landslides are examples of the destruction resulting from clearcutting in fragile forest watersheds.

Natural forests act as giant sponges that regulate the flow of water into streams and rivers. During and after rain, the trees and shrubs hold vast amounts of water in their trunks and leaves, and their roots bind and stabilize the soil.

Clearcut areas don't absorb water. Instead, when heavy rains come, clearcut areas allow for rapid runoff, causing flooding and erosion. The floodwater transports tons of silt, clogging waterways. In steep areas, the earth can no longer resist the pull of gravity and pulls away in a landslide.

Downstream in the valleys, homes and lives are ruined by a wall of water and mud. Government subsidies are needed to help communities and individuals repair the damage. In recent years, major floods and landslides in the California, Oregon, Washington and Idaho have caused billions of dollars of damage to public and private property. Many people were injured and some were even killed. Some landslides were directly attributable to clearcut forest areas.

This tragedy of deforestation on our public lands is multiplied by the fact that taxpayer dollars help subsidize the clearcutting of our national forests.  Billions of dollars are allocated to the Forest Service to pay the costs of building logging roads and administering timber sales. The timber industry buys the subsidized timber. The result is private profit causing public forest destruction.

Natural forests are home to thousands of native plants and animals interconnected in a delicate web of life. Each organism is interdependent on the other. The spotted owl eats voles, a small rodent. Voles eat fungi and disperse the fungi spores in their waste which then grown in the ground on the roots of the giant trees. The fungi are essential to helping the trees take up vital nutrients through their roots from the soil. Each organism plays a role in the healthy functioning of the forest. The forest is teeming with life, from common insects living in rotting logs on the forest floor to rare moss and lichens that only grow in the branches of trees, high in the forest canopy.

Because of massive forest destruction caused by clearcutting, the delicate web of life in our forests is unraveling. Scientists say that the earth is experiencing a wave of extinction. The leading cause of extinction is destruction of native habitat by such human activities as clearcutting and logging roads. Each year of continued clearcutting in the national forests leads to the loss of more species.

The congressional sponsors of the Act to Save America's Forests, Senator Robert Torricelli (D-NJ), and Representatives Anna Eshoo (D-CA) and Caroline Maloney (D-NY) are rapidly moving this legislation forward. "This Senate's going to have a very clear choice," said Torricelli. "Twenty years of clearcutting forests can end with a simple vote in the United States Senate". 

The Act to Save America's Forests is "the first federal legislation in history that would halt and reverse deforestation in the United States," said Carl Ross, director of the Save America's Forests coalition. After centuries of logging, less than 5% of this country's 1 billion acres of original forests remain standing. In the lower 48 states less than 1% of the original forest remains in blocks large enough to sustain the native plants and animals.

"This is the last chance to save these forests," said Rep. Maloney.

Protecting Our National Forests Using the Principles of Conservation Biology According to the principles of conservation biology, to sustain natural forest ecosystems, large "core" forest areas need to be completely off limits to logging, roads, and other man made intrusions. The forests surrounding the "core" areas can sustain limited amounts of logging, but not too much.

Clearcutting should not be used at all. In this way, the core forest and the surrounding forest can sustain all the natural ecology. 

The Act to Save America's Forests designates "core" areas of biological diversity throughout the entire national forest system. The Act places these "core" forests off limits to logging and roadbuilding. The Act then allows only a small, strictly limited amount of ecologically sustainable "selection logging" outside the protected areas. Clearcutting is strictly prohibited.

America's last remaining, unprotected Ancient Forests are among the premier "core" areas protected forever by the Act to Save America's Forests. Millions of acres of these spectacular forests in the Pacific Northwest and the Sierra Nevada will be protected for future generations. These forests of thousand-year-old trees are home to the endangered spotted owl, the marbled murrelet, fishers, martens, and other animals emblematic of America's wildlife heritage.

The lifeblood of these pristine forests are crystal clear streams which provide habitat for endangered salmon and trout. These Ancient Forests are faced with the constant threat of logging, placing many species in danger of extinction.

The bill also would prohibit logging and roadbuilding in roadless forest areas throughout the entire country. The rocky mountain region has the largest unroaded areas in the lower 48 states. Many roadless forest areas in this region remain mostly as they were before Columbus set foot on this continent, wild and untamed. This is the only region in lower 48 states where the grizzly still roam free. Massive new logging and roadbuilding projects in these national forests are already degrading this region. With light rainfall, mountainous terrain, and fragile soils, these forests are particularly vulnerable to clearcut logging. When timber companies clearcut these forests, they may not grow back for centuries.

The Act to Save America's Forests would also end logging and roadbuilding in more than 100 "special" forest areas that have great importance for the protection of biodiversity. Most of these "special" areas have been logged or roaded and therefore do not qualify for protection as roadless or Ancient Forests. Nevertheless, they are rich in native forest species and are critical to protecting local forest types and habitats. Selection for inclusion in the bill was based on information from scientists and local forest experts across the country.

The giant sequoias are one example of a 'special area' protected in the Act to Save America's Forests. The sequoia's are among the largest, longest living trees on earth. These ancient sentinels grow in a limited area of the Sierra Nevada Mountains; confined to about 150 secluded groves. Although some of these groves are protected within national park boundaries, many of the groves lie in the national forests -- unprotected.

In a typically misguided policy, the US Forest Service has unbelievably allowed logging all around these fragile groves. The sequoia grows naturally in stands of trees with many other species, such as Ponderosa pine and Douglas fir. Logging within the sequoia groves threatens the existence of the sequoia. It exposes the trees to the full force of the wind and kills the intertwining root systems that help keep the sequoia standing.

The Act to Save America's Forests would protect the remaining groves of giant sequoias that live on lands owned by the US Forest Service. From all over the world people come to see these giant forests. This national heritage must be protected for the benefit of all Americans and the inherent value of the noble sequoia forests.

There are many other special areas around the country, less well known than the giant sequoias, but equally stunning in their beauty and biological richness. Like the giant sequoia groves, the Sipsey wilderness of Alabama, and the Cochetopa Hills of Colorado are threatened by clearcutting and roadbuilding.

The Sipsey wilderness is located in the Bankhead National Forest in Alabama. The Sipsey is a wonderland of diverse hardwood forests dissected by mysterious canyons harboring rare   plants and secret waterfalls. Noted for its outstanding biological diversity, half of all fern species in Alabama are found in the Sipsey along with 147 species of birds and 53 kinds of amphibians and lizards. Migrating songbirds find rare habitat in the interior forests.

Flowing through the wilderness is the Sipsey River. It is designated a Wild and Scenic River, and is home to an endangered species of freshwater shellfish.

The U.S. Forest Service has allowed destructive clearcutting throughout most of the Bankhead National Forest, degrading the entire ecosystem and threatening the survival of the Sipsey Wilderness area itself. The Forest Service has been destroying the diverse species of plants and animals throughout the Bankhead National Forest, and replacing these beautiful natural forests with sterile tree farms. The Act to Save America's Forests will force the Forest Service to stop clearcutting and restore natural forests throughout the Bankhead National Forest, and will prevent any logging in the Sipsey Wilderness.

The forests of the Cochetopa Hills are spread throughout three national forests in the southern Rocky Mountains of Colorado, the Gunnison, the Grand Mesa and the Umcompadre. The Cochetopa Hills are known for unusual mixed stands of conifers. Ponderosa pine, Bristlecone pine, aspen and Engleman spruce are found growing together. This is just one aspect of the Cochetopa Hills' high biological diversity. 

Cochetopa means "pass of the buffalo" in the Ute language. This descriptive name reveals the unique quality of the area as an ecological interface zone and important wildlife corridor. The pass at Cochetopa is low elevation, creating vital winter habitat and migration corridors for many animals such as black bear and elk. Distinctive interior wetlands also attract wildlife to this semi-arid part of the Rockies. These rare wild forests are threatened with destructive logging and roadbuilding, but would be protected with the passage of the Act to Save America's Forests. On all national forests, the bill makes protection and restoration of native biodiversity the primary goal of federal forest   management practices. It outlaws artificial tree farms and requires the Forest Service to either actively restore native species or allow natural succession to take its course in re-establishing native ecosystems.

In 1995, the timber industry pressured Congress to pass a bill that suspended all environmental laws on the national forests for 2 ½ years, and increased logging of rare, previously protected Ancient Forests. The Ancient Forests, the roadless areas forests, and other biologically critical forests were clearcut and degraded, and the public could not stop this destruction. The timber industry is now trying to pass a new law in Congress that will similarly increase the clearcutting on our national forests, but this time will be permanent. This would be a disaster.  Congress should not pass new timber bills that would accelerate the destruction on our national forests. Instead, Congress should pass the Act to Save America's Forests, which will protect our forests forever.

"The Act to Save America's Forests represents a 180-degree turn from the federal government's current approach to managing federal forests," said Rep. Eshoo. "Instead of encouraging federal agencies to continue looking for ways to sell off this nation's natural heritage at below market prices, it requires them to preserve and enhance forested areas for future generations."

Today, America has the opportunity to chart a new course. The Act to Save America's Forests would not only protect the forests of California, but offers nationwide protection of our public lands.  Please phone and write your Senators and Representatives and urge them to  cosponsor H.R. 1376, the Act to Save America's Forests.  For more information about the campaign to pass the Act to Save America's Forests, please contact Save America's Forests at 4 Library Court, SE Washington, DC 20003, 202-544-9219.
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estimates of extinction due to habitat loss use the wrong math

The math involved in estimating species loss due to habitat destruction makes …

John Timmer – May 18, 2011 12:44 PM |  39



Credit: NASA
Although humanity has hunted a number of species to extinction, most of the problems we’ve created are inadvertent, in that they stem from habitat loss. By clearing land for agriculture or housing, we’ve eliminated or badly fragmented the native habitats of many species, driving many to the brink of extinction or beyond. Estimates of the species lost to habitat destruction have caused some to propose that humanity was in the process of creating the sixth mass extinction. We may very well be doing so, but a paper in today’s Nature indicates that the models we use for species persistence are almost certainly exaggerating the rate of species loss.

Scientists were already aware that there were problems with estimates of species loss. Some early calculations had suggested we’d have lost nearly half the species on Earth by now, and data suggests that this is nowhere close to being accurate. One proposed solution for the discrepancy is the concept of extinction debt. Once habitat destruction reaches a certain point, the remaining populations of species consist of isolated individuals or lack the genetic diversity to be sustainable in the long-term. The species may still be around technically, but it’s destined to go extinct within a few generations (which, depending on the species’ longevity, could take dozens of years). In this case, the estimates are close to right, but the impact of the extinctions haven’t been felt yet.

Ars Video

How The Callisto Protocol's Team Designed Its Terrifying, Immersive Audio


The new paper, which mixes math and observational data, suggests that the estimates themselves are probably wrong. These models rely on the construction of what’s termed a species-area relationship, or SAR. The SAR in turn was based on the area that researchers had to sample in order to encounter the first individual from a given species. This can be used to create a curve that estimates the number of species that would be encountered as more area is studied. To estimate species loss as habitat is destroyed, we can simply work backwards along the curve, with fewer species being present as the area where we could find any shrinks.

Unfortunately, this only generates an accurate estimate if the species is randomly distributed throughout the habitat, which is almost never the case. So, running down the SAR curve in reverse produces inaccurate estimates. “The area required to remove the last individual of a species (extinction) is larger, almost always much larger, than the sample area needed to encounter the first individual of a species, irrespective of species distribution and spatial scale,” the authors conclude. And they do the math to back this up.

Is it possible to produce a more accurate estimate? The authors favor a different curve, called the EAR, for endemics-area relationship, which explicitly attempts to estimate when the last instance of a given species will be encountered. By modeling it and the SAR in cases of clumpy species distributions, they show that the two generate very different looking curves. They then compare that to two cases where they have some distribution data: North American bird species and large tree species. In both cases, they show that the EAR provides a much better estimate of when extinction would occur due to habitat loss. The SAR typically overestimated matters by nearly 90 percent, and in some cases as much as 160 percent.

Does that mean we can all breathe a sigh of relief? Not really. Although habitat loss may not drive species to extinction as quickly as we once thought, it can certainly still do so. And, although the concept of extinction debt isn’t supported by the mismatch of estimated and actual extinction rates, it may still be a very real phenomenon. As the authors put it, “There is no doubt whatsoever that the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment1 has correctly identified habitat loss as the primary threat to conserving the Earth’s biodiversity, and the sixth mass extinction might already be upon us or imminent.”

It’s also important to note that the EAR still estimates the amount of habitat destruction needed to eliminate the last member of a species. For many animals, keeping only one animal around would be sufficient to cause extinction.

Nevertheless, the study does provide some cause for optimism. We may be able to preserve more species than we thought if we can protect at least some of a given habitat from destruction. At that point, the features of individual species will determine if they maintain sufficient numbers, habitat, and genetic diversity to provide long-term stability, or if we will simply provide empirical validation of the concept of extinction debt.

Nature, 2011. DOI: 10.1038/nature09985  (About DOIs).
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From: "wafcdc at americanlands.org" <wafcdc at americanlands.org>

Subject: LANDSCOPE: Senate Rejects Proposal to Reduce Logging Subsidies  by 54-43 Vote

LANDSCOPE, News and Views from American Lands - September 14, 1999

Senate Rejects Proposal to Reduce Logging Subsidies by 54-43 Vote

The American Lands Alliance criticized lawmakers today for rejecting a

proposal that would have reduced taxpayer subsidized logging in National

Forests.  The proposal, offered by Senators Richard Bryan (D-NV), Peter

Fitzgerald (R-IL) and Ron Wyden (D-OR) as an amendment to the Senate

Interior Appropriations bill, would have shifted funds from the U.S. Forest

Service's commercial timber sale program to forest restoration projects such

as road maintenance, fish and wildlife conservation, and watershed

rehabilitation.  The amendment failed by a 54-43 vote. 

. . . The American people were robbed today.  By rejecting the Bryan

amendment the Senate squandered a golden opportunity to save taxpayer

dollars and our nation's forests, fish, and wildlife.  Logging has long been

a major source of degradation in National Forests.  In California, logging

and associated road building has eliminated and fragmented wildlife habitat,

silted streams and rivers, and pushed species like the California spotted

owl, Pacific fisher, and northern spotted owl closer to extinction.  Logging

has also cost taxpayers.  For most of this decade, the federal timber

program has lost hundreds of millions of dollars every year.  The General

Accounting Office reported the Forest Service timber program lost nearly $1

billion from 1992-1994 alone.   "Some members of Congress still think our

public forests should be sold for private gain," said California Organizer

Brian Vincent.  "Our forests are worth more than corporate pork and plywood."

Send an E-mail Today to Save Southern Forests: Four federal agencies have

joined to conduct an unprecedented comprehensive study of southern forest

sustainability. These agencies have asked the public to comment on the

direction of the study.   Type in your comments by SEPTEMBER 15th about

protecting southern forests at: 

http://www.srs.fs.fed.us/sustain/   Forests provide clean drinking water,

protect habitat for hunting and fishing, and improve the quality of life for

families throughout the South. Corporations must not build any new chip

mills until we have more information about their impact on forests and have

adequate safeguards in place for the forests. Contact the Dogwood Alliance

at 828/883-5889 or http:www.dogwoodalliance.org/ for information or

recommended comments. 

Fifth Circuit Upholds Texas Injunction: Texas Committee on Natural Resources

(TCONR), the Sierra Club and The Wilderness Society won a victory in Texas

recently when the 5th Circuit Court of Appeals upheld a 1997 injunction

against most logging on National Forests in the state.  The ruling charged

that the Forest Service violated sections of the National Forest Management

Act by failing to protect soil and water and failed to conduct required

monitoring of timber sales says a release from TCONR.  The next step for the

plaintiffs will come on September 15th when a motion will be filed to stop

logging in Longleaf Ridge.  Please contact Janice Bezanson of TCONR at

512/327-4119 or mailto:bezanson at eden.com for more information.

To subscribe or unsubscribe, please send a message to

wafcdc at americanlands.org along with your complete contact information (name,

org, address & phone #)

Steve Holmer

Campaign Coordinator

American Lands 

726 7th Street, SE

Washington, D.C. 20003

202/547-9105

202/547-9213 fax

wafcdc at americanlands.org
http://www.americanlands.org
Humans driving extinction faster than species can evolve, say experts

This article is more than 15 years old

Conservationists say rate of new species slower than diversity loss caused by the destruction of habitats and climate change

 Ghost orchid comes back from extinction
Juliette Jowit
Sun 7 Mar 2010 17.59 EST
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For the first time since the dinosaurs disappeared, humans are driving animals and plants to extinction faster than new species can evolve, one of the world's experts on biodiversity has warned.

Conservation experts have already signalled that the world is in the grip of the "sixth great extinction" of species, driven by the destruction of natural habitats, hunting, the spread of alien predators and disease, and climate change.

However until recently it has been hoped that the rate at which new species were evolving could keep pace with the loss of diversity of life.

Speaking in advance of two reports next week on the state of wildlife in Britain and Europe, Simon Stuart, chair of the Species Survival Commission for the International Union for the Conservation of Nature – the body which officially declares species threatened and extinct – said that point had now "almost certainly" been crossed.

"Measuring the rate at which new species evolve is difficult, but there's no question that the current extinction rates are faster than that; I think it's inevitable," said Stuart.

The IUCN created shock waves with its major assessment of the world's biodiversity in 2004, which calculated that the rate of extinction had reached 100-1,000 times that suggested by the fossil records before humans.

No formal calculations have been published since, but conservationists agree the rate of loss has increased since then, and Stuart said it was possible that the dramatic predictions of experts like the renowned Harvard biologist E O Wilson, that the rate of loss could reach 10,000 times the background rate in two decades, could be correct.

"All the evidence is he's right," said Stuart. "Some people claim it already is that ... things can only have deteriorated because of the drivers of the losses, such as habitat loss and climate change, all getting worse. But we haven't measured extinction rates again since 2004 and because our current estimates contain a tenfold range there has to be a very big deterioration or improvement to pick up a change."

Extinction is part of the constant evolution of life, and only 2-4% of the species that have ever lived on Earth are thought to be alive today. However fossil records suggest that for most of the planet's 3.5bn year history the steady rate of loss of species is thought to be about one in every million species each year.

Only 869 extinctions have been formally recorded since 1500, however, because scientists have only "described" nearly 2m of an estimated 5-30m species around the world, and only assessed the conservation status of 3% of those, the global rate of extinction is extrapolated from the rate of loss among species which are known. In this way the IUCN calculated in 2004 that the rate of loss had risen to 100-1,000 per millions species annually – a situation comparable to the five previous "mass extinctions" – the last of which was when the dinosaurs were wiped out about 65m years ago.

Critics, including The Skeptical Environmentalist author, Bjørn Lomborg, have argued that because such figures rely on so many estimates of the number of underlying species and the past rate of extinctions based on fossil records of marine animals, the huge margins for error make these figures too unreliable to form the basis of expensive conservation actions.

However Stuart said that the IUCN figure was likely to be an underestimate of the problem, because scientists are very reluctant to declare species extinct even when they have sometimes not been seen for decades, and because few of the world's plants, fungi and invertebrates have yet been formally recorded and assessed.

The calculated increase in the extinction rate should also be compared to another study of thresholds of resilience for the natural world by Swedish scientists, who warned that anything over 10 times the background rate of extinction – 10 species in every million per year – was above the limit that could be tolerated if the world was to be safe for humans, said Stuart.

"No one's claiming it's as small as 10 times," he said. "There are uncertainties all the way down; the only thing we're certain about is the extent is way beyond what's natural and it's getting worse."

Many more species are "discovered" every year around the world, than are recorded extinct, but these "new" plants and animals are existing species found by humans for the first time, not newly evolved species.

In addition to extinctions, the IUCN has listed 208 species as "possibly extinct", some of which have not been seen for decades. Nearly 17,300 species are considered under threat, some in such small populations that only successful conservation action can stop them from becoming extinct in future. This includes one-in-five mammals assessed, one-in-eight birds, one-in-three amphibians, and one-in-four corals.

Later this year the Convention on Biological Diversity is expected to formally declare that the pledge by world leaders in 2002 to reduce the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010 has not been met, and to agree new, stronger targets.

Despite the worsening problem, and the increasing threat of climate change, experts stress that understanding of the problems which drive plants and animals to extinction has improved greatly, and that targeted conservation can be successful in saving species from likely extinction in the wild.

This year has been declared the International Year of Biodiversity and it is also hoped that a major UN report this summer, on the economics of ecosystems and biodiversity, will encourage governments to devote more funds to conservation.

Professor Norman MacLeod, keeper of palaeontology at the Natural History Museum in London, cautioned that when fossil experts find evidence of a great extinction it can appear in a layer of rock covering perhaps 10,000 years, so they cannot say for sure if there was a sudden crisis or a build up of abnormally high extinction rates over centuries or millennia.

For this reason, the "mathematical artefacts" of extinction estimates were not sufficient to be certain about the current state of extinction, said MacLeod.

"If things aren't falling dead at your feel that doesn't mean you're not in the middle of a big extinction event," he said. "By the same token if the extinctions are and remain relatively modest then the changes, [even] aggregated over many years, are still going to end up a relatively modest extinction event."

Species on the brink of being declared extinct

The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) lists 208 species as "possibly extinct", more than half of which are amphibians. They are defined as species which are "on the balance of evidence likely to be extinct, but for which there is a small chance that they may still be extant".

Kouprey (or Grey ox; Bos sauveli)

What: Wild cattle with horns that live in small herds

Domain: Mostly Cambodia; also Laos, Vietnam, Thailand

Population: No first-hand sightings since 1969

Main threats: hunting for meat and trade, livestock diseases and habitat destruction

Webbed-footed coqui (or stream coqui; Eleutherodactylus karlschmidti)

What: Large black frog living in mountain streams

Domain: East and west Puerto Rico

Population: Not seen since 1976

Main threats: Disease (chytridiomycosis), climate change and invasive predators

Golden coqui frog (Eleutherodactylus jasperi)

What: Small orange frog living in forest or open rocky areas

Domain: Sierra de Cayey, Puerto Rico

Population: No sightings since 1981

Main threats: Unknown but suspected habitat destruction, climate change, disease (chytridiomycosis) and invasive predators

Spix's macaw (or little blue macaw; Cyanopsitta spixii)

What: Bright blue birds with long tails and grey/white heads

Domain: Brazil

Population: The last known wild bird disappeared in 2000; there are 78 in captivity

Main threats: Destruction of the birds' favoured Tabebuia caraiba trees for nesting, and trapping

Café marron (Ramosmania rodriguesii)

What: White flowering shrub related to the coffee plant family

Domain: Island of Rodrigues, Republic of Mauritius

Population: A single wild plant is known

Main threats: Habitat loss, introduced grazing animals and alien plants

Source: IUCN and Royal Botanic Gardens Kew. To mark the International Year of Biodiversity, the IUCN is running a daily profile of a threatened species throughout 2010. See iucn.org.
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	1997 FWOC Resolution No. 5

	ENDING COMMERCIAL LOGGING IN NATIONAL FORESTS

	

	Commercial logging in the National Forests has always been a privilege, not a legal right.  The basic law establishing the National Forest System, the Forest Organic Act of 1897, states that the purpose of the new system was to first "protect the forest," and only then to "furnish a supply of timber and water."

	Since then the Forest Service has followed a policy of allowing large scale commercial logging to occur -- with devastating impacts on the forest environment.  This policy has not only NOT protected the forests, it has caused terrible damage in the form of scarred and eroded landscapes, silted and polluted streams, degraded wildlife habitat and species driven to extinction, as well as 90% loss of ancient and native forests.

	The Forest Service's commitment to logging as the primary activity in forests is the main cause of this problem.  For the last 50 years, the timber industry has brought enormous pressure to bear on our national forests through the political process.  It has pushed for "allowable cuts" up far beyond anything sustainable; it has circumvented or weakened environmental regulations and it has bitterly opposed every effort to create new preserves, wilderness areas and parks.  Its last effort was the infamous "logging without laws" rider to the 1995 Supplemental Appropriations bill.  This rider ordered logging on ancient forest and wildlife habitat with the suspension of environmental laws.
	


	It is now clear that neither the timber industry nor Forest Service can be trusted to protect our priceless National Forest, their scenic beauty and wilderness, their wildlife and fisheries, or outdoor recreation experiences, as long as commercial logging is allowed.
	

	Therefore, the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs calls for a cessation of all commercial logging in national forests.  Logging for administrative purposes, for subsistence, public safety, the safety of adjacent private property of the restoration of wildlife habitat (based on sound scientific principles) would still be allowed.
	

	
	

	.............................................................................................................................................................................
	

	F.W.O.C. urges its member clubs and members to send this resolution to President Clinton, their Senators and congressional representatives.
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Only Humans Can Halt the Worst Wave
of Extinction Since the Dinosaurs Died

by E.O. Wilson

Edward O. Wilson, a leading advocate of global conservation, is Pellegrino University Professor at Harvard. His book The Diversity of Life will soon be available in 14 languages around the world.



The Baiji is a graceful, freshwater dolphin that once abounded along a thousand miles of the Yangtze River. It may now be the world's most endangered large animal. Caught in a vise of rising pollution and indiscriminate fishing during the past century, its population fell to only 400 by 1980, to 150 in 1993, and is now below 100. Zoologists doubt the species will survive in the wild for another decade. The baiji's closest rivals for early extinction include the Sumatran rhinoceros (probably fewer than 500 individuals survive) and the giant panda of China (fewer than 1,000).

The media can be counted on to take note when the last member of each of these species dies, or, like the California condor, is removed from the wild to be placed in a captive breeding program. But for every animal celebrity that vanishes, biologists can point to thousands of species of plants and smaller animals either recently extinct or on the brink. The rarest bird in the world is Spix's macaw, down to one or possibly two individuals in the palm and river-edge forests of central Brazil. The rarest plant is Cooke's koki'o of Hawaii, a small tree with profuse orange-red flowers that once graced the dry volcanic slopes of Molokai. Today it exists only as a few half plants--branches implanted onto the stocks of other related species. Cooke's koki'o may spend its last days in this biological limbo; despite the best efforts of horticulturists to assist the plant, no branches planted in soil have sprouted roots.

Around the world, biodiversity, defined as the full variety of life from genes to species to ecosystems, is in trouble. Responding to the problem, conservation experts have in the past two decades shifted their focus from individual species to entire threatened habitats, whose destruction would cause the extinction of many species. Such "hot spots" in the U.S., for example, include the coastal sage of Southern California, the sandy uplands of Florida, and the dammed and polluted river systems of Alabama and other Southern states. Arguably the countries with the most hot spots in the world are Ecuador, Madagascar and the Philippines. Each has lost two-thirds or more of its biologically rich rain forest, and the remainder is under widespread assault. The logic of the experts is simple: by concentrating conservation efforts on such areas, the largest amount of biodiversity can be saved at the lowest economic cost. And if the effort is part of the political process during regional planning, the rescue of biodiversity can gain the widest possible public support.

In hot spots around the globe, mass extinctions of local populations have been commonplace. Among them:

More than half the 266 species of exclusively freshwater fishes in peninsular Malaysia.

Fifteen of the 18 unique fishes of Lake Lanao in the Philippines, and half the 14 birds of the Philippine Island of Cebu.

All of the 11 native tree-snail species of Moorea in the Society Islands. Those on nearby Tahiti, as well as in the Hawaiian Islands, are rapidly disappearing.

More than 90 plant species growing on a single mountain ridge in Ecuador, through clear-cutting of forest between 1978 and 1986.

These well-documented cases notwithstanding, it is notoriously difficult to estimate the overall rate of extinction. Some groups, like the larger birds and mammals, are more susceptible to extinction than most. The same is true of fishes limited to one or two freshwater streams. Most kinds of insects and small organisms are so difficult to monitor as to make exact numbers unattainable. Nevertheless, biologists using several indirect methods of analysis generally agree that on the land at least and on a worldwide basis, species are vanishing 100 times faster than before the arrival of Homo sapiens.

Tropical rain forests are the site of most of the known damage. Although they cover only 6% of the land surface, they contain more than half the species of plants and animals of the entire world. The rate of clearing and burning of rain forests averaged about 1% each year in the 1980s, an amount about equal to the entire country of Ireland, and the pace of destruction may now be increasing. That magnitude of habitat loss spells trouble for the planet's reservoir of biodiversity. It means that each year 0.25% or more of the forest species are being doomed to immediate or early extinction. How much is that in absolute numbers, as opposed to rate? If there are 10 million species in the still mostly unexplored forests, which some scientists think possible, the annual loss is in the tens of thousands. Even if there are a "mere" 1 million species, the loss is still in the thousands.

These projections are based on the known relationships between the area of a given natural habitat and the number of species able to live within it. The projections may be on the low side. The outright elimination of habitat is the leading cause of extinction. But the introduction of aggressive exotic species and the diseases they carry follow close behind in destructiveness, along with overhunting or overharvesting of plants and animals.

All these factors work together in a complex manner. When asked which ones caused the extinction of any particular species, biologists are likely to give the Murder on the Orient Express answer: they all did it. A common sequence in tropical countries starts with the building of roads into wilderness, such as those cut across Brazil's Amazonian state of Rondonia during the 1970s and '80s. Land-seeking settlers pour in, clear the rain forest on both sides of the road, pollute the streams, introduce alien plants and animals and hunt wildlife for extra food. Many native species become rare, and some disappear entirely.

The world's fauna and flora are paying the price of humanity's population growth. The levy may be acceptable to those who put immediate human concerns above all else. But it should be borne in mind that we are destroying part of the Creation, thereby depriving all future generations of what we ourselves were bequeathed. The ongoing loss in biodiversity is the greatest since the end of the Mesozoic era 65 million years ago. At that time, by current scientific consensus, the impact of one or more giant meteorites darkened the atmosphere, altered much of earth's climate and extinguished the dinosaurs. Thus began the next stage of evolution, the Cenozoic era or Age of Mammals. The extinction spasm we are now inflicting can be moderated if we choose. If not, the next century will see the closing of the Cenozoic era and the start of a new one characterized by biological impoverishment. It might appropriately be called the Eremozoic era, the Age of Loneliness.

People commonly respond to the evidence of species extinction by entering three successive stages of denial. The first is, simply, Why worry? Extinction is natural. Species have been dying out through more than 3 billion years of history without permanent harm to the biosphere. Evolution has always replaced extinct species with new ones.

All these statements are true, but with a terrible twist. After the Mesozoic spasm, and after each of the four greatest previous spasms spaced over 400 million years, evolution required about 10 million years to restore the predisaster levels of diversity. Faced with a waiting time that long, and aware that we inflicted so much damage in a single lifetime, our descendants are going to be--how best to say it?--peeved with us. Worse, evolution cannot perform as in previous ages if natural environments have been crowded out by artificial ones.

Entering the second stage of denial, people ask, Why do we need so many species anyway? Why care, especially since the vast majority are bugs, weeds and fungi? It is easy to dismiss the creepy crawlies of the world, forgetting that less than a century ago, before the rise of the modern conservation movement, native birds and mammals around the world were treated with the same callous indifference. Now the value of the little things in the natural world has become compellingly clear. Recent experimental studies on whole ecosystems support what ecologists have long suspected: the more species living in an ecosystem, the higher its productivity and the greater its ability to withstand drought and other kinds of environmental stress. Since we depend on functioning ecosystems to cleanse our water, enrich our soil and create the very air we breathe, biodiversity is clearly not something to discard carelessly.

In addition to creating a habitable environment, wild species are the source of products that help sustain our lives. Not the least of these amenities are pharmaceuticals. More than 40% of all prescriptions dispensed by pharmacies in the U.S. are substances originally extracted from plants, animals, fungi and microorganisms. Aspirin, for example, the most widely used medicine in the world, was derived from salicylic acid, which in turn was discovered in a species of meadowsweet.

Only a minute fraction of the species or organisms--probably less than 1%--have been examined for natural products that might serve as medicines. There is a critical need to press the search in the case of antibiotics and antimalarial agents. The substances most commonly used today are growing less effective as the disease organisms acquire genetic resistance to the drugs. The bacterium staphylococcus, for example, has recently re-emerged as a potentially lethal pathogen, and the microorganism that causes pneumonia is growing steadily more dangerous. The age of antibiotics, it has been said, is over. Not quite, but medical researchers are nevertheless locked in an arms race with the rapidly evolving pathogens that is certain to grow more serious. They are obliged to turn to a broader array of wild species to discover the new weapons of 21st century medicine.

Each species is a masterpiece of evolution, offering a vast source of useful scientific knowledge because it is so thoroughly adapted to the environment in which it lives. Species alive today are thousands to millions of years old. Their genes, having been tested by adversity over so many generations, engineer a staggeringly complex array of biochemical devices to aid the survival and reproduction of the organisms carrying them.

Even when that much is granted, the third stage of denial usually emerges: Why rush to save all the species right now? We have more important things to do. Why not keep live specimens in zoos and botanical gardens--on ice, so to speak--and return them to the wild later? The grim truth is that all the zoos in the world today can sustain a maximum of only 2,000 species of mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians, out of about 24,000 known to exist. The world's botanical gardens would be even more overwhelmed by the quarter-million plant species. These refuges are invaluable in helping to save a few endangered species. So is freezing embryos in liquid nitrogen. But such measures cannot come close to solving the problem as a whole. To add to the difficulty, no one has devised a plan to save the legion of insects, fungi and other ecologically vital small organisms. And once scientists are ready to return species to independence, the ecosystems in which many lived will no longer exist. Tigers and rhinos, to make the point clear, cannot survive in paddies.

The conclusion of scientists and conservationists is therefore virtually unanimous: the only way to save wild species is to maintain them in their original habitats. Considering how rapidly such habitats are shrinking, even that straightforward solution will be a daunting task. Many ecosystems have already been lost, and others seem doomed.

In spite of all these difficulties, there is reason for some optimism. With appropriate measures and the will to use them, the hemorrhaging can be slowed, perhaps eventually halted, and most of the surviving species saved. Some of the most important immediate steps that can be taken are outlined in the Convention on Biological Diversity, signed by 156 nations and the European Union at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro (with its Senate hesitating to ratify, the U.S. is one of the few nations not yet a formal party to the agreement). The convention was the turning point in the awareness of biodiversity as a world issue. It served as a catalyst in accelerating conservation efforts and has been especially important in awakening tropical countries, where biodiversity is both the richest and most threatened.

One of the first moves under way is the closer surveying of biodiversity, country by country, to pinpoint the extinction hot spots. Such information, when used to sequester parks and reserves, can lead to the rescue of large numbers of endangered ecosystems and species. A review of bird distribution by the International Council for Bird Preservation, using the best data available for any group of organisms, revealed that 20% of the world's species occur within 2% of the land area. Protecting natural environments in these localities alone would help greatly to slow the rate of bird extinction. It would also shield larger numbers of other animals and plants limited to the same habitat.

Saving the last remnants of the natural environment requires more than just scientific information. There are also formidable economic and political problems to be overcome. Growing populations need new land and increased food production. The priorities of the desperately poor do not include saving the fauna and flora of their country. Funds must be raised to purchase much of the land from private owners, and then to pay for the protection and management of the reserves. To gain the support of local peoples, educational programs are needed to convey the importance of wild lands to sustaining their own environment in a healthy state. The poor need to be helped to a better life on the land they already occupy.

Out of this welter of conflicting interests has arisen a new kind of environmentalism. It values the world's fauna and flora not just aesthetically as the natural heritage of humanity but also as a source of wealth and economic stability. An infant biodiversity industry is now taking shape along several fronts. More than 20 pharmaceutical companies have contracted with private and national research organizations to push "chemical prospecting" for new medicines in rain forests and other habitats.

Ecotourism, opening the most spectacular wild lands to paying visitors, has become a major source of income in many developing countries. Reserves and the surrounding land are being reorganized to create an outer buffer zone where local peoples are helped to develop sustainable agriculture, enveloping an inviolate core zone for the maximum protection of endangered species. Some forest tracts previously scheduled for clear-cutting are now selectively logged or cut along concentric swaths, then allowed to regenerate. Because the practices yield higher long-term profits, they are expected to be widely adopted.

The new approach to biodiversity, uniting conservation and economic development, is obviously far from perfect, and it is not yet fully practiced in any country. But it is a promising start. Some of the pilot projects have succeeded dramatically. They offer a way out of what will otherwise be a biologically impoverished future. With the world population at 5.7 billion and sure to keep on growing rapidly until well into the next century, humanity has entered a dangerous environmental bottleneck. We hope--surely we must believe--that our species will come out the other side in better condition than when we entered. We should make it a goal to take as much of the rest of life with us as is humanly possible.



Want to help? Join or Make a Donation to an Organization that makes a difference.

· The Alberta Wilderness Association, Calgary, Alberta
· Canadian Parks & Wilderness Society
· The Federation of Alberta Naturalists
· World Wildlife Fund - Canada
· Canadian Nature Federation
· Canadian Wildlife Federation
If you live in the united states, these green links will take you to organizations that make a difference there.

Supervisor Ranger xXXXX most people are smart enough to figure this out.
Multiple scientific papers have concluded commercial logging cannot and does not benefit the proper functioning of important forest resources.  Therefore, the USFS must make up excuses to justify commercial logging.  Knowing this, who will you believe 1) the USFS with a massive economic interest in generating timber volume, or 2) 6 highly educated expert scientists with Ph.D.s quoted above.

Of course you are frightened.  Isn’t it time to do your job and serve the public?  If your next promotion means so much, I am sorry.  You fit into a specific niche of USFS line-officers who are pathetic and will do and say anything to generate precious volume at any cost to the ecosystem.

