March 11, 2003

Ms. Daina Bambe 

District Ranger
Hood River Ranger District
6780 Highway 35

Mt. Hood/Parkdale, OR 97041
Dear District Ranger Daina Bambe,
This letter has been written on behalf of Slade Sapora, Aria Spiller, and Jacob Hahn.  We are all concerned citizens and Portland State University students interested in the Forest Service’s plans, goals and procedures in our publicly owned national forests.  The three of us have spent countless hours hiking and researching the proposed Bear Knoll timber sale and feel quite confident that we are as familiar with the area as anyone.

To begin with, we disagree with the overall philosophy of the Forest Service in the Bear Knoll planning documents.  In the Bear Knoll Vegetation Restoration Objectives, Kim Titus lists the goal of providing lumber and wood fiber as the fifth and final goal of the proposed restoration.  From the Forest Service’s actions, it would appear as though targeting old growth for harvest, while maintaining the “appearance” of a natural forest is your main goal.  We do not believe that our publicly held old growth forests should be destroyed for the benefit of a few, when the negative externalities—such as the effects on water, soil, and animal habitat—are then left for the majority to deal with.  The objections we have to the Bear Knoll timber sale are outlined below in several sections.  Our chief objection though, to be clear, is the number of excuses the Forest Service has come up with for cutting old growth.  In the Pacific Northwest, less than 5% of our original old growth forests remain. This is a point of concern acknowledged by nearly everyone in the sciences—and yet your district is proposing that this critically endangered and irreplaceable ecosystem “needs” to be cut down.  
Indian Paint Fungus
We specifically have issues with several of the units prescribed for Shelterwood and Regeneration Mosaic cuts within the Bear Knoll timber sale planning area.  As stated previously, we have spent extensive time within all of these proposed units collecting data.  One of our main contentions with this timber sale is the outright bias against the late successional western hemlock forests present throughout the Bear Knoll area.  The Forest Service presents an attitude towards these forests that is not at all reflective of the past several decades of scientific research, ecological thought, or even their own published documents.  The reason stated by the Forest Service for wanting to cut these late successional western hemlock forests are as follows:

· “…reduce the incidence of insects and disease”

· “… western hemlock and most of the older trees are infested with Indian  paint fungus, which is causing severe decay losses.”

· “…remove susceptible trees, which exhibit signs of insects, disease, or other problems…”

Kim M. Titus—District Ranger   March 27, 2002

· “Regeneration of these stands is needed because most are dominated by western hemlock susceptible to Indian  paint fungus found within these stands.”

· “Regeneration of this late seral stand is needed because many of the larger hemlock trees are falling over from Indian  paint fungus, root rot, and wind.”

Bear Knoll EA—chapter 1.0 – Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

The reasons stated here for wanting to, or rather “needing” to cut late successional stands of  western hemlock, again, reflect an outdated attitude that is no longer supported by biological or ecological sciences.  This is an attitude that was once taken by foresters who looked at any and all disease, however endemic or natural, as being solely destructive to forest systems and in need of eradication.  The Forest Service’s language in the above statements directly reflects this outdated and unsound attitude: “…older trees are infested with Indian  paint fungus, which is causing severe decay losses.” While some still hold and use this approach on private lands, managed only for the production and sale of marketable timber, this approach has for over a decade now been discredited by scientists, including Forest Service scientists, as a means to manage our public forest lands—especially the few remaining stands of late-successional, old growth forest.  Timber sales are only one of many aspects that our national forests should be managed for.  While we acknowledge that timber sales and harvests may be conducted on Matrix lands, the Forest Service (unlike private landowners) is MANDATED to employ and use, when planning timber sales, the most “scientifically sound, ecologically credible, and legally responsible” efforts. Instead, the Forest Service has taken a stance on old growth that fell out of scientific and ecological credibility over twenty years ago—continuing to target and log stands of old growth trees solely on their high market value, ignoring the fact that the public no longer needs, desires, or requires old growth lumber.         

Mt. Hood National Forest has taken the stand that late successional forests dominated by western hemlock infected with Indian  paint fungus “need” to be cut down, because this disease is an “infestation”, and that disease in these forests is a “problem”.  This attitude could not be further from the scientific and ecological truth; as we shall see, it runs contrary to everything currently in scientific literature and directly opposes the framework of ecological principles.  

· In a paper published in Northwest Science (a peer reviewed journal) 2001, entitled—Dwarf Mistletoes, Rust Diseases, and Stem Decays in Eastern Oregon and Washington—the author writes specifically on Indian  paint fungus, Echinodontuim tinctorium, and states the following: “Living trees with heart rot and dead trees that are infected by heart-rot fungi when alive can serve as important or critical wildlife habitat…E. tinctorium is the most common fungus associated with hollow trees, which are considered highly valuable as wildlife habitat” (Parks and Flanagan 2001).

· In another paper authored by Catherine Parks, a USDA Forest Service scientist, entitled Death and Decay: A Vital Part of Living Canopies, it is stated that “the wood of dying and dead trees provides one of the greatest resources for animal species in natural forests” (Parks and Shaw 1996).  Parks goes on in the paper to outline the “Five Primary Functions of Decaying and Dead Trees in Forest Canopies”.  There is too much information in this article to outline, but I would encourage practicing forest scientists to read this and other recent studies by their published colleagues.  Parks concludes with:

“Death and decay of woody components of tree crowns, including heart-rot of living stems, dead branches, and dead trees, are important, functional aspects of forest canopies that have been largely ignored…generally, ecologists have underestimated that the way trees die can markedly influence numerous ecological processes.” (Parks and Shaw 1996)  
· Bioscience published a paper in January of 1995 entitled Pathogens, Patterns, and Processes in Forest Ecosystems.  This paper concludes that, “Disease is essential to ecological balance in a natural forest” and that “…pathogens help to break down and release elements sequestered within trees and, by increasing mortality, they facilitate succession and help to maintain genetic, species, and age diversity” (Castello et al. 1995).  Lastly the paper asserts that “Forest land managers, however, generally view pathogens not as essential to ecosystem function but rather as nuisances that interfere with management objectives.  We propose that pathogens are themselves forest managers…” (Castello et al. 1995).  On private lands, managed solely for timber production, the attitude of pathogens as a nuisance may not be objectionable, but our national forests have a specific mandate to be managed according to the latest scientific principles; in the case of Bear Knoll, our public lands are being managed using ideals that in no way incorporate the modern scientific insights of ecology or research and conservation biology.  This lack of scientific integrity goes directly against the mandate of the Northwest Forest Plan and the Mt. Hood National Forest Plan.     

· Forest Service, General Technical Report PNW-TGR-391, May 1997, Trees and Logs Important to Wildlife in the Interior Columbia River Basin—directly contradicts the statements made in the Bear Knoll EA—Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action.  This document makes it abundantly clear that attitudes towards native forest pathogens are not to be viewed as negative or as a “problem” component of natural forest systems.  Page one of this document states that, “Forest management practices that fail to properly manage wood components may adversely affect wildlife, soil and stream quality, and forest ecosystem functions”, and that, “tree decay is an important ecological process affecting wildlife habitat…As it decays, the tree supports many different wildlife groups that use it for foraging substrate, for nesting, and for shelter” (Parks et al. 1997).  This report has an entire section dedicated to the role and function of “Living Trees with Decay” stating on page 3.  It is stated here that, “Although hollow trees are alive, but with advanced internal decay, we treat them separately because they offer unique structural features and provide for specialized wildlife use” (Parks et al. 1997).  
· A paper published in Mycologia (another peer reviewed journal), 1989, entitled Nitrogenase Activity Associated with Decay Wood of Living Northern Idaho Conifers shows results which are of particular interest when related to the Bear Knoll timber sale.  This paper assesses to role of nitrogen fixing bacteria in correlation with the decay of heartwood in standing live trees.  It finds that rates of Nitrogen fixation were in many cases greater in standing trees with heart-rot than in “downed woody residues on forest soil” (Harvey et al. 1989).  Out of six native conifer species studied, standing  western hemlock infected with Indian  paint fungus showed the highest rates of N-fixation over a 180 day period (Harvey et al. 1989).  The bias shown by Mt. Hood National Forest against Indian  paint fungus does not seem to take into account the natural processes at work here, nor the fact that this pathogen is a native disease that plays a vital role in the nutrient cycling of our forests.  The deliberate and systematic removal of Indian  paint fungus from our forests armounts to the removal of a major and vital component of our forests as a whole.  
· Evelyn L. Bull, another Forest Service scientist, published a paper in 1992 entitled Roost Trees used by Pileated Woodpeckers in Northeast Oregon.  This paper again emphasizes the vital importance of standing, old trees infected with heart-rot.  “Conks of Indian  paint fungus were seen on 92% of the roost trees of grand fir” [grand fir comprising 46% of the roost trees in the study] (Bull et al. 1992).  The study also found that, “Of the 60 roost trees climbed, 95% had a hollow interior created by decay rather than being excavated by the woodpeckers.”  Disturbance due to logging also played a huge role in the selection of roost trees, “Roost trees were surrounded predominantly by old-growth stands of grand fir that had little or no logging…unlogged or high-graded stands were favored over those with partial overstory removals or shelterwood cuts” and that, “We think that if roosts are inadequate or the habitat around them marginal, mortality will increase”.  The authors recommend at the end of that paper that, “Roost trees are unique and uncommon and need to be left and protected where they occur.  In addition, roost trees need to be maintained over time, so plans for future stands with potential roost trees and appropriate habitat conditions need to be developed and implemented”.  Pileated Woodpeckers are present on the Bear Knoll timber sale in the units slated for shelterwood cut.  There are multiple cavities excavated in many of the “diseased” western hemlockhemlock trees, and on January 20th, 2003 while walking trough unit 222, I clearly heard the call of a Pileated Woodpecker within the unit.  It should not be disputed that Pileated Woodpeckers occur throughout the Bear Knoll timber sale planning area, and that their habitat is being directly targeted and labeled as “infested” with a native fungus; when in fact, Indian paint fungus is a naturally occurring component of this forest system, essential to the population of Pileated Woodpeckers inhabiting the area.  Again, the Forest Service is operating on an outdated and archaic approach to forest management that directly goes against its own mandate in the Northwest Forest Plan to use and incorporate the newest science into its management and planning practices.      
Our primary objection to the Bear Knoll timber sale is not just the fact that the Forest Service  has chosen to ignore the past several decades of biological and ecological research in managing the Mt. Hood National Forest.  Our primary objection is the outright and blatant targeting/high-grading of old growth forests solely for their market value, while using a native fungus—which is a natural part of any old growth ecosystem--as a scapegoat.  Catherine Park, a Forest Service scientist, writes in her study on forest pathogens (specifically addressing Indian  paint fungus associated with  western hemlock) that: 

Today, incidence of heart rot decay and hollow trees is high in old-growth forests and unmanaged forests but is low or absent in younger managed stands.  With less than 3% of old growth remaining in eastern Washington and Oregon, the landscape that once held an abundance of trees with heart-rot decay now holds few.  Because of their value as critical wildlife habitat, the absence of, rather than the abundance of, larger trees with heart rot in managed forests at a landscape scale may be the more critical issue. (Parks and Flanagan 2001).

The Forest Service is pursuing a policy of old growth extermination when it targets trees infected with Indian  paint fungus.  Catherine Parks in her study also stated that the amount of heart rot is age related—“older trees have a higher ratio of heartwood to sapwood than do younger trees”.  Indian  paint fungus is a naturally occurring part of old growth western hemlock forests, and western hemlock is the dominant tree species in our late successional/old growth forests throughout the Pacific Northwest.  If the Forest Service looks at a stand of old growth western hemlock and labels it “infested with Indian paint fungus”, and that this is a “problem”, then all old growth western hemlock must therefore be a problem and is doomed to be cut,as old growth is, by the Forest Service’s own definition: “diseased”, “infested”, “susceptible”, “falling over”, and all around completely “unhealthy”.  

We have spent countless hours pouring over academic journals and current scientific articles, and we cannot find one that supports the claim that native heart-rot diseases, namely Indian paint fungus, are a “problem” or should be looked at as “infestations”.  Instead, we find countless  works, many of them published by the Forest Service and/or its own scientists, claiming that managers need to better understand the role of and preserve what little is left of our old growth forests and their associated pathogens.  Heart-rot fungi’s have been around for nearly 300 million years, since the first woody gymnosperms appear in the fossil record!  “Brown rot fungi evolved along with conifers and probably played an important ecological role in the evolution of coniferous forest ecosystems” (Parks and Shaw 1996).  Indian paint fungus is a natural part of old growth western hemlock forests, and is a vital to the functioning of these forests as ecosystems.  
The Forest Service claims that, “Regeneration of these stands is needed because most are dominated by western hemlock susceptible to Indian paint fungus found within these stands” (Bear Knoll EA).  This claim is completely ignorant of the scientific fact that Indian paint fungus and western hemlock have evolved and occur together naturally, and that Indian paint fungus is critical in maintaining the old growth characteristics, essential to wildlife habitat, within this system.    
In a discussion had with an ecology instructor at Portland State University, Professor Bob Tinnin, he stated that, “cutting old growth anymore has almost gotten to the point of being criminal”.  With only a very small fraction of old growth forests remaining, the Forest Service is aiming to cut what little is left using a natural component of the old growth ecosystem as a scapegoat.  The Forest Service is presently operating under the notion that old growth is inherently unhealthy and “needs” to be cut-down.  We could not disagree with this more, as it is neither scientifically sound, ecologically credible, nor legally responsible.     

Proposed Action: B2       
We do not find any logical reasons to eliminate the western hemlock forest along highway 26.  Again, Indian paint fungus is used as a scapegoat to cut old growth.  It is also claimed that this forest will not meet the long term Visual Quality Objectives of providing “a naturally appearing landscape”.  In the first place, western hemlock is natural, and secondly, the Forest Service seems to think that people would rather see stumps than trees.  “People don’t want to see old growth hemlock as they drive along highway 26, they want to see old growth doug fir” (Tamara Shannon).  
We decided to ask people up around Government Camp a few questions to find out if what the Forest Service was saying actually reflected public opinion.  We made up a survey form and randomly asked people (of at least legal driving age) at snow park areas if they would take a moment to fill one out.    

Out of 81 people surveyed, here are the questions and the results: 
· Can you identify/tell apart western hemlock and/from Douglas-fir?  Yes   No
Nearly 62% answered Yes.  
· Would you rather see old-growth Douglas-fir as opposed to old growth western hemlock along Highway 26?
Yes
No     Don’t Care
Whatever is Natural
55.5% said they wanted to see what was natural along highway 26 and 
only 23.5% said they wanted to see Douglas-fir.  
Nearly 56% want what is natural, not what the Forest Service designates as naturally appearing.  

· Which forest/trees, to you, looks nicer?     Photo 1      Photo 2
Both
Here we presented people with two photographs, both taken from a professional nature photography website—Photo 1 was of old growth Douglas-fir, and Photo 2 was of old growth western hemlock.  
As far as which tree is more aesthetically pleasing, nearly 67% said they are equally pleasing to the eye (answered Both).

· Do you agree with this statement by the Forest Service: 
“This condition [naturally occurring western hemlock forests along Highway 26] will not meet the long-term goal of providing a naturally appearing landscape…”

In short—that the natural forest should be cut in order for a more “naturally appearing” forest to be grown in its place.
 Agree

Disagree
What?

Finally, 68% answered Disagree with the above statement made by the Forest Service.
If the sole purpose for cutting down the western hemlock forest in units 207 and 216 is for the visual pleasure of those driving by highway 26, at 40 plus miles per hour, then the thinning should be cancelled due to the fact that the public does not want it cut.  Forests naturally have death and decay as a part of them, it is essential to wildlife and forest ecosystem functions.  Instead of cutting down old growth, because the Forest Service thinks the public does not like the way it looks (“messy”), maybe the Forest Service should work to inform the public about the importance of this fragile ecosystem and work to foster responsible stewardship among the public instead of blissful ignorance.  The public does not want this section to be cut, the forest does not “need” it, and there is no evidence to support anything to the contrary.  
Also, growth rates are much slower at this elevation than at lower elevations.Stumps in the area two feet in diameter have over three hundred annual growth rings, even for ‘fast’ growing Douglas-fir.  I do not understand how the Forest Service feels it will get old growth Douglas-fir to replace the logged old growth hemlock, unless it is thinking three to five centuries into the future.  The Forest Service claims of the present condition that, “The Visual Quality Objectives (VQO) of the foreground Retention is not expected to be met within the corridor in the long term (probably within the next 20-30 years)...”   You want old growth Douglas-fir conditions, which will take three to five hundred years to occur at this elevation, because the current condition appears bad and will not meet the visual quality standards in the next twenty to thirty years. The Forest Service’s lack of logic is claiming here that stumps and small, second-growth for the next several hundred years will look more visually appealing to the public than naturally occurring old growth forests, but the public disagrees.  This part of the timber sale should be dropped.  
Shelterwood and Regeneration Mosaic cuts: Units—232, 233, 234, 214, 222, 187, 163, 145, and 157.
We object to all of these units being cut with the possible exception of unit 145, which does not contain old growth.  All other units mentioned above contain old growth forests/trees and should not be cut.  First, Indian paint fungus is not a valid reason to cut these trees:it is a scam.  Second, it is blatantly obvious that the reason the Forest Service is proposing to cut these units is due to the size of the trees contained within them and the monetary value of these trees—not forest health!  In every case, where the big trees stop, so do the proposed cuts, even if the surrounding forest is dominated by western hemlock infected with Indian paint fungus (as is the case with unit 183).  The Forest Service is purposefully going after the big trees here, and it is an outrage.  Large trees provide the best possible habitat for all old growth associated species and, as shown earlier, Indian paint fungus serves to create this habitat when combined with large trees, namely western hemlock.  
Units 232, 233 and 234 are surrounded by unit 183—a unit that is dominated by western hemlock infected with Indian paint fungus, but does not contain large trees—this area is thus ignored.  Instead, only the sites with the largest and most biologically significant trees are selected to be cut down—the reason being an unscientific farce.  Units 232, 233 and 234 all contain very old and very large western hemlock and Douglas-fir.  Western hemlocks 3 feet DBH and Douglas-firs with up to 4 feet DBH are in these units.  These trees should be left and not cut.  It is interesting to also point out that unit 240, designated as a mollusk buffer zone, is a dense stand of thickly packed, fairly young second growth.  The poorest habitat for any old growth sensitive species is being called a buffer, while prime habitat (unit 232) directly adjacent to where a survey and manage species was located, is going to be cut.  This seems to make little to no sense.  Also, a survey and manage species of moss was located on the edge of unit 232, and yet again, this unit is still slated to be cut.  Why?!

Unit 214 contains very large western hemlock and Douglas-fir trees,again in the range of 3 to 4 foot DBH.  The trees here are dominantly western hemlock and most of them are infected with Indian paint fungus.  As a result, pileated woodpecker cavities are abundant!  There are a few snags present here with multiple holes/cavities, but the majority of the cavities observed are in old western hemlocks.  This unit is healthy;as far as ecosystems go, it is very healthy.  There is a well developed canopy andmultiple understory species, including abundant Pacific Yew.  This stretch of forest is an island of increasingly rare biodiversity and should be dropped from the sale, as there is no valid reason to cut the old growth here.
Unit 222 is a very diverse unit.  It is already rich in tree species, although dominated by western hemlock (as an old growth forest should be), mature Pacific silver fir, western red cedar, western white pine, and Douglas-fir are present.  There are some massive Douglas-fir trees in this unit, and they should not be cut!!!  They are healthy, fire resistant, non-infected trees, and the Forest Service has not listed one reason why these trees should be cut (only why western hemlock should erroneously be cut down).  A snowshoe hare along with a pileated woodpecker were observed within this unit on January 20th, 2003.  Both were in the heart of the unit, which contained the largest trees, several large snags with woodpecker cavities, and abundant downed wood with advanced decay.  Studies have conclusively shown that pileated woodpeckers abandon their territory when logging occurs and do not nest in areas that have been previously disturbed/logged.  If the Forest Service wishes to care for and protect wildlife as it should, then it would leave this unit alone, as it is already a healthy, vibrant ecosystem in no need of being destroyed.
The Blue Dot is a section without a number basically in the middle of unit 140 bordered by road 2640000.  This small area is designated as a Shelterwood cut.  This is the most egregious case of high-grading within the Bear Knoll timber sale!  The surrounding unit 140 is a continuous forest of western hemlock and Douglas-fir, all rather small, young, thin trees—many infected with paint fungus.  None of these apparently “need” to be cut, but then in one area there is a grouping of extremely large, old Douglas-fir trees in prime health.  This then is where you find a blue dot on the map—a shelterwood cut.  One of these large Douglas-firs, surrounded by a healthy skirt of Pacific rhododendron, was well over 6 feet in DBH.  Why is it that only this tiny area “needs” to be cut?  And, why is it that the trees you “need” to cut, are perfectly healthy, undiseased, fire-resistant Douglas-firs?  The only reason that this Blue Dot got on the map is because foresters are purposefully selecting the areas with the largest, healthiest trees to be logged.  The inclusion of this tiny unit is an obvious case of HIGH-GRADING, and we are strongly requesting that it be dropped.   
Units 187 and 163 also contain large Douglas-fir and western hemlock trees.  Both show signs of pileated woodpecker cavities throughout and are prime, healthy old growth forests.  Unit 187 is another example of going after only the largest trees.  The very tree the Forest Service claims it wants to promote, Douglas-fir, are the exact trees they plan on logging from these sites—as there are many large, 3-foot plus DBH Douglas-firs throughout these units.  We are requesting that these units be dropped from the sale.  

Unit 157 was easy to find. The minute we saw big trees, we saw blue flagging.  This unit contains some exceptionally large western and mountain hemlocks, and it also borders a riparian area.  We are concerned about the proximity to the adjacent creek/riparian area, as clearcutting this site will create greater run-off and possible erosion.  There seems to be no credible reason to cut this unit, so why possibly impair an adjacent riparian area with a needless clearcut?   We are requesting that this unit be dropped from the sale as well.    
MHNFP, FW-208-210, Road Construction
Our group also has concerns with the proposed new and temporary road construction. In the Bear Knoll area, the Forest Service is planning on building 4.3 miles of temporary roads that are to be closed after sale activities.  Another 7.2 miles of existing roads are to be closed because the open road density is currently exceeding the MHFP standard of 2.50 miles per square mile.  We are concerned with how the roads are to be closed.  Simply putting a sign up and placing a few rocks in the road is not good enough to deter off-road vehicles from using the road, especially snow mobiles.  Once the road has been closed, it needs to be obliterated and re-vegetated in order to actually close the road beyond mere ceremony.  The closure of the 7.2 miles of road on paper will not erase compaction damage, erosion and runoff damage, fragmentation of habitat, edge effect on surrounding forests, and animal disturbance done to the area for at least another 15-20 years.  The scientific issues surrounding the negative impacts of roads go far beyond vehicle traffic.  This is the reason for the rules and restrictions on allowable road density.  This area already exceeds the standards, so more roads just to clearcut (shelterwood or regeneration mosaic as it is now called) old growth forests are not the solution.

Further, Road 4320-012 is being classified as an open road and not as new road miles.  This road is extensively, naturally revegetated naturally.  It is no longer a barrier between its two sides, as branches overlap and have to be pushed out of the way when walking along it in many places.  Presently, there are countless western hemlock seedlings growing in the road, and it is impassable by vehicle.  Road 4320-012 should be counted as new road miles and not as existing road miles in the plan.    

Conclusion
It is not that we object to cutting trees for needed purposes.  Instead, we object to needlessly cutting down the last of our remaining old growth forests, to destroying wildlife habitat, to fragmenting our forests even further, to damaging riparian areas, and to the overall mismanagement of our public lands.  There are now less than 5% of old growth forests remaining, so why must we continue to cut into this irreplaceable resource?!  If the Forest Service was to sustainably manage our National Forests, than it would only cut on what had been previously logged and reforested with second-growth.  There are plenty of these lands out there, and only a tiny fraction of old growth lands left.  And yet, the Forest Service is claiming that it “needs” to cut down old growth, because it is not producing marketable timber at a fast enough rate.  Stop converting the last of our old growth forests into tree farms!  Leave it and work off of the millions of acres that have already been logged; if this cannot presently be done, than we have not logged the forest sustainably and should not continue to log what little remaining old growth is left.  What the Forest Service is doing is hunting the last whale to extinction, and it is appalling from a social, scientific, and ecological perspective.  
How long will it take for the Forest Service to begin to acknowledge the vastly overwhelming amount of scientific evidence that opposes the continued logging of old growth forest, which in the past century and half have almost been completely removed from our landscape?  This ignorance of modern science is reminiscent of the Church denying the Earth was round. It is a stubborn, dogmatic, and reprehensible adherence to the long dead myths and legends of the limitless West.      
The sad part is that the Forest Service is aware of this and does not care; so, it disguises its intents behinds the auspices of “improving forest health” by removing trees “infested with Indian paint fungus”.  This “infestation”, is no more than a natural component that is present in nearly all late successional, old growth western hemlock forests.  If the aim is get rid of this “infestation”, then the aim is to get rid of old growth.  The Bear Knoll sale is no more than an attack on old growth forests.  There is not a biology text book currently in use, nor an ecological text or journal that advocates the further cutting of old growth forests in the Pacific Northwest.  This sale, its proposed reasons, and the proposed cutting of old growth within the sale go directly against the mandate that the Forest Service be “scientifically sound and ecologically credible”. We ask that units 232, 233, 234, 214, 222, 187, 163, and 157 containing old growth be dropped from the sale.  
There are two hundred acre northern spotted owl Late Successional Reserves in the planning area.  The norther spotted owls is still on the Endangered Species list, and this sale could directly affect these owls.  With the number of owls still declining, where does the Forest Service propose offspring of nesting owl pairs go?  In order for the owl’s numbers to ever begin to rise, we need to not just protect only the areas where we locate owls, we need to reserve the little old growth left in surrounding areas for offspring to emigrate to.  Continued, needless logging of old growth is what is still driving the northern spotted owl and many other species’ numbers down, closer and closer to extinction.        
Last but certainly not least, we are also concerned with the other timber sales that border the Bear Knoll area.  The accumulative damage from all of these sales would drastically affect the wildlife in the area.  The forest in this area is already heavily impacted with too many roads and a patchwork or clearcuts and tree farms fragmenting the few remaining old growth stands.  Further impact would just add insult to injury, especially when you look at the cumulative impact.  Just by looking at the planning map, you can see the heavy fragmentation that has already taken place.  With the best of the remaining stands of old growth now slated to be cut, where does the Forest Service propose the wildlife go—into a prolonged hibernation until the “desired future conditions” appear in three to five hundred   years?  Why are we cutting the last of our old growth forests to promote the growth of future, “desired” old growth?  The cumulative impact of these combined sales will be disastrous on wildlife.  We ask that the Forest Service begin to employ ecosystem management techniques in its planning of all sales.  This agency is critically behind in its understanding and application of modern biological and ecological principles.  We ask that you consider these issues when planning future sales and in looking again at the Bear Knoll sale.  
Thank you for taking the time to read our letter and consider our suggestions and objections to this timber sale.  We have spent many hours at Bear Knoll and have found the old growth forests there to be inspirational.  We would love to hear back from you on all of the issues we’ve raised in this letter,  as this place has become very close to our hearts, bothpersonally and politically.  We feel strongly that remaining old growth forests are important to everyone, and that their respect, understanding, and heritage is essential to all who share the land and to the generations that lie ahead.  

Sincerely, 

Slade Sapora   



Aria Spiller 

Jacob Hahn
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