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The 1980s was an important period for the timber industry. Logging on public lands was maintained at levels unprecedented since the post-WWII logging boom. After the boom in the 80s, a subsequent slow decline began in logging levels. These reductions were due, in part, to outcry from the public about harmful practices used by both the Forest Service and subsidized timber companies. The revision of forest plans attempted to regulate management and simultaneously “get the cut out”, to quench the timber thirsty market. Reductions in logging in the Pacific Northwest has been one of the most hotly debated issues. It continues to span economics, science and sociology. 


The Mt. Hood National Forest is regulated by the Northwest Forest Plan, which spawned from a 1991 lawsuit regarding the declining population of northern spotted owl. In response to a moratorium placed on logging by Judge Dwyer, President Clinton charged the Forested Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT) to create a plan that would protect spotted owl habitat while simultaneously providing timber as a resource. What was created by FEMAT in 1994 is now the Northwest Forest Plan. The Northwest Forest Plan provides regulations for logging practices within “matrix” areas.  These areas, unlike other designated areas, are not protected from logging. 

The Juncrock timber sale, on which this paper will focus, is one of around sixty “Proposed Actions” currently planned in the Mt. Hood National Forest, Oregon. Although, the Juncrock timber sale contains site specific intricacies, it can be used as a model for many timber sales that fall under the jurisdiction of the Northwest Forest Plan. Documentation of the timber sale process is consistent between sales, even if documents are not identical. This report can only focus on a small aspect of the Juncrock project, and I sincerely hope the reader finds the material within this report as interesting as I do. Because my personal connection to Juncrock, alone, can never be enough to protect it, I have omitted such ramblings from this paper. This does not mean it is an unimportant part of a battle for preservation. It is, in contrast, the driving force behind all of my efforts regarding Juncrock thus far.        

A Political History of the Juncrock Project

In 1998, the Forest Service timber sale planning document, “Sprouts”, identified the Juncrock Planning Area as a future management project. The Juncrock area is located in the Barlow Ranger District of the Mt. Hood National Forest and is within the White River Watershed.  More specifically, it is close to the Warm Springs Native American Reservation, and is approximately 15 miles past the junction of highway 26 (to Hood River) and highway 35 (to Bear Springs and Maupin). 

On September 19th 2001, the Forest Service initiated a process required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to notify the public of the proposed actions in the region. The requisite scoping letter was prepared by district ranger Paul Bryant, who at the time presided over the Juncrock Vegetation Restoration and Transportation Management Project. He has since been transferred to Region 4 and is the Resources, Recreation and GIS officer in Boise, Idaho. The scoping letter identified approximately 555 acres of forest that would receive "treatment for forest health", including 15 acres within sensitive riparian areas. 

In addition to logging operations, the Juncrock project also dealt with road construction and decommission. In the Juncrock area, one half mile of existing roads would be extended for timber extraction purposes. Four older roads would be reconstructed for the same reason, totaling one mile of road "reconstruction". Nine miles of existing roads would be closed for temporary "wildlife closures" and one mile of road would be permanently decommissioned. In addition, twelve miles of road would be closed, but these roads could be reopened if necessary for later timber extraction operations. 

On June 27th 2002, less than one year later, the Forest Service published a notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Federal Register of Environmental Documents published by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. The decision of the Forest Service to prepare an EIS instead of a less thorough Environmental Assessment (EA) was, in part, due to the extensive public comment received from recreational users of the area. Although a notice of intent to prepare a draft EIS was not required under NEPA, the amount of public comment made the Forest Services' decision a wise one. In the fall 2002 issue of "Sprouts", the Forest Service referenced the impending Juncrock EIS, stating that it would be available to the public before January 2003. Currently, the scoping letter is the only official document published regarding the management actions proposed in the Barlow Ranger District. 

Applicable Measures of the Northwest Forest Plan

A provision of the Northwest Forest Plan requires the publication of documents assessing the environmental quality of major watersheds within the range of the Spotted owl. Watersheds requiring more extensive protection measures are known as Tier 1 and Tier 2 Key Watersheds. In addition to publishing the findings of extensive research, watershed analyses offer various solutions to problems of environmental degradation within the watershed. Although not site specific to the Juncrock area, the White River Watershed Analysis has been an extremely important document when reviewing the viability of management in the Juncrock area. The White River subbasin watershed is broken into three climatic zones, the Eastside zone, the Transition zone, and the Crest zone. The Crest zone contains parts of the watershed at the highest elevation, and, as Juncrock falls within this zone, this paper will be limited to this area. 

In addition to mandating the publication of Watershed Analyses, the Northwest Forest Plan identifies various old-growth dependant species that are perceived to be threatened by the continued destruction of old-growth forests. A provision labeled “Survey and Manage” provided protective buffers (an area that may not be logged) for more than one hundred species (buffer size depends upon the species threatened and site characteristics). For the purposes of this paper, Survey and Manage species will be referred to as “C-3 species”, according to common Forest Service terminology.

The protection of roadless areas is another important part of the Northwest Forest Plan. The Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE I and II) identify the increasing number of roads present in National Forests nationally. In order to reduce unnecessary costs, maintain ecological integrity and preserve key watersheds, the Northwest Forest Plan states that “[t]he amount of existing system and nonsystem roads within Key Watersheds should be reduced through decommissioning of roads” and mandates that “there will be no net increase in the amount of roads in Key Watersheds”. It further requires that “for each mile of new road constructed, at least one mile of road should be decommissioned”
. 

In following the Northwest Forest Plan's Aquatic Conservation Strategy, regulations also provide for the protection of riparian habitats. It accomplishes water quality objectives by creating conservation areas for riparian habitats. Only limited logging can occur in these areas. Fish-bearing streams need a buffer that is “equal to the height of two site-potential trees, or 300 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest.” Permanently flowing, non-fish bearing streams have a buffer distance “equal to the height of one site potential tree, or 150 feet slope distance.” Whereas non-perennial and intermittent streams have protection buffers that are the distance of the “extension from the edges of the stream channel to a distance equal to the height of one site-potential tree, or 100 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest.”
 As all of the mentioned types of streams flow through the Juncrock area, ensuring the integrity of these distances will uphold Aquatic Conservation Strategies. 

Management Prescriptions in the Juncrock Area

District Ranger Bryant's letter clarifies the rationale for managing forests in the Juncrock area. Managing will result in the removal of up to 80% of trees within Juncrock stands: 


Many stands of trees have high levels of insect and disease in the mature trees, 
lack a healthy understory to replace the mature trees over time, have high fuel 
loadings that increase the risk of catastrophic wildfire, and/or are made up of a 
mix of tree species that are highly susceptible to insect and disease
.

In an oral conversation with Becky Nelson, NEPA coordinator of Barlow Ranger District, I learned that the "disease" referenced in the scoping letter referred to 3 major wood decays and 1 type of parasitic plant. 

According to Forest Service logic, three wood decays necessitate management in Juncrock, they are: Formes pini (known as Red ring rot), Echinodontium tinctorium (known as Indian Paint Fungus) and Polyporus schweinitzii (known as Red-brown butt rot or Brown cubicle butt rot). Dwarf and true mistletoe (Genera Arceuthobium and Phoradendron, respectively) affect most types of hardwoods and conifers within the Pacific Northwest. Although the Forest Service suggests harvesting trees in order to reduce mistletoe infestation, the actual presence of mistletoe within Juncrock is not overtly prevalent and does not pose a serious threat to ecosystem viability. Although Becky made no mention of insect epidemic in our conversation, the presence of insects is likely. in reviewing the White River Watershed Analysis and speaking with several forest pathologists, there is a well established relationship between disturbance processes such as insect epidemic, wood decay and fire: 
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Disturbances like fungal infection and insect out break are often interconnected. Although commonly thought to be a sign of an unhealthy forest, disturbances are in fact a needed process.

Disturbance Processes: A Natural Function

Indian Paint Fungus, an endemic and native tree disease in the Pacific Northwest is quite abundant within many Juncrock stands. Like many pathological tree diseases, Indian Paint Fungus destroys the heartwood of live conifers. The fungus is found on true firs, especially Grand fir and Hemlock, but rarely attacks Douglas fir and Spruce
. 

Many of Juncrock’s older stands consist of a mixture of Hemlock and Douglas fir, although Grand fir and Western white pine are often interspersed. Greg Dyson, executive director of Bark, estimates that some of the Douglas firs within Unit 8 of the Juncrock sale are up to 350 years old. These Douglas firs, the oldest known trees in the Juncrock sale, are immune to infection from the fungus. Yet many of these trees will be cut along with younger Hemlock and Grand fir.     

Managing forests to control a native disease is detrimental to forest habitat for three reasons. First, it requires massive habitat destruction:

About one-quarter of stands sampled in eastern Washington were heavily infected [with Indian Paint Fungus], while two-thirds were lightly infected. Current management practices
 that favor true firs, such as overstory removal and crop replacement by advanced regeneration, may predispose stands to future volume losses
.

If two-thirds of eastern Washington’s sampled forests are infected with this fungus, a Juncrock style management prescription would require the "management" of most of Washington state. A management strategy based on the removal of such an extensive amount of trees would not improve ecosystem health. It could instead eliminate much of the biodiversity present within the state. As the Juncrock scoping letter states, “All existing species are represented in the [remaining] stand with more preference for shade intolerant species.
” By giving preference to shade intolerant Hemlock and true firs, the remaining stand will be more susceptible to continued infection by the Indian Paint Fungus. 

A second reason that disease control through forest management is so destructive is that logging can actually spread disease infection. Harvesting trees can be an extremely abrasive operation, and such abrasion can be the vehicle for disease release:   


It is extremely important to minimize wound damage when entering a stand to 
implement silvicultural treatments. As no chemical or biological method will 
protect a tree, wound prevention is the only effective way to keep from 
reactivating dormant infections
.

As trees fall, dormant infections can become reactivated as fungal spores are released, causing the perpetuation of stand infection. The careful removal of several heavily infected trees could possibly reduce the spread of Indian Paint Fungus and improve stand health, but extensive commercial harvesting cannot be relied upon to eliminate the presence of disease and may in fact spread it. Finally, disturbance processes such as those shown in Figure 1 are an important part of late-seral development. 

Forests are structured systems of many life forms interacting in intricate ways and disturbances are essential to their functioning. It’s not fire, disease, fungi, bacteria, and insects that are threatening the well-being of forests. Disease, fire, windthrow, and other disturbances are a natural part of the forest ecosystem and assist in dynamic processes such as succession that are essential to long term ecosystem maintenance. The real threat facing forests are excessive logging, clearcutting and roadbuilding that homogenize and destroy soil, watersheds and biodiversity of native forests
.

Disturbance processes are important to ecosystems everywhere. Although disturbances may, in the short term, decrease biological diversity, they have long term benefits to both ecosystems and biodiversity. As stated by recent Forest Service reports, “Recurrence of disturbance and recovery within ecosystems is an important mechanism for energy flow and nutrient cycling, and for maintaining age, species, genetic, and structural diversity, all attributes of ecosystem health.
” In the instance of Juncrock, fungal suppression efforts have used active logging operations. The further suppression of natural processes such as pathoecological diseases by logging can serve only to homogenize the landscape while preventing disturbance processes necessary for late-seral development. 

Riparian Ecosystems and Ground-truthing


Ground-truthing can be defined as visiting an area to be managed to be sure that the management agency is following guidelines that are legally required. Ground-truthing can take many forms. I began ground-truthing the Juncrock area by measuring riparian buffers. (The guidelines for riparian areas within the range of the Spotted owl, including the Juncrock project, are covered in the section labeled “Applicable Measures of the Northwest Forest Plan” in this paper and may be helpful as a reference.) Riparian buffer measurement is a relatively simple procedure, but requires obtaining measuring tapes that are 300 ft. long. Bark has several 150 ft. measuring tapes which can suffice for this task. By being sure to mark the spot where measuring ends and doubling up the measuring tape, one can accurately measure the buffer zones around perennial fish-bearing streams. In this case, one must be liberal with distances recorded, as measurements are not as accurate as those taken with a 300 ft. long tape. To begin, one must identify the boundary of a timber sale Unit that abuts a riparian area. Most timber sale maps identify perennial fish-bearing riparian areas; by following these streams, one can identify perennial, non-fish bearing and intermittent tributaries that might pass through units. Next, one must find a Unit boundary marker. In the early stages of a timber sale, these are usually marked with blue flagging tape. Later in the process, boundary trees will be marked with blue paint and, as in the Juncrock area, paper boundary markers labeled “Partial Cut Boundary.” If possible, one should measure riparian buffers from a tree with a paper boundary marker, since these trees mark the official boundary of the Unit. When measuring riparian areas, it is extremely important to extend the measuring tape beginning at the boundary marker and ending past the trough of the stream. If measurements are shorter than the required distance, the Forest Service will send someone to verify the distance before adjusting the size of the Unit. 

Within the Juncrock area, we have measured riparian buffer in two major areas (see attached map for a visual aid). Although we have measured buffers surrounding the Clear Creek Ditch near Units 16, 15 and 13, the most of our riparian buffer measurements have occurred in the northern part of the sale, around Clear Creek. We have measured buffer distances between Units 1, 14, and 2 and Clear Creek (including subsequent tributaries). On November 3rd, 2001, members of Bark including myself measured riparian buffers from the boundary marker to an intermittent tributary to Clear Creek. Our measurements began within the indentation of Unit 2 and moved west along the Unit 2 boundary. Distances to the intermittent stream were 99 ft., 112 ft., 144.6 ft., 98 ft., 138 ft., and 105.5 ft. On November 18th, 2001, we continued to measure riparian buffers along [image: image1.jpg]Orought
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Figure 1: Common Disturbances in the Crest Zone




the western edge of Unit 2. Our measurements were 85 ft., 137 ft., 72.5 ft., and 86.7 ft. Our data from this trip proved valuable, as several of the distances proved to be shorter than required by the Northwest Forest Plan. Additional measurements continued to reveal the lack of adequate distance between streams and unit boundaries. On June 23rd, 2002, we finalized measurements of the northwest corner of Unit 2 (in addition, we measured the riparian area between Unit 2 and Unit 14). Our buffer distances in this area were 90 ft., 105 ft., 48 ft., 48 ft., 40.6 ft., and 56 ft. All but one of these measurements were below the 100 foot limit required by the Northwest Forest Plan. On June 23rd, we also visited Units 15 and 13 to measure the distance of these Units from the Clear Creek Ditch. In a conversation with Becky Nelson, Greg Dyson learned that the Forest Service would treat this stream as a fish-bearing stream despite the fact that it was used strictly for irrigation purposes. The Juncrock Proposed Action map shows the Clear Creek Ditch running between Units 13 and 15 with little buffer distance between the Unit and the ditch. The edge of the sale unit was marked with blue flagging tape. The flagged trees were close enough to the ditch that we could touch the flagged tree and water in the ditch simultaneously. We did not measure these distances, as they were obviously below the 300 ft. limit required for fish-bearing streams by the Northwest Forest Plan. (Greg Dyson has gone on ground-truthing trips to the Juncrock timber sale and has measured other riparian distances not covered in this section.)

Bark has not brought these shortcomings to the attention of the Forest Service, specifically because the allotted comment period on the scoping letter had ended by the time we completed measuring the riparian areas. Furthermore, riparian measurements need to be conducted in areas surrounding Unit 9, Unit 21 and Unit 18. 

Identification of Old-Growth Dependant, Survey and Manage Species


The Juncrock Project contains habitat for four C-3 species that were protected under the Northwest Forest Plan. According to the plan, these four C-3 species receive protection buffers from management areas. The species were Albatrellus fletti (a fungus), Hypogymnia oceanica (a lichen), Buxbaumia viridis (a moss), and Cryptomastix hendersoni (a mollusk). Primary identification of the C-3 species was done by managing known sites only. Later in the process, the Forest Service would be required to conduct more thorough surveys for C-3 species. 


On September 14th and 15th 2002, I attended a moss and lichen identification clinic sponsored by College Outdoors. It was my previous intention to work with Joe Yuska to have a lichen identification hike led by Abby Russo, a former OSU professor and lichenologist, but Abby was unable to lead a hike. The College Outdoors lichen identification trip went to Opal Creek near Salem, Oregon. Due to protection in the 1980s, Opal Creek is one of the last remaining low-elevation old-growth forests left in Oregon. The diversity of lichen and moss species present made this area a good place to learn about rare species and the various identification tactics used by the Forest Service. The trip was to be facilitated by John Vilella, a Forest Service lichenologist. Sarah Wald informed me that John had previously worked with Bark in the Solo timber sale in the Clackamas Ranger District. John had verified the presence of Psuedocyphellaria rainierensis (known as Old-growth Specklebelly), an extremely rare type of old-growth dependant lichen. 

It was my intention to learn how to identify both Hypogymnia oceanica and Buxbaumia viridis. In learning to identify these and other C-3 mosses and lichens, I could apply my knowledge to Juncrock and begin to do surveys for old-growth dependant species. From the moss and lichen trip I learned how to identify the genera Hypogymnia, but found that distinguishing species would require the use of a phosphorous reagent and a high-powered microscope. According to John, the presence of Hypogymnia duplicata within Juncrock was a possibility as conditions within many stands were right for its presence. Duplicata, a C-3 species, was more rare than Hypogymnia oceanica, and would receive a greater subsequent protection buffer area. In addition to the genera Hypogymnia, John showed me how to identify Psuedocyphellaria rainierensis. Although the Juncrock area is, according to John, probably too dry for Psuedocyphellaria rainierensis, there is always the possibility that certain areas could provide conditions in which it could exist.  
In addition to lichens, John Vilella helped me identify Buxbaumia viridis. Field identification of Buxbaumia viridis requires a hand lens. In most cases, samples of viridis need to be observed under a microscope to determine their morphological distinctions from Buxbaumia piperi. Unfortunately, identification of Buxbaumia viridis is limited to early September through early October. Buxbaumia can only be identified in these months as the “capsule” (yellowish, pill shaped part of the picture) is mature, inclined and yellowish brown in color. 
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C-3 Species and the Juncrock Timber sale
On Saturday, September 28th 2002, two Lewis and Clark students, Sarah Wald, and I went to Juncrock. It was my intention to collect specimens of Hypogymnia, bring them back to Lewis and Clark College and, with the help of Ed Florence, use the phosphorous reagent to identify various species found. John Vilella had given me the “Table C-3 species, bryophyte and lichen survey strategy 2 field form,” which was required to notifying the Forest Service of a C-3 species located in a timber sale. After collecting several samples, I realized that the form required the specific location of the identified species, including latitude and longitude. Collecting samples was literally meaningless because we didn’t have a Global Positioning System, and the Forest Service requires that these forms be filled out in their entirety to be considered valid. Despite our obvious lack of important information, I stored the samples in envelopes and marked the units where they were found. I was especially interested in finding C-3 species in unit eight of the timber sale. As a stand of trees within this unit contained the largest trees within the timber sale, finding C-3 species that would provide protection of this area was top on my priority list.   
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One week later I was speaking with Greg Dyson about our trip to the Juncrock Project. He had previously suggested that I use the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) to obtain information from the Forest Service regarding the minimum viable buffer distance that the Forest Service could place around the four C-3 species within the Juncrock area. Since the buffers for the C-3 species were marked within units with flagging tape, (after obtaining the pertinent information), I could begin measuring the buffers to see if they fell under the legally required guidelines. I decided to follow through with Greg’s suggestion by submitting a FOIA request. In the second week in October I received information from the Forest Service regarding my FOIA request. The letter clarified that “[t]he Northwest Forest Plan did not establish ‘regulated buffer distances’ for C-3 Survey and Manage species,” but that “the Northwest Forest Plan does contain recommendations that are non-prescriptive on how C-3 species are to be managed.”
 Therefore, buffer distances are not regulated by the Northwest Forest Plan but are left to the discretion of each ranger district. 

In addition to this information, the Forest Service provided me with the “Implementation of 2001 S&M Annual Species Review,” a letter dated June 14th, 2002. The letter identified thirty seven species that “were removed in all or in part of their range from Survey and Manage requirements.”
 Species were removed specifically because other “Standards and Guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan provide for a reasonable assurance of species persistence.” Albatrellus fletti, Hypogymnia oceanica, and Buxbaumia viridis were all removed from C-3 requirements under the Northwest Forest Plan. Despite scouring the letter, I was unable to find viable information regarding other specific “Standards and Guidelines” that would provide protection to unlisted species. 

When the Northwest Forest Plan was being created by the Clinton appointed Forested Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT), a report submitted by this group identified 1,374 old-growth associated species. Of these one thousand species, FEMAT “determined that 403 (37%) of these species would have less than an 80% probability of viability under the draft Forest Plan.”
 These statistics were compiled by renowned biologists , and are based upon a one hundred year model. As one can observe from the data, many of these species are still threatened by the little commercial logging allotted under the Northwest Forest Plan. As members of Bark have observed, there has been a consistent effort by the Forest Service to remove as many species as possible from the C-3 list. This is due two main reasons. First, Survey and Manage programs can be extremely expensive. In 2001, managing for C-3 species cost the Forest Service 25 million dollars
. Secondly, because the Forest Service has traditionally been an agency based around providing timber as a resource, administrators were formerly able to interpret the Multiple Use Act as an ability to  “choose among a number of competing uses for the land”
. This, in turn “results in management which reflects the historical institutional bias of the USFS and the BLM
”, viewing public lands as an exploitable natural resource. Current regulations aimed at ecosystem protection limit the freedom of choice that the agencies formerly possessed. When ostensibly nominal regulations prove weak and costly, they are often disregarded or ignored in order to restore institutional values
. The delisting of the 37 survey and manage species in National Forests regulated by the Northwest Forest Plan provides a “release of approximately 6,000 known sites where projects can now be planned.”
 The letter, therefore, reveals historical goals and intentions of the Forest Service as the “changes will also help the agencies to plan future timber sale projects to meet the Probable Sale Quantity.”
 

Policy Changes and the Timber sale Program


On August 22nd, 2002, President Bush traveled to Salem, Oregon to unveil his “Healthy Forests Initiative.” The initiative is aimed at curbing the growing economic damage caused by wildfires annually. Although the document is extremely vague, the “Healthy Forest Initiative” seems to offer a combination of commercial logging projects coupled with the exemption of various “burdensome” environmental laws as a solution to the growing number of fires. Although the executive branch has done little to accomplish the initiative, its mere presence has caused legislation to be introduced into both the Senate and House of Representatives. 

Although many bills were introduced into both the House and Senate, H.R. 5319, the Healthy Forests Reform Act of 2002 has passed in both the House Subcommittee on Forest and Forest Health and the House Resources Committee. It will soon be debated on the House floor, and if passed, will move to the Senate. The bill gives the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture the ability to determine ‘ecologically optimal’ numbers of old-growth trees remaining after each fuels reduction project. In addition, it limits the appeals process to a sixty day maximum litigation period. Regarding roads, the act would allow the Forest Service to build new roads without decommissioning roads that are in degraded and poor condition. Other guidelines include exemption of certain projects from the NEPA process and the creation of Goods and Services contracts that would specifically target old-growth timber extraction. 


Paul Bryant’s scoping letter states that Juncrock stands “have high fuel loadings that increase the risk of catastrophic wildfire”
. This sentence may mean that Units within Juncrock will be considered for “fuels reduction” projects, which would mean that Juncrock would be subject to exemption from the provisions of NEPA. Although the EIS should come out within the year, realistically Juncrock may not be logged until 2004. Therefore, the Healthy Forest Reform Act may subject Juncrock to a shortened or limited appeals process. An appeals process is Bark’s only chance to have an outside party review the case to determine the necessity of management in the Juncrock area. Additionally, the Healthy Forests Reform Act breaks down existing regulations that require the Forest Service to temporarily close roads that are not in use, so that the 22 miles of road closures that are currently proposed within Juncrock would be unnecessary. 

It is unclear what the scope of the impending act is. Whether Juncrock could be subject to deregulation by the varying forms of the “Healthy Forests Initiative” is also unclear. In many cases, the Standards and Guidelines of newly passed laws are left to the interpretation of the affected agency. 

In 2001, Douglas Timber Operators and the American Forests Resources Council filed a lawsuit against the federal government that questioned the legality of the C-3 Survey and Manage provision of the Northwest Forest Plan. The suit targeted the Survey and Manage program and argued that species not protected under the Endangered Species Act could not legally require protection. The timber-industry-sympathetic Bush Administration settled the suit on September 30th, 2002. As a result of the settlement, the government, has agreed to consider an “alternative to the forest plan that replaces current so-called Survey and Manage mitigation requirements with existing Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management special status species programs
”. The removal of the Survey and Manage requirement could affect the Juncrock area severely. 

Most of the C-3 species within the Juncrock area were removed from the Survey and Manage species list on June 14th, 2002. One C-3 species, Cryptomastix hendersoni, still requires buffer distances if found. Buffers for hendersoni within Juncrock are quite large, some buffers equaling the size of a small Juncrock unit. If the Juncrock timber sale is found to have Crypomastix hendersoni, it would be one of two places besides the Columbia river basin where the species is known to exist. Although “additional similar-appearing species of Cryptomastix occur in the Snake River Canyon (including Hell’s Canyon), eastern WA outside of the Columbia Gorge (e.g. Yakima Canyon; various places along the Columbia R. and its major tributaries), and in the Blue Mountains, WA-OR
”, hendersoni has only been identified outside of the basin in one other place, a spring in eastern Washington
. The significance of what is considered to be Cryptomastix hendersoni should not be underestimated. It is extremely important to protect this area until it can be discerned whether the species found is, in fact, hendersoni. 


Recently, the Bush Administration has released a scoping letter of their intent to revise the Survey and Manage guidelines. As expected, the scoping letter removes all currently mandated Survey and Manage species regulations and, instead of formal regulations, makes these guidelines voluntary. The current Survey and Manage guidelines could be overturned as soon as February 2003. Considering the rarity of Cryptomastix hendersoni, this action could destroy one of its two known habitats outside the Columbia basin. 


The most recent change in National Forest policy came on Wednesday, November 17th, 2002. The Bush administration’s proposed changes to the 1976 National Forest Management Act will alter the way forest managers in 155 National Forests are required to designate areas for varying land uses. According to the Bush Administration’s proposal the “costs of creating the zoning plans would be cut by up to 30 percent, potentially saving $300 million in the next decade.
” Unfortunately, these thrifty changes would drastically undermine many of the environmental regulations imposed by President Clinton in 2000. Specifically, “supervisors of each of the country's 155 national forests would have the authority to approve logging, drilling and mining even if the projects are at odds with the forest plan's guidelines for protecting wildlife.
” This could drastically alter not only areas surrounding the Juncrock area, such as the Douglas Cabin Spotted Owl Late-Successional Reserve, but potentially degrade the entire White River Watershed. In addition to the above exemptions of wildlife habitat, the plan has “proposed to completely abandon doing environmental impact analyses of these National Forest management blueprints and gets rid of citizen’s rights to appeal these blueprints
”. This could directly affect the future of Juncrock, if Environmental Assessments and Impact Statements are no longer required by federal law. Although the environmental analyses done by an agency such as the Forest Service not require that implementation of environmental protection occurs, often bringing environmental information to the table is a basis for habitat conservation. If revision of the National Forests Management Act occurs before the Juncrock EIS is released, the public may be eliminated from the input process.  


The Bush Administrations push to bypass research into the environmental scope and impact of proposed actions is a move back in time to an era where natural resources were thought to be endless. Today, scientists agree that habitat destruction is the leading cause of species extinction
 and that species are becoming extinct at between 100 to 1,000 times faster than the normal background rate of extinction
, yet the Forest Service bumbles on, placing faith only in short-term economics and continually sacrificing sensitive species habitat. 

The Juncrock timber sale may experience the rollback of various protective environmental regulations, but it is not only those concerned about species habitat who have commented on the Juncrock sale. Many recreational users have pressured the Forest Service to reconsider the scope of management. These users have the ability to convince the Forest Service that management will drastically reduce recreation in the area. The future actions of both the Forest Service and people interested in protecting Juncrock will determine the fate of the Juncrock area. In a recent conversation with Becky Nelson, it became apparent that the Forest Service is seriously considering an alternative action that would not remove old-growth trees from the Juncrock area. This alternative would be a step toward the preservation of a biologically diverse and sought after recreation area.    
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