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Jerry Schmidt, Supervisor

Medicine Bow National Forest

2468 Jackson Street

Laramie, Wyoming  82070

Mr. Schmidt: 

These comments are regarding the proposal to revise the Forest Plan for the Medicine Bow National Forest, on behalf of the Ecology Center. 

National forests are irreplaceable, and provide clean drinking water, clean air, habitat for rare and endangered fish, plants, and wildlife.  The American people do not want their forests to be sold or destroyed by logging or other resource extraction, and the government should simply not allow this to happen for the sole purpose of private profits. 

Given the damage caused to our national forests after a century of intensive logging, citizens are calling for an end to commercial logging on federal lands.  Conservation groups, land managers and the American public increasingly recognize the complexity of forest ecosystems, and the ecological consequences of prioritizing resource extraction above conservation in managing the national forests.  By ending commercial logging, we can focus on ecosystem protection and restoration to ensure the continued health of our national forests for generations to come. 

The economic reasons for ending commercial logging are compelling.  In fiscal year 1996, $791 million was spent on the Forest Service timber program with nothing returned to the general fund of the national treasury (Sierra Club, 1997).  The American public doesn't need timber from the national forests.  The timber volume cut from our national forests currently provides less than 4 percent of the total annual U.S. wood consumption.  Even moderate gains in wood production efficiency, recycling and use of alternative wood fibers would more than make up for eliminating logging on public lands. 

The movement to end commercial logging on public lands has crystallized in a bill before Congress—the National Forest Protection and Restoration Act (H.R. 1396).  Some jobs (less than 3% of all jobs in our national forests) would be lost in the transition to ecosystem protection and restoration, which is why the act redirects logging subsidies to provide funds for worker retraining.

In 1994, a Forest Service Values Poll of a representative sample of the American public was asked to indicate their level of agreement with the statement, “Natural resources in public forests and grasslands should be made available to produce consumer goods.”  57% of the American public who offered and opinion on that question disagreed with that statement.  In fact, 26% of those polled stated they “Strongly Disagree,” which is far more than any other response category.

Results of a June 1998 national survey of the American people by Market Strategies, Inc. (who have conducted polls by Gingrich, Bob Dole, George Bush, and Gerald Ford) and Lake, Sosin, Snell, Perry and Associates. Inc. found that 69% oppose logging in national forests.  Even voters in the West, by a 2-1 margin (62%-31%), oppose continuing to allow timber companies to log in national forests.

In January of 2000, results of a national survey were released that reveals solid support for ending resource extraction on national forest lands.  American Viewpoint, one of the country's top GOP polling firms, conducted the survey of 1000 registered voters from December 28, 1999, until January 2, 2000.  Among other questions, people were asked, “In general, do you favor, or oppose allowing logging, mining,  and other industrial activities on national forest lands?”  60% said they oppose, and 31% said they favor.
The American public is ready to move away from resource extraction on our public lands, and toward rehabilitation and restoration projects that propose no further resource extraction.  Needed restoration work includes road closures and obliteration, restoration of riparian areas damaged by livestock grazing, and means to eliminate human-caused erosion sources.
The new forest plan must prohibit decision making in the absence of monitoring of key ecological indicators.  Monitoring mandated under the old plan has been grossly inadequate.  The FS has largely turned its backs on population trend monitoring designed to assure viable populations are being maintained.  The new Plan should require that all monitoring and evaluation mandated by the current Plan be completed before there can be authorization of site-specific actions affecting the resources for which monitoring has been incomplete.  Actions potentially impacting habitat for indicator and Sensitive species must not proceed prior to the population trend monitoring of MIS mandated by the old plan.  Promises broken under the old Plan must not be “washed clean” by the new Plan.

Do not ignore issues surrounding the whole question of the national forests being “suitable” for commodity production and resource extraction.  Commodity extraction, including timber, mining, oil and gas leasing, water withdrawals, and industrial recreation are the actions that create the most legal and political controversy over management of our forests.  

In order to deal with these controversies in a straightforward manner, the Forest Service must explicitly address, at one specific level of planning, the question of whether or not commodities should be produced at all and if so, how much, where, and under what circumstances.  If the Forest Service fears the answer to that question, then it is not in a position to meet the challenge of “sustaining ecosystems.”

The EIS  must also consider the mandate to incorporate information about non-marketed ecological services as well as the externalized costs of commodity production—for example the costs incurred by businesses emphasizing enjoyment of wildlife, fish, and clean water when resource extraction impairs those values.  
The EIS must deal with the numerous cases where extraction of resources from national forests competes with or displaces production that would otherwise occur on private lands, adversely competes against producers of alternative or recycled materials, or when social costs exceed social benefits. 

It is time the Forest Service recognize the damage it has done to our priceless heritage, and formulate alternatives that emphasize restoration of the damaged watersheds and forest ecosystems, alternatives which do not include commercial resource extraction.

Please send us a copy of the full Draft EIS, when it is available, on Compact Disk if possible.

Sincerely,

/s/

Jeff Juel

