






































(Continued from page 12)
forest was severe.

Sustainability of the forest resource
in connection with salterns was
recognized very early, and long-term
silvicultural goals established for the
large acerages of forest holdings of
saltworks. The oldest and most
important saltworks was at Reichenhall,
Bavaria. Roughly 400,000 acres of
forest belonged to the saltern at the
industry’s peak(2). Between 1597 and
1622, the average annual amount of
fuelwood used in the saltern ranged
between 1.5 and 3.0 million cubic
feet(3). Especially those forest
management practices developed by the
Reichenhall salterns had a strong
influence on later silvical practices, and
long term sustainability. Forest
inventories 500 years ago at Reichenhall
were measuring standing-tree volumes,
stand age and structure, and harvesting
volumes; future management plans with
specific activities were recorded in
written plans. Inventorying, and
planning probably contributed to the
lack of wood shortages, even during the
time of peak production and wood
consumption. The forest management
knowledge about stand treatment and
growth behavior developed in
conjunction with the Bavarian saltern
had a direct influence on scientific
forestry in the course of the 19' Century.

During the Industrial Revolution,
ash- and charcoal burners, glass
manufacturers, and salterns disappeared
from the forest. Rising technical
developments and competition from
other branches of industry was
responsible for their abandonment; the
risk of further forest destruction and
unlimited exploitation for these early
evolving industries was thus eliminated.
For the first time, many forest
ownerships were able to establish their
own objectives, silvicultural techniques
and technical applications, free of the
demands of non-forestry related
occupations or the public welfare. 4

This article is the second and last in a
series by Mr. Judmann in connection
with studies at Penn State University.
Thanks to Dr. Jim Finley and John
Bearer for assistance.

Book Review
By Robert J. LaBar

Popularizing Pennsylvania - Henry W. Shoemaker and the Progressive
Use of Folklore and History, by Simon Bronner, Penn State University

Press, 1996, 275 pages.

As a forester, I first became aware of Colonel Shoemaker while
researching a story of buried treasure dating back to the War of 1812 for
Hammermill Paper Company, on whose land it was suspected of being
located. After several years of research in various countries, countless
libraries and archives, the finger of suspicion pointed to Shoemaker as the
originator of the current popularized version of the legend that has caught so
much attention. This treasure story and what became of my efforts might
probably be something for a future article. Suffice to say that the author
quotes me in his book as one of his many sources on this colorful figure,
Colonel Henry W. Shoemaker. My focus here, however, is the relationship of
the Colonel to the Pennsylvania forestry scene but with implications to the
northeast and nationwide.

The book says it well: “If you have ever enjoyed a state park or forest in
Pennsylvania, give him some credit. If you ha e noticed an historical marker,
you may be reading his words. Those Lions, Panthers and Eagles you may be
cheering on the field may have gained much of their association with
Pennsylvania because of his efforts. The museum you visit, the memorial you
honor, and the vista you admire may have all been touched by his hand. That
Pennsylvania legend you hear may be the work of his imagination, and the
curious placename that grabs your attention could well have been his idea.” I
might add that where would Penn Staters be without the Nittany Lion named
after the mountain that memorializes a beautiful Indian princess created by
Shoemaker.

Shoemaker was once wealthy but lost his fortune in the great depression.
He was at various times a Wall Street broker, the owner and publisher of
several well-known newspapers, a soldier, diplomat, a writer of hundreds of
articles and books, head of the State’ Museum Commission and finally the
State Folklorist. He died amidst controversy.

Early in the life he mingled with the likes of the Vanderbilts, Rockefellers
and Astors. As a progressive Republican, he was at the forefront of the
conservation movement and worked with Roosevelt, Pinchot, Emest Seton,
George Illick, and others. His philosophy followed a familiar theme, “wise
use” not preservation and the “greatest good for the largest number.”

Appointed to the Pennsylvania Forest Commission, he brought Pinchot
back to Pennsylvania after his rift with President Taft. He was a staunch
supporter of the Mont Alto School of Forestry and had a lot to do with setting
up the present system of state forests and parks.

Despite his many successes, he sometimes fell short in efforts to, among
other things, change the spelling of Pittsburgh by dropping the “h,” and
changing the name of Mont Alto to Funkstown. His touch is evident in the
naming of many of the state’s campgrounds, mountains and firetowers. Often
prominent figures in the conservation movement were rewarded by having
their names attached to these prominent geographical places.

Shoemaker’s obsession with folklore was to eventually lead to
controversy. He believed that Pennsylvanians needed colorful heroes to look
up to. In the process he created and published, through his newspapers and
as State Folklorist, stories that sometimes stretched the facts. This brought
him in conflict with serious historians and would eventually bring an untimely
end to a distinguished career.

For those interested in early forestry history or those who enjoy such tales
as “Paul Bunyan and the Blue Ox,” this book should provide interesting
reading.
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Professional Forester Credibility and NIPF's:

Towards a Better Dialogue
By A. E. Luloff*, Steve Jacob*, Lisa Bourke*, and James C. Finley**

If we are to serve our mandate
and help people manage their lands,
then we have to open our ears and be
prepared to work with others — we
must listen to what people are saying
and be responsive to them.

As we all know, the majority of
forest land, particularly East of the
Mississippi, is privately held. These
holdings tend to be small, fragmented,
and lie in multiple political jurisdictions.
To achieve better management,
particularly at a regional level will
require several related things to occur:
1. A commitment to such management
by both landholders and the public at
large; 2. A need for forest professionals
to pay better attention to the wishes of
the landowners; and 3. The use of a
multidisciplinary approach, one which
integrates social science with forest and
natural resource sciences.

Why Forestry and Social Science?

For some time, a shift in values
toward the environment has been
well documented. This shift has been
associated with the “Environmental
Movement,” and has been characterized
as a reawakening and recognition of the
need for a land ethic. This reemergence
has been promoted by the popular press
and analyses of survey data by social
and behavioral scientists both have
found a genera rejection of
anthropocentric ideas regarding
environmental exploitation.

Forestry has not been immune to
movements in public opinion.
Bengston suggested that forestry itself
was in the midst of a paradigmatic shift
— from traditional concerns with timber
production to a new focus on forest
ecosystem management. The key is
whether the new forestry becomes
widely accepted; and this is central to
understanding why there has been so
much over the meaning of “ecosystem
management”

Regardless, one implication of
the emergence of a new forestry is the
need for better linkages between
forestry and the broader study of
natural resources. For example, the

study of human dimensions of the
natural environment has been well
institutionalized in rural sociology.
Unfortunately, disciplinary blinders
have limited interactions between rural
sociologists and foresters. And while
there had been some cooperation
between forest economists and
agricultural, natural resource, and
rural development economists, these
interactions are most notable for their
relatively infrequent occurrence.

It is informative that despite the
holistic approach to the study of
naturalistic processes of the forest that
sociology offered — including the idea
that natural resources are not just
attributes of the physical environment
but attributes of the social and cultural
order as well — social scientists remain
ineffective in conveying the social
significance of this milieu outside their
discipline. This problem is
compounded by their failure to learn
the more technical aspects of forestry
which would enable them to better
communicate.

But there is enough blame to go
around - and certainly some of it
falls on foresters. It is not
unimportant that foresters continue to
be characterized as traditional
conservatives and dispassionate
technicians who favor red suspenders
and hard hats. It also reflects the
overwhelming emphasis placed on
timber harvests coupled with a
begrudging acceptance of the fact that
forests have other uses and values.
Timber harvests are obviously
important to all levels of economic
production in the United States—this
is simply not the question. The fact
remains that most foresters are simply
unwilling to recognize or incorporate
into their plans the legitimate non-
economic benefits associated with the
forest. Some have argued that this
overemphasis on timber harvests has
discouraged many NIPF land owners
from developing forest management
plans. This sets up the continued and
interesting juxtaposition between

NIPF owners who hold their resource
for reasons other than timber harvest
income, and their view of the
professional forester as primarily being a
timber harvest manager.

Land owners and foresters need
to reestablish their relationships, so
as to foster the possibility of
managing individual forests and
ultimately ecosystems across multiple
ownerships. This would lead to forest
preservation and improved forest health.
The training of future forestry students
would facilitate reestablishment of
relationships. Social science courses
need to be integrated into the existing
largely scientific and technical forestry
programs.

Mores immediately, we need to
address two important research
questions. First, what values do people
assign to forests? Second, what is the
best strategy to understand these
values? To address these questions, it is
essential to identify the various
stakeholders’ opinions.

NIPF Views

For a good reason, almost all
studies of forest resources in the U.S.
begin with a discussion of the
dominant role of the private,
noncommercial individuals who own
most of the nation’s forests. Forest
resource production is dependent on
NIPF’s: in the U.S., 58% of all forests
are so held; in Pennsylvania, more than
72% of the forest land is the property of
half a million NIPF owners — 90% of
whom hold less than 50 acres. The
production “problem” is particular
thorny in Pennsylvania where the
patchwork of woodland ownership
raises many concerns — for managers,
owaers, loggers and citizens.

Much is known about NIPF
landholdings, but less is known about
the owners of these lands. The current
literature has found that NIPFs do not
differ from the general population in
many significant ways and the reason is
really quite simple. NIPF owners are
the general population. They do not
hold one set of values about their forest
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holdings, just as the general population
cannot be characterized by a single
point of view. One additional point is
clear: relatively few own their land
primarily for timber harvesting.

In Pennsylvania, Birch and Dennis
found that as many as 75% of NIPF
owners hadn’t harvested timber and
Jones et al. reported only slightly more
than half as harvesting timber (55%).
These findings fare consistent with
those found elsewhere in the nation,
suggesting that owners are not
motivated solely or predominately by
€Cconomic gains.

Nor have many NIPF owners
sought the assistance of a forester or
adopted a management plan for their
lands. Such reluctance might reflect
what Bliss referred to as the forestry
profession being “out of sync” with
NIPF owners. Haymond went further in
suggesting that foresters’ “ignorance™
of their “customers” has been a primary
reason for the failure of stewardship
promotion efforts on NIPF land. These
problems tend to be exacerbated by the
continued focus of professional
foresters on meeting growing national
and international demands for timber
while ignoring NIPFF owners and the
general public’s concerns.

Citizens’ Views

Citizens hold diverse views on
the nation’s forests. Generally, it has
been convenient to identify at least two
perspectives as being associated with
many of the conflicts over forest
management: those who see property
rights as central; and those whose
values are more consonant with
environmentalism. What appears to be
forgotten is the fact that the vast
majority of citizens hold a more neutral
perspective, preferring some
combination of regulations while
supporting the preservation of property
rights. However, the basic dichotomy
reflects, to a limited degree, the growing
property rights movement. In the
Abstract, such rights stem from the
capacity to call upon the collective to
stand behind one’s claims to a benefit
stream. Here, rights are not
relationships between the resource and
the person but rather reflect the
relationship among the owner,
significant others, and the resource

Unfortunately, environmental
management issues are marked by
high transaction costs (that is, who
pays?), important non-monetary
benefits and costs, uncertainty over
the future, and potential
irreversibilities. To those most
supportive of either property rights or
environmental goals, such issues
contribute to an unwillingness to
compromise and this holds for both
private and public property ownership
schemes. '

The Loggers’ Views
Recently, concerns about the

increasing numbers of regulations
on forestry, including impositions
from the national, state, and local
levels has received attention. Some
feel that the regulation on private
landowners will continue to increase.
As a result, loggers will be
significantly impacted and will fight
such legislation because it represents
added costs of doing business.
Logger, as well as other professional
forester concerns over the primacy of
timber led to what we refer to as the
NIPF question: “given the level of
demand for timber, (which cannot be
met by industrial, state, and federal
landholdings) how can industry
encourage NIPF landowners to
harvest enough volume to meet
industry needs? Traditionally, as
pointed out earlier, the needs of
industry have tended to be well
represented between practicing
foresters and departments of forestry.
Yet it is also true that many
loggers have played a central role in
the promotion of forest stewardship.
Unfortunately, it is rare for NIPF land
owners to have written forest
management plans or to consult a
professional forester before they
harvest. And, since loggers are
involved in nearly 100% of all harvests
they could benefit from a basic
understanding of silviculture as a
means of protecting forest
productivity on the land they work.

The New NIPF Question
A new NIPF question has

emerged. As opposed to earlier
production from private landholdings
based concerns, this question focuses
on how to better manage these

resources so as to maintain the health of
the regional forest. This new question
creates as great a conundrum as the
production problem. In Pennsylvania,
less than 20% of NIPF owners who
harvested timber involved a professional
natural resource planner and only 3%
had written management plan. Simply
stated, Pennsylvania landowners are not
consulting with foresters, and owner
attitudes are incongruent with forester
behavior. We interpret such facts as
evidence that new efforts are needed
which avoid a focus on timber. Their
adoption would enable NIPF owners to
build a sense of trust for forest
professionals and as a result increase the
management options open to them. The
importance of the latter goal is reflected
by the fact that while the average NIPF
landholding in Pennsylvania is less that
25 acres, half of the private holdings are
in plots exceeding 100 acres. These
paterns of land holding parallel farm
land ownership patterns in the state.
Unlike farm land, however, NIPF land is
characterized by its large turnover in
owners and its fragmentation.

Forest Health

Forest preservation implies many
different and often conflicting
perspectives about the use of forest
resources. Preservation often conveys
the idea of setting forests aside,
excluding them from management, and
therefore “preserving” them as an
integral part of human dominated
landscapes. Within the context of
NIPFs, preservation does not imply the
the need to manage forest resources to
sustain the flow of multiple products —
from timber to aesthetics. Ecosystem
management, on the other hand, moves
beyond given preservation in that it
recognizes the interconnectiveness of
plant and animal communities that
contribute to healthy, functioning,
natural systems. The operative term
here is management. Management is
the manipulation of ecosystem
compontnents to perpetuate their
function for human use and to insure
that the system remains healthy. Forest
preservation and ecosystem are
separable: forest preservation occurs as
govemnment and society work together
to set aside forest lands; Ecosystem

(Continued on page 16)
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management follows as landowners and
governments strive to maintain health,
Because forests are ecosystems,
foresters would be appropriate
managers if they could cast off their
timber primacy legacy.

Forest Health and NIPFs

Given current forest land
ownership and stewardship
strategies, there are for too many
small parcels to implement any
singular forestry management plan.
Further, extant property rights issues
make ecosystem management difficult,
since regional forest health concerns, by
necessity, cross multiple landholdings.
Political and property boundaries rarely
correspond with ecological boundaries.
In our opinion, there is too much at risk
to wait for voluntary ecosystem
management to occur. Better
collaboration and coordination among
adjacent landowners in planning and
management is needed. This
preliminary research explores the
possibility of implementing an
alternative property management
scheme in Pennsylvania. This is
accomplished, in part, by addressing the
question “How can landowners
integrate forest health management into
larger units while meeting diverse
private and public land use goals?”

Support for Farm and

Forest Land Preservation
Respondents to two surveys were

asked the following question: “Recently
a state referendum approved 100 million
dollars to aid in the preservation of farm
land in Pennsylvania. Do you think that
amount is: Too Much, About Right,
Too Little.” Responses from both
surveys showed overwhelming support
for preservation policies. Overall,
approximately half of both samples
thought the amount — 100 million
dollars — to be “about right.” When the
“about right” and “too little” responses
were summed (indicating overall
approval of the program), more than 3
in 4 approved. These figures show the
striking and continued popularity of the
farm land preservation program in
Pennsylvania regardless of location of
residence. Would there be similar
support for forest land program in the

Commonwealth? According to our
data, when the follow-up question :
“Should there be a similar program for
Pennsylvania’s forested land?” was
asked, the responses were even more
favorable with more that 4 in 5
indicating support. Such responses
indicate overwhelmingly support for
the idea that in Pennsylvania the
general public is ready to commit
significant public resources to develop
policies designed to preserve private

" forest land, as was accomplished for

farm land preservation. .

Discussion and Implications

Alternate Land Use as a
Possible Solution? The integration
of alternative forest property
management strategies for the
protection of regional ecology in
Pennsylvania is not without precedent.
Of single importance is the fact that
farm land protection has been a major
statewide priority since 1987, when 70
percent of the state’s voters supported
issuance of a 100 million-dollar bond
for purchasing development
easements. Purchasing easements
essentially keeps land in agricultural
production in perpetuity.
Pennsylvania has also taken action to
preserve agricultural land by
implementing the Agricultural
Security Areas (ASAs) Program
which is designed to ensure the long-
term viability of agriculture by
identifying blocks of land for
agricultural use and affording these
areas special protections.
Pennsylvania now ranks second in the
nation in preservation of both farms
and acres of farm land.

Landowners receive five main
benefits from adoption of ASAs:
1) Local governments are discouraged
from enacting ordinances which
unreasonably restrict “normal”
farming practices; 2) local
governments cannot define “normal”
farming practices as a public nuisance;
3) the farm is accorded extra levels of
review before eminent domain can be
invoked; 4) hazardous waste sites
cannot be located in ASAs, and: 5)
this bill entitles the landowners to sell
his/her conservation easements
(PACE).

Forest Security Areas?
The provision for ASAs could

apply to forested lands as well. Indeed,
Forest Security Areas (FSA) might be :
one means of approaching a healthier ‘P
forest while meeting the goals of forest
management because: issues related to
soil quality and zoning could be
addressed, and bigger aggregations of
the dominant small ownership parcels,
which may or may not be contiguous,
could result in larger blocks of land for
management. For example, blocks of
500 to 1,000 acres could facilitate an
economy of scale for forest
management. Such a procedure would
address a common belief that larger land
holders are different from smalier
holders because the former has more
management options available to them.
That is, it is not simply a matter of large
owners being more likely to harvest, but
the fact that with such holdings they
could simultaneously harvest timber and
preserve forest land.

The benefits of FSA could include
1) Access to a service forester who
could provide a written management
plan tailored to the FSA and the
landowners’ goals. 2) with a written :
management plan, the state could then L\
provide an economic incentive by
reducing the property assessment for
managed lands. 3) applicable reviews
for the invocation of eminent domain,
like the ASA law, would also be an
incentive. 4) the restriction of hazardous
waste sites from such areas would serve
as another incentive, especially since
many NIPF owners live near their forest
land; and 5) finally, a variant of the
PACE program could be incorporated
and used on the most important stands
of forest — as in PACE, the
determination of what is considered
valuable land remains a public choice.

To be sure, some important
differences exist in our suggested FSA
and the existing ASA program. When
the electorate passed the referendum
funding the purchase of agricultural
conservation easements, in addition to
protecting the visual landscape, they
were voting to help preserve a valued
way of life. In Pennsylvania, greater
than 60% of farm family income is
earned in off-farm endeavors; farming
continues to play an important role in
the lifestyle of many families. There are
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no obvious parallels behind the FSA
program,

Nonetheless, it is important to
recognize some of the factors that might
generate wide support for an FSA. For
example, the 17 million acres of forests
in Pennsylvania play a major role, at
least as great as farms, in the visual
landscape of the state. While they
generally do not produce the same kinds
of income as crop and livestock
production, forests have significant
income potential as reflected in the fact
that the state has a five billion-dollar
forest-products industry that employs
more than 100,000 people. These
forests also provide protection for many
thousands of miles of rivers and streams
used for drinking and recreation and
serve as important habitats for the
Commonwealth’s biodiversity. And
their abundance contributes to the fact
that most forest users generally fail to
recognize the difference between private
and public forests in the state. All of
these factors are recognized by NIPF
owners and many in the general public
would support the proposed program
for these reasons.

Another fundamental difference
between ASA and the proposed FSA is
that farmers who choose to participate,
generally face few restrictions, which
are largely limited to land use. Ifthe
goal of the proposed FSA program is to
help solve the problem of fragmented
land holdings and erratic if not
nonexistent management, NIPFs will
need some incentives. Should NIPFs
participate in FSA, they will be entering
into a new way of owning and operating
their holdings. Management, in most
cases, will necessarily increase in
intensity. 4

*Department of Agricultural Economics and
Rural Sociology
**School of Forest Resources
The Penn State University

Prepared for presentation at:
Pennsylvania Division Society of American
Foresters
January 9, 1997
Holiday Inn
State College, PA

Northern Forests Pass
Their Forest Health Exam

The forest that provides recreation-camping, hiking, fishing & hunting
(wildlilfe habitat), clean water, forest products-wood (wood & maple syrup),
beautiful fall colors and oxygen are doing well. From Maine to Minnesota, down
to Missouri and over to West Virginia and Maryland, this 20-state area contains
169,000,000 acres of forest lands and 30,000,000 acres of urban and community
forests. And the ratio of growth to removals and mortality in the forest lands is a
favorable 2 to 1.

Historic events have been tough on these forests. When the settlers came,
80% of this 20-state area was covered by forests. Cutting for wood products,
fuel, clearing land for agriculture and wildfires reduced the forested area to about
20% by the early 1900°s. The loggers moved west and south, and farm lands
were abandoned. Forests, though much different, have now returned to 60% of
the land area. On their way back to what these forest are today, they suffered and
continue to suffer plagues such as chestnut blight, Dutch elm disease, gypsy moth
and white pine blister rust.

Today, the health of these forests is closely monitored by the USDA Forest
Service, the State Foresters and Departments of Agriculture. In general, the
health of these aging forests is pretty good. There are, however, some very
significant problems that could be affecting your forests’ health, productivity and
biodiversity—now and in the future.

o Introduced pests (biological pollutants) like the gypsy moth, hemlock
woolly adelgid, butternut canker, beech bark disease, pine shoot beetle,
Asian longhorned beetle and an assortment of exotic vegetation

e  Anoverabundance of white-tailed deer that prevent forest.replacement
after trees die or are harvested

e Lack of young trees in many oak-hickory, northern hardwood, hemlock
and birch forests prevents forest replacement

e Where logging occurs, the use of diameter limit cutting and high grading

e  Forest fragmentation — this includes forest lands being divided into smaller
parcels, forest lands being used for development and subdivisions and lack
of forest diversity across the landscape

o  Danger to lives and property from forest fires as people build homes in

forested areas

¢ Continued problem with the effects of acid rain and ozone on urban and
rural forested ecosystems

e A number of factors such as construction injury and pests that affect urban
trees

e  Maple mortality on the Allegheny Plateau in PA and NY caused by a
complex of stress factors including insects, drought and pollution

e The continued impacts of ice, snow, wind, floods and droughts

Like people, these trees and forests are pretty resilient to a wide range of factors
that can negatively affect them. Our goal is for sustainable healthy urban and rural
forests to provide benefits for future generations. 4

4/21/97

USDA Forest Service

100 Matsonford Road

5 Radnor Corp. Center, Suite 200
Radnor, PA 1908-4585

(610) 975-4124 FAX (610) 975-4200
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Forest Clocks and Sustainability

By J. Christopher Haney, Ph.D.,

Ecology & Economics Research Department, The Wilderness Society

Introduction

We expect a lot from our forests.
They must supply a full array of fiber,
lumber, and other wood products. We
want them to provide services such as
recreation and watershed protection.
And forests must act as reserves for
protecting endangered species and other
natural resources. That is a very tall
order.

Against a backdrop of competing
demands, we must also sort through a
seemingly endless array of buzzwords
like “ecosystem management”, ‘New
Forestry”, “stewardship”,
“biodiversity”, “sustainable forestry”,
and “biotic integrity”. Thus, it is hardly
surprising that debates over forest use
are confused and confrontational. My
intent here is, I hope a modest one: to
underscore the significance of one oft-
overlooked factor — time — that must be
understood if we are to know how
forest ecosystems work and how they
are exploited.

I am going to make some
fundamental assumptions. First, I
assume that forests are a kind of
ecosystem, and that sustainable forestry
is a type of ecosystem management.
Second, I will assume that sustainable
forestry is made possible by a
sustainable forest. You may or may
not buy into the latter, so I will
elaborate upon this assumption in a
moment. Third, I assume that recent
interest in sustainable forestry is a good
faith effort to do things better, to avoid
doing things badly, or some
combination. Finally, I assume that
there is a real desire to actually
implement sustainable forestry, not just
talk about it.

Sustainable forestry has been
defined as “providing for current and
future human needs across a continuum
of values, places, uses, products,
services, and objectives”. Typically,
sustainable forestry focuses on the
“what” and the “who”, that is, the things
to be sustained and the public sector for
whom the sustaining is targeted. These
are important, but I want to emphasize
the “when” of sustainability. In the

social sciences, this weights history
over geography; in the natural
sciences, a focus on time means
special attention devoted to
disturbance regimes, ecological
succession, and ecosystem change.

I will express some of my own and
others’ misgivings about “ecosystem
management”.

What Is An Ecosystem Perspective?

Ecosystem ecology focuses on
interactions among biological species,
populations, and communities, it looks
at nutrient cycling and energy transfer,
and it studies relationships of
ecological interactions with the
physical environment. This branch
often pays particular attention to those
species that seem to have a
disproportionate influence on the
overall structure or function of the
ecosystem, species often labeled as
keystone. It is important to point out
that one can be an ecologist and have
no ecosystem bent whatever. And
ecosystem ecology has nothing to do
with recycling, New Age philosophy,
“Deep Ecology”, or (trust me) black
helicopters. Ecosystem ecology is, at
its best, value-free; it is a basic rather
than an applied science. It can be a
hard task-master because it is
expansive and integrative rather than
reductionist. It demands that its
practitioners look ever further into
space or time to understand how
natural systems work.

To illustrate, in a recent paper in
Ecology, Elkinton and his colleagues
found an interesting cascade effect
between mice, gypsy moth, and acorn
production. White-footed mice eat
gypsy moths, and can control larvae at
low densities, but mice populations
themselves decline during severe
outbreaks of the moth. Declines of
mice seem to stem in part from the
fact that defoliation causes a reduction
of acorn production in subsequent
years; acorns are an important food
source for mice during winter. At this
juncture, an ecosystem ecologist will
merely begin to ask more questions;
what factors beside gypsy moth

defoliation influence acorn production.
Are there other things that promote high
densities of mice, what time lags exist in
these relationships, and so on.

Another ecosystem perspective on )
gypsy moths can be gained by asking
questions about the effects of the
defoliation on nutrient cycling. We
might expect that some nitrogen from
the lost foliage, and contained in the
pellets of insect excrement (frass),
would be washed out by rain after it is
transferred so abruptly to the forest
floor. Although frass does decompose
readily, what actually happens is that
microbes immobilize the nitrogen
immediately so that only about 1% is
lost in streamwater. These kinds of
checks and balances, which have the
effect of dampening many natural

- perturbations, are what drive the

interests of many ecosystem scientists.

Society And Forest Ecosystems

Of course, the ecosystem itself is
only half of ecosystem management.

To visualize the relationship between
forest ecosystems and society, suppose
we let an airplane symbolize this
ecosystem. Passengers on the plane are
those members of the public using '
forests; they want to get from point A s
to point B in this ecosystem vehicle. 5
Passengers on a real plane may be
traveling for different purposes
(business, vacation, family or personal
matters), just as the American public
can have vastly different expectations of
its forests. The flight crew (pilot,
engineer, flight attendants) could be
likened to forest managers: the loggers,
silviculturists, wildlife biologists, public
affairs officers, forest planners, and so
on. An ecosystem ecologist might
correspond to an air traffic controller or
ground mechanic.

Earlier I stated that sustainable
forestry is made possible first by a
sustainable forest. Let’s examine that
assumption. If you prod an ecosystem
ecologist, he or she may be wary about
ecosystem management. There can be
several reasons for this. First of all,
ecosystem science cannot distinguish
among various social values; that is the
domain of other disciplines Second,
ecosystems are inherently
unmanageable. This is because the “big
one” is always just around the corner ...
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one need look no further than the Mt.
Saint Helens eruption, the Yellowstone
fire, Hurricane Andrew or Hugo, the
Tionesta tornado, the recent midwest
flooding, the Pacific Northwest mud
slides. In other words, trying to manage
against nature’s time scales can prove
futile. Finally, and most controversially,
ecosystems do not need or require our
management in order to perpetuate
themselves.

I want to be perfectly clear: I am
not attempting to remove people or
resource exploitation from ecosystem
management. Not at all. But the simple
fact is that forests can evolve, adapt and
change without our meddling. They did
so in this hemisphere until some
10-40,000 years ago. Time scales for
human use of forests on this continent,
in fact, are commonly distorted in a
least two ways. One interest group
commonly portrays the activities of
Native Americans, with their low
population density and subsistence use
of resources, as inherently “better” or
more “sustainable”. We might call this
the myth of the “ecologically noble
savage”. Another camp holds an
equally insulting view that Native
Americans were little more than
aboriginal pyromaniacs, dashing about
the landscape and torching vegetation
whenever and wherever they could.
Neither of these views is accurate, nor is
either an effective guide to forest
sustainability.

Infusing humanity with godlike
obligations to tend ecosystems is
arrogant anthropocentrism, and it
strikes many as having religious
overtones equivalent to biocentrism, the
belief that all of nature has rights equal
to human ones. We must keep in mind
that sustainability is a concept derived
entirely from and for human societies.
Subordinating the concept of sustainable
forestry to a subset of a sustainable
forest ecosystem will make some
uncomfortable. But anything less is
circular reasoning, indefensible logic,
and vacuous ecology. In failing to place
human endeavors wholly within the
limits of the ecosystems we attempt to
manage, what happens typically is that
sustainability is defined as whatever
society defines it to be. Yet one more
reason, I might add, for ecosystem types

to express skepticism about ecosystem
management.

An Ecosystem Perspective
on Forest Clocks

I am now going to illustrate an
ecosystem perspective on some of the
natural time scales or clocks that
operate in forests. We’ll begin with
two examples under the heading of
“forest health”.

Forest health crises

If you were to travel along the
portions of the Blue Ridge Parkway,
to Clingman’s Dome in the great
Smoky Mountains National Park, or
visit Grandfather Mountain in North
Carolina, you would see many
recently-dead fir and some spruce at
the higher elevations. If, like me, you
had visited these places in the 1970’s,
the changes would be obvious and
dramatic. One traveler to this region
described what he saw like this:

“Many of the trees were dead

and bleached, in places

standing in grim groups, in

others prostrate and heaped

on one another in tangled

masses with vigorous young

saplings growing up to

conceal the ruin beneath.”
Overwrought words from a recent
newspaper article, enthusiastic
reporting in a local natural history
magazine? Hardly. They come from
the pen of traveling naturalist William
Brewster, put down in 1885, nearly a
full century before the current bout of
spruce-fir decline occurred in the
Southern Appalachians. Not only has
this type of tree mortality occurred
before, it did so in virtually the same
location.

Elsewhere, foresters in the
eastern U.S. may be concerned with a
stand condition termed oak decline.
Oak decline is a reduction in radial
growth, crown dieback (usually from
the top downward, and from the
outside inward), and eventual
mortality. Oak decline is particularly
prevalent in black and scarlet oaks.
There is much hand-wringing over this
condition, and frequent calls for
action. A simple comparison of tree
life histories, however, offers a
counter-view. If one looks at the
typical ages of mortality for these two

oaks, one can see that they are relatively
short-lived among eastern trees (50-100
years). Using these ages to backdate
from the late 1970’s, when oak decline
was first noted, one ends up squarely in
a period when these forests were
cleared and harvested near the turn of
this century. Past land abuse and other
factors created an even-aged cohort of
oak, which today is synchronously
vulnerable to physiological aging. Oak
decline is perceived by ecosystem
science not so much as a forest health
matter as it is a demographic expression
of an earlier disturbance. Reductions in
age-class diversity, from pulse
perturbations (extreme forms of
disturbance), are the rule rather than the
exception in natural systems subjected
to even-aged management.

What we can learn from these two
examples is the following: by extending
our time scales beyond what is merely
convenient or compatible with present
demands on forests, we find that at least
some of today’s “forest health crises”
are either not unprecedented, or they
have readily-explained, fundamental
causes rooted in population dynamics.

Rotation ages and disturbance intervals
in eastern forests

If time is indeed an important
variable to consider in forest
sustainability, we ought to be able to
make some comparative predictions.
First, we could predict that where
rotation ages, as practiced by
silviculture, are similar to natural
disturbance regimes, we might have
fewer concerns with sustaining the
entire ecosystem. Where there are large
disparities between the rotation age and
the natural rhythms of forests, we could
expect to encounter more problems.

Let’s look first at the boreal forest.
In northern forests, trees are relatively
short-lived, fires can be common, and
outbreaks of spruce budworm cause
extensive mortality. Rotation ages for
harvesting are very similar to the natural
disturbance interval - about 100 years.
Thus, the ecological integrity of the
boreal forest has been altered less by
harvesting than in some other forest
types. Human uses of this forest type,
in some respects at least, mimic the
forest’s natural rhythm.

(Continued on page 20)
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(Continued from page 19)

It isn’t difficult al all, however, to
think of where forestry practices conflict
with natural disturbance intervals. What
is particularly intriguing (and not often
discussed), is that extending rotation
ages beyond the natural disturbance
regime can be just as disruptive to some
ecosystem components as shortening it.
In a recent review summarizing the poor
recovery of the endangered Kirtland’s
Warbler, a small songbird breeding only
in the fire-dependent jack pine barrens
of central Michigan, Kepler and his
colleagues implicated silvicultural
techniques as part of the problem. A
30-year rotation would have provided
optimal breeding habitat for the warbler,
but this was not practiced because
commercial needs dictated a rotation of
45-50 years for jack pine stands.
Maintenance of optimal habitat was
further jeopardized because fluctuating
markets for the timber and erratic
agency appropriations made it even
more difficult to maintain a steady flow
of habitat at this rotation age.

More commonly, it is the
disappearance of old-growth forest that
is implicated in the mismatch between
harvest intervals and ecosystem
disturbance regimes. In the hemlock-
northern hardwood forest, disturbances
are primarily caused by wind.
Compositionally and structurally, this
eastern forest type is among the most
altered by logging because it has very
long-lived trees (hemlock live up to
400-600 years) as well as very long
disturbance intervals (complete turnover
or replacement of the canopy may take
1,000-2,000 years). Several ecosystem
components, such as the volume and
biomass of coarse woody debris, may
not achieve their greatest development
until the forest is 275 years or older.
The net result of logging is a
homogenization of stand ages and
disturbance intervals in this forest type.

It may well be that all of this
ecology talk fails to convince some of
the importance of time. As Al Franken
would say, “that’s . . .OK”. Because
now we are going to switch gears and
examine what happens to economic
demands on forests as society exploits
forest resources.

Temporal Changes In Forest

Economics
Suppose we have just sailed to

the mainland of North America; it is

sometime during the late 1490’s or
early 1500°’s. Perhaps we are part of
the crew on one of the Cabot voyages

(John or his son Sebastian). As we

gaze upon the shoreline of New

England, we cannot help but be

impressed by the huge white pines that

tower over the rest of the forest. We
admire the straight lines of the trunks
and ponder: what a great ship mast
that would make.

In such a manner was launched,
with this or some similar musing, the
industrial exploitation of North
America’s forests. Now let us ask
ourselves a series of questions:

e  Could this observant sailor
possibly have foreseen the rise
and expansion of the British
Empire, the need for a Royal
Navy to enforce, protect, and
expand the interests of that
empire? Could the sailor have
imagined that one of America’s
first forest reserves would be to
set aside white pines for ship-
building?

e Moving forward a bit into history,
could our founding fathers
foresee the rise of the industrial
revolution in the 19" century, the
need for our nation to use tree-
derived charcoal for iron
smelting, hemlock bark and other
wood products for tanning,
wood-fired steam locomotives
that would extend the boundaries
of the western frontier?

e Ifwe lived in 1850, could we
have anticipated the replacement
of much of the country’s wood-
based energy needs with
petroleum and other fossil fuels?

e At the turn of the last century,
could we have foreseen the
upcoming demand for wood pulp
and paper products?

e At the end of World War II,
could we imagine that people
would ever have so much leisure
time (and money) for forest-based
recreation: white-water rafting,
backpacking, fly-fishing, ORV
use?

e In 1968, could we portend the
OPEC Oil Embargo and the
refurbishing of many modern homes
with wood heat?
¢  And did any of us really see the J)
Information Age coming, with its
increasing reliance on fiber-free
electronic transfer of messages,
advertising, and media journalism?

The answer to each of these
rhetorical questions is probably not,
even certainly not. At any juncture in
time, it is next to impossible to
anticipate society’s next move. The
point I am making here is that we
cannot project society’s future demands
on forests; our prediction will be
inaccurate because societal preferences
and technology, more exactly changing
technology, makes present uses of
forests a poor guide to future demands.
Contrast this inability to predict
economic trends very far into the future
with some of the ecological time scales
we just identified in forests, and it is
evident that there can be considerable
uncertainty. All the more reason to
choose a strategy for forest
sustainability that preserves as many
options as possible. Borrowing from
another endeavor, why not hedge our Q‘,/
bets and maintain a diverse portfolio. ;

Integrating Forest
Economics and Ecology

It remains to be seen whether
ecosystem management will become a
passing fad, an added layer of
bureaucracy, or an attempt at true
sustainability. For forestry, it might
seem straight-forward to simply match
social exploitation with each forest’s
natural clock. Unfortunately, that choice
is mischaracterized as on of two
extremes. Either the entire ecosystem
will collapse if it is exploited at all, some
say, or economic systems will collapse
unless forests are managed primarily for
extracting wood or some other specific
product or service.

Let’s look at each of these extreme
viewpoints further, going back to our
ecosystem plane. Paul Ehrlich of
Stanford University has likened the loss
of a species to the popping of a single
rivet in the airplane’s outer covering. -
One rivet may or may not in itself cause
a failure in the structure; but the
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Allegheny SAF 1997 Foresters’ Fund

Certified Foresters Raffle and Silent Auction
{As of March 18, 1997)
The NJ SAF Division recently used a grant from the

S. G. Atkinson William M. Barcheski Foresters’ Fund, added a Green Communities Grant to i,
John Ed Bell William P. Bleckley and developed a long-term environmental education

Robert J. Carlberg Richard E. Cary resource for use by Project Learning Tree Facilitators and
Lloyd R. Casey George R. Cline others working with children and adults. That Foresters’
Barry F. Clutter James B. Davis Fund Grant was one of about 40 competitive grants given
Donald E. Dorn Dana T. Dowling each year that, “promotes projects the educate and enhance
Riva R. Duncan Joseph Dunn the public’s understanding and awareness about

Mark W. Freeman Dennis M. Galway professional forestry and natural resource management.”
William H. Gillespie Heather J. Gracie Forestry Fund money-raisers are held in conjunction
Christopher J. Guth Christina L. Harrigan with almost every get together of SAF units, but the largest
Patricia T. Hill Robert O. Hobbes contributions to the fund are raised at the raffle and silent
Steven J. Hollenhorst Mark Honosky auction at the SAF National Convention each year. Only
Paul J. Hyde Stephen E. Jaquith the generosity of the SAF members donating a wide variety
Paul A. Johnston Allan R. Knox of items to this event keeps the fund “healthy” and makes
Robert J. LaBar Susan E. Lacy grants available.

Michael B. Lester Marc D. Lewis Ken Negray, (502) 388-2504 phone or FAX is Chair
Gary V. Lovallo Larry E. Matheny of the Foresters’ Fund at the National Convention in

Robf:n C. McColly Michael D. McKain Memphis, TN, October 4-8, 1997 and is need of donations
Kevin B. Munley Jeffrey S. Nichols from all of us. No item is too small or insignificant — local
Richard H. Nichols Rf)xane S. Palone wines, specialty food products, computer software, art,
Jeff A. Parsons Richard Pellek vacation packages, hobby crafis, carvings, furniture, etc.
John T. Robards _ Barry $. Rose There’s plenty of time to get your chapter or division
Robert E. Schweitzer Scott W. Seibert donation to Ken — send it, carry it, or have another member
Ronald J. Sheay Mark Sickler take it along to Memphis. This year’s goal is to raise at
Roy A. Siefert Scott A. Sjolander least $15,000 for the Fund in October. 4

Jim Soltis R. T. Stanford

Daniel C. Swift Kathleen M. Swigon R e e
Joseph E. Tekel Pete Tupis . R, Bamga
Douglas G. Turner Lawrence P. Walton Sl ExPressy Ol.ll" opmlon... S
David A. Wamner Malcolm D. Waskiewicz - Vote by October 21, 1997 inthe.
Mark R. Webb Harry V. Wiant Allegheny and National Elections
Robin R. Wildermuth John A. Winieski o T A U S
Wilbur E. Wolf e R

Help a Colleague ... and Help Yourself

Many of us find it difficult to approach a colleague and ask him or her to join the Society of American Foresters. In our
daily contacts, we meet individuals working in the profession who we are proud to be associated with, and yet for some
reason are not members of SAF. Perhaps they have even expressed an interest in joining or renewing membership at some
future date, but fail to ever “get around to it.”

Well, there is an easy way for all of us to help in recruiting these valuable professionals. Over the years the “Help a
Colleague... and Help Yourself” cards have been quite effective in member recruiting efforts. The national office will make
contact with suggested members with no revelation as to what prompted an invitation to join. In the absence of a card, send
the following information about your suggestion to: SAF at 5400 Grosvenor Lane, Bethesda, MD 20814, FAX it to
(301) 897-8720 or e-mail it to mckernoc@safnet.org

Please send membership information to:

Name Telephone Work ()
Address Home( )
Employer:  State Government Consulting Forester Self Employed
(Circle) Federal Government College or University Retired
Private Industry Association Student Other
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Allegheny Society of American Foresters

Officers
Chairman Chairman-Elect Secretary/Treasurer Past Chairman
Timothy A. Kaden Mark R. Webb Susan E. Lacy Mark C. Vodak
724 Green Winged Trail 11021 US Route 6 1713 Kings Highway Dept. Natural Resources

Camden, DE 19934
(0) 302-739-3423
(h) 302-697-7066

FAX 302-739-3817

814-663-5393

Union City, PA 16438 Coatesville, PA 19320

PO Box 231 Cook College
Rutgers University
New Brunswick, NJ 08903
(o) 908-932-8993
(h) 609-758-9449

(0) 610-975-4134
(h) 610-383-7144

Executive Committee
Kurt W. Gottschalk Kenneth W. Jolly Roy A. Siefert Kim C. Steiner
USDA Forest Service 1398 Primrose Road RD 1, Box 56 PO Box 70
Forestry Science Lab Annapolis, MD 21403 Austin, PA 16720 Lemont, PA 16851
180 Canfield Street (0) 301-464-3065 (o) 814-274-8474 (o) 814-865-9351

Morgantown, WV 26505
(0) 304-285-1598
(h) 412-627-4161

(h) 410-626-2845

Council Representative

John Heissenbuttel
American Forest & Paper Association
1111 19th Street NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036
800-878-8878

(h) 814-647-8525 (h) 814-234-8754

Executive Director

Jack Winieski
PO Box 699
Dillsburg, PA 17019-0699
717-432-3646
FAX 717-432-3646

Division Chairs

Maryland/Delaware New Jersey
Anthony DiPaolo Craig Kane
623 Snow Hill Road 310 Earnest Garton Road

Stockton, MD 21864
(0) 410-632-1955
(h) 410-632-0843

Brigeton, NJ 08302
609-453-8696

Kane, PA 16735-1236

Pennsylvania West Virginia
Kenneth C. Kane Barbara Breshock
103 Tionesta Avenue General Delivery

MacArthur, WV 25873
(0) 304-256-6775
(h) 304-934-6777

(0) 814-837-9391
(h) 814-837-8357

Chapter Chairs
Keystone Northern Hardwood Pinchot Plateau
Merl Waltz Dennis F. Ringling Mike Lester Christopher Nowak
2923 Roosevelt Drive 210 Quarry Road RR 1, BOx 268 Forestry Sciences Laboratory
Chambersburg, PA 17201 Muncy, PA 17756 Springville, PA 18844-9552 PO Box 928

(0) 717-485-3148
(h) 717-263-2681

(0) 717-547-1661
(h) 717-546-2194

(0) 717-833-3194
(h) 717-965-2752

Warren, PA 16365
(o) 814-563-1040
(h) 814-726-1574

Rothreck Valley Forge Western Gateway
James C. Finley Charles J. Barden Pat T. Hill
130 Harvard Road 423 Dogwood Lane RD 1, Box 357
Port Matilda, PA 16870 Coatesville, PA 19320 Champion, PA 15622
(o) 814-863-0401 (0) 610-975-4133 (0) 412-455-3401
(h) 814-234-9028 (h) 610-383-0730 (h) 412-455-7232



