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Buzz Williams, CRWC Executive Director

A friend who shares my disdain for top-heavy,
consultant-dependent organizations sent me a great news
clip poking fun at these self-serving groups. The article was
abdut a popular political cartoonist who elicited the aid of a
top executive with Logitech International, the world’s
largest manufacturer of computer mice, to see if he could
pull off a ruse posing as a high-powered consultant At the
end of the day, the trickster had succeeded in leading a
bunch of kowtowing executives in writing a totally
meaningless mission
statement. The group
mindlessly followed their
boss in concluding that their
mission was'to “...scout
profitable growth
opportunities in
relationships, both internally
and externally, in emerging,
mission inclusive markets,
and explore new paradlgms
and then filter and
communicate and evangehze

‘the findings.”

This anecdote is
particularly. interesting to me now, as we look back on the.
past year to gain insight to plan for the future. I am truly
thankful to be with an organization with leaders who have
given us a clear mission, with well defined goals. And I am
exceedingly grateful that they have given us the latitude to
forgo the standard model, and to make our council with you,
our membership. ' :

In 1997, 1 participated in several initiatives aimed
at a particular cause or coalition, and which also involved
the standard model of highly paid consultants and slick
executives operating behind the facade of a wishy-washy,
meaningless mission statements in order to perpetuate their

own agendas. To that end, the modus operandi of the
| conservation movement has become somewhat like much of
the business world where product quality has takes a back
seat to selling the product. In the business world subterfuge
and hyperbole have become accepted practice; never mind
the fact that it is simply impossible that every company’s
razor gives the closest shave. In this arena of nebulous
claims the thing that really sellsrazors is appearance sound-
bite and packaging.

Another encumbrance of the current organizational
norm is the expense. One method often employed to amass
the large sums necessary for running a big bureaucratic
organization is direct mail. Typically, a group will spend
thousands of dollars for purchase mailing lists and
thousands more to hire more consultants to write a letter that
looks something like a sweepstakes promo, then thousands
more to print and mail. While it is true that direct mail does

- -
bring in the bucks, it is equally true that it takes a great
amount of the staff’s time away from implementing their
program. It reminds me of the way our political system
requires a candidate to spend most of their time raising
money to run a campaign, rather than spending t1me with

-people and issues.

If indeed organizations are suffering from spending
too little time on the real people and issues, you would
never know it from reading their funding appeals to
supportmg foundations. This is largely the work of
consultant spin doctors, who
are experts at telling funders
what they want to hear. This
scenario often degenerates
into more money from
foundations earmarked for
more money to go to hiring
more consultants to tell
evéryone what they want to
hear. Unfortunately, the way
the game is being played the
group with the best spin
doctors are channeling too
much of money into these
systems and away from the
grassroots groups actually
fighting the battles on the ground

The upshot: Your organization, the Chattooga
River Watershed Coalition, is lean and focused. There are
no media consultants to spin news. Last year our program
of work was covered by multiple news media including the
Atlanta Constitution, Canoe Magazine, The Journal of
Forestry, Wild Earth, and CNN as well as numerous local
and regional newspapers and publications. Next year we are
scheduled for a PBS special report. We received this
coverage because we tell it like it is. To us, a consultant is a
person who charges you money to borrow your watch to tell
you what time it is. We often give the Chattooga Quarterly
away from hand to hand and we don’t solicit money through
massive direct mail appeals. We came in under budget this
year and are proud of our accomplishments, yet we make
sure you understand that we have only begun to affect the
changes for accomplishing our goals. Above all, I
personally want you to know that our real strength comes
from you, the community of people who share our mission.
This issue of the Chattooga Quarterly concentrates on one
of our specific goals: Public land acquisition. We hope you
enjoy it.

Happy Holidays!
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Joyce Kilmer’s Birds: New Thoughts on an Ancient Forest

Text and photographs reprinted with permission from the October issue of
Wildlife in North Carolina, Vol. 61, No. 61, 1997.

By David Lee
Photographs by Steve Maslowski

vk thoughi I knew exactly what sort of bird life I'd encounter
at Joyce Kilmer Memorial Forest until I went there. What |
found argues against some long-held beliefs. -David-Lee

I had heard
several singing water
thrushes, but only after
crossing the bridge and
climbing the trail far
enough to escape the
sound of the creek did I
begin to hear the voices
of other birds. The loud
call notes of an Acadian
flycatcher, two
Blackburnian warblers
singing their high-
pitched, buzzy songs, one
titmouse, four black-
throated green warblers,
two-hooded warblers—
‘one calling from each
side of the trail, ‘another
black-throated green
-warbler—and so it went.
I slowly walked the 2-
mile length of trail in the
Joyce Kilmer Memorial
Forest recording in my
field notebook every
individual bird
encountered within 75
yards on either side of
me. It took over two
hours to finish a walk
most people complete in
half that time. I tallied
165 individual birds
representing 34 species.
At the time I thought that
both numbers seemed quite
high when compared to
similar bird surveys I had done in other forests. The results
of my first day's fieldwork for a planned systematic study
looked interesting, but before get too far along, let me
explain all this from the beginning.

On occasion, usually just during weak moments, I
think that somehow I should in some way try to put my
academic training to use. This education taught not just
specifics, examples that we are led to believe have
underlying purpose, but also concepts and theories. As

\
From the ground high into the upper canopies of the forest, birds find and
inhabit their special niches. Diverse species found here include the
tufted titmouse (left) and the brown winter wren (right).

biologists, we have a duty to test and fine-tune 't}_lese basics.

So it came to pass that while investigating the bird -
life of Joyce Kilmer Memorial Forest, I was not simply
making a bird list of the forest. I was starting a research
project that would test basic concepts against my findings.
With new computer graphics packages, I could demonstrate
a few astute thoughts and publish my results in one of any
numbcr of respected peer-reviewed journals. My former
proféssors would be
proud.

’ The drive from
Raleigh to the Joyce
Kilmer Memorial Forest
is a long one, and I had.
over five hours to think
about testing the
particular biological
concepts I had in mind—
a neat deal, testing a test.
The concepts were
relatively simple and
interrelated. When
temperate plant and
animal communities
mature, they become
stable and rather
simplistic. The
dominant species do
very well, so well, in
fact, that competitive
species become crowded
out, while the few that
remain become
abundant. In a mature
forest such as Joyce
Kilmer, the community,
in theory, stabilizes for
perpetuity. Ecologists
call this a climax forest,
the last forest type in a
sequence of woodlands.
At any given site it takes -
hundreds of years to
achieve the final
product—forest
equilibrium.

In changing forest systems, by contrast, where any
number of species are competing for resources, the plant
and animal community is quite diversified. There are-
colonizing species, species that characterize intermediate
conditions and any number of plants and animals that
flourished at the site years or decades before, but for which
the conditions are no longer quite right. Yet a few of these
from times past manage to hang on. In such places there is -

a large variety of species, but the actual numbers of any

)
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Kilmer’ S, Birds continued

particular kind are quite small. So, though I'had never been

there, I believed the bird life of Joyce Kilmer would be
entirely predictable. I knew I would be documenting only a
few kinds of birds, only species that prosper in mature, old-
growth forest. The few types found here, however, would
do very well for themselves. Without other competitive
species, the few that could
make a living would flourish in
extremely high numbers. As
diversity deoreases, the density
of the remaining species
increase. That was the concept,
and to underline my points, I
could study adjacent forests
that had been logged more
recently. This was going to be
great. We nieed more
cheerleaders for the scientific
method.

Except for the
distance from Raleigh, the
Joyce Kilmer Memorial Forest
is the perfect place to focus my
study. Itis a virgin forest. Not
only is it the only virgin forest
in North Carolina, it is one of
the few—and the largest—
untouched stands in eastern
North America. It exceeds
3,800 acres and sits within an
old-growth wilderness area of
over 14,000 acres. The trail
system would be perfect for my bird transects; there is
nothing more counter-productive than hacking through
rhododendron thickets while trying to listen for birds that
you are scaring away. In fact, I was surprised that the birds
of this forest had not already been studied.

In case you missed it, the forest was named for
Joyce Kilmer. He is regarded as a poet but was actually a
widely read New York journalist. He was killed in World
War I at the age of 32, and he actually wrote only a few
poems. You can read his most famous poem on the brass
plaque at the beginning of the loop trail that winds through
the forest. The poem is one you all know, “Trees”. It’s the
one that starts, “I think that I shall never see...”. Remember
standing around in second grade with arms stretched out
pretending to be a tree? While Miss Escorn read the poem
(several times over; it was short, and a dull second grader
might not get the full message on one reading), you had to
be careful that your branches did not touch those of Linda
Jane. And you could not show any emotion (something I
personally have never had—a problem with when people
are reading poetry). Miss-Escorn could make you stand like
a tree for a long time if she thought you were cutting up in
class. Ihave never liked that poem and I would not choose
it as the prime public relations agent for woody vegetatlon

A red-breasted nuthatch occupies one of the many micro-
_habitats found in this ancient forest .

Even so, anyone who takes the time to walk the
trail in the Joyce Kilmer Memorial Forest will be enchanted
by the trees. The larger ones are hundreds of years old, and-
many ‘of the big tulip poplars measure over 20 feet around
the base. The older trees tower 100 feet or more, and a few
exceed 150 feet. Yet, it is the forest in its totality that gets
_ to you. This is unlike any other
| woodland you will ever
| encounter. On one visit last
| summer I found a comfortable
| place beside the trail and sat
| and watched people. There
8| were retired couples, families
| with children, families with lots
8| of children, big, strong blue-

B collar guys with tattoos, and
any number of people for

| whom I could tell by their
dress, or because of their
huffing and puffing, that a walk
| in the woods was not

| something they did on a regular
| basis. All were captivated by
the cathedral-like atmosphere.
Midsize children, who had
been acting like hellions
minutes before in the parking
lot, were gawking in'silence.
People whispered; most said
nothing. There are no signs
restricting voice levels or
outlining proper woodland
behavior, but still the people
whlspered and walked quietly. And no one was in a hurry.
Silent children pointed. And the most amazing thing is all
the little unplanned side paths made over time to and around
each of the giant trees. People are compelled to visit with
the trees. Maybe we capture something from other living
beings that have stood in exactly the same place since at
least the early 1700’s.

_ The only thing vocal in the forest was the birds—
buzzy warblers and calling tanagers. Did their songs and
calls take on a richer quality in this forest? Hearing the
song of a winter wren was surprising, and it reminded me of
my mission. To me this was a bird that, in the South, was
characteristic of, and restricted to, the spruce-fir forests of
high elevations. This wren was entirely out of context here.
Its song is an extended, complex musical score that, when
reproduced on a sonogram, is longer than the bird itself.
You are much more likely to hear a winter wren than to see
one. They live in dense stands of ferns and other thick
cover, where they run about like mice. I know they can fly,
but I have never caught one in the act. In fact, if you are
going to inventory the birds of Joyce Kilmer you’d better
know their songs. On a one or two-hour walk through the
forest it is unlikely that you will actually see more than
three to five birds. Most of the ones I found were identified
by song alone. In places the vegetation is thick, and even
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the species that live in the midcanopy are often 70 feet or
more above you. And which vireo was that? It was too
high up to see, and I am forever getting their songs
confused.

I actually started this study in 1987 and for a
number of reasons never completed it. The distance often
prevented me from visiting the forest as frequently as I
wanted, but mostly I think I simply needed time to digest
the information I was getting. On other trips the results
were always similar to the first, and they never came out the
way they should. Ikept finding both a high dlversxty and a
number of species with
high densities. In fact, I
continued to add
additional species that I
had previously
overlooked. The
common species, of
course, were
encountered on every
trip, but the ones that -
were less prevalent were
often overlooked.

On my last visit
I added a courting male
turkey and several
drumming ruffed grouse.
As hunters will attest,
these birds are secretive,
and I found them well
away from the loop trail.
I would have missed
them this last time, too,
if it had not been for
their elevated hormones.
My total list now stands
at 43 breeding species;
30 of these were '
common enough that I
encountered them on
almost every visit. This
is high. The total bird
list for the Unicois, a
modest-sized mountain
range shared by North
Carolina and Tennessee
that backs up to this
forest, is 45 species. In
Joyce Kilmer, warblers alone accounted for 12 species and
about 70 percent of the total number of individual birds."
The rarest bird I found was an olive-sided flycatcher. I saw
him only once, singing from a dead snag next to a large
canopy gap. This flycatcher formerly bred in the Southern
Appalachians, but in recent years it has not been heard or
seen. The one I saw was the only one found in the state
during the breeding season in the last several decades.

Quite different birds are common in Joyce Kilmer, such as
" the saw-whet owl (left), and the golden-crowned kinglet (middle).

One of my real surprises was finding a number of
breeding birds that, like the winter wren, are confined to
middle and high elevations elsewhere in the Southern
Appalachians. Not only were there a number of species in
this category, but several of them had relatively high
densities here. The elevation in Joyce Kilmer at the start of
the trail is just about 2,240 feet, yet some of the birds I was
finding are typically at 4,000 to 6,000 feet elsewhere in the
Southeast, and while some occur lower, they do so only
rarely. Even then, seldom do you see them in numbers at
sites that are lower than 3,500 feet. These birds collectively

useda number of microhabitats in the forest. Juncos,

golden-crowned
kinglets, brown creepers,
saw-whet owls, and
Canada, black-throated
blue and Blackburnian
warblers each
represented low-
elevation records. 1
conclude from this that,
| prior to logging, these
species were not
| restricted to the tops of
| sky islands as they are
today. In the Southernr
Appalachians they were
probably found in any
number of forest types,
and by occurring as low
as'2,000 feet they tell us
that they were not
always restricted to
§ isolated relict
5| populations but formerly
occurred throughout the
entire mountain chain.
Another reason I never
completed my study was
that this forest was so
different that I had
nothing from my
experience, or from text,
8 for comparison. To my
total surprise, a longtime
friend who had
previously worked with
me on various aspects
of my seabird research
had become interested
in old growth forests. Chris Haney, now a wildlife ecologist
for The Wilderness Society, was investigating the attributes
of old growth in a forest in Pennsylvania. During the course
of several phone conversations it became clear that not only
were his observations similar to mine, the list of birds he
had for his forest was nearly identical to what I had found in

p

" Joyce Kilmer. Direct analysis, however, was not possible

because he had censused the actual density, while I had
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concentrated on ranking the relative abundance of species.
However, much of the information 'we independe‘ntly '
collected could be compared.

During
a weeklong
visit Chris and
I, along with
two
hardworking
students,
mapped out the
territories of
208 individual
birds in Joyce
Kilmer to
obtain figures
that we could
use to
statistically
interpret our
results. For the
most part, what
we g
independently
found was so similar that the information could have been
obtained in either forest.

Maybe someday people will view forests not in
terms of board feet, but in the densities of
Blackburnian warblers (above) per acre.

The birds obviously take advantage of the diversity
of microhabitats in these woodlands and consequently
display themselves in both numbers and variety. Notonly
did we find the number of species to be high (twice as many
as would be expected in younger, yet mature, forests), but
the number of individuals of some species was much higher
than what is found in younger forests. The overall number
of birds per unit of space—the total density of all species—
was high, too. There were around 300 territorial pairs for
every 100 acres of forest. This is 35 to 50 percent higher
than what is found in similar, but younger, stands.

In the end, I 4sk myself what all this means. One
point is clear: Ancient forests support very complex bird
communities. A number of species that we currently
consider to be uncommon, or at least to have very restricted
local distributions in North Carolina, do quite well in these
forests. On the other hand, many of the species we regard
as abundant in North Carolina don’t use ancient-growth
forest at all. This has made me readjust my thinking on the
current order and organization of the “natural” world. We
tend to think of what was around when we were growing up
as normal—subsequent change is what we fight to prevent.

I had to face the fact that even before I was a teenager, the
forests of the Southeastern United States had been
fragmented, cut, and had partly regrownat least two to three
times. Most importantly, these antient forests are extremely
important for birds, or at least would be if we had more of
them. If land planners agree that they are important, too, we
can have more ancient growth but the wait will be
considerable. Maybe someday people will view forests not

7

in terms of board feet but in the densities of Blackburnian
warblers, or golden-crowned kinglets per acre. Not today,
not next year, but someday.

What does it mean in terms of academics? I am
not sure that we have it all sorted out yet. I was involved in
another research project in which I was looking at the
historical and current distributions of birds in North
Carolina. The results will surprise some. Of the over 220
breeding species known from the state, about 90 of them
had significantly increased their distributions during the last
100 years. Of these, at least 35 species that nest in the state
today did not do so 100 years ago. Only 10 specie$ actually
exhibited declining distributions during the same time
period, while several had increased and subsequently de-
creased. Only about 88 had stable distributions for which I
could document no overall change in the last hundred years.

This does not directly relate to overall concerns for

local conservation issues, since this study addressed only
‘geographic distribution. The birds that showed the most
dramatic increases in the amount of real estate they
occupied were birds that benefit from our modification of
the land. Birds of fields and the hedgerows, species fixated
with early-growth forests and swallows that have learned to
stick nests on concrete bridge abutments are all increasing.
What was amazing was that this list of expanding species
made up such a large percentage of our state’s fauna.
However, when I compared this study to the list of the birds
of the Joyce Kilmer forest, two facts stood out. First, none
of the species on the expanding distribution list even lived
in this forest. Second, the birds of this forest were all ones
that, as best
we could
tell, had not
significantly
altered their
geographic
distributions
in the
Southeast in
the last-
hundred
years. We
were
j looking at
not just a
4 primeval
forest; this
was intact,
stable fauna.
It was a
glimpse of
what the
- midland low-elevation faunal composition of the Southern,

Appalachians must have been prior to European contact.

Found in the Joyce Kilmer forest,
the black-throated blue warbler here
represents a low elevation record.

continued on page 19
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Public Land Acquisition in the Chattooga Watershed

Buzz Williams . : congressional funding sources and changing political
‘ priorities have greatly intensified the process of acquiring

When the Chattooga River Watershed Coalition important tracts for conservation. In this issue-of the
(CRWC) was founded in 1991, we decided that one of our Chattooga Quarterly we tell the story of how our goal of
goals would be to “promote public land acquisition by the acquiring lands for conservation has evolved, by recounting
Forest Service within the watershed”. As one component of . a series of specific examples as well as an up-to-date
our overall mission, we believe it is our obligation to protect account of where we are now and what you can do to help.
for posterity those areas which have unique biological, \
cultural; geological or recreational values. Public “ “* In the early 1990’s when our efforts to promote
ownership is one of the best ways to provide permanent public land acquisition were just beginning, the public’s
protection for these . o perception of the
properties, since concept of land

management
guidelines for public
lands contain
stringent legal
requirements for
protecting areas with
outstanding natural
resources. In our
case, the US Forest

| Service is the largest
public land
management agency
in the Chattooga

acquisition was our
greatest obstacle.

. Herein was the real
hobgoblin that
obscured an
otherwise irrefutably
noble goal. ‘
Acquisition for
public ownership

| conjures up notions
of violated private

| property rights and
the unspeakable idea

watershed, By “] of condemnation.
directing new land 1 And oftentimes,
_acquisitions to the county

Forest Service, there
is-a much greater
‘opportunity for
consistent ‘
management across
the entire forest
ecosystem of the
Chattooga River
watershed. Public
ownership also
provides public

commissioners argue |
that public land .
acquisition takes land
out of the tax base.
Then, of course,
-people always point
to the fact that we
have stated that the
Forest Service, the
recipient of these
lands, is an agency

access to thése : : 4 o 84| driven by timber
properties for the use - : , targets and which
and enjoyment of all Land acquisition conjures up notions of violated private property rights-and the un-  often exploits the
citizens, as well as’ speakable idea of condemnation. In the 1960’s, many small landowners in Kentucky:  land to meet these
shelter against future were forcibly removed from their farms to make way for the strip-mining industry.  timber harvesting
development which quotas. There are
often causes irreversible damage to critical wildlife habitat. those who would argue that these lands would be better off
As increasing development takes its toll, protection for these in the hands of an entrepreneur with a good land ethic, or a
properties ha become more of a priority. - land trust with a stated and legally binding mission of

exemplary land stewardship.
Originally, our land acquisition program consisted /

of working with key Members of Congress (especially those Concerning the argument that federal ownership
on the Appropriations Committees) and with various land . reduces the county’s tax base, this simply is not true. In
trusts to acquire from willing sellers those properties fact, the Forest Service makes-a payment to the counties
prioritized and targeted by the Forest Service for permanent ~ every year for roads and schools, in lieu of taxes (see also
_protection. That was when, at least in theory, the process - | Chattooga Quarterly, Winter 1997, “PILT and the .
was relatively simple. In recent years many factors, 25%Fund”). Also, property values go up in areas
including increased demand for new and second home surrounded by national forest lands, thus generating more

building sites, skyrocketing land prices, diversion of taxes. Evidence of this is found in any real estate brochure
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which contains advertisements for lands adjacent to the
national forests.

One of the biggest misconceptions relates to the
motives for land acquisition. By nature we in the mountains
are suspicious of the Federal Government, and with good
reason. One only needs to look as far as Kentucky, where
in the 1960’s Federal Courts ruled that coal companies had
the right to strip mine family farms, or to Tennessee where
the Tennessee Valley Authority forcibly removed people
from their land, which was flooded in the process of
building extended systems of hydroelectric dams, or to the
Great Smokey Mountains where land was condemned to
create a National Park. Asa

(More on this later.)

As for the fear of a larger, more sinister motive to
take private land for some yet unknown Federal program,
the facts again are otherwise. The Forest Service works
with experts to identify those lands which are classified as
biological“hotspots” containing sensitive plants and
animals, or lands such as private properties that are
embedded within the National Wild and Scenic River
Corridor, which provide outstanding recreational values.
Sometimes the agency wants to-acquire land simply to
straighten out its boundaries, or to gain access to adjacent
public land. The list of these lands is no secret, it is a matter
of public record and consists

result when someone
mentions land acquisition to
many local folks, it conjures
up an image of a larger
conspiracy to take away
their private land. The
result is instant opposition.

From these hard
lessons we have learned that
“big brother” can use its
| power for good or bad, but
must always consider
stewardship of land for the
good of both local and
national interests. The
Forest Service land
acquisition program has
always done a good job
balancing these
considerations. As a result,
the Forest Service has never
used the power of
condemnation to acquire
land in the Chattooga River
watershed. In fact, they do
| not even have this authority.
The only thing that even
comes close is a clause in
the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act which does give the

Private

- Land Ownership in the
Chattooga River Watershed

[l Private Lands
|| National Forest Land

of a few key tracts. It is of
interest to those of us in the
Chattooga watershed that
every year the Forest Service
-recommends to the President a
prioritized list of important
land acquisition projects in the
United States, to be used in
formulating his annual budget
request to Congress. The
Chattooga River watershed-is
usually ranked on this list
somewhere between 2nd and
Sth in the entire nation. We
are ranked with other natural
resources of the caliber of the
Yellowstone and the
Everglades National Parks.
Again, these tracts of land are
most often those which have
been documented as having
incredible natural resource
values and are sought only
from willing sellers.

Identifying key tracts
for acquisition is the easy part
’ " of the process; paying for it is
S more difficult. Monies
appropriated by congress
come from the Land and

agency the power of
condemnation for a scenic easement in the one-quarter mile
river corridor where a few small tracts of property are still
in private ownership. This simply means that within a
distance of one-quarter mile from the river’s banks, if a
developer proposed to do something that would harm the
intrinsic values which qualified the river for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the Forest Service
could seek an easement to prohibit this action. Even so, the
Forest Service has never usea this authority but rather, has
attempted to acquire these lands through trade or fee simple
title.. This process involves an appraisal of fair market value
aimed at ultimately protecting the tax payer’s investment.

Conservation Fund (see also
Chattooga Quarterly, Summer 1996, “Land and Water
Conservation Fund”). This is a trust fund established in
1965, from royalties obtained from off-shore drilling for oil
and gas. This fund accrues approximately $900,000,000 per
year. Unfortunately, the Reagan Administration began
raiding this fund to reduce the Federal deficit, and others
have followed suit. For example, in 1996 only $134 million

of this.fund was released for land acquisition for the entire

nation. :

Since the Forest Service has to rely on a very
unpredictable funding source, i.e. Congress, we work with
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‘other organizations, such as the Conservation Fund or The
Nature Conservancy, to acquire property from a willing
seller and hold it in trust until Congress appropriates the
money to the Forest Service for acquisition. When one of
the land trusts makes a breakthrough with a property owner
for the sale of one of these important parcels, we work to
make the public aware of the value of the tract and solicit
their help in calling the Members of Congress who work to
get the-money appropriated. '

This process has worked fairly well in the
Chattooga River watershed but even from the beginning,
land acquisition here has not been without controversy.
Prior to working for the CRWC I worked for the Forest
Service, where I was privy to several key land deals in the
river’s headwaters and ’
within the Wild and
Scenic River Corridor, |
which protected at
least 1,000 acres of
pristine land. One of

| these was the Crouch
Tract, which
contained the
“Devil’s Courthouse”
‘on Whiteside
Mountain. The story
of this tract has’an
interesting history as
told by Dr. Robert
Zahner in his book
The Mountain at the®
End of the Trail. The
ownership of this tract
of land goes back to a
land grant to one of
the original settlers (of’
European origins) of _
the Chattooga’s headwaters. After several transactions it
wound up in the hands of Dr. George E. Crouch IV from
Louisville, Georgia. In 1973, just after the Chattooga was
designated as one of the first Wild and Scenic Rivers in the
nation, the Forest Service—with a clear mandate to protect
the headwaters—obtained an option to purchase the Crouch
Tract for $500 dellars per acre. But after his new, young
wife expressed an interest in building a house on Devil’s
Courthouse, the deal evaporated. The reason for the
withdrawal of the option was based on the Forest Service’s
inability to fulfill an earlier request to erect a monument to
Dr. Crouch’s father on the nearby highway, where the
Forest Service had no authority to do so. There was i
| speculation that the botched deal had more to do with future
land development options than with the monument. Then in
1984 after the death of Dr. Crouch, his wife brokered a deal
with the Forest Service for 2.5 million dollars, or roughly
six times the original option price.

Acquisition of the Crouch Tract fueled questions as

to whether big land deals engineered to protect the
Chattooga River watershed were a factor in driving up land
prices in the watershed. Since the Crouch Tract acquisition,
several other big tracts have been acquired; always with the
hint of shady albeit legal land speculation, all wrapped up in
the name of conservation. . Many locals, who are more
interested in living on the land than selling it for profit,
resent “outsiders” driving land prices so high. Oftentimes,
the result is subdivision for affluent clients for summer
homes. 'In a recent report by the North Carolina Division of
Water Quality entitled Draft Savannah River Basinwide
Water Quality Management Plan, which identified trends in
land cover, population and growth, the most dramatic
changes identified between 1982 and 1992 in adjacent -
watersheds were the conversions of rural green spaces to

i “urban buildup”.
This trend, though
not documented for
the entire Chattooga
basin in the report,
has certainly spread
from the Highlands
and Cashiers areas in
the Chattooga’s
North Carolina
headwaters, to the
rest of Chattooga
drainage in South
Carolina and
Georgia. This
conversion fragments
the landscape by
destroying wildlife
habitat, and alters
traditional rural
culture. )

One of the other land deals that precipitated the
current trend in land speculation in the Chattooga watershed
was the purchase of the Burson Tract. An affluent
developer from Atlanta bought a prime, 270 acre parcel of
land near the river on highway 76 in South Carolina. At the
head of the property is a beautiful 50 foot waterfall and
below, a long stretch of bottom land along Reedy Branch,
which flows into the Chattooga. The land had been
abandoned years before this purchase, and locals hunted and
recreated on the property. The developer, Mr. Burson, built
a big lake in the bottom land and installed underground
power lines. Local concerns about the pending
development of the property helped convince Senator
Hollings from South Carolina to push for funds to purchase
the property. The Trust for Public Lands bought the
property and held it for about six months, until the money

- was eventually appropriated for its purchase. The Forest

Service then bought the property for $954,250. Generally,
people were relieved that this property which was situated
so close to the river was saved from intensive development,
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Land Acquisition continued

yet still there are questions about the price of the land.
Préviously, tracts such as this one in the lower end of the
watershed had sold for at least $1,000 per acre less.
Undoubtedly, news of this land deal began stimulating other
developers to look at the opportunity to garner significant
capital gains on Federal land transactions. In South
Carolina, many established apple orchards were going belly-
up, unable to compete with the Pacific Northwest’s high-
tech apple industry, added to these opportunities. Shortly
thereafter, it was rumored that the old Horseshoe Lake
Orchard (renown for its orlgmal owner, Mr. Groucho Marx)
had been
purchased. Calls
to our office in
Clayton warned
that the new,
owners of what
then became
known as the
Garland Tract had
informed locals
that they planned
to build large
chicken houses all
along the ridges of
the old orchards. I
personally
telephoned the
owner, Mr.

confirmed that
indeed this was an
option being
considered. The
idea that this
developer might be
employing scare
tactics, in order to
stir up public sentiment for the Forest Service to step in and
save the day, occurred to me. I asked a long time resident
of Long Creek about the prospect of chicken houses along
the Chattooga Ridge, which offers a spectacular view of
Rabun Bald and its surrounding mountains. “Those
chickens will have the best view in the state,” was his reply.
Clearly, the most lucrative development of this property
would be for resort homes. But what if there was a way to
make a profit without spending a cent for development?
Shortly thereafter the property, which totaled 368 acres was
purchased for $881,280 by the US Forest Service.

ing mountains.

If old orchard land was bringing these prices, what "
about the really high dollar properties in the Chattooga
watershed’s higher elevations. 'In the Spring of last year, the
answer came like a bombshell. A friend was browsmg the
Wall Street Journal and was shocked to see an
advertisement for the sale of the Fodderstack Mountains in
North Carolina. Located next to the resort town of
Highlands and surrounded by the rugged headwaters of the

I asked a long time resident of Long Creek about the prospect of chicken houses along
the Chattooga Ridge, which offers a spectdcular view of Rabun Bald and its surround-

“Those chickens will have the best view in the state,”
Clearly, the most lucrative development of-this property would be for resort homes.

West Fork of the Chattooga, the Fodderstacks historically
have been revered for their majestic vistas by both the
Native Americans and the Europeans who followed. The
renown Dupont family had owned the property for years,
while promising the Highlands Land Trust that the sacred
mountains would always be protected. Even more puzzling,
the seller, Elise Dupont, was at the time a member of this
land trust. The Nature Conservancy had inventoried the’
Fodderstacks and found them to have incredible biological
significance, including one of the southern-most occurring
mountain bogs in the Southern Appalachian Mountains,
which provided
| habitat for a host
of rare plants and
| animals. ‘Growing
| on the slopes of the
| Fodderstacks is
| one of the last
remaining patches
of old growth pitch
pine and hemlock
in the watershed,
estimate to be up to
400 years old.
Within days, we
located the Atlanta
developer who
held the option on
the Fodderstacks
tract and arranged
a meeting with
him, Forest Service
land acquisition
officers and other
prominent members
of the Highlands
community. The
asking price was $2
million for 212 of the 300 acres. Though he claims
otherwise, the developer seemed moved by those who
sought to protect the “sacred mountains”. Other meetings
took place between the Nature Conservancy, this developer
and the Forest Service. The Fodderstacks were
subsequently purchased for $1.55 million by the Nature
Conservancy, who eventually will sell the land to the Forest
Service. In next year’s congressional Interior
Appropriations Bill, there has been enough money
earmarked for the Chattooga watershed to complete the
Fodderstacks deal. Undoubtedly,these mountains will be
classified as a “botanical area” and therefore will be off
limits to logging and heavy recreational use. The other 100
acres which lie closer to the city of nghlands have been
retained by the developer.

was his reply.

As mentioned earlier, these monies available for
land acquisition have been drastically reduced. Out west,
different groups are fighting for most of this money to go to
two high priority projects. The first is called the
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“Headwaters Tract” in California, which contains one of the
last stands of old growth redwood groves on the planet. The
other project’s goal is to engineer a buyout of the “New

~World Mine” next to Yellowstone National Park. So even
with powerful advocates like Senator Hollings from South
Carolina going to bat for the Chattooga, we only received
$1.2 million for land acquisition for fiscal year 1998. Also,
it is interesting to note that $3.4 million was appropriated
for the acquisition of the Jocassee Gorges, a 32,000 acre
tract being sold by Duke Energy Corporation that is
contiguous with the Chattooga watershed. Though this is an
acquisition which we fully support, it has spread out scafce
Land and Water Conservation Fund money ever thinner. So
with land speculation in

-the Chattooga now
proceeding at a land rush:
pace, and with powerful
competition for acquisition
dollars for high profile
projects nearby and out
west, the prospects of
finding money for future
land acquisition projects
are looking pretty dim.

As Federal funds
dry up, land prices
continue to escalate. This:
dilemma is best illustrated
by the current controversy
over the Brushy Mountain
Tract in North Carolina.
Not long ago we learned that an affluent developer from
Hilton Head, South Carolina, had applied for a right of way
easement across national forest land to access two tracts of .
property that he owns on Brushy Mountain in North
Carolina, which is located just above the Ellicott Rock

~Wilderness Area. These properties are completely
surrounded by national forest. The developer cited the
Alaska National Inland Claim Act in his application to build
a road into his proposed housing subdivision. This law
states the government must grant access to private property
that is landlocked within public lands “for the reasonable |
use of the landowner”, and in this case the “use” must be
consistent with the uses of the surrounding public land—
which includes a Federally recognized Wilderness Area.
The application for the right of way was not in the name of
a landowner, rather, an entity named the Chattooga-Ellicott
Community Association. Ironically, none of the local
people in the area are members of or know of this
“community” association. The Chattooga-Ellicott
Community Association’s intent for the properties at the
terminus of the right of way, as stated in the application, is
to build one spec house per every 5 acres. The real Ellicott
Rock community was incensed, and felt that this was hardly
“reasonable use” by the landowner. The Forest Service was
about to cave in to pressure from the developer and grant

the right of way while totally excluding the public from the

" decision. We petitioned for the standard agency decision-

making process, which includes a mechanism for’
considering public input. This was granted by the Forest
Service. After the scoping process of gathering public
input, public opinion registered overwhelming opposition to
the right of way for a number of reasons. However, the
Forest Service’s Decision Notice granted the right of way.
Several parties filed written appeals to the Decision Notice,
and a final decision is due at anytime.

In the meantime, at the urging of the

‘community that lives around the' Brushy Mountain Tract, we

have tried on numerous
occasions to negotiate
with the developer to
sell the property at fair
miarket value. Though
he is a willing seller,
each time his answer
has been that the cost of
the delay in his -
development plans
would be added to the
price of the land. The
current price: $15,000
per acre. This price, if
paid would represent a
three-fold increase in

appraised property
value.

In this situation the Forest Service holds the key to
its resolution, by strict adherence to the letter of the law.
The Southern Environmental Law Center has issued an
opinion that a housing subdivision in the middle of a wild
aréa is not compatible with the “reasonable use” clause,
especially since a future “community association” that is

* presently undetermined does not constitute a valid applicant

for the right of way request. As we wait for the agency’s
final decision it becomes even more apparent that a housing
subdivision, in the core of this traditional rural community
that is embedded in a relatively wild area and critical
wildlife corridor, would destroy this area as it exists today.

Within the last year the most dire predictions of
ever-escalating land speculation schemes became reality.
One day this past summer, a trout fisherman came in the
CRWC office and reported that the Chattooga’s West Fork
was running uncharacteristically muddy. We learned that
what is known locally in Georgia as the Nicholson Tract on
the West Fork had been sold to developers. This 128 acre
parcel of land was one of the last privately owned properties
remaining inside of the Wild and Scenic River Corridor. A .
friend and I paddled down the West Fork and found one of
its tributaries heavily clouded with silt and red mud. The
stream was one that we had sampled in an earlier Brook
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Trout study, and which was shown to contain a population
of native Brook Trout. We made photographs of the water
quality, and took the pictures to the local authorities in
charge of development permitting. The county official
investigated the site and found them to be in compliance
with the state of Georgia’s Erosion and Sedimentation
Laws—a testimony to the general weakness of these erosion
and sedimentation laws.

Then matters got worse. Paddlers called our office
| as well as the Forest Service, reporting that the developers
had-closed the West Fork to
all floating traffic. They said
that the new landowners had
stretched a steel cable across
the river that served to
suspend a large sign which
read “Absolutely No
Trespassing, Survivors Will
Be'Prosecuted”. Also, they
reported that the landowner
was stationed on the river
bank aggressively
demanding that paddlers stop
and leave the area.. News
spread quickly that a section
of a Federally designated
Wild and Scenic River with
at least twenty-five years of
prescriptive use had been
closed to, the public by an’
irate landowner. This news
sent shock waves through the
conservation, recreation and
local communities, and all
the way up to the national
level. The Chattooga River
Watershed Coalition took the
1*lead in organizing efforts to
precipitate a ruling from
legal experts at the Office of
General Counsel on citizen’s rights to float navigable
waters. The Forest Service was in the cumbersome position
of being the representing agency in potential litigation to re-
open the river to the public, while also working on
negotiations for acquisition of this property.

Meanwhile, the highly offensive sign hung
menacingly above the West Fork, and each day was
precipitating a real threat of vigilante violence. One of the
new owners of the Nicholson tract possessed a reputation
for holding his ground. By the same token, many locals
who fished that section of the river and even more recently,
had taken up the sport of paddling there, were threatening to
take matters into-their own hands. Both the CRWC and the
Forest Service patrolled the area to warn people to stay
away from the area until the legal system had time to work.

Signs were placed at river’s access point above the tract of private
property, warning of the possibility of a confrontation downstream.

Signs were placed at river’s access-point above the tract of
private property, warning of the possibility of a
confrontation downstream:. After nearly two weeks of this
stalemate, and with growing legal presence from the private
sector, the Forest Service finally informed the landowner of
the pending legal battle. The government’s position was .
that there was a strong legal precedent for public use of the
river. g

When a CNN crew showed up to cover the story,
they found the sign hanging above the West Fork had been
altered to read “For Sale”.
Shrewdly, the telephone
number to call for further
information was clearly .
.visible on the new sign. To
most people following this
story, the real issue was
exposed. Now the
developers apparently were
attempting to parlay the
media attention into national
TV exposure to advertise the
sale of the property. Would
the Forest Service step in and
save the day with the money
to buy the property?

The sticking point that
derailed this scenario was the
new asking price, which was
rumored to be $3.8 million.
Fortunately, the Forest
Service follows an appraisal
procedure which will only
allow them to purchase
property for “fair market
value”. Obviously, in the
past this had been stretched .
to the limit for key tracts, but
this time the price was
prohibitive, as it had doubled between the former and
current landowner.

Negotiations continue for this West Fork Tract, and
the outcome is totally unresolved. One factor which may be
important in this case is that condemnation proceedings for
a scenic easement to prevent development in sight of the
river is well within the Forest Service’s range of options.
With these potential restrictions on maximum development,
we can only hope that the current landowners will bring
reasonable expectations to the table in negotiations for
public acquisition.

" In the few months sinée the Nicholson Tract on the

continued on page *20
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Knutsen-Vandenberg Act of 1930: ‘Reforestation?

Cindy Berrier

In 1930 the Knutsen-Vandenberg Act (16 U.S.C. 576-
576b) was created with good intentions; however, it has
become one of the many driving forces of the mismanaged
and fiscally unaccountable Forest Service budget.

The original purpose of the Knutsen-Vandenberg
Act (KV Act) was to sustain the nation’s forests by
establishing a Trust Fund to cover the costs of reforestation
and timber stand improvement on areas of national forest,
lands that are harvested for timber. The Act allows for a
share of the timber sale’s receipts to be directed into this
Trust Fund for implementing these various projects, but the
Act specifically prohibits spending more funds on these

projects than is collected from the harvest area. This section

of the law was intended to assure a balanced fund; however,
the Forest Service’s current accounting system does not
track the income and expenses of individual timber sales.

Therefore, there is no wdy to assure compliance or prevent

abuse of this portion of the law. Currently, the Forest
Service records individual timber sales collections;
however, expenditures are managed and recorded in a lump
sum for all timber sales on the entire ranger district. This
makes it impossible to determine if the ranger district is
under or over budget for individual KV projects.

The KV Act was amended in 1976, when Congress
enacted the National Forest Management Act (16 U.S.C.
1600 et. seq). This act expanded the use of KV funds to
include money for protection and improvement of non-
timber resources in the timber sale area, such as wildlife
habitat and outdoor recreation. Unfortunately, the addition
of these activities created a perverse incentive for all
programs to rely on timber sale receipts to fund their
projects. The law is written in such a way that it actually
encourages resource managers to promote greater volumes
of timber extraction; in order to fund their other projects.

KV Fund collections are determined by a
document called the Sale Area Improvement Plan (SAI
Plan). This plan is developed by the ranger district staff and
describes the projects needed in each timber sale area and
the project’s estimated costs, including the cost of
supporting the reforestation program at all organizational
levels. “All organizational levels” means from the Forest
Service’s Washington Office right down to the individual
ranger district office. Every office gets a piece of the pie for
“support” costs. Because of the lack of accurate financial
tracking of support costs, one cannot be certain of the origin
of this figure. Indeed, it could even be fabricated,
depending on the level of funds wanted, not needed. Each
project in the SAI Plan is outlined in an Environmental
Analysis, and is approved by the District Ranger. The
initial SAI Plan guidance states the plans should be revised
annually in order to adjust the amount of collections to
reflect any additional costs of the projects. This process
continues until the timber sale contract is closed, and
reforestation and other projects in the area are completed,

which can be anywhere from one to fifteen years. However,
in a 1994 Government ‘Accounting Office report, it was
discovered that less than half of the Forest Service’s ranger
districts were teviewing or revising their SAI plans as
required. ‘

When developing their annual budget requests,
individual ranger districts, and sometimes entire national
forests (such as the Chattahoochee National Forest), each
year determine their overall reforestation funding needs by
adding up all of the SAI Plan costs. These figures are
submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture who in turn
submits them to the Office of Management and Budget for
approval, as the KV budget. Even though approval is
always granted, it has been discovered that the current Fund

‘balance is insufficient to cover all KV projects, which total

$922 million. This deficit is a combination of inaccurate
financial tracking data, and the transfer of $420 million
from the KV Fund (in the years of 1990 through 1992, that
have not been reimbursed) to the Emergency Fire Fighting
Fund. The current Fund balance is about $500 million
short. One might ask: How does the Forest Service adjust
their individual KV projects to reflect this shortfall? The
answer is they don’t, the Forest Service continyes planning
and implementing projects as if the money was never

" transferred.

Furthermore, the law requires that needed KV

Funds are to be charged to the timber purchaser in addition .

to the payment for the timber itself. Yet the Forest Service
actually treats these costs as deductions, that is, they deduct
the cost of these projects from the timber sale receipts.
Secondly, large shares of the KV Funds are used for
administrative overhead, instead of being spent on the sale
area as the law specifies. In 1994, our local Chattahoochee-
Oconee National Forest used 72% of their KV Funds for
overhead--the highest in the nation.

There are additional inequities associated with the
KV program. For example, in 1930 the average timber sale
costs (e.g., administration and implementation costs) were
about 50 cents per thousand board feet of timber. US
Department of Agriculture regulations written at that time
required forest managers to return at least this amount to the
US Treasury. Today that same cost is about $50 per

~ thousand board feet, yet managers are still only required to

return 50 cents per thousand board feet to the US Treasury.
As was mentioned earlier, the Forest Service lacks a system
of accurate cost-accounting. Therefore, the true costs of
timber harvesting and reforestation per thousand board feet
may be more on some sale areas, and less on others. Yet by
paying into the US Treasury the required $.50 per thousand
board feet, it could appear as if the US Treasury and the
Forest Service was always making money on timber sales
on our national forests. Yet according to a recent report that
used the Forest Service’s own figures, their timber program
operated at a net loss of $791 million in 1996 and did not
return one dime to the US Treasury. Also, in 1990 national
forest managers were allowed to-keep—in addition to
Federal appropriations—3$475 million in timber receipts in-
their own in house agency budget. This figure is more than

\
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KV Act continiied

Congress appropriated out of our tax dollars for timber sales and timber-related roads. What a deal for the forest manager’s
budgets, at the expense of our US Treasury and the taxpayers! '
The KV Act is a classic example of good intentions gone astray because of poorly designed incentives. Congress
passed the Knutsen-Vandenberg Act with the intentions of providing funding for reforestation. Instead, the result has been to
provide incentives for forest managers to schedule timber harvests in many areas possessing more valuable resources than
timber, and oftentimes losing money on these timber sales due to steep terrain, difficulty in regenerating trees, excessive road
construction costs, etc. Here, forest managers aim to use the associated KV Funds to raise money for wildlife, watershed and
other forest management projects, while the timber sales that generate those funds often do more damage to these other

resources than can be offset by the KV project’s funds. “Catch 22” isn’t it?
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Figure 1: A Sale Area Improvement Plan (SAI Plan)

Every Forest Service timber sale has a K-V. Plan like the one shown here. This is the K-V Plan for the Buckeye Branch Sale in the Tallulah
District of the Chattahoochee National Forest. K-V Plans must be prepared before a sale is completed and are called “original” plans, but
they may be amended any number of times before a sale is closed, and then they are called “revised plans”. '

A.

“Type of Plan” identifies whether
the plan is an original or a revised
K-V Plan;.in this case, the above
plan has been revised one time.
The plan with the latest date is
the operative plan.

“Treatment (by Priority)”
identifies the on-the-ground
activities to be done within the
sale area. In this particular area,
they plan to chainsaw site-prepare
it for regeneration of native
hardwoods, and to “prescribe-
burn” it for regeneration of native
pine and non-native pine, then
site-prepare it for native’and non-
napve pine, then plant pine
seedlings; finally, re-check those
areas for proper regeneration of
pine.

The total cost of each of the
activities including overhead.
The portion of the total cost that
will be covered by K-V Funds; in
the plan above, the activities are
100% K-V financed.

Sum of the direct and overhead
costs for all the “improvement”
K-V projects in this sale area.
Total amount received from the
actual timber sale.

" This figure comes from the

1930’s KV Act that requires each
timber sale to return $.50 per
thousand board feet to the US
Treasury, which is deducted from
the total stumpage revenues.

This is the total figure available
for the KV projects.

**Note that the total cost of the K-V
projects and the total available for the
Forest Service’s in house KV Fund are
different; in fact, the difference is
$32,009.

: ; FS -2000-50 [12/89)
USDA-F S ice =
A OPBHLSAEEV AREA THPP WENT (1) Forest  ( [(2) District / Unit
AND CHATTAHOOCHEE TALLULAH
K-V COLLECTION PLAN (3) Sale Name (4) Contract Date
' (reference FSH 2409.19) Buckeye Branch 07/12/91
(5) COMPARTMENTS [(6) Type of Plan (7) Purchaser (8) Contract Number
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48 & 50 X Revision Triple L Logging, Inc. 014257
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Events and Opportunities in the Chattooga River Wateréhed b

imber Sale Bought by the Coalition

Yes, the CRWC has purchased a timber sale on

national forest lands in the Chattooga River

watershed’s Blue Valley Experimental Forest,
which lies in North Carolina’s Highlands Ranger District.
This won’t be your “typical” timber harvest. The trees will
be removed from the woods by draft horses and are marked
for harvest according to a single-tree-selection prescription.
The trees willibe.cut down using directional felling
techniques to minimize damage to the residual trees, and
skidded through the forest using light touch methods less
disturbing to the forest floor ecosystem than mechanized
equipment. This is a first for a conservation organization!
Look for further details in the Winter issue of the Chattooga
Quarterly. Also, in the meantime check out CNN'’s story on
the world wide web, which features the CRWC’s February
1996 Horse-logging Workshop, at:
" cnn.com/EARTH9604/08/horse_logging/index.html.
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ttack of the Gypsy Moth!

The gypsy moth has been found in the Chattooga

River’s headwaters. In 1996, the US Forest

Service (USFS) and the North Carolina
Department of Agriculture (NCDA) caught several gypsy
moths near the city of Highlands, NC, in pheromone traps
placed in national forest recreation areas (by the USFS) and
1 trap per four square miles detection trapping (by the
NCDA). This indicated the possibility of a reproducing
population of gypsy moths in the area. In 1997, four
intensive trapping grids (16 traps per square mile) coveréd
18 square miles north, northwest and southeast of
Highlands. More detection trapping also was done
surrounding these grids, on about 54 square miles centered
on Highlands. A surprising 799 moths were caught in 158
of the 412 traps placed in the Highlands area. Moths were
caught in traps on the very edge of the intensively trapped
area. This means that the infestation may extend beyond the
area trapped in 1997, making treatment decisions very
difficult to make.

The gypsy moth, native to Europe and Asia, was
introduced near Boston in 1869 and has spread throughout
the northeastern United States. In the Appalachians, it is
currently found as far south as central Virginia. Populations
beyond the primary infestation, like the one at Highlands,

' have been accidentally transported to the area. Gypsy moth
larva feed on a wide variety of deciduous trees and shrubs.
Oak species are a favored food, but river birch, basswood,
willow, sweet gum, ironwood and apple are palatable. In
very high populations they will eat almost any plant. High
populations can defoliate trees in the springtime. While
trees can survive defoliation, it causes considerable stress
and increased vulnerability to other diseases and pests.
Several years of defoliation can kill the trees.

In the Chattooga river headwaters, the forest
composition includes many of the species favored by gypsy
moths. The impacts of an uncontrolled infestation of gypsy

moths would be obviops to the forest visitor. Oak species
dominate many of the forest types in the watershed, and are
the most important producers of hard mast—acorns that are
critical to wildlife. Even if trees survive defoliation, mast
production ceases. The widely acclaimed high visual
quality of the landscape in the Chattooga’s headwaters
would be noticeabl